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PART IV - SECTION M 

EVALUATION FACTORS FOR AWARD


M.1 Clauses and Provisions Incorporated by Reference
3.1-1    Clauses and Provisions Incorporated by Reference (December 2005)
This screening information request (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://conwrite.faa.gov (on this web page, select "Search and View Clauses").

3.2.4-31   Evaluation of Options (April 1996)

M.2 Non-Governmental Personnel Participation

The FAA will utilize contractor support for this source evaluation including representatives from ITT Industries, Booz Allen Hamilton, Noblis, and ITstrategy. Contractor employees may be members of the evaluation teams, assist in meeting with Offerors, and review price proposals.  These individuals have signed Non-Disclosure and Conflict of Interest statements for this procurement.  While these contractors support the evaluation process, the exclusive responsibility for source selection decision remains with the FAA.

M.3 Single Contract Award

The Government intends to award one contract but reserves the right to award multiple contracts or no contract as a result of this SIR process. 
M.4 Eligibility for Award

To be eligible for award, the Offeror must provide all required proposal volumes and address the required elements outlined in Section L.  In addition, the Offeror must be determined to be financially viable and otherwise responsible, must complete the Representation and Certifications provided in Section K of the SIR.  

As a minimum, to be determined “responsible,” a prospective contractor must:

· Have adequate financial resources to perform the contract, or the ability to obtain those resources;

· Be able to provide the level of effort contemplated by the contract, taking into consideration all other business commitments;

· Have a satisfactory record of integrity and business ethics;

· Have a satisfactory performance record;

· Have the necessary organization, experience, accounting and operational controls; and

· Be otherwise qualified and eligible to receive an award under applicable laws and regulations.

To receive an award, the Offeror must fulfill the requirements of the SIR and submit a proposal that is judged, by an integrated assessment of the price and other evaluation factors listed in Section M, to be the most advantageous to the Government. 
M.5 Basis for Award and Relative importance of volumes
The Offeror whose proposal meets or exceeds to the requirements of the solicitation and is judged to represent the best overall value to the FAA will be selected for award.  The best overall value is defined as the most advantageous offer, price and other factors considered, providing the best mix of resources, technical quality, business aspect, risk, and price.  Therefore, the successful Offeror may not have submitted the lowest price proposal.  The Government reserves the right to reject any or all offers, to waive minor irregularities and discrepancies in offers received, and to make an award based on the initial offers without negotiating or soliciting revised offers.
The relative importance of the individual proposal volumes is summarized below in Figure M.5-1. The evaluation methods are shown in parentheses. While the Technical and Management volume is of the greatest importance, to the extent that two or more Offerors are rated comparably under Volume I, the importance of the Volume III evaluation will become more significant and will be used as a discriminator.  










Figure M.5-1.  Proposal Volume Order of Importance

If at any point during the evaluation of Offerors, should the FAA conclude, based on information submitted by an Offeror orally or in writing, that the Offeror is not likely to receive this award, then the Government may eliminate that Offeror from further consideration.  Any Offeror eliminated from further consideration will be officially notified in writing.

The FAA reserves the right to award the contract immediately following the conclusion of all the evaluations, without discussions or negotiations with any Offeror.  Offerors should provide comprehensive and adequate responses to all factors regardless of their order of importance.  Since there may be no revised proposal submissions, Offerors should be fully responsive to the SIR and ensure that their proposals contain the best terms from a management, technical, relevant experience, past performance, and price standpoint.  
M.6 Technical AND MANAGEMENT Evaluation Factors 

Each Offeror’s Technical and Management Proposal will be evaluated based upon the following five factors. Section M.6.2 identifies the order of importance for these factors.  
Factor 1:  Management Approach

Factor 2:  Planning, Analysis, and Optimization
Factor 3:  Enterprise Architecture

Factor 4:  Maintenance and Operations 

Factor 5:  Business Model

M.6.1
TECHNICAL AND MANAGEMENT EVALUATION FACTORS,    SUB-FACTORS AND ELEMENTS

Factor 1 – Management Approach

Under this factor, the Government will evaluate the Offeror’s proposed management approach in terms of the organizational structure, allocation of roles and responsibilities, and the degree to which the Offeror’s program management team is empowered to assign and expend corporate resources to resolve issues.

