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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.

15A. NAME AND TITLE OF SIGNER (Type or print)

30-105-04

EXCEPTION TO SF 30

APPROVED BY OIRM 11-84

STANDARD FORM 30 (Rev. 10-83)

Prescribed by GSA

FAR (48 CFR) 53.243

PURPOSE: To reinsert paragraph Addendum 52.212-2 (a) 9. Factor D. Sub Factor D2.  Continuity of Service Plan (page 65 of 75) .  Due to

 system error, this paragraph was deleted in Amendment 0006. Since no changes have been made to this paragraph since the initial

 solicitation was issued, the paragraph is reinstated in its entirety and no extension for offer due date is provided.

See Attached.
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31-Oct-2003

10B. DATED  (SEE ITEM 13)

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.

12. ACCOUNTING AND APPROPRIATION DATA (If required)

13. THIS ITEM APPLIES ONLY TO MODIFICATIONS OF CONTRACTS/ORDERS.

IT MODIFIES THE CONTRACT/ORDER NO. AS DESCRIBED IN ITEM 14.

A. THIS CHANGE ORDER IS ISSUED PURSUANT TO:  (Specify authority) THE CHANGES SET FORTH IN ITEM 14 ARE MADE IN THE

 CONTRACT ORDER NO. IN ITEM 10A.

B. THE ABOVE NUMBERED CONTRACT/ORDER IS MODIFIED TO REFLECT THE ADMINISTRATIVE CHANGES (such as changes in paying 

office, appropriation date, etc.) SET FORTH IN ITEM 14, PURSUANT TO THE AUTHORITY OF FAR 43.103(B).

C. THIS SUPPLEMENTAL AGREEMENT IS ENTERED INTO PURSUANT TO AUTHORITY OF:

D. OTHER (Specify type of modification and authority)

E. IMPORTANT:   Contractor

is not,   

is required to sign this document and return

copies to the issuing office.
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 where feasible.)
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SECTION SF 30 BLOCK 14 CONTINUATION PAGE 

SUMMARY OF CHANGES  

SECTION SF 1449 - CONTINUATION SHEET 

The following have been modified: 

        ADDENDUM TO 52.212-2 EVAL
 Addendum to 52.212-2  EVALUATION - COMMERCIAL ITEMS
Paragraph 52.212-2(a) and (b), replace with the following:

 (a) 1. Multiple Award Task Order (MATO) contracts. The government intends to award multiple fixed-price, indefinite-delivery indefinite-quantity task order contracts resulting from this solicitation.  To be considered for award, an offeror must have presented an acceptable subcontracting plan (Factor B).  Awards will be made to the responsible offerors whose proposals conform to the solicitation and are most advantageous to the government, price and other factors considered.  This will be determined by assessing trade-offs between Price (Factor E) and non-price factors (performance risk (Factor A), subcontracting plan (Factor B), experience (Factor C), and technical capabilities (Factor D)).  In analyzing the trade-offs, the government desires to strike the most advantageous balance between all factors/sub factors and price.

2.  Task Order Awards.  After award of the MATO contracts, task orders included in this solicitation may be awarded based on this initial competition.  Each task order will be evaluated to determine the best value to the government based on a trade-off between price and technical capabilities (Transition Plan (Factor D3) and IM/IT and Telephony Plan (Factor D4)).  Task order awards will be made without discussions unless determined necessary by the Contracting Officer. 

3.  It is possible that some offerors may receive a contract award, but not an award of a task order.

4. As part of the responsibility determination required by FAR Part 9, financial statements submitted with proposals will be evaluated to determine if the offeror has adequate financial resources to perform the contract, or the ability to obtain such resources.  

