

SECTION M





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



	Except when it is determined in accordance with FAR 17.206(b) not to be in the GovernmentÕs best interests, the Government will evaluate options for award purposes by adding the total price for all options to the total price for the basic requirement.  Evaluation of options will not obligate the Government to exercise the option(s).



(End of Provision)



M.2	FULL QUANTITIES (1852.214-72) (DEC 1988)



	The Government will not consider an offer for quantities less than those specified.  If this is an invitation for bid, the Government will reject as nonresponsive a bid that is not made on full quantities.  



(End of Provision)



M.3	EVALUATION FACTORS FOR AWARD



	A.	GENERAL INFORMATION



		1.	This section explains the criteria and rationale for proposal evaluation by the Evaluation Team (ET).  Offerors are to prepare proposals with these criteria in mind, i.e., in terms of both content and organization, in order to assist the ET in determining the relative merit of proposals in relation to the requirements as defined in the PWS.



		2.	NASA procurements are individually tailored to meet the specific needs of the project or activity supported.  Offerors are advised that initial evaluation of the proposals and the initial determination of the competitive range will be made upon a review of written proposals only, plus some independent investigations.



		3.	An ET has been appointed to perform the evaluation of proposals received in response to this RFP.  In carrying out its responsibility, the ET will evaluate proposals with respect to three (3) factors as follows:  Mission Suitability, Cost/Price, and Relevant Experience and Past Performance.  Further definitions can be found below, under the subparagraph entitled "Evaluation Factors."



		4.	The Government may award a contract based on initial offer received, without discussion of such offers with offerors.  Each initial offer should be submitted on the most favorable terms from a price and technical standpoint which the offeror can submit to the Government.



		5.	Proposals will be evaluated in accordance with the procedures found in the FAR and NASA FAR Supplement  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 offerorÕs best terms from a cost or price and technical standpoint.  



		6.	When the ET concludes its evaluations, it will present its findings to the Source Selection Authority (SSA).  The SSA for this procurement will be the Procurement Officer.  The SSA will make the judgments required to select the offeror which can perform the contract in a manner most advantageous to the Government, all RFP evaluation factors considered.  After selection, contract award will be made without post-selection negotiations.  



		7.	In the Government’s evaluation of proposals, risk evaluations will be performed which will evaluate each proposals’ probability of success, the impact of failure, and the alternatives available to meet stated requirements. 



		8.	Evaluation Factors.  There are three evaluation factors for this procurement:  Mission Suitability, Cost/Price, and Relevant Experience and Past Performance.  



			A general definition of these factors are: 



			Mission Suitability Factor.  This indicates for each offeror the merit or excellence of the work to be performed as well as proposal risk.  Mission Suitability contains three subfactors: 1) Staffing Plan, 2) Personnel Qualifications, and 3) Management Plan.  Mission Suitability is scored.



			Cost/Price Factor.  This factor evaluates the reasonableness of proposed prices and price components.



			Relevant Experience and Past Performance Factor.  This indicates the depth and type of experience and the past performance history of offerors performing services similar in size, content, and complexity to this requirement.  Relevant Experience and Past Performance Factor is not scored; however, an adjectival rating is assigned.
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	B.	DETAILS OF EVALUATION FACTORS



		1.	MISSION SUITABILITY



			Mission Suitability factor evaluates the ability of the offeror to actually accomplish what is offered.  The offeror’s identification of risks and approach to minimizing these risks while meeting the requirements of the PWS will be evaluated.



			The subfactors are:  Staffing Plan, Personnel Qualifications, and Management Plan.



			a.	Staffing Plan (Subfactor)



				This subfactor constitutes the proposer’s use of personnel resources by staffing classifications, numbers, and sources to efficiently and effectively perform the required work.  Clarity, content, detail, and compatibility of the plan with other elements of the proposal will be evaluated.



				The offeror’s overall staffing plan (including subcontractors) to identify and assess, for each element of the proposed organization, the classifications and number of personnel proposed, and the supporting rationale for same. The offerorÕs staffing and recruiting plan will be evaluated for understanding of the skill mix, the levels of expertise and qualifications for positions other than key and the distribution and effective use of the work force necessary to support this requirement.  In addition, this element will evaluate the offerorÕs plans for cross-training, replacement, and backup for non-key personnel and for attracting and retaining high quality personnel.  Staffing numbers not supported with adequate and convincing rationale which clearly demonstrates that the total PWS cannot be accomplished in a timely, economical, and efficient manner will indicate a lack of understanding of the requirements of the RFP.  Failure of offerors to substantiate the staffing proposed shall be reflected in the Mission Suitability scoring. 



				The overall staffing plan (including subcontractors), sources for staffing, for each element of the proposed organization, availability of personnel, and commitment will be evaluated.  The previous experience and qualifications of the other personnel proposed will be evaluated.  Education, training, past performance, and extent of applicability of related experience to proposed assignment will be evaluated.  The proposer’s plan for providing flexibility and for making adjustments to cover fluctuations in work requirements will also be evaluated.



				The total compensation (salaries and fringe benefits) proposed will be evaluated.  An analysis will be made to determine that the proposer’s rates or ranges recognize the distinct differences in professional skills and the complexity of varied disciplines as well as job difficulty. 
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	b.	Key Personnel (Subfactor)



				This subfactor constitutes the proposer’s overall understanding of the need for and the extent of commitment of highly qualified personnel to perform the work.



