ATTACHMENT NO. 2

PROPOSAL EVALUATION INFORMATION

TELECOMMUNICATIONS OUTSIDE PLANT

BASIC ORDERING AGREEMENT


1.  BASIS FOR AWARD:  Subject to the provisions herein, contract awards will be made to the best overall “best value” proposal(s) with the appropriate consideration given to the evaluation factors stated below.  The Government reserves the right to award to an acceptable offeror or multiple offerors, the price of which is not the lowest, but which is sufficiently more advantageous than the lowest offeror so as to justify the payment of additional amounts.  Awards will be made to the Offerors whose understanding of the work to be performed, experience, quality control techniques, past performance, and cost proposal, when considered together, are determined to represent the best value to the Government.  The probable costs of the respective proposals will be compared to the offered merits of the technical proposals and cost, and timeliness of past performance. Cost and past performance are of secondary nature to technical factors; however, probable cost may determine the Government’s ability or inclination to purchase the merit offered by a given technical proposal.  Significant differences in measured merit may or may not be deemed affordable or in the best interests of the Government. Ultimately, the source selection decision will take into account the offeror's technical capability to meet the requirements of this solicitation in a timely manner on a cost effective basis.  However, the Government reserves the right to make awards to other than the low offeror(s).  To be considered for award, proposals shall conform to all terms and conditions contained in this Request for Proposal (RFP).  

1.1.  PROPOSAL EVALUATION APPROACH:  The Government may award the contract(s) without discussion of proposals received; therefore, proposals should be submitted initially on the most favorable terms from a price and technical standpoint, which the offeror can submit to the Government.  Proposals will be evaluated to determine the extent to which each offeror demonstrates a clear technical understanding of the requirements of the RFP.  The Offeror shall submit a proposal that addresses all evaluation areas, identifying how contractual requirements will be satisfied.  NOTE that the evaluators of the proposal will rate each offeror’s proposal based strictly on the written content of the proposal and will not assume performance in any areas which are not specifically addressed within the Offeror’s proposal.  

1.2.  COMPETITIVE RANGE: The Contracting Officer will make a determination as to which proposals are in the “competitive range.” This range shall be determined on the basis of combined ratings for all of the evaluation areas addressed herein, and shall include all proposals which stand a reasonable chance of being selected for award.  Based on the ratings of each proposal against all evaluation criteria, the contracting officer shall then establish a competitive range comprised of the most highly rated proposals where the natural break in quality contractors demonstrated within the competitive range occurs.  Proposals must be realistic in terms of technical excellence and reflective of technical competence, demonstrate the comprehension of complexity and risks of the proposed contract requirements, quality control, past performance, and also remain realistic in price. Unrealistic proposals may be excluded from the competitive range and from award consideration. Offerors are reminded that unsupported promises to comply with the contractual requirements are insufficient. Statements such as “will comply” or proposals that parrot back the contractual requirements rather than providing convincing documentary evidence in support of any conclusionary statements relating to promised performance tend to receive lower ratings. The initial number of proposals considered as being within the competitive range may be reduced when, as a result of written or oral discussions (if discussions are held), any such offer has been determined to no longer stand a chance of being selected for award. Written notice of this decision shall be provided to unsuccessful offerors in accordance with FAR 15.503. Offerors excluded or otherwise eliminated from the competitive range may request a debriefing (see FAR 15.505 AND FAR 15.506)
2.  TECHNICAL EVALUATION APPROACH:

2.1. VOLUME I - Technical Proposal (Understanding the Work to be Performed, Experience and Quality Control): The evaluation will be based strictly on the written content within the Offeror’s VOLUME I proposal.  The PEB evaluation will use color-coded ratings, which may if necessary, include qualitative narratives. All technical proposals received will be subject to evaluation by a Proposal Evaluation Board (PEB) comprised of Government personnel utilizing an approved evaluation plan.  The PEB will rate each proposal in accordance with the approved evaluation plan, utilizing the evaluation factors addressed below.  

2.2.2.  VOLUME II - Past Performance and Cost Proposals:    

2.2.2.1.  PAST PERFORMANCE:  In order to ascertain each Offerors’ history of performance in determining the best value to the Government, a Past Performance (Risk Assessment) assessment will be conducted by a Performance Risk Assessment Group (PRAG) based upon the quality of each Offeror’s past performance (and subcontractors if applicable) as it relates to the probability of successful accomplishment of the required effort.  Past Performance will be evaluated based on a standard set of questions such as (but not limited to); number of successful jobs; adherence to contract schedules; any contract terminations, early or late delivery and/or completion; problem areas noted; recommendations of prior clients; record of conforming to specifications; standards of good workmanship; administrative aspects of performance (i.e., reports, test); history of reasonable and cooperative behavior; commitment to customer satisfaction; and general business-like concern for the interests of its customers.  A narrative of past performance results and overall risk assessment will be presented to the Contracting Officer.  

2.2.2.1.1.  Past Performance Sources of Information:  Offerors are cautioned that the PRAG may use data provided by the Offeror within its proposal or data obtained from other sources.  Since the PRAG may not necessarily interview all of the sources provided by the Offeror, it is incumbent upon the Offeror to explain the relevance of the data provided to this requirement.  Offerors are reminded that while the PRAG may elect to consider data obtained from other sources, the burden of providing thorough and complete past performance information rests with the Offeror.  

