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STATEMENT OF WORK

Section 1.0 General Information  

1.1
Requiring Agency:  USDA, RMA, Office of Research and Development
1.2
Organizational Contact:  The Contracting Officer's Technical Representative (COTR) will be identified at the time of award.

1.3
Contract Type Contemplated: 

Firm Fixed Price for all specific work requirements listed in Section 2.3.1, except work requirements 12 and 26, which shall be on a Time and Materials basis.

1.4
Definitions and Acronyms 
Act—The Federal Crop Insurance Act (7 U.S.C. 1501-1524).

APH—Actual Production History.  A means of determining a producer’s yield based on actual records of production in accordance with 7 C.F.R. part 400, subpart G.

CO—Contracting Officer

COTR—Contracting Officer’s Technical Representative

FCIC—The Federal Crop Insurance Corporation, a wholly owned corporation within USDA.

LASH—Loss Adjustment Standards Handbook

Production Guarantee (per acre)—The number of pounds of sugarcane determined by multiplying the approved yield per acre by the coverage level percentage the insured producer elects.

PRS—Performance Requirements Summary

QASP—Quality Assurance Surveillance Plan

RMA—The Risk Management Agency, an agency within USDA with the supervisory authority over FCIC

SPOI—Special Provisions Of Insurance.  The part of the crop policy that contains specific provisions of insurance that may vary by geographic location.

USDA—United States Department of Agriculture

1.5 
News Releases:  The Contractor shall not make any news release pertaining to this procurement without prior Government approval and then only in coordination with the Contracting Officer or COTR. 

1.6
Scope of Authority: The offeror is advised that the Contracting Officer is the only person who can legally obligate the Government for the expenditure of public funds in connection with this procurement, and that only the Contracting Officer or the COTR is authorized to accept or reject deliverables.

1.7
Non-Disclosure and Confidentiality: Section 502(c) of the Federal Crop Insurance Act (7 U.S.C. § 1502(c)) states that no person may disclose to the public information provided by a producer under the Act unless the information has been transformed into a statistical or aggregate form in which the individual submitter is unidentifiable or the producer consents to such disclosure.  The Contractor shall maintain the confidentiality of all data provided by RMA, all analyses and the results of such analyses conducted under this SOW, all programs, models, formulas, etc., all graphs, charts, and any other document or information used, created or generated through the performance of any task under the SOW.  No person may view or have access to any data provided by RMA, any analyses and the results of such analyses conducted under this SOW, any programs, models, formulas, etc., any graphs, charts, and any other document or information used, created or generated through the performance of any task under the SOW unless such access is necessary to perform a task under this SOW. The Contractor shall keep all information contained in source documents or other media furnished by the Government in the strictest confidence. The Contractor also agrees not to publish or otherwise divulge such information in whole or in part in any manner or form, or to authorize or permit others to do so, taking such reasonable measures as are necessary to restrict access to such information while in the Contractor's possession, to those employees needing such information to perform the work provided herein, i.e., on a "need to know" basis, unless prior written approval is obtained from the Contracting Officer. The Contractor shall immediately notify the Contracting Officer, in writing, in the event that the Contractor determines or has reason to suspect a breach of this requirement. The Contractor shall insert the substance of this clause in any consultant agreement or subcontract hereunder.

1.8
Conflict of Interest: In order to avoid an organizational conflict of interest, anyone who is presently involved with loss adjustment or sales of the FCIC crop insurance program related to this contract, or receives any funding from insurance providers who currently conduct crop loss adjustment and sales of this program, shall not be eligible to participate in the activities of this contract as a prime contractor or subcontractor.

1.9
Paperwork Reduction Act: For any information collection activities subject to the Paperwork Reduction Act that may be performed under this contract, the Contractor shall coordinate through the COTR in order to ensure compliance with the Act. 

Section 2.0 Work Statement

2.1 Objective 

This procurement is being issued to develop a new appraisal method to replace the Inadequate Stand Method and Stand Reduction Method that can be used to determine insurability of stubble cane acreage and determine potential yield of immature sugarcane.

2.2     Background

Sugarcane appraisals are to be performed whenever any acreage of the insured crop will not be harvested (e.g., if the insured wishes to put the crop to other use), or production to count cannot be determined using actual records of harvested production.  Appraisals may also be required for growing season inspections or pre-harvest inspections.

The current Sugarcane LASH contains three appraisal methods:

1. The Inadequate Stand Method used to determine insurability of stubble cane acreage damaged during the previous crop year to the extent the sugarcane is unable to produce the yield used to establish the production guarantee for the unit for the current crop year, or that exceeds the age limitations as stated on the SPOI.

