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PART IV – REPRESENTATIONS AND INSTRUCTIONS

SECTION M

EVALUATION FACTORS FOR AWARD tc " SECTION M - EVALUATION FACTORS FOR AWARD "
M-1.
Evaluation of Proposals
(a)
In accordance with the FAR and the DEAR, proposals will be evaluated in accordance with the evaluation criteria set forth below.  Award will be made to the responsible Offeror, whose offer, conforming to this solicitation, is considered the best value to the Government, considering the evaluation criteria in this Section M.
(b)
The instructions set forth in Section L are designed to provide guidance to the Offeror concerning the documentation that will be evaluated by the SEB.  The Offeror must furnish adequate and specific information in its response.  A proposal will be eliminated from further consideration before the initial ratings if the proposal is so grossly and obviously deficient as to be totally unacceptable on its face.  For example, a proposal will be deemed unacceptable if it does not represent a reasonable initial effort to address itself to the essential requirements of the RFP, or if it clearly demonstrates that the Offeror does not understand the requirements of the RFP.  In the event that a proposal is rejected, a notice will be sent to the Offeror stating the reason(s) that the proposal will not be considered for further evaluation under this solicitation.
(c)
DOE reserves the right to conduct written and/or oral discussions with all Offerors whose offers are in the competitive range. The extent of discussions with the Offerors in the competitive range will depend on the circumstances of the procurement and the Offerors' proposals as submitted.  The written and/or oral discussions are intended to assist DOE in accomplishing (1) a full understanding of the offers and their strengths and weaknesses, and (2) assurance that the solicitation provisions have been adequately understood by the Offerors.  Once discussions have been held with all firms in the competitive range, all will be offered the opportunity to submit a revised proposal by a common cutoff time and date.  That is, all firms will be given the opportunity to revise their offer to reflect the results of discussions.  If the revised proposal is received after the established common cutoff time or date, it shall be handled in accordance with the clause entitled “Instructions to Offerors - Competitive Acquisition” in Section L.  Each revised proposal shall contain the signed contract offer.

(d)
Offerors are advised that DOE Contractor personnel may assist the Government during the Government's evaluation of proposals.  These persons shall be authorized access to only those portions of the proposal data and discussions that are necessary to enable them to provide specific technical advice on specialized matters or on particular problems.  These individuals will be required to protect the confidentiality of any specifically identified trade secrets and/or privileged or confidential commercial or financial information obtained as a result of their participation in this evaluation.  They shall be expressly prohibited from scoring, ranking, or recommending the selection of a source.

(e)
DOE may solicit from available sources, including references and clients identified by the Offeror, experience and past performance data of an Offeror or key personnel; and will consider such information in its evaluation.

tc "M.1  ORO M01 Evaluation General -- General (MAY 1997) " \l 2
M-2.
Basis for Contract Awardtc \l2 "Basis for Contract Award
The Government intends to award a contract resulting from this solicitation to the responsible Offeror whose proposal is responsive to the solicitation and is determined to be the best value to the Government.  Selection of the best value will be achieved through a process of evaluating strengths and weaknesses of each Offeror’s proposal in accordance with the evaluation criteria stated in the solicitation.  The Government will assess whether the strengths and weaknesses between or among competing technical and business proposals indicates a superiority from the standpoint of: (1) what the difference might mean in terms of anticipated performance; and (2) what the evaluated cost and fee to the Government would be to take advantage of the difference.

 M-3.   
Overall Relative Importance of Evaluation Criteria
(a)  
Technical and Business Management Evaluation Criteria

The Evaluation Criteria in M-4 will be point scored as described below:

	Evaluation Criteria
	Weights

	Criterion 1 – Leadership and Organization
	375

	    (1) RIA Nuclear Physics Mission     
	100

	    (2) Management Team       
	100

	    (3) Organizational Structure       
	50

	(4) Management Approach 
	75

	(5) Environment, Safety, & Health     
	50

	Criterion 2 – RIA Project 
	275

	(1) RIA Technical Conceptual Approach
	100

	(2) Project Management
	100

	(3) Suitability of Proposed Site 
	75

	Criterion 3 - RIA Program and Operation
	150

	     (1) Accelerator Operations
	75

	     (2) Educational Outreach, User Research Community, and Collaborations
	75

	Criterion 4 - Relevant Experience and Past Performance
	200

	    (1) Relevant Experience
	100

	    (2) Past Performance
	100

	Total
	1000



(b)
Cost Evaluation Criteria

The Cost Evaluation Criteria in Section M-5 will not be point scored and are significantly less important than the Technical and Business Management Evaluation Criteria.
M-4.
Technical and Business Management Evaluation Criteria
DOE will evaluate the Offeror’s capability to successfully perform the SOW as evidenced by the Offeror’s understanding, knowledge, and approach to requirements of the prospective contract.  The subcriteria are individually weighted as reflected in Section M-3, however, the individual indicators which comprise the subcriteria are not listed in order of importance and will not be individually weighted.  These individual indicators will be considered as a whole in developing an overall point score for each subcriterion.
Criterion 1 – Leadership and Organization
The proposal will be evaluated on the following subcriteria:

(1)
Subcriterion – RIA Nuclear Physics Mission

The proposal will be evaluated on the degree to which the Offeror understands the RIA objectives and performance requirements and how they support the nuclear physics research program, including:
· an understanding of the goals of DOE’s Office of Nuclear Physics regarding major scientific thrusts of basic nuclear physics research and the utilization of RIA to fulfill those goals; 
· an understanding of how RIA will support, manage, and integrate other DOE related research and development mission priorities including the National Nuclear Security Administration’s research focused on ensuring the reliability of the nuclear weapons stockpile; and

· an understanding of ways to stimulate an imaginative research environment.
(2)
Subcriterion – Management Team


The proposal will be evaluated on the management team personnel’s relevant qualifications, experience, demonstrated performance, knowledge, understanding, and capability to effectively and efficiently perform the SOW.  The individual proposed as the Laboratory Director of the Offeror’s management team is considered to be very critical to the successful performance of this contract.  Therefore, this individual is significantly more important than any of the other management team personnel.  In addition, the Offeror’s plan for retention of Key Personnel for at least three years will be evaluated.  



(3) 
Subcriterion – Organizational Structure

The proposal will be evaluated on the extent to which the Offeror’s organizational elements and staff are organized to effectively and efficiently meet the requirements of the SOW with consideration of staffing of the three phases of the SOW including transition from one phase to the next, structure, functions, roles, responsibilities, lines of authority, operation, flexibility with regards to the mission requirements, and internal and external communication.  The organizational structure will be evaluated to determine that the approach is appropriate, 
competitive, flexible, and cost-effective, including minimization of overhead/indirect type costs.  


(4) 
Subcriterion – Management Approach

The proposal will be evaluated on the Offeror’s overall approach for optimizing the scientific output of RIA as a world-class, state-of-the-art research center and national user facility.  The proposal will also be evaluated on the Offeror’s RIA Execution and Implementation Plan including identification of specific tasks and associated milestones to ensure its consistency with the RIA objectives and performance requirements.  The plan will also be evaluated to ensure there is an effective and efficient approach to start-up activities, minimize cost, schedule, and technical impacts on research and development, design, construction, and operations.  The plan will also be evaluated on its effectiveness of employee transition and logistics support, and changes in organizational structure including the transitioning of subcontractors for each phase of the SOW.  The proposal will additionally be evaluated on the Offeror’s human resource approach and its ability to lead and adapt to change, improve performance, meet customer commitments, and implement its management approach. The proposal will be evaluated on the Offeror’s program which effectively promotes increasing opportunities to utilize and manage a large diverse workforce, including the extent to which small business, small disadvantaged business, and women owned business concerns will participate in contract performance.  


(5)
Subcriterion – Environment, Safety, and Health

The proposal will be evaluated on the degree to which the Offeror’s approach to Environment, Safety, and Health provides integrated line management including all aspects of integrated safety management (e.g. environmental operations, environmental compliance, and safety and health).  The proposal will also be evaluated on how appropriate funding levels will be determined for the core ES&H functions.  
Criterion 2 – RIA Project


The proposal will be evaluated on the following subcriteria:

 

(1)
Subcriterion – RIA Technical Conceptual Approach

The proposal will be evaluated on the degree to which the Offeror’s conceptual technical approach meets and/or exceeds the RIA objectives and performance requirements.  The proposal will also be evaluated on the Offeror’s understanding of the broad range of challenges, risks, and other requirements related to RIA.  


(2) 
Subcriterion – Project Management


Method of Accomplishment:  The proposal will be evaluated on the Offeror’s approach to the execution of procurement, design, construction, pre-operations, operations and maintenance including the depth and quality of the overall approach and the likelihood that the approach will result in designed and constructed facilities that fully meet all operational requirements.  The proposal will also be evaluated on the Offeror’s approach to mitigate potential cost, schedule, and technical risks.  The proposal will also be evaluated to the extent and degree to which the Offeror can effectively and efficiently accomplish appropriate portions of the work through award of competitive subcontracts, including fixed price subcontracts.   

Project Management Systems: The proposal will be evaluated on the Offeror’s project management systems and approach for its effectiveness in accomplishing the SOW, including the Offeror’s ability to establish and apply processes and systems specific to this project; define, plan, integrate, and effectively administer all diverse activities of the project; execute the project in a disciplined manner; integrate quality into the overall project, and provide effective risk management.  The Offeror’s quality assurance program will be evaluated to ensure it meets the requirements in 10 CFR 830.  The Offeror’s approach to establish and maintain technical, schedule and cost baselines and ensure accurate, timely, and properly controlled changes will be evaluated.  The Offeror will be evaluated on its understanding of earned value management systems, and its ability to provide early warning of project problems, resolution of identified problems with least impact to project baselines, and timely, valid, and traceable baseline performance and trend data.  The Offeror’s WBS and schedule, including critical path, will be evaluated as to its reasonableness and efficiency.
(3) 
Subcriterion – Suitability of Proposed Site 
The proposal will be evaluated on how well the site location enables the Nuclear Physics community to maximize RIA’s capabilities in achieving its research mission, how the land will support the size and configuration to accommodate the RIA facility including the flexibility to adjust the position of the RIA in the nearby vicinity and/or the potential for future site expansion.  The proposal will be evaluated regarding adequacy, availability, and maintainability of any existing facilities, infrastructure proposed for RIA, and available community resources.  The proposal will be evaluated on the site location’s accessibility and capability to support RIA staff, user communities, their families and visitors. 

