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                                                            PART IV   -    SECTION M

                                                  EVALUATION FACTORS FOR AWARD
                              

M1.  General 

a. Offers must be submitted in accordance with Section L.  Offerors must meet ALL SIR requirements, terms and conditions, representations and certifications, technical requirements, and identified factors and subfactors, to be eligible for award.  Failure to comply with the terms and conditions of the SIR may result in the Offeror being removed from consideration for award.  

b. Evaluation is defined as review and consideration of Offeror’s written submissions determined to be competitive as determined by the Government as part of the source selection process.

c.Offers will be evaluated with respect to Technical, Management, and Cost/Price.

d.Offers that fail to meet the minimum requirements of the specification and are unrealistic in terms of technical content, schedule commitments or cost/price, will be considered to lack technical competence or indicate a failure to comprehend the complexity of the contract requirements, and may be grounds for a determination that an Offer is no longer considered in line for award.




e.Offers that are unbalanced as to prices, may be rejected.  An unbalanced offer is one, which is based on prices significantly less than prices for some work, and prices, that are significantly overstated for other work of a similar nature.  Prices which are unrealistically low or unreasonably high may be indicative of the Offeror’s lack of understanding of the work effort or the ability to perform the contract and may be cause for rejection of the Offer.

f.Offerors are cautioned not to minimize the importance of an adequate response in any area because of importance or visibility.  Despite the stated order of importance, Cost/Price will become increasingly more important as difference in technical scores decreases.  
g.The Offeror must be financially viable and otherwise responsible in accordance with the FAA Acquisition Management System (AMS).  To be eligible for award, the Offeror must be technically and financially capable of performing the work.

h.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.

j.  In evaluating the offers, the Government may conduct written or oral communications with any and/or all Offerors, and reserves the right to reduce the participants in the competition to only those Offerors most likely to receive award.  The Government reserves the right to conduct communications and negotiations with any individual competing Offeror, or all competing Offerors, as the situation may warrant.  Communications with one or more Offerors will not require the Government to conduct communications with all Offerors.  If communications are necessary with one or more Offerors, the Government reserves the right to request revised offers.

k.  The FAA reserves the right to award a contract immediately following the conclusion of the evaluation of the initial offers, without discussions or negotiations.  Therefore, it is critical that each offer be fully responsive to this SIR/RFO and its provisions.

M1.3  Number of Contracts to be Awarded

The Government anticipates awarding one (1) contract as a result of this SIR/RFO, but reserves the right to make multiple awards if it is in the best interests of the Government to do so.

M2.0 Basis for Contract Award

M2.1  Award Selection

The Government will award to the acceptable and responsible Offeror who satisfies all the requirements and whose offer is determined to be the best value to the Government.  The Government will determine the best value by evaluating each offer in three areas: Technical, Management and Cost/Price.  The successful Offeror may not have submitted the lowest price.

An assessment of risk will be made as part of the evaluation of the technical factors to determine the degree of uncertainty as to whether the Offeror can meet the technical and schedule requirements.
The Source Selection Official (SSO) will use the integration of the final evaluations of these areas to arrive at a best value decision.
The Government reserves the right to waive minor irregularities and discrepancies in offers received and to make an award based on the initial offers submitted, without negotiating or soliciting revised offers.
Technical and Management will be scored.  Cost/Price will not be scored.
M2.2 Evaluation Order of Importance     

Technical is more important than Management.  Technical and Management are more important than Cost/Price. However, Cost/Price will not be scored but will be considered in the overall best value.  Cost/Price becomes more important as differences in Technical scores and/or Management considerations among offers decrease.

M2.3 Eligibility for Consideration of Award: 

Within 10 days from receipt of Offers, the Government will conduct and complete the evaluation to determine Offeror eligibility for consideration of award. Offerors will be notified in writing if they are eligible to be considered for award within this 10-day timeframe.

a.  To be considered eligible for award, an Offeror must submit sufficient documentation to prove that its Offer meets the following minimum requirements in the GCCS Statement of Work (SOW) and GCCS Specification.  Offers that do not provide sufficient documentation to show compliance in the following areas will NOT be evaluated and will NOT be considered for award.  Further, the Offeror must meet the following requirements:

1. Orbital Position:  The proposed orbital position of the satellite must fall within

      the threshold arc range IAW Specification para. 3.2.1.2.4.

2. ITU/FCC Licensing:  The Offeror must submit proof of ITU and/or FCC Permission to Proceed and/or other Notifications that verifies the vendor’s ability to operate a Geostationary communications satellite at the proposed Orbital Position.

