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M.1 Listing of Provisions Incorporated by Reference (FAR 52.252-1) (FEB 1998)
This solicitation incorporates one or more solicitation provisions by reference, with the same force and effect as if they were given in full text. Upon request, the Contracting Officer will make their full text available. The offeror is cautioned that the listed provisions may include blocks that must be completed by the offeror and submitted with its quotation or offer. In lieu of submitting the full text of those provisions, the offeror may identify the provision by paragraph identifier and provide the appropriate information with its quotation or offer. Also, the full text of a solicitation provision may be accessed electronically at this/these address(es): 
FAR: http://www.arnet.gov/far 
NASA FAR: http://www.hq.nasa.gov/office/procurement/regs/nfstoc.htm 
(End of provision) 

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

None

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

None

(End of Provision)

M.2 General

This procurement utilizes the procedures for Phased Selection described in NFS 1817.73.  Specifically, this is the second phase of the Progressive Competition down-selection technique found in NFS 1817.7301-5.  
Proposals will be evaluated by a 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 Authority (SSA) who is responsible for making the source selection decision.  Acceptable offers will be evaluated to identify deficiencies, strengths, and weaknesses in accordance with the following factors and subfactors set forth provision M.6 below.
 (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 Factors and Criteria

The Government will evaluate Offeror’s proposal using the Factors and Subfactors shown below.  All aspects of the Offeror’s proposals will be considered during the evaluation process.  This evaluation process will include the Offeror’s proposed Model Contract, including all contract schedules..  

M.4.1 Evaluation Factors and their Relative Order of Importance

Factor 1 Mission Suitability 

Subfactor 1 Technical Approach 

Subfactor 2 Management Approach
Subfactor 3 Safety and Health 

Subfactor 4 Small Disadvantaged Business Participation 
Factor 2 Past Performance 

Factor 3 Cost 

A brief description of each of these factors is set forth below. Only the Mission Suitability factor will be weighted and numerically scored. 

The relative importance of each Factor is as follows:

· In accordance with FAR 15.304(e), all evaluation factors other than cost or price, when combined, are significantly more important than cost or price.  
· Mission Suitability is more important than Cost, Cost is more important than Past Performance.
M.4.2 Mission Suitability Factor
The Mission Suitability subfactors and their corresponding weights reflecting relative importance are listed below. NOTE: These weights are intended to be used as a guideline in the source selection decision-making process. 

Mission Suitability Subfactors

	Factor 1 Mission Suitability 
	Weight (pts) 

	Subfactor 1 Technical Approach 
	450 

	Subfactor 2 Management Approach
	350 

	Subfactor 3 Safety and Health Plan
	100 

	Subfactor 4 Small Disadvantage Business Participation 
	100 

	TOTAL 
	1000 


M.4.2.1 Subfactor:  Technical Approach
The technical areas and the associated elements of Systems Engineering and Integration, Spacecraft, Operations, Safety and Mission Assurance, Flight Test and Life Cycle Cost Operational Considerations will be evaluated.  Under this subfactor, an evaluation for the effectiveness, clarity, soundness, comprehensiveness, feasibility, realism, and suitability will be made of: 
1.   System Engineering and Integration

