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PART IV - SECTION M


EVALUATION FACTORS FOR AWARD

M.1  
RESPONSIBILITY DETERMINATIONPRIVATE 

      An Offeror must be determined responsible by the Contracting Officer in order to receive contract award.  To be determined responsible, the Offeror must satisfy the standards listed in AMS Section 3.2.2.2.  The adequacy of the Small Business and Small Disadvantaged Business (SBSDB) Subcontracting Plan and the Mentor-Protégé Agreement are factors in the Contracting Officer’s determination of the prospective Contractor responsibility. 

M.1.1  
SMALL BUSINESS AND SMALL DISADVANTAGED BUSINESS (SBSDB) SUBCONTRACTING PLAN AND SUBCONTRACTING GOALS 

M.1.1
.1
General

(a)
Offerors are hereby notified that the adequacy of a SBSDB Subcontracting Plan is a factor in the Contracting Officer's determination of prospective Contractor responsibility.  If the apparently successful Offeror fails to propose the required subcontracting goals, that Offeror shall be ineligible for award.


(b)
This factor is not applicable to small businesses; therefore, all small and small disadvantaged businesses will receive an acceptable rating for this factor.

M.1.1.2
Evaluation Criteria

The subcontracting plan will be rated by the Contracting Officer as either Acceptable or Unacceptable and will not be numerically scored.  The evaluation factors will be assigned an adjectival rating as follows:



(a)
ACCEPTABLE – Proposed goals meet or exceed SIR-established subcontracting goals.




(b)
UNACCEPTABLE - Offeror fails to propose goals, or proposed goals do not meet SIR-established subcontracting goals.

M.1.2

MENTOR-PROTÉGÉ PLAN 
M.1.2.1
General

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

M.1.2.2
Evaluation Criteria

The Mentor-Protégé Agreement will be rated by the Contracting Officer as either Acceptable or Unacceptable and will not be numerically scored.  The evaluation factors will be assigned an adjectival rating as follows:



(a)
ACCEPTABLE - Proposed Agreement meets or exceeds SIR-established Mentor-Protégé goals.




(b)
UNACCEPTABLE – Offeror fails to propose Agreement, or proposed Agreement does not meet SIR-established Mentor- Protégé goals.

M.2

BASIS FOR AWARD

(a)
Award Selection:  The offer that provides the greatest overall value to the Government will be selected for award.  Therefore, the lowest total cost offer may not provide the greatest overall value to the Government.  Information from the Qualification statements submitted in the Prequalification phase (SIR1) will not be used in this phase of proposal evaluations. 


(b)
Order of Importance:  In the evaluation of proposals, technical competence (including risk assessment) is most important, followed by price (including risk assessment).  While technical competence is significantly more important than price, price will become more important as the differences in technical ratings among offers decreases. 


(c)
THE GOVERNMENT RESERVES THE RIGHT TO AWARD A CONTRACT BASED ON INITIAL OFFERS RECEIVED, WITHOUT DISCUSSIONS OR NEGOTIATIONS OF SUCH OFFERS.  THEREFORE, IT IS CRITICAL THAT EACH OFFER BE FULLY RESPONSIVE TO THE SIR.
M.3

EVALUATION PROCESS
M.3.1

General

(a)
Formal source selection procedures will be used in the evaluation of all proposals received in response to this SIR.  The following proposals will be considered in the evaluation process:



(1)
Technical; and



(2)
Price


(b)
The technical and price proposals will be subject to detailed evaluations by respective teams that will evaluate each offer in accordance with a pre-established evaluation plan.  

M.3.2

Risk Assessment

The Government will perform a risk assessment of each Offeror's technical and price proposals.  The risk assessment evaluation will assess the degree and magnitude of risks inherent to the Government within each Offeror’s proposal.  The assessment will consist of a qualitative assessment of risk as it relates to technical and price and will result in a determination of High, Medium, or Low risk to the Government in relation to each offer.

M.4   

EVALUATION OF PROPOSALS
M.4.1

TECHNICAL PROPOSAL EVALUATION FACTORS

RESPONSES TO THE SAMPLE TASKS/POP QUIZ AND THE TRANSITION PLAN AND THE PROFESSIONAL TRAINING AND DEVELOPMENT PLAN of the Offeror’s technical proposal will be evaluated in accordance with the described factors.

M.4.1.1
FACTOR I: SAMPLE TASKS/POP QUIZ (Individual Sample Tasks are of equal value, and each is of greater importance than the Pop Quiz) is more important than FACTOR II, Transition Plan and FACTOR III, Professional Training and Development Plan.  FACTORS II and III are in descending order of importance.

In addition to the sample tasks, the Government will provide a “pop quiz” question at the oral presentation for response by the program manager and 3 key personnel.  


