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Section M - Evaluation Factors for Award

SPECIAL INSTRUCTIONS
M.1
      BASIS FOR AWARD

1.  The requirement covered under this Request for Proposal (RFP) is set aside as a competitive HUBZone procurement for award.  The winning offeror shall be a certified HUBZone contractor and be able to provide SBA certification of this fact either from SBA or ProNet.

2.  Subject to the terms and conditions herein, award will be made to a single offeror who, in the discretion of the Contracting Officer, is determined to offer the Best Value to the Government.  No proposal shall be considered for award that fails to reflect the offeror’s clear intent to provide the full amount of work described in this solicitation.

3.  Overall Best Value will be determined strictly in accordance with the evaluation factors listed in the solicitation.  Inherent in the concept of Best Value is the exercise of reasonable discretion and subjective determination by the Contracting Officer as the source selection official.  The Price factor shall become increasingly more important in the selection as the differences between non-price factors narrow among evaluated offers remaining in the Competitive Range.  In such cases, where all non-price factors being evaluated are virtually the same, Best Value may be represented by the lowest price offered.

4.  Best Value may ultimately result in the selection of other than the lowest-priced offer where, in the discretion of the Contracting Officer, the evaluated total regarding the non-price factors of Management/Technical and Past Performance, when taken together, are considered in a trade-off to be worth the additional price premium to be charged.

5.  In accordance with FAR Clause 52-215-1 the Government reserves the right to make award without discussions based solely upon initial offers and without providing the opportunity to offerors to submit revised proposals.  Accordingly, each initial offer must contain the offeror’s best terms from a technical and price standpoint.  If the Government does enter into discussions, they will be held only with those offerors determined to be in the competitive range.  Should discussions be held, a final proposal revision may be requested at which time the offerors may submit revisions to their proposals by an established cut-off date.  Final proposal revisions will be evaluated against the same criteria and factors as they were in the initial offers and will be subject to submission and delivery provisions of FAR Provision 52.215-1.

6.  Offerors may be given an opportunity to address unfavorable reports of past performance if the offeror has not had a previous opportunity to review the rating.  In accordance with FAR 15.306(b)(3) such an opportunity will not be considered discussions and will not provide an offeror an opportunity to submit a revised proposal.

7.  Discussions, if conducted, will include all offerors in the competitive range.  However, limited “clarifications”, typically involving only selected individual offerors, may also, in the discretion of the Contracting Officer, properly be conducted to resolve unanswered questions and such limited exchanges, if necessary, shall not be considered “discussions” and shall not result in the revision of any affected proposal.

M.2
      EVALUATION FACTORS

1.  Award will be based on the best overall value to the Government with consideration give to the following factors:

(a)    Management/Technical 

(b)    Past Performance

(c)   Price

2.  The non-price factors of Management/Technical and Past Performance are of equal importance in value; but, when combined, their value is significantly more important than price.

M.3
      EVALUATION CRITERIA

The Government will evaluate offerors’ proposals to determine whose proposal best demonstrates the full range of capabilities necessary to fulfill the requirements of the solicitation, whose proposal conforms to the solicitation requirements, and who, if selected, will result in the best value to the Government.  A detailed evaluation will be made of each offeror’s proposal and the results provided to the Contracting Officer for determination of award.  The award will be based on an integrated assessment of the areas set forth in detail below to determine the proposal most advantageous to the Government.  Throughout the evaluation process, “corrective potential” will be considered when a deficiency is identified.  The Government reserves the right to make an award to other than the lowest priced offer or to an offeror who has been determined to offer the Best Value to the Government in non-price factors if the Contracting Officer determines that to do so would result in the greatest value to the Government.  Award may be made to the superior offer, regardless of price or cost, provided that price is determined reasonable and affordable.  Offerors must recognize that the subjective judgment of the Government evaluators is implicit in the evaluation process.

M.4
       EVALUATION OF FACTORS

1.  Management/Technical Capability.  The Government’s evaluation team will evaluate proposals to determine technical capability.  Within the management factor, proposals will be evaluated on Management Approach (personnel hired, to include the staffing of qualified workers and equipment used to perform the work outlined in the PWS), Plans and Staffing.  The plans shall be included in the Operational Plan Section of the PWS (Section C.1.7).  The subfactors of Management Approach, Plans and Staffing are of equal importance in value.  The Management/Technical Proposal shall show:

a.  Clearly and comprehensively demonstrate the ability to provide services in each of the PWS functional areas.

b.  Demonstrate a reasonable and concise management approach that exhibits the offeror fully understands the overall requirement and can perform all PWS requirements for the total proposed price indicated in its proposal.

c.  Effectively demonstrate how its application of personnel, Government furnished property and facilities, contractor furnished property / equipment / material and other resources will be utilized to accomplish each service within each of the functional areas of the PWS.

d.  Adequately demonstrate an approach for acquiring parts, materials and supplies to satisfy contract requirements and how inventory will be managed.

e.  Provide adequate staffing to support all workload/task areas identified in the PWS based on submission of manning charts that identify and key the manning to each PWS functional area as applicable.

