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SECTION M

EVALUATION FACTORS FOR AWARD

SECTION M – REPRESENTATIONS AND INSTRUCTIONS

M.1
EVALUATION AND SOURCE SELECTION
A. General

This competitive negotiated acquisition will be conducted in accordance with FAR 15.3, “Source Selection”, and NASA FAR Supplement (NFS) 1815.3, “Source Selection”.  The Source Evaluation Board procedures at NFS 1815.370, “NASA Source Evaluation Boards”, apply.  A trade-off process, as described at FAR 15.101-1, will be used in making source selection.  The information contained in a proposal may be supplemented by information obtained by the Government from other Government organizations and personnel, commercial sources, public information sources, and data gathered during discussion, if there is a discussion phase of the evaluation.  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 executed by an individual with the authority to bind the offeror to the Government using the most favorable terms from a cost and technical standpoint.

B. 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 seek revised proposals from offerors within the competitive range.  Pursuant to FAR 15.306(c) (2), “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.”   Pursuant to the NFS 1815.306(c)(2), “a total of no more than three proposals shall be a working goal in establishing the competitive range.” At the conclusion of discussions, as stipulated in FAR 15.307, offerors within the competitive range will be requested to submit a final proposal revision.  This final proposal revision shall be submitted in the form of a contractual document which has been executed by an individual with the authority to bind the offeror, as well as revisions to the original proposal submitted.  Selection shall be made without subsequent discussions or negotiation.

C. A Source Evaluation Board (SEB) will perform the evaluation of proposals received in response to this RFP.  In carrying out its responsibility, the Board will evaluate proposals with respect to the following three factors:  Mission Suitability, Past Performance, and Cost.  The SEB will be supported as needed by appropriate advisors in conducting the evaluation.

D. When the SEB concludes its evaluations, it will present its findings to the John C. Stennis Space Center, Center Director, who is the Source Selection Authority (SSA) for this acquisition.  The SSA will make award selection considering the results of the Mission Suitability evaluation, the Past Performance evaluation, and the Cost evaluation.  Award will be made to the responsible offeror whose proposal meets the requirements of the RFP and offers the best value to the Government.

E. Evaluation Factors and Subfactors

1. There are three evaluation factors for this acquisition:  Mission Suitability, Past Performance, and Cost.  A general definition of these factors may be found at NFS 1815.304, “Evaluation factors and significant subfactors.”  Proposals will be evaluated using the following factors and subfactors.

FACTOR – MISSION SUITABILITY


Subfactor – Technical Performance


Subfactor – Management


Subfactor – Small and Small Disadvantaged Business Participation 


  
FACTOR – PAST PERFORMANCE

FACTOR – COST

2. The information required to be submitted in Section L-II, Instructions for Proposal Preparation, will be evaluated under the above factors and subfactors. The Mission Suitability Factor will be weighted and scored in accordance with the numerical system established in M.3, below.  The other factors (i.e., Past Performance and Cost) are not similarly weighted and scored.  The SSA will make his decision on the basis of an integrated assessment of all factors.

3. Proposal risk will be carefully considered in evaluating proposals.  The proposal risks to be assessed are those associated with technical and cost performance.  Risk assessments will be considered in determining Mission Suitability strengths, weaknesses, deficiencies, and numerical/adjectival ratings.  Identified risk areas and the potential for cost impact will be considered in the cost evaluation.

(End of Provision)

M.2
RELATIVE ORDER OF IMPORTANCE OF EVALUATION FACTORS
Mission Suitability Factor and Past Performance Factor when combined, are significantly more important than the Cost Factor.  As individual factors, the Mission Suitability Factor, the Past Performance Factor and the Cost Factor are of essentially equal importance.

(End of Provision)

M.3
MISSION SUITABILITY FACTOR (VOLUME I)
A. Weighting and Scoring

1. The Mission Suitability Factor indicates the excellence of the proposed work and the offeror’s ability to perform that work.  Evaluation of the Mission Suitability Factor will focus on the offeror’s understanding of the requirements and the proposed management, subcontracting, and technical approaches to meeting the requirements.  The Mission Suitability subfactors and the total Mission Suitability Factor will be evaluated using the adjectival rating, definitions and percentile ranges at NFS 1815.305(a)(3)(A).  The total weighting for the Mission Suitability Factor will be 1,000 points.  The Mission Suitability subfactors will be scored in accordance with the numerical system established below.

