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PROGRAM INTEGRATION AND CONTROL


SECTION M - EVALUATION FACTORS FOR AWARD TO OFFERORS

[MCDE]M.1
LISTING OF PROVISIONS INCORPORATED BY REFERENCE

NOTICE:  The following contract clauses pertinent to this section are hereby incorporated by reference: 

I.  FEDERAL ACQUISITION REGULATION (48 CFR CHAPTER 1)

CLAUSE

NUMBER     DATE      TITLE

None included by reference

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

CLAUSE

NUMBER     
DATE      TITLE

None included by reference

(End Of Provision)

M.2
GENERAL
The Offeror’s proposal will be evaluated by a Source Evaluation Board (SEB) in accordance with applicable regulations which include the FAR and the NASA FAR Supplement.  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.

M.3
RESERVED

M.4
SOURCE EVALUATION FACTORS
Proposals will be evaluated in accordance with the following factors:  Mission Suitability, Past Performance, and Cost.  A brief description of each of these factors is set forth below.  Only the Mission Suitability factor will be weighted and scored.  The Government’s intent regarding discussions with offerors in the competitive range is set forth in provision 52.215-1 (Alternate I) in Section L.

M.5
MISSION SUITABILITY FACTOR
The Mission Suitability factor and associated subfactors are used to assess the merit of the work or product proposed and the ability of the offeror to actually provide what is offered.  Proposals will be evaluated and scored numerically based on the subfactors set forth below.

M.5.1
MISSION SUITABILITY SUBFACTOR

M.5.1.1
Subfactor A: Technical Approach 

1. Overall Technical Approach

The Government will evaluate the effectiveness, efficiency, and innovative approaches of the offeror’s overall technical approach to accomplishing Statement of Work requirements.  The Government will evaluate the effectiveness of ensuring the technical integration of the key SOW functional areas.

2.  Technical Understanding/Resources
a. The Government will evaluate the offeror’s technical understanding of Statement of Work Requirements for Program Integration and Control including the processes and plans for interfacing with other ISSP contractors. The Government will evaluate the effectiveness and efficiency of the offeror’s proposed IT tools, including an actual demonstration of the tool if requested, proposed for accomplishing Program Integration and Control requirements. The Government will evaluate the effectiveness, efficiency, and innovative methods of the offeror’s approach to identifying, monitoring, and controlling cost, schedule, and technical risks for Program Integration and Control requirements.

b. The Government will evaluate the effectiveness and efficiency of the offeror’s proposed labor resources (skill mix and staffing levels identified in the Tables of Resources) for accomplishing Program Integration and Control requirements including the qualifications and experience levels of personnel.  The Government will evaluate the basis of estimate and supporting rationale for the proposed labor resources for adequacy to successfully accomplish the work.

c. The Government will evaluate proposed efficiencies or cost savings.

3.  Operational Scenario

The Government will evaluate the response to the Operational Scenario for demonstration of the offeror’s understanding of the SOW requirements, process flexibility, and necessary technical capabilities.  The Government will evaluate associated impacts to SOW functions, recommended courses of action, contractual implications if any, and approach to identifying cost, schedule, and risk impacts to on-going operations.

M.5.1.2
Subfactor B:
Management Approach 

1. The Government will evaluate the effectiveness and efficiency of the offeror’s overall management approach to Program Integration and Control contract requirements.   Innovations proposed in the offeror’s management approach will be evaluated for their impact on effectiveness and efficiency.  

a. The Government will evaluate the offeror’s ability to demonstrate effectiveness and efficiency  in the organizational structure to ensure success in executing the PI&C SOW requirements.

b. The Government will evaluate the effectiveness and clarity of teaming arrangements, communication channels, lines of authority, reporting relationships, and responsibilities of any proposed subcontractors, team members, or joint venture partners.

c. The Government will evaluate the effectiveness and efficiency of the proposed work breakdown structure.

d. The Government will evaluate the effectiveness and efficiency of the offeror’s approach to attracting and retaining personnel.

e.  The Government will evaluate the approach an effective interface with the Government in the management and communication of SOW tasks and priorities.  The Government will evaluate the effectiveness of the approach to management of the SOW requirements and contract schedules and deliverables; and the approach for communicating and obtaining customer concurrence with changing priorities and workforce adjustments.
f.  The Government will evaluate the approach for ensuring customer satisfaction.

g.  The Government will evaluate the effectiveness of demonstrating understanding and compliance with the export control regulations.
h.  The Government will evaluate the approach for establishing and maintaining Associate Contracor Agreements with ISS contractors.
2. The Government will evaluate the experience, past performance, education, overall capability and commitment of key personnel.   The Government will evaluate the minimum qualifications standards proposed to be used to replace key personnel and how you will ensure key personnel will maintain the minimum qualification standards.
M.5.1.2.1  Plans

The following plans will be evaluated under the Management Approach subfactor:

1. The Government will evaluate the effectiveness of the Performance Assessment Plan to adequately define the objective measures and standards of excellence in performing the SOW requirements. 