Element 1.1 – Team Roles.  Degree to which the roles of the prime contractor and all team members are well-defined in terms of how they will support full range of effort defined in the Statement of Work.
Element 1.2 – Organizational/Reporting Structure.  Degree to which the Program Manager’s reporting chain within the organizational structure ensures the appropriate access to upper management.  Degree to which the authority/ empowerment of the program manager enables sufficient priority access to resources.  Degree to which the Offeror’s management approach facilitates an open dialogue with the FAA and ensures FAA visibility and awareness into program status and issues. Degree to which the inter-company relationships are well-defined and the team is structured to support the execution of the program in an effective and efficient manner.

Element 1.3 – Interaction with FAA Program Office.  Degree to which the Offeror’s management approach is conducive to ensuring effective and efficient interaction with the FAA Program Management Office (PMO).  
Element 1.4 – Key Personnel Qualifications.  Degree to which proposed key personnel possess the appropriate qualifications to effectively perform their proposed roles on the program.

Element 1.5 – Cost, Schedule, and Technical Performance Monitoring and Control.  Degree to which the Offeror proposes sound and effective business practices to meet FAA objectives for cost, schedule and technical performance monitoring and control.

Factor 2 –Planning, Analysis, and Optimization

Under this factor, the Government will evaluate the Offeror’s proposed approach to planning, analysis, and optimization work efforts required by the FAVES SOW.
Element 2.1 – Legacy Analysis and Optimization. Degree to which the Offeror proposes sound and proven tools, methodologies, and analysis techniques to optimize legacy platforms and their configurations prior to implementation of the Enterprise Architecture.
Element 2.2 – Enterprise Planning.  Degree to which the Offeror proposes sound tools, methodologies, and analysis techniques for the planning of the Enterprise Architecture.
Element 2.3 – Transition.  Degree to which the Offeror proposes a sound approach and realistic schedule for transitioning to the Enterprise Architecture that makes effective use of available resources, ensures continuity of service, and minimizes potential disruptions to FAA business operations.

Element 2.4 – Enterprise Analysis and Optimization. Degree to which the Offeror’s proposed tools and methodologies will meet program objectives for optimizing the Enterprise Architecture to ensure efficient utilization of resources.  
Element 2.5 – Experience.  Degree to which the Offeror has demonstrated successful relevant experience in the planning, analysis, and optimization of administrative voice enterprises that are comparable in scope and magnitude to what is required for FAVES.  
Factor 3 – Enterprise Architecture
Under this factor, the Government will evaluate the Offeror’s proposed enterprise solution and their approach to performing the work efforts required under Phase 3 of the FAVES Program as defined in Attachment J.2 (FAVES Strategic Plan).
Element 3.1 – Capabilities and Features.  Degree to which the Offeror’s proposed enterprise architecture supports the required telephony services and optional features outlined in the FAVES Technical Specification.  

Element 3.2 – Performance and Interfaces.  Degree to which the Offeror’s enterprise architecture meets the performance and interface requirements of the FAVES Technical Specification.
Element 3.3 – Commercial Standards.  Degree to which the Offeror’s enterprise architecture is based upon commercial and industry standards rather than proprietary standards.  Degree to which the Offeror’s enterprise solution does not require redesign, modification, or unique components or interfaces to meet FAVES requirements. 
Element 3.4 – Flexibility and Scalability.  Degree to which the Offeror’s proposed architecture has the flexibility and scalability to accommodate growth, evolution, and changes in geographic requirements for services.  Degree to which that enterprise architecture mitigates the impact to users when new CPE and telephony services are introduced.

Element 3.5 – CPE and User Stations.  Degree to which the Offeror’s CPE and user station functionality, capacity and interfaces are consistent with the requirements outlined in the FAVES Technical Specification.  

Element 3.6 – Survivability and Recovery.  Degree to which the Offeror’s enterprise architecture is able to mitigate the effects of a widespread system failures and provide service during disaster recovery. Degree to which the Offeror’s Enterprise solution can ensure continuity of service in the event of a failure of the system management function.
Element 3.7 – Experience.  Degree to which the Offeror has demonstrated successful relevant experience in the providing Enterprise Solutions for administrative voice enterprises that are comparable in scope and magnitude to what is required for FAVES.  

Factor 4 – Maintenance and Operations
       Sub-factor 4.1 – Legacy Environment

Element 4.1.1 – Establishing Operations and Monitoring Functions.       Degree to which the Offeror's proposal establishes and validates that the system operations and monitoring requirements comply with the FAVES Technical Specification and are available for implementation within a timeframe that supports program’s objectives for transfer of maintenance and operations responsibility.

