Traffic Flow Management Modernization (TFM-M)

Screening Information Request (SIR1)

Sections L and M




Section L - Capabilities Statement Preparation

L.1 POINT OF CONTACT

The Contracting Officer is the sole point of contact for this acquisition.  All questions or concerns shall be addressed to the Contracting Officer identified in Section L.5.0.

L.2 TYPE OF CONTRACT

To be specified.

L.3 CLAUSES AND PROVISIONS INCORPORATED BY REFERENCE

This SIR incorporates by reference the provisions or clauses listed below with the same force and effect as if they were given in full text. Upon request, the Contracting Officer will make the full text available, or Offerors and contractors may obtain the full text via Internet at http://fast.faa.gov (on this web page, select “toolsets”, and then “procurement toolbox”).

FAA AMS Clauses

The following contract clauses are hereby incorporated by reference.

	Number/Clause
	Title

	
	

	3.2.2.3-1
	False Statements in Offers (April 1996)

	3.2.2.3-3
	Affiliated Offerors (April 1996)

	3.2.2.3-6
	Submittals in the English Language (April 1996)

	3.2.2.3-7
	Submittals in U.S. Currency (April 1996)

	3.2.2.3-11
	Unnecessarily Elaborate Submittals (April 1996)

	3.2.2.3-12
	Amendments to Screening Information Requests (April 1996) 

	3.2.2.3-13
	Submission of Information/Documentation/Offers (April 1996)

	3.2.2.3-14
	Late Submissions, Modifications, and Withdrawals of Submittals (October 1996)

	3.2.2.3-16
	Restriction on Disclosure and Use of Data (April 1996)

	3.2.2.3-17
	Preparation of Offers (October 1996)

	3.2.2.3-18
	Explanation to Prospective Offerors (April 1996)

	3.2.2.3-19
	Contract Award (April 1996)

	3.6.1-4

	Small, Small Disadvantaged and Women-Owned Small Business Subcontracting Plan (April 2000)

	3.6.1-9
	Mentor Protégé Program (January 1999)

	3.9.1-3
	Protest (August 1999)


L.3.1  Organizational Conflict Of Interest – SIR Provision (FAAAMS 3.1.7-3) (August 1997)

(a) The policy of the FAA is to avoid contracting with contractors who have unacceptable organizational conflicts of interest.  An organizational conflict of interest means that because of existing or planned activities, an Offeror or contractor is unable or potentially unable to render impartial assistance to the agency, or has an unfair competitive advantage, or the Offeror or contractor’s objectivity is, or might be, impaired.

It is not the intention of the FAA to foreclose an Offeror from a competitive acquisition due to a perceived OCI.  FAA Contracting Officers are fully empowered to evaluate each potential OCI scenario based upon the applicable facts and circumstances.  The final determination of such action may be negotiated between the impaired Offeror and the Contracting Officer.  The Contracting Officer’s business judgment and sound discretion in identifying, negotiating, and eliminating OCI scenarios should not adversely affect the FAA’s policy for competition.  The FAA is committed to working with potential Offerors to eliminate or mitigate actual and perceived OCI situations, without detriment to the integrity of the competitive process, the mission of the FAA, or the legitimate business interests of the Offeror community. 

(b) Mitigation plans.  The successful contractor will be required to permit a Government audit of internal OCI mitigation procedures for verification purposes.  The FAA reserves the right to reject a mitigation plan, if in the opinion of the Contracting Officer, such a plan is not in the best interests of the FAA.  Additionally, after award, the FAA will review and audit OCI mitigation plans as needed, in the event of changes in the Offeror community due to mergers, consolidations, or any unanticipated circumstances that may create an unacceptable organizational conflict of interest.

(c) Potential Organizational Conflict of Interest.  The following OCI Matrix provides potential Offerors with examples of situations where mitigation plans may or may not be required by the FAA.

