
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)
2. NUMBER OF CONTRACTS TO BE AWARDED
(a)   The Government intends to award three or more contracts under a full and open competition.
(b)  The Government intends to award two or more contracts under a partial small business set-aside.
(c)  The Government reserves the right to make fewer or more awards based on the quality and number of proposals received.  

5. NUMBER OF PROPOSALS
 Each business entity can propose as a prime, team member, or Joint Venture in only one proposal.  

6. ORDER OF COMPETITION   Small Business Offerors may compete in more than one competition category:  They may compete in the full and open (F&O) category, both full and open and small business set aside (SBSA) categories, or the small business set aside category.  If they decide to compete in more than one category, they may submit only one proposal and must indicate in which categories they wish to compete.  The order of competition is as follows:  Full and Open competition will be conducteed followed by the Small Business Set Aside competition.  The categories and ramifications of selecting a competition category are summarized below:

	Order of Competition
	Competiton Category Selected
	Results of Competition
	Ramifications

	1
	Full and Open Category Only

	Wins F&O
	Receives basic contract award based on full and open competition and may compete at the task order level on only full and open task orders.  Will be ineligible to compete on SBSA task orders.

	
	
	Loses F&O
	Receives no contract. 

	2
	Both Full and Open and Small Business Set Aside Categories
	Wins F&O
	Receives basic contract award based on full and open competition and may compete at the task order level on only full and open task orders.  Will be ineligible to compete on SBSA task orders.

	
	
	Loses F&O
	Competes again In Small Business Set Aside Category

	
	
	Wins SBSA
	Receives basic contract award based on Small Business Set Aside competition and may compete at the task order level on all levels.

	
	
	Loses SBSA
	Receives no contract. 

	3
	Small Business Set Aside Category Only
	Wins SBSA
	Receives basic contract award based on Small Business Set Aside competition and may compete at the task order level on all levels.

	
	
	Loses SBSA
	Receives no contract. 





7. DISCUSSIONS
(a)  The Government intends to evaluate proposals and award contracts without discussions with offerors (except clarifications as described in FAR 15.306(a)).


M002  EVALUATION CRITERIA  (MAR 2003)  (TAILORED)
1. Evaluation Factors and Subfactors and their Relative Order of Importance
Award will be made to the Offeror whose proposal is most advantageous to the Government based upon an integrated assessment of the evaluation factors and subfactors described below.  

(a)  Three factors will be used in this evaluation:  Mission Capability, Past Performance, and Cost/Price.  
(b)  Mission Capability,  Past Performance  andCost/Price are listed in descending order of importance.
(c)  In accordance with FAR 15.304(e) - the evaluation factors other than cost or price, when combined, are significantly more important than cost or price.  However, cost/price will contribute substantially to the selection decision.  
(d)  Under Factor 1 Mission Capability, subfactor 1.1 is most important.  Subfactors , 1.2, 1.3 and 1.4 are of equal importance. 

FACTOR 1 – MISSION CAPABILITY
Subfactor 1.1 – Correct Expertise/Location
Subfactor 1.2 – Quality Products
Subfactor 1.3 – Continuous Improvement
Subfactor 1.4 – Small Business Participation 

FACTOR 2 - PAST PERFORMANCE

FACTOR 3 – COST/PRICE
2. Factor and Subfactor Rating
a. 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 3 (below).  
b. A Performance Confidence Assessment will be assigned to the Past Performance factor (see paragraph 5 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.  
c. Cost/Price will be evaluated as described in paragraph 6.  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 1, above.  
3. Factor 1 - Mission Capability
The Mission Capability evaluation provides for two distinct but related assessments:  the Mission Capability Technical Rating and the Mission Capability Risk Rating.  These two ratings are of equal impact for the rating for each Mission Capability subfactor.
(a) Mission Capability Technical Rating.  The mission capability technical rating provides ans assessment of the offeror’s capability to satisfy the Government’s requirements.  Each mission capability subfactor will receive one of the color ratings described in AFFARS MP 5315.3, paragraph 5.5.1.1, Table 1 – Mission Capability Ratings, excerpted below.  They focus on the strengths, deficiencies, and uncertainties of the offeror’s proposal.  The color rating depicts how well the offeror’s proposal meets the Mission Capability subfactor requirements.  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 proposals that exceed minimum threshold requirements.

	TABLE 1 – MISSION CAPABILITY TECHNICAL RATINGS

	
COLOR
	RATING
	DEFINITION

	BLUE
	EXCEPTIONAL
	Exceeds specified minimum performance or capability requirements in a way beneficial to the government. A proposal must have one or more strengths and no deficiencies to receive a blue.

	GREEN
	ACCEPTABLE
	Meets specified minimum performance or capability requirements. A proposal must have no deficiencies but may have one or more strengths.

