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SECTION M – EVALUATION FACTORS FOR AWARD
M-01 - PROVISIONS INCORPORATED BY REFERENCE

	FAR SOURCE
	TITLE AND DATE
	

	FAR 52.217-5
	Evaluation Of Options
	JUL 1990

	DLAD SOURCE
	TITLE AND DATE
	

	DLAD 52.219-9004
	Small Business Program Representations
	JUL 1999


M-02 - PROVISIONS INCORPORATED BY FULL TEXT

DLAD 52.215-9010   All or None (IFB/RFP only) (AUG 2005)

(a)  With respect to each item or group of items identified below, offers must be submitted for all items indicated.  No award will be made for less than the full requirements shown in this solicitation for these items or groups.

CONTRACT LINE ITEMS: 0001, 1001, 2001, 3001, 4001, 0002, 1002, 2002, 3002, 4002, 0003, 1003, 2003, 3003, 4003, 0004, 1004, 2004, 3004, 4004, 0005, 1005, 2005, 3005, 4005, 
(b)  If this is an Invitation For Bid (IFB), any offeror offering less than all of the solicitation requirements of the indicated item or group of items will be non-responsive.

(c)  If this is a Request For Proposal (RFP), any offeror offering less than all of the solicitation requirements of the indicated item or group of items may be precluded from consideration for award if the Contracting Officer elects to make an award without opening discussions.

(d)  Offerors are cautioned that submission of an offer for selected item(s) within a given group is unacceptable; offers must be for all item(s) within a given group. However, an offeror may submit an offer on any one or more groups.

(End of Provision)

M-03 – EVALUATION OF PROPOSALS

1.  Evaluation Approach

FAR 52.215-1, "Instructions to Offerors--Competitive Acquisition" is included in Section L of this solicitation.  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 cost and technical standpoint.  
A proposal is considered acceptable for award if it (i) addresses itself to all the essential requirements of the RFP, (ii) shows that the offeror understands all essential requirements of the RFP, and has demonstrated the full capability to perform the prospective requirements, (iii) offers a feasible technical approach, and (iv) although some clarification of a weakness may be desirable, the proposal is complete to the extent that an award could be made on its present terms. 

A proposal will be considered unacceptable for award if it contains deficiencies (or a combination of weaknesses which equate to one or more deficiencies) which are not correctable, or corrective action would require essentially rewriting the proposal or require submission of an approach which would be new or almost entirely different from that previously proposed.
If, after initial evaluation of offers, an award can not be made to the best value offeror without discussions, a competitive range determination will be made by the Contracting Officer IAW FAR 15.306(c).   

An “Unsatisfactory” rating on one or more of the Technical Factors (Factors 1 and 2) will render the proposal ineligible for award, or if discussions are held, ineligible for inclusion in the competitive range.   A rating of “Unsatisfactory” on any subfactor will result in a rating of “Unsatisfactory” at the factor level.  An initial rating of "No Confidence" in the Past Performance Factor (Factor 3) will not automatically eliminate an offeror from award eligibility or the competitive range, but may be considered in making the competitive range determination if communications have been conducted pursuant to FAR 15.306(b)(1)(i).  Communications shall be held with offerors whose past performance information is the determining factor keeping them from being placed within the competitive range if the communications are necessary to allow them to address adverse past performance information to which the offeror(s) had not had a prior opportunity to respond.  
The determination of the competitive range will include all proposals which are considered to be the most highly rated and may include those that are considered to have a reasonable chance of being selected for award, unless the competitive range is further limited in accordance with FAR 15.306(c)(2).  If the Contracting Officer determines that the number of proposals that would otherwise be in the competitive range exceeds the number at which an efficient competition can be conducted, the Contracting Officer may limit the number of proposals in the competitive range to the greatest number that will permit an efficient competition among the most highly rated proposals.
Those offerors whose proposal does not fall into the competitive range will be so notified as prescribed by FAR 15.503(a)(1).  Offerors will be notified in writing with a concise explanation of their proposal deficiencies without jeopardizing the competitive range. 

