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   Branch

SUBJECT:  Request for Industry Comment; Revised Section M of the Guardian Lead System Integrator (LSI) Installation Protection Program (IPP) Draft Request for Proposal (DRFP)

LETTER FOR INDUSTRY:

Attached is the revised Section M for the Guardian LSI DRFP.  This document has been revised since the release of Sections C, L, and M on December 5, 2003.  Request any comments/suggestions on these documents be submitted via email to michele.williams@smdc.army.mil, as soon as possible; however, all comments must be received no later than December 12, 2003, 1200 Central.    

Thank you in advance for your comments.







Sincerely,
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Michele Williams







Contracting Officer

Enclosure

CLAUSES INCORPORATED BY FULL TEXT

Section M
EVALUATION FACTORS FOR AWARD

1.1 M.1 Basis for Contract Award

The Government will select for award the proposal that is most advantageous and represents the best value to the Government considering the Management, Technical, Relevant Present and Past Performance, and Cost.  The Government may select for award the offeror whose price is not the lowest, but whose Management, Technical, and Relevant Present and Past Performance proposals are sufficiently more advantageous to justify the payment of a higher cost.  Conversely, the Government may select for award the offeror whose cost is lower than other proposals when their Management, Technical, and Relevant Present and Past Performance proposals are not sufficiently more advantageous to justify the payment of a higher cost.

M.1.1 Teams

For evaluation purposes, the Government will consider the offeror, its partners or subcontractors as a whole only when a signed Teaming Arrangement or Letter(s) of Commitment, unconditionally binding both parties to performance under this contract should it be awarded to the offeror, is submitted with the proposal.  In the absence of one or the other of these documents, the offeror and each partner and/or subcontractor must sign the executive summary submitted with Volume I – General.

M.2 Evaluation Criteria, Factors and Subfactors 

1.2 An award will be made to the offeror proposing the best value to the Government based upon an integrated assessment of the evaluation factors and subfactors described below.  Four factors will be used in this evaluation: Management, Technical, Relevant Present and Past Performance, and Cost.  Evaluation Factors I (Management), II (Technical), and III (Relevant Present and Past Performance) are equal in value and are more important than factor IV (Cost).  All evaluation factors other than cost or price, when combined, are significantly more important than cost or price.  The subfactors under each of these factors and the elements under each subfactor are equal in their importance.  An offeror must be rated as satisfactory or better in all factors and subfactors in order to be eligible for contract award.

Factor I - Management

Subfactor I

Organization and Management Team 

Subfactor II
Management Approach


Subfactor III
Integrated Logistics Support (ILS), Sustainment Planning, and Innovative Business Practices 

Factor II - Technical

Subfactor I

Knowledge and Methodologies

Subfactor II
Solution to Sample Technical Directive (TD)

Factor III - Relevant Present and Past Performance

Factor IV- Cost
1.3 M.2.1 Factor I, Management

This factor and each of its subfactors will be evaluated, based on the assessed strengths and proposal shortfalls of each offeror’s proposal.  In addition, the Government will assess the risks associated with the offeror’s Management Approach. Subfactor ratings are rolled up into an overall rating for the Management factor.

Proposal Risk assessment focuses on the risks and weaknesses associated with the offeror’s proposed approach, and includes an assessment of the potential for disruption of schedule, increased cost, degradation of performance, and the need for increased Government oversight, as well as the likelihood of unsuccessful contract performance.  Risk is applied at the factor level only.  Evaluators will make an independent judgment of the probability of success, the impact of failure, and the offeror’s proposed risk mitigation solutions when assessing proposal risk. 

The subfactors of Factor I are outlined below:

SUBFACTOR I – Organization and Management Team

The offeror’s organizational structure will be evaluated with emphasis on how the structure is suited to the successful accomplishment of multiple simultaneous complex tasks.  Particular attention will be paid to the organization or team’s delineation of responsibilities to accomplish the SOW.  An assessment will be made of how the organization or team provides for an effective line of authority, and how evolving technology, and program and cost information flow through the organization and management structure.  The proposed contractor or team will be evaluated in terms of value added to the management approach, balanced with the proposed method for administrative control.  The offer will also be evaluated on how well the organization or team structure demonstrates a commitment by the offeror to overall responsiveness, including top-level executive management and program management.