	YELLOW
	MARGINAL
	There is doubt regarding whether an aspect of the proposal meets a specified minimum performance or capability requirement, but any such uncertainty is correctable.

	RED
	UNACCEPTABLE
	Fails to meet specified minimum performance or capability requirements. The proposal has one or more deficiencies and is not awardable.



When strength is identified and a Green or Blue Mission Capability Technical Rating may be warranted, the Green or Blue rating is earned based upon the magnitude of the additional benefit(s) to the Government associated with the strength(s).  The mere existence of a single strength does not necessarily merit a Blue rating; though a Blue rating may be warranted should that strength provide considerable benefit to the Government.  Conversely, a number of strengths may not merit a Blue rating if the collective benefit is relatively minor.

(b)  Mission Capability Risk Rating.  The Mission Capability Risk evaluation focuses on the weaknesses associated with an offeror’s proposed approach and includes an assessment of the potential for disruption of schedule, increased cost, or degradation of performance, the need for increased Government oversight, and the likelihood of unsuccessful contract performance.  The Mission Capability subfactors will receive one of the Risk ratings described in AFFARS MP5315.3, paragraph 5.5.1.2, Table 2 – Mission Capability Risk Ratings, excerpted below. They focus on the risks, i.e., weaknesses and significant weaknesses, of the offeror’s proposed approach to each of the Mission Capability subfactors. For any weakness identified, the evaluation shall address the offeror's proposed mitigation and why that mitigation approach is or is not manageable. 

	TABLE 2 – MISSION CAPABILITY RISK RATINGS

	RATING
	DEFINITION

	LOW*
	Has little potential to cause a disruption of schedule, increased cost or degradation of performance. Normal contract effort and normal government monitoring will likely be able to overcome any difficulties.

	MODERATE*
	Can potentially cause disruption of schedule, increased cost, or degradation of performance. Special contractor emphasis and close government monitoring will likely be able to overcome difficulties.

	HIGH*
	Likely to cause significant disruption of schedule, increased cost or degradation of performance. Extraordinary contractor emphasis and rigorous government monitoring may be able to overcome difficulties.

	UNACCEPTABLE
	The existence of a significant weakness or combination of weaknesses that is very likely to cause unmitigated disruption of schedule, drastically increased cost or severely degraded performance.  Proposals with an unacceptable rating are not awardable.


* A plus “+” rating may be used as an option when risk is evaluated to be in the upper boundaries of a Mission Capability Risk Rating, but is not high enough to merit the next inferior rating. For example, where in the judgment of the evaluator, an offeror has risk that approaches or is nearly rated as a Moderate risk, a Mission Capability Risk Rating of “Low+” may be assigned.
3.4 Subfactor 1.1 – Correct Expertise/Location
(a) Workforce Management Plan:  This element of the Subfactor is met when the offeror presents a sound, realistic and comprehensive plan to provide and manage the appropriate workforce and achieve the requirements of the PWS worldwide.  The plan must address each of the subparagraphs specified in Section L.4.4 (a)( 1-5) of the RFP.

(b) Corporate Experience:  The offeror shall provide evidence of corporate experience within three years prior to the date of this solicitation.  The Government will not consider corporate experience on an Offeror submission that concluded more than three years prior to the date of this solicitation. This element of the Subfactor is met when the offeror:
(1)  Demonstrates successful performance of  geographically dispersed, appropriate and highly relevant work of the type specified in the PWS:  Experience commensurate with the size and technical complexity of the AFCEE program.  Corporate experience must be presented in accordance with the specifications found  in Section L.4.4(b)(1) of the RFP.  
(2) Demonstrates successful execution of  wide geographic dispersion of  simultaneously executed task orders representing in-depth appropriate and relevant experience,  presented in accordance with the specifications found  in Section L.4.4(b)(2) of the RFP.  A minimum of two years experience delivering A&AS type services to the government or industry within the last three years is required.

3.5 Subfactor 1.2 – Quality Products
This subfactor is met when the offeror presents a sound, comprehensive, effective, and efficient approach to managing QA/QC, including proactively identifying and mitigating cost, schedule or quality issues while ensuring work products are scientifically and technically sound. The approach must address the elements required per Sections L.4.5(a) and L.4.5(b) of the RFP.
3.6 Subfactor 1.3 – Continuous Improvement
(a) (Continuous Process Improvement
This element of the subfactor is met when the offeror presents a comprehensive discussion of their continuous internal process improvement approach including examples of successful implementation of that approach.  This discussion must demonstrate an effective, structured, technical process to ensure that opportunities for improvement are sought out, recognized and implemented throughout the life of the contract.   It must also demonstrate an effective, structured process to ensure that the most recent advances in industry are evaluated and incorporated as appropriate.
      
