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            Section IV


SECTION IV 

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).  
The proposals will be evaluated by a Source Evaluation Board (SEB) appointed by the Source Selection Authority (SSA).  The SEB will be supported as necessary by subject matter experts during the evaluation.  The SEB is tasked with conducting a thorough and impartial evaluation of each proposal received and reporting those evaluation findings to the SSA. It is the responsibility of the SSA to make the final source selection decision.
The SSA for this procurement is the NASA Chief Information Officer.  
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 Section III, Provision 14.0, Proposal Preparation Instructions (General), will not be evaluated by the Government and will be returned to the Offeror.

As prescribed in the FAR Clause 52.212-1, Instructions to Offerors - Commercial Items, the Government intends to make an 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, only the most highly rated proposals will be included in the competitive range.
(End of provision)

2.0 52.212-2  EVALUATION—COMMERCIAL ITEMS (JAN 1999)
(a) The Government will award a contract resulting from this solicitation to the responsible Offeror whose offer conforming to the solicitation will be most advantageous to the Government, price and other factors considered. The following factors shall be used to evaluate offers: 
1) Mission Suitability Factor

2) Past Performance Factor

3) Price Factor

All evaluation factors other than price, when combined, are approximately equal to price.  Of the non-price factors, the Mission Suitability Factor is significantly more important than the Past Performance Factor.

The Government will evaluate proposals by classifying findings as strengths, weaknesses, significant strengths, significant weaknesses, or deficiencies using the classifications set forth in Table IV-1 below:

	TABLE IV-1                                                                                                                         CLASSIFICATION OF FINDINGS

	Type of Finding
	Definition

	Significant Strength (not in FAR/NFS)
	A proposal area that greatly enhances the potential for successful performance or contributes significantly toward exceeding the contract requirements in a manner that provides additional value to the government.

	Strength (not in FAR/NFS)
	A proposal area that enhances the potential for successful performance or contributes toward exceeding the contract requirements in a manner that provides additional value to the government (this could be associated with a process, technical approach, materials, facilities, etc.).

	Weakness
	A flaw in the proposal that increases the risk of unsuccessful contract performance.

	Significant Weakness
	A proposal flaw that appreciably increases the risk of unsuccessful contract performance.

	Deficiency
	A material failure of a proposal to meet a Government requirement or a combination of significant weaknesses in a proposal that increases the risk of unsuccessful contract performance to an unacceptable level.


(i)  MISSION SUITABILITY FACTOR.  The Mission Suitability Factor is the only one of the three factors which will receive both a numerical score (maximum of 1,000 points) and an adjectival rating (see Table IV-2 for adjective ratings). This factor is used to assess an Offeror’s ability to sucessfully perform the requirements of the performance work statement in a manner that meets established timelines and schedules, maximizes value for each dollar spent, and minimizes overall program risk.  Under the Mission Suitability Factor, there are five subfactors which will be used by the SEB to assess an Offeror’s overall mission suitability. These subfactors and their corresponding weights are listed below:

Subfactor

        Points
Technical Approach


350

Integration Approach


250

Management Approach

200

Safety and Health
                      
100

Small Business Utilization
            100
Total
         1,000
The adjectival rating definitions and percentile ranges delineated in Table IV-2 are found in the NASA FAR Supplement at NFS 1815.305(a)(3)(A).  The maximum points available for a subfactor are multiplied by the SEB’s assessed percentage for that subfactor to derive a numerical score.  For example, a subfactor worth 200 points receives a percentage rating of 80% from the SEB, the numerical score for that subfactor would be 160 points.  
	TABLE IV-2                                                                                                                                      ADJECTIVAL RATINGS FOR MISSION SUITABILITY FACTOR & SUBFACTORS

	Adjective Rating
	Percentage
	Definition

	Excellent
	91% – 100%
	A comprehensive and thorough proposal of exceptional merit with one or more significant strengths.  No deficiency or significant weakness exists.

	Very Good
	71% – 90%
	A proposal having no deficiency and which demonstrates overall competence.  One or more significant strengths have been found, and strengths outbalance any weaknesses that exist.

	Good
	51% – 70%
	A proposal having no deficiency and which shows a reasonably sound response.  There may be strengths or weaknesses, or both.  As a whole, weaknesses not off-set by strengths do not significantly detract from the Offeror’s response.

