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M.1 Listing of Provisions Incorporated by Reference

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

M.1.1 NASA Federal Acquisition Regulation (FAR) (48 CFR CHAPTER 1) Provisions 

None

M.1.2 NASA FAR Supplement (NFS) (48 CFR CHAPTER 18) Provisions

None

(End of Provision)

M.2 General

This acquisition is being conducted under full and open competitive procedures.  Proposals will be evaluated by the Source Evaluation Board (SEB) in accordance with applicable regulations, which include the FAR and the NFS.  The SEB will carry out the evaluation activities and report its findings to the Source Selection Advisory Council (SSAC).  The SSAC will then review the findings of the SEB and provide comparisons of proposals to the Source Selection Authority (SSA) who is responsible for making the source selection decision.  The requirements in NFS 1815.370, NASA Source Evaluation Boards, apply except as follows:  This procurement will not utilize the Mission Suitability factor, nor will the SEB evaluate factors using numerical scores.  NASA will utilize a SSAC to provide recommendations to the SSA regarding various evaluation findings.

The attention of Offerors is particularly directed to NFS 1815.305, Proposal Evaluation, and to NFS 1815.305-70, Identification of Unacceptable Proposals.

This procurement utilizes the procedures for Phased Selection described in NSF 1817.73.  Specifically, NASA will use the Progressive Competition down-selection technique found in 1817.7301-5 and this contract will include the clause 1852.217-72, Phased Acquisition Using Progressive Competition Down-Selection Procedures.  This clause and other appropriate information for Phase 2 selection can be found in Section H of this RFP.

 (End of Provision)

M.3 Basis for Contract Award

The Government will select the best overall proposal, based upon evaluation of the Areas, Factors and Subfactors defined in section M.6.1 against the criteria of Understanding the Requirements, Compliance with Requirements, and Soundness of Approach.  Performance Risk and Proposal Risk will also be part of the integrated assessment. Proposals will be evaluated by the SEB in accordance with applicable regulations, which include the FAR and the NFS, except as otherwise noted in this solicitation.  Contract(s) may be awarded to the Offeror(s) deemed responsible in accordance with the FAR, as supplemented, whose proposals conform to this solicitation’s requirements (to include all stated terms, conditions, representations, certifications, and all other information required by Section L of this solicitation) and is judged, based on the evaluation, to represent the best value to the Government. 

(End of Provision)
M.4 Number of Contracts to be Awarded

The Government intends to award up to two (2) contracts for the Crew Exploration Vehicle Project but retains the right to award none (0), one (1), or more than two (>2).

(End of Provision)
M.5 Competitive Advantage from Use of GFP

The Government will eliminate any competitive advantage resulting from an Offeror’s proposed use of Government-Furnished Property (GFP).

(End of Provision)
M.6 Evaluation Factors and Criteria

The Government will evaluate Offerors’ proposals using the Areas, Factors and Subfactors shown below, and the risk ratings described below.  All aspects of the Offerors’ proposals will be considered during the evaluation process, including the Offerors’ proposed Model Contract.  The model contract includes the Contract Statement of Work, proposed changes to the Work Breakdown structure (WBS), Data Requirements Documents (DRDs), and Integrated Master Plan (IMP).  

M.6.1 Evaluation Areas, Factors and Subfactors and their Relative Order of Importance

The evaluation will be made for the following Areas, Factors and Subfactors:

· Technical Area (L.14.4.2)

· Systems Engineering (Factor T-1): (WBS 4.1.8.2, SOW 2, L.14.4.2.1)

· This includes the evaluation of technology maturity, simulation-based acquisition, integrated logistics, system requirements & integration, and risk mitigation.

· Spacecraft (Factor T-2): (WBS 4.1.8.4, SOW 4, L.14.4.2.2) 

· Subfactor T-2-1: Spacecraft Design (WBS 4.1.8.4.2, SOW 4.2, L.14.4.2.2.1)

· Subfactor T-2-2: Spacecraft Flight Test & Demonstration (WBS 4.1.8.4.4, SOW 4.4, L.14.4.2.2.2)

· Subfactor T-2-3: Spacecraft Development, Integration and Production (WBS 4.1.8.4.3, 4.1.8.4.5, SOW 4.3, 4.5, L.14.4.2.2.3)

· Safety and Mission Assurance (Factor T-3): (WBS 4.1.8.3, SOW 3, L.14.4.2.3)
· This includes the evaluation of system safety, industrial, environmental and range safety, safety and health, reliability, maintainability, supportability, and hardware and software quality assurance.

