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1 Introduction

1.1 Background

The Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) plans to conduct a standard competition on the Automated Flight Service Stations (AFSS) under Office of Management and Budget (OMB) Circular A-76.  The FAA plans to follow the intent of the Circular and will conduct the acquisition in accordance with the FAA Acquisition Management System (AMS).  The FAA does not utilize the Federal Acquisition Regulation (FAR).  Pursuant to Public Law 104-50 (the “1996 DOT Appropriations Act”) the FAA was directed to develop and implement a new acquisition management system.  The FAA AMS took effect on April 1, 1996, pursuant to 49 U.S.C. sec. 40110(d).  A Screening Information Request (SIR)/Request for Information (RFI) on the AFSS Competitive Sourcing Study was posted on the FAA’s Contracts Opportunity Web page on June 3, 2003.  The RFI was issued to survey the market and solicit input on specific topics from all interested parties for consideration during the Preliminary Planning process.  The list of 18 AFSS RFI SIR respondents including the Government, was posted on the FAA’s web page on July 17, 2003 to facilitate timely and appropriate potential subcontracting and/or teaming opportunities. One-on-one sessions were offered to all interested parties and have been conducted on request.     

1.2 Scope

This plan describes the evaluation approach for the responses received relating to Solicitation No. DTFA01-04-R-000XX, AFSS  Solicitation Information Request (SIR) Stage 1 (henceforth referred to as SIR 1) announcement.   This plan establishes the Source Evaluation Board (SEB) and defines the processes planned for use.   
1.3 Applicable Documents

The following documents are applicable:.  

1) Solicitation No. DTFA01-04-R-000XX, AFSS Competitive Sourcing Study SIR 1 dated XXXXXX

2) FAA Acquisition Management System 
To the extent that there are any differences between the SIR and this Source Evaluation Plan, the SIR will take precedence.

2 Evaluation Process

2.1 Basis for Screening Decision
This solicitation is a source selection conducted in accordance with the FAA AMS and OMB Circular A-76. The potential service providers will be rated and ranked based on the degree to which they meet the criteria described herein.  The down-select screening decision will be based on those potential service providers most likely to receive the award. 

Any potential service provider eliminated from further consideration will be officially notified in writing. If at any point during the evaluation process, the FAA concludes that the potential service provider does not have a reasonable chance of receiving an award, the FAA may eliminate the potential service provider from further consideration for participation in Stage 2 of the acquisition.  It is the government’s intent to down-select to a range of 3-5 potential service providers; however, the resulting number may be smaller or larger based on the quality of the responses submitted.

2.2 SIR Process Overview

The FAA plans to use the Tradeoff Source Selection Process under the OMB Circular A-76 for this acquisition. This will be accomplished in two stages.  In Stage 1, private entity potential service providers will respond to the screening requirements based on their knowledge, capability, and experience set forth in the final SIR 1.  Eighteen potential service providers responded to the FAA’s AFSS Request for Information.  Stage 1 is intended to result in a down-select screening decision to a manageable number of 3-5 potential prime service providers.  This results in the optimum number of highly capable potential service providers, a sustainable competition and supports the FAA resources and the AFSS acquisition schedule.  In the event that only 3-5 potential prime service providers respond to SIR 1 the FAA may at its discretion, proceed directly to stage 2.   

In Stage 2, potential prime service providers including the agency tender will respond to and cost the requirements of the full AFSS Service delivery and implementation as requested in the final SIR 2.  Following Stage 2, the FAA will make an award for the AFSS service solution that represents best value.

The evaluation approach for the SIR 1 is described below.

2.2.1 Evaluation Process

The Source Evaluation Board (SEB), whose membership is described in Section 3, will evaluate the responses to SIR 1, rank the potential service providers, and prepare a report detailing their findings.  This report will be the basis for the recommendation presented to the Source Selection Official.  The following paragraphs describe the process the SEB will use for evaluation and ranking of responses.  
SEB team members will read the responses and individually prepare for team discussions by noting whether the potential service provider met the criteria for each factor detailed in SIR 1 and whether there were any strengths and/or weaknesses.  The SEB will meet to discuss each potential service provider's response.  For each criterion, the team will  assign a rating based on the degree to which the potential service provider’s Stage 1 submittals demonstrate that their knowledge, capability, and experience of operations is similar to current critical complex, and geographically dispersed AFSS operations and environment as defined in the criterion listed in SIR 1.  The team will assign a rating for each criterion response based on this assessment.    Strengths and/or weaknesses will be noted for each criterion response associated with the factor.  The SEB will then use this information to assign the rating for the criterion based on the rating definitions described in SIR 1.  The team will assess each potential service provider submission based on its own merits to meet the criteria in SIR 1.  The team will not base the evaluation on a comparative analysis between potential service providers. 

Once each criterion is rated, the team will use the results of the criteria evaluations to assign an overall all potential service provider score. The scores will be derived by assigning a numerical value to each criterion rating as follows:


Excellent 
10

Good

8

Marginal
5

Fair

2


Poor

1

The overall potential service provider score will be the sum of the individual criterion ratings.  When the team has finished evaluating each response, it will rank the potential service providers based on their overall response score.  
The process by which the decisions are made within the team is that of consensus.  In the event that the team cannot reach consensus, the SEB chairperson shall assign the rating based on the preponderance of evidence presented.  The member(s) who disagree the final rating shall write a minority report describing his/her position.  Any minority reports will be included as part of the final report submitted to the SSO.
3 Roles and Responsibilities of SSO and SEB Participants

3.1 Source Selection Official (SSO)

The SSO is the government official responsible for making the final selection(s) based on the recommendation of the SEB. The functions and responsibilities of the SSO include:

a) Review and approve in writing the Evaluation Plan and any amendments thereto;

b) Ensure the SEB is properly appointed and contain the required skills to evaluate properly each potential service provider’s proposal and to make the recommendation for downselect,
c) Make all downselect decisions;

d) Adhere to the Code of Conduct described herein.
3.2 SEB Organization

The SEB consists of a chairperson, appointed by the SSO, and other qualified government contracting, technical and administrative/management personnel.  The SEB has the responsibility of providing the SSO with a sound basis for making informed screening and selection decisions.  The SEB participants are delineated in Appendix X.  Appendix X is Source Selection Sensitive. Any changes to the SEB membership will be documented in the contract file.  
The SEB may use advisors to assist in discussions, report formulation, and other administrative needs.  These advisors will may be voting members.  The roles and responsibilities of each member are defined below.


