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TABLE OF CONTENTS
257M.1.0
source selection process


257M.1.1
General


257M.1.2
Eligibility for award


257M.1.3
Award on initial offers


257M.1.4
Risk


258M.2.0
BASIS FOR AWARD


258M.2.1
Award selection


258M.2.2
Evaluation order of importance


258M.3.0
evaluation factors


258M.3.1
Technical proposal (Volume II and OCT)


258M.3.1.1
Technical Factors


258M.3.1.2
RVR Sensor Operational Capabilities Test (OCT) Evaluation Criteria


258M.3.1.2.1
Evaluation Criteria


259M.3.1.2.2
Scoring


259M.3.1.3
RVR Systems Design and Technical Capabilities Evaluation Criteria


259M.3.1.3.1
Evaluation Criteria


259M.3.1.3.2
Scoring


259M.3.1.4
Past Performance Evaluation Criteria


260M.3.1.4.1
Evaluation Criteria


260M.3.1.4.2
Scoring


260M.3.2
Price proposal


260M.3.2.1
Price Proposal Evaluation Factors


260M.3.2.2
Price Proposal Evaluation Criteria




M.1.0 source selection process

M.1.1 General

This acquisition will utilize the best value approach for selecting an Offeror for award.  The best value approach is a method of selecting the Offeror who offers the greatest value to the FAA, based on the evaluation of technical and price factors specified in the solicitation.  This approach allows a technical/price trade-off and does not require that the award be made to either the Offeror evaluated as having the highest rated technical proposal or the Offeror with the lowest price, although the ultimate award decision may be to either of these Offerors.

The FAA will use an Operational Capabilities Test (OCT) as part of the technical evaluation.  Offerors who do not submit equipment for the OCT will be determined to be non-responsive.

The FAA will evaluate proposal volumes II, III and IV to assess the proposed RVR System design, development, integration, system test, production, implementation, management, price and schedule and determine each Offeror’s capability, both past and present, to perform the effort required by this SIR.

Proposals that fail to meet the minimum requirements of the specification or are unrealistic in terms of technical content or schedule commitment will be considered to lack technical competency.  Proposals that indicate an Offeror fails to comprehend the complexity of the Solicitation may also be considered to lack technical competency.  Either of these conditions can be judged unacceptable and result in the Offeror being ineligible for award.

Unbalanced proposals can also be judged unacceptable and result in the Offeror being ineligible for award.  An unbalanced proposal is one that is based on prices significantly less or more than the cost for work of a similar nature.  Unrealistically low or high prices may be indicative of the Offeror’s lack of understanding of the work effort or inability to perform the Contract.   

The FAA may conduct written or oral communications with any or all Offerors, and may down-select the firms participating in the competition to only those Offeror(s) most qualified to receive an award.  Communications with one Offeror will not require the FAA to conduct communications with all Offerors.  Evaluation of options submitted in the proposal does not obligate the FAA to exercise the options.

If the FAA concludes that the Offeror does not have a reasonable chance of receiving this award, the FAA will eliminate the Offeror from further consideration for award.  Any Offeror eliminated will be officially notified in writing. 

M.1.2 Eligibility for award

To be eligible for award, the Offeror must be technically and financially capable of performing the work and otherwise responsible IAW the FAA Acquisition Management System (AMS).

The FAA may withdraw or cancel the solicitation due to lack of competition if only one offer is received or only one Offeror is found eligible for award.

M.1.3 Award on initial offers

The FAA may award a Contract without discussions or negotiations immediately after completing its evaluation of the initial offers.  Offerors therefore, are encouraged to prepare fully responsive offers.

M.1.4 Risk

The Offerors proposal is evaluated for risk.  Risk is defined as the likelihood that the program may be harmed by the Offeror’s failure to meet technical or schedule performance, or price.  Inconsistencies, discrepancies between Volumes, and unsubstantiated representations increase the probability of harm.  Risks found in the Offeror’s proposal will be analyzed as to their potential impact on the RVR program.  

