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AMENDMENT OF SOLICITATION/MODIFICATION OF CONTRACT

Except as provided herein, all terms and conditions of the document referenced in Item 9A or 10A, as heretofore changed, remains unchanged and in full force and effect.

15A. NAME AND TITLE OF SIGNER (Type or print)

30-105-04

EXCEPTION TO SF 30

APPROVED BY OIRM 11-84

STANDARD FORM 30 (Rev. 10-83)

Prescribed by GSA

FAR (48 CFR) 53.243

The purpose of Amendment 0002 is to revise the following sections of Solicitation N00189-15-R-Q004:  Instructions to Offerors and

 Evaluation of Offerors, and to provide information relevant to industry questions.  See continuation sheets.

1. CONTRACT ID CODE

PAGE OF  PAGES

J

1

14

16A. NAME AND TITLE OF CONTRACTING OFFICER (Type or print)

16C. DATE SIGNED

BY

20-Mar-2015

16B. UNITED STATES OF AMERICA

15C. DATE SIGNED

15B. CONTRACTOR/OFFEROR

(Signature of Contracting Officer)

(Signature of person authorized to sign)

8. NAME AND ADDRESS OF CONTRACTOR  (No., Street, County, State and Zip Code)

X

N00189-15-R-Q004

X

9B. DATED (SEE ITEM 11)

27-Feb-2015

10B. DATED  (SEE ITEM 13)

9A. AMENDMENT OF SOLICITATION NO.

11. THIS ITEM ONLY APPLIES TO AMENDMENTS OF SOLICITATIONS

X

The above numbered solicitation is amended as set forth in Item 14.  The hour and date specified for receipt of Offer  

is extended,

X

is not extended.

Offer must acknowledge receipt of this amendment prior to the hour and date specified in the solicitation or as amended by one of the following methods: 

(a) By completing Items 8 and 15, and returning

1

copies of the amendment; (b) By acknowledging receipt of this amendment on each copy of the offer submitted;

or (c) By separate letter or telegram which includes a reference to the solicitation and amendment numbers.  FAILURE OF YOUR ACKNOWLEDGMENT TO BE 

RECEIVED AT THE PLACE DESIGNATED FOR THE RECEIPT OF OFFERS PRIOR TO THE HOUR AND DATE SPECIFIED MAY RESULT IN  

REJECTION OF YOUR OFFER.  If by virtue of this amendment you desire to change an offer already submitted, such change may be made by telegram or letter, 

provided each telegram or letter makes reference to the solicitation and this amendment, and is received prior to the opening hour and date specified.

12. ACCOUNTING AND APPROPRIATION DATA (If required)

13. THIS ITEM APPLIES ONLY TO MODIFICATIONS OF CONTRACTS/ORDERS.

IT MODIFIES THE CONTRACT/ORDER NO. AS DESCRIBED IN ITEM 14.

A. THIS CHANGE ORDER IS ISSUED PURSUANT TO:  (Specify authority) THE CHANGES SET FORTH IN ITEM 14 ARE MADE IN THE

 CONTRACT ORDER NO. IN ITEM 10A.

B. THE ABOVE NUMBERED CONTRACT/ORDER IS MODIFIED TO REFLECT THE ADMINISTRATIVE CHANGES (such as changes in paying 

office, appropriation date, etc.) SET FORTH IN ITEM 14, PURSUANT TO THE AUTHORITY OF FAR 43.103(B).

C. THIS SUPPLEMENTAL AGREEMENT IS ENTERED INTO PURSUANT TO AUTHORITY OF:

D. OTHER (Specify type of modification and authority)

E. IMPORTANT:   Contractor

is not,   

is required to sign this document and return

copies to the issuing office.

14. DESCRIPTION OF AMENDMENT/MODIFICATION  (Organized by UCF section headings, including solicitation/contract subject matter

 where feasible.)

10A. MOD. OF CONTRACT/ORDER NO.

