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FAA SOLICITATION DTFA01-03-R-01002

AMENDMENT 1

The FAA hereby issues Amendment 1 to FAA solicitation DTFA01-03-R-01002, for the FAA’s BITS II requirement.  The solicitation is hereby revised to implement the following changes:  

1. Paragraph (a) of Section H.8.4, BITS II CO/TOR/TO Activities, is revised to read as follows (changes/additions annotated in bold print):  

a.
 Initiation of Activities - Work under this Contract shall be initiated only by the issuance of fully executed Task Orders.  The Task Order will be signed, dated, and issued by the Contracting Officer.  Each Task Order will reference the Contract, contain a Task Order number, and provide a summary description of the services to be performed in the statement of work.  Task Orders will be issued in writing by the Contracting Officer to the Contractor designating (1) the tasks to be performed; (2) the schedule of performance; (3) authorized travel and Other Direct Costs (ODC’s);  all applicable Position Risk Levels for contractor personnel performing under the instant task order in accordance with AMS clause 3.14-2 (Contractor Personnel Suitability Requirements), and (4) any Government-furnished property.  The contractor shall not be reimbursed for ODC’s and travel unless the task order specifically authorizes such expenditures.  

2.  Section H.16, One Percent (1%) Rebate, is deleted in it’s entirety.  Section H.16 is revised to read:  


H.16,  RESERVED 

3.  Section I is revised with respect to AMS clause 3.14-2  Contractor Personnel Suitability Requirements, to indicate that specific Position Risk Levels will be identified in each individual task order issued hereunder.  

4.  Section I is revised to include the following FAA AMS clause by reference:  

3.2.2.3-75 Requests for Contract Information (April 2002)

5.  Attachment J-8 is revised to clarify a few of the labor categories that had not been adequately described.  The revised Attachment J-8 is provided in its entirety.  

6. Section K is revised to include the following certification:  

3.2.2.3-76  Representation- Release of Contract Information (April 2002)

(a) Any contract resulting from the issuance of this Screening Information Request (SIR) may be the subject of a request for release pursuant to the Freedom of Information Act (FOIA), 5 U.S.C. Section 552.

(b) As an aid in responding to requests for information, this provision facilitates the review and screening process used in determining the releasibility of the contract(s) in whole or in part. Accordingly, the offeror's response to this SIR relative to potential release of information contained in any resultant contract is set forth at (c) below.

(c) REPRESENTATION CONCERNING RELEASE OF CONTRACT INFORMATION--

The offeror represents that--(1)[   ] It has made a complete review of its submittal(s) in response to this SIR and that no exemption from mandatory release under FOIA exists, and, (2)[   ] It has no objection to the release of any contract it may be awarded in whole or in part resulting from this SIR.

OR

The offeror represents that [   ] its submittal(s) in response to this SIR contains information that is exempt from mandatory release under FOIA. Accordingly, the offeror represents that--(1)[   ] It has specifically identified via placement of restrictive markings on any sensitive documents submitted in response to this SIR such as trade secrets, proprietary information, or commercial or financial information that is privileged or confidential, and (2)[   ] It, as the party that provided the information, has furnished the contracting officer by separate letter concurrent with this submittal detailed information specifically listing the page(s) to be withheld complete with any and all legal justifications which would permit the FAA to invoke an exemption to the FOIA.

[End of Provision]

7. Secion L.0.c is revied to read as follows (changes annotated in bold print):  

c.
BUSINESS VOLUME QUALIFICATION

In order to be considered for award under this solicitation, the offeror/team lead/prime must meet the minimum qualification  to have been in business for at least five years as of the date of proposal submission.  

8. Section L.7(i) is revised to read as follows (changes annotated in bold print):  

i.
For determining an offeror's eligibility as a small business concern under referenced NAIC codes, offerors and each respective proposed subcontractor/team member (if applicable) shall submit a completed (including signature) "Business Declaration Form", Attachment J-5, as a part of the proposal.  Should an offeror propose a subcontractor that qualifies as a small business or SEDB only under the NAICS code 517110, the offeror shall submit its subcontractor’s Mentor-Protege Agreement not later than the due date for proposal submission to be prepared in accordance with the FAA Mentor-Protege Program Guide (Attachment 9). The Mentor-Protege Agreement will not be included in the page count for the offeror’s proposal submission.

9.  Section L.8.1, Proposal Content - Initial Proposal Screening, is revised to correct the incorrect reference to “L.9.2.5” to read “L.8.2.5.”  

10.  Section M.3.1, Proposal Review and Evaluation, is revised to read as follows (changes annotated in bold print):  

M.3.1 Proposal Review and Evaluation

The Government will initially screen all proposals for completeness and accuracy and adherence to the noted size standards and the specified requirement to have been in business for at least 5 years as of the due date for proposal submission.  Only those proposals passing the initial screening will be forwarded to the evaluation teams for further consideration.  

