RFP Information

Section B – Supplies/Services

The United States Marine Corps (USMC) intends to establish an Indefinite Delivery/Indefinite Quantity (IDIG) contract award with one Prime Contractor who will provide USMC with the myriad of Mountain/Cold Weather (M/CW) clothing and equipment products and the supply chain management services required to meet USMC mission requirements.  .

ITEM:




NSN:


Initial

AO 









Min
       Follow-on










Qty 

Qty










(20K )

(35K) 
Lightweight Exposure Suit


TBD


11,525

15,000

Extreme Cold Uniform
(Happy Jacket and Trousers)


TBD


11,513

15,000
Extreme Cold Bootie



TBD


20,000

15,000

Glove System




TBD


20,000

15,000
Mitten System 



TBD


16513

15,000
Full Grip Glove Liner 


TBD


19013

15,000

(price based on 2 pair)

Section C – Description/Specification

C.1. Purpose/Goal
This IDIQ contract will provide the USMC with Mountain/Cold Weather clothing and equipment products to meet USMC mission requirements for 5 years. 
C.2. IDIQ Scope

a. The Prime contractor will furnish M/CW systems/products based on the performance specifications included in the solicitation (also see Section J, Performance Specifications and paragraph L.). The prime contractor must deliver specific systems of M/CW products listed below that satisfy the performance specifications listed in Section J and the quantities listed in Section B.  The items the Government orders will not be packaged as a kit, however, incremental deliveries of initial ordered products shall occur within 90 days of contract award. 
b. Definitions:
(1) M/CW System: Those individual items that the Marine Corps procures for the Mountain Cold Weather Clothing System
(2) M/CW Products: 

Lightweight Exposure Suit



Extreme Cold Uniform (Happy Jacket and Trousers)



Extreme Cold Bootie



Snow Camouflage (Jacket, Trousers, and Pack Cover)

 
Glove System



Mitten System 


Full Grip Glove Liner
3.  In addition the Prime Contractor shall be the supply chain manager for the myriad of M/CW items from accepting order to resolving supply issues after delivery.  As the supply chain manager, the Prime contractor must plan, source, make and deliver goods and services to meet USMC M/CW mission requirements. Moreover, the supply chain manager shall integrate all resources, processes and activities necessary to provide the highest level of product performance, quality and customer service at the lowest price possible.   The Government must have visibility of orders, production status, delivery dates, tracking deliveries, and delivery confirmation.  Program Manager –Individual Clothing and Equipment (PM-ICE) will identify a single point of contact for situational awareness to address USMC inquiries and manage funding prior to contract award.
4. The Prime contractor is also responsible for monitoring new technology and proposing better value products to the Government, which will enhance performance, reduce weight, volume, price, and or rectify shortcomings in the field.  The Prime contractor will propose product improvement for the Government’s validation.  Adopted product improvements will be separately negotiated and priced. 

4.  Product Warranty – Prime contractor must warranty product quality for one year from date of production.
Section E – Shade Evaluation & Delivery Schedule
From each piece in the lot the contractor shall cut a 4” x 20” shade swatch which is representative of the shade of the piece to be used.  One set of swatches shall be forwarded to US Army Natick for shade evaluation.  If one or more of the shade swatches submitted are found unacceptable, the entire lot shall be rejected.  A lot that is rejected for shade shall be screened and all pieces defective for shade shall be removed.  This requirement does not negate the Prime contractor’s responsibility to ensure shade evaluation prior to submittal of the lot to the Government (and as specified in the purchase descriptions).  Shade evaluation is acceptance testing.  Items shall not be shipped to the USMC prior to Government acceptance of the shade of the material.
Delivery Schedule for M/CW Clothing Items:

TBD

Section J – List of Salient Characteristics and Other Documents
Attached.

Section L - IDIQ Contracts.  All products and services offered must be included in offer (vendor/teams).

(a) All items in this solicitation are described in the attached performance specifications.  The characteristics described in the performance specifications reflect the requirements and level of quality that will satisfy the Government’s needs. The physical, functional, or performance characteristics that “equal” products must meet are specified in the performance specifications (see section J). 