0002

2. AMENDMENT/MODIFICATION NO.

5. PROJECT NO.(If applicable)

6. ISSUED BY

3. EFFECTIVE DATE

20-Mar-2015

CODE

NAVSUP FLC NORFOLK CONTRACTING

MECHANICSBURG OFFICE

TEELY SHAFFER, CODE 215

5450 CARLISLE PIKE, PO BOX 2020

MECHANICSBURG PA 17055

N00189

7. ADMINISTERED BY  (If other than item 6)

4. REQUISITION/PURCHASE REQ. NO.

CODE

See Item 6

FACILITY CODE

CODE

EMAIL:

TEL:


SECTION SF 30 BLOCK 14 CONTINUATION PAGE 

SUMMARY OF CHANGES  

SECTION SF 1449 - CONTINUATION SHEET 

The following have been added by full text: 

        REVISED INSTRUCTIONS AND EVAL
I. GENERAL

In addition to FAR 52.212-1, “Instructions to Offerors – Commercial Items” and any other instructions contained elsewhere in this solicitation, the following information is provided. Offerors are required to submit their proposals, hardcopy submission, in two separate volumes as follows:

Volume I
Non-Price Proposal: 


· Factor I - Technical Management Approach

· Factor II - Past Performance

Volume II  
Price Proposal 

NOTE: Hand-carried proposals are not encouraged.  The Contracting Office is located on a secured compound.  Only personnel with current DoD Common Access Cards (CACs), appropriate military credentials or a pre-approved temporary pass will be able to access the compound.  There will be no ability to drop off the proposals outside the compound.

The completion and submission of the above items will constitute an offer (proposal) and will indicate the offeror’s unconditional assent to the terms and conditions of this RFP and any attachments and/or exhibits hereto.  Alternate proposals are not authorized.  Objections to any of the terms and conditions of the RFP will constitute deficiency (see FAR 15.001) which will make the offer unacceptable.  
Volume I – Non-Price Proposal 

This volume shall address Technical Approach and Past Performance and include all information required for proposal evaluation. This volume of the proposal shall exclude any pricing information.  

Each page of each copy shall be affixed with the following legend:

Source Selection Information

See FAR 3.104

Volume II – Price Proposal

This volume shall include the completed solicitation documents and additional supporting documentation described herein.
Each page of each copy shall be affixed with the following legend:

Source Selection Information

See FAR 3.104

IMPORTANT NOTES:

(1) Offerors shall respond to all requirements of the solicitation document.  Offerors are cautioned not to alter the solicitation. 

(2) In the event any person who is not a bona fide employee of the offeror participated in the creation, formulation, or writing of any portion of the proposal, a certificate to this effect shall be included in the proposal which shall be signed by an officer of the offeror.  Such certificate shall identify the name of the person who is not a bona fide employee, that person’s employment capacity, the name of the person’s firm, the relationship of that firm to the offeror, and the portion of the proposal in which the person participated.

(3) In order to ensure that all questions submitted by potential offerors are answered prior to the solicitation closing date, one consolidated list of questions concerning the solicitation should be submitted via e-mail to the contract specialist, Teely Shaffer at teely.shaffer@navy.mil no later than 11:00 am, Eastern Time (ET), on 09 March 2015.  The Government reserves the right not to respond to any questions received concerning this solicitation after the questions receipt date above.  Accordingly, offerors are encouraged to carefully review all solicitation requirements and submit questions to the Government as early as possible.   

(4) Proposals are to be submitted via hardcopy submission in the volumes, format and quantities as identified below.  All electronic files and versions of offerors proposal shall be compatible with Adobe Acrobat 9.0 and Microsoft Office Suite version 2007.  The offeror shall be responsible for ensuring that their electronic proposals via CD ROM are virus free.  If the Government finds a discrepancy between the original paper copy of the proposal and the electronic copy provided on the CD ROM, the paper copy will take precedence.  Offerors shall submit their hardcopy proposals to the address specified below.  Proposals are due no later than 9:00 am Eastern Standard Time (ET) 26 March 2015.  

If sent using United States Postal Services:

NAVSUP Fleet Logistics Center Norfolk-Mechanicsburg site

Contracting Department

Attn:  Teely Shaffer, Code 215

5450 Carlisle Pike

Mechanicsburg, PA 17055

Hand carried proposals shall be delivered to:
NAVSUP Fleet Logistics Center Norfolk- Mechanicsburg site

5450 Carlisle Pike, Bldg. 407

Mechanicsburg, PA 17055

Teely Shaffer, Contracting Department

Mechanicsburg, PA 17055

II. REQUIREMENTS FOR PROPOSAL CONTENT 

(1) Introduction and Purpose:  This section specifies the format that offerors shall use in this Request for Proposal (RFP).  The intent is not to restrict the offerors in the manner in which they will perform their work but rather to ensure a certain degree of uniformity in the format of the responses for evaluation purposes.

