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M.2. BASIS FOR CONTRACT AWARD


The SSET evaluation will be based on best value principles.  Accordingly, an award will be made to the offeror whose proposal provides the greatest overall value to the Government, price and other factors considered.  This best value determination will be accomplished by comparing the value of the differences in the factors for competing offers, based on their strengths, weaknesses, and risks, with differences in their price to the Government.  In making this comparison, the Government is more concerned with obtaining superior technical and management capabilities than with making an award at the lowest overall cost to the Government.  However, the Government will not make an award at a significantly higher overall price to the Government to achieve slightly superior technical skills.

Each proposal will be evaluated in accordance with the evaluation criteria set forth below and will be adjectivally rated against each of the evaluation factors and will be given an overall adjectival rating. The adjectival ratings to be used are:  exceptional, good, acceptable, marginal, and unacceptable.  
 In order to be eligible for award, an offeror must be assessed a rating of ACCEPTABLE or better under the Technical, Management, and Past Performance Factors, and the price proposal must be found to be reasonable and realistic.
The Government reserves the right to award without discussions based on initial proposals received. Therefore, offerors are encouraged to submit their best effort and most favorable terms.  However, if the Government elects to hold discussions, offerors with the highly rated proposals, in a competitive range that permits efficient competition, will be notified to participate in discussions. Selection for award is predicated upon determination of responsibility to be made by the Contracting Officer.  Such determination will be made in accordance with FAR 9.104. 

[bookmark: wp1095252][bookmark: wp1095253][bookmark: wp1095254][bookmark: wp1095255][bookmark: wp1095256][bookmark: wp1095257][bookmark: wp1095258][bookmark: wp1095259][bookmark: wp1095260]Post Award Debriefings.  In accordance with FAR 15.506, debriefings of successful and unsuccessful offerors may be done orally, in writing, or by any other method acceptable to the KO. The KO should normally chair any debriefing session held.  At a minimum, the debriefing information shall include: the Government’s evaluation of the significant weaknesses or deficiencies in the offeror’s proposal, if applicable; the overall evaluated cost or price (including unit prices) and technical rating, if applicable, of the successful offeror and the debriefed offeror, and past performance information on the debriefed offeror;  the overall ranking of all offerors, when any ranking was developed by the agency during the source selection; a summary of the rationale for award;   for acquisitions of commercial items, the make and model of the item to be delivered by the successful offeror; and reasonable responses to relevant questions about whether source selection procedures contained in the solicitation, applicable regulations, and other applicable authorities were followed.  The debriefing shall not include point-by-point comparisons of the debriefed offeror’s proposal with those of other offerors.


M.3. EVALUATION CRITERIA, FACTORS, AND SUBFACTORS 


M.3.1 Relative Importance of Evaluation Factors:   The proposal will be evaluated based on the technical, management, past performance, and price factors.  In terms of the relative importance of these factors, Technical is substantially more important than Management, which is significantly more important than Past Performance.  The Price Factor is a substantial evaluation criterion; however, it is less important than the other factors when combined.  Poor cost realism may result in a lower evaluation of the technical and management factors.  Offerors submitting proposed costs that are so unrealistically high or low as to preclude a reasonable chance of being selected may be excluded for the competitive range.

M.3.2 The Government will use the criteria set forth below in the evaluation and selection of an offer for award.  Each proposal will be evaluated on merit, overall value to the Government, and the ability to meet the objectives of the acquisition on the criteria listed herein. Proposal risk will be assessed in conjunction with the adjectival rating of the evaluation factors and subfactors.  Proposal risk will focus on the risks and weaknesses associated with the offeror’s proposed approaches.  This will include an assessment of the potential for disruption of schedule, increased price, degradation of performance and the need for increased Government oversight, as well as, the likelihood of unsuccessful contract performance.
  
M.3.3 The offeror shall submit a proposal that addresses the requirements listed in Sections L and M.  Develop a Statement of Work (SOW) based on requirements and Statement Of Objectives (SOO), Technical Requirement Document (TRD), and shall demonstrate how each requirement will be satisfied.  Cursory responses or responses which merely reiterate or reformulate Sections L, M or the SOW will not be considered as satisfying the requirements of the RFP or as demonstrating the ability to perform.  Unsupported approaches/ concepts will result in a degraded rating.  Failure to specifically follow proposal submission requirements and directions may result in a degraded rating.  Information, including experience, qualifications, capability, and management commitment that clearly demonstrate and support the offeror's claims is essential. The proposal must clearly demonstrate understanding of the contract requirements and the ability to perform the approaches proposed. The absence of such evidence will adversely influence the evaluation of the proposal.  

