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Section M 


BITS II  - SECTION M - EVALUATION FACTORS FOR AWARD

M.1  SIR Process Description

This SIR will solicit proposals from small businesses and socially and economically disadvantaged businesses.  Following initial screening for completeness and accuracy as well as adherence to the noted size standards and the requirement to have been in business for at least five years (see M.3.1), the remaining proposals will be assigned to government teams for technical and price cost evaluation. The teams will also make an assessment for each proposal with respect to risk and offeror responsibility.  The results of these evaluations will be forwarded to the Source Selection Official (SSO).  The SSO will select for award the proposals that represent the “best value” to the government.  The number of awards will depend on the number and quality of proposals received.  

M.2 Basis for Award

Award(s) will be made to those responsible offerors whose proposals are determined to represent the best value to the Government, after consideration of the technical evaluation, evaluated price/cost and the assessed risk.  In making this determination, FAA will consider the technical evaluation to be more important than price.  There are three areas within the technical evaluation: technical factors, contract management, and past performance.  A separate assessment will be made of the risk presented by each proposal and the responsibility of each offeror and concern on either ground may be the basis for rejection or downgrading of a proposal despite an otherwise favorable proposal.  In addition, the offeror (or offeror’s team) must be capable of successfully performing tasks in all eleven broad functional areas identified in Section C of the solicitation and must be capable of providing personnel in each of the labor categories identified in Section B of the solicitation, or will be subject to disqualification from consideration for award.  In conducting the evaluation, the Government will use information contained in the proposal and may use information obtained from other sources.  While the Government may elect to consider information obtained from other sources, the Government is under no obligation to do so and the burden is on the offeror to provide a complete and thorough proposal.  

M.3.  Initial Screening Process

M.3.1 Proposal Review and Evaluation

The Government will initially screen all proposals for completeness and accuracy and adherence to the noted size standards and the specified requirement to have been in business for at least 5 years as of the due date for proposal submission.  Only those proposals passing the initial screening will be forwarded to the evaluation teams for further consideration.  

M.3.2  Initial Proposal Screening 


M.3.2.1 Proposals will be evaluated to ascertain whether the offerors certify to the noted size standards and to ascertain whether the offerors have been in business for at least 5 years.  The government desires to award contracts to only those companies that have proven track records in this industry.  If a company has succeeded in maintaining a successful business in this industry for at least 5 years, this will suffice to demonstrate that the company has an adequate track record in the industry to merit the government’s consideration of their proposal for BITS II.  A very recently-formed or start-up business is considered too much of a technical and cost risk for the government for this requirement.  


M.3.2.2  Completeness - Proposals will be reviewed for completeness (also see L.8.1.)   Each proposal package will be reviewed for the following:



one original signature transmittal letter at the beginning of Volume 1 of 

the original proposal and each copy;

three complete proposal hard copies; and

two labeled media copies of the proposal.

-  Incomplete proposals will NOT receive further consideration. 

M.3.2.3.  Adequacy - Complete proposals will be reviewed for adequacy (also see L.8.1.) including proposal content and format as follows:

Content:


1. a completed Previous Contracts List in the format provided in Attachment J-1;


2. a Past Performance Questionnaire Record in the format provided in 

    Attachment J-3;


3. key personnel resume as specified in L.8.2.1. a. (4);


4. a financial letter of credit as specified in L.8.2.6.; 


5. completed cost proposal “B Tables” in the format provided;

6.       left blank -    left blank -    (see Amendment 6) 


7. a completed, signed and dated "Business Declaration Form", Attachment J-5;


8. financial statements for five years as specified in L.8.2.5;
9.  a completed and signed (by both parties) teaming agreement between the offeror and each and every team member; 
10. a completed “Team Membership Roster”, Attachment J-6;      

11. a completed “Cost template”, Attachment J-7; and 

12.  Mentor-Protégé Agreements (as applicable) (H-18)  

Format:

1. Compliance with double space type, margins and other proposal format as described in L.8.f;

2. Graphs, charts, tables and attachments not in conflict with L.8.g. page limit 


subversion provision; and,

3.  Compliance with page limits as described in L.8.g.

For the purposes of adequacy review, missing proposal information component(s) identified above (i.e. cost proposal, resume', etc.) and/or non-adherence to proposal format instructions, may be considered inadequate.  Proposals found to be inadequate by the contracting officer will NOT receive further consideration.
Following the initial proposal screening process, remaining proposals will be evaluated, scored and analyzed in the Evaluation Process.
M.4.0.  Evaluation Process

All proposals remaining after the initial proposal review process of M.3.2. will be evaluated,  scored and analyzed as described in this part.  Offerors are advised that their proposal must be acceptable in all areas.       

