Solicitation No. 08HQSS0017 – Flight Operations Team (FOT) for EROS                                       SECTION M


SECTION M
EVALUATION FACTORS FOR AWARD
M.1 GENERAL INSTRUCTIONS

Proposals shall be prepared in accordance with and comply with the requirements and instructions contained herein.  The technical proposal will be evaluated separately from the cost proposal.  Each proposal will be evaluated against the evaluation factors listed below.

M.2
BASIS FOR AWARD

Contract award shall be made to the responsible Offeror whose offer, in conforming to this RFP, provides an overall best value to the Government, technical and all other evaluation factors, and cost considered.  The Government's objective is to obtain the highest technical quality considered necessary to achieve the project objectives, with a realistic and reasonable cost.  Technical and other evaluation factors are more important than cost.  However, between proposals that are evaluated as technically equal in quality, cost will become a major consideration in selecting the successful Offeror.  While the Government anticipates award to the responsible Offeror whose offer provides the overall best value to the Government, no award will be made based on superior technical capability when the proposed cost or price is considered unreasonable or when the additional cost or price is not justified by the advantages of an award based on technical superiority.

The Government reserves the right not to make an award as a result of this competition, if in the opinion of the Government none of the submissions would provide satisfactory performance at a cost that is considered fair and reasonable and/or economically feasible.

M.3
EVALUATION PROCESS
The Government will conduct an initial review of proposals received to verify conformance with solicitation requirements to determine if they are technically responsive prior to commencement of technical evaluations.  The Government may exclude a vendor from further consideration in the procurement process if it determines that its proposal is unacceptable and/or technically non-responsive. Those proposals determined to be unacceptable and/or non-responsive would be those that are determined not susceptible to being acceptable because they are so incomplete as to preclude a meaningful evaluation. 


M.4.1
Technical Evaluation
An initial technical review will consist of a determination and analysis of strengths, weaknesses and risks of each technical proposal.  Technical risk will be included in the final evaluation of each factor and will not be evaluated as a separate factor.  The Government may consider all proposal information submitted when assessing risk.  An initial cost/price evaluation may be conducted separately from the technical evaluation during this phase.

M.4.2
Evaluation Criteria
M.4.2.1
Technical Proposal
The technical evaluation criteria is listed below and offerors shall assume the following
Factors are listed in descending order of importance; 

Factor 1 and Factor 2 are of equal importance to each other; 
Factor 3 less important than Factors 1 & 2; 
Factor 4 less important than Factors 1 & 2:  
Factors 3 and 4 are of equal importance to each other; 
Factor 5 is less important than Factors 1, 2, 3, and 4:

Sub-factors identified under each factor are of equal importance to each other:

Sub Sub-factors identified under each Sub-factor are of equal importance to each other; and

Factors 1, 2, 3, 4, and 5 are more important than Cost (M.4.2.2, Cost Proposal).

1. Technical Approach
a. Demonstrated understanding of the scope, goals, and objectives of the work required                               and the applicability and clarity of the overall technical approach for addressing the                                  USGS’ needs.  Including creativity and thoroughness shown in planned execution of                                 the project.
b.   Discussions detailing how each of the objectives of the statement of work will be                                      performed and the appropriateness of all proposed methodologies and analysis to                                    include:

i. Methodology to provide adequate engineering support
ii. Methodology to provide adequate flight operations support
iii. Methodology to provide adequate service throughout all mission phases

c. Proposed approach(es) to preparing for and supporting pre-launch and integration and        test activities 
d. Proposed mapping of all technical statement of work tasks to the technical positions in                             the staffing plan.  (note: It is acceptable for one statement of work requirement to map                             to more than one FOT position, if applicable); and 

e. The Quality Assurance Plan will be evaluated to assess the reasonability, attainability,                              and level of challenge identified pertaining to the quality controls, measurements,                                     logistics, surveillance methods, and reporting.  Emphasis will be place on creativity,                                 innovation, and added value to ensuring overall success of this effort.