M.3.4   Rating Plan:  Evaluators (team members) will provide a detailed narrative evaluation and assign an adjectival risk rating for each factor and subfactor.  Evaluators will rate each factor and subfactor independently and by consensus for each proposal submitted.  If consensus is not obtainable, then a minority report prepared by the dissenting faction shall be presented to the SSA for resolution.  Following is the approach used for rating proposals:

      Technical, Management, and Past Performance Areas

	Adjectival Rating   
	Definition 

	
	

	Exceptional
	Exceptional in all significant respects; offers significant advantages in key areas; excellent probability of success.

	Good
	High quality in most  respects; good probability of success; generally exceeds minimum requirements; 
Improvement possible or could be further detailed.

	Acceptable
	Adequate overall presentation, but some areas lacking in thorough analysis or detail; fair probability of success; generally meets minimum requirements, improvement possible in some major areas.

	Marginal
	Fails to  meet some  requirements; significant  deficiencies/disadvantages,  but correctable; low probability of success; substantial improvement necessary

	Unacceptable
	Inadequate presentation; fails to meet minimum requirements; needs a major revision to the proposal to make it correct.



NOTE:  The cost area will not be rated.


M.3.5. TECHNICAL FACTOR: 

 M.3.5.1 Technical Evaluation Factor

The Government will evaluate the overall merit and risks of the offeror's technical proposal in meeting the total JTAGS P3I requirements as described in the RFP and its attachments.  The evaluation will assess the strengths, weaknesses, and deficiencies of the technical approach and the offeror’s ability to deliver systems, supporting products, and services that meet or exceed RFP requirements.  Within the Technical Factor, the Design Concept and Approach sub-factor is equally as important as the Logistics Management sub-factor.  The Systems Engineering and Integration sub-factor; the Data/Configuration Management and the Product Assurance sub-factor are equally important and slightly less important than Design Concept and Approach sub-factor.  The Open Architecture Technical Approach sub-factor is slightly less important than the Systems Engineering and Integration sub-factor.  

M.3.5.1.1 System Architecture Concept and Approach (Sub-factor).  The Government will evaluate the following three elements: System Design and Processes, Software (SW) Design and Processes, and Hardware (HW) Design and Processes. The System Design and Processes and, SW Design and Processes are the most important elements and are of equal importance.  The HW Design and Processes element is slightly less important than the System and SW Design and Processes elements. 

M.3.5.1.1a System Design Concept and Approach (Element).
  
· The Government will evaluate the extent to which the offeror’s JTAGS Block II P3I system design concept and approach are thorough, complete, adequate, feasible, flexible, and represent an understanding of the RFP requirements.

· The evaluation will incorporate an assessment of the extent to which the offeror's Design concept and approach: 

· Provides for ease of integration, supportability, and testability.

· Maximizes the utilization of  Non-developmental Item (NDI) / Commercial-Off-The-Shelf (COTS) / Government-Off-The-Shelf (GOTS) HW.

· Effective reuse of existing SBIRS, JTAGS, Overhead Persistent Infrared (OPIR), BMDS OPIR Architecture (BOA), and other relevant SW.

· Provides a sound and complete proposed technical solution and demonstrated understanding of OPIR sensors, signal and data processing, ground and space elements interfaces, SBIRS/DSP SW functions and algorithms, and theater/global communications HW, networks, and protocols.

· The Government will evaluate the extent to which the offeror’s JTAGS Block II P3I system design concept and approach allows for an IA architecture that supports a program-defined IA system state and IA procedures for supporting and sustaining day-to-day mission operations.

· The Government will evaluate the extent to which the offeror’s JTAGS Block II P3I system design concept complies with a framework or standard such as the System Security Engineering-Capability Maturity Model (SSE-CMM).

