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SECTION M


SECTION M - EVALUATION FACTORS FOR AWARD

TO OFFERORS

________________________________________

[MCDE]M.1
LISTING OF PROVISIONS INCORPORATED BY REFERENCE

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

I.  FEDERAL ACQUISITION REGULATION (48 CFR CHAPTER 1)

CLAUSE

NUMBER     DATE      TITLE

	52.217-5
	JUL 1990 
	EVALUATION OF OPTIONS 


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

CLAUSE

NUMBER     DATE      TITLE

None included by reference.

M.2
SOURCE SELECTION PROCEDURE 
This competitive negotiated acquisition shall be conducted in accordance with FAR 15.3, "Source Selection", and NASA FAR Supplement (NFS) 1815.3, “Source Selection.”  The attention of offerors is particularly directed to NFS 1815.305, "Proposal evaluation" and to NFS 1815.305-70, "Identification of unacceptable proposals."  A trade-off process, as described in FAR 15.101-1, will be used in making source selection.

The Government will rank companies from most capable to least capable and select the proposals  that represent the best value by comparing the Offerors to each other on the basis of the evaluation factors described above.  If, in any comparison, one company has both the better capability and the lower price, then we will consider that company to be the best value.  If the company with the better capability has the higher price, then we will decide whether the lower risk associated with the better capability is worth the higher price.  If it is, then we will consider the more capable, higher priced company to be the better value.  If it is not, then we will consider the less capable, lower priced company to be the better value.  We will continue to make comparisons this way until we have identified the company that represents the best value.
These instructions are intended to explain the rationale and precise criteria by which proposals will be assessed by the evaluation team.  Offerors are to prepare proposals with these criteria in mind (i.e., in terms of both content and organization), in order to assist the team in determining the relative merit of proposals in relation to the requirements as defined in the Sow and the Specifications.  

Consistent with provision 52.215-1, the Government intends to award a contract based on the initial offers received, without discussion of such offers.  Accordingly, each offeror should submit its initial proposal to the Government using the most favorable terms from a price and technical standpoint.

Proposals will be evaluated in accordance with the requirements of FAR Subpart 15.3, “Source Selection,” as supplemented by NFS Subpart 1815.3, “Source Selection.”  Offerors should recognize that the initial evaluation of proposals will be made upon a review of the proposals only, plus some independent investigations that may be made with regard to Past Performance.  
Discussions will be held only if award on the basis of initial offers is determined not to be in the Government’s best interest.  If written or oral discussions are conducted, the Government will make a competitive range determination and conduct discussions with the offerors within the competitive range.

At the conclusion of discussions (if applicable), as stipulated in FAR 15.307, a Final Proposal Revision (FPR) would be requested from all offerors still within the competitive range.  The FPR shall be submitted in the form of a contractual document (including revisions to the original proposal) that has been executed by an individual with the authority to bind the offeror.  Selection will be made in accordance with the evaluation criteria set forth below.  Contract award would then be made without further discussions.

The Government evaluation committee will present its findings to the project management team and the Source Selection Authority (SSA), and the SSA will then select the successful offeror(s). 
[MCDE]M.3
SOURCE EVALUATION CRITERIA 
The source evaluation principles set forth in NASA FAR Supplement 18-15.613-71 will be followed by the Government in the course of selecting the successful offeror.  The following  evaluation factors shall be the basis utilized in evaluating all proposals received. 

(1)  TECHNICAL QUALITY  This factor indicates, for each offeror, the merit or excellence of the work to be performed or product to be delivered.  This factor consists of the following subfactors.  Each of the sub factors will receive an adjectival rating described below.  The sub factors will then be consolidated into a single Technical Quality rating.
A. KEY PERSONNEL
An evaluation will be made regarding the qualifications, capabilities and experience of the proposed key personnel.  Key personnel are those skilled, experienced, professional and technical personnel essential for successful accomplishment of the proposal objectives, such as the principal investigator, team leader, etc.  Their specific experience related to propellant mass gauging or similar projects will be evaluated. 
         B.  TECHNICAL MERIT 

 (i)  The technical approach factor will be evaluated to determine the Offeror’s current knowledge and expertise in the design, development, and test of mass gauging systems including both hardware and software.