2. The Government will evaluate the effectiveness of the Phase-in and Transition Plan for accomplishing a smooth phase-in without compromising effective and efficient operations of the work performed by the current contracts. 

3. The Government will evaluate the effectiveness and efficiency of the offeror’s proposed Modified Cost Performance Report Plan. 

4.  The Government will evaluate the appropriateness and effectiveness of the offeror’s proposed Total Compensation Plan. 

M.5.1.3
Subfactor C:
Safety and Health

The Government will evaluate the effectiveness and compliance of the offeror’s proposed Safety and Health Plan with the requirements referenced in DRD A-SA-02. 

M.5.2
RELATIVE IMPORTANCE OF SUBFACTORS

The Mission Suitability subfactors and their corresponding weights reflecting relative importance are listed below.  These weights will be used as a guideline in the source selection decision-making process.

Subfactor







          Points
A: Technical Approach






500

B: Management Approach





            400

C: Safety and Health Approach



 

100








TOTAL          1000




M.6
PAST PERFORMANCE FACTOR 

Past performance indicates how well an offeror performed on earlier work and can be a significant indicator of how well it can be expected to perform the work at hand.

Offerors’ past performance, including relevant experience, will be evaluated separately by the SEB, but will not be numerically weighted and scored.  The evaluation will be based on information provided by offerors in their proposals, as well as any other information obtained independently by the SEB.  In accordance with 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, may not be evaluated favorably or unfavorably on past performance.  In such event, an offeror with no discernable relevant experience and past performance will receive a neutral rating.  The results of the Board's evaluation will be presented to the SSA for his/her consideration.

M.7
COST FACTOR 

The Cost factor will be evaluated for the validity, realism and adequacy of each cost proposal and the probable cost that will be incurred in the performance of this effort.  The evaluation of the Cost factor will include an assessment of the cost of doing business with each offeror, predicted growth in proposed cost during the performance of the work, and the features of each offeror’s situation that would cause its proposed effort to cost more or less than that of other offerors.

Instructions for cost proposals are found in section L.  The Source Evaluation Board (SEB) will evaluate proposed costs and establish the probable cost of doing business with each offeror; however, it will not use weighting and scoring in this area.

For purposes of proposal evaluation and source selection, the probable cost for the IDIQ example task order and the LOE for the entire period of performance (6 yrs, 9 mo.) will be considered under the Cost factor.  The cost delta between the proposed cost and the probable cost for both IDIQ and LOE will be compared to the cost realism chart below to determine whether mission suitability points will be affected.

The Government will perform a cost realism analysis of your proposed IDIQ rates and resources.  It will develop probable rates and probable resources based on your proposed technical resources (included in Volume I, Technical and Management Approach) for the example task order.  The probable rates will be applied to the probable resources to develop a probable cost.  The cost associated with the example task order for contract years (CY) 2 through 7 will also be evaluated (note, a contract year is equivalent to a Government Fiscal Year and spans the period October 1 through September 30).  The hours proposed for Contract Year 1 (9 months) will be annualized and a probable amount will be developed.  These hours will be flat lined for CYs 2-7 and the probable rates will be applied.  

Cost realism will also be performed on the proposed LOE cost and a probable cost will be developed.  

The proposed price for the entire period of performance (6 years, 9 months) of IDIQ and LOE effort will be subtracted from the probable price developed for the entire period of performance.   This difference will be divided by the current proposed price to develop a percentage factor.  This factor will be compared to the cost realism table below to assess whether mission suitability points should be deducted.  

The Government will also perform a price analysis of your entire proposal, excluding phase-in.  The phase-in cost will be evaluated but will not be included in the Cost Factor for selection purposes.

Mission Suitability points will be adjusted based on the percentage difference between proposed and probable costs as follows:

	Proposed and Probable Cost Difference
	Point Adjustment

	+/-0 to 5 percent
	0

	+/-6 to 10 percent
	-50

	+/-11 to 15 percent
	-100

	+/-16 to 20 percent
	-150

	+/-21 to 30 percent
	-200

	+/-more than 30 percent
	-300


The results of the Government’s cost evaluation will be presented to the Source Selection Authority for consideration in making the source selection.

M.8
RELATIVE IMPORTANCE OF EVALUATION FACTORS   

Mission Suitability is more important than Past Performance.  Mission Suitability and Past Performance, when combined, are significantly more important than Cost. 
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