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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.
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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.
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SECTION SF 30 BLOCK 14 CONTINUATION PAGE 

SUMMARY OF CHANGES  

1. SECTION M - EVALUATION FACTORS FOR AWARD, the following have been modified: 

M-1
PROPOSAL EVALUATION CRITERIA

To be acceptable and eligible for evaluation and consideration for award, proposals must be prepared in accordance with the provisions, instructions and requirements specified in this solicitation document.  Proposals complying with the solicitation provisions, instructions and requirements will be evaluated.  The Government may (1) reject any or all offers if such action is in the public interest, (2) accept other than the lowest offer, (3) waive informalities and minor irregularities in offers received, or award to the responsible offeror whose proposal is determined to be the lowest cost technically acceptable offer.  The award determination may be made without discussions; therefore, offerors should submit their proposals, with this knowledge.

M-2
EVALUATION OF OFFERS FOR MULTIPLE AWARDS

In addition to other factors, offers will be evaluated on the basis of advantages and disadvantages to the Government that might result from making more than one award (multiple awards).  It is assumed, for the purpose of evaluating proposals, that $500 would be the administrative cost to the Government for issuing and administering each contract awarded under this solicitation, and individual awards will be for the items or combinations of items that result in the lowest aggregate cost to the Government, including the assumed administrative costs.

M-3
AWARD BASED ON BEST VALUE 

This is a best value source selection conducted in accordance with Federal Acquisition Regulation (FAR) Part 15, as supplemented.  Within the best value continuum, the Government will employ a Cost/Technical Tradeoff analysis of cost or price and non-cost factors (FAR 15.101-1) in evaluating the proposals submitted.  Award will be made to the offeror(s) who are deemed responsible in accordance with the FAR, whose proposal conforms to the RFP’s requirements, and who is judged to represent the best value to the Government.  Awards will encompass the entire Scope of Work.  No partial awards will be made.  Offerors must propose to perform all task areas in the Scope of Work within each Suite the offeror is bidding on.  The best value is represented by the most advantageous offer, price and other factors considered, providing the best technical proposal, past performance references, management plan, subcontracting plan, and cost/price for a given proposal, and in consonance with the Government’s stated importance of evaluation criteria.  

To arrive at a best value decision, the Source Selection Authority (SSA) will integrate the evaluations of the specific non-price criteria and price criteria.  The Government will strive for maximum objectivity; professional judgment is implicit throughout the entire process.  The Government reserves the right to award without discussions.  The Government intends to select multiple contractors for the program and make multiple awards.  The Government reserves the right to award no contract at all, depending on the quality of the proposals(s) submitted and the availability of funds. 

In accordance with FAR 52.216-27, the number of contracts to be awarded will be determined by the degree of competition received and the number and quality of proposals provided.  The MCLOGSS team proposes to limit the maximum number of contracts as much as possible to allow for adequate competition at the task order level but to prevent an unwieldy ordering process.  

M–4   
EVALUATION CRITERIA

Offerors are hereby notified that NOT all offerors are expected to be selected for award.

The Scope of Work establishes the types and kinds of services to be provided under this acquisition.

The Government will use the criteria set forth below in the evaluation and selection of offers for award.  Evaluation factors are in descending order of importance, with Factors Technical and Past Performance being equal:  

1)  Technical Proposal

2)  Past Performance 

      3)  Management Plan. Subfactors under Management Plan (in descending order of importance) are as follows:

a)  Management Approach

b)  Total Compensation Plan

c)  Local Response

d)  Quality Plan 


 4)  Small Business Participation and Subcontracting Plan (Small Business Subcontracting Plan is not applicable to Small Business firms)

5)  Cost/Price
All non-cost/price evaluation factors, when combined, are significantly more important than cost/price.

The offerors will receive one overall rating value for the non-cost proposal evaluation factors (Technical Proposal, Past Performance, Management Plan, and Small Business Participation and Subcontracting Plan).  An unacceptable rating in one or more of any of the evaluation factors may result in an overall rating of unacceptable.  An offer with an Unacceptable rating may be eliminated from consideration.  

M-4.1.1. Non-Cost Factors

Factor 1 – Technical Approach (VOLUME II)
The Government will provide Sample Task orders (in the form of a Statement of Objectives, SOO) that are representative of the task orders that may be executed under the resultant contracts.  The Sample Task orders will be evaluated and rated collectively, as if the firm were required to execute them simultaneously.  The offerors responses (in the form of a Performance Work Statement (PWS) and Quality Assurance Surveillance Plan (QASP)) to the Sample Task orders will be evaluated to assess understanding of the issues of the task, PWS completeness, feasibility of the approaches (realism), and risk in terms of strengths, weaknesses, and deficiencies.  In addition, the proposed labor categories chosen and the amount of hours will be evaluated to determine if the appropriate level of skill has been chosen to perform the function.  The labor categories chosen will also be evaluated to determine if the mix of labor is appropriate, and hours are reasonable for the type of work to be performed.