2. The Stand Reduction Method used before the plants are mature.

3. The weight method used after the plants are mature and for sugarcane acreage “cut for seed.”

The current Sugarcane Crop Provisions (04-038) maintain that any sugarcane damaged during the previous crop year to the extent the sugarcane is unable to produce the yield used to establish the production guarantee for the unit for the current crop year is uninsurable.  The Inadequate Stand Method is used for determining insurability of any stubble cane acreage damaged during the previous crop year or that exceeds the age limitations as stated on the SPOI.

The Stand Reduction Method is used for appraising immature sugarcane.  It involves calculating the average skip length of all representative samples and subtracting this figure from 100 (the representative sample length).  This result equals the average percent of the remaining sugarcane stand. The average percent of the remaining sugarcane stand multiplied by the APH yield equals the potential pounds of raw sugar per acre.

RMA feels there should be only one appraisal method used for the purpose of determining insurability of stubble cane acreage as well as for immature sugarcane.  Having only one method for these purposes instead of two should promote more efficient work processes.

Additionally, the accuracy of the Stand Reduction Method has been questioned, due to its basic procedural requirement to compute skip lengths within sample rows.  The premise that only calculating the length of skips within rows can aptly contribute to determining yield potential has been questioned because there is not a lot of available data regarding the effects of skips on sugar yield.  RMA has acquired data on other factors that could be used to determine potential pounds of raw sugar yield per acre.  They are:  1) average stalk weight of a particular variety (if applicable) at a specified age of stubble, 2) average extractable percent of raw sugar, and 3) original plant population of the acreage.  There are other factors presumed to affect the amount of extractable raw sugar, such as foreign material.  However, during the appraisal process, only observable factors (plant population) can be considered to reasonably estimate the amount of sugar the plants will produce at harvest, based upon their average stalk weight and average extractable percent of raw sugar.  It may also be necessary for the appraisal method to utilize a tiller factor and a stalk weight factor by state and variety, as was used by the Primary Shoot Method in the preceding effective LASH.  If such factors are needed for the recommended appraisal method, this data shall be researched and obtained.  

2.3  Specific Work Requirements/Deliverables

2.3.1
Research Report

The Contractor shall deliver to the Government a research report describing a recommended appraisal method to replace the Inadequate Stand Method and Stand Reduction Method that can be used to determine insurability of stubble cane acreage and determine potential yield of immature sugarcane.  The Contractor shall test the recommended appraisal method for a minimum of two growing seasons, in all sugarcane growing states, using multiple varieties of sugarcane.  The Contractor shall also determine if it is necessary to obtain current stalk weight factors, tiller factors, and sugar conversion factors by state, county or parish and by sugarcane variety.  If determined necessary, the Contractor shalll obtain this current data.  The report shall include supporting research and data to validate the recommended appraisal method.  

The final research report delivered under this contract shall be written and composed in a style suitable for publishing by the Government (i.e., conforms to U.S. Government Printing Office Style Manual standards--see http://www.gpoaccess.gov/stylemanual/browse.html).  The report shall be submitted in both hard copy (five copies) and electronic copy, with electronic versions in MS Word format (or MS Excel if applicable).  Delivery by e-mail is acceptable.
The research report shall contain a minimum of the following specific work requirements:

1. An executive summary (no more than two pages in length) that is an abbreviated version of the full report so that senior management can quickly evaluate and assimilate the purpose, scope, and results stated in the full report.  The executive summary shall include the objective of the project, background, analysis, and recommendations.

2. An analysis of the current Stand Reduction Method to demonstrate understanding of the current method.  Clearly describe any inaccuracies discovered in the current Stand Reduction Method.
3. Information from insurance providers, mills, sugarcane producers, researchers and any other sources that will enable fulfillment of the contract.  This information shall be from sources located in counties offering FCIC sugarcane insurance programs and from sources located in other counties and states that would have a working relationship with sugarcane producers in the counties offering FCIC sugarcane programs.  These sources should offer reliable knowledge and insight regarding problems with the current Stand Reduction Method as well as input on an appropriate appraisal method.

4. Documentation of consideration of average stalk weight of a particular variety, average extractable percent of raw sugar, original plant population, and skip lengths within the rows, when developing the recommended appraisal method.