3. Minimum radiated power for both L1 (28 dBW) and L5 (26 dBW) must be IAW GCCS Specification para. 3.2.1.2.15 and Table 3.1-1.

4. Minimum Bandwidth for L1 (4.0 MHz) and L5 (20 MHz) must be IAW GCCS Specification para. 3.2.1.3.4 and Table 3.1-1.

5. Reserved.

6. 
6. Ground Earth Station Facilities:  The Offeror shall provide proof of availability of two (2)    

      Ground Uplink Station (GUSs) located at least 300 miles apart IAW SOW para. 3.1.1.1.   

      Proof shall be evidenced by the following: site selection has already occurred and 

facilities are already in existence and/or facilities under construction, and will be available in consonance with your proposed on-orbit date.  The Offeror shall provide proof that the GESs are located within the CONUS United States.
 7. Reserved.  

       8. SB/SDB SP:  The Offeror must submit a Small Business/Small Disadvantaged  

       Subcontracting Plan to be eligible for award. 

M3.0 Evaluation Factors and Criteria

Each Offer will be evaluated in accordance with the Factors listed below.  Award will be made to the Offeror proposing the combination most advantageous to the Government based upon an integrated assessment of the evaluation factors described below. The Offeror’s Technical and Management Volumes will be evaluated and scored .  The Offeror’s Cost/Price Volume will be evaluated, not scored, but will be considered in the overall best value.
M3.1  Technical Factors  (Volume 1)     
The importance of the Technical Factors is as follows:  Factors 1 and 2 are together significantly more important than Factors 3, 4, and 5, which together are of equal importance.
The following Technical Factors will be used to evaluate the merit of the Offeror’s technical volume:
Technical Factor 1 -  Orbital Position

Technical Factor 2 –  Signal-In-Space (SIS) Service Available
Technical Factor 3 -  Segment Reliability

Technical Factor 4 – GUS Design and Safety Assurance
Technical Factor 5 – Signal-In-Space (SIS) Generation and Control

The Technical Factors will be evaluated using the following criteria:

1. Approach:  The degree to which the Offeror’s technical approach satisfies the requirements in the Specification, SOW, and referenced documents in the SIR/RFO.   Approach includes the degree to which the Offeror presents a clear understanding of the technical requirements, including the ability to identify potential problem areas and propose realistic solutions; the extent to which that approach is logical, feasible, valid, and technically effective, including whether or not an approach is achievable within the current state of the art and within the funding profile provided in Section L, para L.16.2, and offers potential benefits to the Government.

2.  Substantiation:  The degree to which the Offeror presents analyses or other factual data to justify and demonstrate that a proposed approach will satisfy requirements.  Substantiation includes the quality and thoroughness of the information provided to support the technical response.  Responses must be thorough, use actual data to support assertions, and provide enough depth of information to be evaluated adequately.  Responses with generalized discussions and theoretical textbook responses will be rated lower than responses with comprehensive explanations and supportable, validated claims or analyses.

3.  Risk:  An assessment of risk will be made as part of the evaluation of the technical performance, and will determine the degree of uncertainty as to whether the Offeror can meet the technical and schedule requirements of the project within the proposed funding profile.  The evaluation team will differentiate among Offerors based upon the risk associated with each proposed approach for meeting the Government’s requirements.  Evaluation of risk will include proposed technologies, component selection, design and qualification processes, and appropriate and adequate technical costs and schedule assessments to estimate additional resources such as time, manpower loading, hardware, or analyses or tests needed to control risks.

M3.2   Management
Management will be evaluated for four factors. The factors are in descending order of importance. 

      1.  Program Management 

2. Integrated Master Schedule

3. Risk Management Approach

4. Past and Present Performance

In scoring the Offeror’s Program Management, the Government will evaluate the soundness of methodology the Offeror proposes to meet program requirements; how comprehensive the Offeror’s Program Management describes its approach for organizing, planning, monitoring, and controlling the Program across all organizations, team, and subcontract members, and the degree to which the Offeror possesses sufficient and experienced resources, including subcontractors, required to implement, support, and complete the program.       

In scoring the Offerer's Integrated Master Schedule, the Government will evaluate the ability of the Offeror to realistically meet your proposed delivery schedule. Evaluation will include how the proposed sequence of activities is defined and if/how the interrelationships between the activities are identified and time-phased. The proposed timeline and work plan for developing your critical path schedule will also be evaluated to assess the degree to which it accurately represents the activities proposed.

