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SECTION M


MISSION INTEGRATION CONTRACT


SECTION M - EVALUATION FACTORS FOR AWARD TO OFFERORS

[MCDE]M.1
LISTING OF PROVISIONS INCORPORATED BY REFERENCE

NOTICE:  The following contract clauses pertinent to this section are hereby incorporated by reference: 

I.  FEDERAL ACQUISITION REGULATION (48 CFR CHAPTER 1)

	CLAUSE

NUMBER
	DATE
	TITLE

	None included by reference
	
	


II.
NASA FAR SUPPLEMENT (48 CFR CHAPTER 18) PROVISIONS

	CLAUSE

NUMBER
	DATE
	TITLE

	None included by reference
	
	


(End of provision)

M.2
GENERAL
The offeror’s proposal will be evaluated by a Source Evaluation Board (SEB) in accordance with applicable regulations which include the FAR and the NASA FAR Supplement.  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 sub-factors set forth in Provision M.5 below.
The contract will be awarded on the basis of the evaluation factors for mission suitability, past performance, and price to those responsible offerors submitting offers considered most advantageous to the Government.  The lowest price proposals may not necessarily receive an award; likewise, the highest technically rated proposals may not necessarily receive an award.  Rather, the Government will award to those offerors whose proposals offer the best overall value to the Government.

(End of provision)

M.3
far 52.217-5 Evaluation of Options (jUL 1990)

Except when it is determined by 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 for 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 discussion if the Contract Officer later determines them to be necessary.
(End of provision)
M.5
EVALUATION FACTORS AND CRITERIA
The Government will evaluate the offeror’s proposal using the factors and sub-factors shown below.  Although proposals are organized by factors and sub-factors, 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 proposal will be considered during the evaluation process, including the offeror’s proposed Model Contract.
The Government will evaluate acceptable offers to identify deficiencies, strengths, and weaknesses per the following factors and sub-factors set forth below:

	Factor 1
	Mission Suitability, Volumes I and II

	Sub-factor 1
	Technical (TA)

	Sub-factor 2
	Management (MA)

	Sub-factor 3
	Safety and Health (SH)

	Factor 2
	Past Performance, Volume IV

	Factor 3
	Price, Volume V


Only the Mission Suitability factor will be weighted and scored.  The Government will interpret failure to provide sufficient detail and rationale, or use of ambiguous terms as a lack of understanding on the part of the offeror.

Pages submitted in excess of the limitations specified in this provision will not be evaluated by the Government and will be returned to the offeror.

M.5.1
Factor 1 – Mission Suitability
The Mission Suitability factor and associated sub-factors are used to assess the ability of the offeror to provide and administer the requirements of the SOW.  The Mission Suitability sub-factors and their corresponding weights reflecting relative importance are listed below.  These weights are intended to be used as a guideline in the source selection decision-making process.

	Sub-factor
	Sub-factor Name
	Weight (Points)

	Sub-factor 1
	Technical (TA)
	500

	Sub-factor 2
	Management (MA)
	400

	Sub-factor 3
	Safety and Health (SH)
	100

	
	Total
	1000


Proposals will be evaluated and scored numerically based upon the sub-factors set forth below.
M.5.1.1
Sub-Factor 1 – Technical (TA) (See Section L.19.3.1) 

TA1
Technical Approach with Associated Specific Technical Understanding and Resources
The Government will evaluate the offeror’s technical approach, rationale and understanding of the specific technical requirements and labor resources required to accomplish the requirements of the SOW and associated Task Orders, as shown in the offeror’s response to information requested in Attachment L-9, Specific Technical Understanding and Resource Requirements.  For any proposed improvements, innovations, and efficiencies, the Government will evaluate the appropriateness and its potential for implementation in the contract.  Failure to capture proposed innovations in the model contract may result in loss of mission suitability points.  

The Government will evaluate the offeror’s response in terms of overall comprehensive understanding, effectiveness, soundness, feasibility, and efficiency.  

M.5.1.2
Sub-Factor 2 – Management (MA) (See Section L.19.3.2)

MA1
Requirements Management Approach

The Government will evaluate the offeror’s requirements management approach, program and project management functions, strategies, policies and procedures for overall comprehensive understanding, effectiveness, feasibility, efficiency, and innovation.  

MA2
Organizational Structure Approach
The Government will evaluate the offeror’s ability to demonstrate and ensure success in executing the MIC SOW requirements through its organizational structure and teaming approach.  The offeror’s organizational structure approach will be evaluated for overall comprehensive understanding, effectiveness, feasibility, efficiency, and innovation.  

MA3
Key Personnel Approach
The Government will evaluate the experience, past performance, education, overall capability and commitment of key personnel as proposed in the offeror’s key personnel approach.  The Government will evaluate the minimum qualifications standards proposed to be used to replace key personnel and how the offeror will ensure key personnel will maintain the minimum qualification standards.

MA4
Staffing Approach
The Government will evaluate the offeror’s Staffing Plan, Total Compensation Plan, and Teaming Agreements as proposed in the staffing approach.  The staffing approach will be evaluated for appropriateness, effectiveness, feasibility, efficiency, and innovation.

MA5
Phase-in Approach
The Government will evaluate the effectiveness of the offeror’s proposed Phase-in approach for accomplishing a smooth phase-in without compromising effective and efficient operations of the work performed under the current contract.

MA6
Management of Russian Activities
The Government will evaluate the offeror’s ability to demonstrate and ensure success in executing the MIC SOW requirements occurring in the Russian Federation.