2.2.2.2.  COST PROPOSAL:  Cost will be evaluated based on the Contractor's proposed price for the Sample Task Order.  As stated above, the technical proposal and Past Performance evaluation factors will be significantly more important than cost in this acquisition.  The Government may be willing to pay more if technical advantages warrant.  The Offeror is cautioned however, that when Technical Proposals and Past Performance merit tends to equalize between Contractor proposals, costs factors may become more significant in the selection process.

3.  SIGNIFICANT EVALUATION FACTORS: Award(s) will be made the offerors whose proposal represents the best value to the Government with appropriate consideration given to the following factors.  


a.  Technical Proposal;


b.  Past Performance; and


c.  Cost Proposal.

3.1.  Of the significant evaluation factors set forth above, the Technical Proposal will be significantly more important than cost and past performance in this RFP.  Past Performance is more important than cost.  Cost and Past Performance will be scored upon a narrative basis.  Offerors are cautioned that when ratings tend to equalize between Offerors, differences in Cost and Past Performance will become more significant in the best value selection process.

3.2.  TECHNICAL PROPOSAL EVALUATION:  The rating of the proposals shall be conducted by the PEB using a color-coded rating system.  The color-coded rating factors are as follows:


a.  RED - Unacceptable - Does not meet the requirements of the RFP.

b.  YELLOW - Marginal - Susceptible of being made to meet the requirements of the RFP                              through clarifications and/or discussions.


c.  BLUE - Meets the requirements of the RFP.


d.  GREEN - Exceeds the requirements of the RFP.

3.3.  TECHNICAL EVALUATION FACTORS:  A set of questions based on primary merit factors and subfactors will be applied against the proposals by the PEB to determine “Best Value” using the color coded system discussed above.  Each of the primary merit factors and subfactors has been weighted based on their individual significance to the overall requirement.  The primary technical merit subfactors are:


a.  Understanding the work to be performed;


b.  Contractor experience; and


c.  Quality control.

3.4.  PRIMARY TECHNICAL EVALUATION SUBFACTORS AND ASSIGNED WEIGHTS:  Out of the three primary technical evaluation subfactors listed above, each are considered to be equal in weight to each other and when combined represent the total weight score of the technical evaluation.

4.  QUALIFYING FOR THE BEST VALUE TECHNICAL EVALUATION CRITERIA:  For purposes of clarity, and in order to permit Offerors the opportunity to qualify for the maximum rating in technical approach, information on individual evaluation points are provided below to assist in preparing proposals.  The criteria is not arranged in any specific order, but is applicable as set forth above.  These evaluation criteria will be assessed considering the following:

4.1.  TECHNICAL PROPOSAL SUBFACTORS:  

4.1.1.  Understanding the Work to be Performed:  Proposal submission under understanding will be rated based on the submission to the Bill of Materials (BOM). See BOM within Attachment 3.  A proposal that demonstrates that the Contractor does not understand the work to be performed through a BOM that reflects major discrepancies in the items to build the project will be scored red.  A proposal that demonstrates that the Contractor understands the work to be performed but also reflects significant but not major fixable/correctable items within the BOM that would require additional information to resolve will be scored yellow.  A proposal that displays full understanding of the required work through the BOM will be scored blue.  A proposal that displays a very thorough and detailed understanding of the required work and offers innovative approaches and methods, which are clearly explained by the offeror, will be scored green. 

4.1.2.  Contractor Experience:  A proposal that demonstrates that the Contractor has less than five years of experience in the field of telecommunications will be scored red.  A proposal that is vague but possible that the Contractor meets the five-year requirement will be scored yellow.  A proposal, which demonstrates that the Contractor has more than five years but less than ten years of experience in the field of telecommunications, will receive a blue score.   A proposal that demonstrates that the  Contractor has ten years or more experience in the field of telecommunications will be scored green  

4.1.3.  Quality Control:  A proposal that does not provide a copy of their company’s Quality control plan will be scored red.  A proposal, which requires additional information, is required to determine acceptability will be scored yellow.  A proposal, which provides a Contractor Quality Control Plan, which meets minimum content requirements, will be scored blue.  A proposal, which provides a current and approved copy of the Company’s Quality Control Plan, which includes possible corrective actions and methods for ensuring non-repetitive errors, will be scored green.

4.2.  BEST VALUE INFORMATION:  Address all factors.  All evaluation factors and subfactors should be addressed by the Contractor.  A Contractor's proposal must receive an overall BLUE rating on the factors and subfactors listed below to receive competitive range consideration.  Proposals receiving unfavorable ratings on some subfactors may be further considered if the PEB determines that due to some other outstanding factor(s) within the proposal, that it would be in the best interest of the Government to include the Contractor's proposal.  The Contracting Officer may request additional information, clarification, or correction of the Offeror's proposal in order to assure a sound and impartial evaluation based upon the findings of the PEB.

5.  SELECTION DECISION:  Upon completion of the PEB’s Technical Proposal evaluation, the PRAG’s Past Performance findings and completion of Cost Analysis, all factors will be combined for an overall rating.  Award(s) will be made to the offeror or offerors whose overall proposal(s) represent the best value to the Government. 

(End of Attachment 2 To Solicitation No. DABJ49-03-R-0013)
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