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         SECTION M

SECTION M – PART I 
M.1
LISTING OF PROVISIONS INCORPORATED BY REFERENCE

I.  FEDERAL ACQUISITION REGULATION (48 CFR CHAPTER 1)

PROVISION

   NUMBER     
DATE      
TITLE

None included by reference.

II.  NASA FAR SUPPLEMENT (48 CFR CHAPTER 18) PROVISIONS

   PROVISION

   NUMBER     
DATE      
TITLE

None included by reference.

Section M – PART II

Evaluation Factors For Award
1.0
GENERAL
The proposals will be evaluated using procedures prescribed by the Federal Acquisition Regulation (FAR) and the NASA FAR Supplement (NFS).  As prescribed in the FAR 52.215-1, the Government intends to award based on initial proposals, without discussions.  Should it be determined that discussions are required and the consequential establishment of a competitive range is necessary, the most highly rated proposals will be included in the competitive range.
2.0
Evaluation of Options (far 52-217-5) (jULY 1990)

Except when it is determined by 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)

3.0
EVALUATION CRITERIA 

GENERAL – The proposals will be evaluated by a Source Evaluation Board (SEB) according to applicable regulations which include the FAR and the NFS.  The SEB will be supported by appropriate personnel in conducting the evaluation.  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. 

SOURCE EVALUATION – The SEB will evaluate acceptable offers to identify deficiencies, strengths, and weaknesses per following factors and subfactors set forth below: 

(a) Mission Suitability, Volume I

· Technical Approach

· Management Organization and Approach

· Safety and Health
(b) Past Performance, Volume II
(c) Cost, Volume III
(d) Model Contract, Volume IV
Only the Mission Suitability factor will be weighted and scored.  The SEB will interpret failure to provide sufficient detail and rationale, or use of ambiguous terms as a lack of understanding on the part of the Offeror.
Pages submitted in excess of the limitations specified in this provision will not be evaluated by the Government and will be returned to the Offeror.

4.0
MISSION SUITABILITY FACTOR 
The Mission Suitability sub-factors and their corresponding weights reflecting relative importance are listed below.  These weights are intended to be used as a guideline in the source selection decision-making process.
                     Sub-Factor


         Points

1.
Technical Approach



500

2.
Management Organization and Approach
400
3.
Safety and Health



100







Total
          1000

The Mission Suitability factor and associated sub-factors are used to assess the ability of the Offeror to provide and administer the requirements of the SOW.  Proposals will be evaluated and scored numerically based upon the sub-factors set forth below.

4.1 Technical Approach Sub-Factor (See Section L, Part II, paragraph 4.1) 

TA1
Technical Excellence 
The SEB will evaluate the Offeror’s technical approach to accomplishing the SOW in terms of effectiveness, soundness, comprehensiveness, feasibility, and efficiency.
TA2
Solution to scenario 1, Safety and Health Assessment Scenario 
The SEB will evaluate the overall effectiveness, soundness, comprehensiveness, and efficiency of the Offeror’s solution to Scenario 1.  This will include an assessment of feasibility of the solution in the JSC environment.  The SEB will also evaluate the relevance and innovation of the Offeror’s solution.

TA3
Solution to scenario 2, Research Project Scenario
The SEB will evaluate the overall effectiveness, soundness, comprehensiveness, and efficiency of the Offeror’s solutions to Scenario 2.  This will include an assessment of feasibility of the solution in the JSC environment.  The SEB will also evaluate the relevance and innovation the Offeror’s solution.


4.2 Management Organization and Approach Sub-Factor 
(See Section L, Part II, paragraph 4.2)

MA1  
Overall Management Approach 

The SEB will evaluate the offeror’s overall management approach for effectiveness, soundness, comprehensiveness, feasibility, and efficiency.  

MA2 
Total Compensation Plan 
The SEB will evaluate overall quality of the Total Compensation Plan to attract and retain qualified personnel.