Those offerors whose proposals are determined by the PCO to be in the competitive range will be contacted by the Contract Specialist for discussions.  Exchanges (i.e. negotiations) will be conducted in accordance with FAR 15.306(d).  If verbal discussions are held they will be followed by a written reiteration of the discussion.  Written discussions may also be held, whereby the Government provides a written list of discussion questions to each offeror, as appropriate.  In the case of both verbal and written discussions, the offeror will provide a written response to the discussion question and revision to the proposal as required.  This response and revision (if required) will be marked accordingly to distinguish it as a supplement to their original proposal.  More than one (1) round of discussions may be held.  At the conclusion of final discussions, the Government will request each offeror in the competitive range to submit a Final Proposal Revision (FPR).  A common cut-off-date for submission of FPRs will be established by the Contracting Officer (KO) IAW FAR 15.307(b).  In the event further discussions are required after receipt of the final proposal revisions, the KO may reopen discussions and offerors will be required to submit another FPR.  The FPR will be evaluated as to its revised technical, past performance and/or cost/pricing approach in response to the issues identified during discussions.  

After each round of discussions and the FPR, the appropriate evaluation committee will perform an evaluation of the responses.  Final factor and subfactor ratings will be based upon the evaluation of the FPR.  A final rating of “Unsatisfactory” in any of the Technical Evaluation Factors (Factor 1 and 2), or a rating of “No Confidence” for Factor 3 will render the proposal ineligible for award.  
The KO will promptly notify offerors when their proposals are excluded from the competitive range, whereupon they may request and receive a debriefing IAW FAR 15.505.  The KO will notify unsuccessful offerors in the competitive range of the source selection decision IAW FAR 15.506.  Upon such notification, unsuccessful offerors may request and receive a debriefing.  Offerors requesting a debriefing must make their request IAW the requirements of FAR 15.505 or 15.506, as applicable.

2.  Basis for Contract Award.

The award of a contract as a result of this solicitation will be based on a Best Value/Trade Off assessment by the Source Selection Authority (SSA) of the results of the evaluation based on the evaluation factors and their importance as indicated below. The integrated assessment may include consideration of the strengths and weaknesses of the proposals, and, if deemed necessary by the SSA, consideration of tradeoffs between technical/past performance evaluation and cost.  Ultimately, the source selection decision will take into account the offeror's capability to meet the requirements of this solicitation on a timely and cost effective basis.  The Government reserves such right of flexibility in conducting the evaluation as is necessary to assure placement of a contract in the Government's best interest.  Accordingly, the Government may award any resulting contract to other than the offeror with the lowest cost, or other than the offeror with the highest evaluation ratings.

The contract resulting from this solicitation will be awarded to that responsible offeror whose offer, conforming to the solicitation, is determined most advantageous to the Government, cost and other factors considered.

3.  Evaluation Factors
The Government will evaluate proposals based on the following three (3) factors, listed here in descending order of importance: 