Element 4.1.2 – Technology Refresh.  Degree to which the Offeror proposes a sound approach to performing the technology refresh of legacy platforms for which the Contractor will assume responsibility for maintenance and operations. Degree to which the Offeror’s approach enables the FAA to prioritize tech refresh actions and maximize return on investment.
Element 4.1.3 – Legacy/Premises-based Platform MACs.  Degree to which the Offeror’s approach for responding to requests for MACs related to legacy platforms and premises-based systems provides a timely response to the FAA with minimal disruption to agency business operations.  Degree to which the Offeror’s proposed criteria for which types of MACs under the legacy architecture will require on-site visits versus those that can be performed remotely are clearly defined and provide benefit to the FAA. Degree to which the Offeror’s concept of operations defines a reasonable balance between those activities that can be performed by FAA system administrators and those activities that must be performed by contractor personnel.
Element 4.1.4 – Experience.  Degree to which the Offeror has demonstrated successful relevant experience in maintaining and operating platforms comparable to those within the FAA’s legacy administrative voice environment.

Sub-Factor 4.2 –  Enterprise Environment
Element 4.2.1.  Enterprise Management and Operations.  Degree to which the Offeror’s proposed enterprise operations function meets the requirements of the SOW and FAVES Technical Specification.   Degree to which the fault detection, and isolation capabilities facilitate trouble-shooting and service restoration.

Element 4.2.2 – Enterprise Moves, Adds, and Changes (MACs).  Degree to which the Offeror defines a clear and efficient concept of operations for the FAA to submit requests for MACs. Degree to which the Offeror’s approach for responding to requests for MACs provides a timely response to the FAA with minimal disruption to agency business operations.  Degree to which the Offeror’s proposed criteria for which types of MACs under the Enterprise Architecture will require on-site visits versus those that can be performed remotely are clearly defined and provide benefit to the FAA. Degree to which the Offeror’s concept of operations defines a reasonable balance between those activities that can be performed by FAA system administrators and those activities that must be performed by contractor personnel.
Element 4.2.3 – Experience.  Degree to which the Offeror has demonstrated successful relevant experience in maintaining and operating Enterprise Solutions comparable to what is proposed for FAVES.

     Sub-Factor 4.3 – Life Cycle Support
Element 4.3.1 – Restoration and Escalation.  Degree to which the Offeror proposes a sound approach and effective tools for isolating troubles and determining whether the source of a trouble is within FAVES functionality or attributable to the Government-furnished LAN/WAN. Degree to which the Offeror proposes an effective and efficient maintenance concept to include coordination of service restoration within the team, and identification of escalation procedures to achieve the required restoration.

Element 4.3.2 – Customer Support Functions.  Degree to which the Offeror's proposed approach for providing Customer Support functions meets the requirements of the SOW and provides benefit to the FAA.

Element 4.3.3 – Performance Measurement and Reporting.  Degree to which the Offeror’s operational capabilities support performance measurement and reporting in a manner that provides the FAA with visibility into the performance of individual service delivery locations as well as the enterprise as a whole.

Element 4.3.4 – Security Management.  Degree to which the Offeror’s security architecture, management approach and concept of operations ensure compliance with security and performance requirements of the SIR.  Degree to which the Offeror’s approach to security proactively and dynamically identifies and counters information security vulnerabilities and attacks. Degree to which the Offeror proposes a sound and rigorous approach to security monitoring, intrusion detection, incident response, recovery, prevention and reporting..

Factor 5 – Business Model

Under this factor, the Government will evaluate the Offeror’s proposed business model and the degree to which it facilitates partnership with the FAA, balances risk, and incentivizes performance.  

Element 5.1 – FAA Partnership.  Degree to which the proposed business model will establish a partnership with the FAA to achieve program objectives and  proactively address potential business and technical problems.

Element 5.2 – Team Partnerships.  Degree to which teaming arrangements have been identified and formalized by signed agreements, including plans for post-award formalization.  Degree to which the structure and terms of those arrangements provide benefit to the FAA.
Element 5.3 – New Technology and Services.  Degree to which the Offeror’s proposed business model encourages the introduction of new technology and services which provide better service, lower costs to the FAA, and support future FAA service needs.