The PWS and QASP will be evaluated for clarity and content.  Unnecessarily verbose proposals which contain information other than that required to meet the objectives of the program may receive a lower evaluation.  Evaluation that results in the award of actual task orders will be conducted separate from the evaluation that leads to the award of an IDIQ award.

	EXCELLENT
	Excellent in all respects; offers one or more significant advantages not offset by disadvantages; significantly exceeded performance or capability standards; performance areas assessed had very few minor issues or concerns; very good probability of success with overall very low degree of risk in meeting the Government’s requirements. 

	VERY GOOD
	High quality in most respects; offers one or more advantages not offset by disadvantages; exceeded some performance or capability standards; the performance areas assessed had few minor issues or concerns; good probability of success with overall low degree of risk in meeting the Government’s requirements.   

	GOOD
	Adequate quality; demonstrates good understanding of requirements and approach that meets performance or capability standards; performance areas assessed contain minor issues or concerns; moderate degree of risk in meeting the Government’s requirements.

	MARGINAL
	Overall quality cannot be determined due to errors, omissions or deficiencies; only marginally meets performance or capability standards necessary for minimal performance; high degree of risk in successfully meeting the Government’s requirements.

	UNSATISFACTORY
	Proposal contains major errors, omissions or deficiencies; fails to meet performance or capability standards; an unacceptably high degree of risk in meeting the Government’s requirements. 


Factor 2:  Past Performance (VOLUME III)
The offerors past performance will be evaluated as a measure of the government’s confidence in the likelihood of the offeror to successfully perform based on previous and current contract efforts. The government will assess the recent, relevant performance in accordance with FAR 15.305 for the prime and each significant subcontractor based on services they are proposed to perform.  The Government will evaluate: quality of services; timeliness of performance; record of meeting schedules; management of key personnel; ability to provide quality personnel and adequate non-labor resources for the life of the contract; business relations including small business goal achievement and compliance with limitation of subcontracting (when applicable); cost control; effectiveness of internal and external communications; ability to understand and resolve deficiencies in a timely manner with no adverse impact on the mission, program or task; general responsiveness to contract requirements; and, customer satisfaction. A significant achievement, problem, and how the problem was resolved, are considerations that will impact the overall risk rating. Offerors (to include significant subcontractors) without a record of relevant past performance or for whom no past performance information is available, will not be evaluated favorably or unfavorably on past performance. The past performance proposal will be assigned a risk rating of low, moderate, high or unknown. An offeror whose proposal demonstrates no past performance will be rated as having an unknown risk. The offerors and proposed team members’ and/or subcontractors’ past experience and record of previous performance under similar and related Government contracts over the last three calendar years will be evaluated as an indicator of the offerors ability to perform all task areas described A structured past performance evaluation will be conducted that examines an Offerors relevant past performance record to determine the performance risk associated with each proposal and the degree of confidence for successful performance based on the Offerors demonstrated record of performance on similar contracts. In addition, a determination of the contractor’s and/or subcontractor’s ability to perform the services will be assessed by reviewing their and/or their subcontractor’s past performance. The following areas will be evaluated within the applicable suite:


Management Performance


Quality of Performance


Schedule Performance


Cost Control

The evaluation will consider strengths, weaknesses, major weaknesses, deficiencies, and the overall performance record of each Offeror. Offerors’ past performance will be rated using the evaluation rating scale shown below.  Potential sources of performance data are Government sources such as CPARS, PPIRS and/or non-Government sources as provided during market research past performance surveys or past performance references submitted in accordance with Section L of the RFP.

	EXCELLENT
	Performance EXCEEDED MOST contractual requirements to the Government’s benefit. The performance of areas being assessed was accomplished with few minor issues or concerns.  Contract extremely relevant.

	VERY GOOD
	Performance EXCEEDED SOME contractual requirements to the Government’s benefit.  The performance of areas being assessed was accomplished with few minor issues or concerns, for which the Contractor’s corrective actions were highly effective. Contract very relevant.

	GOOD
	Performance MET contractual requirements.  The performance of the areas being assessed contains minor issues or concerns, for which corrective actions taken by the Contractor were effective.  Contract somewhat relevant.  

	MARGINAL
	Performance MET SOME contractual requirements.  The performance of the areas being assessed includes significant problems, issues, or concerns for which corrective actions taken by the Contractor were only somewhat effective.  Contract slightly relevant.     

	UNSATISFACTORY
	Performance DID NOT MEET contractual requirement.  The performance of the areas being assessed includes serious problems, issues, or concerns for which the Contractor’s corrective actions were ineffective. Contract irrelevant.  

