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PART IV - SECTION M

BASIS FOR AWARD, EVALUATION ORDER OF IMPORTANCE, AND EVALUATION CRITERIA
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M.1
Basis for Contract Award

This is a best value source selection conducted in accordance with the FAA Acquisition Management System.  Award will be made to the Offeror whose proposal is judged to represent the best value to the Government.  Best value will be determined based on the merits and disadvantages noted in an Offeror's Technical and Management Approach with due consideration given to cost.  Therefore, the best value to the Government may not be the lowest priced proposal.   While the Government source selection evaluation team and the source selection official (SSO) will strive for maximum objectivity, the source selection process, by nature, is subjective and professional judgment is implicit throughout the entire process.  The Government intends to select one contractor for the Conference Control System (CCS) program.  However, the Government reserves the right not to award a contract, depending on the quality of the proposals submitted and the availability of funds.

M.1.1
Downselect Decision

The FAA reserves the right to make a downselect decision prior to the award decision.   A downselect decision will be based upon those Offerors determined to be most likely to receive the award.  

If at any point during the evaluation process, the FAA concludes that the Offeror does not have a reasonable chance of receiving this award, the FAA may eliminate the Offeror from further consideration for award.  Any Offeror eliminated from further consideration will be officially notified in writing by the Contracting Officer.

M.1.2
Evaluation Order of Importance

Volume I Technical and Management is more important than Volume II Cost.  For Volume I Technical and Management (including the Capability Assessment), all factors are equally weighted and all subfactors within the factors are equally weighted.
M.1.3
Evaluation of Exceptions 

Exceptions submitted in accordance with L.10 will not be grounds for dismissal of the proposal from further consideration.  The exceptions will not be evaluated separately, but will be considered as part of the overall Technical and Management evaluation.

M.1.4
Eligibility for Award 

The Offeror must be financially viable and otherwise responsible in accordance with the FAA Acquisition Management System (AMS) guidelines.  To be eligible for award, the Offeror must be determined to be technically and financially capable of performing the magnitude and scope of the work.

M.1.5
Award on Initial Offers

Once all proposal volumes are submitted, the FAA reserves the right to award a contract immediately following the conclusion of any evaluation, and may not require discussions or negotiations with the successful Offeror or any other Offeror.  Therefore, it is critical that each offer be fully responsive.  Additionally, the FAA reserves the right to conduct discussions and negotiations with any individual competing Offeror, or all competing Offerors, as the situation warrants.

M.2
Volume I –Technical and Management

The Offeror’s proposal will be evaluated based on its written proposal, Operational Capability Assessment (OCA), and any Offeror discussions (oral and/or written).  For each of the factors and subfactors shown below, the Offeror’s proposed approach will be evaluated and strengths and weaknesses will be noted.  Based on this assessment, an adjectival rating will be derived for each of the subfactors delineated below.  The factor rating will be derived from its respective subfactor evaluations.  Each factor and subfactor will be rated as shown in M.5.  An overall adjectival rating will be given to Volume I based on the resulting factor evaluations.  Judgment will be applied in the evaluation to derive the overall Volume I rating.

The OCA and Offeror discussions, if applicable, will be used as additional supporting data to clarify, substantiate, and validate the information provided in Volume I.  Although not rated separately, the OCA and Offeror discussion are integral to the overall evaluation of the factors in Volume I.

Offerors are reminded that the information included in their proposals, OCA, and Offeror discussion will be the basis for the evaluation and that they should consider the evaluation factors in this section carefully in preparing their proposals.  The FAA reserves the right to contact Offeror’s customers or other sources for information not specifically provided in Volume I.  The Government will exercise judgment and maximum discretion in evaluating all information collected.

M.2.1
Factor A – CCS Technical Approach

M.2.1.1
Architecture Subfactor


The degree to which:

· The proposed architecture is flexible and can accommodate tailoring to meet    CCS specific requirements.

· The Offeror demonstrated an understanding of changes or modifications required to the system to meet all of the CCS functionality requirements.

· The Offeror has identified the effort, time-line and the risk associated with the changing or modifying its architecture in order to meet all functional and performance requirements.

M.2.1.2
Functional Suitability Subfactor


The degree to which:

· The Offeror demonstrated an understanding of the operational functionality described in the CCS specification.

· The Offeror demonstrated CCS functionality in its proposed system. 

· The proposed system includes additional features (i.e., not required by the CCS Specification) that are beneficial to ATCSCC operations.

· The Offeror's proposed CCS is suitable for use in the ATCSCC.

M.2.2
Factor B – Management Approach

M.2.2.1
Offeror Team Subfactor


The degree to which:

· The Offeror’s management organization is aligned and structured to successfully execute the CCS program.

· The CCS Program Manager’s authority affords access to resources to accomplish the effort.

· The Organizational structure supports the work to be accomplished (e.g., engineering, production, installation, etc.).

· Risks are identified and planned mitigation approaches are appropriate.

· The full range of effort defined in the CCS Statement of Work (SOW) is sufficiently allocated and managed.

M.2.2.2
Technical Management Subfactor


The degree to which the Offeror's Management plan:

· Describes the type and amount of development required.

· Is attainable within the constraints provided (e.g., personnel resources, schedule).

· Demonstrates an understanding of the effort required to manage the development effort.

M.2.2.3
Personnel Resources Subfactor


The degree to which the Offeror:

· Identified personnel resources and the skills required to execute the CCS program.

