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1.0 source selection process

The Next Generation Air/Ground Communications (NEXCOM) System acquisition is divided into two acquisition phases:

Phase 1- Rapid Preliminary Development Effort (RPDE)


Phase 2 - Full Scale Development Program (FSDP)

Phase 1 of the NEXCOM System acquisition, the RPDE, has two components:

1A – Technical Document Package (TDP) [See Section J, Attachment J-1]

1B – Engineering Design Model (EDM) [See Section J, Attachment J-1]

This solicitation is for Phase 1 (RPDE) of the NEXCOM program only.  It does not apply in any way, in whole or in part, to Phase 2 (FSDP) of the NEXCOM program.  The information regarding Phase 2 (FSDP) is provided for informational purposes only and may change.  Offerors are directed to consult the FSDP SIR, when available, for information concerning that procurement.  Offerors who are not selected as prime contractors for Phase 1 (RPDE) will not be eligible to be prime contractors in Phase 2 (FSDP) of the NEXCOM System acquisition. 

Phase 2 of the NEXCOM System acquisition is the FSDP, which is planned to start with an accepted Preliminary Design Review (PDR) and FAA-approved documentation (Subsystem Specifications, and interface documents).  During the base period of the Phase 2 contract, the final production design will be developed and a regional system will be built, installed and tested.  Initial Operational Capability (IOC) will be achieved upon successful completion of Operational Testing and Evaluation (OT&E) of the system at the regional site.  After IOC, the NEXCOM systems will be built and fielded in the En Route portion of the NAS.  Phase 2 will contain options to extend the production and deployment of the NEXCOM system to the remainder of the National Airspace System.   Phase 2 will also provide support and maintenance for the deployed systems. 

The Offerors are advised that the performance of the Offeror during RPDE effort will be used in the overall technical and managerial evaluation for Phase 2.  Should an Offeror for this effort be successful in receiving an award for the RPDE, Cost and Schedule performance during the RPDE effort will be the most important criteria for the past performance section of the Management Evaluation for the Full Scale Development Program (FSDP) solicitation.

1.1. Award Selection

Proposals shall be submitted in accordance with Section L.  Proposals not submitted in accordance with Section L may not be considered for award.

The contract will be awarded to the Offeror or Offerors whose proposals provide the "Best Value" to the FAA.  Best Value may result in award(s) to other than the lowest priced Offeror(s) or the highest rated Offeror(s).  While the Government intends to award up to three contracts on this solicitation, the Government reserves the right to make one award depending upon the content of the proposals.  The Government reserves the right if only one Offeror is received or only one Offeror is determined to be eligible for award to cancel the procurement due to lack of competition. 

Best Value will be determined by evaluating each proposal in three areas: Technical, Management Capabilities (Management Capabilities include past/present performance and hereafter are referred to as Management Capabilities), and Cost/Price. 

The evaluation team will use the factors in Section M to determine the relative ranking of Offeror(s). The evaluation consists of scored and non-scored areas.  

An assessment of risk will be made as part of the evaluation and will determine the degree of uncertainty as to whether the Offeror can meet the technical and schedule requirements of the project within the negotiated cost.  

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 Best and Final Offers (BAFO).

In evaluating the submittals, the Government may conduct written or oral communications with any and/or all Offerors, and may down-select the firms participating in the competition to only those Offeror(s) most qualified to receive an award. Communications with one Offeror will not require the Government to conduct communications with all Offerors.

Based on the above, the Government will review the Offerors’ proposals and will select the proposals that are considered to be the most advantageous to the Government.

1.2. Downselect Decisions

During the evaluation process, the FAA will evaluate each Offeror’s ability to perform the effort required in section C under this SIR, as measured by the following:

(a) Evaluation of the Technical Proposal, Volume II, which includes Oral Presentations

(b)
Evaluation of the Management Proposal, which includes Past Performance, Volume III

(c) Evaluation of the Cost/Price Proposal, Volume IV

If at any point during the evaluation process, the FAA concludes that the Offeror is not most likely to receive an award, the FAA may eliminate the Offeror from further consideration for award.  Any Offeror eliminated from further consideration will be officially notified in writing.

1.3. Evaluation Order of Importance

The Technical Evaluation is worth 50 percent more than Management Evaluation.  Cost, which is non-scored, will also be used with the scored management and technical evaluations to determine the number of contracts to be awarded.  

