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1.	GENERAL





The Air TrafficManagement (ATM) Integrated Product Team (IPT), AUA-500, and its Surface Automation team, is presently being assisted with technical and administrative support under FAA contract DTFA01-96-Y-01008 by JIL Information Systems, Inc. (JIL), a Small and Economically Disadvantaged Business (SEDB).  The technical support consists of: (a) engineers and analysts who provide input into the planning, development and evaluation of surface products for which the Surface Automation team of the ATM IPT has responsibility; and (b) engineers and system administrators who are responsible for maintaining the Surface Movement Advisor (SMA) prototype located at Hartsfield International Airport, Atlanta, Georgia.  JIL also provides administrative support to the Surface Automation Team.  The JIL contract expires in December, 1998.  The purpose of this SIR is to replace the present contract with the same level of support.





1.2	The purpose of this evaluation plan is to identify the evaluation team members and


the evaluation procedures, schedule and other information related to the source selection process.





1.3	The following documents are incorporated herein by reference and shall serve as a 


resource and provide guiding principles for the conduct of the evaluation team: (a) the Federal Aviation Administration’s Acquisition Management System (AMS); and (b) SIR DTFA01-98-R-823042.





1.4	Anyone participating in the source selection process must ensure that all data and 


documentation be protected against any unauthorized viewing of its contents. 





1.5	Evaluation team members shall not disclose, either verbally or in writing, source 


evaluation information to anyone not authorized to participate in the evaluation, including but not limited to: the identity and number of Offerors; any and all data and information contained within the submitted proposals; the content of any discussions between evaluators relating to the evaluation process; the discussions between evaluators relating to any decisions made by the team or recommendations to the SSO; and any other data, information or discussions growing out of the source selection process that is not authorized to be released to the public by the SSO.  After the contract has been awarded, authority to disclose source selection information shall be the responsibility of the CO.
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1.6	All proposals and source selection documentation shall be safeguarded against any 


unauthorized access.  They shall be kept in locked cabinets when not in the evaluators possession.  Any such documentation that is no longer needed shall be shredded before being placed in a waste disposal container.





2.	EVALUATION TEAM AND RESPONSIBILITIES





2.1	The Contracting Officer (CO) shall also serve as the Source Selection Official 


(SSO) and the evaluators shall be appointed by the CO/SSO, all of whom shall be Government personnel.  Non-government personnel may be used to provide support to the CO/SSO





2.2	The Contracting Officer (CO) shall have the following responsibilities:





Obtain Conflict of Interest documentation from team members in accordance with AMS 3.1.5 and determine, together with assistance from legal counsel, whether any conflict of interest exists.





Brief the evaluation team members on the sensitivity of the source selection process; on the prohibitions against unauthorized disclosure of information (including the need to safeguard all proposals and source selection documentation); and any other issues relating to the evaluators role.





Serve as the single point of contact for all communications with the Offerors, except for team discussions with Offerors.





Participate in the screening, selection and debriefing phases of the source selection process to ensure fair treatment for all Offerors.





Issue, as required, SIR, SIR amendments and letters to Offerors.





Ensure that the contract is signed by someone with authority to bind the selected Offeror.





Ensure, with guidance from legal counsel, that all contractual documents are in compliance with applicable laws and regulations.





Execute and administer the contract.
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2.3	The Source Selection Official (SSO) has full responsibility and authority to select 


the source for the award.  The SSO shall:





Ensure that the evaluation team is properly constituted.





Ensure the proper and efficient conduct of the source selection process.





Approve the Evaluation Plan.





Make all screening and selection decisions.





2.4	The Evaluation Team is responsible for the following





Provide an in-depth review and evaluation of each submitted proposal in accordance with the evaluation criteria set forth in the SIR, and provide a brief explanation of the evaluation ratings, to include identifying strengths and weaknesses in each evaluated proposal.





Prepare an evaluation report for each proposal evaluated, as well as an overall evaluation report, using sound business judgments, to assist the SSO in making the appropriate selection decision(s).  The evaluation report shall identify the elements of each proposal being evaluated, the evaluation given to each element and the relative strengths and weaknesses in the Offeror’s proposal for that element.





Participate in all team selection meetings, discussions with Offerors, and debriefings.





Prepare such documentation as the SSO may direct.





3.0	EVALUATION PROCESS





3.1	Distribution of the proposals to the evaluators shall be made by the CO once the 


CO has verified that the proposals have the required documentation.  The CO shall also provide each evaluator with an electronic copy of the evaluation form.
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3.2	Each evaluator will review each proposal independently.  Following the independent reviews by the evaluators, the SSO shall schedule a 


meeting at which time each of the evaluators shall individually discuss the strengths and weaknesses of the proposals.  If, as a result of the evaluator discussions, it is deemed appropriate for the evaluating team to hold discussions with one or more of the Offerors, a plan for the holding of those discussions shall be developed by the evaluation team and approved by the SSO.  Once the plan is approved, the CO shall arrange for the discussions to take place with the Offeror(s).





