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SECTION L PROPOSAL PREPARATION

L1.0 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 G.4.

L2.0 TYPE OF CONTRACT

The Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) contemplates award in accordance with its Acquisition Management System (AMS) of up to three (3) Firm Fixed Price Contracts from this Request for Offer/Screening Information Request (RFO/SIR).

L3.0 CLAUSES AND PROVISIONS INCORPORATED BY REFERENCE

This Request for Offer/Screening information request (RFO/SIR) or contract, as applicable, 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)

	3.2.2.3-9
	Notice of Possible Standardization (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.3.1.1  Organizational Conflict Of Interest 

(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 a vendor 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 vendor 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 vendors 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 vendor 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 vendor 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 vendors with examples of situations where mitigation plans may or may not be required by the FAA.

	
	OCI MATRIX 

	Current Contractor
	TFM PRIME 
	TFM 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 vendor who is not given similar access to the relevant information.  If the requirements of the FAA procurement anticipate the successful vendor may have access to nonpublic information, all vendors 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 vendors.  If the requirements of the FAA procurement anticipate the successful vendor may be in a position to establish important ground rules, including but not limited to those described herein, the successful vendor 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 vendor 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 vendor from the affected contract work.  Such recusal might include divestiture of the work to a third party vendor.

(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.

L4.0 EVALUATION PROCESS

The FAA will use a two- phase source selection process for the modernization of the Traffic Flow Management System.

Phase 1, this RFO/SIR, requires an Engineering Design, Preliminary TFM System Design, initial TFM System/Subsystem specifications, and an initial System/Subsystem Design Definition Document in accordance with Section C. Up to 3 concurrent contracts may be awarded for this effort as specified in Section M.1.2.

Phase 2 will consist of the completion of the TFM design, development of the system, system test, production and implementation.  This work will be identified in a separate RFO/SIR.  Competition for Phase 2 shall be limited to offerors selected for award under Phase 1.  

The performance of the Offeror during Phase 1 for development of the draft System/Subsystem specification and the System/Subsystem Design Description will be a significant contributor to the overall technical and managerial evaluation for Phase 2.

During the Phase 1 proposal evaluation process, the FAA will evaluate each Offeror’s capability to perform the effort required by this RFO/SIR as measured by the following:

(a) Formal evaluation of the Offeror’s Capabilities Description

(b) Formal evaluation of the Offeror’s Technical Proposal

(c) Formal evaluation of the Offeror’s Management Proposal 

(d) Formal evaluation of the Offeror’s Price Proposal

L5.0 NUMBER OF AWARDS

The Government intends to award up to three contracts under this RFO/SIR.

L6.0 SUBMISSION OF PROPOSAL
Offerors assume the full responsibility of ensuring that Proposal Volumes I-IV are received at the places specified below by 12 Noon Eastern Standard Time (EST) on TBD.
Facsimile or E-Mail submittals will not be accepted.

Proposals shall not be submitted via U.S. Mail.  The proposals shall be hand-carried, delivered by courier, or overnight delivery to the Contracting Officer at the following addresses:

                TBD

Signed Originals

One copy of the proposal shall contain the signed original of all documents requiring signature by the Offeror.  Use of reproductions of signed originals is authorized for all other copies of the proposal.

Sample Contract
It is anticipated that Sections A through J will be converted to a contract upon contract award.  The Government reserves the right to include any provision of the Offeror's written proposal into the contract.  

Alternate Proposals

Alternate proposals are not authorized and will not be accepted.  

Discrepancies

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

L7.0 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 offer under this RFO/SIR.  This includes costs associated with any research, studies or designs carried out for the purpose of incorporation into any part of the offer.  This also includes any costs to acquire or contract for any services or product relating to the offer under this RFO/SIR.

L8.0 RESPONSIBLE PROSPECTIVE CONTRACTORS
Notwithstanding the evaluation methodology outlined in this RFO/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 contractor must:

(a) Have adequate financial resources to perform the contract, or the ability to obtain those resources; Be able to comply with the required or proposed delivery or performance schedule, taking into consideration all other business commitments;

(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.

L9.0 COMMUNICATION WITH OFFERORS

Communications with potential Offerors may take place throughout the source selection process.  Initial questions to the RFO/SIR package are requested to be submitted to the FAA within five (5) business days after receipt of the request for offer.  The FAA will disposition individual questions within five (5) business days.  The purpose of such communications is to ensure there are mutual understandings between the FAA and Offerors on all aspects of this procurement.  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 RFO/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.  In accordance with AMS policy, the FAA reserves the right to conduct discussions with specific Offerors only, with all Offerors, or with no Offerors as circumstances warrant.