f.  Demonstrate clear and concise plans and methodology that specifically address how the offeror will perform all required functions from Section C PWS as related to quality control; fire, safety and accident prevention; physical security; contingency operations; property control system; phase-in and phase-out operations.

g.  Adequately demonstrate a management approach to accomplishing basic functions of planning, organizing, and controlling each function in the organizational structure to include interface with functional areas, inventory, and identification of internal control processes and procedures.

h.  Provide key personnel with qualifications that demonstrate their ability to successfully manage and operate consistent with the size and scope of the requirements described in the PWS.

i.  Possess recent, relevant contract experience that demonstrates the offeror’s specific knowledge and capability to provide management and to operate consistently with the size and scope of the requirements described in the PWS.

j.  Offerors must detail their company benefits and upward mobility programs that will enhance a firm’s opportunity to retain qualified and trained personnel.

2.  Past Performance.

a.  The characteristics of Relevant Experience and Quality are considered of equal importance in the Evaluation Process.  Under Quality, the areas that will be considered in evaluations will be quality of service, timeliness of performance, business relations/customer satisfaction and past performance of offerors in complying with the requirements of FAR 52.219-8 and 52.219-9.  

b.  Each offeror will be evaluated on their past performance under existing and prior contracts over the past four years for similar projects.  Past Performance information will be used for both responsibility determinations and as a performance risk assessment against which offerors’ relative ranking will be compared to assure best value to the Government.  The Government will focus on information that demonstrates quality of performance relative to the size and complexity of the procurement under consideration.  The Government may contact references other than those identified by the offeror and use the information received in the evaluation of the offeror’s relevant past performance.

c.  The source selection authority shall exercise discretion in the determination of whether past performance information furnished is or is not considered as relevant to the present requirement.  In all cases of offerors from whom there is no information collected or otherwise furnished on past performance history, the neutral rating assigned may effectively view the offeror as an unknown performance risk.  As an unknown performance risk, evaluators will rate the offeror neither favorably nor unfavorably on the factor of past performance.

d.  Competitors are advised that use of this “neutral rating” approach for offerors with no relevant past performance history may ultimately result in the offeror being considered less favorably overall than another with a favorable and relevant past performance history.  In any Best Value acquisition, all other factors being equal, it may be appropriate in assigning a neutral past performance rating to an offeror with no relevant past performance history, to ultimately award to a higher-priced offeror with a demonstrated record of relevant past performance over a lower-cost “neutrally rated” offeror with no relevant past performance history.

3.  Price Evaluation – The Government will evaluate the offeror’s total price, to include the basic performance period and all options, using price analysis techniques.  Price will be assessed for completeness and reasonableness as follows:

a.  Completeness.  To be complete, the offeror must provide all the pricing data that is necessary to support the proposal.  The Government will assess the extent to which the price proposal complies with the content and format requirements set forth in this solicitation and exhibits traceability of estimates.

b.  Price Reasonableness.  The offeror’s proposed price factors will be evaluated to determine if any are unreasonably high or low in relation to the offeror’s management approach and are in line with the market value for services being currently performed and the independent Government estimate (IGE).  Market research has been conducted for the types of services covered under this PWS and it has been determined that the Service Contract Act Wage Determination reflects only the minimum labor rates for the Forts McPherson/Gillem areas.  Forts McPherson and Gillem are considered to be in the Metro Atlanta Area, which has been determined to be a “High Cost of Living Area”.  This needs to be taken into consideration when preparing your labor rates to be submitted as part of the “Other than Cost and Price Information” required as stated in Section L, Far Clause 52.215-20 IV.

M.5
      DEFINITIONS

Performance Risk represents the Government evaluation team’s judgment of an offeror’s likelihood for successful contract performance based on their record of past performance.

a.  High Performance Risk.  Based on the offeror’s performance record, it is extremely doubtful that the offeror will successfully perform the required effort at an acceptable quality level.

b.  Moderate Performance Risk.  Based on the offeror’s performance record, some doubt exists that the offeror can successfully perform the required effort at an acceptable quality level.

c.  Low Performance Risk.  Based on the offeror’s performance record, little doubt exists that the offeror will successfully perform the required effort at an acceptable quality level.

d.  Unknown Performance Risk.  No performance record identifiable.  Refers to no identifiable record of relevant prior performance.  Although this represents a “Neutral” past performance rating, it proves neither favorable nor unfavorable for an affected offeror.  Offers involving an “Unknown Performance Risk” may be overall less competitive for award than similarly rated offers having documented prior relevant experience reflecting “Low” or “Moderate” performance risk.

CLAUSES INCORPORATED BY FULL TEXT

52.217-5     EVALUATION OF OPTIONS (JUL 1990)

(a) Except when it is determined in accordance with FAR 17.206(b) not to be in the Government's best interests, the Government will evaluate offers for award purposes by adding the total price for all options to the total price for the basic requirement. Evaluation of options will not obligate the Government to exercise the option(s).

(b) The Government may reject an offer as nonresponsive if it is materially unbalanced as to prices for the  basic requirement and the option quantities.  An offer is unbalanced when it is based on prices significantly less than cost for some work and prices which are significantly overstated for other work.

(End of provision)

