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SECTION M
EVALUATION FACTORS FOR AWARD

M.1
EVALUATION OF OPTIONS (FAR 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.2  
AWARD WITHOUT DISCUSSIONS

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 price and technical standpoint.  The Government reserves the right to conduct discussions if the Contracting Officer later determines them to be necessary.  The government also reserves the right to conduct discussions on certain Work Packages (WPs), while awarding other WPs without discussions.  For example, the Government may award WPs for the Shroud, Core and Avionics without discussions and still reserves the right to open discussion on WPs for the EDS and First Stage.  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.3
EVALUATION PROCESS AND EVALUATION FACTORS FOR AWARD  

a)
General

The proposed procurement will be evaluated in accordance with procedures prescribed by the Federal Acquisition Regulation (FAR) and the NASA FAR Supplement (NFS).
b)
Source Evaluation Board (SEB)

A Source Evaluation Board (SEB), appointed by the Associate Administrator (AA), ESMD, will evaluate the offers submitted for this Request for Proposal (RFP).  Proposal documentation requirements set forth in this RFP are designed to provide guidance to the Offeror concerning the type of documentation that must be submitted to the SEB.

c)
Source Selection Authority (SSA)


Source selection will be made by the AA, ESMD.

d)  SEB Membership

Fred Bickley/Voting Member (Chair)


Joseph Eversole/Voting Member

Steve Patterson/Voting Member

Keith Layne/Voting Member

Gerry Sadler/Voting Member

Kim Ibrahim/Voting Member

e)
Evaluation Factors and Subfactors

1)
Acceptable offers will be evaluated using the following factors:

· Mission Suitability

· Price

· Past Performance


2)
The detailed descriptions of the factors and subfactors are set forth below:

f) Mission Suitability (Volume I)
Mission Suitability will be used to evaluate the Offeror’s approach to effectively and efficiently accomplish the work specified in the Statement of Work (SOW) (per Work Package proposed) (Attachment J-1).  The Government will evaluate the Offeror’s understanding of the requirements of the SOW, their familiarization with the existing Ares V Point of Departure Architecture, understanding of the Ares V development approach and the Contractor’s role in providing products to support the NASA led effort to successfully accomplish System Requirements Review and System Definition Review.  For each Mission Suitability subfactor, the Offeror’s assessment of risks inherent in their approach and their plan to mitigate those risks will be evaluated as further indication of the Offeror’s understanding of the requirement and the effectiveness and efficiency of their approach.    Throughout this Factor, the Government will evaluate the Offeror’s proposed approach to ensure effective operational capabilities, cost effectiveness, and mission success. The total weighting for Mission Suitability shall be 1,000 points. 
1) The subfactors to be used in evaluating Mission Suitability and their corresponding weights are listed below:

	Management Approach (MA)
	 375 points

	Technical Approach (TA)
	 575 points

	Small and Small Disadvantaged Business Approach (SB)
	   50 points

	Total
	1000 points


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

2)   Mission Suitability will be evaluated using the adjective rating system/definitions shown in NFS 1815.305(a)(3)(A).

3)  The offers will be evaluated and strengths and weaknesses assessed based on the supporting subfactors set forth below:


Note:  The order of the criteria specified within each subfactor should not be construed as an indication of the order of importance or relative weighting within the individual subfactors as there are no discrete point values attached to any of the criterion.

Mission Suitability Factor (Volume I)

The detailed descriptions of the Mission Suitability Subfactors are set forth below:

· Mission Suitability Factor

Management Approach Subfactor

Technical Approach Subfactor




Small and Small Disadvantaged Business Approach Subfactor
Subfactor A:  Management Approach (MA)

The Government will evaluate the proposed management approach for fulfilling the SOW requirements throughout the base period plus options. 

MA1

Key personnel (Project Manager)
The Government will evaluate the qualifications (including past performance) commitment and availability of the Offeror’s proposed Project Manager. 
MA2
Organizational Expertise

The Government will evaluate:  
a) Offeror’s approach for delivering products specified in the SOW  

b) Approach for leveraging corporate personnel and infrastructure 

c) Approach to accommodate technical direction within the scope of the contract in accordance with Clause G.2
MA3

Communications

The Government will evaluate the Offeror’s approach for effective communications to include but not limited to Associate Contractor Agreements.    The Government will evaluate the Offeror’s approach and commitment to maintaining open data.
MA4                Risk management relative to management approach

The Government will evaluate the Offerors risk management approach for this subfactor.   

Subfactor B:  Technical Approach

The Government will evaluate the Offeror’s technical approach to deliver high quality products specified in the SOW.

