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M.1
RESERVED TC "M.1
RESERVED" \f C \l "1" 
M.2
GENERAL TC "M.2
GENERAL" \f C \l "1" 
Proposals will be evaluated by a Source Evaluation Board (SEB) in accordance with applicable regulations, which include the FAR and the NFS.  The SEB will carry out the evaluation activities and report its findings to the Source Selection Authority (SSA) who is responsible for making the source selection decision.  Acceptable offers will be evaluated to identify deficiencies, strengths, and weaknesses in accordance with the following factors and subfactors set forth in provision M.5 below.
(End of Provision)

M.3
AWARD WITHOUT DISCUSSIONS TC "M.3
AWARD WITHOUT DISCUSSIONS" \f C \l "1" 
As provided for in FAR 52.215-1 “Instructions to Offerors--Competitive Acquisitions”, the Government intends to evaluate proposals and award a contract without discussions with Offerors (except clarifications as described in FAR 15.306(a)).  Therefore, the Offeror’s initial proposal should contain the Offeror’s best terms from a cost or price and technical standpoint.  The Government reserves the right to conduct discussions if the Contracting Officer later determines them to be necessary.  If the Contracting Officer determines that the number of proposals that would otherwise be in the competitive range exceeds the number at which an efficient competition can be conducted, the Contracting Officer may limit the number of proposals in the competitive range to the greatest number that will permit an efficient competition among the most highly rated proposals.   
(End of Provision)

M.4
EVALUATION OF OPTIONS TC "M.4
EVALUATION OF OPTIONS" \f C \l "1"  (52.217-5) (JUL 1990)

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 offers 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.5
EVALUATION FACTORS AND CRITERIA TC "M.5
EVALUATION FACTORS AND CRITERIA" \f C \l "1" 
The Government will evaluate the Offeror’s proposal using the Factors and Subfactors shown below.  All aspects of the Offeror’s proposals will be considered during the evaluation process.  This evaluation process will include the Offeror’s proposed Model Contract, including all contract terms and conditions.  

M.5.1
Evaluation Factors and Their Relative Order of Importance TC "M.5.1
Evaluation Factors and Their Relative Order of Importance" \f C \l "2" 
Factor 1 Mission Suitability 

Subfactor 1 Technical Approach 

Subfactor 2 Management Approach

Subfactor 3 Safety, Health, and Environmental Plan 

Subfactor 4 Small Disadvantaged Business (SDB) Participation and Subcontracting Plan 
Factor 2 Past Performance 

Factor 3 Cost /Price 
A brief description of each of these factors is set forth below.  Only the Mission Suitability factor will be weighted and numerically scored. 

The relative importance of each Factor is as follows:

In accordance with FAR 15.304(e), Mission Suitability and Past Performance when combined are significantly more important than Cost /Price.  
Mission Suitability is more important than Past Performance.
Past Performance and Cost /Price are approximately equal in importance.

M.5.2
Mission Suitability Factor TC "M.5.2
Mission Suitability Factor" \f C \l "2" 
The Mission Suitability Factor will be used to evaluate: the Offeror’s understanding of the requirements of the Statement of Work (SOW) and the use of innovative and streamlined approaches to meeting the requirements, to include:   Suit Element architecture selection, understanding systems engineering and integration, the Offeror’s understanding and assessment of technical risk and safety, reliability, and quality assurance requirements; the Offeror’s verification and validation approach; the Offeror’s production approach; the Offeror’s life cycle cost approach; and the Offeror’s overall capability to produce and deliver CSSS hardware, and the likelihood the overall proposed approach will result in the successful completion of the effort and mission objectives.    
The Government will also use cost realism in evaluating the Mission Suitability subfactors as an indicator of the Offeror’s understanding of the requirements.  The Government will proportionally adjust the Offeror’s Mission Suitability score for an assessed overall lack of cost realism using the graduated scale set forth in the Cost Realism Table found in paragraph M.5.4, Cost Factor.

