SECTION M

EVALUATION

 FACTORS FOR AWARD

M.1
LISTING OF CLAUSES INCORPORATED BY REFERENCE

NOTICE:
The following solicitation provisions and/or contract clauses pertinent to this section are hereby incorporated by reference.

I.
FEDERAL ACQUISITION REGULATION (48 CFR CHAPTER 1) -

No FAR By-reference clauses in Section M.

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

No NASA By-reference clauses in Section M.
 (End of provision)

M.2
Evaluation Factors for Award (FAR 15.304)
2.1
General
The proposals will be evaluated by a Source Evaluation Board (SEB) in accordance with applicable regulations which include the FAR and NASA FAR Supplement.  The SEB will be supported by appropriate personnel in conducting the evaluation.  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.

The Government’s intent regarding discussions with offerors in competitive range is set forth in provision 52.215-1 in Section L.

2.2
Evaluation Factors and Subfactors

Proposals will be evaluated in accordance with the following factors described in the below subsections:  Mission Suitability, Past Performance, and Cost.  

2.2.1
Mission Suitability Evaluation Factor and Subfactors

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.

2.2.1.1
Technical Approach Evaluation Subfactor

The SEB will evaluate the offerors understanding of the requirements addressed in the SOW, including the offeror’s plans, methodology, innovations, and techniques for the following responsibilities at all operating locations.  The SEB will also evaluate the Offeror’s risk assessment and plans to mitigate these risks.  
(1)
Quality Management System:  Appropriateness of the Offeror’s QMS in integrating with those systems at JSC, DFRC, and LaRC so as to elevate safety and mission effectiveness. 

(2)
Maintenance Activities:  Effectiveness of the Offeror’s approach(s) to generating airworthy aircraft to support daily flying requirements while minimizing inefficiencies and material waste.  

(3)
Engineering Activities:  Responsiveness and quality of the Offeror’s engineering support for NASA’s flight operations.

(4)
Forward Operating Locations:  Flexibility and capability of the Offeror’s proposed approach to operate at all required NASA FOLs while concurrently supporting all required flying operations.
(5)
Logistics:  Efficiency and effectiveness of the Offeror’s proposed approach in managing logistics for all planned flying schedules, projects, FOL support, or deployments. 

(6)
Options:  Suitability and technical competence of the Offeror’s proposed approach to initiate support of contract options without affecting current flight operations.

(7)
Technical Resources Template:  Information provided in the Offeror’s technical resource template and in Volume 4 of each Offeror’s proposal, such as resources, staffing, skill mix, and supervisor to employee ratios, will also be considered for their adequacy and appropriateness when assessing the Offeror’s understanding of the requirements.

2.2.1.2
Operations and Organization Evaluation Subfactor

The SEB will evaluate the Offeror’s proposed approaches or plans for operation and organization of the contract in relation to the SOW to include Offeror’s concept for attracting and keeping a highly trained and motivated cadre of employees capable of executing the mission operations plans to ensure successful NASA flying operations. This includes, but is not limited to:

(1)
Management Activities:  Streamlined and effective control of authority, policies, and personnel.

(2)
Operations Plan:  Efficiency of the plan to respond appropriately to NASA’s dynamic flight operations.

(3)
Organization:  Clarity and appropriateness of the Offeror’s organizational structure.

(4)
Personnel:  Aptness of the Offeror’s approach to staff the contract and effectively address personnel issues.

(5)
Safety and Health Plan:  Totality and aptness of the Offeror’s plan for employee welfare. 

(6)
Total Compensation Plan (TCP):  Appropriateness of the Offeror’s TCP.

(7)
Small Business Subcontracting Plan:  Appropriateness of the Offeror’s Small Business Subcontracting Plan and approach to mentor protégé program.

2.2.1.3
Key Personnel Evaluation Subfactor 

An evaluation will be made of the experience, past performance, education, overall capability and commitment of key personnel.  Offerors are advised that failure to have key personnel committed to this proposed effort may adversely impact the key personnel scores.  The expertise demonstrated by proposed key personnel at oral discussions for those firms determined to be in the competitive range may be considered in arriving at final scores.  The absence of key personnel from oral discussions may adversely impact an offeror’s key personnel score. The Government may consider information obtained by contacting key personnel or references in its evaluation of key personnel.  Key personnel are defined by position/functional area shown in Section L.31.7.2.8.

2.2.1.4
Relative Importance of Mission Suitability Subfactors 

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

	Technical Approach
	550 Points

	Operations and Organization
	300 Points

	Key Personnel
	150 Points

	Total:
	1000 Points


2.2.2
Past Performance Evaluation Factor

The SEB will consider each Offeror's relevant quantitative and qualitative experience and past performance on similar contracts.  Additionally, the SEB may consider information available from any other sources, e.g., NASA award fee evaluations, Dun and Bradstreet reports, other references identified through NASA databases, or information obtained by calling references.

The SEB will evaluate each Offerors’ Past Performance and assign an adjective rating.  There will be no numerical score. The results of the SEB’s evaluation will be presented to the SSA for consideration.

In the case of an Offeror without a record of relevant past performance or for whom information on past performance is not available, the Offeror will not be evaluated favorably or unfavorably on past performance.

2.2.3
Cost Evaluation Factor
Under the Cost Factor, the Cost Proposal will be evaluated for validity, realism, adequacy, and compared to the Government’s estimated probable cost for the performance of this effort in accordance with the Offeror’s organization 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 your cost proposal.  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.

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 your entire cost proposal, excluding phase-in.  The cost of phase-in (if proposed) will be considered under the Cost Factor but will not be included in the probable cost for selection purposes.  The option for the incremental increase of effort required during contract performance cost will be reviewed, but not included in probable cost.

The sum of the cost deltas between the proposed cost and the probable cost for the areas above will be compared to the cost realism chart below to determine whether Mission Suitability points will be affected.

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

	Proposed and Probable
Cost Difference
	Mission Suitability Point Adjustment

	+/- 0 to 5 percent
	0

	+/- 6 to 10 percent
	-40

	+/- 11 to 15 percent
	-50

	+/- 16 to 20 percent
	-70

	+/- 21 to 25 percent
	-100

	+/- more than 25 percent
	-150


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

2.3
Relative Importance of Evaluation Factors
Mission Suitability and Past Performance when combined are significantly more important than Cost.  
Of Mission Suitability and Past Performance, Mission Suitability is more important.

[END SECTION]
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