(b) To be considered for award, offers of “equal” products, including “equal” products of the brand name manufacturer, must— 

(1) Meet the physical, functional, or performance characteristic specified in this solicitation; 

(2) Clearly identify the item by— 

(i) Brand name, if any; and 

(ii) Make or model number; 

(3) Include descriptive literature such as illustrations, drawings, test results, or a clear reference to previously furnished descriptive data or information available to the Contracting Officer; and 

(4) Clearly describe any modifications the offeror plans to make in a product to make to conform to the solicitation requirements. Mark any descriptive material to clearly show the modifications. 

(c) The Contracting Officer will evaluate “equal” products on the basis of information furnished by the offeror or identified in the offer and reasonably available to the Contracting Officer. The Contracting Officer is not responsible for locating or obtaining any information not identified in the offer. 

(d) Unless the offeror clearly indicates in its’ offer that the product being offered is an “equal” product, the offeror shall provide the brand name product referenced in the solicitation. 

Section M - General. The USMC will award an IDIQ contract to the single offeror (team) based on the following evaluation factors. As a “brand-name or equal” based acquisition, offered equal products must, to be considered acceptable for a IDIQ award, satisfy the minimum performance characteristics of the cited brand name item as described in the performance specifications. The USMC will also evaluate the extent to which offered products exceed those minimum requirements as further clarified below:

IDIQ PROPOSAL EVALUATION FACTORS:  The following are the proposal evaluation factors listened in descending order of importance.

1. TECHNICAL (Products): Proposed commercial product and supporting performance capability validations provided by the vendor (demonstrating that offered products meet/exceed the physical salient characteristics) rationale why this product is offered (Section L- limitation on multiple product submissions) 
One size sample of each of products for visual inspection and 3 yards fabric for physical evaluation for determination of conformance with performance specifications (section L -limited testing if submitted lab results are suspect) 
Each offeror can submit only one design concept & one proposal per company.

Design: Each M/CW clothing item shall conform to the performance specifications provided under the stated requirements of this RFP. 

- Materials submitted for this solicitation shall be Berry compliant. 

- Offerors to submit certified letter of availability of all proposed items to meet required delivery dates.

- Offerors disclose all partnership agreements, subcontracting plans- in conjunction with Past performance information.

-No patterns, specifications will be provided.

- 1 sample set for evaluation in size Medium Regular, 3 yard fabric samples 

- Warranty of ensemble 1 year after production
- 1st Delivery:90 days after award

Government Testing:

Testing Validation: All offerors are responsible for submitting letters of compliance and complete test data from certified testing facilities on the tests requirements included in the performance specification.  The Government reserves the right to conduct verification testing if necessary.  
Schedule of sizes.  The garments shall be constructed in the sizes specified in the performance specifications.  Garments shall conform to the finished measurements included in the performance specifications.
2. TECHNICAL (Offeror capabilities): Vendor and proposed major suppliers abilities to deliver offered products in volumes indicated (to include teaming qualifications, process and controls’ focus on customer satisfaction), customer visibility into supply chain processes.  Prime contractor must also demonstrate ability to manage multiple vendors, provide MC with order visability, product status, delivery dates, order tracking, and delivery confirmation.  In addition the prime contractor must demonstrate the ability to monitor the market and provide product improvements as they become available.
3. PAST PERFORMANCE: Offering Prime vendor/team performance on projects of similar size, scope, and complexity to include warehousing capability and management, on time delivery, item quality, and production performance. 
4. PRICE:  Offered prices. 

Source Selection Plan

The Source Selection Plan (SSP) will discuss the criteria, factors, assignments, and methodology to be used to evaluate, identify and award an IDIQ contract to a single offeror (team).  Areas to be evaluated by the technical evaluation board (TEB) are as follows: technical capabilities (ability to meet performance specifications), manufacturability (production capability and quality assurance procedures), supportability (ability to deliver M/CW items and support the USMC), and past performance. Performance risk will be assessed based on offerors past performance on similar efforts. Subcontracting plans will be evaluated on a pass/fail basis and price will be evaluated through a best value process. 

