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M.1.0 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.2.0 Basis for Contract Award

M.2.1 The Government will select the best overall offer, based upon an integrated assessment of Mission Suitability, Proposal Risk, Past Performance, and Cost/Price.  This is a best value source selection conducted in accordance with Federal Acquisition Regulation (FAR) 15.3, Source Selection, as supplemented by NASA FAR Supplement.

M.2.2 One award may be made to the offeror who is deemed responsible in accordance with the FAR, as supplemented, whose proposal conforms to the solicitations requirements and is judged, based on the evaluation factors and subfactors, to represent the best value to the Government. The Government seeks to award to the offeror who gives NASA the greatest confidence that it will best meet, or exceed, the requirements. This may result in an award to a higher rated, higher priced offeror where the decision is consistent with the evaluation factors and the source selection authority (SSA) reasonably determines that the management/technical superiority, and/or overall business approach, and/or superior past performance, of the higher price offeror outweighs the cost difference.  To arrive at a source selection decision, the SSA will integrate the source selection teams evaluations of the factors and subfactors described in M.II.3.0.  While the source evaluation board (SEB) and the SSA will strive for maximum objectivity, the source selection process, by its nature, is subjective and, therefore, professional judgment is implicit throughout the entire process.

M.2.3 Correction Potential of Proposals

The SSA will consider, throughout the evaluation, the "correction potential" of any deficiency.  The judgment of such "correction potential" is within the sole discretion of the SSA.  If an aspect of an offeror’s proposal not meeting the Governments requirements is not considered correctable, the offeror may be eliminated from the competitive range.
M.2.4 Condition for Award

Offerors are required to meet all solicitation requirements, such as terms, conditions, representations/certifications, and technical requirements, in addition to the factors/subfactors identified in M.4.0. Failure to meet a solicitation requirement may result in an offeror being ineligible for award.
M.2.5 Award Without Discussions

As provided for in FAR 52.215-1 “Instructions to Offerors—Competitive Acquisitions”, the Government intends to evaluate proposals and award without discussions with offerors (except for 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 standpoint. The Government reserves the right to conduct discussions if the Contracting Officer later determines them to be necessary. 
M.2.6 Evaluation of Options
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).
M.3.0 Responsible Prospective Contractor

M.3.1 Pre-Award Survey

The Government may conduct a pre-award survey (PAS) (reference FAR 9.106) as part of this source selection.  Results of the PAS, if conducted, will be evaluated to determine the offerors capability to meet the requirements of the solicitation.

M.4.0 Evaluation Factors and Subfactors 

M.4.1
  Factor 1: Mission Suitability

M.4.1.1 Subfactor 1:  Technical 

-Program Management Support


-Intellectual Property Capture and Management Support


-Infusion (Spin-In)


-Diffusion (Spin-Out)


-Outreach


-Indefinite Delivery, Indefinite Quantity (IDIQ) Tasks


-DRD submissions
M.4.1.2 Subfactor 2:  Management 

-Organizational Structure


-Management Approach


-Key Personnel


-Staffing Approach


-Phase-In & Transition


-Management Systems, Total Compensation Plan


-Small Business Utilization


-Associate Contractor Interaction


-Risk Management


-DRD submissions

M.4.1.2.1 Subfactor 3:  Safety & Health
The offeror’s safety and health plan will be evaluated for compliance with NFS Provision 1852.223-73, Safety and Health Plan, 1852.233.75, Major Breach of Safety of Security, and DRD TTT/SA-001. 
M.4.1.2.2 Subfactor 4:  Small Disadvantaged Business Participation
These evaluation criteria apply to both to both large and small business offerors. They apply to SDB offerors only if the SDB offeror has waived the price evaluation adjustment factor by completing paragraph (c) of FAR clause 52.219-23 “Notice of Price Evaluation Adjustment for Small Disadvantaged Business Concerns: in Section I of solicitation.

