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PART IV – REPRESENTATIONS AND INSTRUCTIONS

Section M

Evaluation Factors for Award
M.1
RESERVED
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".

(End of Provision)
M.3
EVALUATION FACTORS 

The evaluation factors are Mission Suitability, Past Performance, and Cost/Price.  These factors, as described at NFS 1815.304-70, will be used to evaluate each proposal.  Only the Mission Suitability factor is adjectively and numerically scored.
(End of Provision)
M.4
MISSION SUITABILITY FACTORS
The Mission Suitability Factor includes the following subfactors:

A. Management Approach

B. Technical Approach

C. Safety and Health Approach

D. Small Disadvantaged Business Participation

The evaluation of the Mission Suitability Factor will consider the excellence and soundness of the proposed approach, offeror’s understanding of the total requirements of the RFP, 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.  Adequacy and realism of resources will be considered in evaluating Mission Suitability, as an indicator of the offeror’s understanding of the requirement.  

Information provided in Mission Suitability Volume I Part 2 Specific Technical Understanding and Resources and Cost Proposal Volume IV of the offeror’s proposal will also be used to evaluate the offeror’s technical and management approach, the offeror’s understanding of the risk, including the sufficiency of and justification for the labor and non-labor resources required to execute the statement of work.

The evaluation criteria for the Mission Suitability factor and its supporting subfactors are set forth below:
A.
Management Approach

The offeror’s management approach for fulfilling the requirements of the contract will be assessed, including the execution of the Shuttle stowage integration, HTV prepack and ATV prepack options.  

MA1. 
The offeror’s proposed Cargo Mission management approach, and management processes will be evaluated, including how the approach has been integrated with the technical approach for implementing the SOW requirements.  The offeror’s approach to interfacing with the ISS Program, the Space Shuttle Program, International Partners and Participants, hardware providers and the next level integrators will be evaluated.  The offeror’s approach to interfacing with the other Space Station, Shuttle and NASA center contracts will be evaluated.  The offeror’s approach to implementing customer requirements, measuring the customer’s satisfaction and identifying and resolving the customer concerns will be evaluated.  The offeror’s approach to integrating, assessing and reporting cost, technical and schedule performance, as well as the integrated risk management approach will be evaluated.    
MA2. 
The offeror’s approach for establishing and maintaining Associate Contractor Agreements, including expected benefits, will be evaluated.

MA3. 
The offeror’s approach for managing contract work including the proposed Work Breakdown Structure (WBS), organizational relationships with corporate offices, corporate resources, organizational structure and draft WBS dictionary will be evaluated.  The offeror’s lines of communication, local autonomy and span of control through the organizations will be evaluated.  The offeror’s integration of safety, mission assurance, process improvement, planning, operations, engineering and responsibilities through the organizational structure will be evaluated.  The offeror’s approach to providing flexible, effective and efficient communications through the organizational structure will be evaluated.  The offeror’s integration of team partner(s) and subcontractors into the team, including the benefits and rationale for these team members will be evaluated.

MA4. 
The offeror’s approach for selecting and filling key positions, staffing, providing and retaining a skilled and effective workforce will be assessed, including experience, education, past performance, overall capabilities and committement of personnel selected for Key Positions.  The Staffing Plan and Total Compensation Plan will be evaluated.

MA5. 
The offeror’s Transition Plan (including Phase-in Period and Transition Period) will be evaluated. The offeror’s approach and schedule for assuming full responsibilities from incumbent contractors will be evaluated.  The offeror’s approach to establishing the organizational infrastructure, facilities, personnel and equipment, including proposed milestones, will be evaluated.

MA6. 
The offeror’s approach for assessing contract performance will be evaluated.  The Performance Assessment Plan and proposed metrics will be evaluated.  

MA7. 
The offeror’s approach for commercializing government provided hardware processing facilities and integrating these commercial activities without impacting mission processing will be evaluated. 
MA8. 
The offeror’s Small Business Subcontracting Plan and approach will be evaluated for reasonableness and the probability of achieving or exceeding the recommended and proposed goals.

MA9.  
The offeror’s work control processes, tools and systems proposed for planning, scheduling, executing, monitoring and integrating processing activities will be evaluated.