MA3
Approach for Establishing Associate Contractor Agreements (ACA’s)
The SEB will evaluate the overall completeness, soundness, and effectiveness of the proposed approach to establishing Associate Contractor Agreements.  
MA4
Key Personnel 
The SEB will evaluate the proposed key personnel on their education, experience, qualifications, past performance, commitment, and overall capability to determine if they are appropriate for the positions and capable of managing the areas proposed.  

MA5
Quality Plan 
The SEB will evaluate the overall effectiveness, soundness, comprehensiveness, feasibility, and efficiency of the Quality Plan 
(DRD 4).  
MA6
Phase-In Plan 
The SEB will evaluate the efficiency and effectiveness of the proposed “CISS Phase-In Plan” (DRD 16) to ensure a smooth transition from the existing support contract to the proposed contract.  

4.3 Safety and Health Subfactor (See Section L, Part II, paragraph 4.3) 

SA1
Safety and Health:  Safety and Health Plan  

The SEB will evaluate the Offerors approach to reducing and preventing injuries and illnesses.  This evaluation will include:

(a) The overall quality of the Safety and Health Plan (DRD 3) and how thoroughly it addresses each item in the DRD.

(b) The Offeror’s proposed policies, procedures, and techniques used to ensure safety and health of its employees.   
SA2
Demonstrated Safety and Environmental Capabilities
The SEB will evaluate the Offeror’s past safety performance, which will include:


(a) Days Away Case rate and Total Recordable Incident rate.  If the Offeror’s Days Away Case rate and Total Recordable Incident rate are higher than 50% of the BLS Industry Averages, the SEB will consider mitigating circumstances for higher rates, action plans to reduce rates, and progress in reducing rates.


(b) OSHA and EPA citations and workers’ compensation data. 


5.0
PAST PERFORMANCE FACTOR 
Past Performance indicates how an Offeror performed on earlier work and can be a significant indicator of how they can be expected to perform the work at hand.  Relevant Experience is defined as the accomplishment of work that is comparable or related to the work required under this procurement.  
The SEB will evaluate an Offeror’s Past Performance separately, including relevant experience.  Past Performance will not be numerically weighted and scored, but will receive an adjectival rating per table M-1 below.  The evaluation will be based on information provided by Offerors in their proposals, responses received on the Present/Past Performance Questionnaire (Attachment L-1), as well as any other information obtained independently by the SEB.

As described in FAR 15.305(a) (2) (iv), an offeror without a record of relevant past performance or for whom information on past performance is not available, the offeror will receive a neutral rating on past performance.

The Government may contact organizations for which an Offeror and major subcontractors have previously performed work to obtain performance appraisals.  The Government may also use data from the Government-wide Past Performance Database. 
Table M-1, Adjectival Ratings for Past Performance
	ADJECTIVAL
RATING
	DEFINITIONS 

	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)].


6.0
COST FACTOR
The Government will perform price analysis in accordance with FAR 15.305 and NASA FAR Supplement (NFS) 1815.305.  
Price Evaluation of Time and Materials - The SEB will perform a price analysis of proposed fully burdened Time and Material rates.  The proposed rates will be multiplied against the Sample Hours matrix provided in the Summary Cost Template in the Section L RFP to develop a price for Time and Materials work.  The proposed rates multiplied against the Government’s matrix hours will be considered your price and will be used for selection purposes.  

Phase-In - The price of the Phase-In will be considered under the Cost/Price factor but will not be included in the probable cost for selection purposes.  This consideration involves performing an analysis of the proposed price which may lead to mission suitability weaknesses if the proposed resources are not consistent with the proposed Phase-in Plan.  
7.0
RELATIVE IMPORTANCE OF FACTORS
Mission suitability and past performance when combined are significantly more important than cost.  Mission Suitability and Past Performance are approximately equal in importance.
[END OF SECTION]
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