	
	OCI MATRIX 

	Current Contractor
	TFM-M PRIME 
	TFM-M SUB 

	ASD SETA
	Y*
	Y*

	(subs)
	Y*
	Y*

	AUA TAC
	Y*
	Y*

	(subs)
	Y*
	Y*

	TACs
	Y*
	Y*

	(subs)
	Y*
	Y*

	NISC
	Y*
	Y*

	(subs)
	Y*
	Y*

	TSSC 
	N
	N

	(subs)
	N
	N


N - While each case is analyzed on its own fact pattern, there is no generalized need for mitigation in this situation.

* - While a case by case analysis will be required, based on the SOW current at the time of analysis, the Offeror will likely be required to submit a mitigation plan, which may require changing the program’s locations and or reporting chain within the contractor’s corporate structure.  The FAA may be required to implement its own mitigation plan.  Modification of the SOW and evaluation plan may be necessary (for instance, to accommodate multiple awards).  This presumes the current contractor will stay on in its role under its current contract. 

(d) Examples of conflict situations.  The following examples illustrate situations in which questions concerning organizational conflicts of interest may arise.  They are not all-inclusive, but are intended to help the Contracting Officer apply general guidance to individual contract situations:

(1) Unequal Access to Information.  Access to “nonpublic information” as part of the performance of an FAA contract could provide the contractor a competitive advantage in a later competition for another FAA contract.  Such an advantage could easily be perceived as unfair by a competing Offeror who is not given similar access to the relevant information.  If the requirements of the FAA procurement anticipate the successful Offeror may have access to nonpublic information, all Offerors should be required to submit and negotiate an acceptable mitigation plan.

(2) Biased Ground Rules.  A contractor in the course of performance of an FAA contract has in some fashion established a “ground rules” for another FAA contract, where the same contractor may be a competitor.  For example, a contractor may have drafted the statement of work, specifications, or evaluations criteria of a future FAA procurement.  The primary concern of the FAA in this case is that a contractor so situated could slant key aspects of procurement in its own favor, to the unfair disadvantage of competing Offerors.  If the requirements of the FAA procurement anticipate the successful Offeror may be in a position to establish important ground rules, including but not limited to those described herein, the successful Offeror should be required to submit and negotiate an acceptable mitigation plan.

(3) Impaired objectivity.  A contractor, in the course of performance of an FAA contract, is placed in a situation of providing assessment and evaluation findings over itself, or another business division, or subsidiary of the same corporation, or other entity with which it has a significant financial relationship.  The concern in this case is that the contractor's ability to render impartial advice to the FAA could appear to be undermined by the contractor's financial or other business relationship to the entity whose work product is being assessed or evaluated.  In these situations, a "walling off" of lines of communication may well be insufficient to remove the perception that the objectivity of the contractor has been tainted.  If the requirements of the FAA procurement indicate that the successful Offeror may be in a position to provide evaluations and assessments of itself or corporate siblings, or other entity with which it has a significant financial relationship, the affected contractor should provide a mitigation plan that includes recusal by the Offeror from the affected contract work.  Such recusal might include divestiture of the work to a third party Offeror.

(e) Disclosure by Offerors or contractors participating in FAA acquisition.

(1) Offerors or contractors should provide information which concisely describes all relevant facts concerning any past, present or currently planned interest, (financial, contractual, organizational, or otherwise) relating to the work to be performed and bearing on whether the Offeror or contractor has a possible OCI.

(2) If the Offeror or contractor does not disclose any relevant facts concerning an OCI, the Offeror or contractor, by submitting an offer or signing the contract, warrants that to its best knowledge and belief no such facts exist relevant to possible OCI.

(f) Remedies for nondisclosure.  The following are possible remedies should an Offeror or contractor refuse to disclose, or misrepresent, any information regarding a potential OCI:

(1) Refusal to provide adequate information may result in disqualification for award.   

(2) Nondisclosure or misrepresentation of any relevant interest may also result in the disqualification of the Offeror for award.

(3) Termination of the contract, if the nondisclosure or misrepresentation is discovered after award.

