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 SECTION M 

EVALUATION FACTORS FOR AWARD 

M.1
SOURCE SELECTION AND EVALUATION FACTORS--GENERAL
Source Selection:  This competitive negotiated acquisition will be conducted in accordance with FAR 15.3, Source Selection, and NASA FAR Supplement (NFS) 1815.3, Source Selection.  The Source Evaluation Board procedures at NFS 1815.370, NASA Source Evaluation Boards, apply.  A trade-off process, as described at FAR 15.101-1, will be used in making source selection.  The information contained in a proposal may be supplemented by information obtained by the Government from other Government organizations and personnel, commercial sources, public information sources, and data gathered during discussion, if there is a discussion phase of the evaluation.  The Government intends to award a contract based on the initial offers received without discussion of such offers.  Accordingly, each offeror should submit its initial proposal executed by an individual with the authority to bind the offeror to the Government using the most favorable terms from a cost and technical standpoint.

A. Discussions:  The Government intent is that discussions will be held only if award on the basis of initial offers is determined not to be in the Government’s best interest.  If written or oral discussions are conducted, the Government will seek revised proposals from offerors within the competitive range.  Pursuant to FAR 15.306(c) (2), “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.”   Pursuant to the NFS 1815.306(c)(2), “a total of no more than three proposals shall be a working goal in establishing the competitive range.” At the conclusion of discussions, as stipulated in FAR 15.307, offerors within the competitive range will be requested to submit a final proposal revision.  This final proposal revision shall be submitted in the form of a contractual document which has been executed by an individual with the authority to bind the offeror, as well as revisions to the original proposal submitted.  Selection shall be made without subsequent discussions or negotiation.

B. Source Evaluation Board (SEB):  A SEB, appointed by the Source Selection Authority of NASA Headquarters will evaluate proposals received in response to this RFP utilizing SEB procedures in accordance with NFS 1815.370, NASA Source Evaluation Boards.  In carrying out its responsibility, the Board will evaluate proposals with respect to the following three factors:  Mission Suitability, Past Performance, and Cost.  The SEB will be supported as needed by appropriate advisors in conducting the evaluation.

C. Source Selection Authority:  When the SEB concludes its evaluations, it will present its findings to the Associate Administrator for Space Operations who is the Source Selection Authority (SSA) for this acquisition
D. SEB Membership:


The voting members of the SEB are:



Randy Baggett



Sonya Hutchinson



Richard Sheppard



Tommy Watts



Malcolm Wood



Mark York
(End of Provision)
M.2
52.217-5 EVALUATION OF OPTIONS (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.3
52.222-46 EVALUATION OF COMPENSATION FOR PROFESSIONAL EMPLOYEES (FEB 1993)
A. Recompetition of service contracts may in some cases result in lowering the compensation (salaries and fringe benefits) paid or furnished professional employees. This lowering can be detrimental in obtaining the quality of professional services needed for adequate contract performance. It is therefore in the Government’s best interest that professional employees, as defined in 29 CFR 541, be properly and fairly compensated. As part of their proposals, offerors will submit a total compensation plan setting forth salaries and fringe benefits proposed for the professional employees who will work under the contract. The Government will evaluate the plan to assure that it reflects a sound management approach and understanding of the contract requirements. This evaluation will include an assessment of the offeror’s ability to provide uninterrupted high-quality work. The professional compensation proposed will be considered in terms of its impact upon recruiting and retention, its realism, and its consistency with a total plan for compensation. Supporting information will include data, such as recognized national and regional compensation surveys and studies of professional, public and private organizations, used in establishing the total compensation structure.
B. The compensation levels proposed should reflect a clear understanding of work to be performed and should indicate the capability of the proposed compensation structure to obtain and keep suitably qualified personnel to meet mission objectives. The salary rates or ranges must take into account differences in skills, the complexity of various disciplines, and professional job difficulty. Additionally, proposals envisioning compensation levels lower than those of predecessor contractors for the same work will be evaluated on the basis of maintaining program continuity, uninterrupted high-quality work, and availability of required competent professional service employees. Offerors are cautioned that lowered compensation for essentially the same professional work may indicate lack of sound management judgment and lack of understanding of the requirement.

C. The Government is concerned with the quality and stability of the work force to be employed on this contract. Professional 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 professional service employees, may be viewed as evidence of failure to comprehend the complexity of the contract requirements.

