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PART IV - SECTION M

EVALUATION FACTORS FOR AWARD

M.1 GENERAL 

a.  Evaluation of proposals is defined as the offeror's written proposal submission that are determined to be competitive as determined by the Government as part of the source selection process.

b. Proposals will be evaluated with respect to technical, business management, and cost/price. 

c.  Proposals will be evaluated by adding basic quantities and option quantities to arrive at a total price proposed. Evaluation of options does not obligate the Government to exercise options.

d.  Proposals that are unbalanced as to price may be rejected. An unbalanced proposal is one that is based on prices significantly less than cost 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 proposal.  

e.  Proposals 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 a proposal is no longer considered in line for award.

f.  Offerors are cautioned not to minimize the importance of an adequate response in any area because of its order of importance or visibility. Despite the stated order of importance, Cost/Price may 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 contractor must be technically and financially capable of performing the work and must receive an acceptable rating for the Business Management proposal.

h.  In evaluating the proposals, 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.  Additionally, the FAA reserves the right to conduct discussions and negotiations with any individual competing Offeror, or all competing Offerors, as the situation warrants.  Discussions with one or more Offerors do not require discussions with all Offerors.  If discussions are necessary with one or more Offerors the Government reserves the right to request final offers

i.  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.

M.2 BASIS FOR AWARD

M2.1
Award Selection

Award will be made to the acceptable and responsible offeror who satisfies all the requirements and whose proposal is determined to be best value to the Government.  Best Value will be determined by evaluating each proposal in three areas: Technical, Business Management and Cost/Price.  Business Management will be rated as acceptable or unacceptable.  The Offerors must receive an acceptable rating for the Business Management proposal to be eligible for award.  Offerors will be numerically scored on the Technical proposal.  Cost/Price will be evaluated based upon reasonableness, completeness, realism, risk, and consistency/traceability.  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 final offers.  

M.2.2
Order of Importance

Technical is more important than Business Management and Cost/Price.   However, Cost/Price becomes more increasingly more important as differences in Technical scores and/or Business Management considerations among offers decrease.

M.3
EVALUATION FACTORS

Each proposal will be evaluated in accordance with the Factors and Subfactors listed below.  The Subfactors will be numerically scored and totaled to provide the composite score for the Factors.  

M.3.1
Technical Factors 
The weight and importance of the Technical Factors are listed as follows:  Hardware/Software Design and Development is more important than System Architecture, which is more important than Siting and Installation, which is more important than Test and Evaluation and Logistics, which are equal.

Technical Factor 1 – Hardware/Software Design and Development


Subfactor A -
Software Design and Development

Subfactor B -
Reliability, Maintainability and Availability (RMA)


Subfactor C -
Hardware


Subfactor D -
Security

Subfactor E -
Human Engineering.

Subfactors A, B are of equal importance and are more important than subfactors C, D and E which are of equal importance.

Technical Factor 2 – LAAS System Architecture 

Subfactor A -
System Safety Assurance

Subfactor B -
System Sigma Pseudorange Ground

Subfactor C -
System Executive Monitor Processing and Data Flow

Subfactor D -
System Threat Models and Associated Monitors

Subfactor E -
Reference Receiver and Antenna Configuration

Subfactor A is  more important than Subfactor B.  Subfactor B is more important than Subfactors C, D, and E.  Subfactors  C, D, and E are of equal importance.

Technical Factor 3 –LGF Siting and Installation


Subfactor A -
LGF Subsystem siting and installation


Subfactor B -
Airport Study


Subfactor C -
Installation and Checkout Plan


Subfactor D -
Production Installation Plan

Subfactors A and B are of equal importance and more important than C and D which are equal. 

Technical Factor 4 – Logistics 


Subfactor A - 
Life Cycle Support


Subfactor B -
Training

Subfactor A is more important than B.

Technical Factor 5 – Test and Evaluation

Subfactor A - Test & Evaluation Plan

M.3.1.1
Technical Evaluation Criteria (Volume II)  

The Technical Factors will be evaluated using the following criteria:

1. Approach: The degree to which the offeror's technical approach satisfy the requirements in the Specification, SOW and referenced documents in the RFO.  Approach includes the degree to which offeror's shows a clear understanding of the technical requirements including ability to identify potential problems 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 contract cost and schedule, and offers potential benefits to the Government.  