3.3	Once the evaluators have received sufficient information to render an independent 


evaluation of each proposal, each evaluator shall prepare a final evaluation form which shall include the weighted scores.  The form must include a brief explanation of why the evaluator chose the score indicated and a discussion of the strengths and weaknesses of each element of the proposal identified by the evaluation form.  The evaluators shall submit the completed evaluation forms to the CO, along with a summary of findings and a recommendation for award.  The CO shall review the documentation for completeness and forward it to the SSO.





3.4	Once the SSO has received the completed evaluation forms, summary and recommendation from the evaluators, he/she shall meet with the evaluators and the CO to review the entire process and discuss the recommended award.





3.5	The SSO shall provide the CO with a written memorandum setting forth his/her  analysis of the offers, analysis of the evaluations, rationale for the selection decision and the selection decision.  The SSO shall coordinate the preparation of the memorandum with legal counsel.  The CO shall then proceed to either: (a) enter into negotiations with the selected Offeror regarding the cost proposal only; or (b) make the award without further discussions.





3.6	The evaluation process shall attempt to adhere to the following schedule:





Date		Event


Aug. 12, 1998�
All proposals must be received by 2 PM�
�
Aug. 19, 1998�
CO completes preliminary review of proposals and distributes copies to each evaluator together with evaluation forms�
�
Sept. 9, 1998�
Evaluations completed �
�
Sept. 23, 1998�
Evaluation documentation completed�
�
Sept. 30, 1998�
SSO decision and report completed�
�
Oct. 7, 1998�
Notice of Selection and Award�
�
TBD�
Debriefings (if any)�
�
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3.7	The evaluators shall use the evaluation form attached as Exhibit 1 which the CO 


shall provide to each evaluator in electronic format.  The comments section for each evaluated element is expandable to accommodate any length of data.  





3.7.1	Each evaluator shall examine each proposal with respect to each identified 


factor and its subfactors (if any).  The evaluator will then place a score from 1 (unacceptable) to 5 (exceptional) in the space provided and in the discussion block identify the strengths and weaknesses of that factor or subfactor being evaluated.  The total score for each factor shall be entered in the identified space; however, the score  for past performance shall be the average score for each responding reference.  Any reference provided by an Offeror for past performance evaluation for which there is no response or a refusal to respond by a Government official shall be counted toward the SIR requirement but shall not be counted in the evaluation on past performance.





3.7.2	The scoring for each proposal shall be performed independently of  the other 


proposals (i.e.- the ratings are not to be made in comparison to other proposals).





3.7.3	The total technical score shall consist of the sum of seven (7) subfactors and the score for each subfactor shall be the average score for each of the elements within that subfactor.  The scores for the cost and business management factors shall be the sum of the scores for the subfactors within each category.  The score for past  performance shall be the average score for that factor (see 3.7.1, above).  Each total score shall be multiplied by the following weighted factor: (a) total technical score - 5; (b) cost proposal score - 3; (c) business management score - 2; (d) past performance score - 1.











____________________________________	


Richard S. Kahn, ASU-350				








____________________________________	


Date							
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SOURCE SELECTION SENSITIVE DOCUMENT








SURFACE AUTOMATION TECHNICAL AND ADMINISTRATIVE SUPPORT - EVALUATION FORM





Evaluator’s Name:	__________________________________ 





Offeror:		__________________________________





I.	Required Documentation:  If the answer to any one of the following questions is 	no, the Offeror must be disqualified.  Please verify your answer.





1.	Did the Offeror include an 8(A) Letter of


	Certification from the SBA?				____Yes  ____ No





Did the Offeror include a certification in satisfaction


Of Part III, Section L.8 of SIR? 			____Yes  ____ No





Did the Offeror provide 3 written copies and 3 


Electronic copies of Offer?				____Yes   ____No





Did the Offeror complete and provide the following:


Notice of Employment of Former Government


Employees? (I.2)					____Yes  ____ No


		b.  Type of Business Organization? (K.2)		____Yes  ____ No


		c.  Authorized Negotiators? (K.3)			____Yes  ____ No


		d.  Taxpayer Identification? (K.5)			____Yes  ____ No


		e.  Walsh-Healey Act? (K.7)				____Yes  ____ No


		f.   Place of Performance? (K.8)			____Yes  ____ No


		g.  Affiliated Offerors? (L.4)				____Yes  ____ No





5.	Does the proposal include Volumes I and II?		____Yes   ____No





Did Volume I include separate sections for the


Technical, Business Management and Past


Performance elements?				____Yes  ____ No





7.	Does the proposal include a resume on each of


	the proposed key personnel?				____Yes   ____No





8.	Does the proposal include a list of 3 references


	per paragraph L.9?					____Yes   ____No


�



II.	Proposal Evaluations:	For each element, please rate it 1, 2, 3, 4 or 5 with 1 being unacceptable and 5 being exceptional.  You must complete column 3 by  providing a brief explanation of why you selected the rating, citing significant strengths and weaknesses.