(ii)  The Offeror’s proposed Contract Performance Schedule will be evaluated to determine if the project has a realistic, timely and complete schedule.  The level of detail in the schedule will demonstrate the Offeror's effort in planning and how accurate their projections are for timely completion of the project.   Schedules with realistic milestones and outcomes will be viewed favorably.  The Offeror’s schedule must support the overall schedule found in Section 4 of the Statement of Work.  The impact of any required compliance with export control regulations will be considered.  The impact of the location of contract performance, particularly in the conduct of testing, on the government’s ability to effectively monitor contract performance will also be evaluated.  
(iii)  The Offeror's technical approach will be evaluated on its realism, efficiency, effectiveness, and completeness in fulfilling all of the requirements contained in the Statement of Work and Specifications.  The Government will evaluate how well the Offeror will meet the Government's requirements on the basis of the Offeror's specific approaches to the SOW and Specifications.  The Government will evaluate the scope, soundness and completeness of the tasks to be performed and the products to be developed. .  Improvements in the accuracy and measurement frequency of the mass gauge that exceed the requirements will be viewed favorably.
(iv)  The Government will evaluate the Offeror's demonstrated ability to deal with inherent uncertainties and problems, which may arise when performing the Statement of Work and Specifications. The Government will also evaluate the Offeror's identification and discussion of risk factors and issues throughout the proposal and the approach proposed to manage those risks.

(v)  The Government will evaluate the soundness of the Offeror's methods for monitoring, assuring the quality of, reporting on, and improving its own performance under contract.

(vi)  The Government will evaluate the soundness of the Offeror's rationale for subcontracting, and the appropriateness of the proposed subcontracts.

(vii)  Any technical innovations relevant to carrying out the SOW and the Specifications that are proposed by the Offeror will be evaluated for their technical and cost effectiveness.  Where such innovations and any associated efficiencies or cost savings are proposed, their applicability and appropriateness to the SOW and Specifications will be evaluated.

(ix) Any data identified in the offeror’s response to FAR provision 52.227-15 to be delivered with other than unlimited rights will be evaluated on the basis of whether and how it would impact the government’s ability to achieve its CEV program objectives.
          C.   PROJECT RESOURCES AND IMPLEMENTATION PLANNING 

An evaluation will be made regarding the reasonableness of proposed Project Resources and Implementation Planning.
ADJECTIVE RATINGS FOR ABOVE SUBFACTORS:
EXCELLENT  A comprehensive and thorough proposal of exceptional merit with one or more significant strengths.  No deficiency or significant weakness exists.

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

GOOD  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 off-set by strengths do not significantly detract from the offerors response.

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

POOR  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.

D.  HEALTH AND SAFETY PLAN  
This subfactor will be used to evaluate the proposed approach to address the health and safety needs of the project.  Consideration will be given to the contractor’s health and safety program; the discussion of the requirements for a GRC Site-Specific Safety and Health Plan in accordance with the requirements of the GRC Safety Manual, Chapter 17, NFS 1852.223-70 and NFS 1852-223-75; and identification of the site-specific safety, health, and environmental hazards expected to be encountered on this project.  The Government will evaluate the adequacy of the offeror’s Safety and Health Plan to ensure that supplies and services are furnished in a safe and healthful manner, and that the offeror develops, produces and/or delivers products to NASA that will be safe and successful for their intended use.   

ADJECTIVE RATINGS FOR HEALTH AND SAFETY PLAN SUBFACTOR
ACCEPTABLE – The plan reflects a comprehensive health and safety program and includes and adequate discussion of plans to identify and address site-specific hazards.

UNACCEPTABLE – The plan reflects a an incomplete health and safety program and does not adequately recognize the need to address site-specific hazards.

