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SECTION M

EVALUATION FACTORS FOR AWARD

M.1 General
Proposals will be evaluated by a Source Evaluation Board (SEB) in accordance with applicable regulations, which include the FAR and the NFS.  The SEB will carry out the evaluation activities and report its findings to the Source Selection Authority (SSA) who is responsible for making the source selection decision.  Acceptable offers will be evaluated to identify deficiencies, strengths, and weaknesses utilizing the evaluation factors and subfactors set forth in Provision M.4 below.
 (End of provision)

M.2
AWARD WITHOUT DISCUSSIONS TC "M.3
AWARD WITHOUT DISCUSSIONS" \f C \l "1" 
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.  The Government reserves the right to conduct discussions if the Contracting Officer later determines them to be necessary.    
(End of provision)

M.3
52.217-5 Evaluation Of Options (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
Evaluation Factors and Criteria
The Government will evaluate the Offeror’s proposal using the Factors and Subfactors shown below.  Although proposals are organized by factors and subfactors, the Government will conduct an integrated evaluation, considering any proposal data in its evaluation of each factor and sub-factor, therefore all aspects of the Offeror’s proposals will be considered during the evaluation process, including the Offeror’s proposed Model Contract.  
Evaluation Factors and their Relative Order of Importance
Factor 1
Mission Suitability




Subfactor TA
Technical Approach 



Subfactor MA
Management Approach and Plans




Subfactor SB
Small Business Participation 
Factor 2
Past Performance 
Factor 3
Price
The relative importance of each Factor is as follows:
· In accordance with FAR 15.304(e), all evaluation factors other than price, when combined, are significantly more important than price.  
· Mission Suitability is more important than Past Performance.
· Mission Suitability and Past Performance individually are more important than price. 
A brief description of each of these factors is set forth below. Only the Mission Suitability factor will be weighted and numerically scored. 

M.4.1
Factor 1- Mission Suitability 
The evaluation of Mission Suitability will be conducted utilizing the adjective ratings defined in NFS 1815.305(a)(3)(A).The Mission Suitability subfactors and their corresponding weights are listed below. NOTE: These weights are intended to be used only as a guideline in the source selection decision-making process. 
       Table M1- Mission Suitability Subfactors

	Factor 1 Mission Suitability 
	Weight (pts) 

	Subfactor TA Technical Approach 
	650 

	Subfactor MA Management Approach
	300 

	Subfactor SB Small Business Participation 
	50

	TOTAL 
	1000 


M.4.1.1 Subfactor TA – Technical Approach 
The technical approach of the Offeror’s proposal will be evaluated in the areas of Technical Approach to Contract Line Items, Capability for Designing, Developing and Manufacturing large scale space vehicles, and Representative Trades and Analyses as described below:    

TA1  Technical Approach to Contract Line Items
Under this area, the Government will evaluate the offeror’s approach to providing the contract line items.  Responses will be evaluated on the:

· Adequacy, reasonableness, and realism of the offeror’s types and quantity of labor resources proposed to meet the Government’s requirements
· Feasibility of the proposed approach
· Efficiency, adequacy, and realism of the utilization of corporate expertise, including any subcontractors proposed 

· Offeror’s ability to implement the proposed approach.
TA2  Capability for Designing, Developing and Manufacturing large scale space vehicles 
The Government will evaluate the Offeror’s proposed approach and existing capabilities for designing, developing and manufacturing large scale space vehicles.

TA3  Representative Trades and Analyses
Under this area, the Government will evaluate the offeror’s described approach to conducting the representative trades and analyses.  Responses will be evaluated on the completeness, clarity, feasibility, and adequacy of:

· Definition of the scope of the analysis

· Systems Approach -- Identification and understanding of any interdependencies 

· Utilization of proper resources, including any subcontractors proposed

· Consideration of realistic alternatives and innovative techniques. 

M.4.1.2 Subfactor MA –Management Approach
The management approach of the Offeror’s proposal will be evaluated in the areas of Organizational Strategy, Flexibility and Staffing, and Key Personnel as described below:
MA1  Organizational Strategy
The offeror will be evaluated on the clarity and effectiveness of the organizational structure and the offeror’s ability to establish efficient and effective internal and external lines of authority and responsibility.  The offeror’s approach will be evaluated for:

· The effectiveness of any teaming/subcontractor relationships in fulfilling the activities listed in the Statement of Work, emphasizing human space vehicle design capability, if any; 
· The feasibility and clarity of roles and responsibilities of the offeror with regard to the team and subcontractors described in the proposal;

· The comprehensiveness of the offeror’s plan. 
MA2  Flexibility and Staffing
The Government will evaluate the offeror’s approach to operate effectively within the Altair Conceptual Design anticipated environment.  Responses will be evaluated on the feasibility, reasonableness and realism of the proposed approach. The offeror’s staffing approach will be evaluated on the suitability of the workforce to perform the SOW; on the comprehensiveness of the critical skills identified, and on the realism, soundness and clarity of the overall approach to recruit, staff, train, and retain a qualified workforce during the entire period of performance of this contract. 
MA3  Key Personnel
The proposed Key Personnel will be evaluated on experience, past performance, education, degree of commitment, and overall capability.  