The Mission Suitability subfactors and their corresponding weights reflecting relative importance are listed below. 
	Mission Suitability Subfactors
	Weighted         Points

	Subfactor 1 Technical Approach 
	500

	Subfactor 2 Management Approach
	300

	Subfactor 3 Safety, Health, and Environmental Plan
	100

	Subfactor 4 Small Disadvantaged Business (SDB) Participation and Subcontracting Plan 
	100

	TOTAL 
	1000


M.5.2.1
Subfactor:  Technical Approach TC "M.5.2.1
Subfactor:  Technical Approach" \f C \l "3" 
The technical areas and the associated elements of Systems Engineering and Integration, Safety, Reliability and Quality Assurance, Development Approach, and Life Cycle Cost Considerations will be evaluated.  Under this subfactor, an evaluation for the effectiveness, clarity, soundness, comprehensiveness, feasibility, innovativeness, risk, realism, and suitability will be made of: 

TA1 
System Engineering and Integration (SE&I) Approach

TA2 
Technical Risk Assessment  

TA3 
Safety, Reliability, and Quality Assurance (SR&QA) 

TA4 
Development Approach 

TA5 
Suit Element Architecture 

TA6 
Verification and Validation Approach 

TA7 
Production Approach 

TA8 
Processing, Maintenance, and Logistics Approach

TA9 
Life Cycle Cost

TA10
Configuration and Data Management
Information provided in Volume V, Technical Resources, of the Offeror’s proposal will also be considered for realism, comprehension, effectiveness, suitability, feasibility, and soundness when assessing the Offeror’s understanding of the requirements.  The Offeror’s demonstrated comprehension of the SOW, including the Offeror’s approach to addressing the technical complexities inherent in designing, developing, testing, evaluating, and producing CSSS hardware, will be evaluated.  

Under this subfactor, an evaluation will be made of the Offeror’s Life Cycle Cost Approach (LCCA).   The Offeror's proposal related to LCCA will be evaluated for its completeness, effectiveness, and whether the approach has successfully fulfilled the requirements in the most cost-effective manner.
M.5.2.2
Subfactor:  Management Approach TC "M.5.2.2
Subfactor:  Management Approach" \f C \l "3" 
The management areas and the associated elements of Project Management and Life Cycle Cost management will be evaluated.  Under this subfactor, an evaluation for the effectiveness, clarity, soundness, comprehensiveness, feasibility, innovativeness, risk, realism, and suitability will be made of: 

MA1 
Implementation of an Effective Organization and Management Team 

MA2 
Transition Plan 

MA3 
Integrated Master Schedule Development and Assessment 

MA4 
Life Cycle Cost Management

MA5 
Project Management Risk Assessment 

MA6 
Staffing Plan 

MA7 
Key Personnel 
Information provided in Volume V, Technical Resources, of the Offeror’s proposal will also be considered for realism, comprehension, effectiveness, suitability, feasibility, and soundness when assessing the Offeror’s understanding of the requirements.  The Offeror’s demonstrated comprehension of the SOW, including the Offeror’s approach to addressing the management complexities inherent in designing, developing, testing, evaluating, and producing CSSS hardware, will be evaluated.  

M.5.2.3
Subfactor:  Safety, Health, and Environmental Plan TC "M.5.2.3
Subfactor:  Safety and Health Plan" \f C \l "3"  
The effectiveness, clarity, soundness, comprehensiveness, feasibility, and suitability of the Offeror’s proposed Safety, Health, and Environmental Plan will be evaluated.
M.5.2.4
Subfactor:  Small Disadvantaged Business (SDB) Participation and Small Business Subcontracting Plan TC "M.5.2.4
Subfactor:  Small Disadvantaged Business (SDB) Participation and Small Business Subcontracting Plan" \f C \l "3" 
SC1
Small Disadvantaged Business (SDB) Participation and Small Business Subcontracting Plan
The evaluation of Small Business Subcontracting applies to all Offerors except small businesses.  Offerors that are small businesses will be evaluated positively with regard to small business subcontracting; however, NASA will also look at small business participation to the extent subcontracting opportunities exist.

The evaluation of SDB participation applies to all Offerors except SDB Offerors unless the SDB Offeror has waived the price evaluation adjustment factor by completing paragraph (c) of FAR clause 52.219-23. The waiver, if elected, makes the particular SDB Offeror INELIGIBLE for the price evaluation factor adjustment but ELIGIBLE for the “evaluation credit” (points) associated with the SDB participation described in Section M.

