EVALUATION PLAN
Technical Support to Joint Program Manager Biological Defense (JPM-BD)

1. PROPOSAL PREPARATION

1.1	Proposal Construction:

1.1.1	For the purposes of this task order acquisition, the “proposal” is comprised of the following:

	           Cover Letter
Volume I (Technical Proposal)
FACTOR 1: Personnel Qualifications 
FACTOR 2: Relevant Experience
FACTOR 3: Past Performance 
Volume II (Cost Proposal)
FACTOR 4: Cost

1.2	Content: This request for proposal (RFP) seeks proposals from Offerors interested in being selected to provide technical support to the Joint Project Office Biological Defense (JPM BD) relevant to the development, acquisition, and sustainment of biological detection (BD) systems.  The required support includes providing services in areas including warehouse management, training and equipment management, materiel fielding, quality assurance and configuration management, technical writing, systems management, and maintenance management.  The objective of this task is to provide the JPM BD support for the execution of its assigned acquisition programs for biological detection in accordance with (IAW) the requirements of the Performance Work Statement (PWS).  This RFP is for a Cost Plus Fixed Fee (CPFF) requirement.  A one (1) page cover letter containing a synopsis of the Offeror’s proposal shall be submitted in response to this RFP.  The cover letter shall also certify that all items submitted in the technical proposal comply with the RFP requirements and that no differences, deviations or exceptions exist.  Offerors shall use the cost proposal template provided in the RFP package as a basis for the cost proposal submission.  The Offeror’s proposal will be evaluated in accordance with the criteria set forth below.

1.3	Page Limits/Specific Requirements:  An Offeror’s proposal will consist of all information and material submitted in writing for evaluation in response to this RFP.  The submission of false or misleading information will be grounds for disqualification of the proposal.  Offerors must organize their proposals as described and outlined below.  The proposals must be in an 8-1/2” x 11” format (for project schedule, drawings, or organizational charts, a folded 11” x 17” format may be used, and the entire project schedule shall be counted as one page provided the only information presented is scheduling).  Pages may be single-sided or double-sided (double-sided pages count as two pages).  The minimum acceptable font size is ten (10) point with a minimum of one inch margins on all sides.  The information in each volume must be organized as follows:

1.3.1	Volume I (Technical Proposal):  Offerors must submit a one (1) page cover letter and the information identified in section 2.3, below.  The Offeror’s technical proposal shall not exceed twenty (20) pages.  The cover letter, table of contents, schedule, organizational chart, definitions, appendices, acronyms, and pull outs are counted as part of this page limit.  Personnel resumes and past performance information are NOT included in the page count.  While the response to the past performance factor does not have an overall page limit, the Offeror’s individual past performance responses have a three (3) page limitation per citation for each contract, subcontract, or task order noted.  Technical proposals exceeding the page limitation shall be considered non-conforming.  Each section will be evaluated up to the page limit and excess pages will not be considered in the evaluation.

1.3.2	Volume II (Cost Proposal):  The cost proposal must contain the completed cost proposal template.  The cost proposal does not have a page limit, however all technical information included in the cost proposal that is not addressed in the technical proposal will not be considered as part of the technical evaluation.

1.4	Submission: Each Offeror is required to submit a proposal package consisting of the following volumes:

a. Volume I: Technical Proposal 
b. Volume II: Cost Proposal

Each Offeror shall submit an original hardcopy proposal package, four (4) copies, and three (3) electronic copies on CD or DVD.   The Cost Proposals and disks must be placed in a separate envelope from the Technical Proposals and disks.  All disk submissions shall be in formats compatible with the Microsoft Windows XP operating system and be made, as appropriate, in Microsoft Word, Microsoft PowerPoint, and Microsoft Excel (data file should be .XLS file format), and the Microsoft Excel files shall contain all formulas used for obtaining estimates.  The content of these volumes is discussed in section 2.3, below.  All must be provided by the due date, and may be sent via courier service, hand delivered, or mailed, as specified below:  

