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SECTION M
A-Crew, Robotics, Avionics, and Vehicle Equipment (CRAVE) – Unrestricted

SECTION M – EVALUATION FACTORS FOR AWARD

M.1
LISTING OF PROVISIONS INCORPORATED BY REFERENCE
I.  
FEDERAL ACQUISITION REGULATION (48 CFR CHAPTER 1):  None

II.  
NASA FAR SUPPLEMENT (48 CFR CHAPTER 18) PROVISIONS:  None

M.2
GENERAL

This acquisition is being conducted under full and open competitive procedures.  Proposal evaluations will be conducted in accordance with FAR 15.3, "Source Selection," and NASA FAR Supplement (NFS) 1815.3, same subject.  

The attention of offerors is particularly directed to NFS 1815.305, "Proposal evaluation" and to NFS 1815.305-70, "Identification of unacceptable proposals."

A Source Evaluation Board (SEB) will evaluate the proposals in accordance with applicable regulations that include the FAR and NASA FAR Supplement.  Appropriate personnel will support the SEB in conducting the evaluation.  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.

M.3
EVALUATION FACTORS

Proposals will be evaluated in accordance with the following factors:  Mission Suitability, Past Performance, and Cost.  A description of each of these factors is set forth below.  Only the Mission Suitability factor will be weighted and scored.  The Government’s intent regarding discussions with offerors in the competitive range is set forth in provision 52.215-1 in Section L.4(f)(4).

M.4
MISSION SUITABILITY FACTOR
The Mission Suitability factor and associated subfactors are used to assess the merit of the work or product proposed and the ability of the offeror to actually provide what is offered.  Proposals will be evaluated and scored numerically based on the subfactors set forth below.

To ensure that the Government is able to perform a fair assessment of the proposed cost, each offeror is required to submit supporting information cross-referenced to allow traceability/reconciliation to the technical/management proposal(s).  These instructions apply to the prime offeror and all subcontractors.  

A.
Subfactor A:  Management Approach

The Government will evaluate the appropriateness, completeness, effectiveness and efficiency of the Offeror’s management approach, program and project management functions, strategies, policies and processes to implement customer requirements.  Innovations proposed in the Offeror’s management approach will be evaluated for their impact on effectiveness and efficiency.  



MA1.
Organization Structure and Management Processes
The Government will evaluate the appropriateness, completeness, effectiveness and efficiency of the Offeror’s proposed organizational structure, management processes, and teaming approach including evaluation of the following:

1. The Offeror’s organizational structure and critical organizational elements.

2. The Offeror’s proposed approach to contract and technical management, its processes and procedures that are required to accomplish the Statement of Work; proposed plan to develop and maintain customer relationships, including the identification, tracking, and resolution of customer concerns; proposed approach to assess and report cost, technical, and schedule performance, including its performance measurement and earned value measurement processes; and  proposed innovations in management approach that allow efficiencies performing DO work that could lead to an overall cost savings.  Note:  failure to capture any of these innovations in the model contract could result in loss of mission suitability points.

3. The Offeror’s proposed teaming arrangements and how these arrangements will be used to meet the requirements of the Statement of Work and to maintain control of quality, schedule, and cost for subcontractors, team members, or joint venture partners; demonstration of commitment to using team members as described in the proposal (e.g., contractual relationships, guarantees of minimum work, or other enforceable commitments will be considered of much higher strength than letters of intent with proposed subcontractors); communication channels, lines of authority, reporting relationships, and responsibilities of all organizational elements with respect to the prime contractor’s organizational structure and management processes.  

4. The Offeror’s ability to manage the work being accomplished while adjusting for perturbations to plans, its organizational structure and management processes that will allow it to respond to changing tasks, task priorities, resources, requirements, and schedules; and to develop and manage the execution of multiple CRAVE DOs and any other on-going work from efforts not related to CRAVE, also the Offeror’s proposed plan to communicate and obtain Government concurrence with changing priorities and workload adjustments.