Evaluation and selection criteria will focus on mission critical performance criteria, characteristics and any areas of high-risk concern.  Offerors will be required to identify products that meet and exceed performance specification requirements. 
EVALUATION BOARD RESPONSIBILITIES
1.   
Conduct and Security.  Strictest confidentiality must be maintained to ensure that there is a fair and impartial evaluation process.  Each person involved in the source selection process (the SSA/Contracting Officer, members of the Evaluation Board, and board advisors) is to be aware of the strict requirements for confidentiality of the selection proceedings; the following rules of conduct will be scrupulously followed:  



a. All attempted communication by offerors with personnel participating in the source selection process shall be referred to the Contracting Officer.  



b. Evaluators shall not discuss their individual or collective evaluations with anyone other than official personnel on a need‑to‑know relationship.  It is essential, however, that Evaluation Board members discuss important aspects of the proposals with each other to ensure full mutual understanding.  Any external inquiry directed to an Evaluation Board member, regardless of the rank or position of the inquirer, shall be referred to the Contracting Officer.  The obligation not to discuss any aspect of the source selection does not end with the completion of source selection activities.  While all or part of the price proposals may be available for use within the Government at some future time, this information remains sensitive except as specifically approved for release by the Contracting Officer.  



c.
No member of the Evaluation Board will have any contact with a competing offeror except through the Contracting Officer.  Any contact by an offeror to an Evaluation Board member will be reported immediately to the Contracting Officer.  



d.
All persons involved in the source selection process shall safeguard proposals and proposal data from unauthorized disclosure.  All personnel involved in this process will be required to read, sign and date a Certificate of Non-Disclosure prior to evaluating proposals.  
2.  The Source Selection Evaluation Board (SSEB) will provide a detailed evaluation and assign an adjectival and proposal risk rating for the Technical and Manufacturability Areas. The Past Performance Area will receive only a performance risk rating.  The Contracting Officer in accordance with the evaluation criteria established in Section M will evaluate the Contract Price Proposal Area.  The SSEB will rate each Area and Factor individually and then by consensus for each proposal submitted and will prepare initial and final reports.  If consensus is not obtainable, a minority report prepared and signed by the dissenting evaluators shall be presented to the Source Selection Authority (SSA) for consideration.

3.  The SSEB will evaluate proposals in accordance with the process and evaluation criteria described herein, and will document the evaluation by providing a narrative discussion of the evaluation of each proposal in terms of the evaluation criteria and proposal strong points (strengths), weak points (weaknesses), and deficiencies.  This narrative discussion will be incorporated into an initial SSEB Report, which will be presented to the Contracting Officer to assist in the competitive range determination.   

REQUIRED PROPOSAL FORMAT

a. The Government will award one (1) contract resulting from this solicitation to the responsible offeror whose offer conforms to the solicitation, will be most advantageous to the Government, price and other factors considered.   Volume I is the Technical Volume.  It will consist of three factors: Technical, Management (including Support Management), and Past Performance. Volume II is the Business Volume.  It will consist of one factor:  Price.     Technical is more important than Management, which is more important than Past Performance.  Technical combined with Management and Past Performance is significantly more important than Price.  Price will be evaluated, but will not be weighted.  The importance of price as a factor in the final award determination will increase with the degree of equality in the overall technical merit of the proposals.  The Business Volume shall include the Completed Solicitation, Pricing, and Subcontracting Plan.  

Upon establishment of the competitive range, and to the extent deemed necessary at the sole discretion of the Contracting Officer, written Discussion Items (DIs) will be issued to the remaining offerors to further investigate any weaknesses, deficiencies, or other subjects identified by the SSEB as germane to the evaluation process.  These DIs are considered exchanges/discussions in accordance with FAR 15.306(d).  The Contracting Officer relating to any matter that requires written revisions to a proposal for which a binding agreement is required/desired may also issue DIs. The SSEB and Contracting Officer will be responsible for briefing the SSA at all steps of the evaluation process.  The SSA delegates the initial competitive range determination, for the purposes of conducting exchanges/negotiations in accordance with FAR 15.306(d), to the Contracting Officer. The SSEB shall provide an award recommendation and draft Source Selection Decision Document to the SSA as part of the final SSA briefing.  The SSA shall make an award based on the recommendation of the SSEB.

