Draft 1/28/05


SECTION M

EVALUATION FACTORS FOR AWARD

M.1
AWARD WITHOUT DISCUSSIONS


As provided for in FAR 52.215-1 “Instructions to Offerors--Competitive Acquisitions”, 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 Offeror’s best terms from a cost or 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.






(End of Provision)

M.2
NOTICE OF PRICE EVALUATION ADJUSTMENT FOR SMALL 

DISADVANTAGED BUSINESS CONCERNS (52.219-23) (OCT 1998)
NOTE:  Evaluation shall be in accordance with clause 52.219-23 in Section I.

(End of Provision)

M.3
EVALUATION OF OPTIONS (52.217-5) (JUL 1990)

Except when it is determined in accordance with FAR 17.206(b) not to be in the Government's best interests, the Government will evaluate offers for award purposes by adding the total price for all options to the total price for the basic requirement.  Evaluation of options will not obligate the Government to exercise the option(s).

(End of Provision)

M.4
EVALUATION OF COMPENSATION FOR PROFESSIONAL EMPLOYEES 52.222-46 (FEB 1993)

(a)
Recompetition of service contracts may in some cases result in lowering the compensation (salaries and fringe benefits) paid or furnished professional employees. This lowering can be detrimental in obtaining the quality of professional services needed for adequate contract performance. It is therefore in the Government’s best interest that professional employees, as defined in 29 CFR 541, be properly and fairly compensated. As part of their proposals, offerors will submit a total compensation plan setting forth salaries and fringe benefits proposed for the professional employees who will work under the contract. The Government will evaluate the plan to assure that it reflects a sound management approach and understanding of the contract requirements. This evaluation will include an assessment of the offeror’s ability to provide uninterrupted high-quality work. The professional compensation proposed will be considered in terms of its impact upon recruiting and retention, its realism, and its consistency with a total plan for compensation. Supporting information will include data, such as recognized national and regional compensation surveys and studies of professional, public and private organizations, used in establishing the total compensation structure.

(b)
The compensation levels proposed should reflect a clear understanding of work to be performed and should indicate the capability of the proposed compensation structure to obtain and keep suitably qualified personnel to meet mission objectives. The salary rates or ranges must take into account differences in skills, the complexity of various disciplines, and professional job difficulty. Additionally, proposals envisioning compensation levels lower than those of predecessor contractors for the same work will be evaluated on the basis of maintaining program continuity, uninterrupted high-quality work, and availability of required competent professional service employees. Offerors are cautioned that lowered compensation for essentially the same professional work may indicate lack of sound management judgment and lack of understanding of the requirement.

(c)
The Government is concerned with the quality and stability of the work force to be employed on this contract. Professional compensation that is unrealistically low or not in reasonable relationship to the various job categories, since it may impair the Contractor’s ability to attract and retain competent professional service employees, may be viewed as evidence of failure to comprehend the complexity of the contract requirements.

(d)
Failure to comply with these provisions may constitute sufficient cause to justify rejection of a proposal.

(End of Provision)

M.5
EVALUATION FACTORS FOR AWARD  


(a)
General

The proposed procurement will be evaluated in accordance with procedures prescribed by the Federal Acquisition Regulation (FAR) and the NASA FAR Supplement (NFS).  


(b)
Source Evaluation Board (SEB)

A Source Evaluation Board (SEB), appointed by the Director of the Marshall Space Flight Center, will evaluate the offers submitted for this Request for Proposal (RFP).  Proposal documentation requirements set forth in this RFP are designed to provide guidance to the Offeror concerning the type of documentation that must be submitted to the SEB.  Acceptable offers will be evaluated in accordance with the factors set forth below, and oral or written discussions or both will be conducted with all Offerors determined to be within the competitive range.


(c)
Source Selection Authority



Source selection will be made by the Center Director of the Marshall Space Flight Center.