	SUBFACTORS
	WEIGHT

	TECHNICAL PERFORMANCE
	600

	MANAGEMENT 
	300

	SMALL AND SMALL DISADVANTAGED BUSINESS (SDB) PARTICIPATION
	100

	TOTAL POSSIBLE POINTS
	1,000


2. The maximum points available for each subfactor will be multiplied by the evaluated percent for each subfactor to derive the score for the particular subfactor.  For example, if a subfactor has a possible 300 points and receives a rating of 80%, then the score for that subfactor would be 240 points.

3. The numerical weights assigned to the subfactors identified above are indicative of the relative importance of those evaluation areas.  The weights are used by the SSA only as a guide.  The SSA will use the evaluation factors and subfactors set forth in the solicitation to make the source selection decision.  The SSA will consider the SEB findings to determine which of the proposals submitted in response to the solicitation would prove most advantageous to the Government, all factors considered.  However, the SSA will not be bound to accept the weights and scores of the SEB.

B. Adjustment for Cost Realism
1. Although Mission Suitability and Cost are separate factors, the proposed cost of the work (and rates proposed) may be a significant indicator of an offeror’s understanding and ability to perform the PWS.  Therefore, Mission Suitability scores may be adjusted for lack of cost realism.  Since Phase-in cost will not be evaluated as part of the probable cost, the Phase-in plan, which is included within the Management Subfactor, will not be a part of any adjustment for Cost Realism.

2. In accordance with NFS 1815.305(a)(3)(B), a structured approach will be used to adjust an offeror’s overall Mission Suitability score based on the degree of cost realism.  The mission suitability point score adjustment will be based on the percentage difference between proposed cost/fee and probable cost (cost plus fee) (as defined in the Cost Factor M.5).  The following Mission Suitability cost realism point adjustment shall be subtracted from the Mission Suitability score.

	Services
	Point Adjustment

	+/- 5 percent
	0

	+/- 6 to 10 percent
	-50

	+/- 11 to 15 percent
	-100

	+/- 16 to 20 percent
	-150

	+/- 21 to 30 percent
	-200

	+/- more than 30 percent
	-300


C. Mission Suitability Subfactors 

1. Technical Performance Subfactor
(a) An evaluation will be made of the offeror’s management operating plans and programs.  The SEB will evaluate the proposed approach for receiving/originating, validating, planning, prioritizing, coordinating, estimating, scheduling, controlling, completing, tracking, closing out work, and reporting the status of work requests to be performed under the PWS.  The approach will be assessed on the basis of work controls, configuration management, efficiency, features to detect and accommodate problems in fluctuations in workload, and compatibility for rapid reaction to changes in priority assignments. 

(b) An evaluation will be made of offeror’s operations, corrective maintenance and preventive maintenance programs and how these programs will affect system availability, reliability, and productivity.  
(c) Under this subfactor, an evaluation will be made of the proposed resources for performance of requirements of the contract.  Proposed key personnel will be evaluated by the SEB, to determine the relevant experience and qualifications to effectively manage the functions for which they will have authority and responsibility.  The reasonableness of the offeror’s rationale for designating appropriate key positions will be evaluated.  The qualifications and ability of key personnel will be substantiated by the resumes and reference checks.  Independent knowledge of the Government will also be considered.  The degree of commitment of the offeror to use those proposed as key personnel will also be considered.  The offeror’s approach for providing backup for key personnel for absences due to vacation, illness, etc., will be evaluated, as well as the offeror’s approach to filling key personnel vacancies.  The availability and firmness of commitment of key personnel to the contract at startup will be part of the evaluation.