5. The Offeror’s assessment of any management risk areas and recommended approaches to minimize the probability and impact of those risks, including its identification of the means by which it will mitigate potential conflicts of interests, and identification of how it plans to comply with the export control regulations for this contract.



MA2.
Personnel and Staffing
The Government will evaluate the appropriateness, completeness, effectiveness, and efficiency, of the Offeror’s proposed plan for staffing, maintaining, and augmenting a qualified workforce in order to meet contract needs in a timely manner, including evaluation of the following:

1. The Offeror’s personnel categories proposed under the contract and how the labor skill mix will be employed to accomplish the work, including any necessary support to perform under the resultant contract and respond to critical requirements.  

2. The Offeror’s overall management approach for attracting and retaining high caliber personnel capable of meeting SOW requirements at a high level of excellence; and how the proposed approach will maintain an environment in which highly skilled people will be available to accomplish the work of anticipated DOs.  

3. The Offeror’s proposed methods and plans for total compensation for its employees, including compliance with the Department of Labor (DOL) wage determination for nonexempt employees, and how the proposed approach validates that its professional employees will be compensated fairly and properly and will enable the Offeror to hire and retain a quality workforce.
B.
Subfactor B: 
Technical Approach 


TA1.
General Technical Approach
The Government will evaluate the appropriateness, completeness, effectiveness and efficiency of the Offeror’s proposed technical processes, procedures, and capabilities that are common for all of the different types of work contained in the CRAVE SOW (e.g., EVA, EVR, Avionics, etc.), this evaluation will include the following:

1. The Offeror’s day to day general technical operating methods that are common to all the different types of work, including any innovations in technical approach that allow efficiencies performing DO work that could lead to an overall cost savings.  Note:  failure to capture any of these innovations in the model contract could result in loss of mission suitability points.

2. The Offeror’s discussion of its overall technical approach to the activities that apply contract-wide including the identification of innovative methods proposed; and demonstration of its understanding of the technical requirements the SOW, including the processes and plans for coordinating and interfacing with NASA customers and contractors as may be needed for performance of requirements.  

3. The Offeror’s proposed processes, methodologies, and activities for flight hardware projects, including its approach to requirements development and creative conceptual studies, design, development, testing, evaluation, production, fabrication, integration, certification, end item delivery, including inspection and acceptance and sustaining engineering; and identification of the general and unique technical challenges and risks associated with performing design, fabrication, test and sustaining engineering work for the areas of EVA Systems, FCE, EVR, Avionics, ECLSS, ATCS, and CHeCS for work related to supporting operational aerospace programs.

4. The Offeror’s proposed processes, methodologies, and activities for advanced technology projects, including its approach to requirements development and creative conceptual studies, design, development, testing, evaluation, production, fabrication, integration, safety certification, end item delivery, including inspection and acceptance; and identification of the general and unique technical challenges and risks associated with performing design, fabrication, and test work for the areas of EVA Systems, FCE, EVR, Avionics, ECLSS, ATCS, and CHeCS for work related to supporting exploration/technology development programs.

5. The Offeror’s proposed research, test, and production equipment and facilities that will be available for use in performing the work.  Any facilities proposed shall be included in section H.6.
6.
The Offeror’s assessment of any technical risk areas relative to performance of work under the SOW and recommended approaches to minimize the probability and impact of those risks.


TA2. 
Mission Assurance Capabilities
The Government will evaluate the appropriateness, completeness, effectiveness and efficiency of the Offeror’s proposed reliability, quality, and configuration management systems to ensure that products delivered or services provided meet the SOW specified requirements, including evaluation of the Offeror’s compliance with SAE AS9100 requirements.  The following plans will be included in this evaluation:

· Reliability and Maintainability Plan

· Quality Plan

· Configuration Management Plan


TA3.
Specific Technical Approach

The Government will evaluate the consistency of the proposed technical resources, methods, and/or practices illustrated in the Specific Technical Approach with the proposed overall technical and management approaches described in the General Technical Approach. 

