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1.0  Source Selection

1.1  Basis For Contract Award

The DMB MRO Transformation Program acquisition will be conducted in two phases.  In Phase I, we will use agency source selection procedures in accordance with (IAW) Federal Acquisition Regulation Supplement (FARS) 5315.300 with full and open competition.  An ID/IQ contract will be awarded to each of the successful contractors. The contract will be for the development of two plans: an Overarching DMB MRO Transformation Plan and the Business Unit Plan. In Phase II, a down-select will be conducted to select one contractor to implement the Business Unit Plan and all other requirements of the contract as funding becomes available.  This document provides evaluation information for Phase I only.  The program will address a Lean and/or Cellular transformation.

The Source Selection Authority (SSA) will select the best overall offer(s), based on an integrated assessment of Mission Capability, Past Performance, Proposal Risk, and Price/Cost. This is a best-value source selection conducted IAW FARS 5315.3 Source Selection and the AFMC supplement (AFMCFARS) thereto.  Contract(s) may be awarded to the Offeror deemed responsible IAW the Federal Acquisition Regulation (FAR), as supplemented, whose proposal conforms to the solicitation’s requirements (including all stated terms, conditions, representations, certifications, and other information required by Section L of this solicitation), and which is judged, based on the evaluation factors and subfactors, to represent the best value to the Government. The Government seeks to award to the Offeror(s) who gives the Military the greatest confidence that it will best meet or exceed the requirements affordably. This may result in an award to a higher-rated, higher-priced Offeror(s), where the decision is consistent with the evaluation factors and the Source Selection Authority (SSA) reasonably determines that the technical superiority and/or overall business approach and/or superior past performance of the higher-priced Offeror outweighs the cost difference. To arrive at a source selection decision, the SSA will integrate the source selection team’s evaluations of the evaluation factors and subfactors (described below). While the Government source selection evaluation team and the SSA will strive for maximum objectivity, the source selection process, by its nature, is subjective and, therefore, professional judgment is implicit throughout the entire process.

1.1.1  Number of Contracts to be Awarded

The Government intends to award approximately ____ Indefinite Delivery/Indefinite Quantity (ID/IQ) contracts under Phase I, under full and open competition, with a follow-on down-select to one contractor in Phase II depending on the quality of the proposal(s) submitted and the availability of funds.

1.1.2  Rejection of Unrealistic Offers

The Government may reject any proposal that is evaluated to be unrealistic in terms of program commitments, including contract terms and conditions, or unrealistically high or low in cost 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.

1.1.3  Correction Potential of Proposals

The Government will consider, throughout the evaluation, the correction potential of any deficiency or proposal inadequacy.  The judgment of such correction potential is within the sole discretion of the Government.  If an aspect of an Offeror's proposal not meeting the Government's requirements is not considered correctable, the Offeror may be eliminated from the competitive range.

2.0  Evaluation Factors

2.1  Evaluation Factors And Subfactors
Award will be made to the Offeror(s) proposing the combination most advantageous to the Government, based on an integrated assessment of the evaluation factors and subfactors described below.

· Factor 1:  Mission Capability Factor*

· Subfactor 1:  Program Management**

· Subfactor 2:  Technical Capability**

· Subfactor 3:  Methodology for Lean and/or Cellular Transformation**

· Factor 2:  Past Performance*

· Factor 3:  Proposal Risk*

· Factor 4:  Cost/Price

* Of equal importance.  When grouped significantly more important than Cost/Price.

** Of equal importance.

2.1.1  Discussions 

If, during the evaluation period, it is determined to be in the best interest of the Government to hold discussions, Offeror responses to Evaluation Notices (ENs), and the Final Proposal Revision (FPR) will be considered in making the source selection decision.

2.1.2  Importance of Cost/Price 

In accordance with FAR 15.304(e)(1), the evaluation factors other than cost or price, when combined, are significantly more important than cost or price; however, cost/price will contribute substantially to the selection decision.