1. Small disadvantaged business (SDB) Participation

The Government will evaluate proposed SDB participation along with supporting rationale against total contract value with emphasis on complex work that will enhance the development of SDBs. Specific identification of SDB contractors and associated work and earning and associated incentives will be evaluated.  The Offeror’s proposed plans, procedures, and organizational structure associated with ensuring attainment of proposed SDB targets will also be evaluated for effectiveness.

2.  Small Business Subcontracting Plan 

The Small Business Subcontracting Plan will be evaluated in terms of the reasonableness and soundness of the Offeror's independent assessment to achieve the proposed overall subcontracting goals and the individual subcontracting goals by category except for the proposed SDB goal.  (The proposed subcontracting goal for SDBs will be evaluated based upon the SDB’s status as a small business.)  This evaluation of the Small Business Subcontracting plan will be on the basis of total contract value.  Additionally, the Government will evaluate the extent of commitment to use small businesses (i.e., proposed plans, procedures, and organizational structure associated with ensuring attainment of the subcontracting goals); the types, amount, and complexity of work to be performed by small businesses; and the approach for flow down of small business goals by large business subcontractors and the probability the approach will meet or exceed proposed goals.  The Offeror's Small Business Subcontracting Plan will also be evaluated in terms of meeting the requirements of FAR 19.704 Subcontracting Plan Requirements, including the Offeror's rationale for not meeting the Contracting Officer's recommended goals.

M.5.3
Past Performance Factor TC "M.5.3
Past Performance Factor" \f C \l "2" 
1.  The Government will evaluate the Offeror’s description of relevant experience and contracts which the Offeror and the proposed major subcontractor(s) have performed (or are performing) during the past four years.  The Government will evaluate all completed past performance questionnaires for the prime and major subcontractors.  The Government will evaluate the following areas but is not limited to these areas:

(a)  Past performance/unique capabilities relevant to the performance of the contemplated CSSS contract effort.


(b)  Past performance in the DDT&E of human rated space hardware.

(c)  Past performance in design and development leading to low cost production and operations.
(d)  Past performance in subcontract and supply chain management.

(e)  Past performance with the development and production of primary/secondary life support systems and pressure suits.

(f)  Past performance in identifying and mitigating technical and programmatic risks.

(g)  Past performance in meeting cost and schedule goals.

(h)  Past performance in innovative manufacturing and logistic approaches to produce high quality products on schedule and within estimated contract costs.

(i)  Past performance in meeting or exceeding subcontracting plan goals for socioeconomic business concerns.

(j)  Past safety performance, OSHA recordable rate, OSHA citations, lost time accident rate, and Experience Modifier Rates (EMRs) for the past three years.

(k)  Past performance in configuration management control processes.

(l)  Past performance in maintaining a highly qualified staff including voluntary turnover history for employees for the past three years.

(m) Past performance on relevant award fee contracts to include the average score for the term of the contract, as well as the highest and lowest score received.

2.  In addition to Contractor-provided references, the Government Past Performance Database and references known to the SEB will be evaluated as deemed necessary.  

3.  The adjective rating system/definitions shown below shall be used:
	Adjective Rating
	Definitions

	Excellent
	Of exceptional merit; exemplary performance in a timely, efficient, and economical manner; very minor (if any) problems with no adverse effect on overall performance; and experience that is highly relevant to this procurement.  Based on the Offeror’s performance record, there is a very high level of confidence that the Offeror will successfully perform the required effort.  (One or more significant strengths exist.  No significant weaknesses exist.)  

	Very Good
	Very effective performance; fully responsive to contract requirements; contract requirements accomplished in a timely, efficient, and economical manner for the most part; only minor problems with little identifiable effect on overall performance; and experience is very relevant to this procurement.  Based on the Offeror’s performance record, there is a high level of confidence that the Offeror will successfully perform the required effort.  (One or more significant strengths exist.  Strengths outbalance any weakness.)

	Good
	Effective performance; fully responsive to contract requirements; reportable problems, but with little identifiable effect on overall performance; and experience is relevant to this procurement.  Based on the Offeror’s performance record, there is confidence that the Offeror will successfully perform the required effort.  (There may be strengths or weaknesses, or both.)