(d) The proposed Staffing Plan will be evaluated for soundness and adequacy for obtaining and maintaining a qualified workforce, including subcontractors.  The numbers, skill categories, (particularly critical skills), and qualifications of personnel for each organizational element will be evaluated for the ability to perform assigned tasks, flexibility of approach and an overall understanding of the requirements.  The offeror’s staffing plans and procedures will be evaluated for realism, particularly in terms of fluctuating work force requirements and retention of qualified personnel.   The offeror’s sources and indicated availability of personnel will be evaluated for realism in providing the staffing compatible with the approach. It will also be evaluated for adequacy in applying, implementing, and administering the provisions 
of the Service Contract Act (SCA) and the Collective Bargaining Agreement (CBA).
(e) Also evaluated under this subfactor will be the Total Compensation Plan (TCP) (salaries/wages, fringe benefit policies and practices, uncompensated overtime and other policies) proposed for all employees.   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 employees, may be viewed as evidence of a failure to comprehend the complexity of the contract requirement.  The TCP evaluation will consider the quality and stability of the workforce.

(f) An evaluation will be made of the corporate resources; in the form of services, facilities, equipment, and staff assistance; available to this contract.  The plan to obtain these resources and the availability of these resources will be evaluated.  The overhead or burden charges over and above those proposed on this contract will be considered in terms of Corporate’s priority placed on this contract.

(g) Under this subfactor, an evaluation will also be made of the offeror’s approach to customer support, specifically, the approach for information exchange with multiple customers and resident agencies. An evaluation will be made of the effectiveness and efficiency of the method used to assess and plan for short and long-range requirements, and the effectiveness of methods for identifying, prioritizing and satisfying those requirements.  In addition, the offeror will be evaluated on the proposed customer service mechanism or system, and its responsiveness to customer needs, concerns, and satisfaction.

2. Management Subfactor

(a) This subfactor will be used to evaluate the offeror’s management and business approaches.  Under this subfactor, an evaluation will be made of the offeror’s overall management approach to planning, directing, coordinating, controlling, and managing the services in the PWS from start-up through the life of the contract.  Any proposed off-site business management operations will also be examined to assure Government requirements are met.
The offeror’s planned organizational structure/composition, including lines of authority and accountability, roles and responsibilities of the project manager, other key personnel, and supervisors will be evaluated.  Specifically, this subfactor will evaluate the extent of local autonomy invested in the project manager by the corporation.  In addition, the project manager’s ability to make decisions and flexibility in meeting the requirements of the contract will also be evaluated.  The offeror’s relationships and interfaces with the corporate or home office operations will be examined.  Specifically, an understanding will be sought of who will be in a position of authority over, or could impact, the technical, management, or cost performance of the performing entity (periodic and routine administrative reporting does not constitute authority over, or a significant ability to impact performance).  For the purposes of this evaluation, the performing single entity is the entity that provides direct labor and overall project management for all contract work. The SEB will evaluate the proposed financial management system to assure complete cost integrity and capability for interfacing with NASA applications.  Additionally, the SEB will consider methods or features for maintaining organizational flexibility, efficiency, and relationships with the Government, subcontractors, and teaming arrangements, if proposed.

(b) The SEB will examine how well the offeror integrates personnel, policies, and procedures to allow the organization to function as a single entity.  The use of joint ventures, subcontracts, teaming arrangements, or other contractual arrangements, if proposed, will be evaluated based on their benefits to NASA and the effectiveness of the proposed approach, including effective organizational relationships and responsibilities, for managing these arrangements to assure that the Government obtains an integrated team. The SEB will evaluate the proposed business arrangement to ensure that the organization can effectively meet the requirements of the contract. The documented evidence for obtaining an ID number from the State of Mississippi will be evaluated. The effectiveness of the proposed operational and management interfaces from lower levels (first-line supervisors) up to top-level management for interacting with subcontractors, other contractors, resident organizations, and NASA will be evaluated.  The logic of keying all functions proposed for each organizational block down to each Section of the PWS to indicate where all requirements are covered in your organization will be examined.  The logic of placement of key personnel within the organization will also be examined.
(c) The offeror’s proposed management systems will be evaluated to determine that a sound approach is in place to ensure that the services provided meet the specified requirements.

(d) The SEB will evaluate the offeror’s Quality Management System in terms of ISO 9001:2000 standards and implementation across the entire contract.  