2. Substantiation: The degree to which the offeror presents analyses, test results, or other actual 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 of actual data to support assertions, and provide enough depth of information to be evaluated adequately.  Responses with generalized discussions and theoretical text-book responses will be rated lower than responses with comprehensive explanations and supportable, validated claims or analysis.   

3. Risk: The evaluation team will differentiate among offerors based upon the risk associated with each proposed approach for meeting the Government requirements, including an evaluation of the offeror's system design maturity to establish a level of confidence in ability to perform the proposed effort. 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. 

M.3.2
Business Management 

To have an acceptable Business Management volume the Offeror shall submit:

1. A Program Management Plan that comprehensively describes your approach for organizing, planning, monitoring and controlling the program across all organizations, team and subcontract members. 

2. A Master Integrated Program Schedule (MIPS) that realistically meets the CAI requirement of 26.5 months after contract award.

3. A Risk Management Plan that describes a process to identify all significant risks in a timely and comprehensive manner in order to minimize the impact to the contract.

M.3.2.1
Past Performance 

To have an acceptable Past Performance proposal the Offeror shall submit the past performance form in section L with no more than five narrative pages for up to three (3) development, deployment and/or support programs where the LAAS prime offeror played a significant role.  

Each Offeror will be assigned a risk rating for Past performance.  The risk rating will be based on input from individuals and organizations familiar with the work efforts, products, standards, and ethics of each Offeror, as demonstrated through previous or ongoing contracts of a similar nature.  Data provided would permit an understanding of how well or poorly comparable work has been completed and will assist in determining associated risks and the resultant likelihood of future successful execution of similar work efforts.  Offerors will be assigned assessed to see whether they have a proven track record of quality work, timely performance, satisfied customers, effective program management and cost containment, efficient contract administration, and fully acceptable cost control, as measured by responses to the survey of past customers. 

Each Offeror will be evaluated on its performance under existing and prior contracts.  Performance information may be used for both responsibility determinations and as an evaluation factor against which Offerors' relative rankings will be compared to assure best value to the FAA. 

The Government reserves the right to contact prior clients of the Offeror, including references other than those identified by the Offeror, and to use those results in this evaluation.

M.3.2.2
Small Business Participation and Subcontracts 

If the Offeror fails to submit the required Subcontracts Plan, the Offeror is ineligible for award.  The Offeror shall propose alternate goals if their plan does not meet the FAA goals in Section L.

M.3.3 Cost/Price Evaluation

All the Section B CLIN prices for the basic and optional requirements will be added together to establish the total price for evaluation. For production quantities, the CLIN prices will be evaluated based on a total quantity of 200. The Government will not evaluate the additional (optional) equipment under Exhibit B-1 but will review the unit price for planning purposes only. 

The cost proposal will be evaluated using the following criteria:

· Completeness:  Whether the offeror’s cost data is sufficient to allow complete analysis and evaluation of the costs delineated in Section B of this RFO, including all information required by Section L; whether the offeror’s proposed costs are accurate for this RFO; and whether the supporting data quality is sufficient.

· Consistency/traceability:  How well the proposed costs match the labor categories and support levels proposed. The method of accomplishing the work described in the technical and the business management proposals.

· Reasonableness:  Acceptability of the cost estimating methodology, rationale, and supporting data for the proposed costs.

· Realism:  Review of the proposal to verify the proposed costs are for the work to be performed and reflect a clear understanding of the program requirements.

The Government may also assess risk to the cost proposal, as appropriate, based on the degree to which the Offeror has an established accounting system and procedures capable of equitable allocation of cost.

The Government may perform price or cost analysis or a combination of both to determine reasonableness and realism.  The Defense Contract Audit Agency (DCAA) may be called upon to conduct an audit of the offeror’s proposed rates, material, and other associated factors to support the realism determination.

If cost analysis is performed, the Government, when necessary, will make adjustments to cost elements for unrealistic and incomplete resource estimates, and for any estimated impacts of correction for weaknesses found in the technical evaluation.

The cost realism analyses will be used to determine the most probable cost for each offer.  The probable cost may differ from the proposed cost and will reflect used for evaluation purposes to determine the best value.

Each offeror’s proposed cost/prices, and fee/profit when appropriate, will be adjusted to reflect any additions or reductions in cost elements to realistic levels based on the results of the cost realism analysis.
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