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52.217-5
Evaluations of Options
SECTION M:  EVALUATION CRITERIA

M.1.0. GENERAL CRITERIA
M.1.1. This evaluation and award will be conducted pursuant to FAR Subpart 15.3, Source Selection.  The Government intends to award a contract to the offeror whose proposal represents the best value to the Government, price and other factors considered; otherwise known as trade-off analysis.  “Other factors” shall include all those evaluation factors set forth below.  Through trade-off analysis award may be made to other than the lowest priced offeror or other than the highest technically rate offeror.
M.1.2. Offerors are advised that Government sponsored support contractors may be used thought out the administration of any resulting contract. These individuals will be authorized access only to those portions of the proposal data and discussions that are necessary to enable them to perform their respective duties.  Specifically, support contractor employees of Morgan-A Stanley Company and Tolliver Group, Inc. may be participating in the evaluation.  If Government sponsored support contractors are used, they will be required to sign nondisclosure agreements and statement of financial interest with the Government. 
M.1.3. The Government may reject any proposal that is determined during the evaluation process to be unrealistic in terms of program commitments, including contract terms and conditions, or unrealistically high or low cost or price when compared to government estimates, such that the proposal is deemed to reflect an inherent lack of competence or failure to comprehend the complexity and risks of the program.
M.1.4. The Government may judge a proposal to be unacceptable if the proposal contains statements that do not clearly reveal the offeror’s proposed solution; statements that the offeror will provide a particular feature or training objective without explaining how the feature or objective will be met; or statements such as “best commercial practices will be used,” “standard procedures will be used,” or “well-known techniques will be employed,” if used without adequate definition or explanation.
M.1.5. Proposals will be evaluated to determine compliance with all requirements of the solicitation, including any attachments and exhibits.  Proposals will also be evaluated for unique, creative and innovative methods, processes, and/or solutions that are beneficial to the Government and demonstrate responsiveness to the customers needs.  The evaluation criteria will be applied in an identical manner.  Each proposal response will be evaluated strictly in accordance with its content and the Government will not assume that performance will include areas not specified in the offeror’s proposal.
M.1.6. 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, price, and/or technical standpoint. The Government reserves the right to conduct discussions if the Contracting Officer later determine it to be necessary.
M.1.7. Exchanges with offerors after receipt of a proposal do not constitute a rejection or counteroffer by the Government.
M.2.0. BASIS FOR AWARD

The contract award will be made based on the best overall (i.e., best value) proposal.  The proposal that is determined to be the most beneficial to the Government, with appropriate consideration given to the five (5) evaluation factors:  Management, Technical, Past Performance, Small Business Participation Plan and Cost/Price.  Management and Technical are equally important and Management and Technical individually, are more important than Past Performance, Past Performance is more important than the Small Business Participation Plan, and the Small Business Participation Plan is more important than Cost/Price.  The non-Cost factors combined are significantly more important than Cost/Price.  To receive consideration for award, a rating of no less than “Acceptable” must be achieved for all the Management, Technical and Small Business Participation Plan factors.  Offerors are cautioned that the award may not necessarily be made to the Offeror submitting the lowest cost proposal or highest technically rated proposal.
M.3.0. FACTORS AND SUBFACTORS TO BE EVALUATED 
FACTOR I – MANAGEMENT
Subfactor 1.1. – Management Plan

Subfactor 1.2. – Subcontractor Management Plan

Subfactor 1.3.– Transition Plan

Subfactor 1.4. – Quality Assurance Plan


FACTOR II – TECHNICAL

MMBL & DEETS
FACTOR III – PAST PERFORMANCE

FACTOR IV – SMALL BUSINESS PARTICPATION

FACTOR V – COST/PRICE

M.3.1. FACTOR I – MANAGEMENT:  This factor will evaluate the Offeror’s proposed Management Plan and its ability to effectively meet the requirements of the PBWS for the MMBL and the DEETS.  Specifically, this factor will assess the following elements:
       M.3.1.1.  Subfactor 1.1 – Management Plan.   

       M.3.1.2.   Subfactor 1.2 – Subcontractor Management Plan.  
       M.3.1.3.   Subfactor 1.3 – Transition Plan.  
       M.3.1.4.   Subfactor 1.4 – Quality Assurance Plan.      

M.3.2. FACTOR II – TECHNICAL:  The Government will evaluate the Offeror’s technical approach for the support of the sustainment of MMBL and DEETS.
M.3.3. FACTOR III – PAST PERFORMANCE:  A Performance Risk evaluation will assess the relative risks associated with an Offeror's likelihood of success in performing the solicitation requirements as indicated by that Offeror's record of past performance.  Past performance information, including quality, timeliness, and cost control on earlier orders placed under STOC will be considered in the Performance Risk evaluation. Past performance information readily available in program and technical offices will be used in addition to information retrieved on the Past Performance Information Retrieval System (PPIRS).