5. Discussion of the findings of research activities and detailed explanation of the reasons for the recommended appraisal method.
6. An explanation of how the recommended appraisal method will work.
7. Assurance that the recommended appraisal method will estimate sugarcane yield potential in pounds of sugar.
8. A detailed discussion of the findings of research activities regarding the use of average stalk weight of a particular variety at a specified age of stubble, average extractable percent of raw sugar, original plant population of the acreage, and skip lengths within the row as appropriate factors in the recommended appraisal method.
9. A thorough discussion of an evaluation of whether available data supports incorporating skip length calculations in the appraisal method.  If existing data does not support factoring skip lengths into the appraisal method, exclude this factor from the appraisal method.
10. A thorough assessment of whether an additional contracted study should be performed on the use of skip length calculations in an appraisal method for determining insurability and for immature sugarcane.

11. Assessment of the necessity of obtaining current stalk weight factors, tiller factors, and sugar conversion factors by state, county or parish and by sugarcane variety for inclusion in the recommended appraisal method.  

12. If determined necessary, research shall be conducted to obtain current stalk weight factors, tiller factors, and sugar conversion factors by state, county or parish and by sugarcane variety, and providing assessment of the factors.
13. A thorough discussion of whether the recommended appraisal method should include any other factors to be used instead of or in addition to the factors already identified by RMA.

14. Corresponding appraisal worksheet(s) with completion instructions for the recommended appraisal method.
15. The potential impact to sugarcane producers, RMA, and the insurance industry of the new appraisal method as it relates to the current Inadequate Stand Method and Stand Reduction Method.
16. The specific revised language for the appraisal procedures in the Sugarcane LASH.  The same format that is in the existing Sugarcane LASH should be used for the recommended appraisal procedures.
17. Confirmation that the recommended appraisal method is consistent with existing FCIC policies, standards and procedures for sugarcane, including current Federal crop insurance legislation, the Sugarcane Crop Provisions and endorsements, Basic Provisions of the Crop Insurance Policy, Loss Adjustment Manual, Sugarcane LASH, Sugarcane actuarial documents and SPOIs.

18. Assurance that the recommended appraisal method complies with the insurance period prescribed in the Sugarcane crop provisions.  However, if the insurance periods are found inapt, recommend more appropriate insurance periods for the Sugarcane producing states with supporting analysis.

19. Performance criteria for the recommended appraisal method that will be used to determine successful performance (e.g., method produces results that are within 5 percent of the actual harvested production 95 percent of the time) and submit to the COTR for RMA approval.  The appraisal method must be quantified and supported by research data, which will include a theoretical comparison of the recommended appraisal method.

20. Supporting documentation that the recommended appraisal method is an accurate method for all sugarcane producing states.  

21. A detailed explanation of how the recommended appraisal method will improve the accuracy of the current Inadequate Stand Method and Stand Reduction Method.

22. Confirmation that the recommended appraisal method shall be able to be performed by the loss adjuster in a timely and cost effective manner.

23. Documentation of establishment of a statistically sound number of sugarcane test plots in the sugarcane producing states for the purpose of gathering research data to quantify the accuracy of the current Stand Reduction Method and the recommended appraisal method.

24. Research data and the results of sugarcane test plots conducted to quantify the accuracy and usability of the Stand Reduction Method in comparison to that of the recommended appraisal method.  The data shall include, but is not limited to:  the location of each test plot, planting date, cultural practices, plant population, estimated rainfall, appraised pounds of raw sugar per acre using the Stand Reduction Method and the recommended appraisal method, date harvest completed on all test plots, actual harvested production in pounds per acre, and any other data that could affect the accuracy of the sugarcane appraisal method.  The sugarcane from the test plots as well as the harvested sugarcane must be processed and compared in order to assess the accuracy of the Stand Reduction Method and the recommended appraisal method.  Identified data will include but is not limited to:  if the acreage was irrigated or non-irrigated, the soil type, the method of planting, plant spacing between rows, established plant population, weed control measures, fertilizer program used, and general weather conditions throughout the growing season, and any other conditions affecting plant growth.

25. Identification of all data and references to the correct source.  Include all data modeling results with supporting documentation, such as graphs and charts, and provide assistance to independent researchers or RMA personnel who may wish to reproduce the modeling or analysis for product testing and validation.

26. Assurance that the Contractor is prepared to demonstrate the recommended appraisal method in the presence of RMA personnel designated by the COTR prior to harvest of the test plot.  Such designated personnel are not authorized to increase or decrease the scope of work nor to direct the Contractor to effect any change in the contract.  Should RMA request a demonstration of the recommended appraisal method, the Contractor shall prove that the method can be performed in a timely and cost efficient manner.

