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M.1
BASIS FOR CONTRACT AWARD

M.1.1
Award Selection

This source selection is conducted in accordance with the FAA Acquisition Management System. Awards will be made to those responsive and responsible offerors whose proposals are determined to meet the Government’s requirements, in accordance with Section L of this SIR.
The best value decision will be based on the evaluation of the Offeror’s Business & Technical Management Proposal, Cost Proposal, and Subcontracting Plan.  Prices, service/delivery performance, quality, and past performance will be individually evaluated and comparatively assessed.  The best value to the Government may not be the lowest priced.  Best value recommendations will be generated and the Source Selection Official (SSO) will make a best value decision.

Subjectivity is inherent in the evaluation process.  While the Government source selection evaluation team and the source selection official (SSO) will strive for maximum objectivity, professional judgment is implicit throughout the entire process. 

The FAA reserves the right to award on initial submittals which included price quotes. Offerors may be required to provide additional information.  Should the FAA not make an award based on initial submittals, the FAA reserves the right to conduct successive round(s) of price negotiations.  Successive negotiations may be conducted by way of, but not limited to, “Final Proposal Revision (FPR)” or on-line auction.  The FAA reserves the right to award one or multiple contracts if it is in the best interest of the FAA. However, the Government reserves the right not to award a contract, depending on the quality of the proposals submitted and the availability of funds.
M.1.2
Downselect Decision

Pursuant to the FAA AMS the FAA reserves the right to make one or more down-selections during this evaluation process..  A downselect decision will be limited to those Offerors determined to be most likely to receive the award. If at any point during the evaluation process, the FAA concludes that an Offeror does not have a reasonable chance of receiving this award, the FAA may eliminate that Offeror from further consideration for award.  Any Offeror eliminated from further consideration will be officially notified in writing by the Contracting Officer.
M.1.3
Eligibility for Award 

The Offeror must be financially viable and otherwise responsible in accordance with the FAA Acquisition Management System (AMS) guidelines.  To be eligible for award, the Offeror must be determined to be technically and financially capable of performing the magnitude and scope of the work.  The Offeror’s Small Business and Small Disadvantaged Business Subcontracting Plan must be acceptable (rated “pass”) in order for the Offeror to be considered for award.
M.1.4
Successive Price Negotiations
The FAA reserves the right to conduct successive price negotiations.  This may be by way of requesting final offers or by an on-line auction.  It is important for Offerors to note, since the Technical and Management Proposal (Volume I) is more important than the Price Proposal (Volume II), it is possible for contract award to be made to other than the Offeror with the lowest Price Proposal, including prices negotiated through an auction or final offers.
M.2
Evaluation Process
Vendor(s) selection will be based on a two-phase process (including price negotiations). Offerors are reminded that the information included in their proposals and any discussions will be the basis for the evaluation and that they should consider the evaluation factors in this section carefully in preparing their proposals.  
Section K and Excluded Parties Listing System (EPLS) – The FAA will review the

completed Section K and EPLS to determine the business responsibility of the offeror.

Exception to SIR Terms and Conditions – The FAA will review any exceptions to the SIR terms and conditions that might affect the rights of the Government.

In conducting the evaluation, the Government may use information provided by the offeror in its proposal as well as information obtained from other sources. While the Government may elect to consider information and data obtained from other sources, the Government is under no obligation to do so and the burden is on the offeror to provide a complete and thorough proposal. Missing proposal information or component(s) identified above and/or non-adherence to proposal format instructions will be considered incomplete, inadequate
M.2.1
Evaluation Order of Importance

The total of the factor scores in Volume I Business and Technical Management Proposal is more important than the total Volume II, price proposal.  All factors in Volume I are weighted in order of importance with Technical Approach (40%) more important than Management Approach (30%), and Corporate Experience (30%) which will be weighted equally. 
Past Performance is a pass/fail criterion that profiles of at least one contract of similar size and complexity on which the offeror has successfully performed. 

Volume II (Price Proposal) will be evaluated separately.  
Volume III (Subcontracting Plan) is a pass/fail criterion that must be met for the Offeror to be determined responsible and eligible for award.