Element 5.4 – Performance-based Incentives.  Degree to which the Offeror proposes contractual mechanisms to incentivize performance in a manner that balances risk while reinforcing the contractor’s responsibility for service delivery and system performance. Degree to which the Offeror proposes a balance of negative and positive incentives that are measurable and independently verifiable by the FAA.  
M.6.2
VOLUME I ORDER OF IMPORTANCE

The evaluation factors and subfactors for Volume I have a specific order of importance and it should be noted that they are not listed in order of importance. Sub-factors and elements are not separately rated, but strengths and weaknesses identified under the sub-factors may be given additional consideration based upon the order of importance described above.

Factor 3 (Enterprise Architecture) is the factor of the greatest importance.  Factor 2 (Planning, Analysis, and Optimization) and Factor 5 (Business Model) are of equal importance, but less important than Factor 3.  Factor 1 (Management Approach) and Factor 4 (Maintenance and Operations) are of equal importance, but less important than Factors 2 and 5. 
With respect to the three sub-factors under Factor 4, Sub-factor 4.2 (Enterprise Environment) and Sub-factor 4.3 (Life Cycle Support) are of equal importance, but more important than Sub-factor 4.1 (Legacy Environment). 
Figure M.6-1 depicts the relative order of importance. Factors and subfactors shown at the same level are of equal importance. 










Figure M.6-1.  Relative Order of Importance for Volume I Factors and Subfactors
M.7 VOLUME III Price Proposal Evaluation Factors

The evaluation of the Price Volume will be based on the following:

· Total Evaluated Cost:  The total evaluated cost will be based on a 10-year cost evaluation period for all costs elements with quantities within the Price Evaluation Tool.  Service costs will be computed using the prices provided by the Offeror in the Section B price tables reflected in the Price Evaluation Tool, multiplied by the quantities contained within the Price Evaluation Tool.  A validation version of the Price Evaluation Tool will be used by the FAA to verify each Offeror’s computation of costs for the prices entered within their submitted Price Evaluation Tool.  The Government will adjust an Offeror’s total evaluated cost if there any discrepancies between the Price Evaluation Tool submitted and the validation results.
· Fairness and Reasonableness:  To ensure fair, reasonable, and realistic prices, the FAA will perform a price and/or cost analysis for all prices in Section B.

· Balanced Pricing:  Unrealistically low or high proposed prices may be grounds for eliminating a proposal from competition either on the basis that the Offeror does not understand the requirement or has made an unrealistic proposal.  Proposals must be sufficiently detailed to demonstrate their cost credibility.  The burden of proof for cost credibility rests with the Offeror.

· Affordability:  The Price Evaluation Tool generates a yearly estimate of the total cost of legacy and FAVES services based on the schedule provided by the FAA within Price Evaluation Tool.  The FAA will evaluate the degree to which the Offeror’s price proposal meets the FAA’s objective of limited additional investment only during contract year 1 and adherence to the current cost to operate profile provided in attachment J.8.  In addition, the FAA will evaluate the affordability of Offeror’s proposed transition approach as requested in Section L.8.1.  Note:  The proposed architecture must be achievable using the prices proposed in the Price Volume.

· Sensitivity and Uncertainty:  The quantities within the Price Evaluation Tool represent the FAA’s best effort to predict the scope of its Administrative Voice Services for this SIR and a notional schedule of activities.  Due to changes in the sites, changes in user population, legacy system obsolescence, variability surrounding features and proposed prices with no quantities, and affordability considerations, there are uncertainties that the Price Evaluation Tool cannot address.  The FAA will evaluate the risk posed by these uncertainties based on the Offeror’s overall cost, balance, and service coverage.

· Consistency with the technical proposal:  As part of the Pricing Volume, Offerors must provide detailed lists of equipment correlating to offered prices.  These lists will be compared with the proposed solution provided within the technical proposal.

The proposed prices must be entirely compatible with the Technical and Management Approach.  No advantage will accrue to an Offeror who submits an unrealistically low price proposal.  

To assist in determining the reasonableness and realism of cost or price, evaluation of the Offeror’s proposals may include verification of the rates proposed by the prime and subcontractors. This requires a determination that both direct (labor) and indirect (overhead and G&A) rates and any special pricing factors are reasonable, allocable, and consistent with accepted factors are allowable accounting/estimating policies. The Defense Contract Audit Agency (DCAA) may be called upon to assist in making this determination.

