W52P1J-04-R-0078 (ATTACHMENT 024)

ADDITIONAL SOLICITATION CLAUSES

SECTION M EVALUATION FACTORS FOR AWARD (BASIS FOR AWARD, FACTORS AND SUBFACTORS TO BE EVALUATED, EVALUATION APPROACH) FAR 15.204-5 (C) OCT 1997

M-3 The following are the evaluation factors for award:

a.  A best value, competitive, firm fixed-price type systems contract award(s), are projected from a solicitation restricted to the National Technology and Industrial Mobilization as authorized by Federal Acquisition Regulation (FAR) 6.302-3 for the Infrared Countermeasure flares.  The award(s) will consist of a base year award of M206 Air Craft Countermeasure Flare and MJU-7A/B Infrared Countermeasure Flare requirements with option provisions as follows:
     One hundred and twenty-five percent (125%) evaluated option for FY05 requirements for M206 A/C Countermeasure Flare and MJU-7A/B Infrared Countermeasure Flare
     One hundred and twenty-five percent (125%) evaluated option for FY06 requirements for M206 A/C Countermeasure Flare and MJU-7A/B Infrared Countermeasure Flare
     One hundred and twenty-five percent (125%) evaluated option for FY07 requirements for M206 A/C Countermeasure Flare and MJU-7A/B Infrared Countermeasure Flare
     One hundred and twenty-five percent (125%) evaluated option for FY08 requirements for M206 A/C Countermeasure Flare and MJU-7A/B Infrared Countermeasure Flare
b.  An award will be made to the offeror(s) who’s Technical, and recent, relevant record of Past Performance, Small Business Utilization Plan and Price provide the best value to the Government.  Recent is defined as occurring within the past three (3) years prior to the solicitation's initial closing date.  In addition, the Government has the right to consider information regarding contractor performance up to the date of award.  Relevant is defined as having previously produced like or similar items.  Like or similar items are defined as Magnesium Teflon Infrared Countermeasure Flares produced in accordance with US Air Force, US Navy or US Army Magnesium Teflon Infrared Countermeasure technical data packages.  A like item shall been produced using  similar manufacturing processes, essential skills and unique techniques required to produce Magnesium Teflon Infrared Countermeasure flares.  A like item shall also have performed under similar performance parameters and environmental conditions as the Magnesium Teflon Infrared Countermeasure flares.  The Government reserves the right to determine whether an item is like or similar and whether the item applies to the current requirement(s) for evaluation purposes.  Offerors shall provide a narrative explanation of how/why they believe the experience is relevant.  
c.  For the purpose of the acquisition, offeror is defined as prime contractor and key subcontractors identified by the prime contractor.

d.  The evaluation team may determine that an on-site visit or a Capability Study of the Offeror’s facility (for those offeror’s determined to be in the competitive range), may be necessary for clarification purposes to confirm or clarify information in the offeror’s proposal; however, offeror’s are cautioned that the Government intends to award without site visits, if practical.  

e.  The Government reserves the right to establish a competitive range.  The competitive range shall include all of the most highly rated proposals unless the range is further reduced for purposes of efficiency.

                                                      (End of Provision)
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SECTION M, EVALUATION FACTORS AND SIGNIFICANT SUBFACTORS FOR AWARD 15.304-5(C) OCT 1997

M-4 The following are the evaluation factors and significant subfactors for award
a.  The Government expects to award a contract(s) to that offeror(s) whose proposal is 

determined to represent the “best value” to the Government.  Best Value is determined 

by an integrated assessment of the evaluation factors.  Any area of the offer requiring 

clarification will be referred to the Procuring Contracting Officer for resolution.  The 

Procuring Contracting Officer reserves the right to contact offerors for clarification, 

without opening discussions.  The Government anticipates awarding a contract without 

opening discussions and without a site visit.

     Factor 1:  TECHNICAL
          (a) Manufacturing Plan

          (b) Quality Plan

          (c) Safety Plan

          (d) Management Plan

Factor 2:  PAST PERFORMANCE

          (a) Quality and/or Quality Program Problems

          (b) On-Time Delivery

     Factor 3:  PRICE

          The total evaluated price includes the total basic price, option prices, transportation costs and Government property/equipment costs.  
     Factor 4:  SMALL BUSINESS UTILIZATION

b.  Evaluation Factors Rankings:  The following relative rankings of the evaluation factors used in determining the Best Value selection are listed in descending order of importance:

(1) Technical is significantly more important than either Past Performance, Price or Small Business Utilization individually. 

(2) Technical and Past Performance when combined are significantly more important than Price and Small Business Utilization individually.

(3) Past Performance is more important than Price.

        (4) Past Performance is significantly more important than Small Business.

        (5) Price is significantly more important than Small Business Utilization.

        (6) Small Business Utilization is the least important evaluation factor.

        (7) All subcategories are listed in descending order of importance within the Evaluation Factors of Technical and Past Performance, as follows:

(A) Technical Subfactors
(i) Manufacturing Plan is significantly more important than the Quality Plan, Safety Plan or Management Plan individually.