(4) Disqualification from subsequent FAA contracts.

(5) Other remedial action as may be permitted or provided by law or in the resulting contract.

L.4 EVALUATION PROCESS

The FAA intends to employ streamlined acquisition procedures utilizing best practices for conducting a competitive procurement, as authorized by the FAA Acquisition Management System (AMS) of 1996, for the modernization of the TFM system.  The acquisition will be conducted using a two-phased approach.  The initial SIR, referred to also as SIR1, requires companies interested in participating in the TFM-Modernization (TFM-M) acquisition to submit Capabilities Statements.  The FAA will review these Statements and may down-select to Offerors most likely to receive a contract award.   SIR2 will be a Request for Offer/Screening Information Request (RFO/SIR) that will be issued only to those Offerors down-selected from SIR1.

An Offeror’s Capabilities Statement must provide the Government a thorough understanding of the Offeror’s capabilities to engineer, develop, integrate and test a system design for the TFM-M System.  The Capabilities Statement must also provide the Government a thorough understanding of the Offeror’s capabilities to plan and implement successful production, transition, and implementation programs.  The Government may eliminate without scoring at any time in the Evaluation Process a Capability Statement that is totally unacceptable on its face (i.e., is missing significant amounts of required information), or would require a significant rewrite before being considered for evaluation.

L.5 SUBMISSION OF CAPABILITIES STATEMENT

Offerors assume the full responsibility of ensuring that the Capabilities Statements are received at the place specified below by 12 Noon local time on June 26, 2003.
Facsimile or E-Mail submittals will not be accepted.
Capabilities Statements shall not be submitted via U.S. Mail.  The Capabilities Statement shall be hand-carried, delivered by courier, or overnight delivery to the Contracting Officer at the following address:

Mr. Tim Eckert, Contracting Officer  (ASU-340)

Federal Aviation Administration

13600 EDS Drive, Suite 2001

Herndon, VA  20171

(703) 326-3799

Discrepancies
If an Offeror believes that these instructions contain an error, omission, contradictions, or are otherwise unsound, the Offeror shall immediately notify the Contracting Officer in writing with supporting rationale.  If discrepancies are not noted prior to Capabilities Statement submission, it shall be determined that there are no discrepancies.

L.6 EXPENSES RELATED TO OFFEROR SUBMISSIONS

The Government is not responsible for and will not pay or reimburse any costs incurred by the Offeror in the development, submission or any other part of the submission under this SIR.  This includes costs associated with any research, studies or designs carried out for the purpose of incorporation into any part of the submission.  This also includes any costs to acquire or contract for any services or product relating to the submission under this SIR.

L.7 RESPONSIBLE PROSPECTIVE OFFERORS

Notwithstanding the evaluation methodology outlined in this SIR, an Offeror must also be found responsible by the Contracting Officer prior to the award of any resultant contract.  As a minimum, to be determined responsible a prospective Offeror must:

(a) Have adequate financial resources to perform the contract, or the ability to obtain those resources; 

(b) Be able to comply with the required or proposed delivery or performance schedule, taking into consideration all other business commitments;

(c) Have a satisfactory record of integrity and business ethics;

(d) Have a satisfactory performance record;

(e) Have the necessary organization, experience, accounting and operational controls;

(f) Be otherwise qualified and eligible to receive an award under applicable laws and regulations.

L.8 COMMUNICATION WITH OFFERORS

Communications with Offerors may take place throughout the evaluation process.  Questions related to the SIR1 package are requested to be submitted to the FAA by close of business June 3, 2003.  The FAA will resolve individual questions as expeditiously as possible.  The purpose of such communications is to ensure there are mutual understandings between the FAA and Offerors on all aspects of this SIR.  Information submitted to the FAA as a result of oral or written communication with an Offeror may be considered in the evaluation of an Offeror’s submittal(s).

