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             SECTION M


SECTION M

EVALUATION FACTORS FOR AWARD

M.1
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 price and technical standpoint.  The Government reserves the right to conduct discussions if the Contracting Officer 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.2
NOTICE OF PRICE EVALUATION ADJUSTMENT FOR SMALL DISADVANTAGED BUSINESS CONCERNS  (FAR 52.219-23)  (MAY 2001)


NOTE:  Evaluation shall be in accordance with FAR clause 52.219-23 in Section I.

(End of Provision)

M.3    NOTICE OF PRICE EVALUATION ADJUSTMENT FOR HUBZONE SMALL

            BUSINESS CONCERNS (FAR 52.219-4) (JUL 2005)

NOTE:  Evaluation shall be in accordance with FAR clause 52.219-4 in Section I.

(End of Provision)
M.4
EVALUATION OF OPTIONS
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 options for award purposes by adding the total price for all options to the total price for the basic requirement.  Evaluation of option periods will not obligate the Government to exercise the option(s).

(End of Provision)

M.5
EVALUATION OF COMPENSATION FOR PROFESSIONAL EMPLOYEES (FAR 52.222-46) (FEB 1993) 
(a)  Re-competition of service contracts may in some cases result in lowering the compensation (salaries and fringe benefits) paid or furnished professional employees.  This lowering can be detrimental in obtaining the quality of professional services needed for adequate contract performance. It is therefore in the Government’s best interest that professional employees, as defined in 29 CFR 541 (as revised April 23, 2004), be properly and fairly compensated.  As part of their proposals, Offerors will submit a total compensation plan setting forth salaries and fringe benefits proposed for the professional employees who will work under the contract.  The Government will evaluate the plan to assure that it reflects a sound management approach and understanding of the contract requirements.  This evaluation will include an assessment of the Offeror’s ability to provide uninterrupted high-quality work.  The professional compensation proposed will be considered in terms of its impact upon recruiting and retention, its realism, and its consistency with a total plan for compensation.  Supporting information will include data, such as recognized national and regional compensation surveys and studies of professional, public and private organizations, used in establishing the total compensation structure.  

(b)  The compensation levels proposed should reflect a clear understanding of work to be performed and should indicate the capability of the proposed compensation structure to obtain and keep suitably qualified personnel to meet mission objectives.  The salary rates or ranges must take into account differences in skills, the complexity of various disciplines, and professional job difficulty.  Additionally, proposals envisioning compensation levels lower than those of predecessor contractors for the same work will be evaluated on the basis of maintaining program continuity, uninterrupted high-quality work, and availability of required competent professional service employees.  Offerors are cautioned that lowered compensation for essentially the same professional work may indicate lack of sound management judgment and lack of understanding of the requirement.

(c)  The Government is concerned with the quality and stability of the work force to be employed on this contract.  Professional 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 professional service employees, may be viewed as evidence of failure to comprehend the complexity of the contract requirements.

(d)  Failure to comply with these provisions may constitute sufficient cause to justify rejection of a proposal.  

(End of Provision)
M.6
EVALUATION FACTORS FOR AWARD

A.
General

The proposed procurement will be evaluated in accordance with procedures prescribed by the Federal Acquisition Regulation (FAR) and the NASA FAR Supplement (NFS).


B.
Source Evaluation Board (SEB)
A Source Evaluation Board (SEB), appointed by the Director of the Marshall Space Flight Center, will evaluate the offers submitted for this Request for Proposal (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.  Acceptable offers will be evaluated in accordance with the factors set forth below, and oral or written discussions or both will be conducted with all Offerors determined to be within the competitive range.


C.
Source Selection Authority (SSA)
Source selection will be made by the Center Director of the Marshall Space Flight Center.


D.
SEB Membership



Robert “Keith” Robinson


James “Keith” Sharp


Mark Hyder




Rhoney Triplett

E.
Evaluation Factors and Subfactors



Acceptable offers will be evaluated using the following factors:

Mission Suitability Factor





Management and Technical Approach





Key Personnel, Staffing, and Total Compensation




Safety, Health, and Environmental





Small Business Utilization
Price Factor

Past Performance Factor



A general definition of these factors are:

1.
Mission Suitability Factor:  For each Offeror, this indicates the merit or excellence of the work to be performed, including both technical and management subfactors, as well as proposal risk.  Mission Suitability contains four subfactors: 1) Management and Technical Approach, 2) Key Personnel, Staffing, and Total Compensation, 3) Safety, Health, and Environmental, and 4) Small Business Utilization (SB) Participation.

2.
Price Factor.  This factor evaluates the adequacy, reasonableness and realism of proposed price components including indirect burdens.