M.2.2
 Phase I – Initial Evaluation

Phase I consists of pass/fail criterion that must be met for the Offeror to be determined responsible and eligible for award. The Offeror must be financially viable and otherwise responsible in accordance with the FAA AMS guidelines. To be eligible for award, it must be determined that the Offeror is technically and financially capable of performing the magnitude and scope of the work. 

In accordance with Section L.10.1 Volume I, Phase I requires addressing the set of mandatory question contained in Section J Attachment I, and providing required financial information. Those Offerors that meet the mandatory criteria, and are otherwise found to be financially viable and responsible in accordance with the FAA AMS guidelines will advance to Phase II.  Offerors that fail to meet the mandatory criteria shall be eliminated from further consideration for award.
Phase II– Final Evaluation/Selection Evaluation

The Phase II evaluation will include Volume I,  Volume II, and Volume III.  At this stage the government may proceed to make an award based on the best value proposal or the government may decide to make a competitive range determination which will include only those Offerors that are most likely to receive an award.  Should a competitive range be established, Offerors may be requested to participate in further price proposal negotiations or participate in an online auction. 

M.2.2.1   Volume I (Business & Technical Management proposal) - Evaluation Factors


Three factors of will be considered in the Evaluation of Volume I:
Factor 1 – Technical Approach (40%):  The Offeror’s description of their existing resources, assets, and competencies associated with accomplishing the Offeror’s proposed SAVES approach.
Factor 2 -  Management Approach (30%):  The Offeror’s description of how the program will be accomplished, including schedule, resources, and processes.

Factor 3 – Coporate Experience (30%):  Technical Evaluation team will evaluate the technical proposal based on how it demonstrates corporate experience in performing work that is consistent with and responsive to the requirements of the Statement of Work (SOW)
For each of the factors listed above, the Offeror will receive a numerical score from 1 to 5. A final numerical score, ranging from 1 to 5 will be assigned to the Offeror for the Volume I Evaluation. 

Past Performance (Pass/Fail)

In accordance with M.2.5, level of risk associated with the Offeror’s demonstrated past performance to accomplish the proposed approach.

The Offeror will provide no more than three (3) Past Performance Questionnaires that represent experience (see Section L Attachment I). Past Performance will not be numerically scored however, to be considered for award offerors shall demonstrate that it has performed successfully on contracts of similar size and complexity. The Offerors will demonstrate this experience through at least one (1) and up to three (3) completed Past Performance Questionnaires. Offerors that do not demonstrate at least one (1) similar successful Past Performance may be removed from further consideration for award.  
M.2.2.2   Volume II (Price proposal)
During Phase II, this volume will be evaluated as part of the best value decision. 

The price proposal will be evaluated for completeness and to determine the total evaluated price based on expected volume of purchases.  The FAA spent approximately $12.2M on office supplies in fiscal year 2008.
High Volume Office Supply Items (represent 50% of  FAA’s annual office supply spend*).  The items on this list (see Section J Attachment V) represent the FAA’s office supply purchasing characteristics and 50% of its annual office supplies spend.  For an Offeror to be considered for competition, he/she must provide the FAA contract price for that item and the associated discount percentage off the commercial/internet price for that category.  The percentage discount will apply to all items in that category.  The price provided will be used in the evaluation process.  If a part number and manufacturer are specified, the bids must be for that exact item.  If no part number or manufacturer are specified, the price shall be for an item that satisfies the requirements detailed in the item description.

NOTE:  Prices on foreign products will be disadvantaged in accordance with the provisions of the Buy American Act (see Section I.4 clause 3.6.4-2 of the SIR). Prices for this table will be calculated by determining the price for expected quantities using the Offeror’s proposed line item price, then adding each line item total.  The total will then be multiplied by a factor of 6.3 to achieve the proper weighting (relative to the total spend) for this price list.

Ability One A-List Items (6.1% of  FAA’s FY08 office supply spend*).  The Offeror must provide markup percentages from cost for all items listed (see Section J Attachment)
*NOTE:  Before credit card transaction fee is applied.  

A total price for each Offeror based on expected quantities purchased will thus be calculated.  Finally, the Offeror’s proposed credit card transaction fee (see Section Attachment I to Section L, Part II) will be applied to 75% of the total price.  This total, inclusive of the credit card transaction fee, will be the Offeror’s price proposal for the base year of the contract.