2.1.3  Factor and Subfactor Rating

Each subfactor within the Mission Capability Factor will receive a color rating.  In accordance with FARS 5315.305(a)(3)(A), the color rating depicts how well the Offeror’s proposal meets the Mission Capability subfactor requirements.  Subfactor ratings shall not be rolled up into an overall color rating for the Mission Capability factor.  A proposal risk rating will be assigned to each Mission Capability Subfactor.  In accordance with FARS 5315.305(a)(3)(B), proposal risk represents the risks associated with an Offeror’s approach as it relates to the Mission Capability Subfactor.  A Past Performance Confidence Assessment will be assigned to the Past Performance Factor, in accordance with FARS 5315.305(a)(2)(E).  Performance confidence represents the Government’s assessment of the probability of an Offeror successfully performing as proposed and is derived from an evaluation of the Offeror’s present and past work record.  Cost/price will be evaluated as listed in paragraph 2.5 below.  

2.2  Factor 1:  Mission Capability
Evaluation will be an integrated assessment of the Offeror’s understanding and capabilities to execute the DMB MRO Transformation Program. The evaluation encompasses all aspects of the Offerors proposal.  The evaluation will be based on the following subfactors.  

2.2.1  Subfactor 1:  Program Management

The proposal demonstrates an effective, fully integrated management approach for accomplishment of the Government’s requirements identified in the Performance Work Statement (PWS) and the prime contractor possesses a minimum of five years of demonstrated program management experience with projects of the same scope and magnitude. 

2.2.1.1  The Offeror proposes a clear and logical organization structure and staffing concept that demonstrates an effective approach to organize, staff, lead, plan, coordinate and control resources, including subcontractors, to meet the requirements of the PWS for successful contract execution.  The organizational structure includes useful lines of authority and interfaces between management and staff, Government personnel, and other support contractors and customers.  The staffing concept includes qualified personnel with training and certifications required for the positions. If teaming arrangement involves a subcontractor or prime contractor who wants to participate on more than one team, Offeror’s plan for mitigating against any conflict of interest or restraint of competition provides a sound and reasonable approach.

2.2.1.2  The Offeror’s proposed approach demonstrates a realistic and detailed understanding of the processes, procedures, and communication tools required to effectively manage and successfully implement this program.  The proposal describes a reasonable and fully integrated approach for forecasting and tracking cost, schedule and performance, as well as financial management and cost-control procedures, including the subcontractors.  The proposed integrated program management approach efficiently uses planning, risk management, problem resolution and tracking progress through mature Integrated Master Plan and Integrated Master Schedule (IMP/IMS) and Earned Value Management System (EVMS) processes/procedures.

2.2.1.3  The Offeror proposes a sound approach to obtain and develop small and small disadvantaged business concerns consistent with efficient contract performance.  The proposal meets the goal of 20.5 percent IAW Clause Special Contract Clause Titled   “Subcontracting Goals.”  If an Offeror is other than a small business, the Offeror’s Small Business Subcontracting Plan, submitted in accordance with FAR 52.219-9, identifies and commits to small business concerns, veteran-owned small business, service-disabled veteran-owned small business, HUBZone small business concerns, small disadvantaged business, and women-owned small business concerns in performance of the contract, whether as a joint venture, teaming arrangement or subcontractor.

2.2.2  Subfactor 2: Technical Capability

The proposal demonstrates technical capabilities to perform the transformation of MRO for major systems, systems, commodities and software expertise for weapon systems referenced in the scope of the PWS and a minimum of 3 years of Lean and/or Cellular transformation expertise, comparable in size and complexity to the Government operation in this PWS and three years of industry MRO experience.

2.2.2.1  The proposal demonstrates an effective and detailed approach of the Lean/
Cellular methods used to improve/streamline production processes.

2.2.2.2  The Offeror's proposal demonstrates a clear understanding and a working level knowledge of all aspects of the MRO environment.

2.2.2.3  The proposal demonstrates the Offeror's technical capabilities to successfully and effectively convert/transform an entire MRO depot operation (commercial or military) for major systems, systems, commodities and software expertise for all weapon systems referenced in the scope of the PWS.

