RFP NNM07181505


SECTION M

EVALUATION FACTORS FOR AWARD

M.1
EVALUATION OF OPTIONS (FAR 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.2
NOTICE OF PRICE EVALUATION ADJUSTMENT FOR SMALL 

DISADVANTAGED BUSINESS CONCERNS (FAR 52.219-23) (SEP 2005) 


(a) 
Definitions. As used in this clause— 

“Small disadvantaged business concern” means an offeror that represents, as part of its offer, that it is a small business under the size standard applicable to this acquisition; and either— 



(1) 
It has received certification by the Small Business Administration as a small disadvantaged business concern consistent with 13 CFR Part 124, subpart B; and



(i) 
No material change in disadvantaged ownership and control has occurred since its certification; 




(ii) 
Where the concern is owned by one or more disadvantaged individuals, the net worth of each individual upon whom the certification is based does not exceed $750,000 after taking into account the applicable exclusions set forth at 13 CFR 124.104(c)(2); and 




(iii) 
It is identified, on the date of its representation, as a certified small disadvantaged business concern in the database maintained by the Small Business Administration (PRO-Net). 



(2) 
It has submitted a completed application to the Small Business Administration or a Private Certifier to be certified as a small disadvantaged business concern in accordance with 13 CFR Part 124, subpart B, and a decision on that application is pending, and that no material change in disadvantaged ownership and control has occurred since its application was submitted. In this case, in order to receive the benefit of a price evaluation adjustment, an offeror must receive certification as a small disadvantaged business concern by the Small Business Administration prior to contract award; or 



(3) 
Is a joint venture as defined in 13 CFR 124.1002(f). 

“Historically black college or university” means an institution determined by the Secretary of Education to meet the requirements of 34 CFR 608.2. For the Department of Defense (DoD), the National Aeronautics and Space Administration (NASA), and the Coast Guard, the term also includes any nonprofit research institution that was an integral part of such a college or university before November 14, 1986. 
“Minority institution” means an institution of higher education meeting the requirements of Section 1046(3) of the Higher Education Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 1067k, including a Hispanic-serving institution of higher education, as defined in Section 316(b)(1) of the Act (20 U.S.C. 1101a)). 

(b) 
Evaluation adjustment. 



(1) 
The Contracting Officer will evaluate offers by adding a factor of ten percent to the price of all offers, except— 




(i) 
Offers from small disadvantaged business concerns that have not waived the adjustment; and 




(ii) 
An otherwise successful offer from a historically black college or university or minority institution. 



(2) 
The Contracting Officer will apply the factor to a line item or a group of line items on which award may be made. The Contracting Officer will apply other evaluation factors described in the solicitation before application of the factor. The factor may not be applied if using the adjustment would cause the contract award to be made at a price that exceeds the fair market price by more than the factor in paragraph (b)(1) of this clause. 


(c) 
Waiver of evaluation adjustment.  A small disadvantaged business concern may elect to waive the adjustment, in which case the factor will be added to its offer for evaluation purposes.  The agreements in paragraph (d) of this clause do not apply to offers that waive the adjustment.  Offeror elects to waive the adjustment. 


(d) 
Agreements. 



(1) 
A small disadvantaged business concern, that did not waive the adjustment, agrees that in performance of the contract, in the case of a contract for— 




(i) 
Services, except construction, at least 50 percent of the cost of personnel for contract performance will be spent for employees of the concern; 



(ii) 
Supplies (other than procurement from a nonmanufacturer of such supplies), at least 50 percent of the cost of manufacturing, excluding the cost of materials, will be performed by the concern; 



(iii) 
General construction, at least 15 percent of the cost of the contract, excluding the cost of materials, will be performed by employees of the concern; or 



(iv) 
Construction by special trade contractors, at least 25 percent of the cost of the contract, excluding the cost of materials, will be performed by employees of the concern. 


(2) 
A small disadvantaged business concern submitting an offer in its own name shall furnish in performing this contract only end items manufactured or produced by small disadvantaged business concerns in the United States or its outlying areas. This paragraph does not apply to construction or service contracts.  