	NEUTRAL
	Performance information is not recent or relevant as defined in the Solicitation.  This is neither a negative nor positive assessment.


Factor 3 – Management Plan (VOLUME IV)

Management approach, total compensation plan, local response, and quality control plan (all the subfactors under this factor) will be evaluated for clarity, quality of content, and feasibility.  These items will be evaluated to determine if they support successful implementation of the PWS provided by the offeror in response to the sample task orders.  The offerors OCI approach will be evaluated to determine if it complies with the OCI clause in Section C.  

Factor 4 - Small Business Participation and  Subcontracting Plan Goals (VOLUME V)
The offerors Small Business Participation and Subcontracting Plans will be evaluated for thoroughness, adequacy, commitment, and the degree of small business participation and subcontracting. Small businesses include Small Disadvantaged Businesses, Women-Owned Small Businesses, Veteran-Owned Small Businesses, Service-Disabled Veteran-Owned Small Businesses, HUBZone Small Businesses, and Historically Black Colleges or Universities and Minority Institutions.  The Subcontracting plan will also be evaluated for compliance with FAR 19.704.  Incomplete plans may receive a poor rating. Small Business Participation & Subcontracting Goals - The first two subfactors are more important than the "Past Performance" subfactor. Subfactors one and two are of equal weight in importance. The “Past Performance” subfactor is less important than subfactors one and two.

Small Business Participation and Subcontracting Goals


(1)  Small Business Participation - The offerors proposal will be assessed relative to the extent that such firms are identified, the extent of commitment to utilize such firms, the complexity and variety of work to be performed, and realism of the proposal.


(2)  Small Business Subcontracting Plan - The offerors' plan will be evaluated for thoroughness, adequacy and conformance to FAR 19.7.


(3) Past Performance - The offerors' proposal will be evaluated for past efforts to award subcontracts for the same or similar services to small business, veteran-owned small business, service-disabled veteran-owned small business, HUBZone small business, small disadvantaged business, and women-owned small business concerns.

Factor 5 – Cost/Price

M–4.2. Cost Factor 

M–4.2.1. Cost/ Price Factor Evaluation Ratings.  The evaluated price will be the sum of the prices for all of the sample task orders.  The objective of the labor rate evaluation is to compare loaded hourly labor rates from the sample tasks to those from an independent Government estimate of a historical task for evaluation purposes. The offerors cost/price proposal will be evaluated through adequate price competition and comparison to an independent Government estimate for all the sample task orders.  Each offerors cost will be evaluated for realism, reasonableness, and completeness of the proposed contract cost.

Other Direct Costs (including travel) will be evaluated based on whether proposed costs are considered reasonable and realistic.  Indirect costs applied to ODCs are acceptable as long as the practice is in accordance with the offerors established accounting and estimating practices.
M–4.2.2.  Realism. The Government will evaluate the realism of proposed cost/price by assessing the compatibility of proposed cost/price with proposal scope and effort. For the cost to be realistic, it must reflect what it would cost the offeror to perform the effort, if performed with reasonable economy and efficiency. Cost realism evaluation includes a review of the overall costs in the offerors proposal to determine:

· If costs are realistic for the work proposed;

· If costs reflect a clear understanding of the requirements;

· If costs are in accordance with their established accounting and estimating practices, and;

· If costs are consistent with the various other elements of the offerors proposal, (e.g., if the offerors proposal identifies 25 staff-years of effort, then the pricing should also reflect 25 staff-years of cost).

M–4.2.3. Reasonableness. The Government will evaluate the reasonableness of proposed cost/price for the sample tasks, to include options, by assessing the acceptability of the offerors methodology used in developing the cost/price estimates. For the cost to be reasonable in its nature and amount, it should not exceed that which would be incurred by a prudent person in the conduct of a competitive business. Reasonableness takes into account the context of a given source selection, including current market conditions and other factors that affect the ability of an offeror to perform the contract requirements. Reasonableness depends upon a variety of considerations and circumstances, including:

· Whether it is the type of cost generally recognized as ordinary and necessary for the conduct of the offerors business or of the contract performance;

· Generally accepted sound business practices, Federal and State laws and regulations, etc.; and

· Any significant deviations from the offerors established practices.

· Complies with wage determination(s).

M–4.2.4 Completeness. Cost/price proposals shall be evaluated for completeness by assessing the responsiveness of the proposed cost/price, by assessing the level of detail of the offeror-provided cost data for all requirements in the SOO/scenarios, and assessing the traceability of estimates. For the cost data to be complete, the offeror, or its subcontractors, must provide all the data necessary to support the offer. The amount of data needed may vary depending on the requirements.

(End of Summary of Changes) 