M.4.1.  Evaluation Criteria


This SIR has two volumes, Volume 1 “Technical” and Volume 2 “Price/Cost”.  Technical ability is of paramount importance; but as technical scores draw closer, cost will become relatively more important.  Volume 1 “Technical” has three evaluation factors (also referred to as “Chapters”):  Technical Approach, Contract Management Approach, and Past Performance. Where Technical Approach (40%)  is more important than Past Performance (36%), and Past Performance is more important than Contract Management Approach (24%).

Within the Technical Volume 1 –  the Technical  (Chapter 1) sub-factors (five) are weighted as follows: 


Subfactor 1.1:    5% of total score for this Chapter 


Subfactor 1.2:  30% of total score for this Chapter 


Subfactor 1.3:  25% of total score for this Chapter 


Subfactor 1.4:  25% of total score for this Chapter 


Subfactor 1.5:  15% of total score for this Chapter 

Within the Technical Volume 1 – all Contract Management Factor’s (Chapter 2) sub-factors (four) are of equal value. Within the Technical Volume 1 – Past Performance  (Chapter 3) sub-factors (five) are weighted as follows: sub-factor “3.3 Customer satisfaction…” is slightly more important than sub-factors “3.1., 3.2., and 3.4.”; and sub-factor “3.5. Customer survey results” is significantly more important than all other four past performance sub-factors combined.

M.4.1.2.  Volume 1. Evaluation 

Volume 1’s evaluation contains three “chapters”, one for each evaluation factor: Technical Factor – Chapter 1; Contract Management Factor –Chapter 2; and Past Performance Factor – Chapter 3.  Proposal Volume 1 will be evaluated with respect to qualitative, quantitative and risk aspects of each Chapter’s sub-factors and criteria identified in L.8.2.1 through L.8.2.3.  Because different evaluation teams may be used to evaluate separate chapters of Volume 1 and referenced information in other chapters may not be available for evaluation consideration, each Chapter’s proposal information should stand on its own in response to the solicitation.

The Offeror’s Technical Approach, Contract Management Approach and Past Performance will be evaluated using the “Evaluation Weight and Scoring Table” shown below at M.4.1.2.  Past Performance will be evaluated in two parts: offeror provided information and customer provided information.  Offeror provided past performance information is evaluated based on the contents of their past performance as reflected in the proposal regarding their experience on other contracts and its supporting documentation.  

Customer-provided past performance information uses questionnaires response information concerning the offeror's current and/or prior contracts, and other information available to the Government as follows:

Using the "Customer Past Performance Questionnaires" received for the offeror, the questionnaire's numerical ratings of offeror’s past performance by the customer will be used to establish a score for each questionnaire.  All questionnaire averages for each proposal will be totaled and their aggregate averaged.  This total average will represent the customer survey past performance score.  

Evaluation Weight and Scoring Table 
==============================================================

	VOLUME 1
	
	

	1. TECHNICAL FACTOR  (Chapter 1)
	How well or to what extent does the offeror's proposal respond to or demonstrate both qualitatively and quantitatively (as applicable) that the offeror will meet the noted requirements?
	

	
	
	

	1.1. Meet typical requirements of the solicitation’s SOW in completing the sample scenarios
	
	

	1.2.  Technical expertise- past experience in providing services typical of this solicitation (including past experience of both the proposed prime contractor and all proposed subcontractors).  
	
	

	1.3  Depth of proposed team in providing technical expertise to meet the 11 functional areas of the SOW – prime contractor and all proposed subcontractors.  And to what extent will the prime contractor have to rely on subcontractors? 
	
	

	1.4   Management expertise in providing services typical of
this solicitation
	
	

	1.5.  Approach to and management of technical problems and their resolution
	
	

	Sub-totals
	 
	 

	CONTRACT MANAGEMENT EVALUATION FACTOR 

(Chapter 2)
	How well or to what extent does the offeror's proposal respond to or demonstrate both qualitatively and quantitatively (as applicable) that the offeror will meet the noted requirements?
	