	Fair
	31% – 50%
	A proposal having no deficiency and which has one or more weaknesses.  Weaknesses outbalance any strengths.

	Poor
	0% – 30%
	A proposal that has one or more deficiencies or significant weaknesses that demonstrate a lack of overall competence or would require a major proposal revision to correct.


(i)(1) TECHNICAL APPROACH SUBFACTOR:  This evaluation subfactor will be used to evaluate the Offeror’s ability to perform all requirements of the PWS in an effective and efficient manner while minimizing program risk.  Specifically the SEB will evaluate:

· The degree to which the technical elements of the Offeror’s contract phase-in approach ensures:

· The mission of the Agency is not adversely impacted

· Any work stoppage or interruption to the ACES services is minimal 

· Key phase-in milestones are identified and achievable

· Center contracts with services transitioning to ACES are not adversely impacted and affected services are seamlessly integrated into ACES
· The degree to which the Offeror’s proposed technical approach ensures that the Agency and ACES goals, objectives, and measures of success are realized.  The SEB will assess the Offeror’s:  
· Configuration Management solution and its ability to provide an authoritative source for configuration management across the Agency

· ACES Product Catalog (APC) solution and its ability to provide a comprehensive offering of products and services, react quickly to changing market demands, maintain product catalog prices at a fixed percentage below the MSRP and lower than any commercially available price, and allow for seamless integration with the Enterprise Service Request System (ESRS)
· Developmental Test Laboratory solution and its ability to meet the functional requirements of PWS Section 3.8 in a cost effective and technically feasible manner
· Approach for effecting priority service (PWS Section 3.1.1), support for telecommuters and travelers (PWS Section 3.10), and elevated user privileges (PWS Section 3.13) 
· Solution for providing e-mail and directory services in accordance with the requirements of PWS Section 4.1 and 4.2 to ensure continuity of existing operational capabilities while providing for the ability to address changing mission needs 
· IT Security Plan for compliance with the NASA FAR Supplement Clause 1852.204-76, Security Requirements for Unclassified Information Technology Resources.  The SEB will also assess the Offeror’s approach for meeting the IT Security requirements as defined in PWS Section 4.5.1 to include: certification and accreditation, implementation of NIST SP 800-53 controls, risk management, continuous monitoring process, Federal Desktop Core Configuration (FDCC) compliance, anti-malware, Continuity Of Operations Planning (COOP), and patch management.    
· Approach for implementing a comprehensive program for Software License Management, that maintains high availability, responsiveness, and end-user acceptance (PWS Section 4.6) 
· Approach for offering hardware that meets the requirements of PWS Section 5.0 to include specific functional intents of the S, M, and B Seats; innovative solutions for converting the current end-user computing seat environment to the ACES computing service model; ability of the proposed product offerings to rapidly incorporate new technology and meet evolving mission requirements

· Approach for providing cellular based services that are reliable, feature rich, promote continuous voice and data communications services equal to or below the lowest commercially available prices. The SEB will also assess the approach for providing the broadest general coverage of domestic and international arenas, ability to interface, where appropriate, with NASA’s current IT data infrastructure, rapidly infuse emerging technology, and to fully integrate with NASA’s e-mail capabilities. 
· Approach for delivering multifunctional devices and associated services in accordance with the specifications in PWS Section 5.3.1.2.  The SEB will also assess the reliability, availability, and security of the devices.
· Approach and capability to implement Technology Infusion & Transformation throughout the term of the contract (PWS Section 2.10).  Emphasis will be placed on the Offeror’s ability, commitment and methodology to infuse technology and undertake transformational activities as demonstrated through any Technology Infusion/Transformation Plans submitted or other documentation.  

(i)(2) INTEGRATION APPROACH SUBFACTOR:  This evaluation subfactor will be used to evaluate the overall completeness, soundness, and effectiveness of the Offeror’s approach for integrating this effort with the work being performed under the other I3P contracts (NICS, EAST, WEST, and NEDC), the Enterprise Service Desk and Enterprise Service Request System. Additionally the SEB will evaluate the: 
· Approach to meet the I3P program integration requirements (PWS Section 2.7) 
· Use of Associate Contractor Agreements (ACA) in meeting PWS requirements and the benefits of the ACAs to the Government in terms of service delivery