(d) SEB Membership
The voting members of the SEB are:

Ed Kiessling

Mike Mitchell

Becky K. Crane

Ruth Jones

Sheryl Kittredge

John Suter

Glen Doughty


(e)
Evaluation Factors and Subfactors

(1)
Acceptable offers will be evaluated using the following factors:

· Mission Suitability Factor

· Cost Factor

· Past Performance Factor


(2)
The detailed descriptions of the factors and subfactors are set forth below:


(i)
Mission Suitability Factor (Volume I)
The Mission Suitability Factor will be used to evaluate the offeror’s approach to effectively and efficiently accomplishing the work specified in the Performance Work Statement (Section J-1) as well as the offeror’s understanding of the requirements of the PWS, the roles and missions of the Marshall Space Flight Center and the distribution of responsibility for those roles and missions throughout the organization structure of the MSFC, the processes MSFC employs to accomplish assigned engineering, science, technical, and business support tasks, and the specific role the ESTS Contractor performs in supporting those tasks.  For each Mission Suitability subfactor, the Offeror’s assessment of risks inherent in their approach and their plan to mitigate those risks will be evaluated as further indication of the Offeror’s understanding of the requirement and the effectiveness and efficiency of their approach.  The total weighting for the Mission Suitability Factor shall be 1,000 points.  The offers will be evaluated and scored based on the supporting subfactors set forth below: (Note: The proposal subsections within each supporting subfactor are descriptive of what will be evaluated under the subfactor as a whole to facilitate proposal organization and shall not be construed as an indication of the order of importance or relative weighting within the individual subfactors as there are no discrete point values attached to any of the proposal subsections.)

Subfactor A:
Management and Control

This subfactor will be used to evaluate the Offeror’s management and operational approach for providing the services delineated in the PWS.  The Offeror’s draft Management Plan (DRD 1061MA-001) together with any additional evidence of their capability to successfully execute the requirements in a timely manner while maintaining appropriate cost control measures will be evaluated to assess management and operational approach.  The Management Plan will be compared to the DRD to ensure each DRD element is adequately addressed. Additionally, the Offeror’s draft Task Order Plans provided in response to each of the three Sample Task Requests will be used evaluate the Offeror’s overall understanding of the effort, management and operational approach, and resources (including skill mix and expertise categories) required to perform the PWS.  The sample tasks’ cost estimates will be evaluated under Volume II, Cost Factor for an understanding of skill mix and effort.  Draft Task Order Plan content pertaining to organization structure, communication plan, work processing plan, role of the automated task management system, product assurance, and cost control will be evaluated.  If relevant and appropriate to the TOP, sample task draft TOP content pertaining local autonomy, OCI mitigation, teaming arrangements, ISO compliance, export control, engineering tools, and state of the art technologies will be evaluated.  The following will be evaluated:

MC1.
Organizational Structure and Correlation to NASA Values

The Offeror’s organizational structure charts and supporting descriptions and rationale will be used to evaluate the proposed organization structure’s suitability for the ESTS contract.  The Offeror’s values and how they correlate to the NASA Values will be evaluated.

MC2.
Local Autonomy



The extent of local autonomy granted to the Offeror’s ESTS program manager, the nature of relationships between the ESTS organization and the parent organization, and the types of decisions made outside the local organization will be evaluated.

MC3.
Organizational Conflict of Interest (COI) Mitigation Plan



The Offeror’s approach for complying with Clause H.2 “Limitation of Future Contracting” and Clause H.3  “Organizational Conflicts of Interest” during the course of performing the requirements of the PWS will be evaluated.

MC4.
Teaming Arrangements



The Offeror’s approach to teaming and subcontracting will be evaluated for suitability, efficiency, and effectiveness.  The contractor’s approach to management and control policy implementation on teaming arrangements, reporting for teaming and subcontracting arrangements, flow of relevant support from external and internal sources, integration of team members or subcontractors into the management and supervisory hierarchy, and discussion on the rating of subcontractor performance, planned PWS paragraph distribution among team members/major subcontractors, the percentage of work to be performed by each team member/major subcontractor and fee arrangements between the Offeror and teammate(s)/major subcontractors will be evaluated.

MC5.
Communication Plan



The Offeror’s approach for maintaining good communication with task order initiators and other cognizant personnel will be evaluated.  Procedures for communicating to the COTR the status of the activities at the directorate level will be evaluated.
MC6.
Work Processing Plan



The Offeror’s plan to provide complete and timely responses to task orders using the procedure defined in clauses H.4, Task Ordering Procedure, and H.5, Supplemental Task Ordering Procedure, Attachment J-1, paragraph 1.1.4, and DRDs in Attachment J-2 will be evaluated.
MC7.
Automated Task Management System


The Offeror’s approach to providing an automated task management system as presented in the PWS paragraph 1.1.4, Attachment J-10, Task Flow Process, and Clauses H.4, Task Ordering Procedure, and H.5, Supplemental Task Ordering Procedure will be evaluated for effectiveness and efficiency.  Integration of the automated task management system with the steps of the work planning process (MC6) will be evaluated.
MC8.
Product Assurance


The Offeror’s approach for providing timely, responsive, and quality services in fulfillment of task requirements including product assurance techniques and timely problem resolution will be evaluated.