Hand Delivery or Courier Service Address:
US Army Contracting Command - APG 
Edgewood Contracting Division
ATTN:  CCRD-ED (Contracting Officer) 
Building E4455 Lietzan Road
Aberdeen Proving Ground (Edgewood Area), MD  21010-5401

Mailing Address:
Director, USA Contracting Command - APG 
Edgewood Contracting Division
ATTN:  CCRD-ED (Contracting Officer)
E5183 Blackhawk Road
Aberdeen Proving Ground, MD  21010-5401

2. BASIS FOR AWARD

2.1	Source Selection: This is an acquisition support effort.  A task order will be awarded to the Offeror whose proposal represents the “best value” to the Government, as described below.  The best value approach, as characterized by the tradeoff process, will be used in this evaluation because it may be in the best interest of the Government to consider award to other than the lowest priced Offeror or other than the highest technically rated Offeror.  Under the tradeoff process, the technical benefits of the higher priced proposal must merit the additional cost.  Award will be based on an integrated assessment of the following evaluation factors designed to determine which proposal offers the best prospect for accomplishing the Government’s requirements described in the solicitation.  The evaluation factors applicable to this procurement appear below:

a. [bookmark: OLE_LINK9][bookmark: OLE_LINK10]FACTOR 1: Personnel Qualifications (sample factor)
b. FACTOR 2: Relevant Experience (sample factor)
c. FACTOR 3: Past Performance 
d. FACTOR 4: Cost

The first three factors are in descending order of importance.  Factor 1 (Personnel Qualifications) is significantly more important than Factor 2 (Relevant Experience).  Factor 2 (Relevant Experience) is significantly more important than Factor 3 (Past Performance).  All non-cost Factors (Factor 1 through Factor 3), when combined, are significantly more important than Factor 4 (Cost).  

It is the intent of the Government to seek proposals from qualified Offerors with experience in the significant features of this RFP.  The successful Offeror will be selected based on the “Best Overall Value to the Government”.  The Government is more concerned with obtaining superior technical and management features than with making an award to the Offeror whose proposal offers the lowest overall cost.  

2.2	Evaluation Process

2.2.1	Proposal Compliance Review: The proposal compliance review will ensure that all required forms and certifications are complete and that the technical and price proposals have been received.  Offerors are advised that the evaluation and ratings of all proposals will be conducted in strict confidence.

2.2.2	Volume I (Technical Proposal, Factors 1-3) of the proposals will be evaluated by the Government, based upon the submission criteria and evaluation criteria discussed below in section 2.3.  The relative importance of each factor is discussed above in section 2.1.  Rating definitions are discussed below in section 3.0.  Receiving a factor rating of “Unacceptable” may not render the entire proposal unacceptable.

2.2.3	Volume II (Cost Proposal, Factor 4) of the proposal will be evaluated by the Government for realism, reasonableness, and completeness; based upon the submission criteria and evaluation criteria discussed below in section 2.4.  

2.2.4	Trade-off Analysis:  After the evaluations described above have been completed, all factors will be considered to determine which Offeror submitted the proposal that represents the “best value” to the Government for this project.

2.2.5	Discussions & Clarifications:  Offerors are advised that it is the intent of the Government that an award will be made without discussions.  Therefore, proposals should be submitted on the most favorable terms that the Offeror can submit to the Government.  If discussions are deemed appropriate by the Contracting Officer, the Government will establish a Competitive Range.  Only those Offerors included will be selected to participate in discussions.  At the conclusion of discussions, a final common cut-off date will be established to allow a reasonable opportunity for submission of written “Final Proposal Revisions.”  During the evaluation, it may become necessary to obtain clarification of an Offeror’s proposal.  A clarification shall not be used to cure proposal deficiencies or material omissions, materially alter the technical, management or cost elements of the proposal and/or otherwise revise the proposal.  A clarification merely permits explanation or substantiation.  Evaluators will identify those aspects of the Offerors’ proposals that require clarification in writing.  Any contact with Offerors will be through the Contracting Officer. 