3.2.1 Chairperson
The Chairperson is a government employee who serves as the leader of the SEB.  The Chairperson is not a voting member.  Responsibilities of the Chairperson include:

a) To abide by all provisions of this plan

b) To set agenda and lead the source selection process

c) To oversee team to ensure they are accomplishing their responsibilities

d) To abide by all Conflict of Interest and Non-Disclosure requirements

e) To participate in all SEB meetings

f) To facilitate SEB discussions and resolve discrepancies between members

g) To prepare the preliminary, initial, and final SEB reports

h) To resolve contradictory or ambiguous results from the team
3.2.2 Contracting Officer

The Contracting Officer's role on the SEB is in addition to all legal responsibilities he/she has as the Contracting Officer for the Acquisition.  The Contracting Officer is a voting member. Responsibilities include:

a) To abide by all provisions of this plan

b) To ensure all members of the SEB have met all the Conflict of Interest and Non-Disclosure requirements and submitted the proper documentation.

c) To abide by all Conflict of Interest and Non-Disclosure requirements

d) To act as government point of contact with potential service providers

e) To participate in all SEB meetings

f) To prepare official minutes of all SEB meetings

g) To maintain official SEB file

3.2.3 Voting Members

All voting members' responsibilities include:

a) To abide by all provisions of this plan

b) To abide by all Conflict of Interest and Non-Disclosure requirements

c) To participate in all SEB meetings

d) To vote in all SEB decisions

e) To assist Chairperson in preparing SEB reports.

Due to the shortage of available Government resources for this effort, support contractor personnel may be used as voting members

3.2.4 Advisors

Advisors may or may not be Government employees who will provide the benefit of special expertise or skills to the SEB.  They are not voting members.  

4 Documentation

4.1 Reports

Reports will be prepared documenting the results of the above described process.  The types of reports include at a minimum:

a) SEB Evaluation Report

b)  SSO Report

4.1.1 SEB Report

The SEB will prepare a report detailing the results of the evaluation.  The report will include at minimum:

a) Ratings, Strengths, and Weaknesses for each Criterion 

b) Overall Scores for each potential service provider
c) Rankings of all potential service providers

d) Minority Reports, if any.

4.1.2 SSO Report

The SEB will prepare a report for the SSO which documents the results of the process.  The report will include at a minimum:

a) Recommendation for down select
b) Description of rankings and ratings for all potential service providers
c) SEB Evaluation Team Report

d) Minority Reports, if any   
5 Code of Conduct

Prior to beginning the evaluation, each team member and each advisor shall be required to sign both a nondisclosure agreement and a non-conflict of interest form.  Each participant in the evaluation process has the responsibility to ensure that no conflict of interest exists that might affect his/her ability to evaluate the proposals impartially and without bias.  Evaluation process participants must also safeguard information in the proposals as proprietary data of the potential service providers and must use the information only for evaluation purposes.  

5.1 Conflict of Interest
Each SEB and SET member shall comply at all times with the rules on conflicts of interest in the AMS and shall participate in a procurement integrity session, and sign a nondisclosure form before being allowed access to evaluation information.

5.2 Disclosure of Proprietary Information
Unless otherwise directed by the Contracting Officer and SEB members shall consider all information submitted in responses, discussions on evaluation results, and discussions relating to award decisions to be proprietary and shall treat this information accordingly.  This information may not be used for any purpose other than to evaluate the suitability of the response for potential service provider qualification.  potential service provider information may not be discussed or disclosed, verbally or in writing or in any other form, to any person outside the SEB. 

5.3 Disclosure of Evaluation Information

SEB  members shall comply at all times with the rules on disclosure of information set forth in the AMS and shall execute non-disclosure agreements before being permitted access to evaluation information.

SEB members shall refrain from discussing evaluation information outside the their respective team. "Evaluation information" includes any information that could provide unfair competitive advantage were it to be selectively revealed.  This includes the number and identity of potential service providers competing, the status or competitive position of particular potential service providers, the content of responses, the detailed schedule for the evaluation, the identity of any evaluation team or SEB members, etc. SEB members shall refer any direct requests for such information by parties outside the evaluation effort to the contracting officer.

SEB members shall report any instance of apparent disclosure of evaluation information (e.g., via rumors, suppositions, etc.) to the SEB Lead or Contracting Officer, whether the information is true or false, and from whatever source it comes.

5.4 Communication with Potential service providers

Individual SEB members shall not communicate with potential service providers or their subcontractors, agents, and employees regarding this procurement.  Should contact be required for legitimate business needs, SEB members shall refrain from discussing any aspect of the Acquisition SIR, including their own participation therein.

Communications between the government and potential service providers during evaluations will be strictly controlled.  Therefore, all communications with potential service providers relating to this solicitation must be made by, or approved by, the Contracting Officer.  The Contracting Officer may allow limited direct communications between the potential service providers and the SEB relating to this solicitation if needed.  
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