Factor 1:  Management Capability 

Subfactor (a):  Distribution Management

Subfactor (b):  Resourcing 

Subfactor (c):  Plans

Factor 2:  Mission Capability

Subfactor (a):  Operations

Subfactor (b):  Equipment

Factor 3:  Past Performance

Relative Order of Importance –Subfactors
The Management Capability Factor has three (3) subfactors: Distribution Management, Resourcing and Plans.  All subfactors under the Management Capability Factor are weighted equally.  The Mission Capability Factor has two (2) subfactors: Operations and Equipment.  The Operations subfactor is considered more important than the Equipment subfactor. 
All evaluation factors (1 through 3), are significantly more important than cost.   
As stated in Section L (Section I, Volume II), each offeror is required to submit a cross-walk index and a “Best Value” benefits table.  These are considered submittal requirements of the RFP, and as such are not a rated section.  However, if the cross-walk or “Best Value” benefits table is omitted, the Contracting Officer may find the offeror to be non-responsive.
FACTOR 1:  MANAGEMENT CAPABILITY
The Management Capability Factor has three (3) subfactors: Distribution Management, Resourcing and Plans.  All three (3) subfactors under this factor are weighted equally.  Upon consideration of all of the information contained in this factor, the Government evaluation team will determine a Technical Merit Rating for each subfactor of Outstanding, Good, Satisfactory, Marginal, or Unsatisfactory.  Subfactors shall only receive merit ratings.  Following the determination of the final merit ratings for each subfactor, the Government evaluation team will determine the overall Merit Rating at the factor level of Outstanding, Good, Satisfactory, Marginal, or Unsatisfactory and a Risk Rating at the factor level of Low, Moderate, or High.
SUBFACTOR a:  DISTRIBUTION MANAGEMENT -
The offeror’s proposal will be evaluated on how well the proposed technical approach achieves Total Management of the operation inclusive of an effective method for Resourcing Workload Fluctuations and interfacing with Corporate Level Management and Dependencies.
SUBFACTOR b:  RESOURCING -
The offeror’s proposal will be evaluated on how well the proposed technical approach provides an effective Depot Level Organizational Structure inclusive of a trained, qualified, and capable workforce proficient in all Depot operations and systems.
SUBFACTOR c:  PLANS -
The offeror’s proposal will be evaluated on how well the proposed technical approach provides a Quality Control/Customer Satisfaction Plan and Transition Plans for both Phase-In and Phase-Out of operation that is effective and efficient. 
FACTOR 2:  MISSION CAPABILITY
The Mission Capability Factor has two (2) subfactors, Operations and Equipment.  The Operations subfactor is considered more important than the Equipment subfactor.  Upon consideration of all of the information contained in this factor, the Government evaluation team will determine a Technical Merit Rating for each subfactor of Outstanding, Good, Satisfactory, Marginal, or Unsatisfactory.   Subfactors shall only receive merit ratings.  Following the determination of the final merit ratings for each subfactor, the Government evaluation team will determine the overall Merit Rating at the factor level of Outstanding, Good, Satisfactory, Marginal, or Unsatisfactory and a Risk Rating at the factor level of Low, Moderate, or High.
SUBFACTOR a:  OPERATIONS –

The offeror’s proposal will be evaluated on how well the proposed technical approach provides effective Distribution Services, Warehouse Operations, and Inventory Management.

SUBFACTOR b:  EQUIPMENT -
The offeror’s proposal will be evaluated on how well the proposed technical approach provides effective Equipment Management, utilization and reporting.
FACTOR 3:  PAST PERFORMANCE
The Government may utilize the Federal Past Performance Information Retrieval System (PPIRS), the Contractor Performance Assessment Reporting System (CPARS), responses received from the Past Performance Questionnaire (Attachment J.3), data submitted by the offeror in Volume III, and any other information available to determine the quality and relevance of the offeror’s past performance.
Each proposal will be evaluated to the extent to which the offeror has demonstrated an ability and willingness to perform: 1) A quality product or service (i.e. the conformance to contract requirements, specifications, and standards of good workmanship); 2) Timeliness of the contract with regard to completion of contract, delivery orders, milestones, delivery schedules and administrative requirements (e.g., effort that contributes to or affects the schedule variance); 3) Acceptable cost control with regard to the offeror’s effectiveness in forecasting, managing, and controlling contract cost;  4) Good business relationships with regard to the timeliness, completeness and quality of problem identification and resolution, offeror’s history of reasonable and cooperative behavior, customer satisfaction, timely award and management of subcontracts, and whether the contractor met their small/small disadvantaged and women owned business participation goals; and 5) Management of key personnel with regard to demonstration of a commitment to the management of key personnel with regard to the offeror’s performance in selecting, retaining, supporting, and replacing, when necessary, key personnel.
Upon consideration of all of the information contained in this Factor, the Government evaluation team will determine a Confidence Rating of High Confidence, Significant Confidence, Confidence, Unknown Confidence, Little Confidence, or No Confidence at the Factor Level.
The Government will only consider relevant past performance data of the offeror and its major subcontractors.  A major subcontractor is defined as those providing twenty percent (20%) of total dollar threshold AND/OR twenty-five percent (25%) of total man-hour effort. Subcontractors not meeting the definition of a “major subcontractor” will not be evaluated.  To be considered relevant, the offeror must demonstrate past execution of similar contracts in terms of complexity, technology, magnitude of effort, schedule, and scope.  Additionally, the performance must have occurred during the last five (5) years.   Offerors 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 “Unknown Confidence” rating for past performance. Should the Government discover adverse past performance information to which the offeror(s) had not had a prior opportunity to respond, the PCO will conduct communications if deemed appropriate.
4.  Cost Proposal
The offeror shall have an accounting system, determined by the Government to be adequate to support the Cost Reimbursable line items on the resultant contract.  If the Offeror can not prove it possesses such system, the offer will not be eligible for award, nor will it be eligible for inclusion the competitive range if it is determined to be in the best interest of the Government to hold discussions. 
If an offeror fails to identify as part of its proposal an indirect cost rate that would otherwise be applicable to one of the support or subcontract cost items, it shall not be allowed to invoice for the indirect rate after award since the evaluation of its offer did not include that rate.