Offerors should note that pricing which is materially unbalanced between the various quantities or that demonstrates no logical basis for proposed discount rates may give rise to negative inferences (i.e., that the offeror is attempting to “buy in” to the program) and will be grounds for a less favorable “best value” determination based upon the potential cost impact and risk to the Government that such a pricing structure represents.  

A written notice of award or acceptance of an offer, mailed or otherwise furnished to the successful offeror(s) within the time for acceptance specified in the offer, shall result in a binding contract without further action by either party. Before the offer’s specified proposal expiration time, the Government may accept an offer (or part of an offer), whether or not there are negotiations after its receipt, unless a written notice of withdrawal is received before award.

EVALUATION PROCEDURES AND RATINGS:
1.
Technical Capability Factor
After assessing an Offeror’s proposal and documenting the strengths, weaknesses and other findings, the evaluator shall apply the following rating system at the factor level.  Individual elements shall not be separately rated, but shall take into account the respective impact on the overall quality and value of the Offeror’s solution.  Each rating must be accompanied by a supporting narrative assessment that establishes the basis for the rating given.  This narrative must address any questions for discussions if required.  Technical evaluation will include evaluation of all testing data submitted by the offeror.  Management will be evaluated based on the following:

Evaluate if the offeror has a realistic and feasible plan to produce and supply the M/CW Clothing Ensemble by stated delivery requirements. 
Offerors shall submit proposed production schedules and delivery schedules that detail how they will meet the 1st delivery order 90 days after award detailed in the RFP.
Evaluate the offeror’s management of product quality and offeror’s warranty. 
 The table below will be used in assigning factor ratings.  

	Color
	Rating
	Definition


	Green
	Very Good
	Meets all or almost all of the performance objectives and meets all of the minimum performance requirements outlined in the RFP.  No significant weaknesses.

	Yellow
	Acceptable
	Proposal is adequately responsive.  Meets all minimum performance requirements.  Contains weaknesses that diminish the quality of the proposal.  Weaknesses are correctable.

	Red
	Unacceptable
	Fails to meet the minimum performance requirements outlined in the RFP.  Weaknesses are not correctable without significant revisions to the offerors proposal.  


2.
Past Performance
After assessing an Offeror’s proposal and documenting the strengths, weaknesses and other findings, the evaluator shall apply the following rating system at the factor level.  Individual elements shall not be separately rated, but shall take into account the respective impact on the overall quality and value of the Offerors solution.  Each rating must be accompanied by a supporting narrative assessment that establishes the basis for the rating given.  This narrative must address any questions for discussions if required.  The table below will be used in assigning factor ratings. Offerors without past performance information will be rated neither favorably or unfavorably

	High Performance Risk
	Based on the Offeror’s performance record, substantial doubt exists that the Offeror will successfully perform the required effort.

	Moderate Performance Risk
	Based on the Offeror’s performance record, some doubt exists that the Offeror will successfully perform the required effort.

	Low Performance Risk
	Based on the Offeror’s performance record, little doubt exists that the Offeror will successfully perform the required effort.

	Unknown Performance Risk
	No existing past performance data available.  Neutral assessment.


3.
Price
Price will be evaluated for completeness of the price data and price reasonableness. 

For evaluation purposes, the evaluated price shall be calculated for each SLIN/CLIN by multiplying the unit price by the total quantity.  A proposal may be deemed unbalanced if the pricing methodology illustrates unreasonable variances in the establishment of the unit prices for base and option CLINs.  An offer may be deemed unbalanced if the mathematical approach is unreasonable, or if there is reasonable doubt that the offer would not result in the lowest overall price to the Government.  As such, an offer, inclusive of all options may have the lowest evaluated price; however, the methodology used to arrive at the price may not be in the best interest of the Government.  Offers that are materially unbalanced, unrealistically low, or otherwise not in the Government's best interest will be rejected.  Note:  FAR 52.217-5 applies.