MC9.
Cost Control


The Offeror’s approach to controlling contract cost and managing business operations and monitoring the teammate(s) and major subcontractors’ performance in this area will be evaluated.  The status of the Offeror’s, teammates’ and major subcontractors’ business systems will be evaluated.
MC10.
ISO 9000-2000/AS9100 


The offeror’s approach to quality, the extent of their compliance to ISO9000/AS9100 and their approach to working within the Marshall Management System environment will be evaluated.  
MC11.
Export Control

The Offeror’s knowledge of and ability to comply with NASA/MSFC export control requirements and procedures and related U.S. export control laws and regulations will be evaluated. 

MC12.
Engineering Tools
The Offeror’s specific proposed/offered engineering tools as well as the Offeror’s proposed approach to identifying, providing and applying engineering tools that have potential will be evaluated.

MC13.
State-of-the-Art Technologies

The Offeror’s ability to foster advancement of state-of-the-art technologies, including those that advance NASA’s AEE initiative and the furthering technology transfer goals, will be evaluated. 

Subfactor B:  Staffing and Total Compensation Plan

This subfactor will be used to evaluate the Offeror’s approach for providing the staffing to perform the requirements of this PWS. (Reference FAR Clause 52.222.46)  The Offeror’s draft Task Order Plans in response to the sample tasks, will be evaluated on content pertaining to flexibility to address varying demands, use of expert technical personnel, and recruiting of specialized skills.  The following will be evaluated:

S1.
Phase-In

The Offeror’s approach for a contract phase-in with minimal program impact will be evaluated.  Evaluation will include plan for transitioning on-going tasks, extent of retention of incumbent personnel, and plan to recruit the balance of the required workforce.
S2.
Recruiting and Provision of Specialized Skills from Non-Corporate Sources


The Offeror’s approach to timely recruiting and provision of specialized engineering, science, and technical skills and capabilities from universities, not-for-profit organizations and corporations not affiliated with the Offeror will be evaluated.
S3.
Use of Corporate Resources for Specialized Skill Requirements

The Offeror’s ability to use existing corporate resources to obtain specialized knowledge and skills necessary for this effort will be evaluated.

S4.
Flexibility to Address Varying Demands


The Offeror’s flexibility to accommodate workload fluctuations and reallocations will be evaluated.

S5.
Approach to Small Business Subcontracting

For those Offerors required to submit a Small Business Subcontracting Plan, the proposed subcontracting dollar goals for small business and small women-owned, historically under-utilized business zone, veteran/service-disabled, and historically black colleges and universities/other minority institutions business concerns including the extent that the proposed small business and small women-owned business goals meet or exceed the goals stated in Section L.19 will be evaluated.
S6.
Compensation Plan

The Offeror’s, including team members and other subcontractor’s, total compensation plan and personnel policies and their ability to attract, motivate, train and retain a qualified workforce including incumbent personnel will be evaluated.  Additionally, the Offeror’s understanding and proposed compliance with the Service Contract Act (See FAR 52.222-46) will be evaluated. (Also Reference Provision M.4)

S7.
Qualifications of Key Personnel

The experience (technical and management) of each key person for the position being proposed, the qualifications of that key person, their degree of commitment and their past performance will be evaluated.   

S8.
Rationale for Designating Positions as Key 


The rationale for designating a particular position as key will be evaluated.

S9.
Qualifications of Expert Technical Personnel 


The experience of each world class subject matter expert for the position being proposed, the qualifications of that proposed person, evidence of awards and national and international peer recognition and their availability will be evaluated.  The credibility, diversity, completeness, and thoroughness of the information provided for each technical expert proposed will be evaluated. 

Subfactor C:  Safety, Health and Environmental


This subfactor will be used to evaluate the offeror’s Safety, Health and Environmental.  The following will be evaluated:

SH1.
Safety, Health and Environmental Initiatives


The offeror’s safety, health, and environmental policies, procedures, and processes, including the draft Safety and Health Plan (DRD 1061SA-001), shall be evaluated to assess focus on workplace safety.  Each of the MSFC 5 Core Program Requirements (CPR), identified in MPR 8715.1, shall be addressed.  The draft Safety and Health Plan will be compared to the DRD to ensure each DRD element is adequately addressed.