D. Failure to comply with these provisions may constitute sufficient cause to justify rejection of a proposal. 
 (End of Provision)

Note: The Offeror’s Total Compensation Plan as required per FAR52.222-46 will be evaluated pursuant to criteria defined under Mission Suitability Factor, Staffing and Total Compensation Subfactor (STC 3) 
M.4
RELATIVE ORDER OF IMPORTANCE OF EVALUATION FACTORS
In accordance with FAR Part 15.101-1, this acquisition selection will be made using a best value tradeoff analysis.  All evaluation factors, Mission Suitability, Past Performance, and Cost, are essentially equal to each other.  Per FAR 15.304 (e) the following information is provided:  Mission Suitability and Past Performance Factors, when combined, are significantly more important than the Cost Factor.
(End of Provision)

M.5
MISSION SUITABILITY FACTOR (VOLUME I)
The Mission Suitability Factor will be used to evaluate the Offeror’s approach for effective accomplishment of the work specified in the collective Performance Work Statement (PWS) which includes J-1, Performance Work Statement, J-2 Facility Performance Work Statement, and Attachments J-1-A, Performance Standards, J-1-B, Performance Timetables, J-1-C, Manufacturing Support Requirements and Timeline.  This evaluation will assess the Offeror’s understanding of the requirements of the PWS and the specific role the MAF Manufacturing Support and Facility Operations (MSFOC) contract performs in supporting the transformation of MAF from a single NASA project manufacturing environment to one that will accommodate multiple NASA projects.  For each Mission Suitability subfactor, the Offeror’s assessment of risks inherent in their approach and their plan to track and mitigate those risks will be evaluated as a further indication of the Offeror’s understanding of the requirements and the effectiveness and efficiency of their approach.  

In accordance with NFS 1815.304-70(b)(1), the Mission Suitability Factor will be weighted and scored on a 1,000 point scale. 

The Subfactors to be used in evaluating Mission Suitability and their corresponding weights are listed below in descending order of importance:


Table M-1, Mission Suitability Scoring

	Mission Suitability
	 

	Sub-factor
	Points

	Management and Technical Approach (MTA)
	600

	Staffing and Total Compensation (STC)
	300

	Small Business (including SDB) Participation (SBP)
	100

	Total
	1000


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

Mission Suitability sub-factors will be evaluated using definitions and percentile ranges set forth at NFS 1815.305(a)(3)(A).

The proposals will be evaluated and scored based on the supporting subfactors set forth below.  The proposal subsections within each supporting subfactor are descriptions of what will be evaluated under the subfactor as a whole to facilitate proposal organization and shall not be construed as an indication of order of importance or relative weighting within the individual subfactor as there are no discrete point values attached to any of the proposal subsections. 
Subfactor A:  MANAGEMENT AND TECHNICAL APPROACH (MTA) 

This subfactor will be used to evaluate the Offeror’s management, technical and operational approach for providing the services delineated in the PWS.  Under this subfactor the effectiveness, feasibility, realism, responsiveness, innovation, competency, completeness, clarity, and the overall capability of the management and Technical Approach within the Offeror’s Mission Suitability Volume will be evaluated.  
MTA1
Management
MTA1-1 The Offeror’s description of work to be accomplished and an outline of methods by which the contractor proposes to accomplish work down through WBS level 3, including management concepts, plans, metrics, and approach to project management 
MTA1-2 The Offeror’s procedures and features of their operating approach which defines decision making and provides early recognition of potential problems, problem areas, and allows for proactive problem avoidance and solutions.
MTA1-3 The Offeror’s descriptions and rationale for organizational structure, teammates/major subcontractors, and associations with corporate or division organizations including:
· Decision making relationships between the local MSFOC organization and the parent organization(s)
· Internal and external lines of authority 
· Approach to management and integration of user(s)/tenant(s) requirements 
· Local autonomy granted to the Offeror’s MSFOC Site Executive Manager

MTA1-4 The Offeror’s proposed communication methods of resolving ambiguities, concerns, and conflicts that become apparent during the performance of this contract
· Internal within Offeror’s organization

· Internal with teammates and/or subcontractors

· External with user(s)/tenant(s)

· External with customer (NASA MI&O)
MTA1-5 The Offeror’s innovations to streamline and improve efficiency and/or productivity will be assessed for realism and appropriateness.
MTA1-6 The Offeror’s approach to providing accurate, timely, and responsive quality services in the fulfillment of the requirements, including product and quality assurance techniques and timely problem resolution 
MTA1-7 The Offeror’s approach to interfacing with collective bargaining organizations including:

· Employee access to human resource personnel for conflict resolution  
· Approach to collective bargaining negotiations  
· Required level of experience of the labor relations position(s), level of autonomy to resolve day-to-day issues, and the placement of the position(s) within the organization structure  
· Approach to continued operation in the event of a strike  
MTA2
Contract Phase-In 

MTA2-1 The Offeror’s phase-in approach for effectiveness and efficiency in achieving smooth and seamless transition of personnel, resources, continuity of services, and manufacturing support with emphasis on support to ET (Including skill mix, capabilities, and staffing levels for the Offeror’s phase-in team)
MTA2-2 The Offeror’s demonstrated ability to assume full contractual responsibility
MTA2-3 The Offeror’s phase-in performance milestone plan necessary to meet assumption of full contract responsibilities including a portrayal of the hiring schedule for all staffing requirements for the contract phase-in period
MTA3
Manufacturing Support & Integration and Flight Hardware Impact Avoidance
MTA3-1 The Offeror’s approach to collaboration, coordination, and communication with user(s)/tenant(s) within the manufacturing environment

MTA3-2 The Offeror’s approach to integrate, prioritize, manage, track, and ensure completion of routine and Project-driven requirements 
MTA3-3 The Offeror’s approach to identifying innovative methods to enhance  MAF manufacturing support operations 
MTA3-4 The Offeror’s approach to handling temporary fluctuations in user(s)/tenant(s) manufacturing support requirements
MTA3-5 The Offeror’s approach to providing accurate assessments and recommendations regarding: transformation of MAF manufacturing support systems and operations from current to projected configuration; while simultaneously avoiding impacts to flight hardware production
MTA4 Customer (User(s)/Tenant(s)) Service

MTA4-1 The Offeror’s approach to customer service including the mechanism or features of their work control system and its responsiveness to meeting user(s)/tenant(s) needs, concerns, and satisfaction

MTA4-2 The Offeror’s approach to work controls, configuration management, efficiency, ability to accommodate fluctuations of workload, and capability for rapid reaction to changes in priority assignments 
MTA4-3 The Offeror’s approach for interactively receiving and responding to user(s)/tenant(s) feedback in a multi-customer environment   
MTA4-4
The Offeror’s capability to convert the current CMMS (MAXIMO version 4.1.1) to the required CMMS (MAXIMO version 6.2) consistent with the requirements contained in Attachment J-1, PWS, Pre-priced Task Order   
MTA5
User(s)/Tenant(s) Phase-In / Phase-Out 

.  

MTA5-1 The Offeror’s approach for handling user(s)/tenant(s) phase-in/phase-out and resulting changes to manufacturing support and institutional-type services resulting from the phase-out of ET production, phase-in of Orion production, and concurrent phase-in of the ARES I Upper Stage and Instrument Unit Projects
MTA5-2 The Offeror’s approach for minimizing disruption to on-going production critical work while addressing changing user(s)/tenant(s) requirements and performing requirement trade-off analysis
MTA5-3 The Offeror’s approach for incorporating Enhanced Use Lease (EUL) authority in the MAF multi-year master plan
MTA6 Safety and Health 

MTA6-1 The Offeror’s approach to implementing, integrating, and leading the MAF site-wide Industrial Safety and Occupational Health Program to include the transition from the existing single-user environment to one that accommodates multiple user(s)/tenant(s).
MTA6-2 The Offeror’s safety and health policies, procedures, and processes, as defined in the preliminary Safety and Health Plan in accordance with DRD 1234SA-SHP 
MTA6-3 The Offeror’s approach to meet the Safety and Health components of the MSFC Core Program Requirements (CPR), identified in MPR 8715.1 
MTA7
Risk Analysis and Mitigation
MTA7-1 The Offerors assessment of risk inherent in its approach for this subfactor and the plan to mitigate those risks.

Subfactor B: STAFFING AND TOTAL COMPENSATION (STC)
This subfactor will be used to evaluate the Offeror’s approach for providing the staffing to perform the requirements of this PWS (Reference FAR 52.222-46).  The Offeror’s plan to accomplish each section of the PWS will be evaluated on content pertaining to flexibility to address varying demands (changes in volume of work and types of work), use of qualified/skilled personnel, and ability to recruit specialized skills. Under this subfactor the adequacy, competency, flexibility, competitiveness, stability, and the overall qualifications of the Staffing and Total Compensation within the Offeror’s Mission Suitability Volume will be evaluated.  