M.3.4. FACTOR IV – S MALL BUSINESS PARTICIPATION PLAN:  Offeror will be evaluated on the level of small business commitment that they are demonstrating for the proposed acquisition, and their prior level of commitment to utilizing small businesses in performance of prior contracts. The following shall evidence small business participation:

i. The extent to which such firms, as defined in FAR Part 19, are specifically identified in proposals.

ii. The extent of commitment to use such firms (enforceable commitments will be weighted more heavily than non-enforceable ones).

iii. The complexity and variety of the work small firms are to perform.

iv. The realism of the proposal.

v. Past performance of the Offeror in complying with requirements of the clauses of FAR 52.219-8, Utilization of Small Business Concerns, and, for all large business Offerors, FAR 52.219-9, Small Business Subcontracting Plan.

vi. The extent of participation of such firms in terms of the value of the total acquisition.

vii. The extent to which the Offeror provides detailed explanations/documentation supporting the proposed participation percentages, or lack thereof.  The Department of Defense (DOD) has established small business goals to ensure small business receives a fair proportion of DOD awards.  The goals for this procurement are as follows:  Small Business: 15% of the total contract value (DFAR 219.705-4). 

M.3.5.   FACTOR V – COST/PRICE: In evaluating offers, the Government will perform a price 
analysis based on techniques and procedures as defined in FAR 15.404-1 and award will 
be made at a fair and reasonable price. As part of this evaluation, the Government may 
consider DCAA audit information and other information the Government deems relevant.

A.  Considerations.  The Government will consider:

The Total Proposed Estimated Contract Price.  The Government will verify the Total
Proposed Contract Price by adding together the proposed prices for; CLIN 0001, the 
transition period, CLIN 1001, the mounted maneuver battle lab sustainment, CLIN 1009, 
the mounted maneuver battle lab relocation, and CLIN 1010, the analysis augmentation 
and experiment development support. The resulting totals will be summed by year (Base 
year; Options 1 and 2) to arrive at a total contract price for each offeror.
The Government will evaluate the proposed labor rates submitted by each Offeror in a 
completed OAWR Service Cost/Price Breakdown Worksheet provided as Enclosure 5. 
The Government has provided estimated hours for the labor categories; therefore, the 
Government will evaluate all proposed labor rates on an overall unit price basis.  The 
proposed fully burdened Rate for each labor category will be multiplied by the estimated 
hours for each category provided in Enclosure 5.  The Government has determined the 
hours to be representative of the effort anticipated to be expended over the total potential 
ordering period of one 12-month base year and two 12-month option periods.

Price Realism. The Government will evaluate the realism of the Offeror's proposed prices
in relation to the Offeror's specific technical approach as well as the completeness of the 
proposal. The Government will consider whether all costs are identified and fully 
explained. The Government will consider whether the proposed approach is achievable at 
the proposed prices. The Government will consider the use of uncompensated overtime 
and the completeness of the basis of estimate in accordance with FAR 52.237-10. 
Unbalanced pricing. Unbalanced pricing may increase performance risk and could result 
in payment of unreasonably high prices. Unbalanced pricing exists when, despite an
acceptable total evaluated price, the price of one or more fully burdened T&M labor rates 
is significantly over or understated as indicated by the application of price analysis 
techniques.  Offerors are cautioned that a proposal may be rejected if unbalanced pricing 
exists and the contracting officer determines that the lack of balance poses an 
unacceptable risk to the Government.
              5152.204-5002
CONTRACTOR MANPOWER REPORTING APPLICATION (CMRA) (PEO_STRI) (NOV 2006)


The Contractor Manpower Reporting Application (CMRA) is a business process for collecting information on contracts that provide services to the Department of the Army.  The contractor and all subcontractors are required to create an account and input data for all services performed under this contract within CMRA, to include all delivery/task orders issued against this contract.  This input is required to be accomplished on a Government fiscal year basis (1st of October though 30th of September).  All contractor/subcontractor input will be accomplished between the 1st and the 15th of October of each year for the previous year or upon completion of performance, whichever is earliest.  More information can be found within the User Guides tab at https://cmra.army.mil/.


Contract number and contractor identity will be treated as proprietary information when they are associated with the direct labor hours and direct labor dollars. At no time will any data be released to the public, with the contractor name and contract number associated with the data.
Submission of incomplete Cost/Price Format Spreadsheets as set forth in Section 
L.4.6 will constitute the Offeror’s proposal to be non-compliant with the terms and 
conditions of the RFP and will render the proposal ineligible for award.

