 SOLICITATION NNK07206137R
SECTION M – EVALUATION FACTORS FOR AWARD

M. 1              EVALUATION AND SOURCE SELECTION -GENERAL 
 A.  Source Selection:  This competitive negotiated acquisition will be conducted in accordance with FAR 15.3, “Source Selection”, and NASA FAR Supplement (NFS) 1815.3, same subject.  The Source Evaluation Board procedures at NFS 1815.370, “NASA source evaluation boards” apply.

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 at FAR 15.101-1, will be used in making source selection.

B.  Evaluation Factors:  The evaluation factors are, Cost/Price and Past Performance.  These factors, as described at NFS 1815.304-70, will be used to evaluate each proposal. Mission Suitability is not an evaluation factor in this acquisition. 
C.  Relative Order of Importance of Evaluation Factors:  The Past Performance factor is significantly more important than the Cost/Price factor.

D.  Discussions:  In accordance with the Instructions to Offerors – Competitive Acquisition provision of this solicitation (FAR 52.215-1), 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 for the Model Delivery Order Proposal.  The Government reserves the right to conduct discussions if the Contracting Officer later determines them to be necessary.   

 (1)  General Review:  

Offerors will be checked against the List of Parties Excluded from Federal Procurement and Non-procurement Programs.  Offerors who appear on the List will be eliminated without further consideration.  Proposals will also be checked for minor informalities or irregularities.  The Contracting Officer will follow guidance at FAR 15.306 for resolving minor informalities or irregularities.  

(2) Relevant Experience/Past Performance Evaluation:

(i)   Relevant Experience/Past Performance will be evaluated in accordance with FAR 15.305 (a)(2) and NFS 1815.304-70 and as described below.  The offeror’s relevant experience/past performance on contracts of similar content and complexity will be evaluated and an adjectival rating as described below will be assigned..  
(ii)  NASA will assess the information provided in offerors’ relevant experience/past performance volumes and the completed past performance questionnaires submitted by  the offerors’ Contracting Officers or customer contact equivalents identified in its Relevant Experience/ Past Performance Information Summary.  The Government will consider this information, as well as information obtained from past performance databases, previous customers and current and former NASA contract sources (to include interviews with previous customers), when evaluating offerors’ relevant experience/past performance. The currency and relevance of the information, source of the information, context of the data, and general trends in contractor’s performance shall be considered.  The evaluation may take into account past performance information regarding predecessor companies, key personnel who have relevant experience, and/or subcontractors who will perform major or critical aspects of the requirement when such information is relevant to this acquisition. This assessment of past performance information is separate from the contractor responsibility determination required under FAR Subpart 9.1.

(iii)  The Government will not disclose the names of persons/companies who provide performance information.  Offerors shall, if applicable, be given the opportunity to clarify the relevance of past performance information and adverse past performance information to which offerors have not previously had an opportunity to respond.  Failure of the customers to submit the completed questionnaires shall not be a cause for rejection of the proposals and shall not be reflected in the Government’s evaluation of the offerors’ relevant experience/past performance.

(iv) Relevant Past Performance  
The government’s evaluation of  relevant past performance will consider the following areas:


A.  Quality and Performance of Work


B.  Timeliness of Performance


C.  Modification Pricing


D.  Management Effectiveness


E.  Compliance with Safety Standards


F.  Compliance with Regulations/Laws

 (v) Safety Evaluation  
The government’s evaluation of  the offerors’s safety past performance will consider the following:

a. Maintaining a safety program to ensure workplace safety.

b. Maintaining a safety program with visible management control and involvement.

c. Maintaining a safety program ensuring the subcontractor’s safety performances were consistent with the prime contractor’s safety program.

d. Maintaining a safety program with a designated individual responsible for the contractor’s adherence to safety programs at the prime contractor and subcontractor levels.

e. Establishing and maintaining a safety program that ensures a safe work environment with low mishap rates and few problems resulting in mishaps or failures.

f. Ability to understand and comply with safety requirements.

g. Ability to maintain a safety record with low EMR, TRIR, and DART rates.

h. Maintaining a safety training program teaching employees safe work practices, hazard recognition, and protective and/or emergency countermeasures.

i. Maintaining a safety training program documenting that employee training requirements are satisfied and adequate for the tasks performed.

(vi)   Quality Evaluation:

The government’s evaluation of the offeror’s quality past performance will consider the 


   following:

a. Maintaining a quality program with visible management control and involvement.

b. Maintaining a quality program ensuring the subcontractor’s quality performances were consistent with the prime contractor’s quality program.

c. Maintaining a quality program with a designated individual responsible for the contractor’s adherence to quality programs at the prime contractor and subcontractor levels.

d. Ability to understand and comply with quality requirements.

e. Maintaining a quality training program documenting that employee training requirements are satisfied and adequate for the tasks performed.

f. Maintaining a quality program that ensured the customer’s critical resources were adequately protected.
g. Establishing and maintaining a quality program that provides quality and timely Delivery Order/project deliverables with first time approval.

 (3)   Relevant Experience/Past Performance Assessment Rating:

The Government will evaluate proposals and assign one of the following adjectival ratings: Excellent, Very Good, Good, Fair, Poor, or Neutral. 
The adjectival ratings are defined as follows: 

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 
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. 
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. 
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. 
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. 
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)]

(4)
Price Evaluation:

The proposed model delivery order prices will be evaluated for price reasonableness to ascertain if the proposed prices are realistic for the work to be performed and reflect an understanding of the task order requirements. The proposed prices will be evaluated by comparison against the government estimate and prices submitted by other offerors. Prices that are unrealistically higher or lower than the Government estimate and/or other proposed prices may indicate an offeror’s lack of ability to properly estimate and propose on delivery order solicitations.

In accordance with FAR 15.306(a), offeror’s may be given the opportunity to clarify certain aspects of proposals or to resolve minor clerical errors. 
Price will be reviewed for apparent mistakes.  Should this review reveal any prices that give the Contracting Officer reason to suspect a mistake in the offeror’s pricing, the Contracting Officer will contact the offeror pursuant to FAR 15.306(b) and afford the offeror an opportunity to confirm its price or acknowledge the existence of a mistake.  Any exchanges conducted under this paragraph will be pursuant to FAR 15.306(b)(3) and will not provide the offeror an opportunity to revise its proposal.

(5) Responsibility:


Responsibility determination on apparent successful offerors will be performed in accordance with FAR Subpart 9.1.

M. 2

Source Selection Decision 
Contract awards will be based on a best value trade-off between past performance factor and the price factor. This trade-off will provide the best value to NASA by the government establishing a cadre of highly qualified fabrication contractors with superior past performance records to whom future work may be negotiated and awarded based on price and non-price considerations. 
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