STC1 Staffing and Skill Levels
STC1-1 The Offeror’s approach including rationale for determining optimum skill mix and staffing levels for all WBS elements
STC1-2 The Offeror’s methodology for ensuring and maintaining a consistent application of appropriate labor classifications in all PWS elements throughout the life of the contract

STC1-3 The Offeror’s ability to recruit and retain personnel to fill key positions including management, administrative, technical and manufacturing support functions, including the method of recruitment 
STC1-4 The Offeror’s sources of staffing

STC1-5 The Offeror’s approach to ensuring personnel certifications necessary to meet requirements of the PWS

STC2
Rationale/Qualifications of Key Personnel 

STC2-1 The Offeror’s quantity and mix of key personnel positions and how this reflects the Offeror’s understanding of the PWS requirements 

STC2-2 The Offeror’s rationale for selecting individuals designated as key personnel including education, experience, past performance in relevant positions and other qualifications for the proposed position
STC2-3 The Offeror’s demonstration of key personnel commitment to this contract 

STC2-4 The Offeror’s replacement/transition plan covering the departure of any key personnel during the course of this contract with emphasis on proposed transition period, proposed transition/replacement approach, and proposed strategy to limit the impact to the Government

STC3
Compensation Plan (Reference FAR Clause 52.222-46)

STC3-1 The Offeror’s total compensation plan (including teammates/major subcontractors) and personnel policies
STC3-2 The Offeror’s fringe benefits, including: 
· health care plans, handling of pre-existing health conditions, and company portion of the premiums
· retirement/savings plans, including types, company matching and vesting of company contributions
· paid time-off policies, including vacation, sick leave, holidays, 
· payment policies regarding severance pay, overtime pay, holiday pay and any other premium pay anticipated
· uncompensated overtime policy 
· portability of benefits
STC3-3 The Offeror’s approach to defining workforce seniority practices and policies  
STC3-4 The Offeror’s approach to handling the potential impact of different compensation structures where services provided by major subcontractors are similar to those provided by the Offeror
STC3-5 The Offeror’s compensation structure based on labor classification and planned approach to wage/salary escalations for both exempt and non-exempt employees  
STC4
Flexibility to Address Varying Demands 

STC4-1 The Offeror’s approach to workforce adjustments resulting from an increase or decrease in workload or scope

STC4-2 The Offeror’s innovations to staffing including its approach to cross-train and cross-utilize personnel

STC4-3 The Offeror’s approach to leveraging existing resources as workload shifts between various sections of the PWS 
STC5
Risk Analysis and Mitigation
STC5-1 The Offerors assessment of risk inherent in its approach for this subfactor and the plan to mitigate those risks.

Subfactor C: SMALL BUSINESS (including SDB) PARTICIPATION (SBP)
SBP1 Small Business Subcontracting

The Small Business Subcontracting Plan will be evaluated in terms of the Offeror’s proposed subcontracting goals (overall subcontracting goals and individual subcontracting goals by category) in comparison to the Contracting Officers assessment of the appropriate subcontracting goals for this procurement.  The Small Business Subcontracting Plan will also 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.  The evaluation will include the reasonableness of rationale for any goal that is less than the Contracting Officer’s recommended goal for any category, the reasonableness of efforts made to establish a goal for that category, as well as on-going efforts, if any, the Offeror plans during performance to increase participation in that category.  This evaluation of the Small Business Subcontracting Plan will be on the basis of total contract value.  The Small Business Subcontracting Plan will also be evaluated in terms of meeting the requirements of FAR 19.704 Subcontracting Plan Requirements.  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.  
Additionally, NASA will evaluate:  

(1)  The reasonableness and quality of the rationale provided to substantiate the proposed goals in the Small Business Subcontracting Plan.  

(2)  For small businesses not required to submit a Small Business Subcontracting Plan, the extent, reasonableness, and quality of small business subcontracting participation to the extent that subcontracting opportunities exist.

(3)  The reasonableness and quality of the rationale specific to work that will be performed by the small business subcontractor(s).  NASA will also evaluate the extent to which SB concerns are specifically identified and the extent of commitment to use SB firms (for example, enforceable commitments vs. non-enforceable commitments.)   

(4)  The reasonableness and quality of any proposed plans to phase in contracting to SB concerns.

(5)  The quality of Offeror’s past performance in small business utilization as an indicator of commitment to utilize small business concerns.  
(6)  The reasonableness and quality of information demonstrating the extent of commitment to utilize small business concerns and to support their development.