The offeror will describe the following elements:

· A comprehensive organization plan and structure that effectively accomplishes each element of the statement of work.  

· Identification of the proposed IPP Program Manager, including relevant experience, training, education and other pertinent information.  

· Identification of the proposed key management and technical personnel, including relevant experience, training, education and other pertinent information.  

· An efficient, realistic, and cost effective approach to execute subcontracts including the proposed approach for qualifying potential subcontractors, pricing evaluation, selection criteria and administration.

· A plan that demonstrates effective and reliable communications with suppliers, partners, subcontractors and team members
SUBFACTOR II - Management Approach

This subfactor will be used to gauge the offeror’s ability to successfully complete the diverse and complex work likely to be encountered under future TDs.  The offeror will be evaluated on his understanding of the SOW and each Service’s mission; management methodologies; management control systems; understanding of required resources; teaming concept; and the offeror’s understanding of effective ways to pursue simultaneously multiple complex tasks that may require support.  If the use of uncompensated overtime is proposed, the proposal must demonstrate that it will not degrade the contractor’s performance.  

The offeror will describe through a comprehensive management proposal that includes effective management processes and describes a thorough, complete, and effective approach to accomplish all of the following elements:

· Demonstrate the offeror’s ability to obtain and sustain the resources in personnel, facilities, equipment, and supplies required to implement the proposed approach.
· Develop, implement, and meet program schedules, including the ability to rapidly and effectively respond to changing requirements and workload surges due to world events.

· Demonstrate an efficient, coordinated, and cost-effective approach to managing the execution of technical directives that address safety, quality, time sensitivity, cost control, and other trade-offs and that specifically address the offeror’s approach in governing mixes of CBRN commodities as required for each installation project.

· Identify and communicate potential program risks, assessing their significance, and providing effective and efficient mitigation approaches.

· Communicate effectively and reliably with IPP Program Office, military Services, IPP installations and other federal, state, and local government agencies as appropriate.

SUBFACTOR III – Integrated Logistics Support (ILS), Sustainment Planning, and Innovative Business Practices 

The offeror will describe a comprehensive description of how the offeror plans to provide logistics support from a management and execution viewpoint that meets the IPP support concept.  

The offerors efforts to minimize FoS logistics and sustainment support cost while meeting the Logistics Replacement Time, Repair Time and System Availability goals are of special interest to the evaluation team.  In this subfactor area, the offeror also needs to address all logistics Contract Data Requirements List - CDRLs (DD Form 1423s), and provide outlines of deliverable with accompanying delivery document timelines.  

The offeror’s general business practices will be evaluated to provide an indication of how dedicated the offeror is to streamlining all aspects of their business, including both interactions with the Government and with their team members and subcontractors.  This subfactor is used to gauge the contractor’s dedication to providing the Government with the best possible managerial and technical support while working toward continuous process and performance improvement.  The Government will evaluate the proposed quality management system and metrics to assess their effectiveness in measuring and controlling performance improvement.  

The offeror will describe the following elements:

·  A description of all logistics support elements planned to be executed by the offeror’s Management team during the contract execution period, noting the integration of Logistics CDRL deliverables

· A logistics support approach that meets or exceed the FoS hardware Replacement Time (TAT), Repair Time, and FoS hardware Availability rate   

· A support approach for FoS warranty support and follow-on contractor Logistics Support (CLS) plan in the post warranty period

· A logistics approach that reflects how the offeror plans to minimize sustainment support costs during the 12-month warranty period, and follow-on support (post‑ warranty) periods at each site 

· A description of innovative techniques that produce cost, schedule and performance efficiencies especially in the area of system sustainment

· Provide an efficient and effective Quality Management System including the logical and appropriate use of metrics to measure performance and that reduces cost, schedule, and performance risk

1.4 M.2.2 Factor II, Technical

This factor and each of its subfactors will be evaluated, based on the assessed strengths and shortfalls of each offeror’s proposal.  In addition, the Government will assess the risks associated with the offeror’s Technical Approach. Subfactor ratings are rolled up into an overall rating for the Technical factor.

Proposal risk assessment focuses on the risks and weaknesses associated with the offeror’s proposed approach, and include an assessment of the potential for disruption of schedule, increased cost, degradation of performance, and the need for increased Government oversight, as well as the likelihood of unsuccessful contract performance.  Risk is applied at the factor level only.  Evaluators will make an independent judgment of the probability of success, the impact of failure, and the offeror’s proposed risk mitigation solutions when assessing proposal risk. 