Subfactor D:  Small Disadvantaged Business (SDB) Participation

This subfactor will be used to evaluate the Offeror's SDB participation targets per Provision L.15 “Small Disadvantaged Business Participation Program–Targets”.   In accordance with NFS 1815.304(B), SDB concerns that do not waive the price evaluation adjustment provided for at FAR 52.219-23 in Section I of this solicitation will receive 0 (zero) points under this subfactor.  Draft Task Order Plan’s provided in response to sample tasks will be evaluated on content pertaining to SDB participation. The following will be evaluated:

· The total targets for SDB participation expressed both in dollars and percentage of total contract value.

· The complexity and variety of high technology work to be performed by SDBs.

· The probability that the Offeror’s proposed approach and procedures along with its past record of accomplishment will ensure attainment of the proposed SDB participation targets.

· The SDB contracting incentives earned on contracts, if applicable.

· The Offeror’s planned procedures for SDB outreach, assistance, counseling, market research and SDB identification.


(ii)
Cost Factor (Volume II)

The adequacy, reasonableness and realism of the proposed fully burdened labor rates and burdened other direct costs will be evaluated for each Offeror (including any proposed teammates/major subcontractors).  The total estimated cost and fees for the base period and all option periods, as computed using the IDIQ Most Probable Cost Formula, will be combined together, evaluated, and a most probable cost will be reported to the Source Selection Authority (SSA).  A confidence level assessment of the most probable cost of each offer will be made and reported to the SSA. 

Each Offeror’s proposed phase-in costs proposed in Form B-5 will be identified separately from the most probable cost (as derived by the IDIQ Most Probable Cost Formula) and reported to the Source Selection Authority.  Adjustments to the proposed phase-in costs will not be made by the SEB; however, the overall adequacy and realism of the proposed phase-in costs will be reported to the Source Selection Authority.

The most probable cost for each contract year will be determined by applying the fully burdened labor rates provided in Attachment J-9 and the fully burdened travel and material amounts on Cost Form B-3 to the IDIQ Most Probable Cost Formula (Government Worksheet) shown below.  Teammates/Major Subcontractors fully burdened labor rates (Attachment J-9) will be used in the IDIQ Most Probable Cost Formula by allocating the total labor hours (used by the Government as input to the formula) based on the percentage of work proposed to be performed by each teammate/major subcontract. (See Section L, L.2l, MC4. Teaming Arrangements).  If necessary, adjustments to the proposed fully burdened labor rates will be made to off-set unrealistically low labor rates or indirect rates that may have been used by the Offeror to calculate the fully burdened labor rates. This will include an evaluation of the logic and reasonableness of the relationship between the personnel qualifications of a particular labor category and the proposed rate for that particular labor category.  Unrealistically low rates are detrimental to the objectives of this contract and increase performance risk.  The adjustments are necessary in order to be able to report to the Source Selection Authority, the most probable “cost of doing business” with each Offeror. The Offeror’s proposed G&A ceiling rate(s) will be used in the Most Probable cost formula. The Offeror’s proposed performance and award fee rate for the minimum and maximum quantities proposed in Attachment J-9, and specified in Clause B.1"Supplies and/or Services to be furnished and type of Contract" will be the percentage (rate) that will be used in the IDIQ Most Probable Cost Formula.  When different effective fee rates are proposed for the minimum and maximum quantities specified in Clause B.1, the proposed amounts (rates) will be graphed and the appropriate amount of fee(s) to be used in the IDIQ Most Probable Cost Formula will be determined through an incremental unit of measure (1.0 bases points) extrapolation based on the total estimated cost computed by the formula. This will be calculated and summed for the base contract year and all options.

IDIQ Most Probable Cost Formula              
(Government Worksheet)

 Contract Year____

Offeror’s Name___________________________     Percentage of Total Work________%
(NOTE 1: This sheet will be replicated for each Offeror’s/Teammates/Major Subcontractors by Contract Year (CY) and totaled for the entire potential contract period of performance, including all option years (5 yrs. total).  
	Labor Categories
	Labor Hours

(Gov’t Provided)
	
	Fully Burdened/Composite Labor Rate

(From Offeror’s Att. J-9)
	
	Total

(Gov’t Calculated)