	Subfactors to Factor level
	RFP, Section M Proposal Evaluation

	FACTOR 1: Technical (Listed in order of importance)

	(1) Physical Test Requirements
	1. Evaluate the offeror’s package to meet the performance specifications included in the RFP. (Laboratory and evaluation)

2. Ensure all items are brand name or equal.
3. Evaluate & Validate (if necessary) all testing data supplied by offerors to ensure min test requirements are met.

	(2) Product Demonstration Model
	1. Evaluate based on measurements and finished dimensions. 

2. Evaluate the offerors PDM for workmanship and overall quality.

3. Measure Shade.

	FACTOR 2: Management


	· Evaluate if the offeror has a realistic and feasible plan to produce the M/CW Clothing Ensemble by stated delivery requirements. Offerors shall submit proposed production schedules and delivery schedules that detail how they will meet the 1st delivery order 90 days after award detailed in the RFP.

· Evaluate the offeror’s management of product, quality control, and offeror’s warranty. 

· Evaluate the offeror’s supply management proposal



	FACTOR 3: Past Performance


	Evaluate the offeror’s partnering agreements and all sub contracting arrangements set for the purpose of  the contract for the following:  Delivery Schedule Compliance,

Quality of Products and Services, Overall Customer Satisfaction with Products and Services Management of Technical and Business Aspects of the Effort.

Evaluate the Offeror’s past performance for : Delivery Schedule Compliance,

Quality of Products and Services, Overall Customer Satisfaction with Products and Services Management of Technical and Business Aspects of the Effort.



	Volume II: Business Proposal 



	This factor will be evaluated for sound and complete business and pricing information to support the offeror’s proposal.
Reasonableness and Realism of Price.

Partnering Plan compliance.




SOURCE SELECTION ORGANIZATION:

This Commercial Item Source Selection Organization shall consist of a Technical Evaluation Board (TEB), Price Evaluation Board, and Source Selection Authority (SSA).  The representatives are listed below:

	Name of Participant
	Role/Responsibility 

	Ms. Laura MacLean/Mr. Kevin Parker
	PCO/Source Selection Authority 

	Mr. Dan Fitzgerald
	Program Manager

	Ms. Laura MacLean/Mr. Kevin Parker
	Contracting Officer

	MGsgt Edwin Rodriguez
	SSA Advisor /Technical and Past Performance evaluation

	Mrs. Betsy Moore
	Chair, TEB/Technical and Past Performance evaluation

	Mrs. Rosemary Lomba
	Member TEB, Technical and Past Performance evaluation

	Ms. Jenifer Fernald
	Member TEB, Technical and Past Performance evaluation


RATING FORMS:  

Rating Forms.  The SSEB members will first complete a review of the offeror(s) proposal. This review shall be aligned with the Evaluation Areas identified herein and in concert with the solicitation.  A color rating, consistent with the Evaluation Areas, will be used along with a brief explanation of the rating.   

Once the individual ratings are complete, TEB members will render a consensus rating at the area level.  These ratings shall ensure consistency with the overall assessment and provide a detailed account of the findings relative to the evaluation areas.   

AWARD:  

Award shall be made to the Offeror whose proposal presents the best value to the government.  Offers will be considered based on their individual merit, compliance with the criteria set forth in the solicitation, and the quality and completeness of the offerors proposal relative to the evaluation factors.  In making its “Best Value” determinations, the Government will consider overall technical capability to be of more importance than past performance.  When combined; technical capability and past performance are significantly more important than the evaluated price.  However, the importance of price as a factor in the award determinations will increase with the degree of quality in the overall technical merit of the proposals.  The basis for capturing the results of this source selection shall be in the form of a Summary of Findings, issued at the conclusion the Initial Evaluation and a the Final Summary of Finding, issued at the conclusion of the Final Evaluation, documenting the award decision.  