(2) Each volume should contain the following items in addition to the other information  required by this solicitation:

Cover: The cover should indicate the following:

· Title of the proposal

· Volume Number (I or II)

· Proposal Category (Technical Management Approach, Past Performance, or Price)

· Request for Proposal (RFP) Number

· Name and Address of Offeror, Cage Code, DUNS and applicable Tax I.D. Number (TIN)

· Identification if original or a copy of the proposal

· Proposal validity period of at least 90 days from the submittal of the RFP 

Table of Contents: The table of contents should provide sufficient detail as to allow the important elements to be easily located.  The use of tabs and dividers is encouraged.

(3) Requirements for Style:  Each offeror shall submit a proposal that clearly and concisely describes and defines the contractor’s response to the requirements contained in the RFP.  Unnecessary elaboration or other presentations beyond that sufficient to present a complete and effective proposal are not desired and may be construed as an indication of the offeror’s lack of understanding of cost consciousness.  Elaborate art work, expensive paper or bindings, and expensive visual or other presentation aids are neither necessary nor desired.  The proposal shall contain all the pertinent information in sufficient detail in the one area of the proposal where it contributes most critically to the discussion of the same information.  When necessary, the offeror shall refer to the initial discussion and identify its location within the submitted proposal.

(4) Proposal Page Limitations:  Volume I, Non-Price Proposal - The following page limitations are established: 

	Title
	Hardcopy Proposal Quantities
	Page Limit*

	Non-Price Proposal – Technical Management Approach
	1 Original, 3 Copies, 1 Electronic on CD ROM**
	25 Pages

	Non-Price Proposal – Past Performance
	1 Original, 1 Copy, 1 Electronic on CD ROM**
	12 Pages 


Note: Each Factor (Technical Management Approach and Past Performance) of the Non-Price proposal shall be submitted in separate binders. 

Each factor of the Non-Price Proposal is limited to the maximum number of pages as defined in the table above.  These page limitations are inclusive of the executive summary and any charts, diagrams, and/or other graphics.  Graphics (including tables) in the proposal may use an alternative font with 8 point size type or larger. Each “page” is defined as one sheet, 8 ½ “ x 11”, with at least one inch margins on all sides, using a font with a point size of 12 or greater (e.g., "Times New Roman" style with 12 point font).  Lines shall, at a minimum, be single-spaced.   Pages shall be consecutively numbered.  Multiple pages, double pages, two-sided pages, or foldouts will count as an equivalent number of 8 ½" x 11" pages.  The offeror is permitted to submit no more than one page for each of the following, which will not be included in the page count: a cover sheet, list of tables, list of figures, compliance matrix, table of contents, tabs, and dividers. Pages submitted in excess of the page limitations described above will not be evaluated.
Volume II, “Price Proposal,” is not page limited.  

	Title
	Hardcopy Proposal Quantities
	Limit*
	Software

	Price Proposal
	1 Original, 1 Copy, 1 Electronic on CD ROM**
	No limit
	Microsoft Excel, Word, PDF


The Price Proposal is not page limited; however, the Price Proposal is to be strictly limited to price information and completed solicitation documents as described in the General Section at the beginning of this text.

* Page limits represent the maximum pages the Government will evaluate and are not construed as de facto standards for the amount of material expected in the proposal.

** Offerors are to submit one master CD ROM with three (3) separate files.

III. PROPOSAL CONTENT

1. Volume I Non-Price Proposal 

The Non-price Proposal evaluation factors are listed below: 

A.
Factor I – Technical Management Approach: The offeror shall provide a management approach that will successfully accomplish the requirements of the solicitation, including the PWS.  Offeror shall provide a management plan that clearly describes the management controls, techniques, and procedures that will be used to ensure required work is performed in a timely, responsive, professional, and efficient manner.  Offerors Management Approach shall include a staffing plan that addresses the following:


General staffing approach for utilization of the offeror’s personnel resources that demonstrates an understanding of the skill sets required to successfully accomplish the tasks of the PWS 


Approach for recruiting, development, and retention that demonstrates the offeror’s plan to minimize staff turnover

The offeror shall also describe any risks associated with the solicitation, including the PWS and any risks associated with implementation of the offeror’s management approach; describe any techniques and actions to mitigate such risks; and explain whether the techniques and actions identified for risk mitigation have been successfully used by the offeror.