(End of Provision)

M.3  
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.4
EVALUATION FACTORS FOR AWARD  



a.
General


The proposed procurement will be evaluated in accordance with procedures prescribed by the FAR and the NFS.  


b.
Source Evaluation Board (SEB)


A Source Evaluation Board appointed by the Source Selection Authority, will evaluate the offers submitted for this 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.


c.
Source Selection Authority (SSA)


Source selection will be made by the Deputy Associate Administrator of NASA’s Exploration Systems Mission Directorate (ESMD).


d.
SEB Membership


The voting members of the SEB are:

Jerry Cook

Fred Bickley

Ralph Carruth

Keith Layne

Earl Pendley


e.
Evaluation Factors and Subfactors


Acceptable offers will be evaluated using the following:
· Mission Suitability Factor

· Past Performance Factor
· Cost Factor
f.  
Relative Importance of Evaluation Factors/Subfactors

While only the Mission Suitability Factor is scored, in order to provide the Offeror with an indication of the relative importance of the three factors listed above, the following information is furnished:  


The three factors, Mission Suitability, Past Performance, and Cost are essentially equal in importance.  

Per FAR 15.304 (e) the following information is provided:  Mission Suitability and Past Performance Factors, when combined, are significantly more important than the Cost Factor.

The Subfactors to be used in evaluating Mission Suitability and their corresponding weights are listed below: 
	Management Approach
	475 points

	Technical Approach
	425 points

	Small Business and Small Disadvantaged Business Utilization
	 100 points

	TOTAL
	       1,000 points



The numerical weights assigned to the subfactors identified above are indicative of the relative importance of those evaluation areas.

g.
Mission Suitability Factor (Volume I)
The detailed descriptions of the Mission Suitability Subfactors are set forth below:
· Mission Suitability Factor
Management Approach Subfactor
Technical Approach Subfactor
Small Business and Small Disadvantaged Business Utilization Subfactor
The Mission Suitability Factor will be used to evaluate: the Offeror’s understanding of the requirements of the Statement of Work (SOW), to include:   their familiarization with the existing Government design; understanding of the Upper Stage Element development approach being performed by the NASA Design Team and the Contractor’s role in providing producibility support; the Offeror’s plan for transitioning and assuming the Upper Stage Element development responsibilities; and subsequently satisfying the SOW requirements; the Offeror’s capability to build the Upper Stage; and the likelihood that the overall proposed approach will result in the successful manufacture and delivery of the Upper Stage and the successful completion of the Ares I missions.  

Throughout this Factor, the Government will evaluate: the Offeror’s proposed innovative and streamlined approaches that will ensure effective operational cost effectiveness and mission success; the Offeror’s approach for integration with the NASA Design team with an emphasis on operability and manufacturing efficiency that ensures operational cost effectiveness and mission success; and the Offeror’s proposed integrated approach to transition its organizational structure, workforce, and infrastructure to ensure operational cost effectiveness and mission success.
The Government will also use cost realism in evaluating the Mission Suitability subfactors as an indicator of the Offeror’s understanding of the requirements.  The Government will proportionally adjust the Offeror’s Mission Suitability score for an assessed overall lack of cost realism using the graduated scale set forth in Table M.2 of this Section M.

Management Approach Subfactor
MA1
Management Approach - The Government will evaluate the proposed management approach for fulfilling the SOW requirements throughout the period of performance.    