· Approach for establishing: clear roles and responsibility among I3P Contractors, lines of communications, dispute resolution procedures, and continuous improvement initiatives relative to providing customers with a transparent (badgeless), customer service driven, IT support mechanism
· Effectiveness of proposed processes and procedures for resolving customer service requests, incidents, and problems that cross I3P contracts

· Approach to implementing policies, procedures, and governance originating from the OCIO and specifically the Service Integration Management

(i)(3) MANAGEMENT APPROACH SUBFACTOR:  This evaluation subfactor will be used to evaluate the Offeror’s approach for managing this effort to ensure the goals, objectives, and measures of success of the ACES contract are achieved.  Additionally the SEB will evaluate:

· The Offeror’s organizational structure and the degree to which the proposed organizational structure contributes to:

· Providing the required services in the most efficient and effective manner
· Facilitating seamless service delivery with other I3P Contractors

· Integrating the various functions outlined in the PWS

· Executing incident and problem management with minimal dependency on the Government  
· Supporting the Government’s organizational and governance structure 
· Management responsibility and functions assigned to contract management/supervisory personnel, the proposed line of communications between organizational elements, the level of local autonomy, span of control, the definition of the lines of communications among the Offeror’s organization, and effective interface with Government personnel.   
· Quality control policies, standards, procedures, and techniques to ensure delivery of high quality products and services.  
· The degree to which the Offeror’s financial management system interfaces with the Government’s Enterprise Service Request System, streamlines invoice reconciliation and provides a flexible, robust, and accurate reporting capability.

· The degree to which the Offeror’s property and inventory management system: meets the requirements of PWS Section 2.3, integrates with the Government’s Enterprise Service Request System, and provides a robust reporting capability. 
· The ability of the Offeror’s staffing plan to attract and retain professional personnel with appropriate experience and training to deliver the services delineated in the PWS.  The SEB will assess whether the Offeror’s staffing plan:

· Ensures that a fully knowledgeable and trained workforce is in place at contract start
· Addresses sources for obtaining qualified applicants (existing corporate staff, incumbent personnel, college recruiting, employment services, etc)

· Addresses fluctuating workload requirements both upward and downward

· Demonstrates that sufficient expertise exists (e.g., certifications, documented training)
· Provides for completion of pre-employment screenings, security clearances, and badging prior to contract start
· Demonstrates that designated key positions are correctly aligned with the Offeror’s technical and management approach

· Includes a total compensation plan that contributes to the Offeror’s ability to attract, retain, and maintain qualified employees
(i)(4) SMALL BUSINESS UTILIZATION SUBFACTOR. The evaluation of Small Business Subcontracting applies to all Offerors.  Although small business concerns are not required to submit a Small Business Subcontracting Plan as required by FAR clause 52.219-9 Alt II, Small Business Subcontracting Plan, the SEB will evaluate small business subcontractor participation to the extent that subcontracting opportunities exist.  The evaluation of SDB participation applies to all Offerors. 

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.

Additionally, the SEB will evaluate:  

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

· 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.

· The reasonableness and quality of the rationale specific to work that will be performed by the small business subcontractor(s).  The SEB 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.)   

· The reasonableness and quality of any proposed plans to phase in contracting to SB concerns.

· The quality of Offeror’s past performance in small business utilization as an indicator of commitment to utilize small business concerns.  

· The reasonableness and quality of information demonstrating the extent of commitment to utilize small business concerns and to support their development.

Separately from Small Business Subcontracting, the SEB will evaluate SDB Participation. The SEB will evaluate the reasonableness of proposed target SDB participation in the approved NAICS Industry Subsectors against total contract value.  

Additionally, the SEB will evaluate other information as follows only to the extent that it pertains to SDBs in the authorized NAICS industry subsectors:    

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

· 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.)   

· The reasonableness and quality of any proposed plans to phase in contracting to SDB concerns.

· The quality of the Offeror’s past performance in SDB utilization as an indicator of commitment to utilize SDBs.  

· 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.      

· Any SDB subcontracting incentives earned as an indicator of commitment to utilize SDBs.

(i)(5) SAFETY AND HEALTH SUBFACTOR. This evaluation subfactor will be used to evaluate the Offerors approach for ensuring a safe workplace, free from those conditions that can cause death, injury, occupational illness, damage to or loss of equipment or property, or damage to the environment.  This evaluation will include an assessment of the Offeror’s:

· Safety and Health Plan (DRD SA-001) and the degree to which it thoroughly and adequately addresses each requirement in the DRD.