Certain topics of communications may necessitate amendments to the SIR.  If this is the case, all competing 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. 

After the proposals have been received and reviewed by the Government, and discussions and negotiations have been completed with Offerors within the competitive range, the Offerors may be provided an opportunity to submit proposal revisions (Best and Final Offerors (BAFOs)).  
L10.0 NON-GOVERNMENT PERSONNEL PARTICIPATION

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

	Company & (Subcontractors):

	TRW 

	CTA Inc.

	ACS Defense

	SOHAR

	Titan

	Automated Information  Management (AIM)

	SAIC

	Native American Consulting Inc. (NACI)

	Architecture Technology Corp. (ATC)

	CEXEC Inc.

	MITRE Corporation

	Van Horn Nehman and Associates

	BAE Systems

	Booz-Allen & Hamilton

	Alcosys

	Adsystech

	CSSI

	Ilgen Simulation Tech

	ITT Advanced Engineering and Sciences

	MCR Inc.


The exclusive responsibility for source selection remains with the FAA.  

L.11   RESERVED

L.12
GENERAL RFO/SIR INSTRUCTIONS
Page size must be 8-1/2 by 11 inches.  The Proposal pages may be printed on both sides of plain white bond paper.  The font for text must be twelve 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 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 is acceptable.

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

Proposals 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 RFO/SIR, or that merely paraphrase Section C of the RFO/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 Proposal non-responsive and may be cause for rejection of the Proposal.

Each volume must be contained in a separate binder and must be separate and complete in and of itself, so that evaluation of one volume may be accomplished independently of the others.  A cover page is required to be affixed to each volume that clearly identifies each volume, volume number, original or copy, solicitation number, and Offeror’s name.  Whenever practical, enclosed headings, subheadings, titles, sequence of material and a number identification system should be used.  Tab indexing must be used to identify exactly which section of the proposal responds to which requirement of Section L.  

Each volume must be organized such that a search of Government‑required documents is not necessary to review the Proposal.  Information not in its appropriate section or not appropriately referenced will be assumed to have been omitted.  At the beginning of each volume, an “Evaluation Table” is required that designates which section(s) of that volume contains information relevant to each factor(s) and subfactor(s) used in the evaluation process.  These factors and subfactors are identified in Section M.  

The Offeror may use oversize pages (including “foldouts”) where appropriate to contain complex or extensive graphic presentations.  Oversize pages will 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 Proposal 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 Offeror need not repeat information that is required in response to two or more RFO/SIR requirements, but should present such information once in the section where it contributes most to a discussion of the requirement.  Other sections requiring the same information must contain the correct reference to the section and page where the information can be found.  

L13.0
SPECIFIC RFO/SIR INSTRUCTIONS

The Offeror shall submit the following:

1. Volume I:   Capabilities Summary

2. Volume II:  Technical  Proposal

3. Volume III: Management Proposal 

4. Volume IV: Price/Contract Documentation Proposal  

L.13.1
Proposal Organization

The Offeror shall organize each Proposal as follows:

Volume I shall contain a summary of the Offeror’s capabilities to perform the work.  Volume II shall consist of written material concerning the Offeror’s technical expertise.  Volume III shall consist of written material concerning each Offeror’s managerial capabilities and past performance.  

Volume IV is the Offeror’s Price Proposal that shall include pricing data and other required documentation.  The Offeror must provide the necessary material for all four volumes.   

L.13.2
Copies:  

The Offeror shall submit ten (10) copies each of the Capabilities Summary, Technical Proposal, and Management Proposal and five (5) copies of the Price/Contract Documentation Proposal.   All hardcopy bound Proposal materials, including attachments are to be submitted together.  In addition to the hardcopy submissions, the Offeror shall submit a reproducible copy of each volume of his proposal.
L.14  PREPARATION INSTRUCTIONS FOR RFO/SIR RESPONSE

L.14.1 General Instructions

All Proposal Volumes may be printed on both sides of 8.5 x 11 inch paper. If a page limited is provided for a specific Proposal Volume, 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.