				The qualifications and related experience of the individuals proposed as Program Manager, Pilots, and other key personnel will be evaluated.  Background, education, training, experience, and performance references will be evaluated.



				The reasonableness of the offerorÕs rationale for designating position(s) as key, the appropriateness and reasonableness of the job description(s), and the suitability of the individual(s) selected as key will be evaluated.  Substantiation for the individualÕs suitability and qualifications will be determined from the resume, reference checks, and background checks and independent knowledge of Evaluators. The degree of commitment of the offeror to use those proposed as key and the  percentage of time they will devote to the effort will also be considered. The offerorÕs approach for providing back-up for key personnel for absences due to vacation, illness, etc., will be evaluated, as well as the offerorÕs approach to replacing key personnel who leave the offerorÕs employment. 

				

			c.	Management Plan (Subfactor)



				This subfactor will evaluate the offerorÕs proposed management of the services identified in the PWS, from start-up through the life of the contract.



					The offerorÕs operating plan and organizational structure will be evaluated, including completeness and appropriateness of organizational structure. The proposer’s understanding of the total requirements as reflected in the quality of the operating plan to efficiently schedule, implement, and control the work will be evaluated.  Evaluation will include the assessment of the Management Approach, Performance-Based Management Operations, and Subcontract Management.  Evaluations will encompass plans for quality control, safety, supply acquisition and control, reporting systems, and the method proposed for handling internal and external management communications, and their frequency and adequacy for providing both status and performance visibility for both routine and special assignments.



				The clarity and logical definition of the lines of responsibility and authority of the proposed organization will be evaluated.  The organization will be evaluated on the basis of the proposer’s ability to manage the work effectively through delegations of authority and responsibility; the extent of local autonomy; methods for maintaining organizational flexibility and efficiency; and, integration and relationships with the Government, subcontractors, and commercial activities.



			The procedures established by the contractor to assure open, thorough, and timely lines of communication with the contractor employees will be evaluated.



			The offerorÕs overall understanding and approach to meeting each of the PWS requirements, and how the offeror’s cost/price proposal is consistent with this approach, as demonstrated by the completeness, overall balance, consistency of all parts of the proposal, realism of offeror’s resources or other associated contractual arrangements will be evaluated. 



			Simply restating the PWS will be unacceptable and evaluated as such.  Any proposed innovations and the technical merit of alternatives or exceptions taken to the PWS, the expected impact (both positive and negative), and the validity of rationale supporting the proposed change(s) will be evaluated.  The offeror’s innovation, cost effectiveness, and low cost planning shall be considered and evaluated in order to emphasize productivity improvement.  The proposer’s summary of its Small Business and Small Disadvantaged Business Subcontracting Plan will be evaluated for compliance with mandatory requirements and objectives of national small business and small disadvantaged business programs.  Effect and extent of proposed deviations to proposed contract requirements, clauses, terms, and conditions will be evaluated.  Current status of EEO compliance programs and any proposed changes for this proposed contract will be evaluated.



		2.	COST/PRICE FACTOR



			The proposed cost/prices will be evaluated for reasonableness. 



			The total amount for the Base Year and all four 1-year Options will be presented to the SSA.



			The Phase-in/Phase-out plan will be evaluated for completeness, reasonableness, efficiency, effectiveness, and the  risks to the Government beyond what can be reasonably expected in a transition period.



			For evaluation purposes, base period costs/prices shall be on a full twelve (12) month period of performance basis.  Phase-in costs/prices will not be included in the base price, but they will be separately identified and considered. 



		3.	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 ET 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 ET.



			b.	Assessment of the offerorÕs past performance will be one means of evaluating the offerorÕs ability to meet the requirements of the PWS and the risks associated with that offerorÕs proposal.



			c.	Corporate experience will be evaluated under this factor.  (Key Personnel experience will be evaluated under the Mission Suitability factor.)  The ET will review the quality and quantity of the offerorÕs experience base - especially experiences with contracts of a comparable magnitude of effort including technical, cost, schedule and management.  The quality and quantity of specific technical and management experience directly applicable to this requirement will be especially important.  The offerorÕs past performance is an indication of how well it can be expected to perform on this procurement.  The ET will evaluate the degree to which the offeror satisfied the requirements of previous contracts as well as characteristics such as resourcefulness and management determination to see that an organization lives up to its commitments.  Included in this evaluation is the offerorÕs past performance in cost management, financial management, quality improvement, and any serious performance problems such as contract termination and non-renewal of options.  The ET will also evaluate the quality and Government approval status of the offerorÕs management systems (i.e., procurement, accounting, property, estimating) and management-labor relations. 



			d.	Information utilized will be obtained from the references listed in the proposal, responses to the Past Performance Questionnaire, 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.



			e.	Evaluation of past performance is subjective, based on consideration of all relevant facts and circumstances.  It will include a determination of the offerors commitment to customer satisfaction and will include conclusions of informed judgment.



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



			g.	The Committee will perform similar evaluation for each major subcontractor proposed.



			   h. 	  An assessment of the proposer’s labor relations history and its potential for adversely affecting performance of a contract will be made.



	

C.	RELATIVE IMPORTANCE OF EVALUATION FACTORS



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



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



SUBFACTOR�WEIGHT�����a.  Staffing Plan�375��b.  Personnel Qualifications�400��c.  Management Plan�225��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 SSA only as a guide.  The SSA shall use the evaluation factors set forth in the solicitation to make the source selection decision.  The SSA shall consider the ET 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)



[END OF SECTION]
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