To ensure that Offerors fully understand the intent of the SIR and the FAA's needs stated therein, the FAA may hold one-on-one meetings with individual Offerors.  One-on-one communications may continue throughout the process, as required, at the FAA’s discretion.  Communications with one Offeror may not necessitate communications with other Offerors.  
Certain topics of communications may necessitate amendments to the SIR.  If this is the case, all Offerors will be advised of the changes and the Contracting Officer will establish a common cut-off date for any and all resulting Offeror revisions. 

L.9 NON-GOVERNMENT PERSONNEL PARTICIPATION

The FAA will use contractor support personnel from the companies listed below in support of this SIR and Capabilities Statement evaluation.  In addition, the FAA will have information provided in response to this Capabilities Statement evaluation reviewed by contractor support personnel who will serve as advisors to FAA personnel during the evaluation phase of this Capabilities Statement.  All non-Government personnel and their corporations have signed, or will sign Non-disclosure agreements and Conflict of Interest statements before the evaluation process begins.  

	Company & (Subcontractors):

	ACS Defense, Inc.

	Adsystech

	Advanced Systems, Inc (ASI)

	Advancia

	ALCOSYS, Inc.

	Automated Information Management, Inc.(AIM)

	BAE Systems

	Booz-Allen & Hamilton

	CEXEC Inc.

	Computer Technology Associates, Inc. (CTA)

	Crown Consulting, Inc.

	CSSI, Inc.

	Enterprise Information Services, Inc. (EIS)

	Flatirons Solutions

	Ilgen Simulation Tech

	ITT Advanced Engineering and Sciences

	JIL Information Systems

	MCR Inc.

	MITRE Corporation

	Native American Consultants Inc. (NACI)

	Northrop Grumman 

	Program Management Associates, Inc. (PMA)

	Science Applications International Corporation (SAIC)

	SoHaR, Inc.

	Titan Corporation

	Trios Associates, Inc

	Van Horn Nehman and Associates


The exclusive responsibility for source selection remains with the FAA.  

L.10
RESERVED

L.11
GENERAL SIR INSTRUCTIONS

Page size must be 8-1/2 by 11 inches.  The Capabilities Statement pages may be printed on both sides of plain white bond paper.  The font for text must be twelve (12) point or larger, six lines per inch, with at least one inch margins all the way around the page.  The font for graphics, illustrations, and charts is required to be eight (8) point or larger.  When both sides of a sheet of paper contain material, it will be counted as two (2) pages.  One or two columns of text information per page are acceptable.

Do not include marketing brochures, company procedure manuals, handbooks or guides, or other information that is not specifically requested by the SIR.  This material will not be evaluated and will be disregarded.

The Capabilities Statement must contain comprehensive, concise, and factual information and complete and substantiated data.  General statements that the Offeror understands the requirements of the work to be performed, or simple rephrasing or restating of the Government’s requirements will not be considered adequate.  Similarly, submittals containing omissions or incomplete responses to the requirements of this SIR, or that merely paraphrase the Statement of Work of the SIR, or that use nonspecific phrases such as "in accordance with standard procedures" or "well-known techniques" will also be considered inadequate.  Deficiencies of this kind will render the Capabilities Statement inadequate and may be cause for rejection of the Capabilities Statement.

The Capabilities Statement must be contained in a separate binder with cover page. Whenever practical, enclosed headings, subheadings, titles, sequence of material and a number identification system should be used.    

The Offeror may use oversize pages (including “foldouts”) where appropriate to contain complex or extensive graphic presentations.  Oversize pages shall be provided separately from the body of the text (e.g., bound in a section in back of the body text or folded to fit within the Capabilities Statement binding when closed).  The Government will count oversize pages as the equivalent number of 8.5-by-11 inch pages in determining compliance with page count requirements (e.g., a 17-by-11 sheet printed on both sides will be counted as four pages). 