Section 3.0 Schedule Of Work  

3.1
Delivery Schedule:  For the deliverable, the Contractor shall propose the number of days within which the deliverable shall be due, according to the format below. The due date, determined after contract award, shall be based on the accepted number of days.  This final delivery schedule shall be submitted within 7 days from the date of award, and shall comply with the delivery time period as accepted by the Government at the time of contract award. 

Deliverable






Deadline for Delivery (Time Period)

Research Report



 

Award plus X days

Section 4.0 Government Furnished Information or Other Resources

4.1
Government Furnished Documentation:  The Contractor may access RMA’s public website at www.rma.usda.gov for information pertaining to existing crop policies, loss adjustment procedures, and actuarial documents.  

4.2
Possible resources for data include:

· Texas A&M Agricultural Research & Extension Center at http://primera.tamu.edu for data on sugarcane production in Texas.

· Data on Louisiana sugarcane production, including average plant populations and average stalk weights, may be accessed at American Sugar Cane League’s website at www.amscl.org 

· Louisiana State University’s (LSU) AgCenter Research & Extension website at www.lsuagcenter.com.  LSU publishes the Sugarcane Research Annual Progress Report that may be useful.

· The Rio Grande Valley Sugar Growers website might be available for access at www.rgvsugar.com.

· Information about Florida sugarcane production at http://agronomy.ifas.ufl.edu/Sugarcane/SC_cultivar_F.htm.

Section 5.0 Contractor Furnished Resources  

5.1 
Contractor Furnished Items:  The Contractor shall provide all materials required to perform the contract, except as discussed in section 4.0 above.  

Section 6.0 Government Quality Assurance  

6.1
The Government reserves the right to monitor the Contractor’s performance in accordance with its proper authority and contractual rights. Accordingly, a Quality Assurance Surveillance Plan (QASP) has been established and is provided under Attachment 2. However, the QASP is provided for the Contractor’s information only, and the Government reserves the right to alter or change the plan at its discretion.

6.2 Inspection:  In accordance with the Performance Requirements Summary (PRS--Attachment 1) 

and the QASP (Attachment 2).  

6.3
Acceptance Criteria:  In accordance with PRS (Attachment 1).  

6.4
Acceptance or Rejection of Deliverables by the Government:  The Contracting Officer or Contracting Officer's Technical Representative (COTR) will provide written notice of acceptance or rejection to the Contractor within 45 days of receipt by the Government.  In the case of rejection, specifics will be provided to the Contractor as to the reason for rejection, as well as a deadline for correcting deficiencies.  Note: There shall be no constructive or inferred acceptance of any deliverable if the Government fails to meet the 45-day review deadline.  However, in such cases the Contractor may request equitable adjustment to the delivery schedule. Another option for a deliverable that does not fully satisfy a requirement is acceptance with equitable adjustment to the contract; e.g., a price reduction for that deliverable.  

Section 7.0 Reporting Requirements
7.1
The Contractor shall deliver monthly progress reports by the 15th of each month that address the minimum work requirements listed in Section 2.3 of the SOW as they occur.   The monthly progress reports shall be sufficiently detailed to assure RMA that the work efforts and level of progress are acceptable.

Attachments


1) Performance Requirements Summary


2) Quality Assurance Surveillance Plan


3) Proposal Instructions


4) Evaluation Criteria

ATTACHMENT 1 Performance Requirements Summary
	Work Requirement/Deliverable

(1)
	Indicators to be Measured

(2)
	Standards—

Criteria for Acceptance

(3)

	Research Report


	Quality
	The report shall be clear, concise, accurate, comprehensive, and well organized.  

	
	Replicability
	All data, assumptions, methodologies, findings, determinations, recommendations, and information are stated in detail to enable the Government or independent researchers to replicate the analysis and conclusions for validation.

	
	Timeliness
	Compliance with delivery schedule in Section 3.2.

	
	Independence
	Recommendations must be based on the Contractor’s analysis of the data presented in the report.


ATTACHMENT 2, QASP

QUALITY ASSURANCE SURVEILLANCE PLAN

for

Development of Sugarcane Appraisal Method

Section 1.0 Introduction

1.1
This Quality Assurance Surveillance Plan (QASP) has been developed to evaluate Contractor actions while implementing the Sugarcane Appraisal Method SOW.  It is designed to provide an effective surveillance method of monitoring Contractor performance for the work requirements in Section 2.3 of the SOW. The QASP provides a systematic method to evaluate the services the Contractor is required to furnish and to monitor its Quality Control Plan implementation. 