The Government may use cost analysis or price analysis or a combination of both to evaluate the cost estimates or price, not only to determine whether it is reasonable, but also to determine the Offeror’s understanding of the work and the ability to perform the contract.  The Government will assess the level of risk associated with an Offeror’s price proposal.  
M.8 EVALUATION PROCESS

The following sections describe the process by which the FAA will evaluate proposals.  The FAA will exercise judgment in evaluating all information collected. 
M.8.1 COMPLIANCE REVIEW

Each volume of the Offeror’s proposal will first be reviewed to determine whether it follows the requirements of Section L and includes all of the required information.  Omission of information may be considered grounds for eliminating a proposal from further consideration. 

The Offerors’ proposals and other applicable data/information will be evaluated for adequacy, sufficiency, compliancy, and understanding of the requirements of this solicitation.
M.8.2 OFFEROR COMMUNICATIONS
The FAA may communicate with Offerors orally or in writing during the course of the evaluation.  Information disclosed as a result of these discussions may be considered in the evaluation of an Offeror’s submittal.  The FAA reserves the right to conduct communications with one, some, all, or none of the Offerors.  The decision to have oral presentations will be based on whether the FAA requires clarification of certain aspects of the Offerors proposals which would benefit more from oral presentations than from written communications.  Communications with one or more Offerors do not necessitate communication with all Offerors.  

Offerors should not assume that they will be contacted or afforded an opportunity to clarify, discuss, or revise their proposals.  Any information obtained during communications and/or, any applicable, pre-award survey may be used to clarify, substantiate, or validate information provided in an Offeror’s proposal. 
M.8.3 VOLUME I TECHNICAL AND management EVALUATION PROCESS

For each Technical and Management proposal, the FAA will: 
(a) Review, analyze, and consider all information received in the Technical and Management proposal including information received from any written or oral presentations/communications. Specifically, the FAA will consider the extent the Offeror’s responses are:

· Viable:  Capable of working or functioning in a manner that meets the requirements of the SIR within the specified environment. 

· Substantiated:  Competent, documented evidence that supports or otherwise verifies proposal claims, approaches, and contents. 

· Internally Consistent:  All individual elements of the proposal are mutually supportive and do not contradict each other in any way. 

· Realistic:  Practical; having a high probability of accuracy.
(b) Consider Past Performance information submitted by the Offeror and responses to Past Performance Questionnaires.  

(c) Identify the strengths, weaknesses, and/or risks for each factor.

(d) Assign an adjectival rating to each factor by assessing strengths, weaknesses, and risks noted for each using Table M.8-3 below.  

(e) Assign an adjectival rating to each each proposal based on the factor evaluations.

In determining the factor and proposal ratings, the FAA will consider the significance of the impact of a strength, weaknesses, and risks. Ratings will not be determined based on the quantity of strengths, weaknesses, or risks.

Table M.8-3:  Technical and Management Rating Definitions

	Adjectival Rating
	Definition

	Excellent
	The Offeror’s response to the topic is comprehensive and demonstrates a thorough understanding of the full range of requirements and work effort.  Few, if any, areas for improvement can be cited.  The combined impact of the strengths far outweighs the combined impact of the weaknesses and potential risks.

	Good
	The Offeror’s response to the topic is fully acceptable and appropriately responds to the full range of requirements and work effort. A few minor deficiencies are noted. The combined impact of the strengths outweighs the combined impact of the weaknesses and potential risks.

	Satisfactory
	The Offeror’s response to the topic is appropriate and addresses adequately the full range of requirements and work effort.  Although there may be some weaknesses and areas in need of improvement, these are offset by strengths in other areas.  Any risks do not exceed the moderate rating.

	Marginal
	The Offeror’s response does not respond adequately to the full range of requirements and work efforts. Offeror’s response is deficient in several areas with no corresponding offset in other areas. The combined impact of the weaknesses and potential risks outweighs the combined impact of the strengths.

	Unsatisfactory
	The Offeror’s response to the topic is inadequate and does not demonstrate a satisfactory understanding of the requirements and work efforts.  The proposal does not demonstrate the capability to support the Government’s needs. The combined impact of the weaknesses and potential risks far outweighs the combined impact of the strengths.