· Currently has the required resources described in Section L.16.1.2.3, Personnel Resources or has an adequate plan and schedule for obtaining them.

M.2.2.4
Management Planning Subfactor 


The degree to which the Offeror's:

· Overall management approach adequately addresses CCS program requirements.

· CCS program schedule is realistic and meets CCS program requirements.

· Management tools, for itself and teammates, will effectively and efficiently manage the CCS program.

· Facilities are adequate to meet the requirements for development and integration of the CCS.

M.2.2.4
Training Subfactor


The degree to which the Offeror’s: 

· Provided training materials meet CCS SOW requirements.

· Provided training materials have been used to support the Offeror’s proposed CCS equipment.

· Proposed training plan supports CCS SOW requirements and identifies the modifications required to its existing training documentation.

M.2.3
Factor C - Maintenance Services


The degree to which the Offeror’s:

·  Proposed maintenance approach will provide responsive and reliable support services.

· CCS Team is organized and trained to provide the services specified in the CCS SOW. 

M.2.4
Factor D - Past Performance

M.2.4.1
Offeror Input Subfactor


The degree to which the Offeror’s:

· Past performance on previous contracts that were similar in size, complexity and scope to the CCS substantiates the Offeror’s team’s ability to successfully perform CCS tasks.

M.2.4.2
Customer Input Subfactor 


The degree to which the input received from Offeror’s current and former customers is favorable for:

· Technical

· System Performance

· Training

· Maintenance Support

· Contract and Project Management

· Schedule Performance

· Cost Performance

· Impact of installation effort on current operations

M.3
Volume II – Cost Volume

The Cost Volume will be assessed for the following:

· Fairness and Reasonableness - all non Firm Fixed Price (FFP) CLINs will be assessed for fairness and reasonableness using the independent Government cost estimate (IGCE) as the basis for the assessment.  Included in this assessment is the confidence level in the Offeror's ability to provide the CCS on time for the proposed prices. A determination that prices are not fair and reasonable may be grounds for removal from the competition.  Additionally, Offerors are cautioned that unrealistically low or high proposed prices may be grounds for eliminating a proposal from the competition on the basis that the Offeror does not fully understand the requirement. 

·  Total Evaluated Cost - The base and option periods will be added together to establish the Offeror’s total proposed prices for evaluation purposes only.  The summing of the base and options periods for the evaluation shall not bind the Government to exercise the options.  The Government may use cost/price analysis to evaluate the cost estimates or prices, to determine whether or not the cost and price are reasonable and to determine the Offeror’s understanding of the work and ability to perform the contract.  The price for the base and all option years CLINs will be evaluated for:

1. Reasonableness:  Acceptability of the cost or price estimating methodology - - review of rationale and supporting data for proposed costs.

2. Completeness:  Responsiveness in addressing all SIR requirements - - review of the proposal to ensure data provided is sufficient to allow a complete analysis and evaluation of the costs or prices delineated in Section B and includes all information and exhibits required by Section L.

3. Realism:  Compatibility of the cost/price and scope of work and traceability of the estimates;  assessment of the level of confidence and reliability in the estimating methodologies employed by the Offeror and whether they produce realistic proposed costs based upon the Government’s requirements and Offeror’s proposed performance.

4. Consistency/traceability:  How well the Offeror’s proposed costs and prices match the labor categories and support levels proposed, the method of accomplishing the work described in the technical capabilities proposal, and the Offeror’s past experience of similar work.

To assist in determining the reasonableness and realism of cost or price, the Government may choose to verify the appropriateness of the direct and indirect rates proposed by the Offeror and all its subcontractors.  This may require the use of special pricing tools that are based on allowable accounting and estimating policies and assistance from other Government agencies, e.g., the Defense Contract Audit Agency (DCAA).

M.4
Volume III – Subcontracting Plan

The Subcontracting plan will be evaluated based on the Offeror’s demonstrated commitment to assuring that small, small disadvantaged and women-owned small business concerns are provided the maximum practicable opportunity to participate in CCS.  The evaluation will consider the plausibility that the established subcontracting goals can be achieved.

M.5
Adjectival Ratings  

Volume I will be evaluated using the following five adjectival ratings: 

	Rating
	Description

	Excellent
	The Offeror’s response to the topic is comprehensive and responds thoroughly to the work effort.  Few, if any, areas for improvement can be cited, all of which are minor.  All aspects are addressed in a highly competent and logical fashion.  The Offeror demonstrates that they exceed the stated requirement.

	Good
	The Offeror’s response to the topic is fully acceptable and appropriately responds to the work effort.  The Offeror’s response exceeds the requirements for the Satisfactory rating but does not quite meet the standards for the Excellent rating.  A few minor weaknesses are noted and the level of detail, while acceptable, does not provide a comprehensive response.

	 Average
	The Offeror’s response to the topic is acceptable and addresses adequately the full range of requirements and work effort and, although there may be some areas for improvement, these areas are offset by strengths in other areas.  

	Marginal
	The Offeror’s response does not provide all requested information.  The Offeror does not respond adequately to the requirements and work efforts.  The Offeror does not meet the requirements of the Satisfactory rating.  Offeror’s response is deficient in several areas with no corresponding offset in other areas.

	Unsatisfactory 
	The Offeror’s response to the topic is inadequate and does not demonstrate a satisfactory understanding of the requirements and work efforts and the proposal does not demonstrate the capability to support the Government’s needs.   
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