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1 INTRODUCTION

The Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) plans to acquire modernized oceanic automation to support the established mission need for oceanic Air Traffic Control (ATC) operations at the Oakland, Anchorage, and New York Air Route Traffic Control Centers (ARTCCs).

2 PURPOSE

The purpose of this plan is to provide guidance for the evaluation process used to select the vendor(s) for the Advanced Technologies and Oceanic Procedures (ATOP) procurement.  The evaluation process described will support selection of the solution that provides the best value
 to the Government.  In conducting the ATOP acquisition, the FAA will be leveraging the global marketplace to obtain a nondevelopmental item (NDI) for use in U.S. oceanic ATC.  The benefits of buying an NDI are many, including: not having to pay the full costs of a development effort; eliminating the risk of nonperformance; having procedures and training already developed that can be used as a baseline for developing U.S. ATC procedures and training; and, leveraging future improvements with other users of the system. 

3 PROCUREMENT PROCESS

The FAA's Oceanic and Offshore (O&O) Integrated Product Team (IPT) in cooperation with the FAA's Air Traffic Controller workforce, support contractors, airline users, and the vendor community has completed and updated a market survey.  The market survey identified that there are several NDI solutions that have the potential for use in U.S. oceanic ATC.  The procurement process for the ATOP acquisition is to determine whether one or more of those solutions can be used, with appropriate modification to the system and accompanying procedures, by the FAA.

This acquisition will be conducted in accordance with the procedures outlined in the FAA’s Acquisition Management System (AMS) and any approved deviations thereto. 

The procurement strategy is based on a competitively awarded automation and support contract to a single provider.  The overall strategy of the ATOP evaluation process is to use increasingly more refined filters to determine the solution that poses the best value to the government.  The FAA may elect to downselect to the most viable candidates after each step of the Screening Information Request (SIR) evaluation process.  

SIR 1 will require offerors to submit answers to questions focused on the proposed automation system and will permit potential offerors to bring their systems to the William J. Hughes Technical Center (WJHTC) for evaluation.  The focus of SIR 1 is on operational and technical capability, supportability, and integration.  The two or three offerors whose systems, based on the evaluation, pose the lowest technical risk to the government will be permitted to participate in SIR 2.

SIR 2 will focus on operational suitability with FAA controllers and Airway Facilities (AF) personnel being given the opportunity to work with the system and perform First Level Operational Testing (FLOT) at a mutually agreeable site.  It is anticipated that as a result of the SIR 2 activities, the FAA and vendors will have an understanding of 80% of the customization necessary for each system to be used by the FAA and, thereby, will be able to downselect to the top two candidates.  

SIR 3 will focus on the FAA’s operational environment.  It is intended to include Second Level Operational Testing (SLOT) and to result in agreement among all parties (i.e., union(s), vendor, FAA management) on the interpretation of the operational requirements including any changes to the system or ATC procedures required for FAA use. 

SIR 4 will be a Request for Offers.  It will provide each of the remaining two vendors an opportunity to present its most competitive price for the system being offered.  The result of SIR 4 will be a technical, price, schedule, risk, and benefits baseline. 

The anticipated selection factors and their relative weights are as follows:

Increasingly Refined Filters: Selection Factors and Weights

· For SIR 1, the Operational and Technical Evaluations constitute the vast majority of the evaluation credit available, with the Air Traffic (AT) Operational Evaluation and the AF Operational Evaluation, when taken together, being slightly more important than the Technical Evaluation.  Between the AT Operational Evaluation and the AF Operational Evaluation, the AT portion is more important.  Past performance will also be evaluated.

· For SIR 2, the Operational and Technical Evaluations constitute the entire evaluation credit available.  The AT Operational Evaluation and the AF Operational Evaluation, when taken together, are more important than the Technical Evaluation.

· For SIR 4 the Operational and Technical Evaluations will be approximately equal to each other in importance and, when taken together, will constitute the majority of the evaluation credit available
.  Business/Price Evaluation is significantly less important than either AT or AF Operational or Technical Evaluations.  Within Business/Price Evaluations, price and vendor responsibility will be considered and are of approximately equal importance to each other.

