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SECTION 5 - EVALUATION/EVALUATION FACTORS
A.  General
The proposed procurement will be evaluated in accordance with procedures prescribed by the FAR Part 12, Acquisition of Commercial Items, as generally supplemented by NASA FAR supplement 1871, Midrange Procurement Procedures. 

This procurement will be conducted utilizing Best Value Selection (BVS), which seeks to select an offer based on the best combination of Technical Merit, Price, and Past Performance from the offers submitted.  BVS evaluation is based on the premise that, if all offers are approximately equal in all other respects, award will be made to the Offeror with the lowest evaluated price. However, the Government will consider awarding to an Offeror with higher Technical Merit (all else being approximately equal) if the difference in price is commensurate with added value.  Conversely, the Government will consider making award to an Offeror whose offer has lower Technical Merit (all else being approximately equal) if the price differential between it and other offers warrant doing so.

All acceptable offers will be evaluated against the Performance Work Statement, other requirements of this solicitation, and the evaluation factors listed below.  The Government intends to evaluate the offers and award a contract without discussions with Offerors.  Therefore, an Offeror should exercise care in fully completing all required volumes and submit its most competitive offer initially.  However, if deemed necessary by the Government, the Government will make a Determination of Finalists, enter into discussions with Finalists, and afford each Finalist an opportunity to revise its offer and then make a selection.

Referenced in Section 3, Attachment 3 is the U.S. Department of Labor Wage Determination Number 1994-2008 (Rev. 17). Offers resulting from this solicitation shall comply with this wage determination.

B.  Evaluation Team (ET)
An ET will evaluate the offers submitted for this RFO.  Offer content requirements set forth in this RFO are designed to provide guidance to the Offeror concerning the type of information that will be used by the ET.  Acceptable offers will be evaluated in accordance with the criteria set forth in Paragraph D below.

C.  Source Selection Authority/ET Membership

Source selection will be made by the MSFC Procurement Officer.  Members of the ET are:  Joyce Eagan, David Thaxton, Judy Drinnon and Edgar Sanchez.

D. Evaluation Factors

1.
The Performance Work Statement and this solicitation serves as the Government's baseline requirement.  The following evaluation factors establish what the Government considers to be essential in an offer.  The three evaluation factors described below (Technical Merit, Price, and Past Performance) are essentially equal in importance.

A general definition of Technical Merit, Price, and Past Performance is as follows:

i.    Technical Merit:  For each offer, this indicates the merit or excellence of the work to be performed, including both technical and management areas, as well as proposal risk.  Technical Merit is broken into five categories: 1) Management Approach and Implementation Plan, 2) Key Personnel/Staffing Plan, 3) Quality Control/Assurance, 4) Safety & Health, and 5) SDB Participation.

ii. Price.  This evaluates the reasonableness and realism of proposed prices and price components.

iii.  Past Performance:  This indicates the depth and type of experience and the past performance history of Offerors performing services similar in size, content, and complexity to this requirement.  Past Performance is not scored; however, an adjective rating is assigned.

The Technical Merit areas (by category) to be used in evaluating offers and their corresponding weights are listed below:
	CATEGORY
	WEIGHT

	
	

	A. Management Approach and Implementation Plan
	475

	B. Key Personnel/Staffing Plan
	         375

	C. Quality Control/Assurance Plan
	50

	D. Safety & Health Plan

E. SDB Participation
	50

50

	-----------------------------------------------------
	-----------

	     Total Possible Points
	      1,000


The numerical weights assigned above are indicative of the relative importance of each Technical Merit element and will be utilized by the Source Selection Authority (SSA) as a guide to make the source selection decision.  The SSA will consider the ET findings to determine which of the offers submitted, in response to the solicitation, would prove most advantageous to the Government.

2.
The detailed descriptions of the Technical Merit, Price, and Past Performance are set forth below:

Volume I – Technical Merit

Technical Merit assesses the excellence of the Offeror’s proposed approach and its ability to accomplish the contract requirements.  In addition, Technical Merit assesses the Offeror’s understanding of the requirements of the PWS, the Offeror’s plan for satisfying those requirements, and the likelihood that the approach will result in effective and efficient performance.

Each offer will be evaluated and scored based on the Technical Merit set forth below.  Note: the alphabet paragraph identification within each supporting category shall not be construed as an indication of the order of importance or relative weighting within the individual categories as there are no discrete point values attached to any of the alphabet identifications; they merely facilitate comparison with the evaluation areas.

The Offeror’s degree of understanding of the requirements will be evaluated and scored based on the following Technical Merit categories:

CATEGORY A:  MANAGEMENT APPROACH AND IMPLEMENTATION PLAN 

(a) The Offeror’s approach to ensure continuity and a smooth transition during phase-in will be evaluated for completeness and feasibility.

(b) The Offeror’s proposed manner and means to maintain the services, once established, will be evaluated for completeness and feasibility.

