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Lunar Surface Thermal Study


SECTION M

EVALUATION FACTORS FOR AWARD

M.1
LISTING OF PROVISIONS INCORPORATED BY REFERENCE
I.
FEDERAL ACQUISITION REGULATION (FAR) (48 CFR CHAPTER 1) PROVISIONS INCORPORATED BY REFERENCE

CLAUSE

NUMBER                                  TITLE                                     DATE
None included by reference
II. NASA FAR SUPPLEMENT (NFS) (48 CFR CHAPTER 18) PROVISIONS INCORPORATED BY REFERENCE

CLAUSE

NUMBER                                   TITLE                                   DATE
None included by reference

(End of Provision)

M.2
 SOLICITATION REQUIREMENTS, TERMS, AND CONDITIONS 

Offerors are required to meet all Solicitation Requirements, such as terms and conditions, representations and certifications, and technical requirements, in addition to those identified as areas, factors, and subfactors to be eligible for award.  Failure to comply with solicitation requirements may result in an offeror being removed from consideration for award.  Any exceptions to solicitation requirements must be fully explained and justified.
(End of Provision)

M.3
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.4 
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.5
EVALUATION FACTORS FOR AWARD  



a.
General


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


b.
Evaluation Criteria

These evaluation criteria will be used to evaluate proposals for the Lunar Surface Thermal Control Study Acquisition, against the Government’s requirements on Price and the two non-price factors (Past Performance and Technical).  Offerors must meet or exceed all solicitation (to include the Performance Work Statement (PWS), Attachment 1 to the Model contract) requirements to be eligible for award.  

1.  Solicitation Provisions.


a. Multiple Awards.  The Government may make one or more firm fixed priced contract awards.  Offerors may submit multiple proposals.


b. Evaluation of Options.  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 does not obligate the Government to exercise the options.
2.  Evaluation of Offers.


a. The Government anticipates awarding this contract based on initial proposals and does not plan to conduct discussions.  However, the Government reserves the right to conduct discussions should they become necessary.

b. The Government will evaluate initial proposals in accordance with paragraph 4, below.  
c. Evaluation of the non-price factors will include a determination of strengths and weaknesses and risk.  Adjective ratings will be assigned for past performance as specified in M 4.2.

d. In accordance with FAR Subpart 15.3, Offerors may be given the opportunity to clarify certain aspects of their proposal or to resolve minor or clerical errors
3.  Basis for Award.
a. There will be one award category:  full and open competition.


b. The contract award decision will be based on the Government’s evaluation of each Offeror’s complete proposal against the evaluation criteria identified in paragraph 4, below.  Awards will be made to the Offeror whose proposal contains the combination of factors offering the best overall value to the Government.  Best value means the expected outcome of an acquisition that, in the Government’s estimation, provides the greatest overall benefit in response to the requirement (FAR section 2.101).  


c. When conducting the past performance evaluation, the Government will consider data included by Offerors in their proposals, as well as data obtained from other sources.  

4.  Evaluation Criteria.
4.1. Factors.


a. General.  The Government will apply the following tailored evaluation criteria to identify the best value proposals.  The evaluation criteria represent key areas of importance to be considered in the source selection decision.  The factors were chosen to support a meaningful discrimination between competing proposals.  The proposals will be evaluated against the Government’s requirements using three factors:

· Technical
· Past Performance
· Price.


b. Definitions.  In order to provide insight into the Government’s value of the factors, the following terminology is used:

· More Important.  The criterion is greater in value than another criterion.

· Comparatively Equal.  The criterion is nearly the same in value as another criterion; any difference is slight.

· The solicitation also states whether all evaluation factors other than price, when combined, are--

· Significantly more important than price;

· Approximately equal to price; or

· Significantly less important than price.

c. Relative Importance.  Technical is significantly more important than Past Performance.  Past Performance and Price are comparatively equal.  Technical and Past Performance combined are significantly more important that Price. 


d. Risk Assessment.  The Government performs a risk assessment of each Offeror’s proposal.  The proposal risk assessment focuses on the risks and weaknesses associated with the Offeror’s proposed approach.  Assessment of risk is done at the Past Performance and Technical factor levels, and includes potential for disruption of schedule, degradation of performance, and the need for increased Government oversight as well as the likelihood of unsuccessful contract performance.  For any risk identified, the evaluation addresses the offeror’s proposal for mitigating those risks and why that approach is or is not feasible.  