For the Technical Management Approach factor, Table 1 identified below entitled “Technical Ratings Table” will be utilized for the assignment of ratings.  The Technical Management Approach factor evaluation will be based on each Offeror’s response to the requirements of FAR 52.212-1 “Instructions to Offerors – Commercial Items” and its Addendum included in the solicitation.  In the execution of the evaluations, both the Offeror’s Technical Approach to meeting the Governments requirements as defined in the solicitation and the risk related to this proposed approach will be assessed.

NOTE:  An offer which receives a “Marginal” rating in the Technical Management Approach Factor is not eligible for award if award is made on initial offers. Offerors that receive a “Marginal” rating are considered to be susceptible to correction if the Source Selection Authority determines that discussions (pursuant to FAR 15.306) are appropriate and said discussions are conducted.

An Offeror which receives a rating of “Unacceptable” in the Technical Approach Factor is not awardable. 

B. Factor  II -Past Performance: For the Past Performance factor, the ratings identified in Tables 2 and 3 below, entitled “Past Performance Relevancy Ratings Table” and “Past Performance Confidence Assessment Ratings Table,” respectively will be used for the assignment of ratings for relevancy and confidence assessment. Relevancy includes similarity in scope and magnitude.  Offeror’s past performance information will be evaluated to determine the quality and usefulness as it applies to performance confidence assessment.

Factor II Past Performance: The contractor shall describe its past performance on contracts held within the last two (2) years which are of similar scope, magnitude and complexity to that which is detailed in the SOW or affirmatively state that it possesses no relevant directly related or similar past performance. The contractor shall provide the following information regarding its past performance:

.
Contract Number(s),

.
Name, phone number and email address of the contracting officer,

.
Name, phone number and email address of a point of contact at the federal, state, local government or commercial entity for which the contract was performed,

.
Dollar value of the contract

.
Period of performance of the contract,

.
Detailed description of the work performed, which should include the following:

1. Demonstrated knowledge of the following:

· Past performance involving data warehouse applications including software tools used in support of data warehouse efforts.

· Past performance using Informatica PowerCenter, IBM Cognos, and Oracle database.

· Past performance involving report development, dashboards, and metrics.

· Past performance involving database design and extraction, transformation, and load processes.

Past performance involving establishment of new data interfaces.

Past Performance Relevancy Ratings – Regarding relevancy, each past performance reference under each Offeror’s Past Performance submission will be evaluated to determine its individual scope and magnitude relative to the instant requirement.  The following definitions will apply to this evaluation:

· Scope: Experience in the areas defined in the Performance Work Statement (PWS). 

· Magnitude: The measure of the similarity of the dollar value of actually performed work that exists between the PWS and the Offeror’s references.  

Offerors lacking relevant past performance history will not be evaluated favorably or unfavorably on past performance.  However, the proposal of an Offeror with no relevant past performance history, while not rated favorably or unfavorably for past performance, may not represent the most advantageous proposal to the Government.  In this instance, the Offeror will receive a rating of “Not Relevant” in the relevancy rating factor.

Past Performance Confidence Assessment Ratings – The overall assigned rating for Past Performance will be the Past Performance Confidence Assessment rating. The assignment of this rating will be based on the quality of the relevant past performance and will consider the currency and relevance of the information, source of the information, context of the data, and general trends in contractor’s performance.  The quality of performance under a past performance reference that that has no relevance to the instant requirement will not be considered in the overall assessment of Past Performance Confidence. In the case of an Offeror without a record of relevant past performance or for whom information on past performance is not available, the Offeror may not be evaluated favorably or unfavorably on past performance rather the Offeror will receive an “Unknown Confidence” rating. 

In order to verify past performance information and determine the quality of the past performance submission, the Government may contact some or all of the references provided, as appropriate, and existing data sources to include but not limited to Contractor Performance Assessment Reporting (CPARS).  The Government reserves the right to obtain information for use in the evaluation of past performance from any and all sources including sources outside of the Government.  This past performance information will be used for the evaluation of past performance.

This evaluation and rating is separate and distinct from the Contracting Officer’s responsibility determination.  The assessment of the Offeror’s past performance will be used as a means of evaluating the relative capability of the Offeror and other competitors to successfully meet the requirements of the RFP.  In determining the rating for the past performance evaluation sub-factor, the Government will give greater consideration to the contracts which the Government rates most relevant to the RFP.