(c)
The Offeror’s overall understanding and approach to plan, direct, control, and manage each of the PWS requirements will be evaluated.  This includes how the Offeror’s Basis of Estimate for the Lump Sum and Requirements Work is consistent with this approach, as demonstrated by the completeness, overall balance, consistency of all parts of the proposal, realism of Offeror’s resources, and other associated contractual arrangements.

.

(d, e, f , and g)  The Offeror’s planned organizational structure will be evaluated for completeness and appropriateness of the structure.  The Offeror’s management approach/procedures and the manager’s functions, authority, reporting structure, and access to corporate resources will be evaluated for feasibility, efficiency, and effectiveness.  The evaluation criteria will assess the Offeror’s ability to manage in an efficient and effective manner.

(h)
The use of teaming arrangements and subcontractors, if proposed, will be evaluated based on their benefits to NASA and the effectiveness of the proposed approach for managing these arrangements to assure that the Government obtains an integrated team.  With respect to subcontracting, Offerors will also be evaluated on 1) the proposed participation of small business, woman-owned small business, HUBzone small business, veteran owned small business, and historically black colleges and universities and other minority institutions in comparison with the goals stated in Provision 4-3 of Instructions to Offerors, 2) on the methods for achieving the goals, and 3) on the types and amount of work proposed to be performed with emphasis on utilization of such entities in high technology efforts.  (Note:  Small disadvantaged business participation is addressed in Category E).

CATEGORY B – KEY PERSONNEL/STAFFING PLAN

(i)
The reasonableness of the Offeror’s rationale for designating position(s) as key, the appropriateness and reasonableness of the job description(s), and the suitability of the individual(s) selected as key will be evaluated.  The evaluation will consider the experience (technical and management) of each key person for the position being proposed, the qualifications (education and training) of each key person, the degree of availability and stated commitment, and the past performance for each key person proposed.

(j, k, l, and m)  The Offeror’s staffing and recruiting approach will be evaluated for understanding of the skill mix, the levels of expertise and qualifications for positions other than key, and the distribution and effective use of the work force (including staffing levels) necessary to support this requirement.  In addition, this element will evaluate the Offeror’s approach for cross training, replacement, and backup for non-key personnel and for attracting and retaining high quality personnel.  (m) The Offeror’s understanding of the Service Contract Act will be evaluated for completeness.  The Offeror’s Total Compensation Plan and overall personnel policies regarding the ability to attract, motivate, and retain a qualified workforce will also be evaluated for effectiveness and efficiency.

CATEGORY C – QUALITY CONTROL/ASSURANCE PLAN 

(n)
The Offeror’s overall understanding of a performance based PWS including the interrelationship between the proposed Quality Control/Assurance Plan and the Performance Requirements 

Summary (PRS) will be evaluated.  The utilization of the proposed organizational structure and management process in assuring quality control will also be evaluated.  The Offeror’s Quality Control/Assurance Plan will be evaluated for completeness, to include the methods or processes the Offeror will use to ensure quality requirements are being applied to each contract element.  The Offeror’s overall quality system, implementation of the quality system, continuous quality improvement, employee awareness, qualifications and authority of inspectors, monitoring and control activities, procedures for identifying substandard work, sanctions for substandard work, and use of feedback to improve quality control will be evaluated.

CATEGORY D – SAFETY & HEALTH PLAN

(o)
The Offeror’s draft On-Site Safety and Health Plan will be evaluated for adequacy and concept of operation.  The Offeror’s overall management and operating approach for providing a safety program to ensure a safe and healthful work environment will be evaluated.

CATEGORY E – SMALL DISADVANTAGED BUSINESS (SDB) PARTCIPATION

The Offeror’s approach to ensuring maximum SDB participation will be evaluated.  As described in Section 4, SDB concerns that do not waive the price evaluation adjustment provided for at FAR 52.219-23 will receive zero (0) points under this category.  The following will be evaluated:

(p, q, and r)  The total targets for SDB participation expressed both as a percentage of the contract value and in dollars.  The complexity and variety of work to be performed by SDB concerns.  The probability that the Offeror’s proposed approach and procedures (along with the past record of accomplishment) will ensure attainment of the proposed SDB participation targets.

VOLUME II  -  PRICE 
The proposed prices will be evaluated for reasonableness and realism. 

The Government will evaluate offers for award purposes by adding the total price for all option years to the one-year base period.  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).  For evaluation purposes, the base period shall be on a full twelve (12) month period of performance (this does not include the phase in period).  The price for Phase-in costs (if any) shall be included in the base price, but will be separately identified and supported.


VOLUME III  -  PAST PERFORMANCE


The Offeror’s overall corporate past performance, to include the corporate past performance of any proposed subcontractors (as opposed to that of proposed key personnel), on comparable or related procurement/project efforts will be considered.  Emphasis will be given to the extent of direct relevant corporate experience and quality of past performance on previous contracts that are highly relevant to the effort defined in this RFO.  This area is not numerically scored but is assigned an adjective rating and reported to the Source Selection Authority for consideration in making a selection.  Offerors having no relevant past performance will receive a neutral rating of “Good” (i.e., they will not be evaluated favorably nor unfavorably).

(END OF SECTION)
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