   (1) Risks may occur as a result of a particular technical approach, operational process, management plan, or as a result of the schedule and economic impacts associated with these approaches.


   (2) A risk assessment will be part of the evaluation for each assessed factor.  

4.2. Detailed Description of Evaluation Criteria.

(1) Factor I – Technical.  The Government assesses the offeror’s capability to perform all of the requirements of the PWS by evaluating the offeror’s technical experience and capabilities.  

      Technical Approach.  The evaluation places emphasis on the overall technical coherency and feasibility of the proposal.  Evaluation of this factor is based in part on the offeror’s technical approach to meeting certain key requirements included in SOW.  These factors indicate, for each offeror, the merit of the work to be performed or product to be delivered.  These factors consist of the following sub-factors.  Each of the sub factors will receive an adjectival rating described below.  The sub-factors will then be consolidated into a single Technical Quality rating.

a. An evaluation will be made regarding the qualifications, capabilities and experience of the proposed key personnel.  Their specific experience related to cryogenic fluid management technologies, propellant storage systems, thermal analysis, or similar projects will be evaluated. 
b. The Offeror’s current knowledge and expertise in the design and analysis of the CFM technologies associated with propellant storage systems, and the thermal control of those systems, will be evaluated.
c. The Offeror's technical approach will be evaluated on its realism, efficiency, effectiveness, and completeness in fulfilling all of the requirements contained in the SOW.  The Government will evaluate how well the Offeror will meet the Government's requirements on the basis of the Offeror's specific approaches to the SOW.  The Government will evaluate the scope, soundness and completeness of the tasks to be performed and the products to be developed.
d. The Government will evaluate the soundness of the Offeror's methods for monitoring, assuring the quality of, reporting on, and improving its own performance under contract.
e. The Government will evaluate the reasonableness of proposed project resources and implementation planning.
f. The Government will evaluate the contract performance schedule to determine if the project has a realistic, timely and complete schedule.  The level of detail in the schedule will demonstrate the Offeror's effort in planning and how accurate their projections are for timely completion of the project.   Schedules with realistic milestones and outcomes will be viewed favorably.
g. The Government will evaluate the completeness of the Offeror’s management commitment to safety and health including corrective actions.
(2) Factor II – Price-The proposed price for the base requirement and all options will be evaluated based on price reasonableness.
(3) Factor III– Past Performance-The Government will assess the Offeror’s capability to perform the PWS by evaluating the Offeror’s past performance on previous contracts.  Only relevant past performance data regarding efforts completed within the last five years, or work that is ongoing, is evaluated.  The lack of relevant past performance information will result in the assignment of a neutral rating (i.e., neither favorable nor unfavorable).  



Previous Contracting Effort.  The evaluation focuses on the Offeror’s technical understanding and technical capability as demonstrated by the size, scope, complexity, and results achieved in the completion of actual contracts and task orders similar to those in the Performance Work Statement (PWS) of the Model contract.  The Offeror will be evaluated on technical performance, timeliness, and management effectiveness.  The following adjectival ratings will be used to assign an overall rating to the past performance factor for each Offeror and his team:

EXCELLENT

The evaluation of the Offeror’s relevant Past Performance reveals that the Offeror is exceptionally well qualified to perform the effort as evidenced by one or more significant strengths.  No significant weaknesses exist.  The mere absence of a weakness does not make a proposal meet the excellent rating.

VERY GOOD
The evaluation of the Offeror’s relevant Past Performance reveals that the Offeror is very competent and well suited to 

perform the effort as evidenced by one or more significant strengths.  Strengths out balance any weaknesses that may exist.

GOOD

The evaluation of the Offeror’s relevant Past Performance indicates that the Offeror can reasonably be expected to perform satisfactorily.  There may be strengths or weaknesses, or both.  Offerors with no relevant past performance shall be awarded this rating.

FAIR


The evaluation of the Offeror’s relevant Past Performance reveals problems that could impact this effort. Weaknesses outbalance strengths.

POOR


The evaluation of the Offeror’s relevant Past Performance reveals one or more deficiencies or significant weaknesses that demonstrate a lack of competency.

 (End of Provision)
[END OF SECTION]
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