Overall Non-Price Proposal Rating 

Upon completion of the Non-price Factor evaluation, a composite rating for the overall Non-Price Factor will be assigned to each Offeror’s proposal.  The assignment of this overall rating will take into consideration the comparative weightings of Technical Management Approach and Past Performance. The ratings listed in Table 1, “Technical Rating Table” below will be used.   

2.  Price Proposal Evaluation Criteria – Price proposals will be evaluated in accordance with FAR 15.404-1(b), Price Analysis. 

3. Rating Tables

Technical Ratings Table

These ratings will be used in the evaluation of the Technical Management Approach factor and the Overall Non-Price proposal rating. 

TABLE 1

	Rating
	Description

	Outstanding
	Proposal meets requirements and indicates an exceptional approach and understanding of the requirements. Strengths far outweigh any weaknesses.  Risk of unsuccessful performance is very low.

	Good
	Proposal meets requirements and indicates a thorough approach and understanding of the requirements.  Proposal contains strengths which outweigh any weaknesses. Risk of unsuccessful performance is low.

	Acceptable
	Proposal meets requirements and indicates an adequate approach and understanding of the requirements.  Strengths and weaknesses are offsetting or will have little or no impact on contract performance.  Risk of unsuccessful performance is no worse than moderate.

	Marginal
	Proposal does not clearly meet requirements and has not demonstrated an adequate approach and understanding of the requirements.  The proposal has one or more weaknesses which are not offset by strengths.  Risk of unsuccessful performance is high.  

	Unacceptable
	Proposal does not meet requirements and contains one or more deficiencies.  Proposal is un-awardable


DEFINITIONS:

Strength - An aspect of an Offeror's proposal that has merit or exceeds specified performance or capability requirements in a way that will be advantageous to the Government during contract performance.

Weakness -   A flaw in the proposal that increases the risk of unsuccessful contract performance. 

Significant Weakness - A flaw that appreciably increases the risk of unsuccessful contract performance. 

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

Risk – (as it pertains to source selection) The potential for unsuccessful contract performance. The consideration of risk assesses the degree to which an Offeror’s proposed approach to achieving the Non-Price technical factors may involve risk of disruption of schedule, increased cost or degradation of performance, the need for increased Government oversight, and the likelihood of unsuccessful contract performance.

Past Performance Relevancy Ratings Table

TABLE 2

	Rating
	Description

	Very Relevant
	Present/past performance effort involved essentially the same scope and magnitude of effort this solicitation requires.

	Relevant
	Present/past performance effort involved similar scope and magnitude of effort this solicitation requires.



	Somewhat Relevant
	Present/past performance effort involved some of the scope and magnitude of effort this solicitation requires.



	Not Relevant
	Present/past performance effort involved little or none of the scope and magnitude of effort this solicitation requires.




Past Performance Confidence Assessment Ratings Table

TABLE 3

	Rating
	Description

	Substantial Confidence
	Based on the offeror’s recent/relevant performance record, the Government has a high expectation that the offeror will successfully perform the required effort..

	Satisfactory Confidence
	Based on the offeror’s recent/relevant performance record, the Government has a reasonable expectation that the offeror will successfully perform the required effort.



	Limited Confidence
	Based on the offeror’s recent/relevant performance record, the Government has a low expectation that the offeror will successfully perform the required effort.



	No Confidence
	Based on the offeror’s recent/relevant performance record, the Government has no expectation that the offeror will be able to successfully perform the required effort.

	Unknown Confidence (Neutral)
	No recent/relevant performance record is available or the offeror’s performance record is so sparse that no meaningful confidence assessment rating can be reasonably assigned.




2. Volume II – Price Proposal 

This volume shall include completed solicitation documents and additional supporting documentation described below.

· A complete and signed Standard Form (SF) 1449, “Solicitation/Contract/Order for Commercial Items” and executed copy of Amendments, if applicable. 
· RFP Section “Schedule of Supplies/Services” completed by the offeror 

· Separate pricing information shall be submitted for each year of the services as well as a total summary for all three years of service.

· Attachment II – “Pricing Spreadsheet” completed by the offeror.  The Firm-Fixed Price labor rates submitted in Attachment II will be incorporated into the resultant contract as ceiling labor rates to be utilized in the preparation of quotes at the Task Order level. 
· Unless completed in the System for Award Management (SAM), “Representations, Certifications and Other Statements of Offerors” completed by the offeror.