· Performance estimates submitted with the proposal will be evaluated and the degree to which the proposed system approach and/or demonstrations will satisfy the following will be evaluated:

· Expected accuracy and timeliness of the missile warning and tactical parameters.

· Ability to process stereo DSP and GEO data in real time.

· Ability to detect and classify Theater Ballistic Mission (TBM) launches and Slow Walkers.

· Ability to generate 3 dimensional tracks.

· Ability to determine launch and impact points.

· Ability to calculate and pass state vector data.

M.3.5.1.1b SW Design and Processes (Element).

· The Government will evaluate the extent to which the offeror’s SW design and processes and approach are thorough, complete, adequate, feasible, flexible, and represent an understanding of the RFP requirements.

· The Government will evaluate the extent to which the offeror’s software design and processes and approach complies with existing frameworks and standards such as the Software Capability Maturity Model and Security Guidelines, Coding Standards, and Regulations.

· The evaluation will incorporate an assessment of the extent to which the offeror's Design concept and approach: 

· Efficiently utilizes the JTAGS, SBIRS, best of breed and newly developed SW and integrates it into the JTAGS Block II P3I.

· Defines a process that emphasizes the use of  a secure software development lifecycle for all software design and development efforts.

· Effectively uses COTS software products that has been approved by the National Security Agency (NSA), Army Approved Products List (AAPL), Common Criteria, or other DoD recognized approved products.

· Provides a warfighter machine interface that provides a standardized look and feel at all levels of operation.

· Maximizes the utilization of COTS, GOTS, Government Furnished Property (GFE), Government Furnished Property (GFP), and Commercial Service Manuals (CSM) within the design of JTAGS P3I SW builds.

· Provides Net Ready and Net Centric Operations and Warfighting (NCOW) capabilities including use of XML schema.

· Implement an integral Common Operating Environment which maximizes the use of the Army's Common Operating Environment services in a cost effective manner.


M.3.5.1.1c HW Design Concept and Approach (Element).

· The offeror’s HW design and concept will be evaluated on the demonstrated technical expertise, soundness, and the completeness and effectiveness of the proposed approach and HW design and demonstrates an understanding of the RFP requirements.

· The offeror’s proposal will be assessed on the following:

·  Extent that the HW design and approach addresses and demonstrates an understanding of OPIR sensors, signal, and data processing, and theater/global communications HW, networks, and protocols.

·  Soundness of the concept and approach in terms of  receiving and processing OPIR DDL data in real time; generating required warning and cueing data and disseminating it using the specified communications over the specified networks.

·  Extent that the initial HW design concept and approach effectively utilizes COTS and GOTS HW to maximum practical extent in the JTAGS Block II P3I system.  This includes use of 64-bit generic computer with Linux operating system.

·  Soundness and completeness of the design and approach for accomplishing the internal HW interfaces and external interfaces with DSP/GEO/HEO and OPIR sensors, communications equipment, and networks.

· Offeror’s rationale for developing new HW components will be evaluated in terms of value added over using NDI, COTS and GOTS HW. 


M.3.5.1.2 Logistics Management (Sub-factor).  The Government will evaluate the merits f the offeror's entire Logistic Management Approach, consisting of the thoroughness, completeness,  adequacy and the extent to which the approach represents an understanding of the RFP requirements.  In evaluating the Logistic Management Approach, the Government will evaluate the followingfour elements Integrated Logistics Support (ILS), Supportability Design, and Materiel Release Process (MRP) and Information Assurance Vulnerability Alerts (IAVA).  The ILS element is slightly more important than the Supportability Design element.  The Supportability Design is slightly more important than the IAVA and Certification and Accreditation elements.

M.3.5.1.2a Integrated Logistics Support (ILS) (Element).  The Government will evaluate the extent to which the offeror's approach meets or exceeds the JTAGS ILS requirements.  The evaluation will incorporate an assessment of the extent to which the offeror's approach supports a Performance Based Logistics (PBL) program.

M.3.5.1.2b Supportability Design (Element).  The Government will evaluate the extent to which the supportability design concept and approach is thorough, complete, adequate, feasible, flexible, and represents understanding of the RFP requirements.  The evaluation will include ease of use, innovation, and flexibility.  The evaluation will incorporate an assessment of the extent to which the offeror’s JTAGS P3I Supportability Design concept and approach: 

· Maintains or reduces the current Army manpower support structure.

