SECTION M





EVALUATION FACTORS FOR AWARD








M.1	EVALUATION OF OPTIONS





	Except when it is determined in accordance with FAR 17.206(b) not to be in the Government's best interests, the Government will evaluate options for award purposes based on the process outlined at M.4(c)(1).  Evaluation of options will not obligate the Government to exercise the option(s).





(End of provision)





M.23	ADDITIVE ITEMS





	(a)	The low proposal for purposes of award shall be the conforming responsible proposer offering the low aggregate amount for the basic proposal and options, plus (in order of priority listed at M.4.2) those additive items providing the best value to the Government, i.e. the most significant quantity of work, within the funds determined by the Government to be available before proposals are opened.





	(b)	All proposals shall be evaluated on the basis of the same additive or deductive proposal items.  The listed order of priority must be followed only for determining the low proposer.





(End of provision)





M.3	EVALUATION OF OFFERS SUBJECT TO ECONOMIC PRICE ADJUSTMENT





	Notwithstanding the requirements of the Economic Price Adjustment-Standard Supplies clause, offers shall be evaluated on the basis of quoted prices without an amount for economic price adjustment being added.





(End of provision)





M.25	EVALUATION OF OPTIONS -- FIP RESOURCES (201-39.5202-4)


	(OCT 1990 FIRMR)





	(a)	The Government will evaluate offers for award purposes by adding the total price for all options to the total price for the basic requirement.  These prices will be adjusted by the applicable discount factors shown in ________________ of the


solicitation.  Evaluation of options will not obligate the


Government to exercise the options.  Offers containing any


charges for failure to exercise any option will be rejected.





	(b)	Selection of an offer will be made on the basis of the most advantageous alternative to the Government provided that the contract prices reasonably represent the value of bona fide


requirements for each fiscal year.  This determination with


respect to contract prices will be made after consideration of


such factors as commercial or catalog prices for short-term


leases, offeror system startup expenses, multiyear price �
protection, assured system life availability of equipment,


software, and vendor support.  If a determination is made that an


offer does not meet these criteria, that offer cannot be accepted


for award.





(End of provision)





M.48	EVALUATION FACTORS FOR AWARD





	(a)	General.  Proposals will be evaluated in accordance with the procedures found in FAR Part 15.6 and NASA FAR Supplement 1815.6 (except 1815.612-70).  Proposals received will be evaluated against the evaluation criteria listed below.  In the event that it is necessary to strike a competitive range, 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 Selection Official.  The Source Selection Official will be the Procurement Officer.





	(c)	Evaluation Factors and Subfactors





	Acceptable proposals will be evaluated using the following factors:





	Mission Suitability Factor


	Price Factor*


	Relevant Experience and Past Performance Factor





*For evaluation purposes, this factor shall include an evaluation of price and consideration of the best value provided to the Government.


Other Considerations Factor





	The detailed descriptions of the factors and subfactors are set forth below:





	(1)	Mission Suitability Factor





		This factor and its supporting subfactors indicate, for each offeror, the merit of work or product to be delivered, including, as appropriate, both technical and management categories.  Because this factor can be highly technical and must be integrated in order to convey an overall evaluation of relative merit, Mission Suitability Factor and its supporting subfactors shall be numerically weighted, scored, and assigned adjective ratings.  The total weighting for this factor shall be 1,000 points.  The proposals will be evaluated and scored based on the subfactors described below.





	Subfactor 1:	Chiller Efficiency





		This evaluation encourages the use of highly-energy-efficient products which are more efficient than the minimum level meeting federal standards.





		This subfactor will be used to evaluate the efficiency of the chiller proposed by the offeror.  The more efficient the chiller, the higher the assigned score for this subfactor.  Note:  The minimum level of efficiency stated in the specification must be met.





		Subfactor 2:  Project Management Plan





		This subfactor will be used to evaluate the offerors understanding of the project management required to complete the Scope of Work, Attachment J-1.  Each of the integral parts listed in Section L.16 as a minimum requirement will be evaluated to determine the offeror’s degree of understanding of this construction requirement and its ability to complete the contract within the required completion time.


		Small Business and Small Disadvantaged Business Concern Participation in Subcontract Arrangements and Mandatory Small Disadvantaged Business Concern Goal (Negotiations) (not applicable to small business concerns) - The proposed subcontracting dollar goals for both small business and small disadvantaged business concerns, including the extent that the proposed small disadvantaged business goal meets or exceeds the goal stated in Section L.15, shall be considered.





		Additionally, this subfactor shall be utilized to evaluate the proposer’s understanding of, and the ability to install and test, above and underground piping, foundations and caissons as applicable to the requirements of the proposed contract.  Evaluation of this subfactor will focus on the experience of personnel involved, resources and equipment to be used and a preliminary procedure outline of installation and testing of this installation.  Understanding of methods used and testing of concrete mixes prior to the pour shall be evaluated.





	(2)	Business Proposal





		Price Factor





		Price, although not assigned an adjectival rating, is important in determining the offeror’s understanding of the requirements of the RFP and the resources required.





		(a)	For evaluation purposes the offeror’s proposed Construction Price shall be evaluated using the process outlined in the following two steps.  Step 1 evaluates the Phase I, II, and III base amounts and Step 2 evaluates the alternates.





			Step 1.  The prices of the Basic Award base (Item P.I.B), the Option 2 base (Item P.II.B) and the Option 4 base (Item P.III.B) will be totaled and compared to the available Government funding.  If this sum exceeds the available funding, this amount shall be used as the offeror’s Construction Price for evaluation purposes.  If this cost is less than the available funding the evaluation shall proceed to Step 2.