Note:  Inconsistency between the General and Specific Technical Approach may result in loss of mission suitability points. 
For each Sample DO (except as noted):

The Government will evaluate for appropriateness, completeness, effectiveness, and efficiency of the Offeror’s Specific Technical Approach for each sample DO; this evaluation will include the following:

1.  The proposed technologies involved in performing the work, including application of new techniques, methods, materials, and/or innovative approaches to optimize performance;

2. The proposed project engineering approach and how it is likely to result in products which will satisfy the requirements of the SOW;

3. The proposed technical solution; 

4. The proposed technical plan, master schedule and work breakdown structure;
5. The identification of any technical issues and the resolution of any potential problems; and
6. The proposed use of labor skills and hours to implement the DO requirements using the standard labor categories on Table L-4 in the cost section.    

C.
Subfactor C:  Safety and Health Approach

SA1 Safety and Health: Safety and Health Plan

The SEB will evaluate the Offerors approach to reducing and preventing injuries and illnesses.  This evaluation will include:

(a) The overall quality of the Safety and Health Plan (DRD CRAVE-SQ-17) and how thoroughly it addresses each item in the DRD.

(b) How well the plan identifies the hazards associated with the statement of work tasks and methods to eliminate or control them.

(c) The Offeror’s proposed policies, procedures, and techniques used to ensure safety and health of its employees.  Innovations which can be substantiated to reduce injuries, mishaps or overall safety risk in accomplishing the tasks described in DRD CRAVE-SQ-17 may result in strengths for the Safety and Health subfactor.

D.
Subfactor D:  Small Business Utilization

The evaluation of Small Business Subcontracting and Commitment to the Small Business Program applies to all Offerors, except that Small Businesses are not required to submit a Small Business Subcontracting Plan. .  

The evaluation of SDB participation applies to all Offerors.

 The Government will evaluate how the Offeror proposes to actively engage small businesses in the development of technical products.  The Government will evaluate the Offeror’s proposed usage assumptions in the IDIQ Rates Development Template – Team (ITT) for consistency with the Offeror’s Small Business Subcontracting Plan.  The evaluation of SDB participation applies to all Offerors.

SB1.  Small Business Subcontracting  

(1) The Small Business Subcontracting Plan will be evaluated in terms of the Offeror’s proposed subcontracting goals (overall subcontracting goals and individual subcontracting goals by small business category) in comparison to the Contracting Officers assessment of the appropriate subcontracting goals for this procurement.  The Offeror's Small Business Subcontracting Plan will also be evaluated in terms of meeting the requirements of FAR 19.704, Subcontracting Plan Requirements.  The evaluation of the Small Business Subcontracting Plan will be on the basis of total contract value.  

(2) Small businesses are not required to submit subcontracting plans. NASA will only evaluate the amount of work proposed to be performed by the small business prime  and any small business at the first tier subcontract level.  The proposed amount of work to be done by the prime small business and first tier small business subcontractors will be evaluated against the Contracting Officer’s assessment of the overall subcontracting goal for this procurement.  Individual subcontracting goals by small business categories will not be evaluated for small business primes and their first tier subcontractors.

SB2.  Commitment to Small Businesses

(1)  NASA will evaluate the extent to which any work performed by a small business subcontractor(s) is identified as “high technology”.    NASA also will evaluate the extent of commitment to use the subcontractor(s) (enforceable vs. non-enforceable commitments).

(2) NASA will evaluate the extent to which the identity of the small business subcontractor is specified in the proposal as well as the extent of the commitment to use small businesses.  (For small business Offerors, NASA will evaluate this only if subcontracting opportunities exist.)


(3)  NASA will evaluate the Offeror’s established or planned procedures and organizational structure for small business outreach, assistance, participation in the Mentor Protégé program, counseling, market research and small business identification, and relevant purchasing procedures. (For large businesses Offerors, this information should conform to its submitted Small Business Subcontracting Plan.  For small business Offerors, NASA will evaluate this only if subcontracting opportunities exist.)