5.  The following factors and subfactors shall be used to evaluate offers for MATO contract awards: (Written = W and Oral = O)


Factor A. Present/Past Performance (W)


Factor B. Subcontract Plan (W)


Factor C. Experience (O)




Subfactor C1. Management Approach (O)




Subfactor C2. Geographic Capabilities (O)




Subfactor C3. Scope of Appointing Services

(Centralized and/or Decentralized (O)


Factor D. Technical Capabilities (O&W)




Subfactor D1. Quality Control Plan (W)




Subfactor D2. Continuity of Service Plan (W)




Subfactor D3. Transition Plan (W)




Subfactor D4. IM/IT and Telephony Plan (W)




Subfactor D5. Staffing Plan (O)




Subfactor D6. Customer Service and

Satisfaction of Appointing Services

Plan (O)

Factor E. Task Order Pricing (W)

Factor F. Organizational and Consultant Conflicts of Interest (W)

6.  Relative importance of evaluation factors for MATO contract awards:  Factors A, C, and E are equal in importance.  Within Factor C, all subfactors are of equal importance.  Factors A, C and E, when combined, are equal in importance to Factor D.  Within Factor D, all subfactors are of equal importance.  Factor B is the least important factor.  Factors A, B, C, and D, when combined, are significantly more important than Factor E, Pricing.  

7.  Relative importance of evaluation factors for Task Order awards 1-7  (TO # 3 for Fort Lee is Deleted):  Only sub factors D3 and D4 and price will be considered.  Sub factors D3 and D4 are equal in importance and when combined, are more important than price. 

8.  All factors must receive a rating of at least Satisfactory to be considered for award for the basic contract and also task orders.

9. EVALUATIONS:

Definitions of performance risk ratings for Present/Past Performance are at Attachment 1 to this addendum.  Adjectival Rating Scale for Experience and Technical Capabilities (with proposal risk incorporated into ratings) is at Attachment 2 of this addendum.  Adjectival Rating Scale for Subcontracting Plan is at Attachment 3 of this addendum.

FACTOR A:  Present and Past Performance.  Evaluation of present and past performance will be a subjective assessment based on consideration of all relevant facts and circumstances.  It will include a performance risk assessment based on the following:

Commitment to Customer Service

Currency of Information

Relevancy of Information 

General Trends in Contract Performance

Compliance with Previous Subcontracting Plans

The government may use information from its own files, databases such as PPIMS and PPIRS, references provided by the offeror at PPER Attachment or from the PPEQ Attachments returned to the Contracting Officer or from any other source it deems appropriate.  These adjectival ratings will be considered when determining performance risk.  The government may survey references listed in PPER Attachment and PPEQ Attachment, to verify information provided and may survey other customers known to the government, and other references that may have useful and relevant information.  Information may also be considered regarding any significant subcontractors, and key personnel records.  If an offeror does not have past and present performance data relating to this solicitation, the proposed key personnel's performance data may be used as part or the entire evaluation factor.  Subcontractor and Teaming (Partnership and Joint Venture Partners’) past performance information will be treated the same as any prime contractor’s past performance information.  The proposals must clearly show that the affiliate or other company will have meaningful involvement in the performance of the contract and that it will be involved in the contract effort or share management with the offeror.  There must be an indication in the offeror’s proposal that the prime contractor intends to use its workforce, management, facilities, or other resources in performing this contract.  If neither the offeror nor the proposed key personnel have a record of relevant past performance or information on past performance is not available, the offeror's lack of past performance will be evaluated as an unknown risk, having no favorable or unfavorable impact on the evaluation.  The offeror will be given a neutral rating for this factor.

The currency and relevancy of the information and general trends in contractor’s performance will be considered. The risk factor for the age of the performance being evaluated will be assessed such that performance on older contracts receives higher risk assessment than performance on more recent (past 3 years) contracts.

If adverse past performance information is obtained, the person providing the information may be contacted to obtain further information about the circumstances surrounding the situation.  If this information adversely impacts an offeror's proposal, the offeror will be given an opportunity to address unfavorable reports of past performance if it has not had a previous opportunity to respond.  The offeror's response, or lack thereof, will be taken into consideration. 

An evaluation will be conducted for each offeror on his/her performance under existing and prior contracts for similar patient appointment services. The evaluation will take into account past performance information regarding predecessor companies, key personnel who have relevant experience, or subcontractors that will perform major or critical aspects of the requirement when such information is relevant to the instant acquisition.  Performance information will be used for both responsibility determination and as an evaluation factor for award.  The Government will focus on information to assess performance risk that demonstrates quality of performance relative to the size and complexity of the procurement under consideration.  Both independent data and data provided by offerors in their proposals will be used to evaluate offer’s past performance.