(ii) Quality Plan is slightly more important than Safety Plan, which is slightly more important than Management Plan.

(B) Past Performance Subfactors

(i) Quality is slightly more important than on-time delivery.

        (8) Price and Small Business Utilization Factor contain no sub-factors.
        (9) The total evaluated price includes the total basic price, option prices, transportation costs and Government property/equipment costs.  
c.  Proposals pertaining to Technical and Small Business Utilization will be rated only on their content.  Assumptions, preconceived ideas, and personal knowledge or opinions not supported by material provided in the proposal will not be considered or used as a basis for evaluation.   

d.  The Government’s evaluation of Past Performance may include data/information from sources other than those provided with the offeror’s proposal.  Sources such as, but not limited to, contracting and pre-award offices at other commands may be used to gather information.  In addition, the Government has the right to consider information regarding contractor performance up to the date of award.  For submission of past performance information, “offeror” should also include subcontractors that will perform major or critical aspects of the requirement, team members, partners and other entities that comprise the offer.  The government will consider past performance of subcontractors identified in offeror's proposal when assessing the offeror's Past Performance.

e.  Proposals will be rated based on response to the solicitation.  Only factors/sub-factors identified herein will be evaluated.

f.   Evaluation Factors/Process:

Factor 1:  Technical
The Government shall utilize the following sub-factors, to determine if the offeror has the technical know how, equipment, and personnel required to manufacture and manage the product IAW the delivery schedule as delineated in schedule B of the solicitation.  All required certifications and standards must be identified.  This evaluation will become an integral part of the overall technical evaluation.  Evaluations will be based on the ratings of the following sub-factors listed in descending order of importance:

(a) Manufacturing Plan: The offeror will be evaluated on their detailed manufacturing plan proposed for production of the M206 and MJU-7A/B flares to meet the requirements of the solicitation.  The offeror provided documents must identify the essential manufacturing processes, the essential procedures, including process control, and the essential skills required to produce the M206 and MJU-7A/B flares in accordance with the applicable technical data packages.  The offeror’s plan must be realistic, achievable, and supportable.  The offeror’s Manufacturing Plan shall include, at a minimum: 

· Identify essential manufacturing and test facilities, equipment and skills.  

· A detailed description of the proposed manufacturing processes/plans, to include – information as to whether the processes/parts are manufactured in-house or procured from a sub-contractor/vendor.  For each part:  define all work to be accomplished by a sub-contractor/vendor and provide the name of the proposed sub-contractor/vendor.

· A detailed description of the process control mechanisms/systems and equipment used throughout the proposed manufacturing process.

· A detailed description of the contractors Material Obsolescence Program to identify single point failure materials or single supplier issues and actions taken to mitigate this risk of material non-availability.

(b) Quality Plan:  The offeror will be evaluated on their detailed discussion of their approach for the performance of Quality Assurance that meets the requirements as defined in the solicitation.  The offeror’s Quality System Plan shall include, at a minimum:  

· Objective evidence that the offeror’s quality system complies with the requirements of the solicitation listed in section E - Higher-Level Contract Quality Requirements.  I.E. independent certification by an accredited registrar, certification by Defense Contract Management Agency, approval by Headquarters, Joint Munitions Command, etc, or a copy of the offeror’s general quality manual (will not be counted against the maximum number of pages).  

· A description of the interrelations of the offeror’s quality program to the organization and its relationship with subcontractors and suppliers.   A description of the mechanisms through which the offeror flows down and verifies contractual quality requirements to their subcontractors.  

· Procedures for identification, control, correction, and resolution of deficiencies found in components and assemblies and end items.  
· A description of the proposed program for the identification, inspection, prevention and control of critical defects.

· A description of the contractor’s in-coming supplies and materials inspection plan/procedures to insure supplies and materials to be utilized in production conform to the drawings and specifications.  

(c) Safety Plan:  The offeror will be evaluated on their ability to demonstrate they can meet or exceed the minimum safety requirements expressed in DOD 4145.26M and 29 CFR 1910.119 and to control safety performance.  The offeror provided documents must identify:

1) a qualified safety individual 

2) an existing site plan  or the ability to obtain adequate site plan for production and storage facilities

3) include a compliant mishap investigation and reporting system

4) discuss adequate safety training and/or certification 

5) present a clear understanding of the major safety requirements for manufacturing and processing pyrotechnics. 

(d) Management Plan:  The offeror will be evaluated on their detailed Integrated Master Plan (IMP).  The plan shall address details for planning, establish and implementing all processes the offeror intends to use to execute the M206 and MJU-7A/B program and control technical, cost and schedule risk and meet the delivery schedules for the M206 and MJU-7A/B. Plans that differentiate between M206 and MJU-7A/B are to be submitted where appropriate. The offeror provided documents must:

· Details the planning, establishing and implementing all processes the offeror intends to use to execute the program and control technical, cost and schedule risk.  Define and describe the integration of all the diverse tasks and milestones that must be successfully completed along with the requisite resources.  