· Incorporates the elements of Integrated Logistics Support (ILS) to reduce the logistical foot print from the current Army Manpower Table of Organization & Equipment (MTOE).

· Maximizes integrated embedded training for JTAGS P3I.

· Incorporates built in test/built in test equipment (BIT/BITE) prognostics techniques and technologies.

·  Is supportable through the offeror's proposed logistics support effort (maximizing Army common parts within the JTAGS P3I) in support of a Performance Based Logistics (PBL) program.

· Effectively manages the confidentiality, integrity, and availability of mission data and SW Configuration Items (CI) at distribution, rest, and instantiation.

· Maximizes the use of Army standard HW and SW support systems.

2.3.3.1.2c IAVA Management (Element).  The Government will evaluate the extent to which the offeror’s approach characterizes, monitors, and maintains situational awareness of security issues such as network intrusions and alerts, IA controls implementation, IAVAs, security patch management, Communication Tasking Orders (CTOs), and security incidents.

M.3.5.1.3 Data Management and Product Assurance (Sub-factor).  The Government will evaluate the extent to which the Data Management and Safety  approach is thorough, complete, adequate, feasible, and represents understanding of the RFP requirements.  The evaluation will include the following three elements: Data Management, which is slightly more important than Product Assurance which is slightly more important than Safety.

M.3.5.1.3a Data Management (Element).  The Government will evaluate the extent to which the offeror's  Data management  approach is thorough, complete, and adequate; and represents the offeror's understanding of the RFP requirements. 

M.3.5.1.3b Safety (Element).  The Government will evaluate the extent to which the proposal represents understanding of the RFP requirements for safety.

M3.5.1.3c Certification and Accreditation.  The Government will evaluate the proposed approach for supporting the implementation and development of DIACAP Accreditation Package and Program Objectives and Milestones (POA&M) IAW DoDI 8510.01 and 8500.2 requirements.

M.3.5.1.4 System Engineering and Integration (Sub-factor).  The Government will evaluate the proposed system engineering and integration approach using four elements:  the System Engineering Approach element which is slightly more important than the Functional Engineering element which is slightly more important than the Test and Evaluation element. 

M.3.5.1.4a System Engineering Approach (Element).  The Government will evaluate the extent to which the offeror’s system engineering approach and processes are thorough, complete, adequate, feasible, flexible, and represents an understanding of the RFP requirements.  The evaluation will incorporate an assessment of the extent to which the offeror’s JTAGS P3I System Architecture approach and processes: 

· Define and allocate system and functional requirements.

· Characterize the classification boundaries and information exchanges across these boundaries.

· Integrate the JTAGS P3I HW, SW, and data architectures.

· Include a methodology to validate the System Architecture completeness and adequacy.

· The approach demonstrates understanding of the sequence, functions, timelines, and processes of the missile warning architecture.


M.3.5.1.4b Functional Engineering (Element).  The Government will evaluate the extent to which the proposal represents understanding of the RFP requirements for incorporation of functional engineering disciplines in developing and integrating JTAGS P3I.  The Government will evaluate the thoroughness, completeness, adequacy, and risk of the proposed approach in each functional discipline.  The functional engineering disciplines are: Information Assurance, Product Assurance, Quality Assurance, Reliability, Availability, Maintainability, Parts/Material/ Process Management, Integrated Logistics Support and Training, Safety, Configuration Management and Data Management.  

M.3.5.1.4c Test and Evaluation (Element).  The Government will evaluate the Test and Evaluation Program in terms of JTAGS P3I Testing and Contractor Support to Government Tests.  

·  JTAGS P3I Testing- The Government will evaluate the extent to which the test and evaluation approach and test methodology for Contractor's  JTAGS P3I Test Program is thorough, complete, adequate, feasible, and represents an understanding of the RFP requirements.  The evaluation will incorporate an assessment of the extent to which the offeror’s JTAGS P3I Testing approach: 

· Maximizes the use of test data and test articles to support testing of the capability.

· Provides expertise for the analysis of test data.