a. Management Transition - The Government will evaluate the Offeror’s proposed approach to manage its Producibility Engineering effort.   The Government will evaluate the methods and approach the Offeror proposes to use to transition at appropriate points in time to assume contractor led activities.
b. Management Systems - The Government will evaluate the Offeror’s proposed management systems, strategies, tools, policies, procedures, and processes.  The Government will evaluate the proposed systems used to integrate, track, and report performance and ensure effective, open communications.     
c. Element Integration - The Government will evaluate the Offeror’s approach to addressing element integration including the management complexities inherent in developing, testing, evaluating, and producing the Upper Stage as described in the Statement of Work.  
d. Logistics Approach - The Government will evaluate the Offeror’s approach to implement an integrated logistics system and infrastructure.  The Government will evaluate the proposed logistics management, spares, and property management.
e. Data Management Approach - The Government will evaluate the Offeror’s approach to utilize the Government systems, including their approach to train personnel. 
f. Safety, Health, and Environmental Plan - The Government will evaluate the Offeror’s Safety, Health and Environmental Plan.
MA2 
Subcontract/Supply Chain Management - The Government will evaluate the proposed subcontract / supply chain management approach of all Upper Stage contractual activities including the areas delineated below.  
a. The Government will evaluate the make or buy decisions and supporting rationale contained in the Make or Buy Program.  The Government will evaluate the proposed approach to maintain a supplier base throughout the period of performance.  The Government will evaluate the Offeror’s identification of critical suppliers and the proposed approach to manage and maintain a cost effective supply flow that will meet the required schedule throughout the contract’s period of performance. 
b. The Government will evaluate the proposed approach for the flow down of requirements to respective subcontractors and subsequent configuration control methods. The Government will evaluate the proposed subcontract planning including the overall approach for managing, procuring, and integrating the effort of all subcontractors. 

c. The Government will evaluate the proposed approach to monitor and transition NASA advanced development contracts or provide alternatives to the NASA contracted effort for inclusion in the Upper Stage Production Contract.
d. The Government will evaluate the Offeror’s approach to mitigate and manage potential organizational conflicts of interest.
e. The Government will evaluate the results of the most recent Contractor Purchasing System Review including approval status of the Offeror’s purchasing system, and identification and mitigation of problems.
MA3
Cost and Life Cycle Cost Management - The Government will evaluate the proposed approach to minimize cost, without sacrificing technical performance and safety throughout the period of performance.  
a. 
The Government will evaluate the proposed management approach to implement innovations to minimize cost including recommendations for streamlining contractual reporting and documentation.  The Government will evaluate the basis of any proposed improvements, cost savings, or gains in efficiency or productivity.  
b. 
The Government will evaluate the proposed approach for integrating cost management with technical, safety, and risk management.  

c.
The Government will evaluate the approach to performing and managing to the Integrated Baseline Reviews and managing the project in accordance with the schedule and cost baseline established.  The evaluation will encompass the proposed cost control systems and the proposed approach for implementation of a resource-loaded Earned Value Management System.  
d. The Government will evaluate the proposed approach to influence and support life cycle cost analyses.  The Government will evaluate the proposed methods to impact the Government design-to-cost activities and subsequent approaches to produce to, or within, the design-to-cost.
MA4 
Staffing - The Government will evaluate the proposed staffing plan, inclusive of all major subcontractors, to ensure the proposed approach is sufficient to provide the required performance during all aspects and phases of contract performance.
MA5
Key Personnel - The Government will evaluate the proposed key personnel and overall suitability to the assigned position.   The Government will evaluate the proposed rationale for determining key positions.
MA6
Schedule - The Government will evaluate the proposed approach for integrating with, managing to, and successfully meeting the milestones contained in the Upper Stage Integrated Master Schedule (IMS) throughout the period of performance.  The Government will evaluate the proposed processes and tools to be used for developing and managing the Contractor’s schedule throughout the period of performance.  The Government will evaluate the proposed element level schedules, subsystem level schedules, and key critical path events and approach to meet the milestones.  The Government will evaluate the timeline for initial access to MAF to production of test articles and flight units.
MA7    Management Approach Risk Management - The Government will evaluate the proposed approach for identification, mitigation, and reporting of risks inherent in the Offeror’s approach to this Subfactor.  The Government will evaluate the Offeror’s proposed approach for integrating risk mitigation into the Upper Stage Risk Management process.
Technical Approach Subfactor
TA1   
Technical Transition Approach - The Government will evaluate the proposed approach to effectively transition from supporting the NASA led Upper Stage activities to performing all required SOW activities to include the manufacture and assembly, logistics support, configuration management, and sustaining engineering of the Upper Stage.
TA2   Manufacturing Approach - The Government will evaluate the proposed draft Manufacturing and Assembly Plan and the proposed approach for manufacturing and assembly.  

a. 
The Government will evaluate the proposed approach to minimize proprietary processes, tools, and techniques and the proposed technical approach’s impact on the Government’s ability to compete future requirements. 