1.2
This QASP is based on the premise the government desires to maintain a quality standard in the services it receives and the procedures set forth in this document are the best means of achieving that objective.  

1.3
The Contractor, and not the government, is responsible for management and quality control actions to meet the terms of the contract.  The role of the government is quality assurance to ensure contract standards are achieved. 

1.4
The Contractor’s quality control plan is the driver for product quality.  The Contractor is required to develop a comprehensive program of inspections and monitoring actions.  The first major step to ensuring a “self-correcting” contract is to ensure that the quality control plan approved at the beginning of the contract provides the measures needed to lead the Contractor to success.

1.5
Once the quality control plan is approved, careful application of the process and standards presented in the remainder of this document will ensure a robust quality assurance program.

Section 2.0 Standard 

2.1
The Performance Requirements Summary establishes the standards for acceptable performance.  Failure to meet standards may trigger action taken by the Government in accordance with FAR 52.212.4, Contract Terms and Conditions-Commercial Items or FAR 52.246-4, Inspection of Services - Fixed Price, as appropriate.
Section 3.0 Method of Surveillance

3.1
Authorized Government personnel (normally the COTR) will conduct periodic or random monitoring or inspection to ensure quality performance, including but not limited to the surveillance methods specified in the Performance Requirements Summary.  Government personnel may also receive complaints from customers and other Government representatives and pass them to the Contractor for correction.  Any form of communication, including fax and e-mail, may be used to identify customer complaints.

Section 4.0 Procedures

4.1
Periodic Monitoring: Authorized Government personnel may visit the appropriate work area of the Contractor and either observe the Contractor performing the tasks or review documentation, as appropriate.  The COTR will notify the Contractor's supervisor of any defects in performance and permit the Contractor to re-perform the service.  If the Contractor cannot or will not re-perform the defective service, the COTR will notify the contracting officer if the performance thresholds are exceeded.  

4.2
The COTR may also conduct evaluations to check compliance with the Contractor's approved quality control plan.  The COTR may perform inspections in any number of ways.  He/she may accompany the Contractor on scheduled inspections and observe them inspecting the service to ensure defects are corrected.  The COTR may immediately inspect the same area as the Contractor as soon as the Contractor has completed the QC inspection to determine if any surveillance areas were overlooked.  The COTR may inspect an area prior to Contractor and compare results.  The COTR will record defects if the Contractor fails to record performance defects and defects are not corrected. The COTR will notify the contracting officer if the performance thresholds are exceeded.  

4.3
Customer Complaints: Government field personnel, such as RMA regional office officials, observing unacceptable performance or quality of work for any of the above items should immediately contact the CO or COTR, who shall then notify the Contractor, and document the complaint.  If the Contractor disagrees with the complaint and challenges the validity of the complaint, the Contractor may notify the COTR.  The COTR validates the complaint by investigating the defect.  If the complaint is invalid, the COTR will document the findings and may notify the customer.  The COTR retains a copy of the written complaint.  After investigation, if the COTR determines the complaint as valid, the COTR informs the Contractor, who then has the responsibility to correct the defect.  The Contractor shall return documentation to the COTR of the actions taken to remedy the situation.  The COTR documents the data for future recurring performance.

ATTACHMENT 3, Proposal Instructions

Section 1.0 Technical Proposal 
1.1 The offeror shall use Microsoft product applications for the proposal. Written technical proposals are limited to 25 pages. The technical volume shall be divided into two major sections:
1.1.1
 Section 1-Project Management Plan

The project management plan should contain the proposed technical approach and a succinct narrative on the plan, which includes assumptions used in developing the plan. The project management plan shall also contain a detailed work breakdown structure detailing each major work activity (task) and it’s anticipated start and finish periods, delivery schedule for all deliverables, proposed hours each labor resource is assigned to each task and organized by deliverables, project milestones, etc. The delivery schedule shall identify the number of calendar days the deliverables shown in Section 2.3 of the SOW are due to RMA from contract award, or as otherwise specified.  

1.1.2
Section 2-Quality Control Plan
The Quality Control Plan shall detail how the offeror will identify, develop and maintain quality standards that will allow the project to stay within budget and on time during each task. The offeror shall include quality control standards for successful accomplishment of the tasks, a method to monitor and report task progress, a detailed narrative specifying the quality control progress flow including who reviews, rejects, or accepts work and how that information is reported, stored, and processed, what corrective actions will be taken to meet deliverable dates if the task is off schedule, and a quality control matrix of the productive hours each skill type will devote to quality control on each task.