The purpose of the sample tasks, which are of equal importance, described in SECTION J, ATTACHMENT 6, is to determine an Offeror's understanding of and the ability to perform the technical requirements of the contemplated contract.  Accordingly, the Government may or may not communicate to an Offeror all the weaknesses/deficiencies in its task responses.  If the Government provides the Offeror with the task responses' weaknesses/ deficiencies, the Offeror will not have an opportunity to revise the task responses, but would be able to revise other parts of the proposal, if appropriate.  NOTE:  ONLY THE OFFEROR'S ORIGINAL RESPONSE TO THE SAMPLE TASKS WILL BE EVALUATED.  


Under Factor I, the following subfactors will be evaluated, with subfactors (a), (b) and (c) being of equal importance:



(a)
Understanding:  The degree to which the Offeror demonstrates a technical understanding of what is involved in meeting requirements and effectively conducting work within the sample task.  The Offeror may demonstrate technical understanding through its experience with work efforts that are similar to the requirement of the sample task.



(b)
Approach:  The degree to which the Offeror demonstrates a sound and comprehensive technical approach to actually conducting the work and the degree to which the Offeror's approach is logical, realistic and feasible.  The Offeror may also discuss any alternative innovative approaches it believes may offer a solution to the problem.  



(c)
Personnel and Other Resources:  The degree to which the Offeror identifies the appropriate number and types of resources, both personnel and equipment, necessary for successfully conducting the work, the degree to which the Key Person presenting the sample task appears capable of leading such a work effort, and the apparent capabilities of other Key Personnel whose resumes are submitted with the proposal.

M.4.1.2

FACTOR II: TRANSITION PLAN

The Offeror’s transition plan will be evaluated based on the following subfactors, with (a) and (b) being equal in importance and individually more important than subfactor (c):



(a)
Understanding and Approach:  Understanding of, approach to, and plan for transition to the TAC2 contract.



(b)
Staffing:  Capacity to meet initial staffing targets with qualified personnel within the transition period.



(c)
Orientation/Training Program:  Orientation/training program to acquaint personnel with work requirements under the contract.

M.4.1.3

FACTOR III: PROFESSIONAL TRAINING AND DEVELOPMENT PLAN

The Offeror’s Professional Training and Development Plan will be evaluated based on the Offeror’s understanding of, approach to, and plan for employee professional development and training.

M.4.2 
RISK ASSESSMENT

The Government will perform a risk assessment of the Offeror's technical and price proposals.  Offerors are to note that in conducting the risk assessment, the FAA may use both data provided by the Offeror and data obtained from other Government sources (DCAA/DLA).  The assessment will consider the following items in making the risk assessment determination (all items are of equal importance):

(a) Technical

1. The confidence level in the Offeror’s ability to meet the transition staffing requirements.

2. The confidence level in the Offeror’s ability to provide quality people at the proposed prices.

3. The robustness and realism of the Offeror’s Mentor-Protégé Agreement and Subcontracting Plan.

4. The Offeror's ability to perform, based on its responses to the sample tasks.

5. The Offeror’s response to the “Pop Quiz.”

(b) Price

1. Whether the Offeror’s pricing methodology appears to be well developed and substantiated.

2. The Offeror’s policy on uncompensated Overtime and its apparent impact on the Offeror’s ability to hire and retain qualified personnel.

3. The Offeror’s Professional Employee Compensation Plan  -- Whether the compensation levels proposed reflect a clear understanding of work to be performed and indicate the capability of the proposed compensation structure to obtain and keep suitably qualified personnel to meet mission objectives.  
M.4.2.1
Evaluation Factors

The assessment of risk will be made and an adjectival rating will be assigned as follows:



(a)
LOW RISK - The proposal presents a well-substantiated, consistent, justifiable, and achievable approach.



(b)
MEDIUM RISK - The proposal presents a substantiated, and apparently achievable approach, with some inconsistencies.



(c)
HIGH RISK - The proposal lacks a logical, consistent presentation of the planned approach.

M.4.3 
PRICE PROPOSAL EVALUATION FACTORS 


The Price Proposal will be evaluated in accordance with AMS Section 3.2.3, Cost and Price Methodology:

· The Government will determine the probable cost to the government for each Offeror.

· The probable cost to the Government will reflect the Government-estimated quantities of hours and the Government cost estimates for non-local travel, task-order-specific materials (TOSM), and subject matter experts.  

· The Government will evaluate the proposed fully burdened hourly rates for reasonableness.  

· The Government will evaluate the proposed direct facility costs to determine whether they are reasonable and realistic. 

The Government reserves the right to adjust any proposed amounts that are determined to be unrealistically high or low.  

A definition of reasonable and realistic is as follows:

A cost or price is "reasonable" if, in its nature and amount, it does not exceed that which would be incurred by a prudent person in performing the required effort.  In other words, "reasonable" means not excessive.

A proposed cost or price is "realistic" if it does not significantly understate or overstate the amount that can rationally be expected to be incurred during the contractual period of performance.
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