M.4.0.  EVALUATION RATINGS:
M.4.1. Management, Technical, and Small Business Participation Plan Factor Rating Definitions. (The Technical rating will be a “roll-up” of the each Factor’s subfactor ratings):
Ratings for non-cost evaluation criteria (excluding Past Performance)
	  RATING
	DEFINITION AND CRITERIA

	Outstanding
	The proposal demonstrates an excellent approach which will clearly result in the superior attainment of all requirements and objectives. This clearly achievable approach includes numerous advantageous characteristics of substance, and essentially no disadvantages, which can be expected to result in outstanding performance.  The risk of unsuccessful performance is very low as the proposal provides solutions which are unquestionably feasible and practical.  These solutions are further considered very low risk in that they are exceptionally clear and precise, fully supported, and demonstrate a clear understanding of the requirements.                                                                                   

                                                                                                          Risk Level:   Very Low

	Highly Satisfactory
	The proposal demonstrates a sound approach which is expected to meet all requirements and objectives.  This sound approach includes advantageous characteristics of substance, and few relatively minor disadvantages, which collectively can be expected to result in highly satisfactory performance.  The risk of unsuccessful performance is low as the proposal contains solutions which are feasible and practical.  These solutions are further considered low risk in that they are clear and precise, supported, and demonstrate an understanding of the requirements.      

                                                                                                          Risk Level:  Low

	Satisfactory
	The proposal demonstrates an approach which is capable of meeting all requirements and objectives.  The approach includes both advantageous and disadvantageous characteristics of substance, where the advantages are not outweighed by the disadvantages.  Collectively, the advantages and disadvantages are likely to result in satisfactory performance.  The risk of unsuccessful performance is moderate, as the proposal solutions are generally feasible and practical.  These solutions are further considered to reflect moderate risk in that they are somewhat clear and precise, partially supported, and demonstrate a general understanding of the requirements.        

                                                                                                         Risk Level: Moderate

	Marginal
	The proposal demonstrates an approach which may not be capable of meeting all requirements and objectives.  The approach has disadvantages of substance and advantages, which if they exist, are outweighed by the disadvantages. Collectively, the advantages and disadvantages are not likely to result in satisfactory performance.  The risk of unsuccessful performance is high as the proposal contains solutions which may not be feasible and practical.  These solutions are further considered to reflect high risk in that they lack clarity and precision, are generally unsupported, and do not demonstrate a complete understanding of the requirements.    

                                                                                                           Risk Level: High

	Unacceptable
	The proposal demonstrates an approach which, based on a very high risk, will very likely not be capable of meeting all requirements and objectives.  This approach has numerous disadvantages of substance, and advantages which, if they exist, are far outweighed by disadvantages.  Collectively, the advantages and disadvantages will not result in satisfactory performance.  The risk of unsuccessful performance is very high as the proposal contains solutions which are not feasible and practical.  The solutions are further considered to reflect very high risk in that they lack any clarity or precision, are unsupported, and do not demonstrate an understanding of the requirement. 

                                                                                                          Risk Level:  Very High


M.4.1.1. Deficiency.  A material failure of a proposal to meet a Government requirement or a combination of significant weaknesses in a proposal that increases the risk of unsuccessful contract performance to an unacceptable level.

M.4.1.2. Strength.   Any aspect of a proposal when judged against a stated evaluation criterion enhances the merit of the proposal or increases the probability of successful performance of the contract.

M.4.1.3. Significant Strength.  A significant strength appreciably enhances the merit of a proposal or appreciably increases the probability of successful contract performance.

M.4.1.4. Weakness.  A flaw in the proposal that increases the risk of unsuccessful contract performance.
M.4.1.5. Significant Weakness – A flaw that appreciably increases the risk of unsuccessful contract performance.

M.4.2. Past Performance – The following adjectival rating definitions will be utilized in the evaluation of the Past Performance factor. A rating of High Risk, Moderate Risk, Low Risk or Unknown (as defined below) will be assigned to the Past Performance Factor:

Performance Adjectival Rating Schemes

	RATING
	DEFINITION

	Very Low Risk
	Essentially no doubt exists, based on the Offeror's performance and systemic improvement record, that the Offeror will successfully perform the required effort.



	Low Risk
	Little doubt exists, based on the Offeror's performance and systemic improvement record, that the Offeror will successfully perform the required effort.



	Moderate Risk
	Some doubt exists, based on the Offeror's performance and systemic improvement record, that the Offeror will successfully perform the required effort.



	High Risk
	Significant doubt exists, based on the Offeror's performance and systemic improvement record, that the Offeror will successfully perform the required effort.



	Unknown Risk
	Little or no relevant performance record identifiable; equates to an unknown risk rating having no positive or negative evaluation significance.
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