Offeror’s past performance will be evaluated for compliance with FAR clause 52.219-9 Alt II, Small Business Subcontracting Plan.  Non-compliance will increase performance risk.  The evaluation shall include the past performance of offerors in complying with subcontracting plan goals for small disadvantaged businesses (SDB) concerns (FAR 19.7), monetary targets for SDB participation (FAR 19.1202), and notifications submitted under FAR 19.1202-4.

Factor B:  Subcontracting Plan.  Evaluated to see if the Plan meets the requirements of FAR 52.219-9 and the subcontracting goals.

Factor C:  Experience.

Sub Factor C1:  Management Approach

Sub factor C2: Geographic Capabilities

Sub factor C3: Scope of Appointing Services (centralized and/or decentralized)

Factor C.  Based on evaluations of the three sub factors, an overall rating will be assigned to Factor C.  

Sub factor C1.  The offeror’s management approach will be evaluated to determine:  the offeror’s understanding of the organization and logistics of the management and type of services and personnel required by this solicitation; if the proposed management techniques, tools and practices will ensure quality services throughout the life of the contract; and to determine if the offeror has the requisite experience or a viable plan that fully describes how the offeror will obtain the necessary management skills and resources needed to provide the required services.

Sub factor C2.  The extent of offeror’s experience in providing PAS in various geographic locations or feasibility of the plan to acquire necessary resources will be evaluated.  Emphasis will be on experience in providing services for MTFs.

Sub factor C3.  The extent of offeror’s experience in providing PAS in from a centralized location, decentralized locations, or a combination of centralized and decentralized locations will be evaluated. If the offeror does not have the requisite experience, the services the offeror does provide and/or the feasibility of the proposed plan to provide these services will be evaluated. 

Factor D. Technical Capabilities.  Based on evaluations of the six sub factors, an overall rating will be assigned to Factor D.  

Written Presentations -  D1, D2, D3, and D4.

Sub factor D1.  Contractor Quality Control Plan.  The offeror's quality control plan will be evaluated for the extent to which it meets the government's performance and quality requirements as stated in PWS for Patient Appointment Services. The offeror’s methodology for identifying, resolving, and preventing quality assurance problems will be evaluated to demonstrate the offeror’s capability in detecting deficiencies which adversely affect contract compliance and contract performance; the corrective steps or methods taken to resolve the issue; and proactive methods taken to prevent quality related problems.  The offeror’s Plan will be evaluated on how the offeror ensures documentation; how the records are maintained; and what type of reporting is utilized for quality related problems to demonstrate the offeror’s level of understanding and commitment to quality control for Patient Appointment Systems.  

Sub factor D2.  Continuity of Service Plan.  The offeror’s Continuity of Service Plan will be evaluated to determine if it meets the government’s performance and telephone standards, as stated in PWS. The offeror’s plan will be evaluated as to the soundness of the methodology used for supporting current, special, and emergency operations and for providing PAS.   In addition the “systems down” plan will be evaluated for the acceptability and feasibility of the Plan for non-operational situations.  The Plan for extreme weather conditions will be evaluated for feasibility of the approach and to ensure the offeror demonstrates the level of understanding to ensure PAS is provided. The Plan will be evaluated as to the feasibility and reasonableness of scheduled safety and emergency-training exercises and Service Provider performance of PAS. 

Sub factor D3.  Transition Plan.  The offeror’s Transition Plan will be evaluated to ensure the offeror’s understanding of the criticality of a successful transition from the incumbent, i.e., managed care support contractors, to the offeror, and the soundness of the offeror’s methodology to meet the government’s requirements. The pre-performance activities, outlined, i.e., hiring and training of personnel, and acquisition and storage of supplies and equipment, etc., will be evaluated to reflect the offeror’s commitment to ensuring service will be provided on the required performance date.  The milestone chart and the proposed implementation plan will be evaluated to demonstrate the offeror’s understanding of critical events and also strategy required to meet the government’s requirements.  The acceleration plan will be evaluated as to the feasibility and reasonableness of meeting the government requirement in an accelerated mode.