The page limit for the Capabilities Statement is 40 pages.  The Offeror shall submit twenty-five (25) hard copies of the Capabilities Statement.  In addition to the hard copy submissions, the Offeror shall submit a reproducible copy of his Capabilities Statement.   All information for the Capabilities Statement should be provided on not more than 40 single-sided sheets or 20 double-sided sheets of 8.5 x 11 inch paper, exclusive of the Title Page and the Table of Contents.  If the 40-page limit is exceeded, then any information on the pages exceeding the limit will not be considered during the evaluation process. The text font shall be twelve (12) point or larger.

As described below, the Offeror shall also submit three plans used in previous programs as samples: a Configuration Management (CM) Plan, a Quality System  (QS) Plan, and a System Engineering Management Plan (SEMP).  These three plans shall be submitted as separate attachments to each Capabilities Statement and shall not count against the page limit.
L.12  RESERVED 

L.13
PREPARATION INSTRUCTIONS FOR CAPABILITIES STATEMENT

The Offeror shall format the Capabilities Statement as described below:


Table of Contents

Section A
System Development Experience 
Section B
TFM Experience
Section C
Resumes

Section D
System and Software Engineering Capability

Section E
Plans 

ATTACHMENTS:  Sample CM Plan, Sample QS Plan, Sample SEMP

Note:  As specified in L.11, the Attachment plans are not included in the page limitation.

Each section of the Capabilities Statement shall be separated by a tabbed divider.  The tabbed dividers will not count against the page limitation and should be used, on one side only, to provide a reference from the SIR requirements (identified in this Section) to a page number in the Capabilities Statement section that contains the information required. 

L.13.1
Section A:  System Development Experience 

The Offeror shall describe its experience in the design, development, integration, test, and deployment of large-scale, transaction-oriented, near real-time automation systems.   The Offeror shall submit a written listing of at least five, but not more than ten, other contracts similar to the TFM-M effort in character and size.  The Offeror shall provide a brief description of each Contract cited. The Offeror shall identify major end users as well as contracting agencies for each of these contracts.  The Offeror shall explain how the experience on these projects is relevant to the work in this SIR.

This experience should reflect work from calendar year 1998 to the present.  Included should be both a correct contract and technical point of contact, with the appropriate phone number and fax number.

The Offeror, its subcontractor(s), and consultants, hereinafter referred to as its “Team,” shall provide information on problems encountered on the contracts and subcontracts identified and address corrective actions taken to resolve those problems.  Offerors are encouraged to provide general information on their performance on the identified contracts.  More specific performance information will be obtained from references and other sources, as the FAA deems appropriate.  For each Program or Project referenced, the following table summarizes all of the information that shall be provided as well as the format required:

	
	Contract #
	Contract Type
	Original Value
	Final

Value
	Period of Performance

	
	
	(FFP, CPFF, etc.)
	$$$$$
	$$$$$
	MM/DD/YY-MM/DD/YY

	Contract 1
	
	
	
	
	

	Contract 2
	
	
	
	
	

	Contract 3
	
	
	
	
	

	Contract 4
	
	
	
	
	

	Contract 5
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Customer
	Name & Address
	Contracts Contact & Phone
	Technical Contact & Phone
	Total Labor Hours

	Contract 1
	
	
	
	
	

	Contract 2
	
	
	
	
	

	Contract 3
	
	
	
	
	

	Contract 4
	
	
	
	
	

	Contract 5
	
	
	
	
	


Information provided shall include a description of the system, product or services, and the scope/size of the contract in terms of personnel, geographic location(s), technical complexity, management complexity, etc.   The Offeror shall include a description of cost control initiatives as applicable to each contract cited. 

The Offeror shall provide evidence of its ability to accurately estimate source lines of code (SLOC) for large-scale development programs.  The Offeror shall, for each of the contracts listed, provide a history of the estimating activities including the following: (a) the estimating tools and techniques used; (b) the initial SLOC estimate at contract award, and (c) the final delivered SLOC.  A rationale for differences between the initial SLOC estimate and final SLOC delivered shall be provided.  The Offeror shall clearly state the definition used for SLOC in reporting these statistics in the Capabilities Statement.  The Offeror shall also report the average productivity in terms of SLOC/staff-month for each contract and dollars per SLOC for each contract, and shall clearly define the activities included in that productivity.  For example, the Offeror shall clearly state if systems engineering activities are included, if development of design documents are included and if so, which ones are included, and the extent of integration and testing activities included in the calculation of productivity. To the extent possible, the Offeror shall use the terms and activities contained in the draft SOW contained in Section C to communicate this information.  Where a teammate would be expected to develop software, this information shall also be provided by the teammate.

