SECTION M






M.1	EVALUATION OF OPTIONS (52.217-5) (JUL 1990)



	The Government will evaluate offers for award purposes by adding the total price of all options to the total price of the basic requirements.  Evaluation of options will not obligate the Government to exercise the option(s).



(End of provision)



M.2	EVALUATION FACTORS FOR AWARD



	A.  	General



	The procedures set forth in NASA Federal Acquisition Supplement (NFS) subpart 1815.6 (CFR Title 48 Chapter 18) (including NFS 1816.612-70) will be utilized for this acquisition and as prescribed in FAR 52.215-16 – Alternate II, the Government may award based on initial proposals, without discussions.  If discussions are deemed necessary, offerors within the competitive range will be advised of deficiencies and uncertainties identified in their proposals and allowed a reasonable opportunity to satisfy the solicitation requirements.  At the conclusion of discussions, a Best and Final Offer (BAFO) will be requested from all offerors still within the competitive range.  This BAFO shall be submitted in the form of a contractual document which has been executed by an individual with the authority to contractually bind the offeror.  Selection will be made in accordance with the evaluation criteria set forth in Section M of this solicitation.  Contract award will be made WITHOUT SUBSEQUENT DISCUSSIONS OR NEGOTIATIONS and will be evidenced by the Contracting Officer’s signature on the BAFO submitted by the successful offeror.  Debriefings of offers shall be conducted in accordance with FAR 15.1005 and 15.1006.



	Proposals will be evaluated in accordance with the procedures found in FAR Part 15.6 and NASA FAR Supplement 1815.6.  Proposals received will be evaluated against the evaluation criteria listed below.  Proposals with a reasonable chance of selection will be included in the competitive range, however, pursuant to NFS 1815.609(a), to reduce unnecessary expense to both offerors and NASA, a total of no more than three proposals shall be a working goal in establishing the competitive range.  Therefore, each initial offer should


contain the offeror’s best terms from a cost or price and technical standpoint.









	B.  	Source Evaluation Committee (SEC)



	A Source Evaluation Committee (SEC), appointed by the Center Director of Marshall Space Flight Center, will evaluate the offers submitted for this Request for Proposal (RFP).  Proposal documentation requirements set forth in this RFP are designed to provide guidance to the offeror concerning the type of documentation that will be used by the SEC.  Acceptable offers will be evaluated in accordance with the factors set forth below.



	C.  	Source Selection Authority (SSA)



	Source selection will be made by the Marshall Space Flight Center Director.



	D.	Evaluation Factors and Subfactors



		1.  Acceptable proposals will be evaluated using the following factors:



			Mission Suitability Factor

			Cost Factor

			Relevant Experience and Past Performance Factor



		2.  The information required to be submitted in Section L-II, Instructions for Proposal Preparation, will be evaluated under the corresponding factors and subfactors.



		3.  General descriptions of the factors and subfactors are set forth on the following pages.



I.  	VOLUME I MISSION SUITABILITY FACTOR



	A.	Mission Suitability Factor



	The Mission Suitability Factor indicates the excellence of the proposed work and the offeror’s ability to perform.  The evaluation will primarily probe the proposed approach to meet the established requirements and the validity of the proposed approach.  The Mission Suitability Factor and its supporting subfactors shall be numerically weighted, scored, and assigned adjective ratings.  The total weighting for the Mission Suitability Factor will be 1,000 points.  Cost realism or the lack thereof will be used in evaluating the Mission Suitability Subfactors as an indicator of the offeror’s understanding of the requirement.  Using a graduated scale, the Government will proportionally adjust the proposer’s Mission Suitability score for its assessed cost realism.  Proposed effort without the requisite associated resources may be determined by the



Government to demonstrate a lack of understanding of the requirement and, accordingly, could impact the score of the Mission Suitability Factor/subfactor.  The proposals will be evaluated and scored based on the Mission Suitability Factor and its supporting subfactors set forth below.





	Risk analysis which identifies risk areas and the recommended approaches to minimize the 
impact of those risks on the overall success of the program will be evaluated.  In evaluat
ing risks, consideration will be made to the offeror
’
s assessment and probability of success, the impact of failure, and the alternatives avail
able to meet the requirements.
	




		1.	Staffing Plan Subfactor



		This subfactor constitutes the offeror’s overall understanding of the requirement as indicated in the approach to providing the personnel resources for accomplishing the mission.  Evaluated under this subfactor will be the soundness and adequacy of the offeror’s overall staffing plan (including subcontractors) for obtaining and maintaining a qualified workforce.  The types, numbers, skill levels, skill mix, and qualifications of personnel for each organizational element will be evaluated for performing assigned tasks.  The offeror’s sources and indicated availability of personnel will be evaluated for realism in providing the staffing compatible with the approach.  Also, evaluated under this subfactor will be the total compensation (both salaries and fringe benefits) proposed for employees.  The Government is concerned with the quality and stability of the workforce.  Compensation that is unrealistically low or not in reasonable relationship to the various job categories, since it may impair the Contractor’s ability to attract and retain competent employees, may be viewed as evidence of a failure to comprehend the complexity of the contract requirement.  




		Key personnel shall be evaluated under this subfactor.  The project manager, because of the critical function and importance of this position, will be specifically evaluated.  Other key personnel considered to be critical to the operation of the program shall also be evaluated.  The evaluation will include qualifications, i.e., experience, training, and education for these key personnel in the positions proposed for this procurement as well as the level of their commitment to the project and specific rationale for including this position as key personnel.



		Also included in this subfactor is the offeror’s overall understanding of the application, implementation, and administration of the mandatory provisions of the Service Contract Act.