MA7
Government Interface and Communication
The Government will evaluate the offeror’s interface with the Government in the management and communication of SOW tasks and priorities in an efficient and effective manner.  The Government will evaluate the offeror’s overall comprehension, understanding and approach to management of the SOW requirements, contract schedules, and deliverables.  The Government will evaluate the offeror’s approach to efficient and effective customer communication and its approach in obtaining customer concurrence with changing priorities and workforce adjustments in a responsive and comprehensive manner.

MA8
Customer Satisfaction
The Government will evaluate the offeror’s proposed approach for ensuring customer satisfaction.  The Government will evaluate the offeror’s customer feedback mechanism, its methodology for responding to challenges, and its methodology in providing a pro-active follow-up of solutions.
M.5.1.3
Sub-Factor 3 – Safety and Health (SH) (See Section L.19.3.3)

SH1
Safety and Health Plan
The Government will evaluate the offeror’s approach to reducing and preventing injuries and illnesses.  This evaluation will include:

(a) The overall quality of the Safety and Health Plan (DRD MIC-SA-02) 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 MIC-SA-02 may result in strengths for the Safety and Health subfactor.
M.5.2
Factor 2 – Past Performance
Past Performance indicates how an offeror performed on earlier work and can be a significant indicator of how it can be expected to perform the work at hand.  Relevant experience is defined as the accomplishment of work that is comparable or related to the work required under this procurement.

The Government will evaluate an offeror’s Past Performance separately, including relevant experience.  Past Performance will not be numerically weighted and scored, but will receive an adjectival rating per table M-1 below.  The evaluation will be based on information provided by offerors in their proposals, responses received on the Present/Past Performance Questionnaire (Attachment L-2), as well as any other information obtained independently by the Government.

As described in 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, the offeror will receive a neutral rating on past performance.  

The Government may contact organizations for which an offeror and major subcontractors have previously performed work to obtain performance appraisals.  The Government may also use data from the Government-wide Past Performance Database.

Table M-1, Adjectival Ratings for Past Performance

	Adjective Rating
	Definitions

	Very High Level of Confidence
	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 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.  Base 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)(iv)}.


M.5.3
Factor 3 – Price 

To ensure that the final agreed-to prices are fair and reasonable, the Government will perform price analysis and may also perform cost analysis where appropriate, in accordance with FAR 15.305, FAR 15.404, and NASA FAR Supplement (NFS) 1815.305.

Completion Form (FFP) - For the Firm Fixed Price Completion Form section, bottom line pricing of technically acceptable competitors will be compared and presented to the Source Selection Authority (SSA).  The Government may also perform cost analysis where appropriate.
IDIQ - For the IDIQ portion, the Government will perform price analysis on the proposed fully burdened IDIQ rates.  The proposed fixed rates in Section B of the model contract shall not differ from the rates used in the price proposal.  If the rates in Section B of the model contract differ from the fixed price rates proposed in the Price Proposal, the rates in Section B will be presented to the SSA.  
In accordance with FAR 52.215-1 (f)(8), the proposed fully burdened rates in Section B will also be treated as line item prices and be analyzed in the price proposal to ensure proposed line item prices are balanced.  The Government may determine that a proposal is unacceptable if the prices proposed are materially unbalanced between line items or subline items.  Unbalanced pricing exists when, despite an acceptable total evaluated price, the price of one or more contract line items is significantly overstated or understated as indicated by the application of cost or price analysis techniques.  A proposal may be rejected if the Contracting Officer determines that the lack of balance poses an unacceptable risk to the Government.  

In accordance with FAR 15.404-1(d)(3) and NFS 1815.305(a)(vi), to ensure that the proposed resources are adequate and will not create a risk of quality or service shortfalls, the Government will perform cost realism on the labor and non-labor resources proposed for each Task Order.  The results of the analysis will be used in performance risk assessment.  The result of this risk assessment will be presented to the SSA.
For evaluation and selection purposes, the Government will use the offeror’s proposed contract year 1 task order resources for all contract years.  The task order prices for each year will consist of the proposed CY1 labor resources multiplied by the proposed rates for each CY, plus the proposed cost of non-labor resources, to arrive at the total price for all task orders, including option years.  

Phase-in - To promote fair competition, the price of phase-in is not a discriminator for selection purposes, as long as the proposed price of phase-in is reasonable.  The Fixed Price proposed for phase-in will be subject to price analysis.  An unreasonable phase-in price may be addressed in discussions. 
Price for Selection Purposes – The results of the Government’s price evaluation, including the risk assessment and other pricing issues, will be presented to the SSA for consideration in making the source selection.  The total evaluated price of the IDIQ portion of the contract shall consist of the sum of the task orders’ total prices for all seven CYs.  This total IDIQ price will be added to the offeror’s proposed price for the FFP portion for all seven CYs to arrive at the total proposed price.  
M.5.4
Ostensible Subcontractor Approach 

The Government will perform an analysis to ensure no ostensible subcontract relationship has been proposed. The SBA Ostensible Subcontracting Rule Information will be assessed to verify the offeror is eligible for award as a small business. If it appears an ostensible subcontract may have been proposed, the proposal evaluation may proceed until a final determination is made by the Small Business Administration (SBA).  Offerors are advised that evidence of non compliance with Provision L.18, SBA Ostensible Subcontractor Rule Information, or FAR 52.219-14, Limitations on Subcontracting, may result in elimination of the offeror from award.
(End of provision)
M.6
RELATIVE IMPORTANCE OF FACTORS
Of the evaluation factors identified in the RFP, mission suitability is more important than past performance.  Mission suitability and past performance, when combined, are significantly more important than price.

(End of provision)
M.7
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 or justified.
(End of provision)

[END OF SECTION]

M-7

