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Section M


EVALUATION FACTORS FOR AWARD

M.1
EVALUATION OF OPTIONS (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.  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 (see NFS 1815.306(c)(2)).

(End of Provision)

M.3     EVALUATION OF COMPENSATION FOR PROFESSIONAL EMPLOYEES (FAR 52.222-46) (FEB 1993)



(a)  Re-competition 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 (as revised April 23, 2004), 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, may be viewed as evidence of failure to comprehend the complexity of the contract requirements since it may impair the Contractor’s ability to attract and retain competent professional service employees.


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

(End of Provision)
M.4 (MITS) SOURCE SELECTION AND EVALUATION FACTORS—GENERAL

(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).
The attention of Offerors is particularly directed to NFS 1815.305, "Proposal evaluation" and to NFS 1815.305-70, "Identification of unacceptable proposals".

A best value trade-off process, as described at FAR 15.101-1 will be used in making source selection.

(b)
Source Evaluation Board (SEB)

A Source Evaluation Board (SEB), appointed by the Associate Center Director, George C. Marshall Space Flight Center,  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 Associate Director of George C. Marshall Space Flight Center.

(d) SEB Membership
The voting members of the SEB are:


David G. Black, Chair

Wayne T. Harmon, Procurement Representative


Marisa S. Wofford


Rhonda S. Simms


Gary W. Tidwell

(e)
Evaluation Factors and Subfactors

(1)
Acceptable offers will be evaluated using the following factors as generally described in NFS 1815.304 and NFS 1815.305:”
· Mission Suitability (M.5)
· Cost (M.6)
· Past Performance (M.7)

(2)
The detailed descriptions of the factors and subfactors are set forth in M.5 through M.7:

(f) Relative Importance of Evaluation Factors/Subfactors

(1) While only the Mission Suitability Factor is scored, in order to provide Offerors with an indication of the relative importance of the three factors, the following information is furnished: 

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 Price, are essentially equal to each other.  



(2) Per FAR 15.304(e) the following information is provided: All evaluation factors other than cost or price, when combined, are significantly more important than cost or price.
 (End of provision)

M.5
MISSION SUITABILITY FACTOR 

(a) The Offeror’s proposed approach to meeting the requirements of the contemplated contract will be evaluated for how clearly and completely it has understood the requirements and the inherent problems associated with the objectives of this procurement. The Mission Suitability Factor assesses the excellence of the proposed approach for satisfying the Performance Work Statement (PWS) and the Offeror’s ability to perform.  The Offeror’s degree of understanding of the requirements will be assessed in all Mission Suitability subfactors. A key measure in assessing the Offeror’s understanding of the requirements is the adequacy of the Offeror’s risk analysis and the recommended approach to minimize the impact of identified risks in its proposal that could impact the overall success of the program.  The risk evaluation will consider the possibility of the risk(s) occurring, the impact and severity of the risk(s), the period when the risk(s) should be addressed, and the alternatives available to meet the requirements. The completeness, thoroughness and validity of the response will be evaluated. 

(b) In addition to risk analysis, cost realism, or the lack thereof, will be used in evaluating the Mission Suitability Subfactors as an indicator of the Offeror’s understanding of the requirement. Overall lack of cost realism will adversely impact the offerors mission suitability rating and score
(c) Mission Suitability is evaluated using the adjective rating system/definitions set forth in NFS 1815.305 Proposal Evaluation. The total potential score for Mission Suitability is 1000 points.

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

	Mission Suitability Subfactor
	Weighting

	Management/Technical Approach
	525 points

	Staffing and Total Compensation
	400 points

	Safety, Health and Environmental
	  75 points

	Total
	      1,000 points


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

(e) Proposals will be assessed strengths and weaknesses and scored based on the Mission Suitability Subfactors set forth below.  (Note: the alphanumeric proposal subsections within each supporting subfactor shall 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 subsections; the sections are included to facilitate comparison with the requirements of Section L.)

Subfactor 1 – Management / Technical Approach
This Subfactor will be used to evaluate the Offeror’s management and technical approach for providing the services delineated in the PWS.  The adequacy, completeness, technical soundness, methods, operations and excellence of the Offeror’s approach will be evaluated including the following:

MT1
General

a. The Offeror’s overall management concept, organizational structure, and proposed interfaces with the Government that will be employed to perform the MITS mission. 
b. The Offeror’s proposed management structure, teaming relationships, and organizational elements including rationale. 

c. The Offeror’s teaming and subcontractor arrangements and its approach to efficiently and proactively managing the effort and methods of providing Government visibility into the work.  
d. The Offeror’s approach for maintaining project schedule, operating within approved budgets, meeting project milestones, providing early notification of potential problems, utilizing management metrics to track progress and trends, providing deliverables on-time, and maintaining ongoing operations in an effective manner including approach to project replanning.
e. The Offeror’s proposed strategies, processes, and procedures to establish and maintain an integrated, effective, and efficient work flow across team members and subcontractors in order to maintain the parallel flow of mission services and development activities.  