 (b)   Internal Management Reports.  This element of the subfactor is met when the offeror presents a detailed, comprehensive process for recording and reporting work locations, types of work performed, labor categories and hours expended in performing task orders on IDIQ contracts.  It is desirable to provide a template which could be used to transmit this type of data to the government on a monthly basis.
3.7 Subfactor 1.4 – Small Business Participation
This subfactor applies ONLY to the full and open competition.  This subfactor does not apply to the Small Businesses set-aside competition.  This section is optional for Small Businesses.  

This subfactor is met when the Offeror demonstrates the following:
3.7.1 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. It is more advantageous to demonstrate specific, binding commitments for substantive work for this proposed effort.
b.       (1) The Prime demonstrates, as a minimum, compliance with Air Force Goals. 
   SMALL BUSINESS					40%
SMALL DISADVANTAGED 			  5%
WOMAN OWNED				  5%
HUBZone					  3%
VETERAN OWNED				  3%
SERVICE DISABLED VETERAN OWNED 	  3%
(2) It is more advantageous to demonstrate compliance with a total Small Business goal of 50%.
(3) It is more advantageous to demonstrate compliance with a HBCU/MI goal of 2%.
(4) The Prime demonstrates realistic targets expressed in dollars and in percentages of the total proposed subcontracting dollars for each category above.
(5) 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, in accordance with FAR Subpart 19.12.
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.
3.7.2 If a subcontracting plan is NOT required by FAR 19.7, the minimum requirement of this subfactor is met.  If the small business submits the following optional information for the full and open competition, it may be considered more advantageous 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 subcontracting dollars for the authorized NAICS Industry Subsectors. 
c. 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, in accordance with FAR Subpart 19.12.
4. Factor 2 - Present/Past Performance 
The Past Performance evaluation assesses the degree of confidence the Government has in an offeror’s ability to supply products and services that meet users’ needs based on a demonstrated record of performance, including cost and schedule. 

(a) Evaluation Process. The Past Performance evaluation considers the offeror’s demonstrated record of performance in providing products and services that meet users’ needs.  Performance confidence is assessed at the overall Past Performance factor level after evaluating aspects of the offeror’s recent past performance, focusing on performance that is relevant to the Mission Capability subfactors taking into consideration their relative order of importance.  The Government may consider past performance in the aggregate, in addition to an effort-by-effort basis.  In conducting the Past Performance evaluation, the Government reserves the right to use the information provided in the offeror’s Past Performance proposal volume and information obtained from other sources, such as the Past Performance Information Retrieval System (PPIRS) or similar systems, interviews with program managers and contracting officers and other sources known to the Government, Defense Contract Management Agency (DCMA), and commercial sources. This information may include data on efforts performed by other subsidiaries, divisions or subcontractors, if such resources will be brought to bear or significantly influence the performance of the proposed effort


(1) Recency Assessment. An assessment of the past performance information will be made to determine if it is recent.  To be recent, the effort must have been completed during the past three (3) years prior to the proposal due date. Past performance information that fails this condition will not be evaluated

(2) Relevancy Assessment. The Government will conduct an in-depth evaluation of all recent performance information obtained to determine how closely the products provided/services performed under those contracts relate to the Mission Capability subfactors, including their relative order of importance. The relevance of the work performed will be assessed for the Mission Capability subfactors (however, all aspects of performance that relate to this acquisition may be considered).  Consideration will be given to criteria such as similarity, complexity, diversity of tasks, type of effort, scope, value, and performance period.  (insert appropriate criteria, such as product/service similarity, complexity, similar technology, diversity of tasks, type of effort [development, production, repair, etc.], contract scope and type, and performance period.) (insert appropriate criteria, such as product/service similarity, complexity, similar technology, diversity of tasks, type of effort [development, production, repair, etc.], contract scope and type, and performance period.)  A relevancy determination of the offeror’s past performance will be made based upon the aforementioned considerations, including joint venture partner(s), team members.  The Past Performance Information (PPI) and additional information obtained from other sources will be used to establish the degree of relevancy of past performance.  It is advantageous to the Offeror to present work efforts that have been largely performed by the team member for whom the work effort is being submitted.  (NOTE: The criteria the PCAG uses to determine “relevancy” should be included in this part of Section M.  For example, relevancy criteria might include the technologies, functions, domain expertise, software development and integration experience, contract/subcontract management, and scope of effort. These criteria should relate to the Mission Capability subfactors.  Higher relevance will be assessed for stand alone or task order contracts that are most similar to the effort, or portion of the effort, being proposed for GEITA11.  The Government is not bound by the Offeror’s opinion of relevance. The Government will use the following degrees of relevancy when assessing recent, relevant contracts:

	RATING
	RELEVANCY DEFINITION

	HIGHLY RELEVANT
	Past performance effort involved essentially the same magnitude of effort and complexity as required in response to this solicitation.