(e) The SEB will evaluate the adequacy of the offeror’s approach to measuring and responding to the level of the performance as it relates to the PWS. 

(f) The SEB will also evaluate the offeror’s approach to managing the Government provided and contractor-acquired property management systems.

(g) Under this subfactor, an evaluation will also be made of the offeror’s overall business approach for contract phase-in including identification of major steps, needed training, critical tasks, skills, efforts toward retention, continuity of services and any other prerequisites necessary for successful phase-in. The phase-in plan will be evaluated based on the offeror’s demonstrated ability to assume full contractual responsibility on August 28, 2007. 

(h) An evaluation of the proposed approach to labor relations will be made, including those of your major subcontractors, expertise and approaches, policies, plans, and steps to ensure amicable labor relations within appropriate business constraints.    

(i) The offeror’s approach for satisfying the safety, health, and mission assurance requirements of this contract will be assessed.  The offeror’s Safety and Health Plan will be evaluated to determine if all requirements of NPR 8715.1, SPR 8715.1, NFS 1852.223-70 and DR-2 SA09 have been addressed and that an effective plan has been proposed from start-up through the life of the contract. The plan will be evaluated to ensure:
i. Safety and health of all personnel;
ii. Safety and quality of hardware, software and processes;
iii. Reliability and maintainability of equipment and facilities; and
iv. Environmental Compliance to include operations and implementation

(k) 
The SEB will evaluate the offeror’s purchasing and subcontracting system and the approach to identifying and resolving subcontract problems before they impact contract performance.
3.
Small Disadvantaged Business (SDB) Participation Subfactor
(a) The offeror’s small business subcontracting plan as stated in L-I-12, which includes the description of the type of work and the rationale in designating that portion of the PWS to subcontractors in support of the contract will be evaluated.  The subcontractor’s technical capability and relevant experience will be evaluated against the portion of the PWS designated for their performance.  Consideration will be given to utilization of small, small disadvantaged, women-owned, HUBZone, veteran owned, and service disabled veteran owned small business concerns over and above the stated goals.  The degree of commitments from proposed small, small disadvantaged, women-owned, HUBZone, veteran owned, and service disabled veteran owned small business firms in the subcontracting plan will also be considered.
(b) This subfactor will be used to evaluate the extent of participation of SDB concerns in performance of contracts in the targeted North American Industrial Classification Standard (NAICS) Major Groups as determined by the Department of Commerce (DOC) and to the extent authorized by law.  Only SDB concerns in the targeted NAICS Major Groups will be evaluated.  The extent of participation of SDB concerns in the SDB Participation Program-Targets, as determined by the DOC, will be evaluated for targeted NAICS Major Groups for each contract year in terms of the proposed annual contract value, including cost and fee, as adjusted by the SEB for probable cost. The extent of participation of the SDB concerns in terms of the total proposed contract value of the acquisition for all ten (10) contract years, including cost and fee, as adjusted by the SEB for probable cost, will be evaluated. In addition, the extent to which SDB concerns are specifically identified, and the extent of commitment to use the SDB concerns, will be evaluated.
(End of Provision)

M.4
PAST PERFORMANCE FACTOR (VOLUME II)

A. Past performance is relevant information regarding an offeror’s performance under previously awarded contracts wherein major or critical aspects of the contract were performed.  This past performance information is an indicator of an offeror’s ability to perform the contract successfully.  Relevant experience is the accomplishment of work similar to that required under this procurement involving base operations and facility support contracts which has occurred at least in part during the last three (3) years (minimum of 12 months) immediately preceding release of this final RFP.  The government will focus on information that demonstrates quality of performance relevant to the size and complexity of the procurement.  The currency and relevance of the information, source of the information, context of the data, and general trends in offeror’s performance will be considered.  Recent contract performance will be examined to ensure that any necessary corrective measures have been implemented.  Prompt corrective action in isolated instances may not outweigh overall negative patterns or trends.  Contract value, scope, and complexity will be considered in judging relevance.  The evaluation will take into account past and current performance information including all principals in joint ventures, teaming arrangements, subcontractors or other contractual arrangements that will perform major or critical aspects of the contract.  Failure of the offeror to submit its self assessment or of its customers to submit the completed past performance questionnaires before November 28, 2006, shall not be a cause for rejection of the proposal nor shall it be reflected in the Government’s evaluation of the offeror’s past performance.  In the event of new corporate entities/teaming partners, an evaluation will be made of the past or current performance of the parent/prior companies/divisions.