Responses to section K and other information submitted as part of volume II, will be verified for completeness and considered as part of the best value decision.

M.2.2.3   Volume III (Subcontracting plan) 

The subcontracting plan will be rated either Pass or Fail and will not be numerically scored.  The evaluation factors will be assigned an adjectival rating as follows: 

Pass – Proposed goals meet or exceed SIR-established subcontracting goals.

Fail - Offeror fails to propose goals, or proposed goals do not meet SIR-established subcontracting goals

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

The Subcontracting plan will be evaluated based on the Offeror’s demonstrated commitment to assuring that small business concerns are provided the maximum practicable opportunity to participate in the SAVES program.  The evaluation will consider the plausibility that the established subcontracting goals can be achieved.

M.2.4 Definition of Terms

	Term
	Definition

	Deficiency
	A deficiency is any part of a proposal that fails to satisfy the Government's requirements through a failure by the Offeror to explain or demonstrate with adequate substantiation that a requirement will be met.

	Strengths
	That part of a proposal, which ultimately represents an added benefit to the Government and is expected to increase the quality of the Offeror’s performance.  Strengths are typically high quality personnel, facilities, organizational structures and/or technical approaches that allow the Offeror to perform the work more cost effectively or at a higher level of quality.

	Weaknesses
	That part of a proposal which detracts from the Offeror’s ability to meet the Government’s requirements or results in inefficient or ineffective performance.  Weaknesses are typically less-than-average quality personnel, facilities, organizational structures and/or technical approaches that cause the Offeror to perform the work less cost effectively or at a lower level of quality.  A weakness in itself does not render a proposal technically unacceptable.


M.2.5 Risk Assessment
During the course of the evaluation, potential risks to successful performance of SIR requirements by the Offeror will be identified, reviewed, and assessed by the evaluators.  Risks identified within any aspect of an Offeror’s proposal, and within any of the evaluation factors/sub-factors, will be assessed as to their potential impact on work performance, program management, work schedules, and cost.  Additionally, risks identified due to inconsistencies and discrepancies between various aspects (Volumes) of each Offeror’s proposal will also be evaluated.

Based on the risk assessment evaluation, an overall adjectival rating describing the risk inherent in each Offeror’s proposal will be assigned.  Risk will be adjectivally rated as follows:

High Risk: Great potential exists for serious work performance problems including, but not limited to, work schedule disruptions, degradation of performance or quality problems and increases in cost, even with special emphasis and close monitoring.

Medium Risk: Some potential exists for work performance problems including, but not limited to, work schedule disruptions, degradation of performance or quality problems, and a commensurate increase in contract costs incurred by the Government.  However, with special emphasis and close monitoring by the Government, the Contractor will probably be able to overcome the difficulties.

Low Risk: Minimal or no potential exists for work performance problems, including, but not limited to, work schedule disruptions, quality problems, and a limited or no increase in contract costs incurred by the Government.  Any difficulties that may exist will be overcome with normal emphasis and monitoring.

M.3
RATINGS  

These numerical ratings will be utilized during the evaluation process for Volume I:

	Rating
	Description

	4.0
	The Offeror’s response to the topic is comprehensive and demonstrates a thorough understanding of the full range of requirements and work effort.  No areas of improvement can be cited, no weaknesses or deficiencies noted. 

	3.0
	The Offeror’s response to the topic is fully acceptable and appropriately responds to the full range of requirements and work effort. Few, if any, areas for improvement can be cited. The combined impact of the strengths outweighs the combined impact of the weaknesses.

	2.0
	The Offeror’s response does not respond adequately to the full range of requirements and work efforts. A few minor weaknesses and deficiencies are noted. The combined impact of the weaknesses outweighs the combined impact of the strengths.

	1.0
	The Offeror’s response to the topic is inadequate and does not demonstrate a satisfactory understanding of the requirements and work efforts.  Offeror’s response is deficient in several areas with no corresponding offset in other areas. The proposal does not demonstrate the capability to support the Government’s needs. The combined impact of the weaknesses far outweighs the combined impact of the strengths.
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