As SIRs are released, offerors will be required to submit information from which an evaluation and down select/award decision can be made.  Each SIR will have a separate evaluation plan setting forth the details of each evaluation and the basis on which the down select/award decision will be made, including more detailed evaluation criteria.  If during the course of the acquisition it becomes prudent to change the anticipated evaluation criteria/selection factors or their relative importance, the chair of the Executive Review Panel (ERP) shall place a statement in the contract file explaining the rationale for any such changes.
4 CODE OF CONDUCT FOR EVALUATION PARTICIPANTS

Prior to beginning an evaluation of any offeror, each evaluator and each advisor shall be required to sign both a nondisclosure agreement and a non-conflict of interest form.  All participants in the evaluation process have the responsibility to ensure that no conflict of interest exists that might affect their ability to evaluate the proposals or test scenarios impartially and without bias.  Team members must also safeguard information in the proposals as proprietary data of the firms and must use the information only for evaluation purposes.  

The following items explain the code of conduct for evaluation team members:

Proprietary Information. All proposals are confidential and proprietary to the offerors.  All proposals and related information obtained from offerors shall be used for evaluation purposes only.

Disclosure of Evaluation Information.  Information resulting from the evaluation process shall not be disclosed to anyone who is not participating in the evaluation.

Ethical Conduct.  All necessary contact with the representative(s) of vendors involved in the acquisition shall be arranged as provided for in Section 6.1.

5 ORGANIZATION

5.1
EXECUTIVE REVIEW PANEL (ERP)

Given the unique nature of this acquisition in that it incorporates a new buying paradigm for the FAA of leveraging a global marketplace to purchase an NDI and altering FAA ATC procedures, where appropriate, to accommodate the NDI solution, it is considered prudent to ensure that representatives from all of the pertinent associate administrator offices are in agreement on major decisions.  As this new paradigm is used increasingly at the FAA, it will not be necessary to include high level review in acquisition decisions, especially as such review is not consistent with the FAA's AMS.  As this is the first time an NDI acquisition is being used to replace nearly all of the important automation for an entire segment of ATC (i.e., oceanic ATC), an ERP will be convened to ensure that the cognizant Associate Administrators have insight into the acquisition.  It is not the intent that the ERP will substitute its judgment for the sound judgment of the evaluation teams and the Source Selection Evaluation Board (SSEB), but rather it is to ensure that as decisions are made, there is consensus within the FAA that those decision are, in fact, in the best interests of the government.

The ERP shall review the recommendations of SSEB and have the full responsibility and authority to make down select decisions and select the source for award.  The Chair of the ERP shall: approve the ATOP evaluation plan; approve any appendices to the ATOP evaluation plan; approve release of SIRs; and ensure that the evaluation teams are properly constituted and include all necessary disciplines.

The membership of the ERP is set forth in Appendix 1.

5.2
SOURCE SELECTION EVALUATION BOARD (SSEB)
It is the responsibility of the SSEB to weigh the findings of fact from each team as presented in the team reports (see, section 6.2.2.1) and to consider the narrative statements contained in such reports to arrive independently at a down selection/award recommendation.  In reaching its recommendation, the SSEB should consider the narrative statements and balance, for each vendor, the risk of not meeting initial operating capability within 12 months of contract award (as can be determined from the narrative statements) and the scoring/findings of the evaluation teams.

The membership of the SSEB is set forth in Appendix 1. 

5.3
EVALUATION TEAMS

Four evaluation teams approved by the Chair of the ERP will perform the ATOP evaluation process.  These teams are:

· AT Operational Evaluation Team (OET);

· AF OET;

· Technical Evaluation Team; and

· Business/Price Evaluation Team.

Each team consists of a team lead and members who will be responsible for specific evaluation activities during the procurement process.  Depending on the particular needs of each SIR evaluation, evaluation team membership may be changed, provided the changed appendix is added to this evaluation plan for the particular SIR.  During the evaluations, all of the teams may be advised by, or have as evaluators, FAA support contractors who will be held to the same standards of conduct as FAA employees.  Support contractors will not be voting members in any of the evaluation teams.  In addition, each of the ATOP evaluation teams may draw on the expertise of members of other ATOP evaluation teams.  