	Fair
	Meets or slightly exceeds minimum acceptable standards; adequate results; reportable problems with identifiable, but not substantial, effects on overall performance; and experience is at least somewhat relevant to this procurement.  Based on the Offeror’s performance record, there is low confidence that the Offeror will successfully perform the required effort.  Changes to the Offeror’s existing processes may be necessary in order to achieve contract requirements.  (One or more weaknesses exist.  Weaknesses outbalance strengths.)

	Poor


	Does not meet minimum acceptable standards in one or more areas; remedial action required in one or more areas; problems in one or more areas, which adversely affect overall performance.  Based on the Offeror’s performance record, there is very low confidence that the Offeror will successfully perform the required effort.  (One or more deficiencies or significant weaknesses exist.)

	Neutral
	In the case of an Offeror without a record of relevant past performance or for whom information on past performance is not available, the Offeror may not be evaluated favorably or unfavorably on past performance {see FAR 15.305(a)(2)(ii) and (iv)}.


Table M-1

M.5.4
Cost Factor TC "M.5.4
Cost Factor" \f C \l "2" 
The SEB will not use weighting and scoring in the cost area.  Alternatively, the Government will perform a cost realism analysis of the Offeror’s proposed rates, prices and resources (including resources proposed in Volume V, Technical Resources) for the Basic Period (both Completion Form (CF) and Indefinite Delivery Indefinite Quantity (IDIQ) effort), Option Period 1 (both CF and IDIQ effort), and Option Period 2 (Sustaining Engineering and Processing (SE&P) IDIQ effort only).  The remaining Option Period 2 effort (Production Effort (PE) IDIQ only) will have a Not-to-Exceed (NTE) price.  For the Option Period 2 PE, the Government will perform a review of the NTE prices and determine if there are any potential performance risks as a result of unrealistic pricing.  No adjustment to the Offeror's proposed Option Period 2 PE NTE amounts will be assessed, and therefore the Government’s assessed probable cost will be equivalent to an Offeror’s proposed cost for Option Period 2 PE effort only.  The only exception to this is if a mathematical error has been made in one of the Option Period 2 PE pricing templates (or any of the supporting data provided by the Offeror), in which case, a probable adjustment will be assessed to correct for the mathematical error, and this adjustment will be subject to a mission suitability points adjustment in accordance with the Hardware Development Cost Realism Table.    
Cost realism analysis is the process of independently reviewing and evaluating specific elements of each Offeror’s proposed cost estimate to determine whether the estimated proposed cost elements are realistic for the work to be performed.  Realistic cost elements indicate a clear understanding of the requirements and are consistent with the unique technical and management approach described in each Offeror’s proposal.  When elements of an Offeror’s proposal are judged by the SEB to be unrealistic, probable cost adjustments will be made to the Offeror’s cost proposal.  If it is determined that the Offeror’s proposed costs are inconsistent with the Management or Technical Volume, a mission suitability weakness may be assessed under management or technical, respectively, as a performance risk.  

Probable cost is the SEB’s estimate of the anticipated cost to NASA of contract performance in accordance with each Offeror’s specific technical and management approach described in the Offeror’s proposal. 

The delta between the total proposed cost and fee (i.e., CF and IDIQ combined) and the total probable cost and fee will be calculated to determine the difference between proposed and probable cost.  In accordance with NFS 1815.305(a)(3)(B), a Mission Suitability point adjustment will be made to the Offeror’s overall score after the probable cost adjustment has been determined using the Hardware Development Cost Realism Table below.

Hardware Development Cost Realism Table

	Proposed and Probable Cost Difference
	Point Adjustment

	+/-0 to 30 percent
	0

	+/-31 to 40 percent
	-50

	+/-41 to 50 percent
	-100

	+/-51 to 60 percent
	-150

	+/-61 to 70 percent
	-200

	+/-more than 70 percent
	-300


The results of the Government’s cost evaluation will be presented to the SSA for consideration in making the source selection.

Cost and Fee Evaluation of the Basic Period – For pricing purposes, the Basic Period is separated into two components: Completion Form (CF) and Indefinite Delivery Indefinite Quantity (IDIQ).  The SEB will perform a cost realism analysis on both the CF effort and the IDIQ effort.  