f. The Offeror’s complete information concerning the various methods and/or techniques to be used in planning, scheduling, processing, controlling and completing the Performance Work Statement tasks, both routine and special.

g. The status of the Offeror’s accounting, estimating, property management, and purchasing systems.
h. The Offeror’s customer service approach including mechanisms or systems for ensuring customer satisfaction.

i. The Offeror’s compliance with the SBA Ostensible Subcontractor Rule.

j. The Offeror’s approach to identify, avoid and mitigate potential Organizational Conflicts of Interest.
MT2
Phase-In
a. The Offeror’s approach to the assumption of on-going work under the new contract ensuring completeness and continuity of operations and development with minimal impact and disruption. 

b. The Offeror’s phase-in plan to include the phase-in time required (not to exceed 60 days), the method by which on-going work will be transitioned to the new contract with minimal impact, the extent to which incumbent personnel will be hired during phase-in, their plan to recruit the remainder of the required workforce during the phase-in period, and any other issues deemed critical to a successful transition from the current contract to this follow-on effort.
c. The Offeror’s comprehensive schedule of phase-in activities.

MT3
Management / Technical Innovation 
a. The Offeror’s proposed management innovations that enable the integration of business processes and information which would result in project benefits, such as enhanced customer service, process improvements, accelerated schedules, cost reductions, and/or increased reliability.
b. The Offeror’s technical approach to implementing information technology to achieve efficiencies, productivity improvements, automation, increased systems reliability, integrity, and availability, as well as technical innovations into the operations and maintenance, and engineering of systems, hardware and software.
c. The Offeror’s proposed cost-effective outsourcing approach for when the workload exceeds the in-house resources (skills, scheduling, etc.).  Additionally, a summary of proposed technical innovations and their potential measurable and subjective benefits.  
d. The Offeror’s approach and methods for infusing new technology. How that approach addresses innovation, cost effectiveness and low cost planning shall be evaluated. The Offeror’s demonstrated ability to assess both existing and evolving technologies as they relate to mission services and make recommendations regarding possible implementation, impacts to infrastructure, and associated cost benefits.

MT4
Local Autonomy and Authority

The Offeror’s degree and extent of local autonomy including the authority granted the project manager including the kinds of decisions that would be made locally versus outside the local organization. 

MT5
Property Management
The Offeror’s proposed approach for property management.
MT6
IT Security Approach

The Offeror’s proposed approach to Information Technology Security and Status Reporting.  The Offeror’s policies and procedures will be evaluated for effective control of data and hardware exports, and shall comply with both the Export Administration Regulations (EAR) and the International Traffic and Arms Regulations (ITAR) export requirements.
MT7  Cost Management

The Offeror’s proposed approach for managing, controlling, tracking, and reporting costs and approach to recognizing, reporting, and solving cost issues.

MT8
Systems Management

a. The Offeror’s approach to sustaining ongoing mission activities and understanding of the various operations, maintenance, and support activities imposed and required by the MITS PWS.
b. The Offeror's approach to timely completion of systems currently under development and the integration of these systems into the MITS operational environment. 

MT9
Management / Technical Approach Risk Assessment
The Offeror’s risk assessment and proposed mitigations for the complete Management / Technical Approach subfactor.

Subfactor 2 – Staffing / Total Compensation

This subfactor will be used to evaluate the Offeror’s approach for providing the staffing and total compensation to perform the requirements of this PWS.  The following will be evaluated:

ST1
Key Personnel / Key Positions
a. The Offeror’s proposed key personnel positions and rationale for designating key positions. 
b. The Offeror’s qualifications of, and rationale for selecting, individuals designated as key personnel including education, experience, past performance in relevant positions and other qualifications for the proposed position

c. The Offeror’s demonstration of key personnel availability and commitment to this contract and percentage of time devoted to this position.
d. The Offeror’s backup/transition plan covering the absence and departure of any key personnel during the course of this contract including strategy to limit the impact to the Government

ST2
Staffing Approach

a. The Offeror’s staffing plan and approach including rationale for determining optimum skill mix and staffing levels for all organizational and PWS WBS elements (to level 3).
b. The Offeror’s approach to the application, implementation, and administration of the mandatory provisions of the Service Contract Act (SCA) and the Collective Bargaining Agreement(s).
c. The Offeror’s approach to fill critical positions including management, administrative, and technical functions, including the method of recruitment. 

d. The Offeror’s sources of staffing.

e. The Offeror’s completed Job Description/Qualification (JD/Q) form (MITS Attachment L-D, form D2) for each proposed job title (other than key personnel) to be used in the performance of the MITS contract.
ST3
Compensation Approach
a. The Offeror’s total compensation plan (including teammates/major subcontractors) and personnel policies (reference provision M.3, Evaluation of Compensation for Professional Employees).
b. 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, and portability of benefits.

c. The Offeror’s approach to defining workforce seniority practices and policies including compensation.
d. 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.
e. The Offeror’s compensation structure based on labor classification and planned approach to wage/salary escalations for both exempt and non-exempt employees  

ST4
Recruiting and Retention 
a. The Offeror’s plan for recruitment and retention of appropriately skilled personnel and flexible staffing strategies to accommodate increasing and decreasing workload demands over the entire period of performance of the contract.
b. The Offeror’s approach and processes for providing and tracking the completion of necessary orientation and training for employees to assume and perform functions required by this PWS.

c. The Offeror’s labor relations approach.