L.14.2
VOLUME I:  CAPABILITIES SUMMARY

All information for Volume I should be provided on not more than 50 single-sided sheets or 25 double-sided sheets of 8.5 x 11 inch paper, exclusive of the Title page, the Table of Contents, the Evaluation Table required per section L.12 that provides a reference from each evaluation factor to appropriate sections of the Offeror’s proposal, and Section E of Volume I. If the prospective Offeror exceeds the page limitation, the FAA will not consider pages over the limit in their evaluation.  This page limitation is for Volume I, only.

The Offeror shall format Volume I of the Proposal as described below.

   
              Table of Contents

   Section A      System Development Experience Capability 

   Section B     TFM Experience   

   Section C     Resumes    

   Section D     System and Software Engineering Capability

   Section E     Plans   

Section E shall be provided as separate attachments to Volume I.

L.14.2.1  Volume I – Section A:  System Development Experience Capability

The Offeror shall describe its experience in the design, development, and deployment of large-scale, transaction-oriented, near real-time automation systems.   The Offeror shall submit a written listing of at least three, but not more than five, other contracts similar to the proposed effort in character and size.  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 RFO/SIR.
This experience should reflect work from calendar year 1997 to the present.  Included should be a correct Government and/or industry point of contact, phone number, and facsimile number.

The Offeror shall describe its experience in the design, development, and deployment of large-scale, transaction-oriented, near real-time automation systems.   The Offeror shall submit a written listing of at least three, but not more than five, other contracts similar to the proposed effort in character and size.  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 RFO/SIR.
This experience should reflect work from calendar year 1997 to the present.  Included should be a correct Government and/or industry point of contact, phone number, and facsimile number.

The Offeror and its subcontractor/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 (Contractor format is acceptable as long as all requested information is provided):

	
	Contract #
	Contract Type
	Orig. Value
	Final

Value
	Period of Performance

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

	Contract 1
	
	
	
	
	

	Contract 2
	
	
	
	
	

	Contract 3
	
	
	
	
	

	Contract 4
	
	
	
	
	

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

	Contract 1
	
	
	
	
	

	Contract 2
	
	
	
	
	

	Contract 3
	
	
	
	
	

	Contract 4
	
	
	
	
	


Information provided shall also 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.  Offerors shall specifically point out in their description how this cited experience is similar to the requirements of the Statement of Work in Section C.

Offerors shall also 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).

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

Offerors shall also provide a list of all contracts (including delivery/task orders) under which a cure letter or show cause letter were issued, and, contracts (including delivery/task orders) that were terminated for default and/or where termination for default has been initiated or completed, within the past seven years.  The basis for the cure letter, show cause letter and termination shall also be provided.  
L.14.2.2  Volume I – Section B:  TFM Experience

The Offeror shall provide a description of its direct corporate experience with the Traffic Flow Management (TFM) System.  This may include the experience of teammates, as appropriate.  This experience shall have occurred within five years of the date of this RFO/SIR.

L.14.2.3  Volume I – Section C:  Resumes

The Offeror shall provide sufficient resumes to demonstrate its staff’s expertise in TFM, system design, software engineering, software and hardware engineering, large data base systems, and/or Air Traffic Control Systems.   Each resume shall identify the specific areas of expertise as related to this Statement of Work.  Representative tasks that the person would be assigned shall be identified using the Statement of Work section numbers.  Resumes in this Volume shall be no more than two (2) pages in length.

The resume format is as follows:

i. NAME:

ii. TITLE:

iii. JOB CATEGORY/LEVEL: 

iv. EDUCATION:

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

· Professional Courses/Title/Year

i. PROFESSIONAL EXPERIENCE SUMMARY:

ii. RELEVANT WORK EXPERIENCE SUMMARY: 

· Job Assignment – present


· 
Job Assignment – past

L.14.2.4  Volume I – Section D: System and Software Engineering Capability

The Offeror shall describe its ability to meet any ISO 9000 standard or CMM/CMMI standard(s) for System Engineering and/or Software Engineering. The Offeror shall clearly state for itself as prime contractor and for each subcontractor on its Team what level of ISO/CMM/CMMI is met.   Further, the Offeror shall identify which standards will be met by the section of the company proposed for the TFM-M Program.

L.14.2.5  Volume I – Section E:  Plans

The Offeror shall provide as separate attachments to Volume I of its proposal the following three documents:

1. Corporate Plan for Quality Assurance that would be in effect during performance of any work resulting from this RFO/SIR;

2. Corporate Plan for Configuration Management that would be in effect during performance of any work resulting from this RFO/SIR; and

3. Corporate System Engineering Management Plan (SEMP) that would be in effect during performance of any work resulting from this RFO/SIR.