·  Contractor Support to Government Tests and Use of Government Test Facilities and Equipment - The Government will evaluate the extent to which the offeror's support to the Government developmental and operational test approach and methodology, as defined in the JTAGS Test and Evaluation Master Plan (TEMP) is thorough, complete, adequate, feasible, and represents an understanding of the RFP requirements.  The evaluation will incorporate an assessment of the extent to which: 

· The offeror's proposed support of Government test events to maximize opportunities for early data collection.

· The offeror's proposed use of Government test facilities and equipment, and the schedule necessary to execute their proposed test and verification plan, is thorough, complete and adequate.

· The offeror’s proposed support to Government testing for obtaining materiel release, ATO and obtain JTAGS systems certification.

· The offeror's proposed utilization of GFE/CFE, and any other resources or equipment required to execute their test and verification plan, is thorough, complete and adequate.

M.3.5.1.4d Lifecycle Management (Element).  The Government will evaluate the proposed Life Cycle Management approach that shall include, at a minimum, lifecycle management plans for, software, evolution/planned obsolescence, technical reach-back, baseline related training products, initial ILS installation level logistics support and innovative business approaches process and methodology.  Describing how it will be executed and recommend goals, as addressed in the SOW (e.g. procurement, labor, transportation cost, etc) requested by the SOO.  Require the offerors to address the Installation-Level Logistics Support period, and range of logistics support levels.  Offerors will address long-term sustainment that supports the PM’s lifecycle management requirements including, but not limited to:

		a.	Software Upgrades
		b.	System Obsolescence and Evolution
		c.	Technical and Operational Reach-back
		d.	Baseline and Sustainment Training Support and Products
		e.	Transition to Service Support

The offeror’s shall identify their overall logistics effectiveness, in addressing all applicable tenants of integrated logistics support, to include training, design interface, maintenance supportability and planning, technical data, computer resources support, and supply support which includes how items are to procured, stored, packaged, and transported in support of program requirements.

The offeror’s shall identify Innovative Business Practices (IBPs) relative to execution of the logistics program that have potential to support an accelerated installation schedule, reduce procurement, storage, transportation, initial Installation-Level Logistics Support, long-term sustainment costs, and added performance efficiencies.  In addition, the offerors shall provide supporting rationale for the use of his strategic IBP approach to include quantifiable dollar saving methodologies.

M.3.5.2 MANAGEMENT FACTOR.  The Government will evaluate the following sub-factors according to the following relative importance:  Program Management which is more important than Small/Small Disadvantaged Business Utilization Plan.

M.3.5.2.1 Program Management: (Sub-factor).  The offeror's approach to the planning and control of resources will be evaluated including:  management controls to provide early visibility for cost and schedule problems, defining the contract work, assigning responsibility, and providing appropriate detailed cost and schedule data to management and the Government.   The quality of the product shall be addressed through consideration of the non-cost Program Management sub-factors. The Government will evaluate the following four elements according to the following relative importance: Executable/Manageable Program which is more important than Program Integrated Master Plan/Integrated Master Schedule (IMP/IMS), which is more important than Organizational Structure, which is more important than Qualifications and Allocation of Personnel.

M.3.5.2.1a Executable/Manageable Program (Element).  The Government will evaluate the extent to which the proposed program management approach illustrates the offeror's ability to plan an executable, manageable program that achieves program milestones, technical performance, and cost requirements of the contract. 

M.3.5.2.1b Program Integrated Master Plan/Integrated Master Schedule (IMP/IMS) (Element).  The evaluation will examine the extent to which the offeror's IMP and schedule is thorough, complete, adequate, feasible, represents understanding of the RFP requirements, and serves as the basis of a sound Earned Value Management System (EVMS) to achieve schedule, technical performance, and cost requirements of the contract.  The evaluation will incorporate an assessment of the extent to which the IMP/IMS and EVMS: 
 
·  Shows traceability and realism of tasks from the statement of work to the Contractor Work Breakdown Structure (CWBS).

· Details Tier II and III program milestones and activities, to include GFE schedule requirements and SW build(s) tasks, are linked to JTAGS schedule elements.

· Illustrates the offeror's ability to initiate early program planning, and to understand and define the tasks and their interrelationships to be accomplished by all functional areas (i.e., Project Management, Systems/Design Engineering, Product Assurance Management, Information Assurance, Test and Evaluation, Configuration and Data Management, Logistics Management (including: Training, Technical Publications, CLS and Field Support, and MANPRINT); System Safety and Environmental Program, and Contract Security) to achieve program requirements.