· All Subcontractor cost should be broken out separately and included in the price volume.  Subcontractor labor cost should be clearly identifiable.  In accordance with FAR 52.219-14 entitled “Limitations on Subcontracting” at least 50% of the cost of contract performance incurred for personnel shall be expended for employees of the concern.  Therefore, the prime contractor must perform at least 50% of the contract performance.

· Organizational Conflict of Interest (OCI) Mitigation Plan, if applicable. 

All price and price supporting information shall be contained in the price proposal.  No price or pricing information shall be included in any other volume including cover letters.  Offerors are responsible for submitting sufficient information to enable the Government to fully evaluate their price proposal.

The completion and submission of the above items will constitute an offer (proposal) and will indicate the offeror’s unconditional assent to the terms and conditions of this RFP and any attachments hereto.  Alternate proposals are not authorized.  Objections to any terms and conditions of the RFP will constitute deficiency, (See FAR 15.001), which may make the offer unacceptable.  An offeror may correct a deficiency only through discussions (see FAR 15.306(d) and 15.307). 

The following amounts shall be utilized for evaluation purposes only in determining the total cost for the entire contract.

	Lot Year
	Travel

	Base
	$2,500.00

	Option I
	$2,500.00

	Option II
	$2,500.00


52.212-2     EVALUATION--COMMERCIAL ITEMS (JAN 1999)

The Government intends to award a single award, Commercial Indefinite Delivery, Indefinite Quantity (IDIQ) type contract with Firm Fixed Priced (FFP) provisions to the responsible offeror whose proposal represents the best value after evaluation in accordance with the factors and sub-factors in the solicitation.  The offeror’s proposal shall be in the form prescribed by, and shall contain a response to each of the areas identified in solicitation provision FAR 52.212-1 entitled “Instructions to Offerors-Commercial Items” and it’s Addendum.  

The Government intends to award the contract without discussions. The establishment of a competitive range is not anticipated. Accordingly, each Offeror should submit its most favorable terms from a price and technical standpoint. However, the Government reserves the right to establish a competitive range and conduct discussions if later determined by the PCO to be necessary.  

The evaluation of proposals will consider the Non-Price Proposal to be equal in importance to the Price Proposal. Within the Non-Price Proposal, Technical Approach is more important than Past Performance.  

1. Non-Price Proposal Evaluation Criteria

The Non-Price Proposal is comprised of Technical Approach and Past Performance. 

A. Factor I – Technical Approach: Offeror will be evaluated on their ability to present a management plan that clearly describes the management controls, techniques, and procedures that will be used to ensure required work is performed in a timely, responsive, professional, and efficient manner.  Offeror will be evaluated on their proposed staffing plan and their demonstrated capability to provide personnel with the skill sets required to successfully accomplish the requirements set forth in the RFP and their approach for recruiting, development, and retention to minimize staff turnover. Offeror’s management approach will also be evaluated on their proposed techniques and actions to mitigate risks associated with the solicitation, including the PWS and any risks associated with implementation of the Offeror’s management approach. Offeror will be evaluated on their ability to present a technical plan that clearly describes the management controls, techniques, and procedures that will be used to ensure required work is performed in a timely, responsive, professional, and efficient manner.  Offeror will be evaluated on their proposed staffing plan and their demonstrated capability to provide personnel with the skill sets required to successfully accomplish the requirements set forth in the RFP and their approach for recruiting, development, and retention to minimize staff turnover. Offeror’s management approach will also be evaluated on their proposed techniques and actions to mitigate risks associated with the solicitation, including the PWS and any risks associated with implementation of the offeror’s management approach. 

The purpose of the Technical Management Approach factor is to assess the offeror’s proposed approach to satisfy the Government’s requirements. The evaluation of risk is related to the assessment of the offeror’s proposed Technical Management Approach. Risk, as it pertains to source selection, is the potential for unsuccessful contract performance. The consideration of risk assesses the degree to which an offeror’s proposed approach to achieving the technical factor involves risk of disruption of schedule, increased cost or degradation of performance, the need for increased Government oversight, and the likelihood of unsuccessful contract performance. Risk will be considered in the evaluation of Non-Price Proposal Factor I. 

For the Technical Management Approach factor, the Table 1 identified below entitled “Technical Ratings Table” will be utilized for the assignment of ratings.  The Technical Management Approach factor evaluation will be based on each offeror’s response to the requirements of FAR 52.212-1 “Instructions to Offerors – Commercial Items” and its Addendum included in the solicitation.  In the execution of the evaluations, both the offeror’s Technical Approach to meeting the Governments requirements as defined in the solicitation and the risk related to this proposed approach will be assessed.