b. 
The Government will evaluate the proposed approach for selection, acquisition, and availability of tooling and special test equipment to meet the required DDT&E and the firm and optional flight unit schedules. 

c.
The Government will evaluate the proposed approach to use manufacturing practices, processes, and procedures and the proposed impacts to resources and the overall program.


d. 
The Government will evaluate the Offeror’s innovative and streamlined manufacturing and assembly approaches and the proposed impacts throughout the contract period.
TA3 
Development Approach -The Government will evaluate the proposed approach for design, development, qualification, and certification of the Upper Stage Source Controlled Items.
TA4
Producibility Engineering - The Government will evaluate the proposed approach for Producibility Engineering.   
TA5  
Test Support - The Government will evaluate the proposed approach to support ground and flight testing.  

TA6  
Systems Engineering - The Government will evaluate the proposed approach to perform systems engineering. 

TA7    Sustaining Engineering - The Government will evaluate the proposed approach to perform Sustaining Engineering. 
TA8    Operations Support - The Government will evaluate the proposed approach to provide ground and flight operations support.
TA9   Safety & Mission Assurance (S&MA) - The Government will evaluate the proposed approach to perform S&MA.
TA10    Technical Risk Management - The Government will evaluate the proposed approach for identification, mitigation, and reporting of risks inherent in the Offeror’s approach to this Subfactor and the approach to manage technical risks throughout performance of the contract.
Small Business and Small Disadvantaged Business Utilization Subfactor (SB)

If the Offeror qualifies as a SDB, the Government will evaluate this Subfactor in accordance with FAR Clause 52.219-23 “Notice of Price Evaluation Adjustment for Small Disadvantaged Business Concerns” in Section M.2 of this solicitation.  If the Offeror qualifies as a SDB and has elected to waive the price evaluation factor adjustment by clearly stating so in their proposal in accordance with the FAR Clause 52.219-23 in Section M.2, the SDB will receive the evaluation points associated with this SB utilization subfactor.
SB1    Small Business (SB) Participation - The Government will evaluate the proposed approach to achieve or exceed the socioeconomic business goals in the Small Business Subcontracting Plan.  The Government will evaluate the extent of commitment to use socioeconomic businesses; the types, amount, and complexity of work to be performed by socioeconomic businesses. The Government will evaluate the approach for flow down of socioeconomic business subcontracting goals by large business subcontractors and the probability the approach will meet or exceed those goals. 

SB2 
SB Risk Management – The Government will evaluate the proposed approach for identification, mitigation, and reporting of risks inherent to this Subfactor.
Volume II – Past Performance Factor

Past performance indicates how well an Offeror performed on earlier work and can be a significant indicator of how well the Offeror may perform the requirements of this procurement.  Past performance applies to the prime contractor and team members or major subcontractors.  The Government will evaluate the Offeror’s response to past problems including corrective actions taken.

a. 
The Government will evaluate the Offeror’s overall corporate past performance with other programs comparable to the Upper Stage including, but not limited to:

1. Past performance / unique capabilities relevant to the performance of the contemplated Upper Stage Production effort.

2. Past performance in manufacturing highly complex systems including to a design developed outside the control of the proposed prime contractor.

3. Past performance in design and development leading to low cost production and operations.
4. Past performance in subcontract and supply chain management.

5. Past performance with the development and production of primary/secondary structure/airframes and in integrating complex space systems.

6. Past performance in managing complex manufacturing organizations and technologies to include safety and mission assurance.

7. Past performance in identifying and mitigating technical and programmatic risks.

8. Past performance in meeting cost and schedule goals.

9. Past performance in innovative manufacturing and logistic approaches to produce high quality products on schedule and within estimated contract costs.

10. Past performance in meeting or exceeding subcontracting plan goals    for socioeconomic business concerns.

11. Past safety performance, recent OSHA recordable injuries and illnesses, and OSHA citations of company operations for the past 5 years.

12. Past performance in configuration management control processes.

13. Past performance in maintaining a highly qualified staff.

14. Voluntary turnover history for employees for the past 3 years.

15. Past performance in management with emphasis on and commitment to safety and health including corrective actions taken.  The Government will evaluate the company’s Lost Time Incident Rate for the last 3 years.


b.  
The past performance evaluation will be based on information provided by the Offeror in their proposal, completed past performance questionnaires, and any other information obtained independently by the SEB.    

