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PART IV – REPRESENTATIONS AND INSTRUCTIONS

Section M

Evaluation Factors for Award
ARTICLE M-1
FAR 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 by adding the total estimated cost and fee for option CLINs 001B, 001C; the estimated cost and fee in the year specified for proposal preparation purposes in Article M-6 for CLINs 002, 003, 004; and the total estimated cost and fee for CLINs 005 and 006, to the total estimated cost and fee for the basic requirement, CLIN 001A.  Evaluation of options will not obligate the government to exercise the option(s).

ARTICLE M-2
EVALUATION AND SOURCE SELECTION

This acquisition is being conducted under full and open competitive procedures.  Proposal evaluations will be conducted in accordance with FAR 15.3, "Source Selection", and NASA FAR Supplement (NFS) 1815.3, same subject.  The requirements at NFS 1815.370, NASA Source Evaluation Boards apply.

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

The Source Selection Authority will use a trade-off process, as described at FAR 15.101-1, in making source selection.

ARTICLE M-3
EVALUATION FACTORS 

The evaluation factors are Mission Suitability, Cost/Price, and Past Performance.  These factors, as described at NFS 1815.304-70, will be used to evaluate each proposal.  Articles M-4 through M-6 provide further discussion for each evaluation factor and subfactors.  Only the Mission Suitability factor is numerically scored.

ARTICLE M-4
MISSION SUITABILITY FACTOR

The Mission Suitability Factor includes the following subfactors:

· Management Approach

· Technical Approach

· Safety, Health, Mission Assurance and Environmental Compliance Approach

· Small Disadvantaged Business Participation

The evaluation of the Mission Suitability Factor will consider the excellence of the proposed approach and the offeror’s ability to perform the contract.  The Mission Suitability Factor and its supporting subfactors will be assigned adjective ratings, numerically weighted, and scored.  Cost realism, or the lack thereof, will be considered in evaluating Mission Suitability, as an indicator of the offeror’s understanding of the requirement.  The evaluation criteria for the Mission Suitability factor and its supporting subfactors are set forth below:

1.
Management Approach

The offeror’s management approach for fulfilling the requirements of the contract will be assessed.  This assessment will consider the effectiveness of the offeror’s approach for interfacing with programs and customers, and integrating program control functions for managing the work.  The offeror’s management approach, strategies, policies and procedures will be assessed for soundness and ability for providing (1) flexible and efficient implementation of customer requirements; (2) integrated cost, technical and schedule performance assessment and reporting; (3) effective organizational structure and workforce utilization; (4) effective internal and external communications; (5) innovative management solutions; and (6) effective management and assessment of contract performance.  

The offeror’s proposed Program Management approach, management processes, and business practices will be evaluated.  Included in this evaluation will be an assessment of the offeror’s approaches to:

· Risk Management

· Customer Advocacy

· Work Control and Scheduling

· Configuration, Data and Requirement Management

· Export Control Compliance

· Flight Readiness Certification

· Business, Financial and Subcontract Management

· Studies and analyses

· Continuous Improvement

The offeror’s approach for establishing and maintaining Associate Contractor Agreements with ISS contractors (specified in Article H-26), including expected benefits, will be evaluated.

The offeror’s approach for managing contract work including the proposed Work Breakdown Structure (WBS), organizational relationships with corporate offices, corporate resources, CAPPS organizational structure and teaming arrangements will be evaluated.

The offeror’s approach for staffing, providing and retaining a skilled and effective workforce will be assessed, including the offeror’s proposed Key Positions and Personnel, Staffing Plan, and Total Compensation Plan.

The offeror’s Transition Plan for supporting ongoing mission processing and developmental activities and incorporating proposed innovations, processes, systems, and technologies will be evaluated. The offeror’s approach and schedule for assuming full responsibilities from the incumbent contractor will be evaluated.

The offeror’s approach for assessing contract performance, achieving or exceeding the standards identified in Attachment J-8 will be evaluated.  The Performance Assessment Plan and proposed metrics will be evaluated.  

The offeror’s approach for commercializing available capacity and integrating commercial activities into mission processing will be evaluated. 
The offeror’s Small Business Subcontracting Plan and approach will be evaluated for reasonableness and the probability of achieving the recommended and proposed goals. The offeror’s ability to increase its utilization of Small Business subcontractors over the life of the contract will be evaluated.   The offeror’s plans for participation in NASA’s Mentor-Protégé Program will be evaluated.

2.
Technical Approach

The offeror’s approach for meeting the technical requirements of Attachments J-1 and J-2 and demonstration of in-depth understanding of space flight hardware processing will be assessed.  The proposed staffing level and skill mix will be assessed to ensure the contract requirements can be met.  The offeror’s ability to implement diverse, dynamic and late changing requirements and priorities, manage cost and schedule performance, and effectively interface with multiple customers and associate contractors will be assessed with respect to payload processing, ground systems, information technology, logistics, and institutional/support services. The offeror’s demonstration of comprehensive solutions to each scenario will be assessed. 