NOTE:  An offer which receives a “Marginal” rating in the Technical Management Approach Factor is not eligible for award if award is made on initial offers. Offerors that receive a “Marginal” rating are considered to be susceptible to correction if the Source Selection Authority determines that an exchange (pursuant to FAR 15.306) is appropriate and said exchange is conducted.

An offeror which receives a rating of “Unacceptable” in the Technical Approach Factor is not awardable. 

Factor II- Past Performance: For the Past Performance factor, the ratings identified in Tables 2 and 3 below, entitled “Past Performance Relevancy Ratings Table” and “Past Performance Confidence Assessment Ratings Table,” respectively will be used for the assignment of ratings for relevancy and confidence assessment. Relevancy includes similarity in scope and magnitude.  Offeror’s past performance information will be evaluated to determine the quality and usefulness as it applies to performance confidence assessment.
Past Performance will be assessed as follows:

Evaluation will focus only on work experience already performed.  Work yet-to-be performed, and work prior to the last 5 years, will not be considered.  In addition, performance data will only be assessed for those references demonstrating at least 1 year of completed performance prior to the closing date of the solicitation.  

Past Performance Relevancy Ratings – Regarding relevancy, each past performance reference under each offeror’s Past Performance submission will be evaluated to determine its individual scope and magnitude relative to the instant requirement.  The following definitions will apply to this evaluation:

· Scope: Experience in the areas defined in the Performance Work Statement (PWS). 

· Magnitude: The measure of the similarity of the dollar value of actually performed work that exists between the PWS and the offeror’s references.  

Offerors lacking relevant past performance history will not be evaluated favorably or unfavorably on past performance.  However, the proposal of an offeror with no relevant past performance history, while not rated favorably or unfavorably for past performance, may not represent the most advantageous proposal to the Government.  In this instance, the offeror will receive a rating of “Not Relevant” in the relevancy rating factor.
Past Performance Confidence Assessment Ratings – The overall assigned rating for Past Performance will be the Past Performance Confidence Assessment rating. The assignment of this rating will be based on the quality of the relevant past performance and will consider the currency and relevance of the information, source of the information, context of the data, and general trends in contractor’s performance.  The quality of performance under a past performance reference that that has no relevance to the instant requirement will not be considered in the overall assessment of Past Performance Confidence. In the case of an offeror without a record of relevant past performance or for whom information on past performance is not available, the offeror may not be evaluated favorably or unfavorably on past performance rather the offeror will receive an “Unknown Confidence” rating. 
In order to verify past performance information and determine the quality of the past performance submission, the Government may contact some or all of the references provided, as appropriate, and may collect information through questionnaires (i.e. the Past Performance Report Form), telephone interviews and existing data sources to include but not limited to Contractor Performance Assessment Reporting (CPARS).  The Government reserves the right to obtain information for use in the evaluation of past performance from any and all sources including sources outside of the Government. This past performance information will be used for the evaluation of past performance.

This evaluation and rating is separate and distinct from the Contracting Officer’s responsibility determination.  The assessment of the offeror’s past performance will be used as a means of evaluating the relative capability of the offeror and other competitors to successfully meet the requirements of the RFP.  In determining the rating for the past performance evaluation sub-factor, the Government will give greater consideration to the contracts which the Government feels are most relevant to the RFP.

Overall Non-Price Proposal Rating 

Upon completion of the Non-price Factor evaluation, a composite rating for the overall Non-Price Factor will be assigned to each offeror’s proposal.  The assignment of this overall rating will take into consideration the comparative weightings of Technical Management Approach and Past Performance.  The ratings listed in Table 1, “Technical Rating Table” below will be used.   

2.  Price Proposal Evaluation Criteria

· Price proposals will be evaluated in accordance with FAR 15.404-1(b), Price Analysis. 

· For the purpose of preparing a price proposal, the offeror shall assume that the period of performance will be 12-months with two, 12-month option periods.  The Government will evaluate the price proposal for the base period and each option period.

· The common evaluation amounts for Travel provided in the Instructions shall be used for the purpose of evaluating the price proposal.  These elements will be Firm Fixed-Priced at the Task Order level at award.

· The Government may evaluate any and all information submitted by the vendor to support the reasonableness of prices proposed. The method of evaluation used by the Contracting Officer is solely within the discretion of the Contracting Officer.