2.2.2.4  The proposal provides ISO-9001-2000 certification.

2.2.3  Subfactor 3:  Methodology for Lean and/or Cellular Transformation

The proposal demonstrates a sound, rational and comprehensive Lean and/or Cellular approach for adequately meeting the full range of contract requirements set forth in the PWS.

2.2.3.1  The proposed approach demonstrates the Offeror’s understanding of MRO Lean and/or Cellular transformation methods including the MRO environment peculiar to THE DMB.

2.2.3.2  Proposal clearly defines effective business units and cells and recommends the optimum number to be designed simultaneously.  The Offeror proposed effective internal capabilities to manage multiple designs and implementation activities.

2.2.3.3  The proposed systems engineering approach demonstrates extendibility, flexibility, scalability and holistic design solutions.  The Offeror proposed a reasonable and logical approach for determining equipment purchases or refurbishment, subsequent re-certification and re-calibration, and integration into the systems engineering concept.

2.2.3.4  Effective performance measures (cost, schedule and performance) were proposed including thorough understanding of the current shop layout and effective concept for improving it.

2.2.3.5  The Offeror proposes an effective approach for integrating transformation into the current workforce.  Proposal adequately described affected labor skills and training incorporated to re-certify/re-qualify personnel.

2.2.3.6  Proposal effectively describes how the Offeror’s recommendations for capacity utilization would optimize capacity.  The proposal effectively described use of swing space to preclude production disruption.

2.2.3.7  The Offeror proposes effective integration of risk management processes to assess impact to production, limitations to legacy information systems, and equipment refurbishment vs. buying new (including the inherent opportunity cost-of-delay in each approach).

2.2.3.8  Adequate method is proposed for calculating cost benefit and return on investment. 

2.3  Factor 2:  Past Performance
2.3.1  Past performance effort is defined as effort accomplished on previous/current contracts.  Previous/current effort on projects accomplished internally in an Offeror’s company may also be considered as past performance effort if it meets the test of relevancy and recency.  Under the Past Performance factor, the Past Performance Confidence Assessment represents the evaluation of an Offeror’s present and past work record to assess the Government’s confidence in the Offeror’s probability of successfully performing as proposed.  The Government will evaluate the Offeror’s demonstrated record of contract compliance in supplying products and services that meet users’ needs, including cost and schedule.  The recency and relevancy of the information, source of the information and context of the data, and general trends in the Offeror’s performance, will be considered.  The Government will not consider performance on contracts where performance concluded more than three years prior to solicitation issue date or newly awarded contracts that do not have performance history.  

NOTE:  The contract in its entirety may be evaluated for past performance if any part of the contract performance falls within the three-year time frame.

2.3.2  The Past Performance Evaluation will be accomplished by reviewing aspects of an Offeror’s recent and relevant past performance, focusing on and targeting performance that is relevant to the Mission Capability Subfactors and the Cost/Price Factor.  A relevancy determination of the Offeror’s past performance, including joint ventures, subcontractors and/or teaming partners, will be made.  This information is required on the Offeror and subcontractors, teaming partners, and/or joint venture partners proposed to perform 25 percent of the proposed effort or perform aspects of the effort the Offeror considers critical to overall successful performance.

2.3.2.1  In determining relevancy, the Government will consider the portion of the effort accomplished on previous/current contracts compared to the portion to be performed on the proposed effort. For example, past performance for a subcontractor and/or teaming partner for equipment refurbishment will only be considered if that same subcontractor and/or teaming partner is to perform equipment refurbishment on the proposed effort.  Program Management past performance will only be evaluated for the prime proposing on this effort.  Higher relevancy will be assessed for contracts that are most similar to the current acquisition requirements and will have a greater impact on the Offeror’s overall performance confidence assessment rating.    The Government is not bound by the Offeror’s opinion of relevancy.