2. Program Management and Administrative Approach

a. Proposed approach to satisfying the management and administration requirements in the SOW.  
b. Proposed program management and administrative function necessary to provide                                    technical direction, organizational leadership, performance planning, control and                                      reporting, earned value management (EVM), and resource administration.                                                Demonstration of the Offeror’s approach to:

i. Satisfying the program management tasks and administration requirements

ii. Developing and delivering the Mission Plan CDRLs 

iii. Managing the contract to ensure all tasks are accomplished in a timely and complete manner.

iv. EVM that meets the requirements in section C and complies with ANSI/EIA Standard 748-A
3. Staffing
a. Demonstration of the Offeror’s ability to provide reasonable, time-phased staffing                                     throughout all mission phases;
b. Proposed staffing risk mitigation approach regarding hiring, training, and cross-training used to reduce turnover and position vacancies.  Offeror’s other proposed company      methods/policies including use of incentives, promotions, etc. to reduce turnover should be included and described;
c. Proposed approach to reducing staff when the staffing plan calls for a reduction in                                   numbers;
d. Proposed processes for planning and managing the reassignment of staff among work                               needs;

e. Processes used to ensure the assignment of the right skills to the right work at the right                             cost;

f. Proposed management oversight and quality control of staffing practices; position                                     descriptions will be evaluated based on the relevance of the duties, educational;
g. Key personnel resumes will be evaluated based on the relevance of the individual’s                                 education and experience relative to (1) the mission, goals and objectives; (2) specific                              functions the individual will perform under the contract; and (3) corporate longevity; 

h. Education, professional credentials, skills and experience of other proposed                                             personnel on similar projects and in related fields will be evaluated. (Similar projects                                may include similarity in topic, dollar value, workload, duration, and complexity);
4. Training and Certification Approach
a. Demonstration of the Offeror’s ability to provide adequately trained and certified staff                                as described in the statement of work;
b. Proposed training and certification approach that assures mission success by cultivating a diverse, competent staff of FOT professionals;

c. Proposed training and certification approach that includes an active process of               progressive skills enhancement, cross-training and contingency operations readiness for both online and engineering personnel;
d. Proposed training and certification approach that includes certification of subsystem      engineers on daily, special, and contingency operations and cross-training of subsystem engineers to provide technical continuity of subsystem operations during vacations,  sickness, and attrition; and 

e. Proposed training and certification approach of other positions in the staffing plan

5. Past Performance - The Offeror’s past performance in completing projects, adhering to schedules and budgets, instituting effective cost controls, and delivering quality products will be considered. The degree of comparability of past projects to the current project; the number of projects, complexity, and funding level of past projects will also be considered. Subcontracts and partners will also be evaluated.  The quality of cooperation between organization, staff, and key personnel and its client, the quality of cooperation among other contractors working on the same project, and quality of cooperation with working with external constituencies outside the government will be evaluated.  Subcontracts and partners will be considered.  (Note: The Government may use past performance information contained in the Federal Past Performance Information Retrieval System (PPIRS.Gov) in additional to any other sources including the the references provided by the offeror.)

M.4.2.2
Cost Proposal
The cost proposal will be evaluated separately from the technical proposal.  Evaluators will consider whether the costs adequately reflect an understanding of the project. The Government will evaluate the proposed cost/prices for reasonableness which can be conducted by utilizing various cost and/or price analysis techniques.

Offerors are placed on notice that any proposals which are unrealistic in terms of technical approach or unrealistically low in cost(s) and/or price may be deemed reflective of an inherent lack of technical competency or indicative of failure to comprehend the complexity of the contract requirement and may be grounds for the rejection of the proposal.
The Offeror is expected to propose a reasonable cost/price.  An evaluation of each Offerors cost/price proposal will be made to determine if it is reasonable for the work to be performed, reflects a clear understanding of the requirements, and is consistent with the technical proposal.

Each proposal will be assessed to identify potential risk.  Cost/price risk refers to any aspect of an Offerors proposal which could have significant negative cost consequences for the Government.  Where risk is assessed it may be described in qualitative terms or used as a best-value discriminator.

M.4.2.2.1
GS2317 – Evaluation of Cost Realism – Cost Reimbursement (June 2006)

(a) The Government will evaluate the reasonableness of proposed costs in accordance with FAR subpart 15.4 and the applicable cost principles in FAR Part 31.  In addition, the Government will perform a cost realism analysis of offers to 1) verify the offeror's understanding of solicitation requirements, 2) assess the degree to which proposed costs accurately reflect the effort described in the technical proposal, and 3) identify apparent inconsistencies with specific solicitation requirements such as effort levels or minimum wage rates, if any.    The Contracting Officer reserves the right to limit these detailed analyses to proposals that have been evaluated as technically acceptable. 