MA10.
 The offeror’s approach to ensuring export control compliance while performing the Cargo Mission contract will be evaluated. 
B.
Technical Approach

The offeror’s approach for meeting the technical requirements of the SOW, the effectiveness of the approach and the demonstration of an in-depth understanding of space flight hardware processing will be assessed, including the execution of the Shuttle stowage integration, HTV prepack and ATV prepack options.  
TA1. Cargo Integration

a. 
The offeror’s approach to meeting ISS Program, Space Shuttle Program, International Partner and Participant, hardware provider and next level integrator requirements while maintaining cost and schedule baselines will be evaluated.  The offeror’s approach to implementing proposed innovations, processes, systems, and technologies that affect multiple areas of the SOW will be evaluated.
b. 
The offeror’s approach to safely and effectively handle and process space flight hardware will be evaluated.
c. 
The offeror’s approach for optimizing cost and schedule for repetitive multiple processing flows while effectively accommodating flight schedule and stowage manifest changes that occur late in the processing flows will be evaluated.  The offeror’s approach to implementing continuous improvement on multiple processing flows while providing flexibility in accommodation of late deliveries and late stowage requirements will be evaluated.
d. 
The offeror’s approach to effectively process flight hardware will be evaluated including the approach to effectively communicate and coordinate with both hardware providers and next level integrators.  

e. 
The offeror’s approach to effectively perform cargo layout, integration of analytical models, analyses and delivery of models to the ISS and Shuttle Programs will be evaluated.
f. 
The offeror’s approach for assessing new requirements will be evaluated.  The offeror’s approach for performing new requirements while completing existing work and managing this to cost and schedule baselines will be evaluated.
TA2.  Mission Support

a. 
The offeror’s approach for ensuring effective mission support for ISS, Shuttle, ATV, HTV, Soyuz and Progress missions will be evaluated. 

b. 
The offeror’s approach to providing the technical skills to perform anomaly resolution will be evaluated.  The offeror’s approach to identification and resolution of anomalies will be evaluated.
TA3. Sustaining Engineering

The offeror’s approach to performing sustaining engineering for flight hardware including carriers, flight support equipment, stowage hardware and orbital support equipment will be evaluated.

TA4. Information Technology

a. The offeror’s approach for utilizing Information Technology in the performance of contract requirements including the application of current and emerging technologies will be evaluated.

b. The offeror’s proposed hardware and software systems or applications, including development schedules and implementation, user base, benefits, and risks will be evaluated.

c. The offeror’s proposed utilization of government provided software and hardware including the user base, benefits and risks will be evaluated.

d. The offeror’s proposed information system and data architecture will be evaluated.

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

TA5. Logistics  

The offeror’s approach to integrate logistics services into hardware processing, planning, scheduling and operations will be evaluated.  The offeror’s approach to property management and to the certification for the repair of soft goods will be evaluated.

TA6. Mission Assurance and Risk Management

The effectiveness of the offeror’s proposed Mission Assurance and Risk Management Plan in compliance with or exceeding requirements will be evaluated.

TA7. Operational Scenarios

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

TA8. Decals, Placards and Graphics

The offeror’s approach to producing flight and non-flight decals, placards and graphics will be evaluated.

TA 9.  Un-pressurized carrier proposed solutions:

The offeror’s approach to defining and providing un-pressurized carrier proposed solutions to support flight UF-4.1 will be evaluated for understanding of the integrated cargo requirements of each flight, Orbiter Cargo Bay carrier compatibilities and capabilities, and processes for scheduling and committing the recommended carriers.
C.
Safety and HEALTH Approach

The effectiveness of the offeror’s proposed Safety and Health Plan in compliance with or exceeding requirements will be evaluated.  

D.
Small Disadvantaged Business Participation

The offeror’s proposed plan to achieve or surpass the 9% goal for Small Disadvantaged Business will be evaluated.  For evaluation purposes under this subfactor, the government will only evaluate information relevant to SDBs in the Small Business Subcontracting Plan for its effectiveness in achieving or surpassing the 9% goal for Small Disadvantaged Business.  The overall Small Business Subcontracting Plan will be evaluated under the Management subfactor.