SBP2
Small Disadvantage Business Participation

Separately from Small Business Subcontracting, NASA will evaluate SDB Participation.

NASA will evaluate the reasonableness of proposed target SDB participation in the approved NAICS Industry Subsectors against total contract value.  

Additionally, NASA will evaluate other information as follows only to the extent that it pertains to SDBs in the authorized NAICS Industry Subsectors:    

(1)  The reasonableness and quality of the rationale provided to substantiate the proposed targets for SDB participation.    

(2)  The reasonableness and quality of the rationale specific to work that will be performed by the SDB(s).  This will include favorable consideration of work subcontracted to qualified SDB(s) in high technology areas. NASA will also evaluate the extent to which SDB concerns are specifically identified and the extent of commitment to use SDB firms (for example, enforceable commitments vs. non-enforceable commitments.)   

(3)  The reasonableness and quality of any proposed plans to phase in contracting to SDB concerns.

(4)  The quality of the Offeror’s past performance in SDB utilization as an indicator of commitment to utilize SDBs.  
(5)  The reasonableness and quality of the Offeror’s planned procedures and organizational structure for SDB outreach, assistance, counseling, market research and SDB identification, and relevant purchasing procedures.  Procedures and structure will also be evaluated from the standpoint of ensuring attainment of the SDB targets.      

(6) Any SDB subcontracting incentives earned as an indicator of commitment to utilize SDBs. 
SBP3
Risk Analysis and Mitigation
SBP3-1 The Offerors assessment of risk inherent in its approach for this subfactor and the plan to mitigate those risks.

M.6
PAST PERFORMANCE FACTOR (Volume II)
The evaluation of Past Performance will be conducted in accordance with the FAR 15.305(a)(2) and NFS 1815.304-70.  The Offeror’s and major subcontractors overall past performance on contracts of similar size, content, and complexity to the MSFOC will be evaluated.  The Government will evaluate the Offeror’s response to past problems including corrective actions taken.  The past performance evaluation will be based on information provided by the Offeror in their proposal, completed past performance questionnaires, and any other information obtained independently by the SEB. This factor is not numerically weighted or scored.
This past performance evaluation will include:
E. Past performance in meeting or exceeding subcontracting plan goals for small business concerns.  The Offeror’s record of past participation of SB concerns in subcontracts and the type of work subcontracted to SB concerns, such as production, engineering services, research, and development will be considered.  The Offeror’s earning of associated incentives will be considered.  Past Performance data as it relates to SB subcontracting will be evaluated under Mission Suitability Subfactor SBP-2. 

Past performance in management with emphasis on and commitment to safety and health including corrective actions taken.  The Offeror’s and major subcontractors safety and health performance, along with OSHA Form 300A Summary of Work-Related Injuries and Illnesses for comparable contracts, and records of OSHA and EPA citations for the last three years of performance will be considered.  

Past Performance in managing the Offeror’s Lost Time Case (LTC) rate will be evaluated.  Each referenced contract or project LTC will be averaged (3 years) and compared to the latest available Department of Labor (DoL) LTC national average for the given North American Industry Classification Code (NAICS).

Past Performance in working with collective bargaining agreements, settling disputes and/or strike mitigation.
Past Performance in managing contract phase-in to include examples of successful and unsuccessful assumption of full-contract responsibilities within a human-rated aerospace manufacturing environment (or equivalent, e.g. DoD or DoE) which involved transition of facility services; operations and maintenance; software systems conversion; support to multiple customers; etc. without disruption of on-going manufacturing operations.
Past Performance in managing complex manufacturing environments including the identification and implementation of innovative techniques and technologies.

Past Performance in operating and promoting expansion of government sites to include experience with enhanced use lease authority. 
Past Performance in conversion and/or implementation of a CMMS (Maximo) within an overall MIS architecture, specifically including the use of Maximo version 6.2.   

The past performance evaluation is an assessment of the Government’s confidence in the offeror’s ability to perform the solicitation requirements.  Past Performance shall be evaluated for each offeror using the following levels of confidence ratings:

Very High Level of Confidence 

The Offeror’s relevant past performance is of exceptional merit and is very highly pertinent to this acquisition; indicating exemplary performance in a timely, efficient, and economical manner; very minor (if any) problems with no adverse effect on overall performance.  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. 