2.   Spacecraft Design, Development, Test and Evaluation including:


a. The Offeror’s proposed Spacecraft System Engineering 

b. Reserved


c. The Offeror’s proposed Spacecraft Specialty Engineering



d. The Offeror’s proposed Spacecraft Subsystems



e. The Offeror’s proposed Spacecraft Integration and Test Facilities


f.  The Offeror’s proposed Spacecraft Assembly, Integration and Production



g. The Offeror’s proposed Ground and Training Systems

3.   Operations including:


a. The Offeror’s proposed Operations Concepts


b. The Offeror’s proposed Ground, Flight and Training Operations Support


c. The Offeror’s proposed Operational Analyses

4.   Technical Risks
5.   Safety and Mission Assurance including:


a. The Offeror’s proposed Safety and Mission Assurance Plan


b. The Offeror’s proposed System Safety



c. The Offeror’s proposed Industrial, Environmental, and Range Safety


d. The Offeror’s proposed Reliability, Maintainability and Supportability


e. The Offeror’s proposed Hardware and Software Quality Assurance
6.   Flight Test
7.   Life Cycle Cost Operational Considerations
Information provided in Volume V, Technical Resources, of the Offeror’s proposal, such as basis of estimate (BOE), resources, staffing, skill mix, and supervisor to employee ratios, will also be considered for realism, comprehension, effectiveness, suitability, feasibility, and soundness when assessing the Offeror’s understanding of the requirements.  The Offeror’s demonstrated comprehension of the SOW, including the Offeror’s approach to addressing the technical complexities inherent in designing, developing, testing, evaluating and producing CEVs, will be evaluated.  
Under this subfactor, an evaluation will be made of the Offeror’s Life Cycle Cost Approach (LCCA).   Your proposal related to LCCA will be evaluated for its completeness, effectiveness and whether the approach has successfully fulfilled the systems/subsystems goals in the most cost-effective manner.  
M.4.2.2 Subfactor:  Management Approach

The management areas and the associated elements of Project Management and Life Cycle Cost management will be evaluated.  Under this subfactor, an evaluation for the effectiveness, clarity, soundness, comprehensiveness, feasibility, realism, and suitability will be made of: 
1. Project Management including:
a. The Offeror’s organization and management effectiveness, including the subcontracting management plan, ICE compatibility and corporate commitment  
b. The Offeror’s proposed performance assessment plan

c. The Offeror’s Integrated Master Schedule  

d. The Offeror’s streamlining plan

e. The Offeror’s external relationships

f. The Offeror’s proposed project risk list
2. Life Cycle Cost management including:
a. The Offeror’s proposed life cycle cost risks, trades and implementation 

b. The Offeror’s proposed data and information from the life cycle cost template in the Cost Volume

Information provided in Volume V, Technical Resources, of the Offeror’s proposal, such as basis of estimate (BOE), resources, staffing, skill mix, and supervisor to employee ratios, will also be considered for realism, comprehension, effectiveness, suitability, feasibility, and soundness when assessing the Offeror’s understanding of the requirements.  The Offeror’s demonstrated comprehension of the SOW, including the Offeror’s approach to addressing the management complexities inherent in designing, developing, testing, evaluating and producing CEVs, will be evaluated.  
M.4.2.3 Subfactor:  Safety and Health Plan 
The effectiveness, clarity, soundness, comprehensiveness, feasibility, and suitability of the Offeror’s proposed Safety and Health Plan will be evaluated. 

M.4.2.4 Subfactor:  Small Disadvantaged Business (SDB) Participation 
Under this subfactor an evaluation will be made of the Offeror’s extent that SDB concerns are included in the proposal.  The soundness and effectiveness of the Offeror's proposed plan to achieve or surpass the 4.9% goal for Small Disadvantaged Business will be evaluated.  For evaluation purposes, the government will only evaluate information relevant to Small Disadvantaged Businesses in the Small Business Subcontracting Plan for its effectiveness in achieving or surpassing the 4.9% goal for Small Disadvantaged Business. The small business subcontracting plan (other than the SDB Participation) will be evaluated under the Management Approach subfactor.  
M.4.3 Past Performance Factor
Past Performance indicates how well an offeror performed earlier work and can be a significant indicator of how well it can be expected to perform this contract successfully.  
Offeror’s Past Performance and successful completion of Phase 1 tasks will be evaluated by the SEB, but will not be numerically weighted and scored. The evaluation will be based on: 
· Phase 1 Self Assessment 

· Information provided by Offerors in their proposals

· Any new subcontractor not evaluated during Phase 1 and the completed Past Performance Questionnaire (if any)

· Any other information obtained independently by the SEB 

In particular, independently-obtained information concerning the Offeror’s performance during the CEV Phase 1 contract will be considered and evaluated under this factor.
M.4.4 Cost Factor

The SEB will not utilize weighting and scoring in the cost area.  Alternatively, NASA will perform a cost realism analysis of the Offeror’s proposed rates, prices and resources (including resources proposed in Volume V, Technical Resources) for Schedules A, and C.  For Schedule B, the Government will perform a review of the NTE prices and determine if there are any potential performance risks as a result of unrealistic pricing.  No adjustment to your proposed Schedule B NTE amounts will be assessed, and therefore the Government’s assessed probable cost will be equivalent to an Offeror’s proposed cost for Schedule B.  The only exception to this is if a mathematical error has been made in one of the Schedule B pricing templates, in which, a probable adjustment will be assessed to correct for the mathematical error, and this adjustment will be subject to a mission suitability points adjustment.    

