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SECTION 6 - EVALUATION

6.1) Source Selection and Evaluation Factors – General

(a) Source Selection

The evaluation of this commercial, competitive negotiated acquisition will be conducted in accordance with FAR 12.203, Procedures for solicitation, evaluation, and award.  The evaluation factors and procedures that apply are set forth below.

Offerors shall direct its attention to NFS 1815.305-70, Identification of unacceptable proposals, that will apply.

A trade-off process, as described at FAR 15.101-1, Tradeoff Process, will be used in making source selection.

(b) Evaluation Factors and Subfactors

Proposals will be evaluated in accordance with the following factors:  Mission Suitability, Past Performance, and Price.  A brief description of each of these factors and subfactors is set forth in this section of the solicitation.  Only the Mission Suitability factor will be weighted and scored.  The Government’s intent regarding discussions with Offerors in the competitive range is set forth in FAR 52.212-1, Instructions to Offerors-Commercial Items, in Section 5.1.  Offerors’ proposal will be evaluated for information provided in response to items requested in Section 5, Instructions to Offerors.  This information is considered essential for the Government to conduct a fair and uniform evaluation of proposals.  As these items are not all-inclusive, the Government will evaluate additional discussion the Offeror believes to be necessary or useful in demonstrating its ability to understand and perform the work under the contemplated contract.
(c) Relative Order of Importance of Evaluation Factors
Mission Suitability and Past Performance when combined are significantly more important than Price.
Mission Suitability is more important than Past Performance.

(d) Mission Suitability Factor Weightings and Scoring

The Mission Suitability factor will be weighted and scored on a 1000 point scale.

The weights (points) associated with each Mission Suitability subfactors are as follows:








          Points

Subfactor A – Management




 500
Subfactor B – Technical




 400
Subfactor C – Safety





 100







Total
1000

Mission Suitability Definitions

91% – 100%, Excellent: A comprehensive and thorough proposal of exceptional merit with one or more significant strengths.  No deficiency or significant weakness exists.

71% – 90%, Very Good: A proposal having no deficiency and which demonstrates overall competence.  One or more significant strengths have been found, and strengths outbalance any weaknesses that exist.

51% – 70%, Good: A proposal having no deficiency and which shows a reasonably sound response.  There may be strengths or weaknesses, or both.  As a whole, weaknesses not off-set by strengths do not significantly detract from the Offeror’s response.

31% – 50%, Fair: A proposal having no deficiency and which has one or more weaknesses.  Weaknesses outbalance any strengths.

0% – 30%, Poor: A proposal that has one or more deficiencies or significant weaknesses that demonstrate a lack of overall competence or would require a major proposal revision to correct.

The adjectival rating definitions and percentile ranges described above for evaluation of Mission Suitability subfactors and the total Mission Suitability factor are found in NFS 1815.305(a)(3)(A), Proposal Evaluation.  The maximum points available for each subfactor will be multiplied by the assessed percent for each subfactor to derive the score for the particular subfactor.  For example, if a subfactor has a possible 200 points and receives a percent rating of 80, then the score for that subfactor would be 160 points.  

6.2) EVALUATION OF OPTIONS
The Government will evaluate offers for award purposes by adding the total price for all options to the total price for the basic requirement.  The options will be considered during the Government’s risk assessment of the total price (cost and profit).  Evaluation of options shall not obligate the Government to exercise the option(s). 

(End of provision)

6.3) MISSION SUITABILITY
A.  MANAGEMENT SUBFACTOR

The Government will evaluate the effectiveness, efficiency, soundness, thoroughness, and quality of the Offeror’s proposed approach (including rationale) and methods to successfully accomplish the SOW, including the Management Operating Plan.  The Offeror’s approach for accomplishing a smooth phase-in without compromising operations of the contract, and the Offeror’s proposed approach for attracting and retaining qualified staffing to perform the requirements of the SOW shall be evaluated.  The Government will also evaluate the proposed total compensation plan, teaming arrangement, and key personnel.