2.3.2.2  Relevancy is not given a separate rating; it is integrated into the overall confidence assessment.  Each Offeror will receive one of the Past Performance Confidence Assessment for the Past Performance Factor, in accordance with FARS 5315(a)(2)(E).  The following relevancy definitions will be used to determine relevancy:

Very Relevant –Past performance involves similar type of effort, complexities, and scope and shall involve fundamentally the same areas within the applicable Mission Capability Subfactors.

Relevant – Past performance involves similar type of effort, complexities, and scope and shall involve most of the same areas within the applicable Mission Capability Subfactors.

Somewhat Relevant – Past performance involves lesser type of effort, complexities, and scope and shall involve some of the same areas within the applicable Mission Capability Subfactors.

Not Relevant – Past performance involves few or no similarities in type of effort, complexities, and scope and involves none of the areas within the applicable Mission Capability Subfactors.

2.3.3  The Government evaluation team, known as the Performance Risk Assessment Group (PRAG), will conduct an in-depth review and evaluation of all performance data obtained to determine how closely the work performed under those efforts relates to the proposed effort.  The PRAG will, as deemed necessary, confirm past performance data identified by Offerors in their proposals and obtain additional past performance data, if available from other sources.

2.3.4  When relevant performance record indicates performance problems, the Government will consider the number and severity of the problems and the appropriateness and effectiveness of any corrective actions taken (not just planned or promised).  The Government may review more recent contracts or performance evaluations to ensure corrective actions have been implemented, evaluate their effectiveness and review if the problems reoccurred.

2.3.5  As a result of an analysis of positive and negative performance and relevancy, each Offeror will receive an integrated Past Performance Confidence Assessment as the rating for the Past Performance factor.  Although the past performance evaluation focuses on performance that is relevant to the Mission Capability Subfactors, the resulting Performance Confidence Assessment is made at the Past Performance factor level and represents an overall evaluation of Offeror performance.

2.3.6  Adverse past performance is defined as past performance information that supports a less-than-satisfactory rating on any evaluation element or any unfavorable comments received from sources without a formal rating system.

2.3.7  Past performance information will be obtained through, but not limited to, the Federal Past Performance Information Retrieval System (PPIRS), Contractor Performance Assessment Reporting Systems (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, one or more site visits, and other sources known to the Government, including commercial sources.

2.3.8  Offerors are to note that, in conducting this assessment, the Government reserves the right to use both data provided by the Offeror and data obtained from other sources.  In addition, as past performance information is relevant information regarding a contractor’s actions under previously awarded contracts, the Government, while focusing on the Mission Capability, reserves the right to evaluate a contractors past performance that may not directly linked to Mission Capability (e.g., contractor’s record of conforming to contract requirements and to standards of good workmanship; the contractor’s record of forecasting and controlling costs; the contractor’s adherence to contract schedules, including administrative aspects of performance; the contractor’s history of reasonable and cooperative behavior and commitment to customer satisfaction; and in general, the contractor’s business-like concern for the interest of the customer).

2.3.9  Offerors without a record of relevant past performance or for whom information on past performance is not available will not be evaluated favorably or unfavorably on past performance and, as a result, will receive a Neutral/Unknown Confidence rating for the Past Performance factor.

2.3.10  More recent and relevant performance will have a greater impact on the Performance Confidence Assessment than less recent or relevant effort.  A strong record of relevant past performance may be considered more advantageous to the Government than a Neutral/Unknown Confidence rating.

2.3.11  The Government may consider the Offeror’s past and present performance in aggregate in addition to an effort (contract) by effort basis.

2.4  Factor 3:  Proposal Risk
Proposal Risk will be evaluated at the Mission Capability Subfactor level.  The Proposal Risk assessment focuses on the risks and weaknesses associated with an 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.  For each identified risk, the assessment also addresses the Offeror’s proposal for adequately mitigating the risk and why that approach is or is not manageable.  Each Mission Capability Subfactor will receive one of the Proposal Risk ratings in accordance with FARS 5315.305 (a)(3)(B).