The membership of each evaluation team is set forth in Appendix 1.
5.3.1 OPERATIONAL EVALUATION TEAMS (OET)

5.3.1.1   AT OET

The AT OET is responsible for assessing the operational suitability of the proposed NDI automation product and for identifying the problem statements and/or recommended changes to the automation to achieve operational acceptability. 

This team will be comprised of AT, National Air Traffic Controllers Association (NATCA) and AT Site Product Team (SPT) representatives.  The team will be supported by Subject Matter Experts (SMEs) who will assist in performing collateral duties such as preparing procedures and practices for use in FLOT and SLOT evaluations.  This team will also receive inputs from advisors on such issues as human factors, operational impact and technical ramifications of the problems they identify.

5.3.1.2  AF OET 

The AF OET is responsible for assessing the suitability of the proposed NDI automation product for inclusion in the National Airspace System (NAS) and for identifying the problem statements and/or recommended changes to the automation to achieve operational acceptability.  The assessment will focus on operations management of the proposed NDI.  This includes maintaining service capabilities with sufficient availability and system performance to provide uninterrupted AT Services.  This team will also consider the operational impact of the off line support services for adapting the solution to changes in environment, analysis of data, difficulty in managing or planning for contingencies and overall monitoring and control of the system operation.

This team will be comprised of AF headquarters and AF SPT representatives.  Should Professional Airways Systems Specialists (PASS) choose to participate in the ATOP acquisition, PASS representatives will be included in the AF SPT.  The team will be supported by SMEs who will assist in performing collateral duties such as preparing procedures and practices for use in FLOT and SLOT evaluations.  This team will also receive inputs from advisors on such issues as human factors, operational impact and technical ramifications of the problems they identify.

5.3.2 TECHNICAL EVALUATION TEAM

The technical evaluation team is responsible for assessing technical risks associated with customizing and deploying proposed NDI automation products to the operational sites. The assessment will focus on system maturity and readiness of support materials, interfaces, performance, scalability, flexibility for future changes, ease of transition, safety, and security.  Performance and flexibility for future change differs from the issues evaluated by the AF OET, in that the technical evaluation team will only consider the long-term architecture effects.  This will become especially important in the price evaluation if it is concluded that any “customization” work needs to be done in order to meet requirements or reduce any risks.

This team will be comprised of engineering expertise and SMEs from across the Agency.  The team will be supported by inputs from AT personnel and some members of the AF OET who will assist in understanding the salient characteristics of the changes required to achieve operational suitability as defined in the findings of FLOT and SLOT evaluations.  This team will also receive inputs from advisors on such issues as architecture, operational impact and technical ramifications of the problems they identify.

5.3.3 BUSINESS/PRICE EVALUATION TEAM

The business/price evaluation team will be responsible for assessing and scoring risk associated with the candidate provider’s business management processes.  These processes include subcontract management, billing, metrics, capital investment, past performance, and termination and contingent liability.  In addition, the business/price evaluation team will be responsible for assessing price reasonableness and, if necessary, price realism for submitted proposals.  The team will also be responsible for assessing submitted pricing information.

6 EVALUATION PROCESS

6.1 COMMUNICATIONS WITH OFFERORS

If communications are deemed appropriate by the Team Chairs, such communications may be held with the offerors with the concurrence of the Contracting Officer.

6.2 DOCUMENTATION

6.2.1 SCORING

For written proposals, oral briefings, demonstration, testing, and other types of evaluation each evaluator shall use an evaluation form to evaluate each proposal independently.  Evaluators must sign and date each evaluation form and may write notes detailing the evaluation.  It is requested that all notations be made on the evaluation forms.

