Evaluation criteria consist of factors and sub-factors.  The proposals will be evaluated under three (3) evaluation factors:  Mission Capability, Past Performance and Price.  Mission Capability and Past Performance are of equal in importance and when combined are approximately equal to the Price factor.   The greater the equality of proposals, the more important price becomes in selecting the best value to the Government.


(i)  Mission Capability Factor:    



Subfactor 1:  Execution Plan (EP).  The Government will evaluate the EP to assess the offeror’s ability and methodology to meet or exceed the minimum PWS requirements.  In evaluating this Subfactor, the assessment will concentrate on organization and manning (including the number of people and types of skill classifications utilized) along with proposed processes, equipment (including numbers, types, and locations), approaches, innovations, and assumptions of support.

Each Subfactor will receive one of the adjectival ratings defined below, and then there will be an overall roll-up adjectival rating of mission capability at the factor level.  It will be the overall subjective conclusion of the board as to how the proposals will be rated. 

	ADJECTIVAL
	DEFINITION

	Excellent
	Excellent understanding of requirements and proposes an approach that significantly exceeds minimum PWS requirements in a way very beneficial to the Army.  Very good probability of success with low degree of risk.

	Good
	High quality in most respects and meets or exceeds minimum PWS requirements in a way beneficial to the Army.  Good probability of success with low to moderate degree of risk.

	Satisfactory
	Adequate quality and meets minimum PWS requirements necessary for acceptable contract performance.   Fair probability of success with low to moderate degree of risk.

	Marginal
	Proposal demonstrates shallow understanding of requirements and proposes an approach that marginally meets or in some instances falls below minimum PWS requirements.  Moderate to high degree of risk.  

	Unsatisfactory
	Fails to meet minimum PWS requirements necessary for acceptable performance.  Requirements can only be met with major changes to the proposal.  High degree of risk.


Proposal risk is used to portray the evaluation of weaknesses in the offerors’ proposals.


(ii)  Past Performance Factor:  Present and Past Performance shall be evaluated as a measure of the Government’s confidence in the offeror’s ability to successfully perform based on previous and current contract efforts.  

Past Performance will receive one of the adjectival ratings defined below.  It will be the overall subjective conclusion of the board as to how the proposals will be rated.  
	ADJECTIVAL
	DEFINITION

	Excellent
	Offeror’s performance was very current and very relevant to the requirements requested.  Relevant defined as performing the same services.  Performance was accomplished with no problems for which any required corrective actions taken were highly effective

	Good
	Offeror’s performance was current and relevant to the requirements requested.  Relevant defined as performing similar services.  Performance was accomplished with no or some minor problems for which any required corrective actions taken were effective

	Satisfactory
	Offeror’s performance met contractual requirements.  Performance was accomplished with some minor problems for which any required corrective actions taken were satisfactory

	Unknown/Neutral
	No relevant past performance record is identifiable upon which to base a meaningful past performance risk prediction.  A search was unable to identify any relevant past performance information for the contractor or their key personnel.  This is neither a positive or negative assessment

	Marginal
	Offeror’s performance did not meet all of the contractual requirements.  Performance was accomplished with serious problems for which any required corrective actions were marginally effective or not fully implemented

	Unsatisfactory
	Offeror’s performance did not meet most of the contractual requirements.  Performance was accomplished with serious problems for which any required corrective actions were ineffective or non-existent



Past Performance will be determined to be relevant if the performance involves work that is the same or similar in nature, size, and complexity to the services being procured under this Solicitation.


(iii)  Price Factor.  Price is not assigned an adjectival rating or scored; it will be evaluated by NRCC to determine whether it is reasonable and if it reflects the offeror’s understanding of the work.  This factor will be evaluated utilizing price analysis techniques identified in FAR Part 15.404-1.  Analysis will include review of price reasonableness and balanced pricing.  Offerors are cautioned that "materially unbalanced" prices and/or unreasonably high or low prices may cause your proposal to be deemed unacceptable and rejected.  