· Ground and Training Systems (Factor T-4): (WBS 4.1.8.6, SOW 6, L.14.4.2.4)
· Management Area (L.14.4.3)

· Program Management (Factor M-1): (WBS 4.1.8.1, SOW 1, L.14.4.3.1)
· This includes the evaluation of organizational and management effectiveness, key personnel, management systems integration, metrics, staffing approach, business systems, the subcontracting plan and the extent of participation of Small Disadvantaged Business (SDB) concerns, in accordance with NFS 1815.304 (c)(4)(A), and contractor integration and risk management and the risk list.

· Operations Area (L.14.4.4)

· Operations (Factor O-1): (WBS 4.1.8.5, SOW 5, L.14.4.4.1)

· This includes the evaluation of concept of operations, ground and flight operations, training, transition to operations, operational considerations, and operations-specific risks.

· Flight Application of Spacecraft Technology Area (L.14.4.5)

· Flight Application of Spacecraft Technology (Factor D-1) : (WBS 4.1.8.7, SOW 7, L.14.4.5.1)

· Cost/Price Area (L.14.4.6)

· Cost/Price Factor (L.14.4.6)

The relative importance of each Area, Factor and Subfactor is as follows:

· The Technical Area is significantly more important than the Management Area
· Within the Technical Area
· Factors T-1 and T-2 are equal in importance.

· Factors T-3 and T-4 are equal in importance.

· Factors T-1 and T-2 each are more important than either T-3 or T-4.
· Within Factor T-2:

· Subfactor T-2-1 is significantly more important than either Subfactors T-2-2 or T-2-3.
· Subfactors T-2-2 and T-2-3 are equal in importance.

· The Management Area is more important than the Operations Area.
· The Operations Area is more important than the Flight Application of Spacecraft Technology Area.

· In accordance with FAR 15.304(e), evaluation Areas other than cost or price, when combined, are significantly more important than cost or price; however, cost/price will be considered in the selection decision.

M.6.2 Criteria and Standards

Each Area, Factor and Subfactor will be evaluated for three criteria based solely on the material presented in the proposal (including the Model Contract):

· Understanding the Requirements – this is an assessment of the accuracy and completeness of the Offeror's understanding of the requirements of the RFP

· Compliance with the Requirements – this is an assessment of the compliance of the proposed approach with all requirements of the RFP

· Soundness of Approach – this is an integrated assessment of the technical feasibility, technological maturity, implementability, verifiability, and affordability of the proposed design concept(s) and the associated processes for completing the design 

M.6.3 Color Rating

During the evaluation, a Color Rating will be assigned for each Subfactor under the Technical Area, each Factor, and each Area (with the exception of the Cost/Price Area). The color rating depicts how well the proposal, prepared in accordance with the instructions in Section L, meets the internal government evaluation standards and the requirements of the RFP.  The color rating system to be used by the SEB is described below:

· Blue (Exceptional) -- Exceeds specified minimum performance or capability requirements in a way beneficial to NASA.

· Green (Acceptable) -- Meets specified minimum performance or capability requirements necessary for acceptable contract performance.  Some minor weaknesses considered to be readily correctable.
· Yellow (Marginal) -- Does not clearly meet some specified minimum performance or capability requirements necessary for acceptable contract performance, but any proposal inadequacies are correctable.

· Red (Unacceptable) -- Fails to meet specified minimum performance or capability requirements.  Proposals with an unacceptable rating are not awardable.

M.6.4 Proposal Risk Rating

During the evaluation, a Proposal Risk Rating will be assigned for each Subfactor under the Technical Area, each Factor, and each Area (with the exception of the Cost/Price Area).  Proposal risk is the risk that the Offeror can implement the approach and plans proposed for the factor/subfactor.  The Proposal Risk Rating system to be used by the SEB is as follows:

· High (H) - Likely to cause significant disruption of schedule, increased cost, or degradation of performance.  Risk may be unacceptable even with special contractor emphasis and close government monitoring 

· Moderate (M) - Can potentially cause some disruption of schedule, increased cost, or degradation of performance.  Special contractor emphasis and close government monitoring will probably be able to overcome difficulties.

· Low (L) - Has little potential to cause disruption of schedule, increased cost, or degradation of performance.  Normal contractor effort and normal government monitoring will probably be able to overcome difficulties.