	Eng/Sci-9
	

	X
	

	=
	


	Eng/Sci-9
	

	X
	

	=
	


	Eng/Sci-7
	

	X
	

	=
	


	Eng/Sci-6
	

	X
	

	=
	


	Eng/Sci-5
	

	X
	

	=
	


	Eng/Sci-4
	

	X
	

	=
	


	Eng/Sci-3
	

	X
	

	=
	


	Eng/Sci-1/2
	

	X
	

	=
	


	Bus Analyst-4
	

	X
	

	=
	


	Bus Analyst-3
	

	X
	

	=
	


	Bus Analyst-2
	

	X
	

	=
	


	Bus Analyst-1
	

	X
	

	=
	


	Bus Analyst-0
	

	X
	

	=
	


	Technician-6
	

	X
	

	=
	


	Technician-5
	

	X
	

	=
	


	Technician-4
	

	X
	

	=
	


	Technician-3
	

	X
	

	=
	


	Technician-2
	

	X
	

	=
	


	
	
	
	Subtotal
	
	


	
	
	
	Materials
	
	


	
	
	
	Travel
	
	


	
	
	
	All Indirects Relating to Material & Travel
	
	


	
	
	
	Subtotal
	
	


	
	
	
	Performance Fee
	
	From J.9


	
	
	
	Award Fee
	
	From J.9

	
	
	
	G & A (If not already included in rates )
	
	From J.9

	
	
	
	*SEB Adjustments (if any)
	
	

	
	
	
	TOTAL ESTIMATED VALUE (5 YRS) $$
	
	


NOTE 2.The offeror shall not complete this Government Worksheet. The labor hours are identified in the SEB Source Evaluation Plan, prepared prior to the issuance of the RFP and will be used by the SEB to calculate the most probable cost.

* Including any adjustments made by the SEB.


The Cost Factor will not be numerically scored by the SEB, but the adequacy and realism of the proposed fully burdened labor rates, burdened other direct costs, and phase-in costs along with the most probable cost will be reported to the Source Selection Authority by the SEB.  While the Cost Factor is not numerically scored, proposals requiring significant upward adjustments to the proposed fully burdened labor rates in order to establish a most probable cost will cause an Offeror’s Mission Suitability score to be reduced.  A maximum of 200 points may be deducted from an Offeror’s Mission Suitability score depending on the size of the cost adjustment necessary to establish the most probable cost.  For each percentage point of difference between an Offeror’s proposed cost and the SEB’s most probable cost above 10%, 7.00 points (including rounding, 6.66=7.00) will be deducted from the Offeror’s Mission Suitability score.  A 40% differential between an Offeror’s proposed cost and the SEB’s most probable cost would result in the maximum allowable deduction of 200 Mission Suitability points.  However, there will be no adjustments made to the Mission Suitability score for cost adjustments of less than 10%.

A Mission Suitability cost realism point adjustment schedule is provided below.

MISSION SUITABILITY COST REALISM POINT ADJUSTMENT


	   40%

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	              35% 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


         0           20 pts       40 pts        60 pts         80 pts       100 pts     120 pts   140 pts   160 pts   180 pts  200 pts




(iii) Past Performance Factor (Volume III)


The Offeror’s overall corporate past performance, to include the corporate past performance of any proposed teammate(s) and major subcontractor(s), (as opposed to that of proposed key personnel) on related commercial or Government contracts of comparable magnitude (dollar value or total staffing), type (cost-reimbursement or IDIQ), and scope (engineering, science, technical or business services in an aerospace environment) will be considered.  The offeror’s Lost Time Injury Rate (LTIR) will be evaluated.  Each referenced contract or project LTIR will be averaged (3 year) and compared to the latest available Department of Labor (DOL) LTIR national average for the given SIC/NAICS.  This factor is not numerically scored but will be evaluated and reported to the Source Selection Authority for consideration in making a selection.  Offerors without a relevant past performance record will not be assessed a weakness and will be given a neutral rating.


(f)
Relative Importance of Evaluation Factors/Subfactors

    (1) While only the Mission Suitability Factor is scored, in order to provide Offerors with an indication of the relative importance of the three factors listed above, the following information is furnished: All evaluation factors, Mission Suitability, Past Performance and Cost, are essentially equal to each other.


    (2) Per FAR 15.304(e) the following information is provided: All evaluation factors other than cost or price, when combined, are significantly more important than cost or price.


    (3) The subfactors to be used in evaluating Mission Suitability and their corresponding weights are listed below in descending order of importance:


Management and Control
500 points



Staffing and Total Compensation Plan
350 points


Safety and Health
100 points


Small Disadvantaged Business 


(SDB)Participation
50 points


Total
         1,000 points


The numerical weights assigned to the four subfactors identified above are indicative of the relative importance of those evaluation areas.  
(End of provision)

[END OF SECTION]
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