2.5  Factor 4:  Cost/Price

2.5.1  The Offeror’s price proposal will be evaluated for award purposes, based on the total price proposed for all years of the contract.  Evaluation of all years’ efforts shall not obligate the Government to order such efforts.

2.5.2  The evaluated price for the individual line items will be calculated as described below.  The evaluated line item prices will be added together to come up with a total evaluated price.

0001  Program Management:  The monthly price for each year will be multiplied by 12 months (except for FY 05, which will be multiplied by 7 months and then added) to arrive at an overall evaluated Program Management price.  The award fee pool for program management will be calculated by multiplying the overall Program Management price, calculated above, by 2 percent. This amount will be added to the Program Management amount to give a total evaluated line item amount.  The Program Management effort will be evaluated for reasonableness and realism.  Reasonableness will be based on competition.

0100  Overarching Transformation Plan:  The amount of $_______ will be used for this line item.

0200  Business Unit Plan:  Proposed unit prices for each year for the different Business Unit Plans will be averaged to give a unit price for the year.  The average unit prices for each year will be added to determine an evaluated price for this line item.  The award fee pool associated with this effort will be calculated by multiplying the evaluated price calculated above by 2 percent.  This amount will be added to the Business Unit Plan amount to give a total evaluated line item amount.  The Business Unit Plan effort will be evaluated for reasonableness.  Reasonableness will be based on competition.

0300  Lean and/or Cellular Design:  Proposed unit prices for each of the different Lean and/or Cellular Designs per year will be averaged together to arrive at a unit price for the year.  The yearly prices will be added to determine an overall evaluated price for this line item.  The award fee pool associated with this effort will be calculated by multiplying the evaluated price calculated above by 2 percent.  This amount will be added to the Lean and/or Cellular Design amount to give a total evaluated line item amount. The Lean and/or Cellular Design effort will be evaluated for reasonableness.  Reasonableness will be based on competition.

0500  Data:  The cost of the data to be provided under this effort is not separately priced so no further evaluation will be accomplished.

0600, 0700, and 0800, Lean and/or Cell Implementation:  The price of this effort is to be negotiated prior to the issuance of an order.  The rates proposed for this effort will be evaluated for reasonableness.

0900, 1000, and 1100, Over and Above:  The price/cost for this effort is to be    negotiated prior to issuance of an order.  The rates proposed for this effort will be evaluated for reasonableness.  

NOTE:  If the Offeror is requesting GFP other than that provided under this solicitation the Offeror’s TEP will be adjusted to include the cost of the GFP as proposed by the Offeror. The Offeror’s adjusted TEP will be evaluated for reasonableness.

2.5.3  The evaluation of information other than cost or pricing data requested in Section L, Instruction to Offerors, paragraph 5.1.3, will be used to determine reasonableness and realism of the prices and labor rates proposed as they compare to labor standards, benefits and overhead rates in the marketplace relating to recruitment and retention of employees.

2.5.4  Unrealistically low proposed prices, initially or subsequently, may be grounds for eliminating a proposal from competition either on the basis that the Offeror does not understand the requirement or the Offeror has made unrealistic proposal.

2.5.5  Offerors are cautioned against submitting an offer that contains 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 contract line item is significantly over or understated as indicated by the application of price analysis techniques.  The Government shall analyze offers to determine whether they are unbalanced with respect to separately priced line items or subline items.  Offers that are determined to be unbalanced may be rejected if the Contracting Officer determines that the lack of balance poses an unacceptable risk to the Government.

3.0  Pre-Award Survey

The Government may conduct a pre-award survey (PAS) as part of this source selection. Results of the PAS (if conducted) will be evaluated to determine each Offeror's capability to meet the requirements of the solicitation.

4.0  Solicitation Requirements, Terms, And Conditions

Offerors are required to meet all solicitation requirements, such as terms and conditions, representations and certifications, and technical requirements, in addition to those identified as factors and subfactors to be eligible for award. Failure to comply with the terms and conditions of the solicitation may result in the Offeror being removed from consideration for award. Any exceptions to the solicitation’s terms and conditions must be fully explained and justified.
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