(b) The Government reserves the right to adjust proposed costs for evaluation purposes if its analysis concludes that such costs may be understated in the offeror's proposal.  If an offeror's proposed indirect rates are not supported by stable recent rate histories and sound cost and business projections, the Government reserves the right to evaluate the offeror's indirect costs at a realistic rate or rates determined by the Contracting Officer.  Audit-recommended rates for labor, overhead and other indirect costs will be used in evaluating the most probable cost to the Government, unless the offeror provides convincing evidence to support the use of other rates.  If the offeror agrees to establish ceiling rates for applicable indirect cost categories which are lower than the corresponding rate(s) as recommended by the auditor or determined by the Contracting Officer, the ceiling rate(s) will be used in the evaluation.
M.4.2.3
Other Evaluation Factors
1. Additionally, the Government will assess the relative risks associated with each offeror and proposal.  It is important to note the distinction between proposal risk and performance risk.
a. Proposal risks are those associated with an offeror’s proposed approach in meeting the Government’s requirements.  Proposal risk is assessed by the proposal evaluators and is integrated into the rating of each specific evaluation factor in the technical and business management information.
b. Performance risks are those associated with an offeror’s likelihood of success in performing the solicitation’s requirements as indicated by the offeror’s record of past performance.  Performance risk is assessed by the proposal evaluators and is assigned a narrative rating in the performance risk (past performance) factor of the evaluation.


The Government will conduct a performance risk assessment based upon the quality of the offeror’s past performance as well as that of its proposed subcontractors (if any), as it relates to the probability of successful accomplishment of the required effort.  When assessing performance risk, the Government will focus its inquiry on the past performance of the offeror and its proposed subcontractors as it relates to all solicitation requirements, such as cost, schedule and performance, including the contractor’s record of containing and forecasting costs on any previously performed contracts; the contractor’s adherence to contract schedules, including the administrative aspects of performance; the contractor’s history for reasonable and cooperative behavior and commitment to customer satisfaction; and generally, the contractors business-like concern for the interests of its customers.



A significant achievement, problem, or lack of relevant data in any element of the work can become an important consideration in the source selection process.  A negative finding under any element may result in an overall high performance risk rating.  Therefore, offerors are reminded to include all relevant past efforts, including demonstrated corrective actions, in their proposal.

c. The Subcontracting Plan will be evaluated to determine the extent to which it addresses the considerations of FAR Part 52.219-9.  Extent to which the Offeror submitted an aggressive plan for subcontracting with small, small disadvantages, and women-owned small business. 

2. The offeror's responsibility for award as defined in FAR 9.104-1, including any special responsibility criteria identified herein will be considered.

M.5
COMPETITIVE RANGE

In accordance with FAR 15.306(c), after evaluating all proposals, if it has been determined to be in the best interest of the Government to establish a competitive range, the Government reserves the right to limit the competitive range for purposes of efficiency.  The Government 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 (10 U.S.C. 2305(b)(4) and 41 U.S.C. 253b(d)).
M.6
FAR 52.217-5 EVALUATION OF OPTIONS (JULY 1990)
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). 

(End of provision)
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(a) Award shall be made to that responsible offeror whose proposal, conforming to this solicitation, is determined to be most advantageous to the Government, cost or price and other factors considered.  Other factors include:

(1)  Other cost or price-related factors identified in this solicitation.

(2) The offer's overall technical merit resulting from application of non-cost or non-price related evaluation factors in provision M.4.2.1.

(3) Past performance evaluations.

(4) Small business subcontracting evaluations.

(b) In determining which proposal offers the greatest value or advantage to the Government, overall technical merit will be approximately equal in importance to evaluated price or cost to the Government.  Between substantially equal technical proposals, the proposed evaluated price or cost will become the major factor in selection for award.  Between acceptable proposals with a difference in technical merit, a determination will be made as to whether the additional technical merit or benefits reflected by a higher priced proposal warrants payment of the additional price or cost.


M-5