The waiver, if elected, makes the SDB offeror ineligible for the price evaluation factor adjustment but eligible for the evaluation credit (points) associated with the SDB participation subfactor described in M.4.4.1.
M.4.2 Factor 2: Past Performance

M.4.3 Factor 3: Cost/Price

M.4.4 Relative Importance of Factors and Subfactors
M.4.4.1 (a)In accordance with FAR 15.304(e), Evaluation Factors and Significant Subfactors, for the purpose of selecting a Contractor for contract award, Mission Suitability is significantly more important than Past Performance which is more important than Cost/Price. Overall, Mission Suitability and Past Performance when combined are significantly more important than Cost/Price. 
(b)The weights to be used in the scoring of the Mission Suitability Subfactors are presented below: 
Mission Suitability Subfactors
Weight
Subfactor A – Technical
400
Subfactor B – Management 
400    Subfactor C – Safety and Health
 50

Subfactor D – Small Disadvantage Business Utilization
150

Subfactor D – SDB Participation 
100

The numerical weights assigned to the above Subfactors are indicative of the relative importance of these evaluation areas.  

(c)   Proposed costs that differ significantly from the PC will be considered indicative of an inherent lack of comprehension of the complexity and risks of the requirement, and will be evaluated as increased risk under the applicable mission suitability proposal risk subfactor.  When the Government evaluates an offer as unrealistically high or low compared to the anticipated costs of performance and the offeror fails to explain these cost discrepancies, the Government will consider, under the applicable mission suitability proposal subfactor, the offerors lack of understanding of the corresponding mission suitability subfactor requirements.
M.4.5 Criteria for Evaluating Mission Suitability Subfactors A & B

The criteria of evaluation are:

1. Understanding the Requirement

2. Compliance with the Requirement

3. Soundness of Approach

4. Proposal and Program Risk

M.5.0 FACTOR 1:  MISSION SUITABILITY

The mission suitability evaluation provides an assessment of the offerors capability to satisfy the Governments requirements.  

M.5.1 The mission suitability subfactors will receive one of the adjective ratings below.  They focus on the strengths, weaknesses (significant or otherwise) and deficiencies of the offerors proposal.  The adjective rating depicts how well the offerors proposal meets the mission suitability subfactor requirements.  The following mission suitability subfactor paragraphs specify the minimum mission performance or capability requirements necessary for acceptable (good) ratings.

The following definitions will be used to identify strengths & weaknesses under the Mission Suitability Factor:

· A finding is classified as “Strength” if some aspect of the proposal that enhances the potential for successful contract performance. A “Significant Strength” “greatly” enhances the potential for successful contract performance.

· In accordance with FAR 15.001, a “Weakness” means a flaw in the proposal that increases the risk of unsuccessful contract performance.  A “Significant Weakness” in the proposal is a flaw that appreciably increases the risk of unsuccessful contract performance.

· In accordance with FAR 15.001, a “Deficiency” is a material failure of a proposal to meet a Government requirement or a combination of Significant Weaknesses in a proposal that increases the risk of unsuccessful contract performance to an unacceptable level.


[image: image1]
M.5.2 Risk

Proposal risk will be evaluated at the mission suitability subfactor level.  The proposal risk evaluation focuses on the risks and weaknesses associated with an offerors proposed approach, and includes an assessment of the potential for disruption of schedule, increased cost, degradation of performance, the need for increased Government oversight, and the likelihood of unsuccessful contract performance.  

M.5.2.1 The mission suitability subfactors will receive one of the proposal risk ratings below.  They focus on the risks, i.e. weaknesses and significant weaknesses, of the offerors proposed approach to each of the mission capability subfactors.  For any weakness identified, the evaluation shall address the offerors proposed mitigation and why that approach is or is not manageable.

	TABLE 2 - PROPOSAL RISK RATINGS

	Rating
	Description

	High
	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
	Can potentially cause disruption of schedule, increased cost, or degradation of performance. Special contractor emphasis and close Government monitoring will likely be able to overcome difficulties.

	Low
	Has little potential to cause disruption of schedule, increased cost or degradation of performance. Normal contractor effort and normal Government monitoring will likely be able to overcome any difficulties.


M.6.0 FACTOR 2:  PAST PERFORMANCE                                               

Past performance will be evaluated as a measure of the degree of confidence the Government has in an offerors ability to supply services and products that meet user’s needs, including cost and schedule, base on a demonstrated record of performance.

M.6.1 Ratings

The past performance factor will receive one of the performance confidence assessments below.  Performance confidence assessment ratings are assigned pursuant to M.6.3.  