Although cost is not adjectivally rated or combined with the other evaluation factors to establish a merit rating, it will be assessed as part of the best value analysis.  In those evaluations where all other evaluation factors, when combined, are significantly more important than cost, the degree of importance of the cost factor will increase with the degree of equality of the proposals in relation to the other factors on which selection is to be based.
The Government will assess the realism of the offeror and its major subcontractor’s pricing to determine the most probable cost the Government would expect to pay for performance of the contract.  A major subcontractor is defined as those providing twenty percent (20%) of total dollar threshold AND/OR twenty-five percent (25%) of total man-hour effort.  Subcontractors who do not meet the definition of “major subcontractor” will not be evaluated for realism. This assessment will determine if the offeror’s pricing is:  1) reasonable; 2) realistic for the work to be performed; 3) reflects a clear understanding of the requirements; and 4) is consistent with the various elements of the offeror’s technical approach.

Cost Realism analysis will be performed on all CLINs to develop an evaluated most probable cost for each CLIN.  A Total Evaluated Contract cost will be derived by adding the Offeror’s evaluated most probable cost for each CLIN, for the basic and all option years.  

a) Evaluation of CLINs 0001, 1001, 2001, 3001 and 4001 (Cost-Plus Fixed Fee (CPFF) CLINs):

The Government will assess the Offeror’s proposed estimated cost on a realism basis, considering the offeror’s proposed Hours, Direct and Indirect rates. The Government will utilize rate information received from DCAA to assist with the evaluation.   If the proposed direct and indirect rates are not consistent with DCAA information for that offeror, the proposed rate(s) may be adjusted for realism when applied for evaluation purposes.  Similarly, the Offeror’s proposed hours may also be adjusted for realism when applied for evaluation purposes.   Once all realism adjustments have been made, the Government will then calculate the dollar amount of the fixed fee applied for evaluation purposes by multiplying the proposed fixed fee percentage by the estimated cost (which has been adjusted for realism, if necessary).  The most probable cost for these CLINs will equal the Offerors’ proposed cost, adjusted for realism if necessary, plus the Fixed Fee.  
b)  Evaluation of CLINs 0002, 1002, 2002, 3002, 4002, 0003, 1003, 2003, 3003, 4003, 0004, 1004, 2004, 3004, and 4004, (Cost Reimbursement, No Fee CLINs):

The Government has provided an estimated cost for these CLINs.  As stated in Section L, Offerors shall apply their G&A or Material Handling Rate to the Government provided Estimated Cost to arrive at the proposed Not-to-Exceed amount.  The Government will assess the proposed G&A or Material Handling Rate for realism.  The Government will utilize rate information received from DCAA to assist with the evaluation. If the proposed rate is not consistent with DCAA information for that offeror, the proposed rate may be adjusted for realism when applied for evaluation purposes.  The most probable cost for these CLINs will equal the Government provided Estimated Cost plus the Offerors’ G&A or Material Handling costs, adjusted for realism if necessary.  
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