These three documents are not page-limited.  They should be submitted in the Contractor’s preferred format.  

L.14.3
VOLUME II – TECHNICAL PROPOSAL

The Offeror shall format Volume II of its Proposal as described below.
   

Table of Contents

Section A
TFM Modernization:  Understanding the TFM-M Challenges



Section B
Technical Approach for System Subsystem Specification Development

Section C
Technical Approach for System Subsystem Design Document and 

                             Functional Design Threads Development

Section D
Capabilities and Approach to Performance Analysis

Section E         Understanding and Approach to the Hardware Refresh Task

Section F        Processes and Schedule for the TFM-M DCP

All information for Volume II shall be provided on not more than 100 single-sided sheets or 50 double sided sheets of 8.5 x 11 inch paper, exclusive of the Title page,  the Table of Contents, and the Evaluation Table required, per section L.12, that provides a reference from each evaluation factor to appropriate sections of the Offeror’s proposal. If the prospective Offeror exceeds the page limitation, the FAA will not consider any pages over the limit in their evaluation.  This page limitation is for Volume II, only.

In this volume of the Proposal, the Offeror shall provide a description of its proposed technical approach to the requirements identified in the Statement of Work, Section C of this RFO/SIR. 

L.14.3.1 Volume II – Section A: TFM Modernization: Understanding the TFM-M Challenges

The Offeror shall provide a description of its understanding of the TFM System that demonstrates awareness of current issues, and a thorough understanding of the TFM System operation – including how operational requirements affect subsystem requirements.  This description shall include the Offeror’s understanding of the current TFM System Data Flows and Data Processing. The challenges facing TFM – particularly the impact on TFM of increased NAS traffic shall also be addressed.  The Offeror shall also address its understanding of the TFM user community – including ATC facilities users, dispatchers, and Airlines Operational Center (AOC) personnel.

L.14.3.2 Volume II – Section B: Technical Approach for SSS Development

This section of the Proposal shall contain a description of the Offeror’s approach to analysis of the Government’s SSD requirements in order to define major TFM subsystems and write the System/Subsystem Specification.   TFM operational requirements and how they affect the TFM subsystem requirements, and the current TFM system components shall also be addressed.  Further, this section shall provide a description of exactly how the Offeror shall perform all the requirements traceability tasks identified in the Statement of Work.  

L.14.3.3 Volume II – Section C: Technical Approach for SSDD and Functional Design Threads Development

The Offeror shall clearly state its approach to development of the TFM SSDD.  This section of the Proposal shall include a concise summary of the Offeror’s approach to design development, and shall identify the techniques and methodologies to be used in performance of this task. The requirement for an Open Systems Architecture shall also be addressed.   Any innovative approaches to be employed in this task should be communicated to the Government in the Offeror’s Proposal.  The Offeror shall also address the following:

(a) Tools and processes to assist in tracking requirements from the Government-provided SSD to the Offeror-developed SSS and  SSDD,

(b) Approach to developing the functional design threads for two existing TFM functions and the approach for developing the functional design thread for the new TFM-M capability,

                  (c )Technical methodology for conducting the required trade studies as well

as the Offeror’s overall capabilities and tool set supporting their approach, and

(d) Current performance issues in the TFM system and how they will be 

addressed in the development of the TFM-M design.

L.14.3.4 Volume II – Section D: Capabilities and Approach to Performance Analysis

In this section of its Proposal, the Offeror shall provide the Government with a description of relevant tools it proposes to use in performance of SOW paragraph C.3.3.3.  The Offeror shall describe its methodology for performing the analysis required in accordance with the contract schedule.  Any innovative approaches to be employed in this task should be communicated to the Government in the Offeror’s Proposal.  The offeror shall address how its approach and tool set will support a wide range of sensitivity studies of the proposed TFM-M system design, as well as how its approach relates to overall schedule constraints.

L.14.3.5 Volume II – Section E: Understanding and Approach to the Hardware Refresh Task

The Offeror shall describe its understanding of the challenges inherent in replacing the TFM Hardware identified in this RFO/SIR for refreshment.  The Offeror shall clearly identify the steps required to identify suitable replacement hardware, and address its understanding of the current system configuration.  The Offeror shall also address technical risks associated with this Task.  Any innovative approaches to be employed in this task should be communicated to the Government in the Offeror’s Proposal.