Payload Processing

The offeror’s approach to meeting ISS, Shuttle, ELV and Payload Carriers customer processing requirements while maintaining cost and schedule baselines will be evaluated.

The offeror’s processes and methodologies to safely and effectively integrate and process space flight hardware will be assessed.

The offeror’s approach for optimizing cost and schedule for repetitive carrier processing flows, and effectively accommodating flight schedule and stowage manifest changes that occur late in the processing flows will be assessed.  

The offeror’s approach for assessing new requirements will be evaluated.

The offeror’s processes and tools proposed for planning, scheduling, executing, monitoring and integrating processing activities will be assessed.  The government will evaluate the work control and development systems, including an assessment of demonstrated system capabilities.

The offeror’s methodology for incorporating innovative techniques and strategies throughout its technical approach will be evaluated.  

The offeror’s assessment of risks to performance of the SOW requirements and new risks associated with proposed technical innovations, new processes and systems will be evaluated.  

The offeror’s approach for communicating with customers, measuring customer satisfaction, identifying and resolving customer concerns and incorporating lessons learned into payload processing activities will be assessed.

Ground Systems

The offeror’s approach for ensuring ground systems availability to accomplish ISS, Shuttle, ELV, and Payload Carriers customer processing requirements will be assessed. 

The offeror’s approach for transitioning facility and equipment between operational and standby modes will be assessed.

The offeror’s approach to providing cost effective and reliable ground systems maintenance will be assessed.

The offeror’s approach for performing sustaining engineering, including new development, for ground systems will be assessed.

The offeror’s approach for simultaneously operating multiple payload processing facilities, office areas, and shop areas will be assessed.  

The offeror’s approach to contingency planning and implementation will be assessed.

The offeror’s approach for providing check out systems, including the evolution of current checkout systems, and the development of proposed new systems will be assessed.

Information Technology

The offeror’s approach for utilizing IT in the performance of contract requirements will be assessed, including the application of current and emerging technologies.

The offeror’s approach for implementing NPG 2810.1, Security of Information Technology, will be assessed.  

Logistics  

The offeror’s approach to logistics management, property management and depot certification will be assessed.
Institutional and Support Services

The offeror’s approach for providing institutional and support services including training and certifying personnel will be assessed.

The offeror’s approach for providing electromagnetic laboratory support services will be assessed.

Contract Options

The offeror’s approach to performing the CAPPS led integrated testing, MEIT and element leak tests will be assessed.

The offeror’s approach for performing additional sustaining engineering will be assessed.

The offeror’s approach for performing planning, packing, and post-landing de-integration activities for MPLM packing will be assessed.

Operational Scenarios

The offeror’s responses to the scenarios will be evaluated for understanding of RFP requirements, process flexibility, and consistency with proposed management and technical approaches.

3.
Safety, Health, Mission Assurance and Environmental Compliance Approach

The offeror’s approach for satisfying the Safety, Health, Mission Assurance and Environmental Compliance requirements of this contract will be assessed.  The offeror’s ISH&MA Plan will be evaluated for its effectiveness in ensuring:

· Safety and health of personnel

· Safety and quality of hardware, software and processes

· Reliability and maintainability of equipment and facilities

4.
Small Disadvantaged Business Participation

The offeror’s proposed Small Disadvantaged Business (SDB) participation against total contract value will be evaluated, including the complexity and variety of the work SDB concerns will perform.  

ARTICLE M-5
PAST PERFORMANCE FACTOR

The Past Performance evaluation factor indicates the relevant quantitative and qualitative aspects of each offeror's record of performing services similar in size, content, and complexity to the requirements of this solicitation.  This factor provides an opportunity to evaluate the quality of services provided by the offeror to the Agency, or other government organizations, and non-government organizations as either a prime or subcontractor.  This factor is not numerically weighted or scored.  The evaluation of Past Performance will be conducted in accordance with the FAR 15.305 (a) (2) and NFS 1815.305 (a)(2).

The government will evaluate proposals and assign one of the following adjectival ratings: Excellent, Very Good, Good, Fair, Poor or Neutral.

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.  

The past performance evaluation will include an assessment of the following: 

1.
Technical Performance

The evaluation will consider the offeror’s compliance with technical requirements and performance standards for previous and present work.  For hardware and hardware systems, this includes compliance with process requirements (such as ISO and/or product assurance) and control systems (such as configuration management) as well as the performance requirements for the delivered product.  For services and support, the quality of service or support shall be considered.  The offeror's performance on interim work and deliverables such as system designs, prototype hardware, and technical reports will be also be considered as well as the initiative of the offeror in identifying and resolving unforeseen technical problems.  The evaluation will consider incidents, mishaps, and all cases of lost time due to accidents on previous contracts. 

2.
Schedule Performance

The evaluation will consider how well the offeror has met completion dates.  This includes any unique schedule requirements, interim deliverables or milestones such as periodic technical and business reports, system designs, prototype hardware, and completion of valid customer direction such as task and mission assignments and technical directions.