1.4. Eligibility for Award

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.

In the event that only one offer is received, or that only one Offeror is determined to be eligible for award, the Contracting Officer may recommend that the solicitation be withdrawn or cancelled due to lack of competition. The Source Selection Official may approve the determination.

1.5. Award on Initial Offers

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 proposal be fully responsive to this solicitation and its provisions.

1.6. Multiple Awards

The Government intends to award up to three contracts under this SIR.  However, the Government reserves the right to not make any award under this SIR.

1.7. Risk Inherent in the Proposal  

Explicit in the evaluation of all proposal volumes is an assessment of risks inherent in the proposal.  Risk is defined as the likelihood that the Government will be negatively impacted by the Offeror’s failure to meet the negotiated cost and technical and schedule performance.  This integral component of the evaluation will serve to capture and assess the likelihood that the Offeror’s proposed solutions would successfully meet the requirements of this SIR.

Risks identified in any aspect of an Offeror’s proposal, and in any of the evaluation factors, will be analyzed as to their potential impact on the NEXCOM program (i.e., equipment performance, work performance, program management, schedules, and cost).  Additionally, risks identified due to inconsistencies and discrepancies between various aspects (Volumes) of each Offeror’s proposal will be considered, as will risks that pertain to unsubstantiated representations made by any Offeror within any aspect of their proposal.

2.0 evaluation factors

Each proposal will be evaluated in accordance with the factors and subfactors listed below. The Offeror’s technical and management proposals will be evaluated and graded by the Government.  An overall score will be developed based on a composite score for each factor and subfactor.  The Offeror’s cost/price proposal will be evaluated, but will not be scored. 
2.1. Technical Factors

Technical Factor 2 will be evaluated based on an Oral Presentation. Technical Factors 1 and 3 will be evaluated based on written responses in the Technical Volume of the Offeror’s proposal.

All Technical Factors are of equal value. 

2.1.1. Technical Factor #1:
Understanding of NEXCOM System Requirements

The level of knowledge and understanding of the NEXCOM System requirements the Offeror demonstrates, as shown by the Offeror’s proposed end-state system architecture.

2.1.2. Technical Factor #2:
Knowledge and Understanding of NEXCOM

Technical Factor #2 is the degree to which the proposal demonstrates knowledge and understanding of the NEXCOM System and VHF Digital Link Mode 3 operation with the National Airspace System (NAS).

The Offeror shall present to the FAA an oral briefing that covers the two subfactors listed below. The Government may videotape the presentation for Government use only.  The presentation will be evaluated to determine the ability of the Offeror to accomplish the objectives of this solicitation. 

	Sub-Factor A
	The degree to which the vendor demonstrates knowledge and understanding of the NEXCOM System and VDL Mode-3 operation within the NAS by the response to the Sample Problem #1.

	Sub-Factor B
	The degree to which the vendor demonstrates knowledge and understanding of the NEXCOM System and VDL Mode-3 operation within the NAS by the response to the Sample Problem #2.


Both subfactors are of equal weight.

2.1.3. Technical Factor #3:
Understanding of Engineering Design Model for NEXCOM and Plan for Risk Reduction

The degree to which the Offeror’s EDM architecture, plan for Engineering Design Model development, and plan to exploit EDM efforts in support of TDP, reduces overall NEXCOM system development risk.

2.2. Management Capability Factors

Management Factor #1 is worth 60 percent; Management Factor #2 is worth 30 percent; and Management Factor #3 is worth 10 percent of the overall Management Score.

2.2.1. Management Factor #1:  Management and Engineering Processes

	Sub-Factor A: Program Management
	The degree to which the Offeror’s demonstrated program management and systems engineering processes, including program management organizational structure, earned value management approach, schedule management approach, and overall program management approach, are appropriate for conduct of NEXCOM RPDE efforts.

	Sub-Factor B: Risk Management
	The degree to which the Offeror demonstrates that risk management is practiced in program management, systems engineering and program development.  The degree to which risks are appropriately identified and adequate risk mitigation plans are developed.  The degree to which the proposed staffing plan reduces risk to the NEXCOM System development effort including the extent to which the personnel who develop the proposal will be used on the contract.