  

High Level of Confidence 

The Offeror’s relevant past performance is highly pertinent to this acquisition; demonstrating very effective performance that would be fully responsive to contract requirements with contract requirements accomplished in a timely, efficient, and economical manner for the most part with only minor problems with little identifiable effect on overall performance.  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.

  

Moderate Level of Confidence 

The Offeror’s relevant past performance is pertinent to this acquisition, and it demonstrates effective performance; fully responsive to contract requirements; reportable problems, but with little identifiable effect on overall performance.  Based on the Offeror’s performance record, there is a moderate level of confidence that the Offeror will successfully perform the required effort.  There may be strengths or weaknesses, or both.

  

Low Level of Confidence  

The Offeror’s relevant past performance is at least somewhat pertinent to this acquisition, and it meets or slightly exceeds minimum acceptable standards; adequate results; reportable problems with identifiable, but not substantial, effects on overall performance.  Based on the Offeror’s performance record, there is a low level of 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.

  

Very Low Level of Confidence 

The Offeror’s relevant past performance 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 a very low level of 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)].

  
M.7
COST FACTOR (Volume III)
This solicitation will result in a cost reimbursement contract with both Mission Services and IDIQ services.  Although the Cost Factor is not numerically scored, the Government will perform a cost analysis and a cost realism analysis on each proposal to evaluate the realism and reasonableness of the proposed costs.  Both cost analysis and cost realism analysis will help determine the most probable cost to the Government for each proposal and includes: ensuring proposal costs are realistic for the work to be performed, reflect a clear understanding of the requirements, and are consistent with the various elements of the Offerors technical proposal.  A lack of cost realism for proposed cost may indicate a lack of understanding of the requirement and consequently may result in Mission Suitability weaknesses being assessed that may significantly affect Mission Suitability scores.  The Offeror’s proposed cost for the contract requirements will be calculated as the sum of the costs for the contract phase-in period, Mission Services for the period of performance including all options, pre-priced task orders for the first contract year, and a calculated IDIQ value for subsequent years using Offeror provided fully burdened rates applied to a government formula of labor hours required.
F. The Government will perform a cost analysis of the proposed indirect rate ceilings for Section J-2, Facilities Performance Work Statement as delineated in Section B.8 “Allowable Items of Cost” of the contract.  
The terms "proposed and probable cost" are inclusive of fee.  The proposed fee dollars will not be adjusted in the probable cost assessment except that the Offeror provided fee rate will be applied to the computed IDIQ value for Contract Years 2 – 5 in developing the Years 2 - 5. 
The Government assessment of the probable “cost of doing business” with each Offeror, of the possible cost growth during the course of the contract, and of features that could cause a given proposal to cost more or less than proposed will be included in this evaluation.  Proposed costs will be adjusted in order to report to the Source Selection Authority (SSA) the probable “cost of doing business” with each Offeror for the base year and option periods.   For evaluation purposes, base year costs shall be on a 12 month period of performance basis.
Each Offeror’s proposed phase-in cost will be separately identified, included in the total most probable cost, and reported to the SSA.  Adjustments to the proposed phase-in costs will not be made by the Source Evaluation Board (SEB); however, the overall realism of the proposed phase-in costs will be reported to the SSA.
The Government will perform a cost realism analysis of the Offeror’s proposed cost for the scope denoted as Mission Services in the collective PWS.  The Government will determine if the estimated cost reflects a clear understanding of the Mission services requirements and if the estimated cost elements are realistic for the work to be performed.  

The Government will perform a cost analysis of the Offeror’s fully burdened IDIQ labor rates proposed in Attachment J-10 (including any proposed teammates/major subcontractors).  
The Government will perform a cost realism analysis of the fully burdened labor rates in Attachment J-10, Other Direct Cost (e.g. travel, material, etc.) and applicable burden and the fees proposed by each Offeror (including any proposed teammates/major subcontractors) for the Contract Year 1 IDIQ pre-priced task orders. In addition, the Government will perform a cost realism analysis of the Offeror’s proposed cost for the scope associated with the Contract Year 1 sample tasks set forth in Section L of this solicitation. The Government will determine if the estimated cost reflects a clear understanding of the Contract Year 1 sample tasks and if the estimated cost elements are realistic for the work to be performed.  
The Government will compute a cost for Contract Years 2-5 utilizing blended IDIQ rates derived from the IDIQ rates proposed in Attachment J-10.  The computed cost will be established utilizing a Government formula (as defined in the IDIQ Government Cost Model below) which consists of a predetermined skill mix and allotment of hours applied to the blended IDIQ rates. The Government’s estimated skill mix and allotment of hours for the Contract Years 2 – 5 IDIQ scope will not be provided to the Offeror, but will be included in the Government Source Evaluation Plan approved by the SSA.  The IDIQ scenario will be used for evaluation purposes only.  The Government will utilize the “Government Worksheet-IDIQ Cost Model” provided below as part of this exercise.  Blended (e.g. a weighted average of the Prime and Subcontractor proposed IDIQ rates) fully burdened IDIQ labor rates from Attachment L-1(b)-Form CN-(Cont), will be populated by the Government on this form, along with the SEB’s predetermined skill mix and allotment of hours for each contract year to arrive at a total evaluated IDIQ cost per contract year two through five.
	Labor Categories
	Labor Hours