B. The Government will consider pertinent information provided by the offeror as well as independently obtained information from Government and non-Government sources, in assessing the offeror’s past performance.  The government reserves the right to conduct site visits of past and present locations of offeror’s contracts.

C. Consideration will be given to the degree to which the offeror satisfied the requirements of previous contracts.  Consideration will also be given to characteristics such as resiliency, resourcefulness, safety record, environmental record, and management determination to see that the organization lived up to its commitments to provide specific standards and skills, and in the recruitment and retention of experienced/competent key personnel.  Included in this evaluation will be the offeror’s past performance in the fulfillment of the technical requirements, cost/schedule management, subcontract management, financial reporting, quality management, Small Business and Small Disadvantaged Business subcontracting, and any serious performance problems such as termination for default.

D. This factor is not numerically scored but will be assigned an adjectival rating by the SEB in accordance with the adjectival ratings and definitions below.

	Adjectival Rating
	Definitions

	Excellent
	Of exceptional merit; exemplary performance in a timely, efficient and economical manner; very minor (if any) performance problems with no adverse effect on overall performance.

	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 performance problems with no adverse effect on overall performance.

	Good
	Effective performance; fully responsive to contract requirements; reportable performance problems but with little identifiable effect on overall performance.

	Neutral
	Neutral Rating.  Assigned to offerors with no relevant past performance.

	Satisfactory
	Meets or slightly exceeds minimum acceptable standards; adequate results; reportable performance problems with identifiable, but not substantial, effects on overall performance.

	Poor/Unsatisfactory
	Does not meet minimum acceptable standards in one or more areas; remedial action required in one or more areas; performance problems in one or more areas which adversely effect overall performance.


E. If an offeror does not have any relevant past performance history as determined herein, it will not be evaluated favorably or unfavorably, and will be given a neutral rating.  

(End of Provision)

M.5
COST FACTOR (VOLUME III)
A. The Cost Factor evaluates all cost associated with the contract in terms of validity, reasonableness, adequacy, and cost realism of proposed costs.  Proposed costs are analyzed to determine the probable “cost of doing business” and to identify and weigh features that could cause a given proposal to cost more or less than the others, including proposal risk areas.  The Cost Factor is not weighted or scored. Each offeror’s proposed costs will be evaluated to determine if the costs are realistic for the work to be performed, if the costs reflect an offeror’s understanding of the requirements, and if the costs are consistent with the various elements of the mission suitability proposal. The total compensation proposed will be evaluated in terms of enhancing the recruitment and retention of personnel and its realism and consistency with a total plan for compensation (both salaries and fringe benefits). Cost realism analyses will be performed to assess the reasonableness and realism of the proposed costs.  Proposed costs will be adjusted to reflect the probable “cost of doing business” for the basic 3-year contract and potential Award Term periods.  The proposed incentive fee for cost and performance will be considered under this evaluation factor and will become a part of the overall “cost of doing business.”  Phase-in costs will not be evaluated as part of the probable cost.   

B. The Basis of Estimate (BOE) will be used to assess reasonableness of the offeror’s cost realism analyses will identify features that could cause a given proposal, including proposal risk areas, to cost more or less than proposed and by how much.  Differences between proposed cost and probable cost will be used in measuring the realism of the proposed costs. 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 approach(es) described in each Offeror’s proposal.  When elements of an Offeror’s proposal are judged by the Government to be unrealistic, probable cost adjustments will be made to the Offeror’s cost proposal.  For each Offeror, in accordance with NFS 1815.305, the percentage difference between the proposed cost and the probable cost will be calculated.  Where an adjustment to which a specific subcontractor cannot be identified, the corresponding adjustment will be addressed to the Prime contractor’s cost.  The Government provided estimate (FPFCE) (L.II.6H(b)) will not be a factor in the calculation of the proposed price vs. the government’s probable cost point adjustment (M.3.B). Using a cost realism point adjustment, as defined in provision M.3.B.2, the Government will proportionately adjust the offeror’s Mission Suitability score for its assessed cost realism.