Sub factor D4. IM/IT and Telephony Plan – The offeror’s IM/IT and Telephony Plan will be evaluated to ensure the offeror’s understanding of implementing the MTF’s requirements for each task order. The offeror’s plan will be evaluated as to the soundness of the methodology demonstrated in utilizing or installing telephony.  The offeror’s plan will be evaluated as to the methodology and utilization of the IM/IT and telephony technical specifications and descriptions to interface with CHCS and government operations for PAS.  (Exception: When the government is supplying the equipment/telephony and the contractor is providing PAS, then the IM/IT design or "wiring diagram" is not necessary, thus the IM/IT design or “wiring diagram” will not be evaluated in this same scenario.)   The offeror’s solutions and advantages and disadvantages of the IM/IT and Telephony Plan will be evaluated to demonstrate the offeror’s understanding of the requirement and also feasibility of the solution provided. 

The plan description for interfacing to CHCS will be evaluated for acceptability.  The description and technical specifications of the telephony will be evaluated as to acceptability.  The methodology described by the offeror for technical specifications will be evaluated for soundness and technical acceptability.  The advantages and disadvantages will be evaluated as to the understanding of the offer’s commitment to ensure performance standards to meet the government’s requirements.

Factor D. Technical Capabilities (Oral Presentations D5 and D6)

Sub factor D5. Staffing Plan – key personnel and training plan.  


The offeror’s methods of recruitment and capability to recruit personnel, including key personnel, required by task orders for all varied locations and range of services will be evaluated to ensure an understanding of the requirements.  The offeror’s plan and company policy to retain employees and/or subcontractors with minimum turnover and capability to maintain full coverage throughout the life of each task order will be evaluated.  The offeror’s plan to quickly replace and train personnel to be functional will be evaluated.  Training program for new employees and the offeror’s internal training plan will be evaluated.  Procedures/methods to be used to cover unscheduled absences will be evaluated.  
Sub factor D6. Customer Service and Satisfaction of Appointing Services Plan (CSSASP).  The offeror’s CSSASP will be evaluated to ensure the offeror’s understanding of the role of high customer satisfaction (TRICARE beneficiary and MTF staff) and demonstrates how to measure satisfaction. The plan will be evaluated to ensure that processes/actions/measurements the offeror developed relate to a measurable high customer satisfaction program.  The CSSASP will be evaluated regarding how the offeror plans to monitor and train personnel to ensure high customer satisfaction in PAS. 
Factor E:  Price - Task Order Pricing.

NOTE 1:  These task orders to be used for evaluation purposes.  The government intends to award these task orders after award of the basic contract(s).


The offeror shall price ALL task orders for evaluation.  Pricing will include the base year and option years for the task orders.  As future requirements are identified and funded, task orders will be competed/awarded as stated in the Ordering Procedures in the Addendum to 52.212-4.


Proposed pricing for each task order will be evaluated for both price realism and price reasonableness.  Price realism means the prices in the offeror’s proposal:  (1) are realistic for the work to be performed; (2) reflect a clear understanding of the requirements; and (3) are consistent with the various elements of the offeror’s technical proposal.  Price analysis will be used to evaluate reasonableness, which represents a price that does not exceed that which would be incurred by a prudent person in the conduct of competitive business.  


To be considered for award of a contract, proposed pricing for each of the initial task orders must be considered realistic and reasonable.


An offeror’s proposal whose pricing is determined realistic and reasonable for a particular task order, may not offer the best value to the government for that task order, and therefore would not receive award of the task order, but could receive a contract award for future task orders.  

Factor F - ORGANIZATIONAL AND CONSULTANT CONFLICTS OF INTEREST (Written)

The Offeror’s Mitigation Plan shall be evaluated on a pass/fail basis determined before contract award.  A Mitigation Plan shall fail and the offeror shall be ineligible for award if the Procuring Contracting Officer determines that the Mitigation Plan does not adequately protect the Government’s interest.  The Procuring Contracting Officer will evaluate the Mitigation Plan for acceptability and compliance with FAR Subpart 9.5.  There will be no restrictions on the Contractor’s eligibility for future contracts or subcontracts.  The terms of this provision and application to this contract are not subject to negotiation.  