(Government Provided)
	
	Fully Burdened Labor Rate  

(From Offeror’s Attachment J-10)
	
	Total

(Government Calculated)

	Professional
	
	
	
	
	

	Program Manager
	
	x
	
	=
	

	Manager
	
	x
	
	=
	

	Professional/Engineer Supervisor
	
	x
	
	=
	

	Engineer I 
	
	x
	
	=
	

	Engineer II
	
	x
	
	=
	

	Engineer III
	
	x
	
	=
	

	Engineer IV
	
	x
	
	=
	

	Harbor Master
	
	x
	
	=
	

	Manufacturing Process Plan/Estimator
	
	x
	
	=
	

	Medical Doctor
	
	x
	
	=
	

	Registered Nurse III Mgr
	
	x
	
	=
	

	EAS/Counselor
	
	x
	
	=
	

	Lawyer
	
	x
	
	=
	

	Business/Administrative
	
	
	
	
	

	Accountant/Business
	
	x
	
	=
	

	Business Specialist
	
	x
	
	=
	

	Human Resource/Labor Relations
	
	x
	
	=
	

	Accounting Clerk I
	
	x
	
	=
	

	Accounting Clerk II
	
	x
	
	=
	

	Accounting Clerk III
	
	x
	
	=
	

	Billing Clerk
	
	x
	
	=
	

	Payroll Clerk
	
	x
	
	=
	

	General Clerk 
	
	x
	
	=
	

	Cost Estimator
	
	x
	
	=
	

	Purchasing Mgr
	
	x
	
	=
	

	Purchasing Agent
	
	x
	
	=
	

	Receptionist
	
	x
	
	=
	

	Secretary I
	
	x
	
	=
	

	Secretary II
	
	x
	
	=
	

	Administrative Assistant
	
	x
	
	=
	

	Technical
	
	
	
	
	

	Medical Records Technician
	
	x
	
	=
	

	Laboratory Technician 
	
	x
	
	=
	

	Radiologic Technologist 
	
	x
	
	=
	

	Radiologic Technologist (X-ray/Clinical)
	
	x
	
	=
	

	Paramedic
	
	x
	
	=
	

	Registered Nurse II
	
	x
	
	=
	

	Engineering Technician I 
	
	x
	
	=
	

	Engineering Technician II
	
	x
	
	=
	

	Engineering Technician III 
	
	x
	
	=
	

	Drafter/CAD Operator 
	
	x
	
	=
	

	Electronics Technician Maintenance 
	
	x
	
	=
	

	Metrology Technician III 
	
	x
	
	=
	

	Photographer 
	
	x
	
	=
	

	Media Specialist I
	
	x
	
	=
	

	Media Specialist II
	
	x
	
	=
	

	Media Specialist III
	
	x
	
	=
	

	Video Teleconference Tech
	
	x
	
	=
	

	Technical Instructor/Course Developer
	
	x
	
	=
	

	Quality Assurance Inspector
	
	x
	
	=
	

	Safety Specialist
	
	x
	
	=
	

	Crafts
	
	
	
	
	

	Crafts Supervisor
	
	x
	
	=
	

	General Maintenance Worker
	
	x
	
	=
	

	Machinist, Maintenance
	
	x
	
	=
	

	Electrician, Maintenance
	
	x
	
	=
	

	Pipefitter, Maintenance
	
	x
	
	=
	

	Plumber, Maintenance 
	
	x
	
	=
	

	Scheduler, Maintenance
	
	x
	
	=
	

	Sheet-Metal Worker, Maintenance
	
	x
	
	=
	

	Welder, Combination, Maintenance 
	
	x
	
	=
	

	Millwright
	
	x
	
	=
	

	Carpet Layer
	
	x
	
	=
	

	Carpenter, Maintenance
	
	x
	
	=
	

	Woodworker
	
	x
	
	=
	

	Machine-Tool Operator (Tool room) 
	