3.
Past Performance Factor.  This indicates the depth and type of experience and the past performance history of Offerors performing services similar in size, scope of work performed, and contract type to this requirement. The Past Performance Factor is not scored, however an adjectival rating is assigned.


F.
Details Of Evaluation Factors


1.
VOLUME I - MISSION SUITABILITY FACTOR 

Mission Suitability will be used to evaluate the Offeror’s approach to effectively and efficiently accomplish the work specified in the Performance Work Statement (PWS) (Attachment J-1).  The Offeror’s understanding of the requirements of the PWS and the processes MSFC employs to accomplish assigned Center Operations Support Services in supporting those tasks will be evaluated under this factor.  For each Mission Suitability subfactor, the Offeror’s assessment of risks inherent in their approach and their plan to mitigate those risks will be evaluated as further indication of the Offeror’s understanding of the requirement and the effectiveness and efficiency of their approach.  The total weighting for Mission Suitability shall be 1,000 points.
(a)
The subfactors to be used in evaluating Mission Suitability and their corresponding weights are listed below:  
Management and Technical Approach (MTA)
400 points

Key Personnel, Staffing, and Total Compensation
400 points 

(KPSTC)




Safety, Health and Environmental (SHE) 

100 points





Small Business Utilization


 
 100 points










    Total        1,000 points
The numerical weights assigned to the four subfactors identified above are indicative of the relative importance of those evaluation areas.

(b)  
Mission Suitability is evaluated using the adjective rating system/definitions and scoring system shown in NFS 1815.305 Proposal Evaluation.
(c)
The offers will be evaluated and scored based on the supporting subfactors set forth below:

Note:  The order of the criteria specified within each subfactor should not be construed as an indication of the order of importance or relative weighting within the individual subfactors as there are no discrete point values attached to any of the criteria.

Subfactor A:  Management and Technical Approach (MTA)

This subfactor will be used to evaluate the Offeror’s management and technical approach for providing the services delineated in the PWS, and presented in Volume I, Mission Suitability.  

MTA1
Organization

The Offeror’s organization, and supporting descriptions and rationale (including any associations with corporate, corporate divisions, teammates and subcontractors) will be evaluated.  The Offeror’s approach to developing and maintaining a high performance organization will be evaluated.
MTA2
Local Autonomy

The local autonomy granted to the Offeror’s COSS Program Manager, the relationships between the local COSS organization and the parent company, and the types of decisions made internal and external to the local organization will be evaluated.
MTA3
Management

The Offeror’s approach and methods to fulfill the PWS, and the methods and/or techniques used in planning, scheduling, integrating, processing, controlling, and completing the PWS will be evaluated.  The Offeror’s methodology and management techniques and systems to provide effective services and products, including the Offeror’s approach to developing integrated processes and procedures will be evaluated.  The Offeror’s overall understanding and approach to meeting each of the PWS requirements will be evaluated.  

MTA4
Teaming 

The use of subcontractors and teaming arrangements, if proposed, will be evaluated based on their benefits to NASA and the effectiveness of the proposed approach for managing these arrangements to assure that the Government obtains an integrated team.  
MTA5
Communication

The Offeror’s approach for maintaining communication with appropriate personnel, above and beyond the required submission of monthly data deliverables, will be evaluated.  The Offeror’s management approach to effectively develop, share, and integrate information will be evaluated.  

MTA6
Training 
The Offeror’s approach for ensuring that personnel have the appropriate training and certification to perform and fulfill all PWS requirements will be evaluated.

MTA7
Work Processing

The Offeror’s approach for a Work Control Center to process all work will be evaluated based on effectiveness of the proposed integrated workflow process, staffing rationale and training, to support their work process. The Offeror shall describe how they will effectively operate the Government provided Computerized Maintenance Management System (CMMS) using MAXIMO.
MTA8
Quality Control

The Offeror’s approach to providing quality products and services including the Draft QCP (DRD1197QE-001, Attachment J-31) will be evaluated.

MTA9 Innovations 

Proposed innovations and supporting rationale will be evaluated for cost effectiveness and technical merit.

MTA10 Reliability Centered Maintenance (RCM) Implementation
The Offeror’s RCM implementation will be evaluated for proposed methods to attain building and system availability at the lowest life cycle cost while meeting security, safety and health, and environmental requirements.  The Offeror’s strategies to maintenance task development will be evaluated.  The Offeror’s approach to maintenance task modification based upon FMEA and age exploration will be evaluated. 

MTA11 Predictive Testing and Inspection Technologies (PT&I)
The Offeror’s knowledge of PT&I technologies and proposed implementation will be evaluated for types of failures that should be avoided by using a specific technology and data indicator changes that would warrant possible increased observations or planned maintenance.