· Options will be evaluated pursuant to solicitation provision FAR 52.217-5, Evaluation of Options.  The Government will evaluate offers for award purposes by adding the total price for all options to the total price for the basic requirement. The Government may determine that an offer is unacceptable if the option prices are significantly unbalanced. Evaluation of options shall not obligate the Government to exercise the option(s).

· Although price is the not the most important evaluation factor, it has the potential to become more significant during the evaluation process.  The degree of importance of price will increase with the degree of equality of the proposals in relation to the other factors on which selection is to be based. The importance of price will also increase when a proposal's price is so significantly high as to diminish the value to the Government that might be gained under the other aspects of the offer.  If, at any stage of the evaluation, all offerors are determined to have submitted equal, or virtually equal, non-price proposals, price could become the factor in determining which Offerors shall receive the award.

3.  Written Notice

A written notice of award or acceptance of an offer e- mailed or otherwise furnished to the successful offeror within the time for acceptance specified in the offer, shall result in a binding contract without further action by either party. Before the offer’s specified expiration time, the Government may accept an offer (or part of an offer), whether or not there are negotiations after its receipt, unless a written notice of withdrawal is received before award.

4. Rating Tables

Technical Ratings Table

These ratings will be used in the evaluation of the Technical Management Approach factor and the Overall Non-Price proposal rating. 

TABLE 1

	Rating
	Description

	Outstanding
	Proposal meets requirements and indicates an exceptional approach and understanding of the requirements. Strengths far outweigh any weaknesses.  Risk of unsuccessful performance is very low.

	Good
	Proposal meets requirements and indicates a thorough approach and understanding of the requirements.  Proposal contains strengths which outweigh any weaknesses. Risk of unsuccessful performance is low.

	Acceptable
	Proposal meets requirements and indicates an adequate approach and understanding of the requirements.  Strengths and weaknesses are offsetting or will have little or no impact on contract performance.  Risk of unsuccessful performance is no worse than moderate.

	Marginal
	Proposal does not clearly meet requirements and has not demonstrated an adequate approach and understanding of the requirements.  The proposal has one or more weaknesses which are not offset by strengths.  Risk of unsuccessful performance is high.  

	Unacceptable
	Proposal does not meet requirements and contains one or more deficiencies.  Proposal is un-awardable


DEFINITIONS:

Strength - An aspect of an offeror's proposal that has merit or exceeds specified performance or capability requirements in a way that will be advantageous to the Government during contract performance.

Weakness -  A flaw in the proposal that increases the risk of unsuccessful contract performance. 

Significant Weakness - A flaw that appreciably increases the risk of unsuccessful contract performance. 

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

Risk – (as it pertains to source selection) The potential for unsuccessful contract performance. The consideration of risk assesses the degree to which an offeror’s proposed approach to achieving the Non-Price technical factor or its sub-factors may involve risk of disruption of schedule, increased cost or degradation of performance, the need for increased Government oversight, and the likelihood of unsuccessful contract performance. 

Past Performance Relevancy Ratings Table

TABLE 2

	Rating
	Description

	Very Relevant
	Present/past performance effort involved essentially the same scope and magnitude of effort this solicitation requires. 

	Relevant
	Present/past performance effort involved similar scope and magnitude of effort this solicitation requires.

	Somewhat Relevant
	Present/past performance effort involved some of the scope and magnitude of effort this solicitation requires.

	Not Relevant
	Present/past performance effort involved little or none of the scope and magnitude of effort this solicitation requires.


Past Performance Confidence Assessment Ratings Table

TABLE 3

	Rating
	Description

	Substantial Confidence
	Based on the offeror’s recent/relevant performance record, the Government has a high expectation that the offeror will successfully perform the required effort.

	Satisfactory Confidence
	Based on the offeror’s recent/relevant performance record, the Government has a reasonable expectation that the offeror will successfully perform the required effort.

	Limited Confidence
	Based on the offeror’s recent/relevant performance record, the Government has a low expectation that the offeror will successfully perform the required effort.

	No Confidence
	Based on the offeror’s recent/relevant performance record, the Government has no expectation that the offeror will be able to successfully perform the required effort.

	Unknown Confidence (Neutral)
	No recent/relevant performance record is available or the offeror’s performance record is so sparse that no meaningful confidence assessment rating can be reasonably assigned.


The following have been deleted: 

        EVALUATION OF OFFERORS 

        INSTRUCTIONS TO OFFERORS 

(End of Summary of Changes) 