M.2.0 BASIS FOR AWARD

M.2.1 Award selection

Award will be made to the acceptable and responsible Offeror who satisfies all the requirements and whose proposal is determined to be the best value to the FAA.  Best value will be determined by evaluating each proposal in two areas: Technical and Price.  Each area will be evaluated based upon the criteria and scoring methods described in the following paragraphs.

The Source Selection Official will make his best value selection after reviewing the final evaluation reports.

The FAA may waive minor irregularities or discrepancies in offers and may make an award based on the initial offers submitted without negotiating or soliciting final offers.

M.2.2 Evaluation order of importance

Technical is more important than Price.   Price becomes more important as differences in technical scores among offers decrease.  The successful Offeror may not have submitted the lowest price.

Offerors are cautioned not to minimize the importance of an adequate response in any area because of its order of importance or visibility. 

M.3.0 evaluation factors

Each proposal will be evaluated IAW the Technical and Price factors listed below.  An overall best value determination will be developed based on the following factors.

M.3.1 Technical proposal (Volume II and OCT)

M.3.1.1 Technical Factors

The weight and importance of the technical factors in decreasing order of importance are:  System Design is more important than the Operational Capabilities Test, which is more important than Technical Capabilities, which is more important that Past Performance.

M.3.1.2 RVR Sensor Operational Capabilities Test (OCT) Evaluation Criteria

The OCT will be performed to verify that the VS and ALS sensors meet related performance requirements identified in the OCT Plan Verification Requirements Traceability Matrix (VRTM).  The OCT is described in the Operational Capabilities Test Plan, Section J Attachment J-4.  

M.3.1.2.1 Evaluation Criteria

The OCT evaluation will be based on the following criteria:

· The Offerer’s equipment must meet or exceed the 26 core OCT performance requirements as specified in Section J Attachment J-4, Appendix B.  

· The remaining non-core OCT performance requirements must be substantiated sufficiently enough to determine acceptability of proposed sensors through test, demonstration, inspection and/or analysis.

· The Technical Proposal, Volume II, Part 4, OCT Analysis Data will be used to evaluate the OCT performance requirements that have analysis as their verification methodology and for those non-core demonstration, test or inspection requirements not capable of being demonstrated during OCT.  

M.3.1.2.2 Scoring

OCT will result in a pass/fail performance determination. 

M.3.1.3 RVR Systems Design and Technical Capabilities Evaluation Criteria

The FAA will evaluate the Offeror’s RVR System Design and Technical Capabilities to verify that the performance requirements contained in the specifications, SOW and this SIR are met. 

M.3.1.3.1 Evaluation Criteria

The RVR Systems Design and Technical Capabilities technical factors evaluation will be based on the following criteria:

Approach: Determine the degree to which the Offeror's technical approach satisfies the requirements in the Specification, SOW and referenced documents in the SIR.  The Approach includes determining the degree to which Offeror shows a clear understanding of the technical requirements, including: ability to identify potential problem areas and propose realistic solutions; the extent to which the approach is logical, feasible, valid and technically effective, including whether or not it is achievable within the current state of the art and within the Contract price and schedule; and the potential benefits to the FAA.

Substantiation: Evaluate the degree to which the Offeror presents analyses, test results or other supporting data to justify and demonstrate that the proposed approach will satisfy requirements.  Substantiation includes the quality and thoroughness of the information provided to support the technical response.  It must be thorough, including use of actual data to support assertions and enough depth of information for adequate evaluation.  Generalized discussions and theoretical text-book-type responses will be rated lower than responses with comprehensive explanations and supportable, validated claims or analyses.

Risk: The evaluation team will differentiate among Offerors based upon the risk associated with each proposed approach for meeting the FAA requirements, including an evaluation of each Offeror's system design and its ability to establish a level of confidence in its ability to perform the proposed effort. Evaluation of risk will include evaluating proposed technologies, component selection, design and qualification processes and appropriate and adequate schedule assessments.

M.3.1.3.2 Scoring

The FAA will assign one of the following ratings of excellent, good, satisfactory or unacceptable to each technical factor.  Strengths, weaknesses and clarifications/deficiencies for each technical factor will also be noted.