· Proposed policies, procedures, and techniques used to ensure the safety and health of its employees in the workplace.   

The SEB will also evaluate the Offeror’s past safety record, which will include a review of:


· OSHA recordable injuries and illnesses for these past three years including the number of employees and total labor hours at the worksite, the calculated OSHA recordable frequency rate and the North American Industrial Classification Code utilized.
· OSHA citations of your firm’s operations during the past three years.

· Federal, State, and local environmental citations of your firm’s operations in the past three years.  

(ii) PAST PERFORMANCE FACTOR.  Past performance indicates how an Offeror performed on earlier work and can be a significant indicator of how that firm 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.  

This evaluation factor will be used to evaluate an Offeror’s Past Performance, including its relevant experience.  Past Performance is not numerically weighted or scored, but will receive an adjectival rating per Table IV-3 below.  The SEB’s evaluation will be based on information provided by Offerors in their proposals, responses received on the Past Performance Questionnaire (Attachment III-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 IV-3                                                                                                                                ADJECTIVAL RATINGS FOR PAST PERFORMANCE FACTOR

	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)].


 
(iii) PRICE FACTOR. The SEB will perform a price analysis of each Offeror’s proposal in accordance with FAR 15.305 and NASA FAR Supplement (NFS) 1815.305.  An Offeror’s price will be evaluated for realism, completeness, and reasonableness as defined below.  An Offeror’s estimating assumptions, techniques, and/or models must be reasonable based on current and anticipated information technology market conditions.  The proposal must include sufficient supporting rationale by which the Government can validate the estimating assumptions, techniques, and/or models using historic data, current market prices or rates, industry standards, and/or market indices.
(iii)(1) EXISTING ODIN ASSETS FURNISHED AS GFE.  In the event that an Offeror chooses “Option C – Existing ODIN Assets furnished by the Government as GFE” under Section III, Provision 13.0, Options for ODIN Incumbent Owned Assets, a “finance charge” will be added to the Offeror’s proposed price and reported to the Source Selection Authority.  This “finance charge” will be an amount equal to that which would be incurred by an Offeror if the existing ODIN assets were purchased directly from the incumbent Contractor.  The “finance charge” is only the interest that would be incurred and not the asset transition value of the existing ODIN assets.
(iii)(2) REALISM.  A proposal may be determined to be unacceptable if the prices or rates proposed are materially unbalanced between the services or products being proposed.  Unbalanced pricing exists when, despite an acceptable evaluated unit price or rate, the price of one or more services or products (contract line items) is significantly overstated or understated, by applying standard price analysis techniques.  The burden of proof in realism rests solely with the Offeror.  A proposal may be rejected if the SEB determines that the lack of balance poses an unacceptable risk to the government.

(iii)(3) COMPLETENESS.  The proposal includes all pricing information required by the solicitation, and the pricing templates are accurately completed per the instructions in the solicitation.  Supporting rationale; estimating assumptions, techniques, and or models; along with information on business systems and fringe benefits proposed are provided in sufficient detail to allow for an adequate evaluation and can be directly traced back to the proposed prices or rates.   

(iii) (4) REASONABLENESS.  Proposals will be evaluated to determine that the prices or rates proposed are fair and reasonable. Prices must be reasonable in comparison to prior prices paid, current market prices or rates, industry standards, and/or market indices; reflect current and anticipate information technology market conditions; and be supported by suitable estimating techniques.   The proposed prices for the services required must reasonably reflect an understanding of effort and skills required consistent with the current market.  This analysis may utilize any of the techniques list in FAR Subpart 15.4, Contract Pricing.
(iii)(5) PHASE-IN. The price of the phase-in will be considered under the Price factor but will not be included in the overall price 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.  

(b) Options. The Government will evaluate offers for award purposes by adding the total price for all options to the total price for the basic requirement. The Government may determine that an offer is unacceptable if the option prices are significantly unbalanced. Evaluation of options shall not obligate the Government to exercise the option(s). 

(c) A written notice of award or acceptance of an offer, mailed or otherwise furnished to the successful Offeror within the time for acceptance specified in the offer, shall result in a binding contract without further action by either party. Before the offer’s specified expiration time, the Government may accept an offer (or part of an offer), whether or not there are negotiations after its receipt, unless a written notice of withdrawal is received before award. 

(End of provision)
[End of section]
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