	x
	
	=
	

	Tools and Parts Attendant
	
	x
	
	=
	

	Material Coordinator
	
	x
	
	=
	

	Material Expediter
	
	x
	
	=
	

	Shipper/Packer
	
	x
	
	=
	

	Shipping/Receiving Clerk
	
	x
	
	=
	

	Metal Plating
	
	x
	
	=
	

	Shuttle Bus Driver (Van Driver)
	
	x
	
	=
	

	Truck driver, Light Truck
	
	x
	
	=
	

	Forklift Operator
	
	x
	
	=
	

	Crane Operator
	
	x
	
	=
	

	Driver/Courier
	
	x
	
	=
	

	Dispatcher, Motor Vehicle
	
	x
	
	=
	

	Exhibits Specialist I 
	
	x
	
	=
	

	Heating, Ventilation, & AC Mechanic
	
	x
	
	=
	

	Boiler Tender
	
	x
	
	=
	

	Stationary Engineer
	
	x
	
	=
	

	Water Treatment Plant Operator
	
	x
	
	=
	

	Instrument Mechanic
	
	x
	
	=
	

	Machinery Maintenance Mechanic 
	
	x
	
	=
	

	Motor Vehicle Mechanic 
	
	x
	
	=
	

	Tire Repairer
	
	x
	
	=
	

	Bicycle Repairer
	
	x
	
	=
	

	Small Engine Mechanic
	
	x
	
	=
	

	Tool & Die Maker
	
	x
	
	=
	

	Elevator Repairer 
	
	x
	
	=
	

	Elevator Repairer Helper
	
	x
	
	=
	

	Cook 1
	
	x
	
	=
	

	Cook 2
	
	x
	
	=
	

	Food Service Workers
	
	x
	
	=
	

	Dishwasher
	
	x
	
	=
	

	Janitor
	
	x
	
	=
	

	Housekeeping Aid
	
	x
	
	=
	

	Refuse Collector
	
	x
	
	=
	

	Pest Controller
	
	x
	
	=
	

	Grounds Maintenance laborer
	
	x
	
	=
	

	Pruner
	
	x
	
	=
	

	Gardener
	
	x
	
	=
	

	Hazardous Materials Handler
	
	x
	
	=
	

	Add Categories as Needed
	
	x
	
	=
	

	
	
	
	Subtotal Labor
	
	


	 Direct Material and Supplies/Tools/Equipment 
	
	


	Burden on Direct Material, Supplies/Tools/Equipment
	
	


	Subtotal 
	
	


	Award Fee
	
	

	Subtotal
	
	

	TOTAL PROPOSED IDIQ COST AND FEE
	
	

	*SEB Adjustments (if any)
	
	

	TOTAL MOST PROBABLE IDIQ COST AND FEE 
	
	


* Including any adjustments made by the SEB.
For evaluation purposes, the total most probable cost will be the sum of the Mission Services most probable cost for the base period of performance and all option years, plus Offeror proposed specific IDIQ tasks for Contract Year One, and a computed cost (using Offeror provided rates and Government formula) for the IDIQ most probable cost for Contract Year Two through Five.  Both the Offeror’s total proposed cost (sum of the Mission Services proposed cost and the IDIQ proposed and computed cost) and the Offeror’s most probable cost developed by the Government will be presented to the SSA.  Phase-in costs will be separately identified and will be included in the total most probable cost.

An assessment of the Government’s confidence in each Offeror’s most probable cost will be prepared and reported to the SSA.  

A level of confidence determination (high, medium, or low) will be made for the probable cost assessment for each proposal.  The confidence levels for probable cost are defined as:
	High
	The Government has a very high level of confidence that the probable cost, which is the Government’s best estimate for the cost of a contract resulting from this Offeror’s proposal, correlates very closely to the actual costs that the offeror would incur to successfully implement its proposal.

	Medium
	The Government has a reasonable level of confidence that the probable cost, which is the Government’s best estimate for the cost of a contract resulting from this Offeror’s proposal, correlates very closely to the actual costs that the offeror would incur to successfully implement its proposal.

	Low
	The Government has at best a marginal level of confidence that the probable cost, which is the Government’s best estimate for the cost of a contract resulting from this Offeror’s proposal, correlates very closely to the actual costs that the offeror would incur to successfully implement its proposal.
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