	Sub-Factor C: Transition to Full Scale Development
	The degree to which the RPDE transition supports production and deployment of the NEXCOM System.  The degree to which the Offeror’s transition takes advantage of the EDM and TDP effort.  


Subfactor A is worth 55 percent, Subfactor B is 30 percent, and Subfactor C is worth 15 percent of the total Management Factor #1 score.

2.2.2. Management Factor #2:  EDM and TDP Plans and Schedules 
	Sub-Factor A: Plan Management
	The degree to which the Offeror’s demonstrated systems engineering skills, SEI qualifications, experience with and approach to managing complex, distributed, real-time, safety- and security-sensitive systems development enable meeting the required milestones and delivery dates for the TDP and EDM effort.

	Sub-Factor B: Scheduling 
	The degree to which the proposed timeline, schedule, and work plan successfully achieve the required milestone deliveries and dates.

	Sub-Factor C: Staffing
	The realism and appropriateness of the proposed TDP and EDM staffing levels and allocation of staffing to labor categories.


All subfactors are equal.

2.2.3. Management Factor #3:  Business Practices

	Sub-Factor A: Past Performance
	The degree to which the Offeror demonstrates successful experience with, and successful application of, the Offeror’s approach to systems engineering management of similar programs, and the level of success and degree of consistency with which the Offeror has met cost, schedule, and technical performance requirements on similar programs.

	Sub-Factor B: Small Business and Small Disadvantaged Business Plan
	The degree to which the Offeror meets the FAA goals and past experience in small business contracting.

	Subfactor C: Key Personnel
	The degree to which the Offeror’s key personnel have the necessary experience and skills to perform in the proposed position. 


Subfactor A is worth 60 percent, Subfactor B is 30 percent, and Subfactor C is worth 10 percent of the total Management Factor #3 score.

2.3. Cost/Price Factors

An Offeror’s proposal is presumed to represent the best efforts to respond to the solicitation.  Any inconsistency, whether real or apparent, between promised performance and cost should be explained in the proposal.  For example, if the intended use of new and innovative production techniques is the basis for an abnormally low estimate, the nature of these techniques and their impact on cost should be explained.  Any significant inconsistency, if unexplained, raises a fundamental issue of the Offeror’s understanding of the nature and scope of the work required and of the ability to perform the contract, and may be grounds for rejection of the proposal.  The burden of proof as to cost credibility rests with the Offeror.

The cost evaluation shall consider and assess the most likely cost to the Government (including fee) and the realism and reasonableness of the Offerors.  Both the Government-estimated cost and the cost-realism criteria may involve the development by the Government of a realistic estimate for each Offeror.  This estimate will be based on the Offeror’s design, a review of the tasks required to accomplish this effort, a determination of the required manpower and materials for each WBS element.  This estimate for each Offeror will be evaluated to determine its comparative advantage to the Government.  To assist with the Government evaluation, Offerors are required to furnish the procedures and rationale used in compiling their proposed costs.  

The degree of cost reasonableness/realism in the Offeror’s proposal will be assessed in general by checking the completeness, accuracy, and supportability of the proposal.  Cost reasonableness/realism will also be assessed on the basis of a comparison between the proposal and the Government estimate for other proposals for the same or similar work.  An excessively high or low cost will indicate the Offeror’s lack of understanding of the requirement.

The FAA reserves the right to adjust an Offeror’s cost/price as deemed necessary and appropriate, based on cost/price reasonableness, price realism, or any other aspect of the cost/price analysis.  As part of the cost/price evaluation, the Cost Evaluation Team (CET) will determine the risk associated with each Offeror’s cost/price proposal.  
2.3.1.  Cost Factor 1:  Cost of Technical Document Package (CLIN 0001) 

The Government will evaluate the proposed total cost/price of developing the subsystem specifications and interface control documents. 

2.3.2. Cost Factor 2:  Cost of EDM (CLIN 0002)

The Government will evaluate the proposed total cost/price for developing and demonstrating the Engineering Design Model (EDM).

2.3.3. Cost Factor 3:  Time and Material Labor Rates

The Government will evaluate the proposed burdened labor rates.

2.3.4. Cost Factor 4:  Cost of Sample Task

The Government will evaluate the proposed total cost/price for the Sample Task.

2.3.5. Cost Factor 5:  Cost Risk

The Government’s risk determination will be based on an evaluation of the following:

(a) Documentation completeness and traceability to the basis for the estimate.