[bookmark: OLE_LINK1][bookmark: OLE_LINK2]2.3	Proposal Volume I – Technical:  For purposes of this RFP, an “Offeror” may include a group of two (2) or more entities that have formed a “contractor team arrangement,” as that term is defined in the Federal Acquisition Regulation, Section 9.601.  In the case of entities that have formed a contractor team arrangement, the experience and performance history of any member of the team, whether or not gained while working with the other member(s) of the currently-proposed contractor team arrangement, will be considered as a part of the evaluation of the Offeror’s proposal.  An Offeror that relies in part upon the experience and performance history of a member or members of a proposed contractor team arrangement, including major subcontractors, will be required to maintain that arrangement, or an equivalent arrangement with prior consent by the Contracting Officer during performance of any contract awarded to that Offeror under this RFP.  

2.3.1	FACTOR 1 – PERSONNEL QUALIFICATIONS: The Offeror shall organize the submitted material sequentially to facilitate evaluation.  Submit this information in the form of narratives, an organization chart, and resumes.

2.3.1.1	Submission Criteria

2.3.1.1.1	Organization: The Offeror shall discuss the organizational structure for the project, including how the selected groups or individuals are uniquely qualified to undertake this project and how this organizational structure will effectively communicate to maintain superior project support.  The Offeror shall submit an organizational chart which identifies the members or entities of the project team, and show the lines of authority and communication of all members.  If the Offeror is submitting as a contractor teaming arrangement, the Offeror shall discuss the nature of this arrangement.  The Offeror shall also discuss the organization’s procedures to hire, maintain, and mentor personnel.

2.3.1.1.2	Key Personnel:  The Offeror shall identify key personnel for each key requirement of the PWS and discuss how the identified resources are qualified, through education and experience, to perform and manage the functions outlined in the Performance Work Statement.  In particular, experience shall be demonstrated regarding human subject testing, equipment calibration and operation, data analysis, and technical writing.  In addition, Offerors shall demonstrate the ability to provide statistical analyses, computer programming, and graphical design support per section 3.7 of the PWS.  The Offeror shall submit an “Availability of Key Personnel” statement that indicates each individual’s current assignment and the Offeror’s plan to ensure that the named personnel will be used on this project; however, if the named person isn’t available upon award, the Offeror shall state how they intend to ensure the requirement will be satisfactorily met.

2.3.1.2	Evaluation Criteria: The Offeror will meet the requirements of this RFP if key personnel are proposed to address the significant features of the requirements of the PWS and addresses all of the elements identified in Section 2.3.1.1.  Extra weight may be given for:

2.3.1.2.1	Demonstration of extensive, relevant experience by the identified personnel.

2.3.1.2.2	Demonstration of a procedure allowing the Government to approve any substitutions to the identified Key Personnel.   

2.3.2	FACTOR 2 – RELEVANT EXPERIENCE: The Offeror shall organize the submitted material sequentially to facilitate evaluation. 

2.3.2.1	Submission Criteria:  The Offeror shall provide its understanding of the performance work statement.  Through specific examples of previously satisfactorily completed work, the narrative shall demonstrate how the Offeror possesses relevant experience in warehouse management, training and equipment management, materiel fielding, quality assurance and configuration management, technical writing, systems management, and maintenance management.  The Offeror shall provide an explanation of how all requirements (e.g., objectives, standards, deliverables) will be achieved.  The Offeror shall provide evidence of knowledge of applicable Department of Army Regulations, Department of Defense Acquisition Regulations, and Military Specifications and Standards.      

2.3.2.2	Evaluation Criteria: The Offeror’s narrative will meet the requirements of this RFP if the narrative is detailed with a project specific discussion on the significant features of the work of this RFP and addresses all of the elements identified in Section 2.3.2.1.  The narrative must demonstrate a reasonable approach to the project and an understanding of the requirements of this project.