(End of Provision)

M.5
PAST PERFORMANCE FACTOR
The offeror’s past performance including relevant experience, will be evaluated separately by the Source Evaluation Board (SEB), but will not be numerically weighted or scored.  The evaluation will be based on information provided by offerors in their proposals, information obtained by the SEB from the Past Performance Questionnaire and communications with listed references 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 evaluation will be presented to the Source Selection Authority for consideration. 

(End of Provision)

M.6
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
500

Safety and Health Approach
100

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).
Although Mission Suitability and Cost/Price 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 in the “Cost Evaluation” paragraph under Provision M.7 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.  

(End of Provision)

M.7
COST/PRICE FACTOR
Offerors are hereby advised that the evaluation under this section includes an evaluation of cost (CLINs 001, 002, 003 and 004) as described below, as well as an evaluation of fixed-price IDIQ (CLIN 005) and the fixed-price phase-in milestones proposed for CLIN 006. As cost reimbursement proposal evaluation requires different techniques than fixed price, the techniques the SEB will use for the evaluation of both cost reimbursement and fixed-price are detailed under the appropriate sections below.

Further, the 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.

The Government will also perform a price analysis of the offeror’s entire cost proposal, including IDIQ (CLIN 005) and fixed-price amount proposed for phase-in (CLIN 006).  

Cost Evaluation (CLINS 001, 002, 003, and 004)

Under the Cost factor, each Cost Proposal (including resources proposed in Volume I, Part 2) will be evaluated for the validity, realism, adequacy and compared to the Government’s estimated probable cost for the performance of this effort in accordance with the offeror’s management and technical approach.  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 position that would cause its actual cost to be more or less than the proposed cost.

The Government will perform a cost realism analysis of the offeror’s proposed rates and resources.  Cost realism analysis is defined as the process of independently reviewing and evaluating specific elements of each offeror’s proposed cost estimate to determine whether the estimated proposed cost elements are realistic for the work to be performed; reflect a clear understanding of the requirements; and are consistent with the unique methods of performance and materials described in the offeror’s technical proposal.  
IDIQ Evaluation (CLIN 005):

Proposed IDIQ rates will be multiplied by a predetermined set of hours, as specified in Section L, Attachment L-3, “IDIQ Summary Cost CY 1-7” Template, (Page L-L3-5), to develop the offeror’s IDIQ price estimate.  This price estimate will be presented to the Source Selection Authority for selection purposes.  The proposed IDIQ rates will be reviewed for realism and if the rates are determined to be unrealistic it may lead to a weakness associated with technical performance under mission suitability.  However, it will not result in cost realism or mission suitability adjustments under the provision M.6 above.

Phase-In Milestones (CLIN 006):

The fixed price milestones proposed by the offeror in accordance with Clause B.6 will be assessed for overall reasonability by the SEB. The price of the Phase-In Milestones will be considered under the Cost/Price factor but will not be included in the probable cost for selection purposes.

Overall Evaluation (CLINS 001 through 005):
For purposes of proposal evaluation and source selection, the proposed fully burdened fixed priced IDIQ rates (CLIN 005) multiplied by the predetermined IDIQ hours in the RFP and the probable cost for the four cost reimbursement CLINs (CLINs 001, 002, 003 and 004) will be considered under the Cost/Price factor:

CLIN 001  The Core Contract Functions including option years

CLIN 002  Option for Space Shuttle Program Stowage Integration

CLIN 003  Option for HTV Cargo Integration for NASA Prepacks
CLIN 004  Option for ATV Cargo Integration for NASA Prepacks
CLIN 005  IDIQ 

The sum of the cost deltas between the proposed cost and the probable cost for CLINs 001, 002, 003, and 004  will be compared to the cost realism chart in Provision M.6 to determine whether mission suitability points will be affected.  

Historical financial performance and condition will be evaluated separately by the SEB, but will not be numerically weighted and scored.  All financial performance and condition information requested in Provision L.22 “Financial Status and Capability” will be evaluated.  The evaluation will be based on information provided by offerors in their proposals, as well as any other information obtained independently by the SEB.

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

(End of Provision)

M.8
RELATIVE IMPORTANCE OF FACTORS
Of the three evaluation factors, Mission Suitability and Past Performance, when combined, are significantly more important than Cost/Price. 

Mission Suitability is more important than Past Performance.

(End of Provision)

[END OF SECTION]