L.14.3.6 Volume II – Section F: Processes and Schedule for the TFM-M DCP
The Offeror shall identify and describe relevant established processes that the Offeror expects to use during development of the TFM-M System.  The Offeror shall include a schedule showing all major activities and deliverables required during the contract period.  Activities, methods, or mechanisms to identify and mitigate potential schedule risks shall be identified.  

L.14.4
INSTRUCTIONS FOR VOLUME III – MANAGEMENT PROPOSAL

The Offeror shall format Volume III of his Proposal as described below.
                        Table of Contents

Section A         Management Plan

Section B
Program Management

Section C
Personnel Management

All information for Volume III shall be provided on not more than 50 single-sided sheets or 25 double sided sheets of 8.5 x 11 inch paper, exclusive of the Title page,  the Table of Contents, and the Evaluation Table required, per section L.12, that provides a reference from each evaluation factor to appropriate sections of the Offeror’s proposal. If the prospective Offeror exceeds the page limitation, the FAA will not consider any pages over the limit in their evaluation.  This page limitation is for Volume III, only.

In this volume of the Proposal, the Offeror shall provide a description of its proposed management approach to the requirements identified in the Statement of Work, Section C of this RFO/SIR.

L.14.4.1 Volume III –Section A:  Management Plan

The Offeror shall describe its management approach to the requirement with regard to the following:

(a) Communications with the Government regarding contract progress – both in terms of status meetings and written reports,

(b) Plan for staffing the requirement, to include a staffing profile that clearly communicates to the Government the number of staff applied to each area of the Statement of Work identified in Section C.  The staffing profile shall include identification of the representative skills of the staff assigned to each task, and 

(c) Plan for Mitigation of risks with respect to completing all technical tasks.

L.14.4.2 Volume III –Section B:  Program Management

The Offeror shall describe its program management  approach in the following areas:

(a) The Offeror shall provide a detailed description of its approach for management of the work in accordance with the proposed schedule,

(b) The Offeror shall provide a description of how it will apply the Configuration Management Plan and Quality Assurance Plan provided with the proposal to this effort, and

(c) The Offeror shall provide a description of how it will apply the processes described in the System Engineering Management Plan provided with the proposal to this effort. 

L.14.4.3 Volume III –Section C:  Personnel Management

The Offeror shall describe its personnel management approach in the following areas: 

(a) The Offeror shall provide a description of how it will acquire and retain qualified

      and experienced personnel during the proposed effort. 

(b) The Offeror shall provide a Corporate organizational chart including how this project will fit into the overall organization. Any positions that will provide guidance or supervision to the proposed Project Manager shall be identified, and the respective authority described.  

(c) The Offeror shall provide a project organizational chart that identifies all leadership positions and that reflects reporting authority.

(d) The Offeror shall describe, if applicable, any employee incentives the company plans to use in managing this contract to a successful completion.

L.15     RESERVED

L.16
INSTRUCTIONS FOR VOLUME IV – PRICE/CONTRACT DOCUMENTATION 

L.16.1.1
General

The Government will consider the Offeror’s proposed firm-fixed- price, and assess the price reasonableness of the Proposal. The Offeror shall submit pricing information as a part of the Offeror's complete volume in a separate, plainly marked, Price/ Contract Documentation”   The Offeror shall not include pricing data in Proposal Volumes I, II, or III.  The pricing instructions are applicable to the prime Contractor and all subcontractors.         

All subcontractor Proposals priced at $500,000 or greater, are required to contain the same price substantiation, rationale, and supporting data required of the prime Contractor. 

L.16.2
Volume IV – Part 1:

The Offeror shall submit the pricing for the services identified in Section B by completing and returning a fully executed Section B. For pricing purposes, the Government anticipates that contract award will occur in May 2003.  

L.16.2.1
Pricing Data for CLIN 0001

The contractor shall provide its firm-fixed-price for its proposal in section B as indicated under L.16.5.1.2.

L.16.4
Volume IV - Part 2: Financial Condition and Capability

The Offeror shall state what percentage of its estimated total business this effort will entail during the period of performance.  The Offeror shall provide its financial statements covering the past year of business operation.  The Offeror shall indicate his/her current Dun and Bradstreet rating or equivalent.  