For the CF effort, all proposed resources will be assessed for validity, realism, and adequacy.  Proposed cost will also be compared to the Government’s estimated probable cost based on the Offeror’s management and technical approach.  The resources (labor and non-labor) listed in the Cost, Technical and the Technical Resources Volumes will be evaluated for realism.  The evaluation of the cost factor will result in a probable cost which will include an evaluation of the cost of doing business with each Offeror, including the anticipated growth in cost during the contract’s period of performance, and the features of each Offeror’s proposal that would cause its actual cost to be more or less than the proposed cost.  The proposed cost for the complete period of performance will be evaluated and a probable cost will be developed.  The probable cost will be used for selection purposes.

For the IDIQ effort, the proposed Fully Burdened Labor Rates (FBLRs) will be analyzed for cost realism and probable FBLR may be developed.  The Government will multiply the probable FBLR by year by the annual hours provided in Table L4-6 in the Cost Volume (Volume IV) to develop the Offeror's probable labor cost.  The sum of the probable labor cost, the Government RFP specified non-labor resources (NLRs), applicable probable cost burdens, and proposed fee dollars will equal the probable cost for this section.  The probable cost will be used for selection purposes.
Cost and Fee Evaluation of the Option Period 1 – For pricing purposes, the Option Period 1 is separated into two components: CF and IDIQ.  The SEB will perform a cost realism analysis on both the CF effort and the IDIQ effort.  

For the CF effort, the criteria will be the same as discussed in the Basic Period – CF section above.

For the IDIQ effort, the criteria will be the same as discussed in the Basic Period – IDIQ section above, except that Table L4-7 hours will be used and Government RFP specified NLR dollars applicable to the Option Period 2 will be used.

Cost and Fee Evaluation of the Option Period 2 – For pricing purposes, the Option Period 2 is separated into two components: Sustaining Engineering and Processing (SE&P) IDIQ and Production Effort (PE) NTE IDIQ.  The SEB will perform a performance risk analysis on the PE IDIQ component.  The SEB will perform a cost realism analysis on the SE&P IDIQ component.

For the PE NTE IDIQ component, the Government has the option to order cost plus award fee (CPAF) or Firm Fixed Price (FFP) delivery orders.  NASA has requested a Not-to Exceed (NTE) unit price per the Deliverable Item List (DIL).  The NTE unit price applied against the quantities specified in the DIL (reference Attachment J-16) will be summed for the entire Option Period 2 PE component, and the resulting total NTE price will be used for selection purposes.
For the Option Period 2 PE IDIQ, the Government will evaluate the high level data requested and assess whether the Offeror's proposed NTE prices are realistic.  If it is determined that the Offeror's proposed prices are unrealistic either due to flawed assumptions or inconsistency with the Management Volume, Technical Volume, or the Model Contract, a mission suitability weakness or deficiency may be assessed under the Management or Technical Subfactors, respectively, as a performance risk.

For the SE&P IDIQ effort, the proposed direct labor hours, FBLRs, and NLR dollars will be analyzed for cost realism and probable hours, FBLRs, and NLR dollars may be developed.  The Government will multiply the probable FBLR by year by the annual hours to develop the Offeror's probable labor cost.  The sum of the probable labor cost, the probable NLR dollars, applicable NLR probable cost burdens, and proposed fee dollars will equal the probable cost for this section.  The probable cost will be used for selection purposes.
Probable Cost for Selection Purposes – The probable cost will be used for selection purposes and will include the cost of the Basic Period (CF and IDIQ), the Option Period 1 (CF and IDIQ), and the Option Period 2 (SE&P IDIQ and PE NTE IDIQ).  
(End of Provision)
M.6
SOLICITATION REQUIREMENTS, TERMS, AND CONDITIONS TC "M.6
SOLICITATION REQUIREMENTS, TERMS, AND CONDITIONS" \f C \l "1" 
Offerors are required to meet all Solicitation Requirements, such as terms and conditions, representations and certifications, and technical requirements, in addition to those identified as areas, factors, and subfactors to be eligible for award.  Failure to comply with Solicitation Requirements may result in an Offeror being removed from consideration for award.  Any exceptions to Solicitation Requirements must be fully explained and justified.

(End of Provision)
(END OF SECTION)
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