Criterion 3 – RIA Program and Operation
The proposal will be evaluated on the following subcriteria:

(1)
Subcriterion - Accelerator Operations

 
(a) Accelerator Operations

The Offeror’s proposal will be evaluated on the degree to which the approach to manage and operate the accelerator facility enhances the efficiency of the conduct of operational activities, ensures effective and efficient property management, and establishes an effective operational training program.  The Offeror’s proposal will be evaluated on the demonstrated understanding of user facility management and operations, and proposed programs designed to attain and maintain excellence in accelerator operations.

 

(b) Business Management

The Offeror’s proposal will be evaluated on the approach to effectively manage and control direct and indirect costs including utilization of cost benefit analyses and improvements that may be made on work functions to promote efficiencies.  In addition, the Offeror’s proposed approach will be evaluated to ensure the management philosophy for trades and labor personnel promotes maximizing productivity.

 

(c) Equipment/Facility Maintenance and Enhancements

The Offeror’s proposed approach to maintenance of the RIA equipment and facility and the planning and implementation of enhancements and improvements will be evaluated to ensure the equipment and facility will be maintained in reasonable operating condition.

(d) Supporting Infrastructure

 

The Offeror’s proposed approach to managing and maintaining the support infrastructure will be evaluated to ensure the reliability required to operate RIA. 
(2)
Subcriterion – Educational Outreach, User Research Community, and Collaborations
The proposal will be evaluated on the degree to which the Offeror’s approach encourages and supports research projects and users of the RIA facility including minority-collegiate and other institutions.  This includes coordination and prioritization of the educational and scientific user’s individual research/experiments and required training.  The proposal will also be evaluated on the Offeror’s approach to developing and maintaining national and international collaboration of interest to RIA and DOE.    
Criterion 4 – Relevant Experience and Past Performance

The proposal will be evaluated on the following subcriteria:

(1) Subcriterion – Relevant Experience

The proposal will be evaluated on the Offeror’s, its team members’ and major subcontractor(s) relevant experience and achievements in conducting and managing successful nuclear physics research program(s).

The proposal will be evaluated on the amount of the Offeror’s, its team members’, and each of its major subcontractor(s), relevant experience in performing major projects similar in technology, scope, complexity, duration, and risk to that in the SOW.  The proposal will be evaluated on the Offeror’s, its team members’ and major subcontractor(s) experience in the areas of integration of multi-faceted, large scale projects; fixed-price construction; design and construction; construction management; operational start-up; operations; materials management; waste management; environment, safety and health programs; interfacing with local, State, and Federal Governments, regulatory agencies, the community and other stakeholders; labor management experience with union(s) addressing complex jurisdictional issues; and attaining a diverse workforce.

(2)
Subcriterion – Past Performance

The proposal will also be evaluated on the Offeror’s past performance on the basis of information furnished by the Offeror’s customers on the Past Performance Questionnaire identified in Section L, Attachment D, on contracts (including current contracts) similar in size, scope and complexity to the work described in the SOW.  The Government may use any past performance information that it has available and will not restrict the evaluation to the Offeror’s provided proposal information. 
In the case of an Offeror without a record of relevant past performance or for whom information on relevant past performance is not available, the Offeror will be evaluated neither favorably nor unfavorably on past performance.
 M-5.
  
Cost Evaluation Criteria
The proposed cost will be evaluated in order to determine the probable cost of performance for each Offeror.  The cost proposals will not be point scored, however, this government calculated probable cost will be used in reaching a best value determination consistent with the provisions of the clause in Section M entitled, “Basis for Contract Award.”  The probable cost may differ from the proposed cost and will reflect the Government’s best estimate of the cost that is most likely to result from the Offeror’s proposal.  The proposed cost will be evaluated using price analysis, cost analysis, and/or cost realism.  
Design and construction costs identified in Section L-15, Additional Requirements, will be evaluated by the Government to determine reasonableness and probable cost.  Alternate financing approaches and cost sharing arrangements that are found to be acceptable will be used to establish the estimated probable cost.  
M-6.  
Other Documents

The Small Business Subcontracting Plan required to be submitted as part of Volume I will not be point scored, however, it will be used to assist in the validation of the evaluation criteria for Management Approach and will also be reviewed to see if it meets the DOE subcontracting goals.

The NEPA Support Data and Documentation required to be submitted as part of Volume I will not be point scored, however, it will be used to assist in the validation of the evaluation criteria for Suitability of Proposed Site.

 M-7.

52.217-5 Evaluation of Options (JUL 1990)
Except when it is determined in accordance with FAR 17.206(b) not to be in the Government’s best interests, the Government will evaluate offers for award purposes by adding the total cost for all options to the total cost for the basic requirement.  Evaluation of options will not obligate the Government to exercise the option(s).
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