1.1.3
The following pages will not be counted toward the 25-page limit:

· Charts, graphs or tables (when on their own pages)

· Letter of transmittal (cover letter)

· Title pages

· Divider pages.

· Table of contents

· List of exhibits.
1.1.4
All pages shall have a minimum of a 1-inch margin on the top, bottom, left, and right.  Page numbering, offeror identification, and disclaimers may be placed in the 1-inch margin. Font size shall be no smaller than 10-point.  The 1-inch margin required for text pages is not required for foldouts.  

1.1.5
No Price or Cost data should be in the Technical Proposal.  

Section 2.0 Price Proposal

2.1  The Price and Cost (Business) proposal shall be separate from the Technical Proposal and must include the following:

2.1.1
Price Breakdown:  The offerors shall propose their price for all work identified in this solicitation.  Labor categories and charges, other direct charges, travel expenses and methodology for determining travel costs, and other direct costs shall be shown for the deliverables and major components of deliverables in order to facilitate the Government’s assessment of cost realism and performance risk.  

2.1.2
The offeror shall propose prices that directly correspond to the deliverables identified in Section 2.3 of the SOW. If additional deliverables are proposed (or fewer), the offeror shall include those deliverables separately in an alternate proposal.  Full descriptions and justifications for the additional deliverables shall be included in the alternate technical proposal.  

2.1.3   
Subcontractors, Consultants, and Subject Matter Experts (SME’s):  Each offeror’s written price/cost proposal shall contain the following information for each subcontractor, consultant, and SME that will provide work under this proposal:

· Name of the company or individual;  

· Type of work, hourly rate, and number of hours;  

· Total cost to the Government
2.1.4
Performance Based Payment Schedule:  Performance Based Payment Schedule:  Offerors shall propose a payment schedule that is appropriate for the contract type and technical approach that is proposed.
2.1.5 
Bid and Proposal Costs:  The Government shall not be obligated to pay as a direct cost any cost incurred by the offeror in the preparation and submission of a proposal in response to this solicitation.

Section 3.0 Capabilities Statement

Offerors must demonstrate that they are qualified to perform the work by providing a capabilities statement detailing: (1) your key personnel (those who would have primary responsibility for performing and/or managing the effort, including subcontractors) with their qualifications and specific experience; (2) specific organizational experience for previous work of this nature that your key personnel or organization have performed; and (3) overall past performance including specific references (include contract number & project description, period of performance, dollar amount, client identification with the point of contact & telephone number). 

ATTACHMENT 4, Evaluation Criteria

Section 1.0 Technical Evaluation Factors (in descending order of importance):
1.1
Technical Approach—This factor evaluates the Offeror’s Project Management Plan. Plans that demonstrate the most effective, efficient, and optimal technique to complete all of the work specified in Section 2.0 of the SOW will receive a higher evaluation.  

1.2
Overall Past Performance, Relevant Project Experience and Key Personnel– This factor evaluates (i) overall past performance, such as adherence to schedules and budgets, effectiveness of program management, willingness to cooperate when difficulties arise, general compliance with the terms of contracts, and acceptability of delivered products, (ii) the organization's experience with relevant projects (including number, size, and complexity of similar projects), and (iii) key personnel skills, abilities and experience.

1.3
Quality Control – This factor evaluates the Offeror’s Quality Control Plan. Plans that demonstrate quality control standards as follows (i.e., how the offeror will keep the project within budget and on time during each task) will receive a higher evaluation: 1) a method to monitor and report task progress, 2) a detailed narrative specifying the quality control progress flow including who reviews, rejects, or accepts work and how that information is reported, stored, and processed, 3) what corrective actions will be taken to meet deliverable due dates if the task is off schedule, and 4) a quality control matrix of the productive hours each skill type will devote to quality control on each task.

Section 2.0 Price Evaluation 


Overall, the Government considers price less important than technical factors on this solicitation. Notwithstanding this, the realism of proposed prices will be evaluated as a reflection of the offeror's understanding of the requirements.  The proposed prices will be evaluated separately but in conjunction with the technical proposal elements.  A proposed price that is considered by the Government to be too low to accomplish the proposed technical approach may constitute a potential performance risk to the Government in terms of quality and ability to meet delivery schedules.  

Section 3.0 Past Performance

The Government intends to evaluate Contract performance as one factor in determining future contract awards and will collect/maintain Contractor performance data for each completed contract.
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