· The proposed EVMS complies with the ANSI/EIA-748 and address all guidelines identified in DoD Earned Value Management Implementation Guide, Oct 06.

M.3.5.2.1c Organization Structure (Element).  The offeror's organization will be evaluated to assess abilities for providing necessary resources (people and equipment) to successfully accomplish the scope of work.  The apparent degree of authority vested in the program and the relationships within the overall corporate structure will be evaluated to assess the probability of acquiring all resources necessary and to assure a corporate commitment to this requirement.

M.3.5.2.1d Qualifications and Allocation of Personnel (Element).  The offeror will be evaluated on experience of its key personnel based on background, education, work experience, and professional development to perform the requirements designated in the scope of work.  In particular, key personnel will be evaluated on experience in similar efforts.  In the event that any of the key personnel are not currently employed by the offeror, the evaluation will assess the degree to which the offeror demonstrates the timely availability of the proposed personnel.  Experience will be included in the resumes and will include the percentage of time that key personnel will be applied to perform the requirement.  Key personnel for this scope of work will consist of the program manager and senior engineer/analyst.  The offeror will be evaluated on the extent of subcontracting of the requirement in accordance with provisions of FAR 52.219‑14, Limitations on Subcontracting.

M.3.5.2.2 Small/Small Disadvantaged Business Utilization Plan (Sub-factor).  The quality and completeness of the Subcontracting Plan will be evaluated (see in this respect, AFARS, appendix DD).  The extent to which offeror identifies and commits to small businesses and subcategories there under, whether as a joint venture, teaming arrangement or subcontractor will be evaluated.  The Government will evaluate the extent to which such firms are specified in the proposal; the extent of commitment to use such firms; the realism of the proposal; prior performance of the offeror in complying with the requirements of the clauses at FAR, section 52.219-8 (Utilization of Small Business Concerns and Small Disadvantaged Business Concerns) and section 52.219-9 (Small Business and Small Disadvantaged Business Subcontracting Plan); and, the extent of participation of such firms in terms of the value of the total acquisition and ability to meet mandated goals.  


M.3.5.3 PAST PERFORMANCE FACTOR. 

 M.3.5.3.1 The past performance area considers the offeror's record of past and current performance to ascertain the probable ability to successfully perform the required effort of this solicitation.

M.3.5.3.2 The Government will focus its inquiries on the offeror's (and major subcontractor's) record of performance as it relates to all solicitation requirements, including experience and performance on similar technical  development and production efforts;  efforts involving fielding of similar systems;  and cost and schedule.  A significant achievement, problem, or lack of relevant data in any element of the work can become an important consideration in the evaluation process.  Therefore, offerors are reminded to include the most relevant past (within the past three years) and current efforts in their proposals.  While the Government may elect to consider data obtained from other sources, the burden of providing thorough and complete past performance information rests with the offeror.  

M.3.5.3.3 In the case of an offeror with respect to which there is no information on the past contract performance or with respect to which  information on past contract performance within the last (three) years is not available, the offeror will be rated neutral, neither favorably or unfavorably on past contract performance.


M.3.5.4 PRICE FACTOR.  The cost realism, price reasonableness, and total evaluated probable cost to the Government of the proposed effort will be evaluated using the following:

M.3.5.4.1 Cost realism.  The offeror’s proposal will be evaluated to assess the likelihood that the technical and management approaches can be accomplished at the cost proposed.  The results of the cost realism evaluation will be applied to the evaluation of the technical and management areas/factors to aid in assessing the offeror’s understanding of the magnitude and complexity of the contract requirements.  Cost realism will also be used in developing total evaluated probable cost.

M.3.5.4.2 Price reasonableness - Competition and price analysis will establish the price reasonableness.
  
M.3.5.4.3 Total Evaluated Probable Cost.  A most probable cost assessment will be based on each offeror's proposed approach and the quantitative cost elements inherent therein, together with associated rates and factors, including fee/profit, applicable to each offeror.  The proposed total price will be adjusted to reflect the most probable cost to the Government. 