MTA12 Risk Analysis and Mitigation

The Offeror’s assessment of risks inherent in their approach for this subfactor and plan to mitigate those risks will be evaluated.

Subfactor B:  Key Personnel, Staffing, and Total Compensation (KPSTC)
KPSTC1 Key Personnel
The rationale for designating a particular position as key (other than the Program Manager) will be evaluated.  For each key position designated, the experience, qualifications, degree of commitment and demonstrated relevant past performance of the person proposed will be evaluated.
KPSTC2 Phase-In
The Offeror’s approach for a contract phase-in with minimal impact will be evaluated.
KPSTC3 Varying Demands

The Offeror’s approach to accommodating workload fluctuations for Lump Sum and IDIQ work for short-term and long-term increases and decreases in support levels will be evaluated.  

KPSTC4  Staffing, Compensation, Recruitment, and Retention


The Offeror’s comprehensive staffing plan for Lump Sum along with its ability to accommodate fluctuations in the IDIQ work will be evaluated.  The Offeror’s – including any subcontractors’ and teammates’ - total compensation, and approach to provide a qualified, stable, and trained workforce, including incumbent personnel, will be evaluated.  The Offeror’s approach for demonstrating their understanding and compliance with the Service Contract Act, Contract Work Hours, Safety Standards Act, and Fair Labor Standards Act will be evaluated.  The Offeror’s approach for assuring long term retention of personnel will be evaluated (see provision M.5).  
KPSTC5  Risk Analysis and Mitigation

The Offeror’s assessment of risks inherent in their approach for this subfactor and plan to mitigate those risks will be evaluated.

Subfactor C:  Safety, Health and Environmental (SHE)

This subfactor will be used to evaluate the Offeror’s Safety, Health and Environmental program.

SHE1 Safety, Health and Environmental

The Offeror’s safety, health, and environmental policies, procedures, and processes, including the draft Safety, Health and Environmental (SHE) Plan (DRD 1197SA-001, Attachment J-2), shall be evaluated to assess focus on workplace safety.  The offeror’s approach and methods in addressing each of the applicable MSFC core program requirements will be evaluated.

SHE2 Risk Analysis and Mitigation
The Offeror’s assessment of risks inherent in their approach for this subfactor and plan to mitigate those risks will be evaluated.

Subfactor D:  Small Business Utilization Subfactor (SB)

The evaluation of Small Business Subcontracting applies to all offerors.  Offerors that are small businesses will be evaluated positively with regard to small business subcontracting; however, NASA will also look at small business participation to the extent subcontracting opportunities exist.
The evaluation of SDB participation applies to all offerors except SDB offerors unless the SDB offeror has waived the price evaluation adjustment factor by completing paragraph (c) of FAR clause 52.219-23. The waiver, if elected, makes the particular SDB offeror INELIGIBLE for the price evaluation factor adjustment but ELIGIBLE for the “evaluation credit” (points) associated with the SDB participation described in the section.
SB1
Small Business Subcontracting Plan 
Offerors will be evaluated in terms of the reasonableness and soundness of the offeror's independent assessment to achieve the proposed overall subcontracting goals and the individual subcontracting goals by category except for the proposed SDB goal.  (The proposed subcontracting goal for SDB’s will be evaluated based upon the SDB’s status as a small business.)  This evaluation of the Small Business Subcontracting plan will be on the basis of total contract value.  Additionally, the Government will evaluate the extent of commitment to use small businesses, i.e., proposed plans, procedures, and organizational structure associated with ensuring attainment of the subcontracting goals; the types, amount, and complexity of work to be performed by small businesses; and the approach for flow down of small business goals by large business subcontractors and the probability the approach will meet or exceed proposed goals.  The offeror's Small Business Subcontracting Plan will also be evaluated in terms of meeting the requirements of FAR 19.704 Subcontracting Plan Requirements, including the offeror's rationale for not meeting the Contracting Officer's recommended goals.
SB2
SDB Participation
The Government will evaluate proposed SDB participation along with supporting rationale against total contract value with emphasis on complex work that will enhance the development of SDBs. Specific identification of SDB contractors and associated work and earning and associated incentives will be evaluated.  The offeror’s proposed plans, procedures, and organizational structure associated with ensuring attainment of proposed SDB targets will also be evaluated for effectiveness.
SB3
Ostensible Subcontractor Rule
If any Offeror is a small business and proposes using teammates and/or subcontractors, the Offeror’s compliance with the Small Business Office (SBA) Ostensible Subcontractor Rule will be evaluated.  

SB4 
Risk Analysis and Mitigation

The Offeror’s assessment of risks inherent in their approach for this subfactor and plan to mitigate those risks will be evaluated.