Excellent:  The Offeror demonstrated increased technical detail to show without question that it exceeds the FAA’s technical requirements at no risk to schedule or program.

Good:  The Offeror demonstrated increased technical detail to show without question that it meets the FAA’s technical requirements at a no risk to schedule or program.
Satisfactory:  The Offeror demonstrated in sufficient technical detail that it should be able to meet the FAA’s technical requirements at a low risk to schedule or program.

Unsatisfactory:  The Offeror failed to show that it understands or would meet the FAA’s technical requirements, or presents a medium or high level of risk to schedule or program.

M.3.1.4 Past Performance Evaluation Criteria

The FAA will evaluate the Offeror’s past performance to verify that they have the prerequisite capabilities to perform satisfactorily under the proposed Contract.

M.3.1.4.1 Evaluation Criteria

The FAA will evaluate Offerors to verify that they have a proven track record of quality work, timely performance, satisfied customers, effective program management and cost containment, efficient Contract administration and fully acceptable cost control.  The evaluation will be based upon a survey of past customers and responses from individuals and organizations familiar with the work efforts, products, standards and ethics of the Offeror, as demonstrated through previous or ongoing Contracts of a similar nature.  Data provided will permit an understanding of how well or poorly comparable work has been completed and will assist in determining associated risks and the resultant likelihood of future successful execution of similar work efforts.  

The FAA may contact prior clients of the Offeror, including databases and references other than those identified by the Offeror, and use the information from those contacts in this evaluation.

M.3.1.4.2 Scoring

The FAA will assign one of the following ratings of excellent, good, satisfactory or unacceptable to the past performance factor.  Strengths, weaknesses and clarifications/deficiencies will also be noted.

Excellent:  The Offeror’s past performance demonstrates without question that it exceeds the FAA’s requirements for management, product development, manufacturing and customer support and selection would pose no risk to schedule or program.

Good:  The Offeror’s past performance demonstrates without question that it meets the FAA’s requirements for management, product development, manufacturing and customer support and selection would pose no risk to schedule or program.
Satisfactory:  The Offeror’s past performance demonstrates that it should be able to meet the FAA’s requirements for management, product development, manufacturing and customer support and selection would pose a low risk to schedule or program.

Unsatisfactory:  The Offeror’s past performance failed to demonstrate that it would meet the FAA’s requirements for management, product development, manufacturing and customer support and selection would present a medium or high level of risk to schedule or program.

M.3.2 Price proposal

M.3.2.1 Price Proposal Evaluation Factors

The FAA will evaluate the Price proposal for reasonableness and realism.  All Section B CLIN prices for the basic and all optional requirements will be added together to establish the total evaluated price.  The Firm Fixed Price, Indefinite Delivery/Indefinite Quantity CLINs will be evaluated based on the maximum quantities stated in Section B.  The Price proposal will not be numerically scored or ranked.

M.3.2.2 Price Proposal Evaluation Criteria

The FAA will analyze the Price proposal to determine reasonableness and realism.  The Price proposal will be evaluated using the following criteria:

Reasonableness:  The FAA will verify that the proposed price does not exceed that which would be incurred by a prudent person in performing the required effort.  Offers with prices that are unreasonably low and/or do not realistically consider market conditions, inflation, deflation, and general economic conditions will be considered ineligible for award.

Realism: The FAA will verify compatibility of the price with the FAA’s scope of work and the Offeror’s technical approach.  The FAA will identify variables and/or discrepancies within the Offeror’s Price proposal.  The price evaluation will determine additional inherent cost uncertainties with each Offeror’s Price proposal.  

The Defense Contract Audit Agency (DCAA) may be called upon to conduct an audit of the Offeror’s proposed rates, material, and other associated factors in supporting the realism determination.

The FAA may also conduct a risk assessment to the Price proposal, as appropriate, based on the degree to which the Offeror has an established accounting system and procedures capable of equitable allocation of cost.
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