B.  TECHNICAL SUBFACTOR

The Government will evaluate the Offeror’s effectiveness, efficiency, soundness, and thoroughness to understanding the operational requirements of the contract, including understanding the SOW, customer satisfaction, protection of sensitive information, risk management, training, and other relevant information provided by the Offeror.  The Government will also consider the Offeror’s ability to demonstrate competence in its ability to perform the SOW requirements.
C.  SAFETY SUBFACTOR

The Government will evaluate the effectiveness and compliance of the Offeror’s proposed Safety and Health Plan.

6.4) PAST PERFORMANCE
The Government will evaluate Offeror’s past performance, as it relates to the JSC Administrative Support Services contract, including relevant experience based on information submitted by the Offeror and independently obtained by the Government.  The currency and relevance of the information, source of the information, context of the data, and general trends in contractor’s performance shall be considered [FAR 15.305(a)(2), Proposal Evaluation].  The Past Performance Questionnaire shall be used to evaluate the Offeror’s ability to perform the contract successfully.  The adjective rating system/definitions shown below shall be utilized.
	ADJECTIVAL
RATING
	DEFINITIONS 

	Very High Level of Confidence
	The Offeror’s relevant past performance is of exceptional merit and is very highly pertinent to this acquisition; indicating exemplary performance in a timely, efficient, and economical manner; very minor (if any) problems with no adverse effect on overall performance.  Based on the Offeror’s performance record, there is a very high level of confidence that the Offeror will successfully perform the required effort.  One or more significant strengths exist.  No significant weaknesses exist. 

	High Level of Confidence
	The Offeror’s relevant past performance is highly pertinent to this acquisition; demonstrating very effective performance that would be fully responsive to contract requirements with contract requirements accomplished in a timely, efficient, and economical manner for the most part with only minor problems with little identifiable effect on overall performance.  Based on the Offeror’s performance record, there is a high level of confidence that the Offeror will successfully perform the required effort.  One or more significant strengths exist.  Strengths outbalance any weakness.

	Moderate Level of Confidence
	The Offeror’s relevant past performance is pertinent to this acquisition, and it demonstrates effective performance; fully responsive to contract requirements; reportable problems, but with little identifiable effect on overall performance.  Based on the Offeror’s performance record, there is a moderate level of confidence that the Offeror will successfully perform the required effort.  There may be strengths or weaknesses, or both.

	Low Level of Confidence
	The Offeror’s relevant past performance is at least somewhat pertinent to this acquisition and it meets or slightly exceeds minimum acceptable standards; adequate results; reportable problems with identifiable, but not substantial, effects on overall performance.  Based on the Offeror’s performance record, there is a low level of confidence 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.  One or more weaknesses exist.  Weaknesses outbalance strengths.

	Very Low Level of Confidence
	The Offeror’s relevant past performance does not meet minimum acceptable standards in one or more areas; remedial action required in one or more areas; problems in one or more areas which adversely affect overall performance.  Based on the Offeror’s performance record, there is a very low level of confidence that the Offeror will successfully perform the required effort.  One or more deficiencies or significant weaknesses exist.

	Neutral
	In the case of an Offeror without a record of relevant past performance or for whom information on past performance is not available, the Offeror may not be evaluated favorably or unfavorably on past performance [see FAR 15.305(a) (2) (ii) and (iv), Proposal Evaluation].


6.5) PRICE
Price Risk Assessment of Indefinite Delivery/Indefinite Quantity (IDIQ)
The SEB will perform a price evaluation of proposed fully burdened IDIQ labor rates.  All proposed resources will be assessed for validity and adequacy.  The proposed rates will be multiplied against the Sample Hours matrix provided in the Summary Cost Template.  The rates listed in Section One should not differ from the rates used in the price proposal.  However, if they do differ the rates listed in Section One will be used as a basis for developing a price risk assessment. 

Phase-In - The price of the phase-in will be considered under the Price factor but will not be included in the risk assessment for selection purposes.  This consideration involves performing an analysis of the proposed price which may lead to mission suitability weaknesses if the proposed resources are not consistent with the proposed phase-in plan. 
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