Offerors shall describe the outcomes of their efforts (e.g., whether the delivery was on time and if not, why; adherence to the program milestones; technical and schedule performance history, if applicable).  It shall be clear in each case exactly what was delivered.

For the contracts cited, Offerors shall provide a cost/price management history: cost overruns, under-runs, cost incentive history, if applicable, and status of obtaining small business goals.

In a separate Appendix to the Capabilities Statement, Offerors, including individually all members of the Team, shall provide a list of all contracts (including delivery/task orders) under which a cure letter or show cause letter was issued, and, contracts (including delivery/task orders) that were terminated for default within the past five years.  The basis for the cure letter, show cause letter and/or termination for default shall also be provided.  This Appendix is not page-limited.  Where there are no contracts to report, the Offeror and Team shall so indicate.
L.13.2 Section B:  TFM Experience
The Offeror shall provide a description of its direct experience with the TFM System.  This may include the experience of teammates, as appropriate.  This experience shall have occurred within three years of the date of this SIR.

The Offeror and its Team shall identify its experience with the three phases of TFM - the Strategic (Planning) Phase, the Tactical (Execution) Phase, and the Post Event (Analysis) Phase.  These phases are defined and described in the TFM Functional Audit (Functional Audit Report of Existing Traffic Flow Management Infrastructure), provided on the TFM-M web site at www.faa.gov/tfmmodernization.  Exhibit 3-1 of the TFM Functional Audit, Descriptions of Activities and Services Supporting TFM, depicts these Phases as well as Support Services supporting the three Phases. Offerors must clearly indicate which of these Phases experience described in this part of the proposal supports.

L.13.3
Section C:  Resumes

The Offeror shall provide resumes for key technical staff positions to demonstrate its ability to provide relevant expertise in TFM; large data systems design; system, software, and test engineering; integration of complex systems with many external data sources and users; human factors; and performance analysis for systems similar to the TFM System.  Specifically, the Offeror shall submit one resume for each of the following labor categories or their equivalent:  Senior Systems Engineer, System Performance Analyst, Test Manager, System Integration Lead, Software Engineering Lead, System Design Lead/Lead System Architect, Human Factors Engineer, and TFM Subject Matter Expert.  Each resume shall identify the specific areas of expertise as related to the draft SOW provided with this SIR.  The Offeror shall provide a Table in the Capabilities Statement with an identification of tasks that each person would be assigned using the draft SOW section numbers.  Each resume shall be no more than two (2) pages in length.   The Offeror shall further state its intention regarding the extent to which each person would be expected to work on the TFM-M Program.

The resume format shall be as follows:

i. NAME (position/skill based on categories identified above)

ii. EDUCATION:

· College /University/Degree/Graduate Degree/Courses/Year

· Professional Courses/Title/Year

iii. RELEVANT WORK EXPERIENCE SUMMARY: 

· Job Assignment – present


· 
Job Assignments – past

L.13.4 Section D: System and Software Engineering Capability.

The Offeror shall describe its ability to meet any International Standards Organization (ISO) 9000 standard(s) or Capability Maturity Model/ integrated Capability Maturity Model (CMM/iCMM) standard(s) for System Engineering and/or Software Engineering.  The Offeror shall clearly state for itself as prime contractor and for each member of its Team what level of ISO/CMM/iCMM is met.  Further, the Offeror shall describe the extent to which the standards are met by the section of the company proposed to perform the work required for the TFM-M Program.  This information shall be included for all members of the Offeror’s Team.