		2.	Management Approach Subfactor



		Evaluated under this subfactor will be offeror’s approach to integrating task requirements into an efficiently managed overall project.  The evaluation will include the soundness, adequacy, and innovativeness of the offeror’s method and the approach to accomplish project tasks.  The overall quality and applicability of policies and procedures to manage the effort will be evaluated, as well as the appropriateness of teaming/subcontracting decisions and arrangements.  Consideration will be given to the organizational structure, overall management concept including extent of local autonomy, logic of delegations and responsibilities, and rationale for integrating all functional elements into a management system tailored to perform the Performance Work Statement in an efficient and cost effective manner.  The evaluation will include methods for maintaining organizational flexibility, efficiency, and relationships with the Government and subcontractors.  Specifically, the offeror’s Interface Procedures and Personnel Certification Plans will be evaluated under this subfactor.



		The Make-or-Buy and Small Business Plan 
(or supporting narrative if the offeror is a small business) 
will be evaluated in this section.  This will consider the 
relevance of 
proposed dollar goals for both small disadvantaged and woman-owned business concerns, including the extent that the proposed small disadvantaged business goal meets or exceeds the goal stated in Section L.I.15.  The offeror shall fully describe the type of effort that subcontractors will perform in support of the contract as this will be evaluated under this subfactor.




		3.	Operating Plan Subfactor



		This subfactor will evaluate the proposed system for receiving/originating, planning, scheduling, processing, controlling, completing, and reporting the status of all tasks to be performed under this Performance Work Statement.  The system will be judged on the basis of work controls, efficiency, flexibility features to accommodate fluctuations in workload, and compatibility for rapid reaction to changes in priority assignments.
  The proposer
’
s rationale for providing the necessary general purpose equipment to perform the required 
tasks shall be evaluated under this subfactor.




		The roles of the Safety and Quality Assurance functions with respect to planning and performance of the tasks of the PWS will be evaluated under this subfactor.









II.	VOLUME II COST FACTOR AND RELEVANT EXPERIENCE AND 		PAST PERFORMANCE FACTOR



	A.	Cost Factor



	The adequacy and realism of the cost proposal and the probable incurred cost will be evaluated.  Estimated cost and performance fees for the base period and all option periods will be evaluated.  The Government’s cost realism analysis, where assessment of the probable “cost of doing business” with each offeror, and those features that could cause a given proposal to cost more or less than others, and by what amount, will be included in this evaluation.  Proposed costs or specific elements thereof will be adjusted, as necessary, by the SEC in order to report to the Source Selection Authority the probable “cost of doing business” with each offeror for the base period and option periods.  This will include adjusting proposals to a common baseline where there are elements of costs that are common to more than one offeror and the differences in proposed costs are not, in the judgment of the SEC, adequately justified.





	
The proposed phase-in plan and its corresponding rationale will be evaluated under this subfactor.  Phase-in costs will not be included in the base price, but they will be separately identified and considered as part of the overall “cost of doing business.”




	The proposed incentive fee for cost and performance will be considered under this evaluation factor and will become a part of the overall “cost of doing business.”  The G&A (including IR&D/B&P) ceiling rates will be used in establishing the probable cost.  For evaluation purposes, base period costs shall be on a full 12-month period of performance basis.



	
Risk analysis for the Cost factor, which identifies risk areas and the recommended approac
hes to minimize the impact of those risks on the overall success of the program will be ev
aluated.  
The Cost factor, although not scored numerically, is relevant in determining the offeror’s understanding of the requirements of the RFP and the resources required and will be reported by the SEC to the Source Selection Authority.



	Cost realism will be evaluated.  Using a graduated scale, the Government will proportionally adjust the proposer’s Mission Suitability score for its assessed cost realism.  This point adjustment will be based on the percentage difference between proposed and probable cost, excluding those cost


adjustments necessary to reflect current incumbent Contractor’s











Direct Labor rates (when proposed) and proposed G&A ceiling rates, based on the following scale:



Mission Suitability Cost Realism Point Adjustment
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(The graph above is a pictorial example of mission suitability point deductions of 
5
 points per each percentile deviation from the most probable cost.  There will be no penalty assessed against mission suitability for the first 10 percent differential between the probable cost and the proposed cost.)



	B.	Relevant Experience and Past Performance Factor



	The Relevant Experience and Past Performance Factor indicates the offeror’s overall corporate (as opposed to that of proposed key personnel) relevant experience and past performance, including proposed major subcontractor relevant experience and past performance, with comparable or related procurement/project efforts.  While the references provided by offerors and the questionnaires returned by customer will be the primary source of information used for evaluation purposes, the Government may use other references (discovered during the reference-check process, for example)
.  The Relevant Experience and Past Performance factor will be assigned an adjective rating only. New firms that have no relevant experience or past performance will receive a “Good” rating (i.e., they will not be evaluated favorably or unfavorably).
















M.3	RELATIVE IMPORTANCE OF EVALUATION FACTORS



	A.	All evaluation factors, other than cost, when combined, are significantly more important than cost or price.



	B.	The three factors, Mission Suitability, Cost, and Relevant Experience and Past Performance, are essentially equal in importance.



	C.	The Mission Suitability subfactors will be scored in accordance with the numerical system established below.  Cost and Relevant Experience and Past Performance, are not numerically scored.



		1.  Staffing Plan				 500



		2.  Management Approach			 250



		3.  Operating Plan				 250



		Total Possible Points			1000



		The numerical weights assigned above are indicative of the relative importance of those evaluation areas.  The weights will be utilized by the Source Selection Authority (SSA) only as a guide.  The SSA shall use the evaluation factors and subfactors set forth in the solicitation to make the source selection decision.  The SSA shall consider the SEC findings to determine which of the proposals submitted, in response to the solicitation, would prove most advantageous to the Government, all factors considered.



 (End of provision)
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