M.4.1.3 Subfactor SB – Small Business Participation 
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 Section M.

The evaluation of Small Business Subcontracting applies to all offerors except small businesses.  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.

SB1  Small Disadvantaged Business (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 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.

SB2  Small Business Subcontracting Plan 
The Small Business Subcontracting Plan area (Volume II, Part 4 and Volume V, Attachment J-5) 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 SDBs will be evaluated based upon the SDB’s status as a small business.)  This evaluation will be on the basis of the percentage of work performed by small business as a percentage of total contract value.  Additionally, the Government will evaluate the extent of commitment to use small businesses (e.s., 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.  This area will also be evaluated in terms of meeting the requirements of FAR 19.704 Subcontracting Plan Requirements, including the Offeror's rationale for proposing any goals that do not meet or exceed the RFP’s recommended goals.

M.4.2 
Factor 2 – Past Performance
The evaluation of Past Performance will be conducted in accordance with the FAR 15.305(a)(2) and NFS 1815.304-70.  The Past Performance evaluation is an assessment of NASA’s confidence in the offeror’s ability to perform the solicitation requirements, based upon the offeror’s relevant performance under previously awarded contracts.  

The SEB will evaluate all relevant past performance areas, however, key elements of the Past Performance evaluation are systems engineering, manufacturing, vehicle assembly and checkout, system/vehicle design and integration, system and sub-system certification for spaceflight or human-rated spaceflight, meeting cost and schedule goals, customer satisfaction, and past safety and small business performance.  
In accordance with NASA FAR Supplement (NFS) 1815.304-70(d)(2)(i), no specific time frame is defined for contracts to be submitted for evaluation under this factor.  However, Offerors are advised that the Government’s evaluation of submitted contracts for past performance will include an evaluation of how recently performance has occurred.  Contracts with more recent performance will be considered to be more relevant than those with more distant performance, assuming all other considerations to be equal.  

The evaluation will be based on information provided by the offeror in its narrative, from the Past Performance Questionnaires (Attachment L-3), and from communications with listed references, as well as any other information obtained independently by the SEB.

Past Performance will be evaluated for each offeror using the following levels of confidence ratings:

	Adjective Rating
	Definitions

	Very High
	The Offeror’s relevant past performance is of exceptional merit and is highly pertinent to this acquisition; indicating exemplary performance in a timely, efficient, and economical manner; very minor (if any) problems with no adverse effect on overall performance.  Based on the offeror’s performance record, there is a very high level of confidence that the offeror will successfully perform the required effort.  

	High
	The Offeror’s relevant past performance is highly pertinent to this acquisition; demonstrating very effective performance that would be fully responsive to contract requirements with contract requirements accomplished in a timely, efficient, and economical manner for the most part with only minor problems with little identifiable effect on overall performance.  Based on the offeror’s performance record, there is a high level of confidence that the offeror will successfully perform the required effort.  

	Moderate
	The Offeror’s relevant past performance is pertinent to this acquisition, and it demonstrates effective performance; fully responsive to contract requirements; reportable problems, but with little identifiable effect on overall performance.  Based on the offeror’s performance record, there is a moderate level of confidence that the offeror will successfully perform the required effort.  

	Low
	The Offeror’s relevant past performance is at least somewhat pertinent to this acquisition, and it meets or slightly exceeds minimum acceptable standards; adequate results; reportable problems with identifiable, but not substantial, effects on overall performance.  Based on the offeror’s performance record, there is a low level of 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.  

	Very Low

	The Offeror’s relevant past performance 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 a very low level of 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)}.


M.4.3 
Factor 3 – Price 

Price analysis will be performed in accordance with FAR 15.404-1 to validate price reasonableness.  Cost analysis will be performed, if necessary, in accordance with FAR 15.404‑1(d)(3).  
The information provided in the CLIN pricing tables in Section B and in the Price Volume will be used to validate price reasonableness.  Contract deliverable prices and total contract price in Section B of the model contract should match those in the price volume.  In the case of conflicts, values provided in the model contract will take precedence.  
Due to the Government-imposed contract price cap, price analysis results may include a comparison of the proposed price, the work content proposed, and the proposed resources, resulting in a value assessment of products and activities provided for the proposed price.  Proposals will be reviewed to ensure compliance with RFP limits on total contract price and GFY funding.  Failure to comply with the total contract price limit or GFY funding limitations could result in a weakness, deficiency, or in an offeror being ineligible for award in accordance with Provision M.5.
The prices proposed in Section B for the contract deliverables will be presented to the Source Selection Authority (SSA) for consideration in making the source selection, along with any identified price risks, and the value assessment resulting from a comparison of price, work content, and resources proposed.

(End of provision)
M.5
 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 a weakness, deficiency or in an Offeror being removed from consideration for award. Any exceptions to solicitation requirements must be fully explained and justified.

(End of provision)
[End of Section]
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