6.2.2 REPORTS

6.2.2.1  EVALUATION TEAM REPORTS

Each evaluation team shall prepare an evaluation team report to assist the SSEB and the ERP each time a down selection/award decision is needed.  The team leader is responsible for obtaining consensus regarding the evaluation scoring and findings of fact and for preparing the report in conformance with the consensus.  Each report shall also contain a narrative statement identifying any information the team believes is pertinent to a down selection/award decision, but may not otherwise be apparent in the findings of fact.  The narrative statement of each evaluation team will be used together with narrative statements from all the other evaluation teams by the SSEB in reaching its down selection/award decision.  Unless explicitly directed by the SSEB to either include or exclude a recommendation, the report may also include (at the discretion of the team), a down select/ award recommendation.  After the report is drafted, each evaluation team member shall have the opportunity to review the report and make suggestions for changes.  The content of the final report is the responsibility of the team leader.  Prior to forwarding the final report to the SSEB, the team leader shall again send the report to each team member for his/her concurrence in the findings of fact and the recommendation, if any.  Any team member that does not concur in the final report may file a minority report.  If any minority report so filed is concurred on by at least two other evaluation team members, then the team leader shall include such minority reports in the team report and forward them to the SSEB as part of the final team report. 

6.2.2.2  SSEB Report
The SSEB shall prepare an SSEB Report prior to any down selection/award decision.  The report shall be based on the individual evaluation team reports and shall contain a down select/award recommendation.  For purposes of the SSEB report, the SSEB shall be bound by the evaluation scoring and findings of fact in the individual evaluation team reports absent nearly irrefutable proof that the scoring/findings were arrived at based on fraud, unethical behavior, undue influence, or were otherwise arbitrary and capricious.  The SSEB shall not be bound, however, by any down select/award recommendation(s) contained in a team report.  

Prior to presenting its report to the ERP, the SSEB shall convene all of the evaluation team members for the purpose of briefing the evaluation team members on the SSEB's recommendations and the reason therefore.

6.2.2.3  ERP Report

The ERP will review the report and recommendation of the SSEB prepared for each down select/award decision.  The ERP will then issue a decision that either concurs in or nonconcurs in the recommendation of the SSEB.  If the ERP determines that nonconcurrence in the recommendation of the SSEB is in the best interests of the government, it shall prepare a report setting forth the reasons for the nonconcurrence and any alternative down select/award decisions.  If the ERP determines that concurrence in the recommendation of the SSEB is in the best interests of the government, then no report is necessary, but can be prepared, provided that the concurrence is confirmed in writing. 

7.  AMENDMENTS
This evaluation plan and its appendices shall be amended as is prudent and in the best interests of the government.  Any such amendments that affect an offeror or group of offerors, however, shall become effective only after all offerors still in the competition at the time the amendment is made shall have been given notice of the amendment and a reasonable time to submit/amend their proposals.
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� Best value will consider: cost factors; non-cost factors, such as performance, capability and schedule; and, risk to cost, performance, and schedule.


� No downselect is anticipated as a result of SIR 3.  The schedule and technical agreements negotiated as part of the SIR 3 process will form the baseline for the SIR 4 (Request for Offers) pricing.
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		SEGMENT

		Segment		Weight		Factors		Weight		Factors		Weight		Factors

		AT Operational		AT/AF Operational combined is slightly more important than Technical.  Within AT/AF Operational combined, AT Operational is more important than AF Operational.				AT/AF Operational combined is slightly more important than Technical				AT/AF Operational combined is equal in importance to Technical

						System Capability				System Capability				System Capability

		AF Operational

						Supportability				Supportability				Supportability

		Technical		Technical is slightly less important than AT/AF Operational combined				Technical is slightly less important than AT/AF Operational combined				Technical is equal in importance to AT/AF Operational combined

						System Capability				System Capability				System Capability

						Supportability				Supportability				Supportability

										Support Services				Support Services

						Operational Maturity Risk				Operational Maturity of Product				Operational Maturity of Product

										Schedule/Technical Risk				Schedule/Technical Risk

										Operational Suitability				Operational Suitability

		Business		Business/Price is significanly less important than either AT/AF Operational or Technical				Business/Price is not evaluated				Business/Price is significantly less important than either AT/AF Operational or Technical.

						Performance								Performance

														Assessment of Financial Health

														Business Processes

														Teaming  Arrangements

														Assessment of System Price
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