TA1

Approach to develop and deliver products in the SOW



The Government will evaluate:

a) The Offeror’s technical approach to develop and deliver the products specified in the SOW, Attachment J-1 within the identified budget.  

b) The Offeror’s proposed approach to deliver trades and analyses within the identified budgets, in NASA’s priority order, including any additional trade studies or analyses relative to Work Packages 1-4 (per SOW paragraphs 4.2, 5.2, 6.2, & 7.2).
TA2

Innovation of proposed approach
The Government will evaluate the Offeror’s proposed approach for incorporating innovation in developing and delivering the products specified in the SOW.  This will include risk reduction and effects on life cycle costs.

TA3

Proposed approach for assuring technical quality control
The Government will evaluate the Offeror’s proposed approach for maintaining the integrity of all data and products delivered to NASA and approach to ensure data is appropriately marked.  

TA4
Capability for designing, developing and manufacturing large scale launch systems

The Government will evaluate the Offeror’s proposed approach and existing capabilities for designing, developing and manufacturing large scale launch systems relative to the work package being proposed.

TA5                Risk management relative to technical approach

The Government will evaluate the Offerors risk management approach for this subfactor.   

Subfactor C:  Small and Small Disadvantaged Business Approach (Look at PIC 08)
SB1

Small Business utilization and mentoring
The Government will evaluate the Offeror’s proposed approach to meet or exceed established subcontracting goals in Clause L.10 and the Offeror’s proposed plan to mentor small businesses for future contracts.  

SB2  
Risk management relative to Small and Small Disadvantaged Business approach
The Government will evaluate the Offerors risk management approach for this subfactor.   

 Price (Volume II)
For evaluation purposes, the total evaluated price, at the work package level, will be the total for the base period and all option periods.  Unrealistic or unreasonable prices and inconsistencies between the Mission Suitability Volume and the Price Factor Volume will be assessed as a proposal risk and will be assessed in the level of confidence the SEB assigns to the proposal.  

Offers that do not include all requested information are cautioned that this may indicate a lack of understanding of the SOW and contract requirements.

The Government will evaluate price components in accordance with the price data submitted for Attachment L-1. The adequacy, reasonableness, and realism to accomplish the proposed work within the proposed price will be evaluated for each Offeror.  The total price for the base period and both option periods will be combined (including the effect of any proposed innovative approaches) and will be reported to the SSA. 

The SEB will assess its level of confidence (High, Medium, or Low, as shown below) in the Offeror’s ability to successfully perform the contract at the proposed price.  This assessment will be reported to the SSA.

	High
	The Government has a very high level of confidence that the Offeror can perform successfully at or below the proposed price. 

	Medium
	The Government has a reasonable level of confidence that the Offeror can perform successfully at or below the proposed price.

	Low
	The Government has a marginal level of confidence that the Offeror can perform successfully at or below the proposed price.


Past Performance (Volume III)
The Offeror’s overall corporate past performance, to include the corporate past performance of any proposed teammates/subcontractors, will be evaluated at the work package level.  Emphasis will be given to the extent of direct relevant corporate experience and quality of past performance on previous contracts that are relevant to the effort defined in this RFP.  Greater emphasis will be placed on more recent experience.  This area is not numerically scored, but is assigned an adjective rating (see below) and reported to the SSA for consideration in making a selection.  

The evaluation will consider past performance information provided by Offerors and information from other sources.  In addition to Offeror provided references, the NASA past performance database and references known to the SEB will be checked as deemed necessary.  The Interview/Questionnaire form shall be used to solicit assessments of the Offeror’s performance from the Offeror’s previous customers.  All pertinent information, including customer assessments and any Offeror rebuttals, if appropriate, will be made part of the evaluation records and included in the evaluation.  Relevancy of past performance, specific to the work package being proposed, will also be assessed utilizing, as a minimum, the areas of: (1) requirements development and concept maturation on highly complex systems; (2) design and development leading to low cost production and operations; (3) identifying and mitigating technical and programmatic risks; (4) meeting cost and schedule goals; (5) innovative manufacturing and logistic approaches to produce high quality products on schedule and within estimated contract costs; (6) performance in the area of accomplishing small business subcontracting goals.

The adjective rating system/definitions set forth in 1815.305(a)(2)(A) will be utilized in the evaluation of past performance.

Relative Importance of Evaluation Factors/Subfactors
In accordance with FAR Part 15.101-1, this acquisition selection will be made using a best value tradeoff analysis.  For the purpose of overall evaluation, Mission Suitability and Past Performance are equal.  Mission Suitability and Past Performance individually are more important than Price.  When Mission Suitability and Past Performance are combined they are significantly more important than Price. 
(End of Provision)

[END OF SECTION]
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