	
	
	

	2.1. Corporate/business management structure and approach, including subcon-tracting/teaming.
	 
	 

	2.2.  Contract implementation and administration approach
	
	

	2.3.  Contract performance monitoring and reporting
	
	

	2.4.  Staffing resources, staff management and employee retention
	
	

	Sub-totals
	
	

	
	
	

	PAST PERFORMANCE FACTOR (Chapter 3)
	How well or to what extent does the offeror's proposal respond to or demonstrate both qualitatively and quantitatively (as applicable) that the offeror will meet the noted requirements?
	

	
	
	

	3.1.  Past performance from a technical perspective in meeting customer requirements
	
	

	3.2.  Past performance from a business perspective in meeting service levels, schedules and cost
	
	

	3.3.  Customer satisfaction strategies, previous contracts performance (including all cure notice/show cause/termination for default instances)
	
	

	3.4.  Cost monitoring, containment and reporting methodologies
	
	

	Sub-totals
	
	

	3.5. Customer survey results – score >>>>>
	
	

	Sub-totals
	
	


Volume 2 - Price/Cost

M.4.2. Price/Cost Review and Analysis Process

Volume 2’s Price review and analysis will use information identified in Section L.8.2.4. through L.8.2.6 and focus on the elements of the Offeror’s proposal as described below. If all information is not provided and/or analysis cannot be completed due to missing information, the proposal will be rejected without further review. 

Offeror’s Price proposal will be reviewed and analyzed in the following sequence: 

1.  Review for completeness and analysis of financial records information to determine minimum qualification;

2.  Financial Stability


Ratio Analysis conducted to establish level of risk to the Government;


Line of Credit review and/or verification to establish level of risk to the Government;

3.  Proposed Labor Rates


Realism review and analysis conducted against Government Cost Estimate (GCE);


Reasonableness review and analysis;


Balance review and analysis of rates within labor categories, between labor categories, and between years; and between prime versus subcontractor rates;

4. Administrative Handling Rate and Administrative Burden Rate for Subcontractor Labor.  Review of subcontracting and ODC administrative burden .  

The government reserves the right to assess risk should an offeror propose an unbalanced pricing structure relative to prime versus subcontractor labor rates or relative to front-loading labor rates from one year to the next.  

M.4.3  FINANCIAL STABILITY

The government reserves the right to perform analyses using data from the financial statements that have been requested in Section L  of this solicitation.  This may involve typical ratio analyses per normal accounting practices to measure the financial strength of a company submitting a proposal.  

Letters Of Credit will be reviewed for adequacy in light of the projected business for BITS II.  

The government reserves the right to assess risk for any instance where an offeror may be considered “responsible” but still representing a cost risk with respect to financial stability.  




CONTINUED ON NEXT PAGE 

M.4.4.  PROPOSED LABOR RATES 

The analysis of the various labor categories for realism, Reasonableness, and Balance will be performed by comparing the offerors’ proposed prices against each other and against the independent government cost estimate.  FOR EVALUATION PURPOSES ONLY, the government will use an algorithm for evaluating the proposed prices for the labor rates that applies 1,000 hours of each of the labor categories.  The government’s Cost Template (Attachment J-7) factors in the application of the 1,000 hours per labor category.  However, the government is NOT promising to purchase 1,000 hours from every labor category after contract award.  The algorithm is for evaluation purposes only.    

a.)
REALISM AND REASONABLENESS 

For evaluation of Price Reasonableness and Realism, the FAA will compare the relative price of the proposal (as per the algorithm used in the Cost Template – Attachment J-7), and individual rates in each respective proposal, in relation to the other proposals.  This evaluation will result in a ranking of the offerors’ evaluated cost/price that will be used by the Source Selection Official in making award decisions.  

With respect to cost realism, the FAA would not want to find itself in the position of having a contractor that is unable to fill the contractual labor category positions with qualified personnel at the contractually specified labor rates.  Apparently unrealistically low labor rates (or other rates) may be considered a risk.  

b.)        COST BALANCE

This analysis will review the costs within the proposal and measure whether they are front or rear “loaded” or are not adequate in the out years to provide continuity of service.  This analysis is intended to identify low rates in the base period and ballooning rates in the out years and vice versa, as well as identify any unusual disparity of rates between comparable labor categories or in other areas (e.g., between the prime and subcontractor rates).  The FAA reserves the right to evaluate apparently unbalanced proposals as a cost risk.  