M.6.5 Performance Risk Rating

During the evaluation, a Performance Risk Rating will be assigned for each Subfactor under the Technical Area, each Factor, and each Area (with the exception of the Cost/Price Area).  Performance Risk will be assessed based on the Offeror’s relevant past and current performance.  “Performance Risk,” as used in this solicitation, is an assessment of Past Performance. Performance risk indicates how well an Offeror performed on earlier relevant work and can be a significant indicator of how well the Offeror may perform the requirements of this procurement.  Past performance applies to the prime contractor and team members and major subcontractors.  Past performance will include any relevant on-going contract performance through the complete discussion period.  The Government will also evaluate the Offeror’s response to past problems including corrective actions taken.
The Offeror’s past performance including the extent and quality of relevant experience, will be evaluated separately by the Performance Risk Assessment Group (PRAG), but will not receive a color rating.  The evaluation will be based on information obtained from some or all of the following sources:

· Information provided by Offerors in their proposals

· Past Performance Questionnaire

· Communications with listed references

· Information derived from plant visits

· Any other information obtained independently by the PRAG  

The results of the Past Performance evaluation will be presented to the SEB for consideration.  In evaluating Offerors’ past performance, the following general criteria will be considered:

· The extent and quality of relevant experience and past performance which can be applied to human rated spacecraft design, certification, and production

· The extent and quality of relevant experience and past performance with Safety and Mission Assurance 

· Innovative design approaches to produce high quality products on schedule and at minimum costs

· Proven approaches to integration and test of complex systems, including execution of an integrated vehicle system test program, and sub-orbital and orbital flight tests

· Innovative approaches to increase system safety and reduce operational complexity

· Demonstrated successful financial management capability 

· Management of complex technologies, organizations, and facilities 

· Technical risk management

· Effective interaction with other Government organizations and the integration of their processes and products

· Meeting socioeconomic goals

· Providing a safe and healthy environment for their employees, including compliance with Occupational Safety and Health Administration (OSHA) standards

· Adequacy and efficiency of the configuration management control processes.

The Performance Risk Rating system to be used by the SEB is as follows:
· High (H) - Likely to cause significant disruption of schedule, increased cost, or degradation of performance.  Risk may be unacceptable even with special contractor emphasis and close government monitoring 

· Moderate (M) - Can potentially cause some disruption of schedule, increased cost, or degradation of performance.  Special contractor emphasis and close government monitoring will probably be able to overcome difficulties.

· Low (L) - Has little potential to cause disruption of schedule, increased cost, or degradation of performance.  Normal contractor effort and normal government monitoring will probably be able to overcome difficulties.

NOTE:    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 may not be evaluated favorably or unfavorably on past performance. (See FAR 15.305(a)(2)(iv)). In these cases, that aspect of the proposal will be given a Performance Risk rating of “N/A”. 

M.6.6 Cost/Price Factor (L.14.4.6)

The Cost/Price Factor will be evaluated as follows:  Pursuant to NFS 1815.305 cost will be evaluated for Cost Realism to determine if the costs proposed are realistic for the work to be performed, have a high degree of reasonableness for the requirements, and reflect a significant level of completeness in relation with the various elements of the Offeror’s technical proposal.  

The Government will develop a separate probable cost for each Offeror based on each Offeror’s approach. The Government will evaluate proposed costs and establish the probable cost of doing business with each Offeror; however, it will not receive a color or risk rating.  A probable cost and fee, with fee being adjusted for changes in cost due to a probable cost adjustment, will be developed for the entire 40 months of performance.  As part of the evaluation, the Government may consider other information extrinsic to the Offeror’s proposal that the Government deems relevant. 

M.6.7 Discussions

The Government intends to evaluate proposals and award a contract without discussions with Offerors (except clarifications as described in FAR 15.306(a)). Therefore, the Offeror's initial proposal should contain the best terms from a cost/price and technical standpoint. The Government reserves the right to conduct discussions if the Contracting Officer later determines them to be necessary. If the Contracting Officer determines that the number of proposals that would otherwise be in the competitive range exceeds the number at which an efficient competition can be conducted, the Contracting Officer may limit the number of proposals in the competitive range to the greatest number that will permit an efficient competition among the most highly rated proposals.  If, during the evaluation period, it is determined to be in the best interest of the Government to hold discussions, Offeror responses to Evaluation Notices (ENs), and the Final Proposal Revisions (FPR) will be considered in making the source selection decision.

(End of Provision)
M.7 Pre-Award Survey

The Government may conduct a Pre-Award Survey (PAS) as part of this source selection. Results of the PAS (if conducted) will be evaluated to determine each Offeror’s capability to meet the requirements of the solicitation.

(End of Provision)
M.8 Solicitation Requirements, Terms, And Conditions

Offerors are required to meet all Solicitation Requirements, such as terms and conditions, representations and certifications, and technical requirements, in addition to those identified as areas, factors, and subfactors to be eligible for award. Failure to comply with Solicitation Requirements may result in an Offeror being removed from consideration for award. Any exceptions to Solicitation Requirements must be fully explained and justified.

(End of Provision)



Section M



Page 6 of 8