(b) Adequacy of the estimated cost to pay the cost of performance as proposed.

(c) Reasonableness/realism of the proposed cost/price.

(d) Financial capability.

Offerors are cautioned that an excessively high or low cost estimate may be grounds for eliminating a proposal 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.

The degree of cost reasonableness/realism in the Offeror’s proposal will be assessed in general by checking the completeness, accuracy, and supportably of the proposal.  One or more of the following techniques may be used in determining reasonableness/realism of the proposal:

(a) Comparison of proposed cost/prices received in response to the SIR.

(b) Comparisons of proposed cost/prices, contract cost/prices and prior cost/prices for the same or similar services.

(c) Application of rough yardsticks (such as dollars per labor hour) to highlight significant inconsistencies that warrant additional pricing inquiry.

(d) Comparison of proposed cost/prices with the Independent Government Cost Estimates.

(e) A limited analysis of the cost elements and a comparison of costs, the Government’s scope of work, and Offeror’s technical approach. The CET will identify variables and/or discrepancies within an Offeror's proposal.

(f) Compatibility of the cost/price with the Government's scope of work and the Offeror's technical approach.  An assessment of the level of confidence and reliability placed in the Offeror's proposed cost/price elements and whether they produce a realistic proposed cost/price based upon Government requirements and the Offeror's proposed technical approach.  Therefore, the evaluation will also determine additional inherent cost/price uncertainties within each Offeror's proposal.

3.0 adjectival ratings

In the evaluation of the Offerors’ cost/price proposals, the following adjectival ratings will be utilized.

	Evaluation

Area
	COST ADJECTIVAL RATINGS

	
	Insignificant
	Low
	Medium
	High
	Unacceptable

	Cost Risk
	· Documentation is complete and traceable to the basis for the estimate.  

· The estimated cost is adequate to pay the cost of performance as proposed.  

· Estimated cost is reasonable/realistic in that the proposed methodology is supported in the development of labor rates, burdens, and subcontract arrangements and that the labor hours and labor mix are in line with the Government’s estimate and other proposals for the same or similar work.

· Offeror is financially stable enough to complete the contract.
	· Documentation is mostly complete and traceable to the basis for the estimate.  

· The estimated cost is generally adequate to pay the cost of performance as proposed. 

· Estimated cost seems to be reasonable/realistic in that the proposed methodology is mostly supported in the development of the labor rates, burdens, and subcontract arrangements and that the labor hours and labor mix are mostly in line with the Government’s estimate and other proposals for the same or similar work.

· Offeror seems to be financially stable enough to complete the contract.
	· Documentation is generally complete and traceable to the basis for the estimate.

· Estimated cost may not be adequate to pay the cost of performance as proposed.  However, the underestimated cost is not significant.

· Estimated cost is generally reasonable/realistic in that the proposed methodology is generally supported in the development of the labor rates, burdens, and subcontract arrangements and that the labor hours and labor mix are generally in line with the Government’s estimate and other proposals for the same or similar work.  The estimated cost contains some factors that are marginally unreasonable and/or unrealistic.

· Although the Offeror seems to be financially stable enough to complete the contract, there are some minor inconsistencies in the documentation provided.
	· Documentation is not complete and/or traceable to the basis for the estimate.

· The estimated cost may not be adequate to pay the cost of performance as proposed.  Some of the shortfalls are significant.

· Estimated cost is not reasonable and/or realistic in that the proposed methodology is not fully supported in the development of the labor rates, burdens, and subcontract arrangements and/or that the labor hours and labor mix are not in line with the Government’s estimate and other proposals for the same or similar work.  The estimated cost contains some major factors that are unreasonable and/or unrealistic.

· Offeror may not be financially stable enough to complete the contract.
	· Documentation is not complete and/or traceable to the basis for the estimate.

· The estimated cost is not adequate to pay the cost of performance as proposed.  The underestimated cost is significant.

· Estimated cost is not reasonable and/or realistic in that the proposed methodology is not supported in the development of the labor rates, burdens, and subcontract arrangements and/or that the labor hours and labor mix are not in line with the Government’s estimate and other proposals for the same or similar work.  The estimated cost as a whole is unreasonable and/or unrealistic.

· Offeror is not financially stable enough to complete the contract.