· Describe how the delivery schedules for the M206 and MJU-7A/B will be met.  This schedule shall include key suppliers/subcontractors schedules.  The plan must be realistic, achievable and supportable, and shall include a milestone chart and a description of the offeror’s production capacity.  

· Describe the process for development, qualification and insertion of new technology, product, or process improvement.  Identify resources required to successfully support this process. 

· Describe the skilled personnel available for the performance period.  Identify personnel currently in house, including skills and years of relevant experience.  Describe training plans established to train production personnel.

· Provide a plan to establish and maintain a quarterly Manufacturing Line Availability/Operational Readiness (OR) standard of 85 percent or greater.  The plan must clearly demonstrate the offeror’s thorough appreciation of consistently available manufacturing capability and its significance to US defense priorities.  The OR plan will thoroughly address potential causes of downtime and measures in place to prevent these occurrences.

Factor 2:  Past Performance
     The Government shall utilize the following sub-factors to evaluate the offeror's past performance.  The overall rating will be based on the ratings of the following sub-factors listed in descending order of importance.  Outside sources available to the Government, other than the contractor’s proposal, can be utilized to evaluate past performance.  Sources such as, but not limited to, contracting and pre-award offices at other major supporting commands may be used to gather information.  In addition, the Government has the right to consider information regarding contractor performance up to date of award.   

(a) Quality and/or Quality Program Problems: The offeror will be evaluated on the probability of quality success on this contract based on their recent and relevant past quality performance, with specific consideration of the following:

1.  Offeror's RFWs and RFDs evaluated to determine if they caused shortcomings in the offeror's quality system.

2.  The number and nature and severity of QDRs determined to be the fault of the offeror.

3.  Offeror's response to QDRs, FAT failures, lot acceptance failures, and other product quality problems to include the following:

   a. Root cause analysis of the deficiency

   b. Corrective action to prevent recurrence

   c. Repair/rework/replacement of product affected by the

      deficiency/nonconformance.

4. Objective evidence that the offeror's quality system identifies adverse trends and prevents the production of nonconforming material.

(b) On-Time Delivery:  The offeror will be evaluated on the information provided by the offeror on its recent, relevant contracts as defined herein.  The offeror will be rated on their record of on-time delivery, e.g. the delivery schedule compared to the actual deliveries to determine whether deliveries were made on time.  The offeror furnished reasons as to why it did not meet its original delivery schedule will be utilized in this evaluation and rating.  

Factor 3:  Price: 

The contract specialist will evaluate the proposed price in accordance with the price related factors specified in the RFP.  The price will be an evaluation factor; however, not be adjectivally scored.  The FAR requires that contracts only be awarded at prices or costs that are fair and reasonable.  The total evaluated price includes the total basic price, option prices, transportation costs and Government property/equipment costs.  
Factor 4:  Small Business Utilization:

1.  The Government will evaluate all offerors (small and large) proposed utilization of:


· Small Business (SB)

· Small Disadvantaged Business (SDB)

· Women-Owned Small Business (WOSB)

· Veteran-Owned Small Business (VOSB)

· Service Disabled Veteran-Owned Small Business (SDVOSB)

· Historically Underutilized Business Zone Small Business (HUBZone) hereinafter all to be referred to as SB; and 

· Historically Black Colleges and Universities/Minority Institutions (HBCU/MI).

2.  For Small Businesses, as identified by the size standard for the North American Industry Classification System (NAICS) applicable to this solicitation, the offeror’s own participation as a SB or HBCU/MI is to be identified and will be considered in evaluating small business utilization.

3.  The Government will evaluate the extent to which an offeror identifies and commits to utilizing SB and HBCU/MI in the performance of the proposed contract as well as how well it has performed in this regard in the past.  Such utilization may be as the contractor, a subcontractor, or as a member of a joint venture or teaming arrangement.  The elements to be evaluated are: 

· Complexity of specific products or services that will be provided by those SB’s and HBCU/MI’s.

· The extent of Small Business participation in terms of value of the total contract. 

· Realism - The Government will evaluate the offeror’s actual past performance in achieving the proposed small business utilization on contracts performed within three years prior to the initial solicitation closing date for same or similar items to assess the realism of proposed small business utilization.  This evaluation will include an assessment of:




(i)  The offeror's performance as prescribed by  the Federal Acquisition Regulation (FAR) clause 52.219-8, “Utilization of Small Business Concerns”.  SB’s and HBCU/MI’s are reminded to include their own performance on their contracts.


(ii)  For large business offerors, their performance as prescribed by FAR 52.219-9, “Small Business Subcontracting Plan”.  This includes evaluation of the offeror’s actual performance in meeting SB and HBCU/MI subcontracting goals.  Large businesses that have not held a contract in the past three years that included FAR 52.219-9, will be evaluated against FAR 52.219-8 only.

          (iii)  Offerors without a record of past performance will not be

 considered favorably or unfavorably in developing a realism assessment. The fact that the offeror has no past performance will be noted for the Source Selection Authority.





       (End of Provision)
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