The subfactors of Factor II are outlined below:

SUBFACTOR I – Technical Knowledge and Methodology

The offeror’s technical ability and capacity will be evaluated, particularly the necessary technical expertise to support the initiation and completion of the program in the areas of CBRN detection and identification; warning and reporting; individual and collective protection; restoration systems and operations; medical protection and surveillance; CBRN planning and emergency response; development and implementation of CBRN training materials and new equipment training; development, execution and evaluation of tabletop and installation‑wide exercises; installation physical security and operations; and hardware/software integration and network designs in formulating C4I solutions and decision support tools.

The offeror will describe the following elements:

· The technical expertise required to support the initiation and completion of the program, to include responsibility for FoS performance, the ability to integrate COTS and GOTS CBRN defense equipment for detection, identification, warning, reporting, decision support, individual protection, collective protection, decontamination, medical management and surveillance components.

· Ability to support CBRN CONOPS development and to integrate a system architecture into an installation C4I network for installation protection and emergency responder control which results in a C4I capability that supports communications with appropriate military headquarters, local, and off‑post response organizations and an open software architecture design to accommodate future communications upgrades

· An appropriate CBRN decision support tool that supports rapid and effective decision making

· Ability to perform site survey, final system design, hardware and software integration, and system fielding, and integration with existing installation capabilities.

· A concise understanding of engineering modeling and simulation and how they apply to the derivation of FoS

· Capability to support development of appropriate installation CBRN training materials, the ability to develop and conduct effective new equipment training, and ability to conduct tabletop and installation‑wide exercises

· Ability to incorporate CBRN technological advancements into the FoS

SUBFACTOR II- Solutions to the Sample Technical Directive (TD)

The Government will evaluate the offeror’s response to determine if they have a grasp of the scope and requirements of the task, a sound systems engineering approach, an appropriate use of labor mix and other resources, a sound task management philosophy, an understanding of the key management and technical areas, and the technical depth necessary to complete the TD.  The ability to analyze the problem and to prepare and present in clear, concise, and complete terms a practical methodology for satisfying the requirements of the TD will be evaluated. The offeror will describe the following elements:

· Overall Family of Systems (FoS) effectiveness.  Describe how the overall FoS preserves critical mission under all CBRN attacks and scenarios on military installations.  Using the four attack scenarios as representative examples, show how detection, identification, warning, protection, and other response functions are combined to protect personnel, maintain critical mission capability, and quickly resume critical mission essential functions.  Discuss alarm assessment, alarm communication and display, decision support, and concepts of operations.  Use science-based principles to support the FoS final design.  Use performance measures including probability of detection, time for active or passive protection, and response times.

· Operational Analysis.  Demonstrate FoS level of improvement by conducting an Operational Analysis Sequence and Timing Description (OV-6c) per DoD C4ISR Architecture Framework 2.0, 18 Dec 1997.  Compare your proposed FoS solution with the conceptual defensive FoS design to demonstrate FoS improvements.

· Operation integration of FoS.  Demonstrate the operational integration of the proposed FoS architecture with existing installation capabilities.

· Technical Selection of FoS Components.  Specify rationale for the choice of COTS/GOTS/GFE hardware, software, other analytical tools, and other response assets. Avoid use of proprietary installed components.

· FoS System Design.  Describe the detailed C4I design in accordance the DoD C4ISR architecture framework Version 2.0, 18 December 1997. Demonstrate FoS C4I architecture integration to the existing installation architecture to support mission continuity.  

· Mission recovery and restoration. Describe recovery operations to maintain mission critical operations and restore essential mission installation functions.