(End of Notice)

(b) Options. The Government will evaluate offers for award of contract purposes by adding the total prices for all options to the total prices for the basic requirements for all task orders.  The Government will evaluate offers for award of a task order by adding the total price for all options to the total price for the basic requirement for that task order. The Government may determine that an offer is unacceptable if the option prices are significantly unbalanced. Evaluation of options shall not obligate the Government to exercise the option(s).

(End of Notice)

Attachment 1- Performance Risk used to evaluate Factor A.

PERFORMANCE RISK analysis provides insight into an offeror’s probability of successful performance if awarded a contract based on the offeror’s performance record on recent, relevant, and similar contract efforts.

LOW RISK  - Based on the offeror’s past performance record, essentially no doubt exists that the offeror will successfully perform the required effort.

NEUTRAL -  No relevant performance record is identifiable upon which to base a meaningful performance risk predication.  A search was unable to identify any relevant past performance information for the offeror or key team members/subcontractors or their key personnel.  This is neither a negative nor a positive assessment.

MODERATE RISK -  Based on the offeror’s past performance record, some doubt exists that the offeror will successfully perform the required effort.

HIGH RISK - Based on the offeror’s past performance record, extreme doubt exists that 

the offeror will successfully perform the required effort.

Attachment 2 – Adjectival Ratings:

RATING SCALE FOR EXPERIENCE AND TECHNICAL CAPABILITIES  (with proposal risk incorporated into the ratings)

The following scale will be used to evaluate Factors and/or associated sub factors:  C (C1, C2, and C3);  D (D1, D2, D3, D4, D5, and D6).

EXCELLENT ‑ Proposal strengths demonstrate an excellent understanding of requirements and new or proven approach that significantly exceeds performance or capability requirements and standards. Any proposal weaknesses have minimal/no potential to cause disruption of schedule, increase in cost, or degradation of performance.  The proposal has a high probability of meeting the requirements with little risk to the government.  

GOOD ‑ Proposal strengths demonstrate a good understanding of requirements and approach that exceeds performance or capability standards.  The proposal has a good probability of meeting the requirements. Any proposal weaknesses has little potential to cause disruption of schedule, increase in cost, or degradation of performance.  Normal contractor effort and normal Government monitoring will probably minimize any difficulties/risk.  

SATISFACTORY - Proposal demonstrates acceptable understanding of requirements and approach that meets performance or capability requirements and standards.  Few or no strengths.  The proposal has an acceptable probability of meeting the requirements. Approach has weaknesses that can potentially cause some disruption of schedule, increase in cost, or degradation of performance.  However, special contractor emphasis and close Government monitoring will probably minimize difficulties/risk.

MARGINAL ‑ Proposal demonstrates limited understanding of requirements and approach that only marginally meets performance or capability standards necessary for minimal contract performance.  Proposal as presented includes minor omissions or demonstrates a misunderstanding of the requirement that may be corrected or resolved through discussions without a complete revision of the proposal. Approach has weaknesses that have the potential to cause risk of serious disruption of schedule, increase in cost, or degradation of performance even with special contractor emphasis and close Government monitoring.

UNSATISFACTORY ‑ Fails to meet performance or capability standards or requirements.  Proposal as presented includes major omissions or misunderstanding and has inadequate detail to assure the evaluators that the offeror has an understanding of the requirements. Proposal represents unacceptable risk and cannot meet the requirements without major revisions.  

Attachment 3 – Adjectival Rating for Factor B, Subcontracting Plan

SATISFACTORY – Plan meets the requirements of FAR 52.219-9 and the subcontracting goals.

UNSATISFACTORY – Plan does not meet the requirements of FAR 52.219-2 and/or the subcontracting goals.

 




(End of Addendum to 52.212-2)

(End of Summary of Changes) 