In scoring the Risk Management approach, the Government will evaluate the methodologies and processes (and the maturity of these methodologies and processes) proposed by the Offeror to identify, assess, monitor, and mitigate/resolve moderate and high risks, and will evaluate any procedures and techniques that must be developed or modified by the Offeror.  The Government will assess the degree of performance risk presented in the Offer,  discriminate among offerors based upon the risk associated with proposed approaches for meeting the government requirements (to include the past performance risk assessment and risk associated with the present performance) and establish a level of confidence in the Offeror's ability to perform the proposed effort considering such things as product and process risk management approaches, schedule, manpower loading, and technical approaches to control risks.

Under the Past Performance factor, the Government will conduct an assessment based upon the quality of the Offeror’s past performance, as well as that of proposed subcontractors or associates, as it relates to the probability of successful accomplishment of the required effort.  The Government will evaluate the Offeror’s demonstrated record of contract compliance in supplying products and services that meet user’s needs, including cost/price, schedule, and performance.  In addition to evaluating the extent to which the Offeror met contract requirements, the assessment will consider items such as the Offeror’s history of forecasting and controlling costs, adhering to schedules (including the administrative aspects of performance), the Offeror’s record of conforming to specifications and to standards of good workmanship, reasonable and cooperative behavior and commitment to customer satisfaction, resource utilization including subcontractors, and turnover of personnel – including key personnel, prior successful experience with management approach on other similar delivered services, and generally, the Offeror’s business-like concern for the interest of the customer.

Where the Offeror’s relevant performance record indicates performance problems, the Government will consider the number and severity of problems and the appropriateness and effectiveness of any corrective actions taken (not just planned or promised).  The Government may review more recent contracts or performance evaluations to ensure corrective actions have been implemented and to evaluate their effectiveness. Offerors are advised that the Government reserves the right to use both data provided by the Offeror and data obtained from other sources. Offerors are reminded that although the Government may elect to consider data obtained from other sources, the burden of providing thorough and complete past performance source data rests with the Offeror.

Where discrepancies are found, the Government reserves the right to apply its judgment to resolve such discrepancies without conducting discussions.

Offerors without a relevant past performance or for whom information on past performance is not available will not be evaluated favorably or unfavorably on past performance, and as a result, will receive a “Neutral/Unknown” rating for the Past Performance factor.

In evaluating past performance the Government will make a performance risk assessment upon the quality of the Offeror’s past performance as well as that of its proposed subcontractors or associates, as it relates to the probability of successful accomplishment of the required effort.  Performance risks are those associated with an Offeror’s likelihood of success in performing the SIR/RFO’s requirements as indicated by the Offeror’s record of past performance.

M3.3  Cost/Price (Volume 3) 

Cost/Price will be evaluated for (1) reasonableness (2) realism, and (3) risk, but will not be scored.  Each Offer will be evaluated based upon the total price proposed for CLINs 0001 through 0007 and the Government-Provided Ceiling Price of $1,600,000 for CLIN 0008 (T&M).

The Time and Materials rates will be analyzed to determine if they are fair and reasonable.

Offerors are cautioned that an excessively high or low cost/price estimates may be grounds for eliminating an offer from the competition on the basis that the Offeror does not fully understand the requirement.  The Government reserves the right to request additional information to support the cost/price proposed by the Offeror.

All CLINs will be evaluated for all offers submitted.  Therefore, Offerors must submit a cost/price for each CLIN.  Offerors not submitting a price for CLIN, may be rejected as unacceptable. 

In determining reasonableness, the Government will evaluate (1) the acceptability of the cost estimating methodol
ogy and review the rationale and supporting data for proposed costs; (2) the compatibility of the cost and the scope of work and (3) the traceability of estimates and the consistency in matching the proposed cost to labor categories and support levels, and the method of accomplishing the work.

In determining realism and risk, the Government will evaluate the level of confidence and reliability in estimating methodologies used and whether it provides realistic proposed costs based on all the requirements and the proposed performance. The proposed prices will also be evaluated in conjunction with the technical and management risk evaluation to assess the degree to which the Cost/Price Offer reflects the approaches made in the Technical and Management Offers, accurately represent the work effort proposed and ensures that prices are not unrealistically low and create a risk of quality deficiencies, late deliveries, or performance shortfalls.

If an Offeror chooses to make a management/business adjustment to its pricing, it must be clearly identified in the Offer.

�PAGE \# "'Page: '#'�'"  ��Suggest that item 1 be replaced with meeting all technical requirements not just ones associated with a threshold.  Threshold requirements were identified only for items that were unique to the new satellite payload; while these are important the development of the complete system is equally important.   Also item 3 and 5 are essentially the equivalent of the SIS received signal level requirement – which is the what one is really concerned about. Don’t think we need to score two items that result in one overall requirement. We should have an evaluation factor that addresses integration – system design.
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