Cost realism analysis is 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.  Realistic cost elements indicate a clear understanding of the requirements and are consistent with the unique technical and management approach described in each Offeror’s proposal.  When elements of an Offeror’s proposal are judged by the SEB to be unrealistic, probable cost adjustments will be made to the Offeror’s cost proposal. If it is determined that your proposed costs are inconsistent with the Management or Technical Volume, a mission suitability weakness may be assessed under management or technical, respectively, as a performance risk.
Probable cost is the SEB’s estimate of the anticipated cost to NASA of contract performance in accordance with each Offeror’s specific technical and management approach described in the Offeror’s proposal. 

The delta between the total proposed cost and fee (i.e., Completion Form and IDIQ combined) and the total probable cost and fee will be calculated to determine the difference between proposed and probable cost.  In accordance with the NFS 1815.305(a)(3)(B), a Mission Suitability point adjustment will be made to the Offeror’s overall score after the probable cost adjustment has been determined using the Hardware Development Cost Realism Table below.

Cost Realism Table

	Proposed and Probable Cost Difference
	Point Adjustment

	+/-0 to 30 percent
	0

	+/-31 to 40 percent
	-50

	+/-41 to 50 percent
	-100

	+/-51 to 60 percent
	-150

	+/-61 to 70 percent
	-200

	+/-more than 70 percent
	-300


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

Cost and Fee Evaluation of Schedule A – For pricing purposes, Schedule A is separated into two components: Schedule A1 (Completion Form) and Schedule A2 (Indefinite Delivery/Indefinite Quantity).  The SEB will perform a cost realism analysis on both the Completion Form (CF) effort under Schedule A1 and the Indefinite Delivery/Indefinite Quantity (IDIQ) effort under Schedule A2.  
For the CF Schedule A1 effort, all proposed resources will be assessed for validity, realism, and adequacy.  Proposed cost will also be compared to the Government’s estimated probable cost based on the Offeror’s management and technical approach.  The resources (labor and non-labor) listed in the Cost, Technical and the Technical Resources Volumes will be evaluated for realism.  The evaluation of the cost factor will result in a probable cost which will include an evaluation of the cost of doing business with each Offeror, including the anticipated growth in cost during the contract’s period of performance, and the features of each Offeror’s proposal that would cause its actual cost to be more or less than the proposed cost.  The proposed cost for the complete period of performance will be evaluated and a probable cost will be developed.  The probable cost will be used for selection purposes.
For the IDIQ Schedule A2 effort, the proposed Fully Burdened Labor Rates (FBLR) will be analyzed for cost realism and probable FBLR may be developed. The Government will multiply the probable FBLR by year by the annual Full Time Equivalents (FTE) provided in Table L4-6 in the Cost Volume (Volume IV) to develop your probable cost for this section.  The probable cost will be used for selection purposes.  

Cost and Fee Evaluation of Schedule B – This section is considered IDIQ with the option to order firm fixed incentive fee or cost reimbursement incentive fee delivery orders.  NASA has requested a Not-to Exceed (NTE) unit price per flight in Schedule B. The NTE unit price per flight (ref. Attachment J-16) will be summed for the entire Schedule B effort, and the resulting total NTE price will be used for selection purposes.

The Government will evaluate the high level data requested and assess whether your proposed NTE prices are realistic.  If it is determined that your proposed prices are unrealistic either due to an error, flawed assumptions or inconsistency with the Management Volume, Technical Volume, or the Model Contract, a mission suitability weakness or deficiency may be assessed under the Management or Technical Subfactors, respectively, as a performance risk. 
Cost and Fee Evaluation of Schedule C – This section is considered a cost reimbursement IDIQ.  All proposed resources will be assessed for validity, realism, and adequacy.  Proposed cost will also be compared to the Government’s estimated probable cost based on the Offeror’s management and technical approach.  The resources (labor and non-labor) listed in the Cost, Technical and the Technical Resources Volumes will be evaluated for realism.  The evaluation of the cost factor will result in a probable cost, which will include an evaluation of the cost of doing business with each Offeror, including the anticipated growth in cost during the contract’s period of performance, and the features of each Offeror’s proposal that would cause its actual cost to be more or less than the proposed cost.  The proposed cost for the complete period of performance will be evaluated and a probable cost will be developed.  The probable cost will be used for selection purposes.
Probable Cost for Selection Purposes – The probable cost will be used for selection purposes and will include the cost of Schedules A1, A2, B, and C.  This includes the Basic and all Option periods.
(End of Provision)
M.5 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.6 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)
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