L.16.5
Volume IV - Part 4 Contract Documentation

L.16.5.1
Model Contract & Representations and Certifications

The Proposal must include a signed copy of the Model Contract, and Sections A through K.  This includes the following:

L.16.5.1.1
AMS Form 33, "SCREENING INFORMATION REQUEST - REQUEST FOR OFFER: (SIR/RFO),” 

The Offeror shall complete blocks 13 through 18.  The representative who signs this form must be authorized to contractually bind the company providing the Proposal.  In the block with its name and address, the Offeror should supply the Contractor Establishment Code (CEC) applicable to that name and address, if known to the Offeror.  The number should be preceded by "CEC".  Offerors should take care to report the correct CEC and not a similar number assigned to the Offeror in a different system.  The CEC is a 9-digit code assigned to a contractor establishment those contracts with a Federal executive agency.  The CEC system is a contractor identification coding system, which is currently the Dunn, and Bradstreet Data Universal Numbering System (DUNS).  The CEC system is distinct from the Federal Taxpayer Identification Number (TIN) system.  

The Offeror shall include a period for acceptance for at least 180 calendar days from delivery date of the Proposal. 

L.16.5.1.2
Section B – Supplies or Services and Costs/Prices

Complete the pricing information in Section B of the Model Contract.

L.16.5.1.3
Section K - Representations, Certifications, and Other Statements of Offerors

Completed representations, certifications, acknowledgements, and statements.  The Offeror shall also provide the aforementioned information concerning for any nominated teammate/subcontractors.

L.16.5.1.4
Deviations to Terms and Conditions

Deviations taken to terms and conditions of the model contract, to any of its formal attachments, or to other parts of the RFO/SIR, shall be identified.  Each deviation shall be specifically related to each paragraph and/or specific part of the RFO/SIR to which the deviation is taken.  The Offeror shall provide rationale in support of the deviation and fully explain its impact, if any, on the performance, schedule, cost/price, and specific requirements of the RFO/SIR.  This information shall be provided in the format and content of the Table provided in this paragraph.  Failure to comply with the terms and conditions of the RFO/SIR may result in the Offeror being removed from consideration for award.  The Offeror is requested to add as appropriate, at the end of each deviation, a statement substantially as follows:  “This Proposal (is) (is not) contingent upon acceptance of the deviation.

RFO/SIR DEVIATIONS TABLE

	RFO/SIR

Document
	Paragraph/Page
	Requirement/

Portion
	Rationale

	SOW, SPEC,

Model Contract,

Section L, etc.
	Applicable page and paragraph numbers
	Identify the requirement or portion to which deviation is taken
	Justify why the requirement will not be met


ART IV - SECTION M - EVALUATION FACTORS FOR AWARD

M.1
BASIS FOR AWARD

M.1.1
Screening 

The FAA plans on screening all responses in order to evaluate the capabilities of each Offeror in accordance with the criteria specified in M.3.1. The screening process will be based solely on the prospective Offeror’s Capabilities Summary submitted in response to this RFO/SIR.   

Based on the results of this written proposal evaluation, the FAA reserves the right to disqualify Offerors from further consideration.  After this screening, the FAA will proceed with the remainder of the evaluation for Offerors not disqualified from further consideration.

M.1.2
BASIS FOR AWARD

Award Selection:  The Government anticipates awarding multiple contracts, but not more than three, for the work defined in this RFO/SIR.  Awards may be made to the Offerors whose Proposals conform to the requirements of this RFO/SIR and provide the best overall value to the government, price and other factors considered.  Therefore, the lowest total evaluated price may not provide the best overall value to the Government.  Offerors eliminated at any time during the evaluation process will not have their proposals considered further. The Government reserves the right to make no award in response to this RFO/SIR if it deems no Proposal acceptable.
Order of Importance:  Technical criteria are significantly more important than management criteria.  Pricing criteria are least important; however, as technical and management scores between Offerors decrease the importance of price criteria will increase.

Eligibility for Award: to be eligible for award, the Offeror must be determined to be financially viable and otherwise responsible in accordance with the FAA Acquisition Management System (AMS) guidelines contained in Section L.8.

Award on Initial Proposals:  The FAA reserves the right to award a contract immediately following the conclusion of all evaluations, and may not require discussions or negotiations with the successful Offeror or any other Offeror.  Therefore, it is critical that each Proposal be fully responsive to this solicitation and its provisions.  Additionally, the FAA reserves the right to conduct discussions and negotiations with any individual competing Offeror, or all competing Offerors, as the situation warrants.