E.  UTILIZATION OF SMALL AND SMALL DISADVANTAGE BUSINESS 
This subfactor will be used to evaluate the proposed approach to utilize Small and Small Disadvantage Business in the project.  Consideration will be given to the overall approach; the work areas to be subcontracted; and the percentage of work to be subcontracted.  

ADJECTIVE RATINGS FOR UTILIZATION OF SMALL AND SMALL DISADVANTAGE BUSINESS SUBFACTOR
ACCEPTABLE – The subcontracting plan reflects a good faith effort to achieve the subcontracting goals stated in provision L.15.

UNACCEPTABLE – The subcontracting plan does not reflect a good faith effort to achieve the subcontracting goals stated in provision L.15.

           (2) PAST PERFORMANCE   The evaluation will be conducted in accordance with FAR 15.305(a)(2) and NFS 1815.305(a)(2), "Past performance evaluation".  The Past Performance factor will evaluate each offeror's record (including the record of any significant subcontractors and/or teaming partners) of performing services or delivering products that are similar in size, content, and complexity to the requirements of this solicitation.  The adjectival rating assigned to Past Performance will reflect consideration of information contained in the written narrative, past performance evaluation input provided through customer references , and other references, if any, that the Government may contact for additional past performance information

Each of the adjectival ratings below has a "performance" component and a "relevance" component.  The offeror must meet the requirements of both components to achieve a particular rating.  In assessing relevance, the Government will consider the degree of similarity in size, content, and complexity to the requirements in this solicitation, as well as how current is the past performance.

In assessing performance, the Government will make an assessment of the offeror's overall performance, and the Government will evaluate the offeror's past performance record for meeting technical, schedule, cost, management, occupational health, safety, security, mission success, subcontracting goals, and other contract requirements.  Isolated or infrequent problems that were not severe or persistent, and for which the offeror took immediate and appropriate corrective action, may not reduce the offeror's rating.  On the other hand, ratings will be reduced when problems were within the contractor's control and were significant, persistent, or frequent, or when there is a pattern of problems or a negative trend of performance.  

Adjective ratings for past performance:

EXCELLENT -– Of exceptional merit; exemplary performance in a timely, efficient, and economical manner; very minor (if any) problems with no adverse effect on overall performance; and 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 problems with little identifiable effect on overall performance; and experience is very relevant to this procurement.  
                          GOOD -– Effective performance; fully responsive to contract requirements; reportable 

                          problems, 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 problems with identifiable, but not substantial, effects on overall performance; and experience is at least somewhat relevant to this procurement. Changes to the offeror's existing processes may be necessary in order to achieve contract requirements.
                          POOR -– Does not meet minimum acceptable standards in one or more areas; remedial 
                          action required in one ore more areas; problems in one or more areas which, adversely 
affect overall performance.  
                          NEUTRAL -– No record of relevant past performance or past performance 

                          information available.  Offerors without a record of relevant past performance or 

                          for whom information on past performance is not available, will not be evaluated 

                          favorably or unfavorably on past performance.  Refer to FAR 15.305(a)(2)(iv).

(3)  PRICE FACTOR  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 points or risk rating.  A probable cost and fee, with fee not being adjusted for changes in cost due to a probable cost adjustment, will be developed for the entire period of performance.  As part of the evaluation, the Government may consider other information extrinsic to the Offeror’s proposal that the Government deems relevant. 

The terms "proposed and probable cost" are exclusive of fee.  Any proposed fee is not adjusted in the probable cost assessment.

The incremental cost of government travel to remote or foreign locations to monitor contract performance, particularly testing operations, will also be considered.  
M.4
RELATIVE IMPORTANCE OF EVALUATION CRITERIA

A.  Other Than Price 

Within the Technical Quality Factor, Technical Merit is the most important subfactor.
The Technical  Quality factor is more important than the Past Performance factor.
B.  Relative Importance of Price

The Technical Quality and the Past Performance factors, when combined, are— 

Approximately equal to  cost or price.
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