ST5
Staffing/Total Compensation Risk Assessment
The Offeror’s risk assessment and proposed mitigations for the complete Staffing / Total Compensation subfactor.

Subfactor 3 – Safety, Health and Environmental
This subfactor will be used to evaluate the Offeror’s Safety, Health and Environmental program.  The following will be evaluated:

SH1
Workplace Safety
The Offeror’s safety, health, and environmental policies, procedures, and processes, including the draft Safety, Health and Environmental (SHE) Plan (DRD 1292SA-001), will be evaluated to assess focus on workplace safety and adherence to MSFC safety and health policies and procedures. Each of the MSFC core program requirements shall be addressed that are applicable to the contracted effort.  The draft SHE Plan will be compared to DRD 1292SA-001 to ensure each DRD element is adequately addressed.

SH2
Safety, Health and Environmental Risk Assessment 

The Offeror’s risk assessment and proposed mitigations for the complete Safety, Health and Environmental subfactor. 
 (End of provision)
M.6
COST EVALUATION FACTOR

1.  Definitions 
Offerors should refer to FAR 2.101(b) for a definition of “cost realism” and to FAR 15.404-1(d) for a discussion of "cost realism analysis” and “probable cost”.

2.  Assessment of Probable Cost
a. The adequacy, realism and reasonableness of the cost proposal and the probable cost to be incurred will be evaluated.  The evaluation will be conducted in accordance with FAR 15.305(a)(1) and NFS 1815.305(a)(1)(B) and (C). Upward or downward adjustments may be made to the proposed cost as a result of the assessment of cost realism.  This can include adjustments to all proposed direct and indirect costs. The Cost factor, although not scored numerically, is relevant in determining the Offeror’s understanding of the contract and its resource requirements and will be evaluated. Estimated cost and fees for the base period (2 years) and all options.  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.  
b. G&A ceiling rates will be used in establishing the “probable cost of doing business.”
c. For proposed fees, the fee(s) will not be adjusted, but will be included in the probable cost in the amounts proposed.

d. Probable cost will also include the cost of Government resources, such as production and research property, that may be required because of the Offeror's proposed approach to accomplishing the work, unless such resources are provided by the terms of this solicitation.  For the requested use of Government production and research property, FAR subpart 45.2 will apply.

e. Each Offeror’s proposed phase-in price for the separate Phase-In Purchase Order will be identified separately and reported to the Source Selection Authority.  Adjustments to the proposed phase-in price will not be made by the SEB.

f. The proposed cost, the evaluated probable cost and proposed phase-in price will be presented to the Source Selection Authority.

3. Assessment of Cost Confidence
A level of confidence determination (high, medium, or low) will be made for the most probable cost assessment for each proposal and reported to the Source Selection Authority.  The confidence levels for probable cost are defined as:

High: The Government has a very high level of confidence that the most 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 most 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 most 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.

(End of provision)

M.7
PAST PERFORMANCE EVALUATION FACTOR
The Offeror’s overall corporate past performance, to include the corporate past performance of any proposed teammates/subcontractors, will be evaluated.  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 and past performance.  This area is not numerically scored, but is assigned an adjective rating and reported to the SSA for consideration in making a selection.  The adjective rating system/definitions set forth in NFS 1815.305(a)(2)(A) will be utilized in the evaluation of past performance.

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 will also be assessed utilizing, as a minimum, the areas of:  (1) types of services provided; (2) size and complexity of the contract; and (3) contract type.
However, offerors without a record of relevant past performance or for whom information on past performance is not available, will not be evaluated favorably or unfavorably on past performance.  Refer to FAR 15.305(a)(2)(iv).
The Offeror’s safety, health, and environmental performance and Lost Time Case (LTC) rate will be evaluated.”  Each referenced contract/ project LTC rate will be averaged (3 years) and compared to the latest available Department of Labor (DOL) Bureau of Labor Statistics (BLS) LTC rate national average for the given NAICS.  

The Offeror’s Total Reportable Injury Rate (TRIR) rate will be evaluated.  The TRIR will be evaluated by averaging (3 year) the Contractor’s OSHA Form 300A “Total number of other recordable cases” and comparing it to the latest available DOL BLS national average for the NAICS provided on the Contractor’s OSHA Form 300A.

The Offeror, including subcontractors’ and teammates’, voluntary turnover history for the past 3 years for exempt and nonexempt employees (or other major categorizations used by the Offerors) for the Corporate entity bidding on this contract will be evaluated. 

(End of provision)

[END OF SECTION]
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