In evaluating the proposals, the FAA 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 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
EVALUATION PROCESS

During the evaluation process, the FAA will evaluate each Offeror’s ability to perform the scope of work section under this RFO/SIR, as measured by the following:

(a) Initial screening - Formal evaluation of the Offeror’s Capability Summary, which includes the following:

i. System Development Experience Capability

ii. TFM Experience, 

iii. Resumes,

iv. System and Software Engineering Capability, and

v. Plans . 

(b) Formal evaluation of the Offeror’s Technical Proposal, which includes the following:

i. TFM Modernization: Understanding the TFM-M Challenges,

ii. Technical Approach for the SSS Development,

iii. Technical Approach for the SSDD and TFM-M System design development, and Functional Design Threads Development,

iv. Capabilities and Approach to Performance Analysis,

v. Understanding and Approach to the Hardware Refresh Task, and

vi. Processes and  Schedule  for the TFM-M DCP.

(c) Formal evaluation of the Offeror’s Management Proposal, which includes the following:

i. Management Plan,
ii. Program Management, and 
iii. Personnel Management.
      (d) Formal evaluation of the Offeror’s /Price Proposal.

M.2.1
OVERALL EVALUATION:  Risk Inherent in the Proposal  

Explicit in the evaluation of all proposal volumes is an assessment of overall risk inherent in the proposal.  Risk is defined as the likelihood that the FAA will be negatively impacted by the Offeror’s failure to meet performance and schedule requirements.  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 RFO/SIR.

Risks identified within any aspect of an Offeror’s proposal, and within any of the evaluation factors, will be analyzed as to their potential impact on the TFM-M program (i.e., work performance, program management, schedules, and cost).  Additionally, risks identified due to inconsistencies and discrepancies between various aspects 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. 

M.3.0
EVALUATION FACTORS

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

M.3.1
 Initial Screening – Capabilities Summary Evaluation Factors

The screening process will be conducted by evaluating the Offeror’s Capabilities Summary as per the Evaluation Factors cited  below.  In order for the Offeror to continue in the evaluation process, the Offeror’s response must pass the screening process.  

The following five factors are listed in descending order of importance:

	Factor A
	

	Demonstrated experience in the design, development, and deployment of large-scale, near real-time, transaction oriented automation systems. 

	Factor B
	

	Demonstrated corporate experience with the FAA’s Traffic Flow Management System.

	Factor C

	 Capabilities of personnel and their experience related to TFM-M DCP SOW Tasks.  

	Factor D

	 Extent of the ability to meet either ISO standard or CMM/CMMI standard for System Engineering and/or Software Engineering.

	Factor E

	Completeness and consistency of the Offeror’s Quality Assurance Plan, System Engineering Management Plan, and Configuration Management Plan.   


M.3.2
Technical Proposal Evaluation Factors 

Evaluation Factors 1 – 6 will apply to the evaluation of Volume II of the Offeror’s proposal.  The first three factors are equally important and are more important than the remaining factors.  The fourth and fifth factors are equally important, but less important than the first three factors.  The sixth factor is of least importance.

Technical Factor 1 – Understanding of the current TFM System and feasibility and completeness of proposed technical approach to Systems Engineering tasks described in Section C of this RFO/SIR.

.

The following subfactors are listed in descending order of importance:

	Subfactor A
	

	Understanding of current TFM systems, in particular, understanding of the current TFM system data flows and data processing.

	Subfactor B
	

	Understanding of challenges facing TFM, particularly, understanding the impacts on TFM of increased NAS traffic.

	Subfactor C
	

	 Understanding of TFM operational requirements and how they affect the TFM subsystem requirements.

	Subfactor D
	

	 Understanding of TFM user community, including ATC facilities users, dispatchers and Airline Operations Centers personnel.


Technical Factor 2 – Approach for Development of the TFM-M SSS

.

The following subfactors are listed in descending order of importance:

	Subfactor A
	

	Feasibility and completeness of approach to developing the requirements for the System Subsystem Specification (SSS), including the ability to trace all requirements from the Government provided System Specification Document (SSD) to the Contractor’s SSS. 

	Subfactor B
	

	Understanding of TFM operational requirements and how they affect the TFM subsystem requirements.

	Subfactor C
	

	The extent to which the Offeror’s approach demonstrates an understanding of the current TFM system components


Technical Factor 3 – Feasibility and completeness of methodology to development of the SSDD and Functional Design Threads.

.

The following subfactors are listed in descending order of importance:

	Subfactor A
	

	Feasibility and thoroughness of approach to development of the SSDD.  Ability of the proposed approach to incorporate the requirement for an Open Systems Architecture.