A.	TECHNICAL EVALUATION:





				Rate*	Discussion


a.  Program Manager


�
�
�
�
1.  Training and experience with ATM operations�
�
�
�
2.  Training and experience with develop., deploy., install, maint. of major s/w systems (emphasis: decision support tools for ATM in Tower environment)�
�
�
�
3.  Training and experience with SMA or equivalent (also est. spin up time)�
�
�
�
4.  Training and experience as required by Sec. C.4�
�
�
�
* maximum 5 points per element 


							AVERAGE SCORE:  _______





				Rate*	Discussion


b.  Sr. Systems Engineer


�
�
�
�
1.  Training and experience with ATM operations�
�
�
�
2.  Training and experience with develop., deploy., install, maint. of major s/w systems (emphasis: decision support tools for ATM in Tower environment)�
�
�
�
3.  Training and experience with SMA or equivalent (also est. spin up time)�
�
�
�
4.  Training and experience as required by Sec. C.4�
�
�
�
* maximum 5 points per element 


							AVERAGE SCORE:  _______


�
				Rate*  Discussion


c.  Systems Engineer


�
�
�
�
1.  Training and experience with ATM operations�
�
�
�
2.  Training and experience with develop., deploy., install, maint. of major s/w systems (emphasis: decision support tools for ATM in Tower environment)�
�
�
�
3.  Training and experience with SMA or equivalent (also est. spin up time)�
�
�
�
4.  Training and experience as required by Sec. C.4�
�
�
�
* maximum 5 points per element 


							AVERAGE SCORE:  _______


				Rate*	Discussion


d.  Configuration Management/ Documentation Specialist 


�
�
�
�
1.  Training and experience with major FAA systems�
�
�
�
2.  Training and experience as required by Sec. C.4�
�
�
�
* maximum 5 points per element 


							AVERAGE SCORE:  _______





				Rate*	Discussion


e.  Site Coordinator


�
�
�
�
1.  Training and experience with ATC operations (HQ + ATL Tower)�
�
�
�
2.  Training and experience with SMA or equivalent (also est. spin up time)�
�
�
�
3.  Training and experience as required by Sec. C.4�
�
�
�
* maximum 5 points per element 


							AVERAGE SCORE:  _______


�
				Rate*	Discussion


f.  Systems Administrator�
�
�
�
1  Training and experience with SMA or equivalent (also est. spin up time)�
�
�
�
2. Training and experience as a systems administrator for a complex automated system.�
�
�
�
3. Training and experience as required by Sec. C4�
�
�
�
* maximum 5 points per element 





				Rate*	Discussion


g.  Administrative Assistant�
�
�
�
1. Training and experience as required by Sec. C4�
�
�
�
* maximum 5 points per element 








				TECHNICAL SCORE (A+B+C+D+E+F+G)  _______





B.	COST PROPOSAL EVALUATION





Rate*	Discussion


  Cost Proposal�
�
�
�
1.  Direct Labor salaries (cost realism)�
�
�
�
2.  Hours per position (understand requirement)�
�
�
�
3.  Other Direct Costs (understand requirement)�
�
�
�
4.  Indirect rates (reasonable)�
�
�
�
5.  Fixed fee (reasonable)�
�
�
�
* maximum 5 points per element


								COST SCORE:  _______


�



C.	BUSINESS MANAGEMENT EVALUATION





				Rate	Discussion


  Business Management�
�
�
�
1.  Overall quality of business management approach�
�
�
�



						BUSINESS MGMT. SCORE:  _______





PAST PERFORMANCE EVALUATION





				Rate	Discussion


  Past Performance�
�
�
�
1.  Ref. no. 1�
�
�
�
2.  Ref. no. 2�
�
�
�
3.  Ref. no. 3�
�
�
�
4.  Other�
�
�
�



			AVERAGE  PAST PERFORMANCE SCORE:  _______





III.	Weighted Evaluations:


					Total


Section	Score	Weight	Score


1.  Technical Evaluation – Total Score�
�
x  5  =�
�
�
2.  Cost Evaluation�
�
x  3  =�
�
�
3.  Business Management Evaluation�
�
x  2  =�
�
�
4.  Past Performance�
�
x  1  =�
�
�



					TOTAL WEIGHTED SCORE:  _______
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