Note:	For evaluation purposes, available funding shall be   	determined prior to receipt of proposals.





			Step 2:  This step adds alternates in the order set forth below to the Step 1 total.  This process continues until the maximum number of alternates have been added that may be added without exceeding the available Government funding.  The proposer providing the lowest prices which enable the inclusion of the highest number of additive alternates will be considered the best value to the Government for this factor.  Values of alternates for evaluation purposes shall include the sum of all the Items contained in that specific alternate.  This step shall begin by totaling the prices of the Items for Alternate B and adding this sum to the total from Step 1.  This cost shall be compared to the available Government funding.  If the cost exceeds the available Government funding, the Step 1 costs shall be used as the offeror’s Construction Price for evaluation purposes.  If the price is less than the available Government funding, the evaluation shall proceed to total the price of the Items for next alternate (Alternate A) with the Step 1 and Alternate B costs.  This amount shall again be compared to the available Government funding.  If the cost exceeds the available Government funding, the total of the Step 1 and Alternate B costs shall be used as the offeror’s Construction Costs for evaluation purposes.  The evaluation process shall be repeated for each alternate (in the order set forth below) until the total of the Step 1 and the sum of previously evaluated alternate costs exceed the available Government funding.








		At this point, the offeror’s Construction Costs for evaluation purposes shall be the total of Step 1 and the sum of previously evaluated Alternates costs that is less than the available Government funding.  The items to be included for each alternate and the priority order for evaluation of the alternates are as follows:





	a.	Alternate B - Cross Country Piping 


Insulation


	Item P.I.O


	Item P.II.O


	Item P.III.O





Note:  For evaluation purposes, the sub-option 	presented in Option 1, Option 3 and Option 5 	for Items P.I.O, P.II.O and P.III.O shall be the 


mathematical average of the six insulation 


sub-options.





	b.	Alternate A - Two-Way Valve Conversion


	Item P.I.1


	Item P.II.1


	Item P.III.1





	c.	Alternate E - Variable Frequency Drive 


Conversion of Existing Building Pumps


	Item P.II.2


	Item P.III.2





	d.	Alternate H - “N” Chiller


		Item P.II.3


		Item P.III.3





	e.	Alternate D - Pre-Engineered Building 


		Insulation


			Item P.I.2





	f.	Alternate J - Connection to Additional 


		Buildings


			Item P.II.4


			Item P.III.4











	g.	Alternate F - Deferred Connection to Air-


		Cooled Chiller Buildings


			Item P.II.5


			Item P.III.5


	h.	Alternate G - Deferred Chilled Water 


		Service to Buildings 4752 and 4755 (4754)


			Item P.II.6





Note:  The cost for Item P.III.6 shall be defined as the Alternate G work with uninsulated cross country piping plus the mathematical average of the three insulation sub-options for the purposes of evaluation.





	i.	Alternate I - “N+1” Chiller


			Item P.II.6


			Item P.III.7





			j.	Alternate C - Deferred Building 4473 Site 				Work


					Item P.I.3





	(b)	See M.1, above, entitled “Evaluation of Options”





Note:	The sub-option for Alternate B contained within Option 1,


	Option 3 and 	Option 5 that has the highest price shall be


	added to the proposed prices for Phase I, Phase II and


	Phase III, respectively, for purposes of evaluation.





	(c)	See M.2, above, entitled “Additive or Deductive Items”





		Relevant Experience and Past Performance Factor





	(a)  This factor has been established to give relevant experience and past performance proper emphasis in the evaluation and selection process.  Relevant Experience and Past Performance reflects the accomplishment of work by an offeror that is comparable to, or related to, the work or effort required under this procurement.  In addition to reviewing the offeror(s) submission, the selection committee reserves the right to collect information on past performance of the offeror(s) from other sources, such as other NASA personnel, other Government agencies, or commercial references, etc., to obtain their views on the quality of work or services provided by the offeror(s) whether the offeror performed as a prime or a subcontractor.  This factor is not numerically scored but will be assigned an adjectival rating by the selection committee.





	(b)  Information utilized will be obtained from the references listed in the proposal, responses to the Past Performance Questionnaire (See Section J, Attachment J-11), other customers known to the Government, consumer protection organizations, and others who may have useful and relevant information to demonstrate performance under existing and prior contracts for similar services.





	(c)  New firms that have no relevant experience and past performance will receive a neutral rating of “Good”.





	(d)  Evaluation of Relevant Experience and Past Performance shall be a means of assessing risk for the Government to contract with the proposed firm.





	(e) For each subcontractor proposal over $50,000.00 a similar evaluation shall be performed.





	(d)	Relative Importance of Evaluation Factors/Subfactors





		(1)	While only the Mission Suitability Factor is scored, in order to provide offerors with an indication of the relative importance of the three factors listed above, the following information is furnished:





			The Price Factor is of somewhat greater importance than the Mission Suitability Factor, and when combined, they are of significantly greater importance than the Relevant Experience and Past Performance Factor.





		(2)	The subfactors to be used in evaluating Mission Suitability and their corresponding weights are listed below:





			Chiller Efficiency				 800 Points


			Project Management Plan			 200 Points


	


			Total						1000 Points





			The numerical weights assigned to the subfactors identified above are indicative of the relative importance of those evaluation areas.





(End of provision)





[END OF SECTION]
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