SB3.
Small Disadvantaged Business Participation – Contract Targets 

The Government will evaluate the reasonableness of the proposed SDB participation along with supporting rationale against total contract value.  Specific identification of SDB contractors and associated work will be evaluated for feasibility.

E.
Relative Importance of the Subfactors

The Mission Suitability factor indicates the merit or excellence of the Offeror’s work to be performed or product(s) to be delivered.  The Mission Suitability subfactors and their corresponding weights reflecting relative importance are listed below.  These weights will be used as a guideline in the source selection decision-making process.

Subfactor






          Points
A:  Management Approach





300

B:  Technical Approach






500

C:  Safety and Health






100

D:  Small Business Utilization

100

TOTAL 

1000

M.5  
PAST PERFORMANCE FACTOR 

Past performance indicates how well an offeror performed on earlier work and can be a significant indicator of how well it can be expected to perform the work at hand.

The Offerors’ Past Performance Data, including relevant experience, will be evaluated separately by the SEB in accordance with FAR 15.305(a)(2)(iii), but will not be numerically weighted and scored.  The evaluation will be based on information provided by offerors in their proposals, as well as any other information obtained independently by the SEB.  In accordance with FAR 15.305(a)(2)(iv), an offeror without a record of relevant past performance, or for whom information on past performance is not available, may not be evaluated favorably or unfavorably.  The results of the SEB’s evaluation will be presented to the SSA for his/her consideration.

The past performance evaluation is an assessment of the Government’s confidence in the offeror’s ability to perform the solicitation requirements.   Past Performance shall be evaluated for each offeror using the following levels of confidence ratings: 

Very High Level of Confidence - The Offeror’s relevant past performance is of exceptional merit and is very 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 Level of Confidence - 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 Level of Confidence - 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 Level of Confidence - 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 Level of Confidence - 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.6
COST/PRICE FACTOR 

For the Cost factor, the Government will not use weighting and scoring in this area. Instead, the Government will perform price and cost analysis to determine the validity, balance, realism, and adequacy of the proposed pricing.

Evaluation of Proposed Pricing for Cost Reimbursable Requirements:

The Government will evaluate proposed resources, costs and fee for the cost reimbursable sample task order and establish the probable cost of doing business with each Offeror.   This probable cost and fee for the cost reimbursable sample task order will be presented to the Source Selection Authority (SSA).  

The following method will be utilized to develop the probable cost and fee:  The probable cost will take into account each offeror’s proposed management and technical approach.  However based on weakness identified during the management and technical evaluations, each offeror’s probable cost will incorporate any adjustments to labor and non-labor resources deemed necessary by the evaluators for the successful and efficient completion of the sample task orders.  

All cost reimbursable rates proposed and recorded in Section B of the model contract will be subject to evaluation using price and cost analysis to determine the validity, balance, realism and adequacy of the proposed cost.  Any significant cost or price evaluation issues identified will be presented to the Source Selection Authority (SSA).

Evaluation of Proposed Pricing for Fixed Price Requirements:

The Government will evaluate proposed resources and total price for the Fixed Price sample task order. The Government will conduct price analysis in accordance with FAR 15.404-1(b) and conduct a value analysis to give the SSA insight into the relative worth and risk of competing Fixed Price sample task order proposals.
All prices proposed and memorialized in Section B of the model contract will be subject to evaluation using price analysis to determine the validity, balance, and adequacy of the proposed prices.   Any significant price evaluation issues identified will be presented to the Source Selection Authority (SSA).  

M.7
RELATIVE IMPORTANCE OF EVALUATION FACTORS

Of the three evaluation factors, Mission Suitability and Past Performance, when combined, are significantly more important than Cost/Price. 

Mission Suitability is more important than Past Performance.
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