C. For purposes of proposal evaluation and source selection, the probable cost of the initial three-year base period and all Term Awards will be considered under the Cost/Price factor.  The cost of phase-in will be considered under the Cost/Price factor but will not be included in the probable cost for selection purposes.

D. In concert with the Mission Suitability subfactor, Small and Small Disadvantaged Business (SDB) Participation, SDB Participation Program - Targets, and in accordance with FAR 19.11 and FAR Clause 52.219-23, Notice of Price Evaluation Adjustment for Small Disadvantaged Business Concerns, a price evaluation adjustment for small disadvantaged business concerns shall be applied as determined by the Department of Commerce (FAR 19.201(b)).  The adjustment gives offers from targeted small business concerns a price evaluation adjustment by adding a ten percent (10%) adjustment factor to all offerors’ total proposed contract value, as adjusted by the SEB for probable cost, including fee, for each contract year.  In accordance with FAR 19.1103(a), this factor will be added to all offers except:

1. Offers from small disadvantaged business concerns that have not waived the evaluation adjustment; or, if a price evaluation adjustment for small disadvantaged business concerns is authorized on a regional basis, offers from small disadvantaged business concerns, whose address is in such a region, that have not waived the evaluation adjustment; or
2. An otherwise successful offer a from historically black college and universities or minority institution. 
E.  In accordance with FAR 19.1103(c) the SEB can not evaluate offers using the cost evaluation adjustment when it would cause award, as a result of this adjustment, to be made at a cost/fee that exceeds fair market cost by more than the factor as determined by the Department of Commerce (See FAR 19.202-6(a)).

F. In accordance with FAR 19.13, Historically Underutilized Business Zone (HUBZone) Program, a HUBZone factor will be applied in accordance with FAR 52.219-4, Notice of Price Evaluation Preference for HUBZone.  The HUBZone factor of  10% will be added to the cost of all offerors based on total proposed contract value, as adjusted by the SEB for probable cost, including fee for each contract year, except -
1. Offers from HUBZone small business concerns that have not waived the evaluation preference; and

2. Otherwise successful offers from small business concerns.  

G. A concern that is both a HUBZone small business concern and a small disadvantaged business concern shall receive the benefit of both the HUBZone small business price evaluation preference and the small disadvantaged business price evaluation adjustment (see FAR 19.11).  Each applicable price evaluation preference or adjustment shall be calculated independently against an offeror’s proposed contract value, as adjusted by the SEB for a probable cost, including fee, for each contract year.  These individual preference and adjustment amounts shall both be added to the base offer to arrive at the total evaluated price for that offer.

H. The status of the approval of the Offeror’s business systems will be evaluated on the basis of their effect on the level of confidence assigned to the government’s most probable cost assessment.  Also, the indirect rate ceilings proposed will be considered in determining the most probable cost and the government’s level of confidence in the most probable costs.  Any differences between the ceiling and the proposed rates will be similarly considered. 

I. The proposed fee will be evaluated for reasonableness and for the extent that they would provide sufficient performance incentive

J. The Offeror’s financial capability to properly perform a contract of this type and magnitude will be evaluated.

K. If operating or capital leases are proposed by contractor or major subcontractor, a FASB 13 Analysis shall be performed to validate proposed lease type.  This analysis will be evaluated.

L. Risk analysis for the Cost factor, which identifies risk areas and the recommended approaches to minimize the impact of those risks on the overall success of the program will be evaluated.  The Cost factor, although not scored numerically, is relevant in determining the offeror’s understanding of the requirements of the RFP and the resources required and will be reported by the SEB to the SSA.

M. The results of the Government’s Cost/Price evaluation will be presented to the SSA for consideration in making the source selection decision.
 (End of Provision)

[END OF SECTION]
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