The adjective rating system/definitions shown below shall be utilized:
	Adjective Rating
	Definitions

	 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.  Based on the Offeror’s performance record, there is a very high level of confidence that the Offeror will successfully perform the required effort.  (One or more significant strengths exist.  No significant weaknesses exist.)  

	 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.  Based on the Offeror’s performance record, there is a high level of confidence that the Offeror will successfully perform the required effort.  (One or more significant strengths exist.  Strengths outbalance any weakness.)

	 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.  Based on the Offeror’s performance record, there is confidence that the Offeror will successfully perform the required effort.  (There may be strengths or weaknesses, or both.)

	 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.  Based on the Offeror’s performance record, there is low confidence that the Offeror will successfully perform the required effort.  Changes to the Offeror’s existing processes may be necessary in order to achieve contract requirements.  (One or more weaknesses exist.  Weaknesses outbalance strengths.)

	 Poor

 
	Does not meet minimum acceptable standards in one or more areas; remedial action required in one or more areas; problems in one or more areas, which adversely affect overall performance.  Based on the Offeror’s performance record, there is very low confidence that the Offeror will successfully perform the required effort.  (One or more deficiencies or significant weaknesses exist.)

	Neutral
	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 {see FAR 15.305(a)(2)(ii) and (iv)}.


Table M-1
Cost Factor (Volume III)

a.
The Cost Factor is an indicator of the Offeror’s understanding of the requirements of this solicitation.  The Government will perform a cost realism analysis by independently reviewing and evaluating each Offeror’s proposed costs to determine if the estimated cost elements are realistic for the work to be performed, reflect a clear understanding of the requirements, and are consistent with the unique methods of performance and materials as described in the Offeror’s technical proposal.  The evaluation of the Cost Factor will include an assessment of the cost of doing business with each Offeror and the possibility of growth in proposed cost during the course of the program.  The Government will develop most probable cost for each Offeror by adjusting each proposal’s costs to reflect additions or reductions based on the Government’s cost realism analysis for CLINS 1 and 3. The level of confidence in the most probable cost will be assessed and reported to the SSA.  Any associated Government Property rental charges (see RFP Section L, Cost Volume Instructions, Part 4, paragraph “j”) will also be presented to the SSA.
b.
The Government will analyze and report all proposed rates for cost evaluation of IDIQ CLINs 2 and 4 (NTE fee rate only for CLIN 4 provisioning items).  The Government’s cost realism assessment of the proposed fully burdened labor rates and NTE fee rates for CLINs 2 and 4 will be reported to the SSA as the level of cost confidence that the work can be performed at or within the proposed rates.  

c. The NTE Option Flight Unit costs for CLIN 5 will be evaluated based on the Mission Suitability and Cost proposal descriptions on the proposed approach utilized to arrive at each of the option unit NTE prices.  The Government will analyze and report the proposed NTE cost, fee, and unit prices for the CLIN 5 Optional Flight Units to the SSA and its level of cost confidence that the work can be performed within the proposed NTE values. Any associated Government Property rental charges (see RFP Section L, Cost Volume Instructions, Part 4, paragraph “j”) will also be presented to the SSA.
d.
Significant adjustment to the proposed cost will result in a reduced Mission Suitability score in accordance with NFS 1815.305.   A maximum of 300 points may be deducted from the Mission Suitability score depending on the size of the cost adjustment necessary to establish the most probable cost.  Adjustments (for CLINs 1 and 3) to the Mission Suitability score resulting from probable cost adjustments, using the Government developed most probable cost as the base, will follow the schedule provided below (adjustment will be made at the total point level within each of the percentage ranges).   For example, a 36 percent cost adjustment required in establishing the Most Probable cost will result in a 50 point deduction in the Mission Suitability score.
Mission Suitability Cost Realism Point Adjustment
	
	        Point Adjustment

	 +/- 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


Table M-2
(End of Provision)

[END OF SECTION]
M-13