2.
VOLUME II  -  PRICE FACTOR
The proposed price will be evaluated for adequacy, reasonableness and realism. 

The Government will evaluate price components, including indirect burdens, in accordance with the price data submitted for Section B., Schedule of Prices for Lump Sum Work, Pre-priced Work, IDIQ Coefficients, and Fixed Labor Rates, as well as pricing data submitted in Attachments L-2, L-4, L-5, L-6, and L-7 (Forms PA & PA(a)).  
The Government will evaluate offers for award purposes by adding the Offeror’s proposed prices for the Total Lump Sum (CLIN 0001), the Total Pre-Priced Work (CLIN 0002), and the total evaluated price for the following Coefficient Factors (both core and non-core hours) and Coefficients (which are all multiplied by the Government’s assumed bare costs):  FFP Labor Coefficient, FFP Material Coefficient Factor, T&M Labor Coefficient Factor,T&M Material Coefficient, and the Specialty Coefficient for the base year and all option years in order to develop the Offeror’s total evaluated proposed price.
The SEB will assess its level of confidence (High, Medium, or Low) in the offeror’s ability to successfully perform the contract at the proposed price.  This assessment will be reported to the SSA.  

The Government may determine that a proposal is unacceptable if the option prices are significantly unbalanced. Evaluation of option periods shall not obligate the Government to exercise the option(s).

Price Evaluation Adjustment for Small Disadvantaged Business Concerns will be in accordance with FAR clause 52.219-23, Notice of Price Evaluation Adjustment for Small Disadvantaged Business Concerns.  

Offers from HUBZone small business concerns shall receive a price evaluation preference in accordance with FAR clause 52.219-4, “Notice of Price Evaluation Preference for HUBZone Small Business Concerns”, contained in Section I of this solicitation.  This price evaluation preference shall not apply to a HUBZone small business offeror which waives the price evaluation preference by completing paragraph (c) of FAR clause 52.219-4, “Notice of Price Evaluation Preference for HUBZone Small Business Concerns,” in this solicitation.  


         
Each Offeror’s proposed phase-in price will be identified separately and 

reported to the SSA.  Adjustments to the proposed phase-in price will not be made by the SEB; however, the overall adequacy and realism of the 



         
proposed phase-in price will be reported to the SSA via an assessment 




showing the confidence of the SEB (High, Medium, Low) in the Offeror’s




ability to deliver high quality phase-in services at the proposed price.    

Unrealistic or unreasonable prices and inconsistencies between the Mission Suitability Volume and the Price Factor Volume will be assessed as a proposal risk and reflected in the confidence assessment.  


3.
VOLUME III  -  PAST PERFORMANCE FACTOR

The Offeror’s overall corporate past performance, to include the corporate past performance of any proposed teammates/subcontractors (as opposed to that of proposed key personnel), for contracts similar in size, scope of work performed, and contract type to this requirement will be evaluated.  Emphasis will be given to the extent of direct relevant corporate experience, the offeror’s record of meeting subcontracting goals as provided in Attachment L-12, and quality of past performance on previous contracts that are highly relevant to the effort defined in this RFP (such as  planned and reactive maintenance, operations, services, cost control, schedule performance, management).  This area is not numerically scored, but is assigned an adjective rating (see below) and reported to the SSA for consideration in making a selection.  

The evaluation will consider past performance information provided by Offerors and information from other sources.  In addition to Offeror provided references, the NASA/MSFC past performance database and references known to the SEB will be checked as deemed necessary.  The Interview/Questionnaire form shall be used to solicit assessments of the Offeror’s performance from the Offeror’s previous customers.  All pertinent information, including customer assessments and any Offeror rebuttals, if appropriate, will be made part of the evaluation records and included in the evaluation.  

The Offeror’s Lost Time Case (LTC) rate will be evaluated.  Each referenced contract or project LTC will be averaged (3 years) and compared to the latest available Department of Labor (DoL) LTC national average for the given North American Industry Classification System (NAICS).

The Offeror, including subcontractors’ and teammates’, voluntary turnover history for the past 3 years for exempt and nonexempt employees (or other major categorizations used by the Offerors) for the Corporate entity bidding on this contract will be evaluated. 
The adjective rating system/definitions shown below will 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)}.



G.
RELATIVE IMPORTANCE OF EVALUATION FACTORS

In accordance with FAR Part 15.101-1, this acquisition selection will be made using a best value tradeoff analysis.  All evaluation factors, Mission Suitability, Past Performance, and Price, are essentially equal to each other.  Therefore, all evaluation factors other than price, when combined, are significantly more important than Price.

(End of Provision)

[END OF SECTION] 
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