M.2.3 Factor III, Relevant Present and Past Performance

The offeror’s past performance will be evaluated with emphasis on how the lead contractor or proposed team has successfully managed and performed contracts similar to the complex multi-task IPP program.  Past performance will be evaluated in terms of management, technical ability and performance, and cost related issues.  The record of previous performance for the offeror and their proposed team members or subcontractors on similar or related contracts will be considered.  In the situation of a joint venture or a team approach, when evaluating relevant past performance, each individual contractor’s past efforts will be evaluated for the portion or type of effort that firm is proposed to perform in the IPP program (i.e., each firm in the business arrangement will be evaluated on its performance on past and existing contracts for similar products or services.)  Such performance, over the last two years, will be evaluated as an indicator of ability to satisfactorily accomplish the requirements of the SOW from a management, technical, and cost perspective.  The Government will evaluate the offeror’s history of providing their customer with a quality product that was delivered within schedule and budget.  The offeror will also be evaluated on their ability to provide appropriate and well-qualified personnel for the assigned tasks.  Further, the Government will evaluate the offeror’s history of complying with the terms of the contract, including the provision of any required management reports, the contractor’s ability to interact with Government and other contractors’ personnel, the quality of contract administration efforts, and the offeror’s history of controlling and reporting costs effectively.  If an offeror has no record of relevant past performance (in whole or in part), the offeror may not be evaluated favorably or unfavorably on past performance and will, therefore, be given a rating of neutral on all applicable areas without such record (management, technical ability, performance, and cost‑related issues.)

This factor demonstrates the depth and breadth of relevant experience of the offeror, including that of proposed team members.  Capability may be demonstrated through corporate experience on Government contracts of similar size, scope and complexity in providing the same or similar products and services.  

The Relevant Present and Past Performance Evaluation is accomplished by reviewing aspects of an offeror’s relevant performance.  In determining relevance, more consideration will be given to projects similar to the IPP program than to those that are less similar in the following areas:

· Demonstrated experience in providing an effective CBRN capability to include:

· Detection, identification, warning, and reporting

· Individual protection

· Collective protection

· Decontamination/restoration

· Demonstrated experience in CBRN network integration with existing C4I networks to provide effective information management.

· Demonstrated experience in working with the emergency response community, contractors, civilians, and military personnel in preparing for a CBRN event.

· Demonstrated experience in CBRN medical management and surveillance.

· Demonstrated experience in providing on-site maintenance support (CLS) at multiple geographic locations.

· Demonstrated experience in providing logistical and sustainment support for CBRN FoS. 

· Demonstrated experience in Total System Performance Requirement of a contract similar in scope, size, and complexity.

· Demonstrated experience in the management of a complex environment that encompasses the following:  

· Integration of multiple detection and C4I systems

· Managing various contractor teams and diverse tasks

· Dealing with multiple geographical locations

· Various Services’ infrastructures and missions.

· Demonstrated experience in the development and execution of CBRN emergency response planning and training.

· Demonstrated experience in development, execution, and evaluation of CBRN tabletop and installation-wide exercises.

· Demonstrated experience in modeling and simulation using analytical data tools to derive solution sets.

· If projects are considered relevant by the offeror that are not explicitly listed in the IPP Statement of Work (SOW), the offeror may submit them with appropriate convincing justification.  Relevance determination and consideration will also be given to project complexity, integration experience, contract/subcontract management, contract type, cost and schedule.  The Government will consider as relevant only efforts performed for agencies of the federal Government.  

· In conducting this assessment, the Government reserves the right to use both data provided by the offeror and data obtained from other sources such as the Contractor Performance Assessment Reporting System (CPARS); similar systems of other Government departments and agencies; questionnaires tailored to the circumstances of this acquisition; Defense Contract Management Agency (DCMA) channels; interviews with program managers and contracting officers; and other sources known to the Government.
M.2.4 Factor IV, Cost

Cost will be evaluated using both the offeror’s overall contract proposal and the cost proposal submitted in response to the sample TD. 

The cost area comprises two evaluation factors, cost realism and total evaluated probable cost.  Cost realism and total evaluated probable cost will be evaluated using the following:

· Cost Realism:  The proposal will be evaluated to assess the likelihood that the technical and management approaches proposed can be accomplished at the cost proposed.  The results of the cost realism analysis will be applied to the evaluation of the technical and management areas to aid in assessing the offeror's understanding of the magnitude and complexity of the contract requirements.  The cost realism evaluation will be used in developing total evaluated probable cost.

· Total Evaluated Probable Cost:  The proposal will be evaluated to develop the Government's estimate of the most probable cost to the Government of successfully completing the contract using the technical and management approaches proposed.  Total evaluated probable cost consists of the Government's estimate of the realistic cost of completing the offeror's proposal, to include the Government's assessment of program risk, and additional costs to the Government such as Government-furnished property, Government-furnished information, transportation, and other related cost factors.