	RELEVANT
	Past performance effort involved much of the magnitude of effort and complexity as required in response to this solicitation.

	SOMEWHAT RELEVANT
	Past performance effort involved some of the magnitude of effort and complexity as required in response to this solicitation.

	NOT RELEVANT
	Past performance effort did not involve any of the magnitude of effort and complexity as required in response to this solicitation.



(3) Performance Quality Assessment. The Government will consider the performance quality of recent, relevant efforts.  For each recent past performance citation reviewed, the performance quality of the work performed will be assessed for the Mission Capability subfactors (however, all aspects of performance that relate to this acquisition may be considered.)  The quality assessment consists of an in-depth evaluation of the past performance questionnaire (PPQ) responses, PPIRS information, CPARS, interviews with Government customers and fee determining officials, and if applicable, commercial clients.  It may include interviews with DCMA officials or other sources known to the Government.  The quality assessment may result in positive or adverse findings  Adverse is defined as past performance information that supports less than a satisfactory overall rating.  For adverse information identified, the evaluation will consider the number and severity of the problem(s), mitigating circumstances, and the effectiveness of corrective actions that have resulted in sustained improvements.   Process changes will only be considered when objectively measurable improvements in performance have been demonstrated.  The Government will use the following quality levels when assessing recent, relevant efforts:


	PERFORMANCE
RATING
	PERFORMANCE DEFINITION

	EXCEPTIONAL
	Performance meets contractual requirements and exceeds many requirements to the Government’s benefit.  The contractual performance of the element being assessed was accomplished with few minor problems for which corrective actions taken by the contractor were highly effective.

	VERY GOOD
	Performance meets contractual requirements and exceeds some requirements to the Government’s benefit.  The contractual performance of the element being assessed was accomplished with some minor problems for which corrective actions taken by the contractor were effective.

	SATISFACTORY
	Performance meets contractual requirements.  The contractual performance of the element being assessed contains some minor problems for which corrective actions taken by the contractor appear or were satisfactory.

	MARGINAL
	Performance does not meet some contractual requirements.  The contractual performance of the element being assessed reflects a serious problem for which the contractor has not yet identified corrective actions or the contractor’s actions appear only marginally effective or were not fully implemented.

	UNSATISFACTORY
	Performance does not meet most contractual requirements and recovery is not likely in a timely manner.  The contractual performance of the element being assessed contains serious problem(s) for which the contractor’s corrective actions appear or were ineffective.

	NOT APPLICABLE
	Unable to provide a score.  Performance in this area is not applicable to the effort assessed.




(b) Assigning Ratings As a result of the relevancy and quality assessments of the recent contracts evaluated, offerors will receive an integrated performance confidence assessment rating.  Although the past performance evaluation focuses on performance that is relevant to the mission capability subfactors and cost/price factor, the resulting performance confidence assessment rating is made at the factor level and represents an overall evaluation of contractor performance.  Offerors without a record of relevant past performance or for whom information on past performance is not available or so sparse that no confidence assessment rating can be reasonably assigned will not be evaluated favorably or unfavorably on past performance and, as a result, will receive an "Unknown Confidence" rating for the Past Performance factor.  (Consider adding:  For offerors with no relevant performance record, the Government may consider relevant performance information regarding key personnel.)  More relevant performance will have a greater impact on the Performance Confidence Assessment than less relevant effort.  A strong record of relevant past performance may be considered more advantageous to the Government than an "Unknown Confidence" rating.  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. The Past Performance factor will receive one of the performance confidence assessments described in AFFARS MP5315.3, paragraph 5.5.2.2, Table 3 – Performance Confidence Assessments, excerpted below:
	
	PERFORMANCE CONFIDENCE ASSESSMENTS

	Rating
	Description

	SUBSTANTIAL CONFIDENCE
	Based on the offeror’s performance record, the government has a high expectation that the offeror will successfully perform the required effort.

	SATISFACTORY CONFIDENCE
	Based on the offeror’s performance record, the government has an expectation that the offeror will successfully perform the required effort.  

	
LIMITED CONFIDENCE 
	Based on the offeror’s performance record, the government has a low expectation that the offeror will successfully perform the required effort.

	NO
 CONFIDENCE
	 Based on the offeror’s performance record, the government has no expectation that the offeror will be able to successfully perform the required effort. 

	
	

	UNKNOWN CONFIDENCE 
	No performance record is identifiable or the offeror’s performance record is so sparse that no confidence assessment rating can be reasonably assigned.
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