	Subfactor B
	

	Availability of tools and processes to assist in allocating and tracking requirements from the Government SSD to the SSS and to the SSDD.

	Subfactor C
	

	Realism of the Offeror’s approach to developing the design threads for two existing TFM functions, and uniqueness and thoroughness of approach for developing the design thread for the new TFM-M capability. 

	Subfactor D
	

	Completeness of the technical methodology proposed for conduct of required trade studies, and adequacy of the Offeror’s existing capabilities and tool set to support the Offeror’s proposed approach; creativity demonstrated in selection of potential trade study alternatives.

	Subfactor E
	

	Identification and understanding of current performance issues in the TFM System, and approach to addressing these issues during development of the TFM-M Design.


Technical Factor 4 – Feasibility and appropriateness of approach to Performance Analysis Task, and availability and relevance of proposed tools to be used to conduct the Performance Analysis. 

.

The following subfactors are listed in descending order of importance:

	Subfactor A
	

	Feasibility of the technical methodology proposed, including appropriateness of the proposed tool set.

	Subfactor B
	

	Extent to which the approach is creative and innovative.

	Subfactor C
	

	Ability of the approach and tool set to support a wide range of sensitivity studies of the proposed TFM-M System Design.

	Subfactor D
	

	Feasibility of the Offeror’s approach within the constraints of the DCP schedule.


Technical Factor 5    Understanding and approach to the Hardware Refresh task
The following subfactors are listed in descending order of importance:

	Subfactor A
	

	Thoroughness of the proposed approach to identification of suitable hardware, including an understanding of the current system configuration.

	Subfactor B
	

	Extent to which the approach identifies and addresses the technical risks associated with the identification, procurement, delivery, and installation of the replacement hardware.

	Subfactor C
	

	Extent to which the Government’s requirement for a best value solution is understood and addressed by the Offeror’s proposed approach.


Technical Factor 6    Processes and Schedule for the TFM-M DCP 

The following subfactors are listed in descending order of importance:

	Subfactor A
	

	 Completeness of processes identified to accomplish SOW tasks.

	Subfactor B
	

	  Maturity of processes proposed to be used during the TFM DCP.

	Subfactor C
	

	Realism of the schedule proposed; identification and assessment of risk associated with achieving all DCP milestones.


.

M.3.3
Management Evaluation Factors

The Contractor’s proposed management approach is crucial to the success of this work.  The FAA will evaluate the Offeror’s Management Plan, Contract Administration approach, and Personnel Management Plan according to the following Management Factors.

Management Factors #1 and #3 are equally important and of greater importance than Factor 2.

Management Factor 1 - Management Plan
Each of the following subfactors is of equal importance.

	Subfactor A
	

	Adequacy of approach described for communication with the FAA in terms of status meetings and written reports.

	Subfactor B
	

	Adequacy of the proposed staffing plan and consistency with the technical work proposed.

	Subfactor C
	

	Thoroughness and completeness of proposed risk mitigation activities and processes throughout the DCP.


Management Factor 2 – Program Management
 Each of the following subfactors is of equal importance.

	Subfactor A
	

	Adequacy and completeness of the approach to manage the work in accordance with the proposed schedule.

	Subfactor B
	

	Approach to Configuration Management and Quality Assurance during performance of this work.

	Subfactor C
	

	Approach to incorporating processes defined in the System Engineering Management Plan (SEMP) during performance of this work.


Management Factor 3 – Personnel Management

Each of the following subfactors is of equal importance.

	Subfactor A
	

	Adequacy of the approach to acquire and retain qualified personnel to perform all SOW tasks.

	Subfactor B
	

	Adequacy of the organizational structure to provide resources to the project, as needed; extent to which other Team resources will be made available to assist the project in completing the work on schedule and produce a quality product; independence of the quality assurance and configuration management organizations.

	Subfactor C
	

	Appropriateness and adequacy of proposed project organization to meet all project needs; integration of sub-contractors, consultants or other specialty skills into the proposed Project Organization to provide clear lines of reporting authority.

	Subfactor D
	

	Appropriateness of any employee incentives or other means the Offeror may propose to assure successful completion of high quality products.


M.3.4
Pricing Factors

The Offeror’s proposed firm-fixed-price will be evaluated based on price reasonableness.

Reasonableness is an assessment as to whether the proposed price does not exceed that which would be incurred by a prudent person in performing the required effort.  The FAA reserves the right to request additional information to support the price proposed by the Offeror.
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