M.8.4 VOLUME II PAST PERFORMANCE EVALUATION PROCESS

Each Offeror’s past performance will be assessed using the Offeror-provided information and information received in the response to the Contract Performance Customer Survey (Attachment L-1). While the FAA may elect to consider information obtained from other sources, the FAA is under no obligation to do so. The performance history will be reviewed and verified for relevant experience to the requirements. The evaluation of Past Performance will be on a Pass/Fail basis. Offerors deemed to fail the Past Performance assessment will not be eligible for contract award.
M.8.5 VOLUME III PRICE PROPOSAL EVALUATION PROCESS

The Government will verify that prices have been submitted for all requested CLINs.  The Government will also verify the total evaluated cost submitted by the Offeror by copying the prices submitted within the Offeror’s Price Evaluation Tool to a Government Evaluation Copy of the Price Evaluation Tool in order to ensure a consistency of evaluation.  The Government will then conduct fairness and reasonableness assessments, assessments of balanced pricing, an assessment of affordability, and uncertainty and sensitivity assessments. Risk assessments will also be conducted based on the methodology described below.
M.8.6 RISK ASSESSMENT
The Government will identify and assess risks in the Technical and Management proposal and the Cost/Pricing proposal.  Risk assessments represent the Government’s judgment of the Offeror’s ability to perform successfully in light of the Government’s evaluation of the Offeror’s proposal.  The Government’s evaluation of the Offeror’s Past Performance will be factored into this risk assessment.  In addition, the risk assessment may also consider the cost, schedule, technical performance of proposed solutions and other aspects of the proposed work within each of the evaluation factors.  

Risk will be used for evaluation at the proposal level but will not be numerically scored.  The three levels of risks are defined as follows:   


High Risk:  Likely to cause significant, serious disruption of work schedule, quality problem, increase in cost, or degradation of work performance even with special contractor emphasis and close Government monitoring.


Moderate Risk:  Could potentially cause some disruption of work schedule, increase in cost, quality problems, or degradation of work performance.  However, special contractor emphasis and close Government monitoring will probably be able to overcome difficulties; and


Low Risk:  Limited potential to cause disruption of work schedule, increase in cost, or degradation of work performance.  Normal contractor effort and normal Government monitoring will probably be able to overcome difficulties.

M.8.7 VOLUME IV SUBCONTRACTING PLAN EVALUATION PROCESS

The FAA will evaluate the Small Business and Small Disadvantaged Business Subcontracting plan as either Acceptable or Unacceptable, they will not be numerically scored.  The plan will be assigned an adjectival rating as follows:

(a) Acceptable – Proposed goals meet or exceed SIR-established subcontracting goals.


(b) Unacceptable - Offeror fails to propose goals, or proposed goals do not meet SIR-established subcontracting goals.

The FAA will evaluate whether the Offeror’s Small Business and Small Disadvantaged Business Subcontracting Plan fully addresses each of the eleven items listed in FAA AMS clause 3.6.1-4 as well as the goals set forth in Section L.8.4.

The FAA will evaluate the degree to which the Offeror’s Small Business and Small Disadvantaged Business Subcontracting plan includes a non-trivial level of participation by small and disadvantaged businesses and meaningful roles for those entities.
The FAA will evaluate whether the Offeror’s Small Business and Small Disadvantaged Business Subcontracting plan demonstrates that the subcontracting goals apply over the full life of the contract, including the base period and each exercised option period.

This factor is not applicable to small businesses; therefore, all small and small disadvantaged businesses will receive an acceptable rating for this factor.

M.9 General

No contractual obligation or liability on the part of the Government will exist unless and until the contract is awarded.  Therefore, no Offeror should begin work on the services and other requirements called for by this SIR until a contract award has been made by the Government.

The Government intends to evaluate submittals and award a contract, either on initial submittals without communications, or on initial or revised submittals with communications and/or discussions.   In evaluating the submittals, the Government may conduct written or oral communications and/or discussions with Offerors, and may down-select the firms participating in the competition to only those Offerors most likely to receive award.  Submittals in response to a SIR should be complete, accurate and contain the Offeror’s best terms from a cost or price and technical standpoint. 
A written award or acceptance of offer mailed or otherwise furnished to the successful Offeror within the time for acceptance specified on the offer must result in a binding contract without further action by either party.  Before the offer’s specified expiration time, the Government may accept an offer whether or not there are communications after its receipt, unless a written notice of withdrawal is received before award.  Communications conducted after receipt of an offer do not constitute a rejection or counter offer by the Government.

The Government may disclose the following information in post-award debriefings to unsuccessful Offerors: 

(1) The Contracting Officer’s decision; 

(2) The Offeror’s evaluated ratings relative to those of the successful Offeror; and 

(3) A summary of the evaluation findings related to the Offeror who requested the debriefing.
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