11.  Sections M.3.2.2 and  M.3.2.3 are revised to correct the incorrect references to “L.9.1”   “L.9.2.5”  and “L.9.2.6.c” to read “L.8.1”  “L.8.2.5” and “L.8.2.6” respectively.  
12.  Section M.4.1 is revised to read as follows (changes annotated in bold print):  

M.4.1.  Evaluation Criteria


This SIR has two volumes, Volume 1 “Technical” and Volume 2 “Price/Cost”.  Technical ability is of paramount importance; but as technical scores draw closer, cost will become relatively more important.  Volume 1 “Technical” has three evaluation factors (also referred to as “Chapters”):  Technical Approach, Contract Management Approach, and Past Performance. Where Technical Approach (40%)  is more important than Past Performance (36%), and Past Performance is more important than Contract Management Approach (24%).

Within the Technical Volume 1 –  the Technical  (Chapter 1) sub-factors (five) are weighted as follows: 


Subfactor 1.1:    5% of total score for this Chapter 


Subfactor 1.2:  30% of total score for this Chapter 


Subfactor 1.3:  25% of total score for this Chapter 


Subfactor 1.4:  25% of total score for this Chapter 


Subfactor 1.5:  15% of total score fot this Chapter 

Within the Technical Volume 1 – all Contract Management Factor’s (Chapter 2) sub-factors (four) are of equal value. Within the Technical Volume 1 – Past Performance  (Chapter 3) sub-factors (five) are weighted as follows: sub-factor “3.3 Customer satisfaction…” is slightly more important than sub-factors “3.1., 3.2., and 3.4.”; and sub-factor “3.5. Customer survey results” is significantly more important than all other four past performance sub-factors combined.

13.  Reference Section M.4.1.2 of the solicition:  Section 1.3 of the Evaluation Weight and Scoring Table for Technical Factor (Chapter 1) is revised to read as follows: 

1.3  Depth of proposed team in providing technical expertise to meet the 11 functional areas of the SOW – prime contractor and all proposed subcontractors.  And to what extent will the prime contractor have to rely on subcontractors?
14.  Section M.4.6 is revised to replace the term “Small Disadvantaged Veteran-Owned Business” with “Service Disabled Veteran Owned Small Business.”  Section M.4.6 is revised to read as follows (changes annotated in bold print):    
M.4.6
 CONSIDERATION FOR WOMEN OWNED BUSINESSES AND SERVICE 

 DISABLED VETERAN OWNED SMALL BUSINESSES

All other factors being equal, those offerors that qualify as Women-Owned Businesses (WOB’s) or Service Disabled Veteran-Owned Small Businesses (SDVOSB’s), will receive preferential consideration over other offerors that do not qualify as WOB’s or SDVOSB’s.  Likewise, qualifying as a WOB or an SDVOSB may be factored into the evaluation as a minor offset with respect to a negative risk assessment.  Depending on the severity of the risk assessment findings, the offset may not totally negate the risk assessment findings.  The government reserves the right to determine the appropriate amount of “offset” for each potential and respective proposal situation.  

15.  Section M.4.7 is added to the solicitation to read as follows:  

M.4.7 EVALUATION OF MENTOR-PROTEGE AGREEMENTS 

"Offerors are hereby notified that the adequacy of a Mentor-Protege Agreement is a factor in the Contracting Officer's determination of prospective Contractor responsibility pursuant to L.7(a).  If the apparently successful Offeror fails to propose the required Mentor-Protege Agreement, that Offeror shall be ineligible for award."

M.4.7.1  RATING OF AGREEMENTS 

"The Mentor-Protege Agreement will be rated by the FAA as either Acceptable of Unacceptable and will not be numerically scored.  The evaluation factors will be assigned an adjectival rating as follows:

(a) ACCEPTABLE - Proposed Agreement offers meaningful technical development assistance to the protege firm(s) and includes all of the required elements listed in the FAA Mentor-Protege Program Guide (Section 1.10, Application and Agreement Process for Mentor Firms to Participate in the Program).  

(b) UNACCEPTABLE - Offeror fails to propose Agreement, or proposed Agreement fails to offer meaningful technical development assistance to the protege firm(s) and/or does not include all of the required elements listed in the FAA Mentor-Protege Program Guide (Section 1.10, Application and Agreement Process for Mentor Firms to Participate in the Program). "

M.4.7.2  NEGOTIATION OF MENTOR-PROTEGE AGREEMENTS

In accordance with the FAA Mentor-Protege Program Guide (Section 1.11, FAA Review and Approval of Mentor-Protege Application and Agreement), if a Mentor-Protege Agreement is found to be Unacceptable, the offeror may provide additional information for reconsideration (i.e., a revised agreement).  

16.  The FAA has received several questions in regards to the BITS II solicitation.  Questions and Answers (Q&A’s) are attached to provide clarification on the noted issues.  
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