	TABLE 3 – PAST PERFORMANCE ADJECTIVE RATING SCALE

	Rating
	Description

	EXCELLENT
	Of exceptional merit; exemplary performance in a timely, efficient, and economical manner; very minor (if any) deficiencies with no adverse effect on overall performance; experience that is highly relevant to this procurement.



	VERY GOOD
	Very effective performance; fully responsive to contract requirements; contract requirements accomplished in a timely, efficient, and economical manner for the most part, only minor deficiencies with minimal effect on overall performance; and experience is very relevant to this procurement. 



	GOOD
	Effective performance; fully responsive to contract requirements; reportable deficiencies, but with little identifiable effect on overall performance; and experience is relevant to this procurement.



	FAIR
	Meets or slightly exceeds minimum acceptable standards; adequate results; reportable deficiencies with identifiable, but not substantial, effects on overall performance; and experience is at least somewhat relevant to this procurement. 



	POOR
	Does not meet minimum acceptable standards in one or more areas; remedial action required in one or more areas; deficiencies in one or more areas which adversely affect overall performance.




**Section 15.305 (a)(2)(iv) of the FAR provides that “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.”

M.6.2 Evaluation Process

The past performance evaluation considers the offerors demonstrated record of performance in providing services and products that meet users needs.  Performance confidence is assessed at the overall past performance factor level after evaluating aspects of the offerors recent past performance, focusing on performance that is relevant to the mission suitability subfactors and cost/price factor taking into consideration their relative order of importance. Offerors proposals will receive a relevance and performance rating that will be combined to result in an overall adjective score shown in table 3. The Government may consider past performance in the aggregate rather than on an individual contract basis. In conducting the past performance evaluation, the Government reserves the right to use both the information provided in the offerors past performance proposal volume and information obtained from other sources, such as the Past Performance Information Retrieval System (PPIRS) or similar systems, Defense Contract Management Agency (DCMA), Past Performance Database, and commercial sources. 
M.6.2.1 Recency Assessment

An assessment of the past performance information will be made to determine if it is recent.  To be recent, the services must have been fully performed or being performed on or after, not prior to, 15 June 2000.  Past performance information that fails this condition will not be evaluated. 

M.6.2.2 Relevancy Assessment

The Government will conduct an in-depth evaluation of all recent performance information obtained to determine how closely the services performed under those contracts relate to the mission suitability subfactors and cost/price factor, including their relative order of importance. Consideration will be given to service similarity, complexity, diversity of tasks, magnitude, performance period [of providing the services], and affiliate of company proposing, subcontractor interaction, and contract type. A relevancy determination of the offerors past performance, including joint venture partner(s) and major and critical subcontractor(s) will be made based upon the aforementioned considerations.  The past performance information forms (PIFs), relevancy matrix and information obtained from other sources will be used to establish the degree of relevancy of past performance.  The Government will use the following degrees of relevancy when assessing recent, relevant contracts:

	Degree
	Description

	HIGHLY RELEVANT (HR)
	Services involved essentially the same magnitude of services and complexities/diversities this solicitation requires.



	RELEVANT (R)
	Services involved much of the magnitude of services and complexities/diversities this solicitation requires.



	SOMEWHAT RELEVANT (SR)
	Services involved some of the magnitude of services and complexities/diversities this solicitation requires.



	NOT RELEVANT (NR)
	Services involved little or none of the magnitude of services and complexities/diversities this solicitation requires.




M.6.2.3 Performance Assessment  

The Government will consider the performance of recent, relevant contracts assessed. The performance assessment consists of an in-depth evaluation of the past performance questionnaire (PPQ) responses, PPIRS information, i.e. contract performance assessment reports (CPARs), interviews with Government customers and fee determining officials and, if applicable, commercial clients. It may include interviews with DCMA officials or other sources known to the Government. The assessment will consider the extent to which the offerors past performance demonstrates compliance with FAR 52.219-8, Utilization of  Small Business Concerns (see FAR 19.708(a) which requires this clause in all contracts exceeding the simplified acquisition threshold, i.e. including those of small businesses).   The performance assessment may result in positive or adverse findings.  Adverse is defined as past performance information that supports a less than satisfactory rating on any evaluation element or any unfavorable comment received.  For adverse information identified, the evaluation will consider the number and severity of the problems, and mitigating circumstances, such as the effectiveness of process changes, that have resulted in sustained improvements.  Process changes will only be considered when objectively measurable improvements in performance have been demonstrated.  The Government will use the following performance levels when assessing recent, relevant contracts:

M.6.3 Assigning Ratings

As a result of the relevancy and performance assessments of the recent contracts evaluated, offerors will receive an integrated performance confidence assessment rating.  Although the past performance evaluation focuses on performance that is relevant to the mission suitability subfactors and cost/price factor, the resulting performance confidence assessment rating is made at the factor level and represents an overall evaluation of contractor performance. Offerors without a record of relevant past performance, or for whom information on past performance is not available, will not be treated favorably or unfavorably when ratings are assigned, i.e. they will receive a rating of “good” (reference FAR 15.305((a) (2) (IV)).

M.6.4 Exchanges

Offerors shall be given the opportunity to address the relevancy of past performance information or adverse past performance information to which the offeror has not previously had an opportunity to respond.  These exchanges may be made by evaluation notices (ENs) and are considered communications (FAR 15.306(b)) occurring prior to establishing the competitive range (FAR 15.306(b)).  An exchange of this nature occurring after the competitive range constitutes discussions (FAR 15.306(d) (1)). 

M.7.0 FACTOR 3:  COST/PRICE 

The proposed cost/price must be fair, reasonable and realistic.  The evaluation will consist of an "overall evaluated price" of all contract line item numbers (CLINs), i.e. basic and option performance periods, excluding the Government's estimated, Other Direct Costs (ODCs).

7.1 Reasonableness.  The proposal analysis techniques and procedures described under FAR 15.404-1(b) and 15.404-1(c), as determined appropriate, will be performed in determining the proposal is fair and reasonable including, but not limited to, a comparison of the proposed cost/price with that of the independent Government cost estimate (IGCE).  

7.3 Realism

7.3.1 For the CPAF services, the costs proposed will be evaluated through a cost realism analysis by calculating a probable cost (PC) (FAR 15.404-1(d) (2)) for the basic and option performance periods, in order to determine if they are realistic. This evaluation will include an analysis for unbalanced pricing (FAR 15.404-1(g)), use of uncompensated overtime (FAR 37.115-2) and compensation for professional employees, i.e. total compensation plans (FAR 22.1103). The PC may differ from the proposed cost and will reflect the Governments best estimate of the cost of the contract that is most likely to result from the offerors proposal.   It will be determined by adjusting each offerors proposed costs, including fee, to reflect any additions or reductions in cost elements to realistic levels based on the results of the cost realism analysis. This will include an evaluation of the extent to which proposed costs indicate a clear understanding of solicitation requirements, and reflect a sound approach to satisfying those requirements.
7.3.2 The cost realism analysis will consider technical/management risks identified during the evaluation of the proposal and associated costs. Depending upon the percentage of the adjustment the offeror’s mission suitability score may be adjusted as specified below.
Percentage Difference        


Point Adjustment
+/- 5%    





0

+/- 6 to 10%





-50

+/- 11 to 15%





-75

+/- 16 to 20%





-100

+/- 21 to 30%





-200

+/- More than 30%




-300

Both the proposed cost and probable cost will be presented to the Source Selection Authority.

(End of Provision)

[END OF SECTION]























































0-30





A proposal that has one or more deficiencies or significant weaknesses that demonstrate a lack of overall competence or would require a major proposal revision to correct





Poor





31-50





A proposal having no deficiency and which has one or more weaknesses. Weaknesses outbalance any strengths





Fair





51-70





A proposal having no deficiency and which shows a reasonably sound response. There may be strengths or weaknesses, or both. As a whole, weaknesses not offset by strengths do not significantly detract from the offeror's response





Good





71-90





A proposal having no deficiency and which demonstrates over-all competence. One or more significant strengths have been found, and strengths outbalance any weaknesses that exist





Very Good





91-100





A comprehensive and thorough proposal of exceptional merit with one or more significant strengths. No deficiency or significant weakness exists





Excellent
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