L.13.5 Section E:  Plans

Within this section of the Capabilities Statement, the Offeror shall describe its capability to develop and implement the following Management Plans for development of the TFM-M Program:

1. Quality System (QS) Plan 

2. Configuration Management (CM) Plan 

3. System Engineering Management Plan (SEMP)

Where these plans would be based on existing Plans and Policies, the Offeror shall identify how the existing plans would be tailored to the TFM-M work, as outlined in the draft SOW contained in Section C of this SIR.  The Offeror shall also identify which projects identified in Section A of the Capabilities Statement required use of a CM Plan, a QS Plan, and/or a SEMP, and the Offeror shall submit one of each of these Plans as an example with the Capabilities Statement.   These Plans shall be submitted each as a separate attachment and will not be counted against the page limit.  However, the descriptive material required in Section E of the Capabilities Statement shall be included in the 40-page limitation.

SECTION M - EVALUATION FACTORS 

M.1
BASIS FOR EVALUATION

The FAA will evaluate all responses in order to determine if an Offeror has the capabilities required to perform the TFM-M Program.   The evaluation process will be based solely on the prospective Offeror’s Capabilities Statement submitted in response to this SIR.   

In evaluating the Capabilities Statements, the FAA reserves the right to downselect from SIR1 offerors to only those Offerors most qualified for participation in the TFM-M Program.  This downselect, if it occurs, will be based on the evaluation factors

listed in M.3

Only those downselected Offerors will be eligible to receive and may submit a proposal in response to SIR 2.  Changes in teaming arrangements after SIR1 qualification will invalidate Offeror eligibility for consideration under SIR2 – unless prior approval is obtained by the Contracting Officer in the case of unusual circumstances.

M.2
EVALUATION PROCESS

During the evaluation process, the FAA will evaluate each Offeror’s capability to perform the work described in Section C of this SIR, as measured by a formal evaluation of the following:

i. System Development Experience 

ii. TFM Experience
iii. Resumes

iv. System and Software Engineering Capability

v. Plans
M.3
EVALUATION FACTORS

Each Capabilities Statement will be evaluated in accordance with the Factors listed below.  The Factors will be objectively rated.  An overall score will be developed based on a composite score for each Factor.  

M.3.1
 Capabilities Statement Evaluation Factors

The screening process will be conducted by evaluating the Offeror’s Capabilities Statement as per the Evaluation Factors cited below.    

Factors 1 and 2 are each of equal weight.  Factor 3 is less important than either Factor 1 or Factor 2.  Factors 4 and 5 are of equal weight but are each individually less important than Factor 3.

	Factor 1
	

	Demonstrated successful experience in the design, development, integration, test, and deployment of large-scale, near real-time, transaction-oriented automation systems, and the relevance of that work to the TFM-M Program based on the draft SOW provided in Section C.

	Factor 2
	

	Demonstrated breadth of experience across the three Phases of TFM (Strategic (Planning) Phase, Tactical (Execution) Phase, and Post Event (Analysis) Phase), as defined in the TFM Functional Audit.  Experience specifically falling under the Phases in Exhibit 3-1 of this Audit (as opposed to under Support Services) is of primary significance.

	Factor 3

	Capabilities of personnel, the relevance of their experience to TFM-M draft SOW Tasks provided in Section C, and their proposed commitment to the TFM-M Program. 

	Factor 4

	 Ability of the Offeror’s Team to meet either the ISO standard(s) or CMM/iCMM standard(s) for System Engineering and/or Software Engineering, and the extent to which these standards would be applied to Team personnel by their parent organization during any TFM Program tasking.

	Factor 5

	Feasibility and completeness of the approach to develop and apply a Quality System  (QS) Plan, Configuration Management (CM) Plan, and System Engineering Management Plan (SEMP) to the TFM-M Program.  Overall quality and completeness of the Plans attached to the Capabilities Statement as an indicator of the Offeror’s Team’s familiarity and experience with use of these Plans during program execution.
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