3.
Contract Management and Cost Performance

The evaluation will consider cost increases and cost savings experienced on previous and present contracts.  The offeror’s cooperation and responsiveness with respect to negotiating changes, adjusting to program priorities, achieving Small Business goals, and supporting government led program management exercises will be assessed.  The offeror’s previous experience with export control compliance will be evaluated.

ARTICLE M-6
COST/PRICING FACTOR

1.
The Cost/Price Evaluation Factor is used to assess the reasonableness and cost realism of offers.  This factor is not numerically scored or weighted. The evaluation will be conducted in accordance with FAR 15.305(a)(1) and NFS 1815.305(a)(1)(B) and (C). Offerors should refer to FAR 15.401 for a definition of “cost realism” and to FAR 15.404-1(d) for a discussion of "cost realism analysis” and “probable cost”.  Both the proposed cost and the probable cost will be presented to the Source Selection Authority.

2.
This factor is used to assess what each offeror's proposal is expected to cost the government, if selected for award.  Proposed costs are analyzed to determine the probable "cost of doing business" based upon the offeror's proposed approach.  Further, this analysis identifies and assesses the impact of features that cause a proposal to cost more or less than other proposals. The total proposed cost for the entire effort will be used to assess the overall proposed and probable cost to the government.  

3.
Evaluation of the Cost Factor will include an assessment of the validity, realism and adequacy of the cost proposal and the probable cost that will be incurred in performance of the contract.  Cost differences among proposals and their probable causes, such as differences in business methods, operating procedures, and practices will also be evaluated.  In addition, proposal risk will be considered in the cost factor evaluation.  The analysis will also include the level of confidence in the probable cost assessment of each proposal. The offeror’s proposed costs will be evaluated to determine whether the costs are realistic for the work to be performed, whether they reflect an understanding of the requirements, and whether they are consistent with the various elements of the Mission Suitability proposal. 

4.
For the purposes of proposal evaluation and source selection, the estimated cost and fee of all options will be added to the cost and fee of the basic contract period of performance.  For optional CLIN’s 002, 003 and 004, the estimated cost and fee in the year will be evaluated as follows:

CLIN 002A in GFY05

CLIN 002B in GFY07

CLIN 003 in GFY03

CLIN 004A in GFY04

CLIN 004B in GFY07

CLIN 004C in GFY10

5.
The successful offeror will be required to assume responsibility for completing on-going development activities, systems, projects and processes that will not be finished at the end of the current PGOC contract. (Reference SOW 4.8 and 5.5.2).  The Government estimate to complete the work is $1.6 million (GFY02).  For source selection purposes, this amount will be added to each prime offeror’s total proposed amount (estimated cost and maximum available award fee) to project probable cost to the Government of the CAPPS contract.  This amount will not be included in the computation of the Mission Suitability Score Point Adjustment for cost realism.

6.
Probable cost to the Government will include all burden and indirect expense pools at the proposed ceiling rates.

7.  
The evaluation will also include an analysis of the offeror’s financial capability to perform a contract of this magnitude.

ARTICLE M-7
MISSION SUITABILITY SUBFACTOR WEIGHTS

The Mission Suitability sub-factors will be evaluated to determine the relative merits of the Offeror's proposal.   In accordance with NFS 1815.304-70(b)(1), the Mission Suitability factor will be weighted and scored on a 1000-point scale.

The weights (points) associated with each Mission Suitability subfactor are as follows:

Management Approach
300

Technical Approach
450

Safety, Health, Mission Assurance and Environmental Compliance
150

         Approach

Small Disadvantaged Business Participation
100

TOTAL                                                                                                          1000

The total Mission Suitability factor, and all subfactors, will be evaluated using the adjectival rating, definitions and percentile ranges at NFS 1815.305(a)(3)(A).

The maximum points available for each subfactor will be multiplied by the assessed percent for each subfactor to derive the score for the particular subfactor.  For example, if a subfactor has a possible 200 points and receives a percent rating of 80, then the score for the subfactor is 160 points.

Although Mission Suitability and Cost are separate factors, the proposed cost of the work (and rates proposed) may be a significant indicator of an Offeror's understanding and ability to perform the statement of work requirements.  Therefore, the Mission Suitability score will be adjusted based on the degree of cost realism.  This will be done on a structured basis as follows:

In accordance with NFS 1815.305(a)(3)(B), a structured approach will be used to adjust an Offeror's overall Mission Suitability score based on the degree of cost realism.  The Mission Suitability score adjustment will be based on the percentage difference between proposed and probable cost (as defined for the Cost/Price Factor).  The following Mission Suitability cost realism point adjustment shall apply to this acquisition:

	Percentage Difference between Proposed and Probable Cost
	Point Adjustment

	+/- 5 percent
	0

	+/- 6 to 10 percent
	-50

	+/- 11 to 15 percent
	-100

	+/- 16 to 20 percent
	-150

	+/- 21 to 30
	-200

	+/- more than 30 percent
	-300


Percentage differences will be rounded to the nearest whole percentage point.  

ARTICLE M-8
RELATIVE IMPORTANCE OF FACTORS

Of the three evaluation factors, Mission Suitability and Past Performance, when combined, are approximately equal to Cost. 