2.3.4	FACTOR 3 – PAST PERFORMANCE: The Offeror shall organize the submitted material sequentially to facilitate evaluation.  The Offeror shall submit this information in the form of past performance forms and supporting information. 

2.3.4.1	Submission Criteria: The Offeror will demonstrate past performance by the successful and contractual completion of relevant projects.  Relevant projects are recent projects that are similar to the solicited project in scope, size, and/or complexity.  All submitted projects must have a completion date no earlier than three (3) years prior to the original date of issuance of this RFP.  Offeror’s may submit ongoing projects, but they must be at least 90% physically complete.  The Offeror shall submit information on at least one (1), but not more than five (5) similar projects.  The projects can represent the past performance of the Primary Offeror or major subcontractor(s).  A major subcontractor is defined as one who will be providing critical services or who is responsible for efforts totaling at least 25% of the labor support cost.  In the case of projects submitted by subcontractors, the subcontractor must submit the final cost of their portion of the project along with the other required information.

The information that is required to be supplied is identified on the form provided below entitled “CONTRACTOR’S PAST PERFORMANCE (Attachment A).”  Offeror can customize formatting; however basic layout should be reflective of the example provided.  The Offeror also may provide information regarding any awards received for work done on any of the projects described by the Offeror.  

The Offeror shall provide copies of any Quality Deficiency Reports and Corrective Actions submitted by the Defense Contract Management Agency (DCMA) office within the past three (3) years for any noted contracts and task orders and subcontracts.  For noted Government contracts that did not nor do not meet original requirements with regard to either cost, schedule or technical performance, the Offeror shall provide a brief explanation of the reason(s) and any corrective actions taken to avoid recurrence.  The Offeror shall provide the aforementioned information for all contracts terminated in whole or in part, for any reason during the past three (3) years, to include those currently in the process of such termination as well as those that are not for work similar to the proposed effort. The Offeror shall provide the aforementioned information for any proposed major subcontractor.

The Government may also analyze past performance of the Offeror and major subcontractors by reviewing the Past Performance Information Reporting System (PPIRS), and other Army sources and resources.  

2.3.4.2	Evaluation Criteria: All submissions by Offerors must demonstrate sufficient experience in similar projects, as stated in Section 2.3.4.1 above.  Past performance will be rated in accordance with the definitions provided in paragraph 3.2.  If an Offeror has little or no record of relevant past performance or if information on the Offeror’s past performance is not available, the Offeror must state that fact, and a rating of "unknown risk" will be provided.  

2.4	Proposal Volume II – Cost: The Offeror shall use the cost proposal template provided in the RFP package as a basis for the cost proposal submission.  Cost will not be adjectivally rated.  Offeror shall include a breakout of cost in accordance with the template provided, and shall have subcontractors provide appropriate detailed cost breakouts as required in accordance with FAR 15.4.  The Offeror shall properly identify labor categories in both the cost proposal and key personnel resumes.  Offeror shall use the template provided to support the hourly rate for each category of labor.  The contractor’s estimate of travel cost shall include the applicable burdened rate.  Cost will be evaluated for realism and completeness (whether the proposal reflects a thorough understanding of the SOW and a realistic depiction of the work proposed).  The cost proposal will also be evaluated for reasonableness.  Cost reasonableness is a matter of the competitiveness of the Offeror’s proposal.  Cost will be evaluated as part of the trade-off analysis as addressed in 2.1 and performed to determine which proposal represents the best value to the Government.  Proposal cost standards shall include:

2.4.1	Proposal costs are realistic based on the Offeror’s use of personnel and the approach described.

2.4.2	Proposal cost reflects a clear understanding of the requirement.

3.	RATING DEFINITIONS

3.1	Technical Rating Definitions:  The following rating definitions will be utilized in the evaluation of Factor 1 (Personnel Qualifications) and Factor 2 (Relevant Experience):
Excellent (E) ‑ Proposal significantly exceeds the Government’s requirements.  Numerous strengths are identified which will significantly benefit the Government.  No deficiencies or weaknesses are identified.  The proposal represents a low risk.  
Good (G) – Proposal exceeds the Government’s requirements.  Strengths are identified which will benefit the Government.  No deficiencies exist.  Weaknesses may exist but they are readily correctable or capable of being resolved without substantial impact on performance, cost, or schedule.  The proposal represents moderately low risk.
Satisfactory (S) ‑ Proposal meets the Government’s requirements.  No deficiencies exist.  Weaknesses may exist but they are readily correctable or capable of being resolved without substantial impact on performance, cost or schedule.  The proposal represents a moderate risk.
Unacceptable (U) - Proposal does not meet the Government’s requirements.  Deficiencies exist and a major proposal revision is necessary to make it acceptable.  The proposal represents a high risk.

3.2	Performance Risk Rating Definitions:  The following rating definitions will be utilized in the evaluation of Factor 3 (Past Performance):
Low Risk (LR) ‑ Offeror’s past performance record provides essentially no doubt that the Offeror will successfully perform the required effort.
Moderate Risk (MR) – Offeror’s past performance record provides some doubt that the Offeror will successfully perform the required effort.
High Risk (HR) ‑ Offeror’s past performance provides significant doubt that the Offeror will successfully perform the required effort.
Unknown Risk (UR) ‑ Offeror has little or no relevant identifiable performance record.  A thorough search was unable to identify any past performance information.  Offerors with no relevant past performance history will not be evaluated favorably or unfavorably on performance risk.

3.3	Strengths, Weaknesses, and Deficiencies:  For the evaluation process, supportive narrative comments citing significant strengths, strengths, weaknesses, significant weaknesses, and deficiencies as well as other special considerations will be annotated in support of the adjectival rating awarded for each applicable factor.  These terms are defined as follows:
Significant Strength:  An aspect of a proposal that, when judged against a stated evaluation criteria, appreciably enhances the merit of the proposal or significantly increases the probability of successful performance of the contract.
Strength:  Any aspect of a proposal that, when judged against a stated evaluation criteria, enhances the merit of the proposal or increases the probability of successful performance of the contract.
Weakness:  A flaw in the proposal that increases the risk of unsuccessful contract performance. 
Significant Weakness:  A flaw in the proposal that significantly 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. 
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ATTACHMENT A
CONTRACTOR’S PAST PERFORMANCE
	1. Contractor’s Name (Who from the Offeror team performed this work?):

	2. Project Name:

	3. Contract Number: 
(or subcontract number)
	4. Contract Type: 


	5. Technical POC: Point of contact information (name, address, and phone minimum) of Government contracting activity’s technical representative or Contracting Officer’s Representative or, for subcontractors, the Government Contract Administration Activity

	6. Contracting POC:  Point of contact information (name, address, and phone minimum)  of  Government contracting activity and the Procuring Contracting Officer or, for subcontractors, the Administrative Contracting Officer

	7. Detailed Description:  Provide a description of the project including the general scope, the contractor’s role on the project, and relevance to the solicited project.    



	Schedule: 
	

	8. Start Date:
MM-DD-YYYY
	9. Original Contract Completion:
MM-DD-YYYY
	10. Final Contract Completion:
MM-DD-YYYY

	Cost:

	11. Original Cost: 
$
	12. Final Cost:
$
	13. Cost Difference
$

	14. Contractor’s Role: Describe your company’s role or level of effort on this project.  Be sure to highlight those areas that relate to the project proposed in this request for proposals.  This is the Offeror’s chance to differentiate and highlight aspects of the Offeror’s strengths and abilities demonstrated on this project that may be brought to bear on the proposed project in this solicitation.  Bullet statements are encouraged where possible.

	

	15. Contractor’s Performance:  Discuss to what level your company met the contractual requirements of this project.  Discuss how problems were corrected or avoided.  Discuss any significant schedule delays and/or cost increases.    
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