M.4.5.  ADMINISTRATIVE HANDLING RATE AND ADMINISTRATIVE BURDEN RATE FOR SUBCONTRACTOR LABOR 

The offeror’s administrative handling and subcontractor burden rates will be reviewed for realism and reasonableness.  Offeror’s with lower administrative handling/burden rates may be considered as providing a more cost effective advantage to the Government in task orders seeking subcontracting and provisioning of resources and/or travel.  The proposed administrative handling rate and Administrative Burden Rate for Subcontractor Labor will therefore be considered as a part of the price/cost element by SSO in making a “best value” award decision.

In determining the evaluated cost/price for each offeror, the government will give significant consideration to the offerors’ proposed Administrative Handling Rate and Adminstrative Burden Rate for Subcontractor Labor.  FOR EVALUATION PURPOSES ONLY, via the algorithm embedded in the Cost Template (Attachment 7) the government will apply the offeror’s proposed Administrative Handling Rate against a hypothetical travel/equipment expense of $50M.  However, the government does not commit to making any equipment purchases after contract award.   Additionally, FOR EVALUATION PURPOSES ONLY, via the algorithm embedded in the Cost Template, the government will apply the offeror’s proposed “Administrative Burden Rate for Subcontractor Labor” against all of the labor rates proposed for subcontractor labor (1,000 hours for each labor category).  Reference the Cost Template (Attachment 7) for the details of this evaluation process.  

M.4.6
 CONSIDERATION FOR WOMEN OWNED BUSINESSES AND SERVICE  DISABLED VETERAN OWNED SMALL BUSINESSES
All other factors being equal, those offerors that qualify as Women-Owned Businesses (WOB’s) or Service Disabled Veteran-Owned Small Businesses (SDVOSB’s), will receive preferential consideration over other offerors that do not qualify as WOB’s or SDVOSB’s.  Likewise, qualifying as a WOB or an SDVOSB may be factored into the evaluation as a minor offset with respect to a negative risk assessment.  Depending on the severity of the risk assessment findings, the offset may not totally negate the risk assessment findings.  The government reserves the right to determine the appropriate amount of “offset” for each potential and respective proposal situation.  

M.4.7 EVALUATION OF MENTOR-PROTEGE AGREEMENTS 

"Offerors are hereby notified that the adequacy of a Mentor-Protege Agreement is a factor in the Contracting Officer's determination of prospective Contractor responsibility pursuant to L.7(a).  If the apparently successful Offeror fails to propose the required Mentor-Protege Agreement, that Offeror shall be ineligible for award."

M.4.7.1  RATING OF AGREEMENTS 

"The Mentor-Protege Agreement will be rated by the FAA as either Acceptable of Unacceptable and will not be numerically scored.  The evaluation factors will be assigned an adjectival rating as follows:

(a) ACCEPTABLE - Proposed Agreement offers meaningful technical development assistance to the protege firm(s) and includes all of the required elements listed in the FAA Mentor-Protege Program Guide (Section 1.10, Application and Agreement Process for Mentor Firms to Participate in the Program).  

(b) UNACCEPTABLE - Offeror fails to propose Agreement, or proposed Agreement fails to offer meaningful technical development assistance to the protege firm(s) and/or does not include all of the required elements listed in the FAA Mentor-Protege Program Guide (Section 1.10, Application and Agreement Process for Mentor Firms to Participate in the Program). "

M.4.7.2  NEGOTIATION OF MENTOR-PROTEGE AGREEMENTS

In accordance with the FAA Mentor-Protege Program Guide (Section 1.11, FAA Review and Approval of Mentor-Protege Application and Agreement), if a Mentor-Protege Agreement is found to be Unacceptable, the offeror may provide additional information for reconsideration (i.e., a revised agreement).  

M.4.8  ADDITIONAL DONW-SELECTS AND/OR BEST AND FINAL OFFERS

The government does not anticipate the need for BAFO’s or revised offers and is structuring the process to preclude the need for such.  However, at its discretion, pursuant to the FAA’s Acquisition Management System (AMS), the government may make one or more down-selections during this RFP evaluation process.  Should the government elect to request revised offers or Best and Final Offers (BAFO’s) such request may be made only to those offerors that are down-selected for further consideration (pursuant to the evaluation criteria of this solicitation). 
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