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SECTION M

EVALUATION FACTORS FOR AWARD

M.1
EVALUATION OF OPTIONS (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.2 
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 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 (see NFS 1815.306(c)(2)).

(End of Provision)

M.3
SOURCE SELECTION AND EVALUATION FACTORS—GENERAL

(a) 
Source Selection

This competitive negotiated acquisition shall be conducted in accordance with FAR 15.3, Source Selection, and NASA FAR Supplement (NFS) 1815.3, same subject.  The Source Evaluation Board procedures at NFS 1815.370, NASA Source Evaluation Boards and/or any deviations approved by the NASA Associate Administrator for Procurement will apply.

The attention of offerors is particularly directed to NFS 1815.305, Proposal Evaluation and to NFS 1815.305-70, Identification of Unacceptable Proposals.

A best value trade-off process, as described at FAR 15.101-1 will be used in making source selection.

(b) 
Evaluation Factors and Subfactors

The evaluation factors are Mission Suitability, Past Performance, and Cost.  These factors, as described at NFS 1815.304-70, will be used to evaluate each proposal.  Section M provides a further description for each evaluation factor, inclusive of subfactors.  Only the Mission Suitability factor is numerically scored.

(c) 
Relative Order of Importance of Evaluation Factors:
While only the Mission Suitability Factor is scored, in order to provide offerors with an indication of the relative importance of the three factors, the following information is furnished in accordance with FAR 15.304(e): 

Mission Suitability, Past Performance and Cost are considered to be essentially equal to each other.  Therefore, all evaluation factors other than cost, when combined, are significantly more important than cost.

(End of Provision)

M.4
MISSION SUITABILITY FACTOR 

(a)
The offeror’s proposed approach to meeting the requirements of the contemplated contract will be evaluated for how clearly and completely the offeror has understood the requirements and the inherent challenges associated with accomplishing the objectives of this procurement. The Government will evaluate the offeror’s understanding of and approach to transform NASA’s current infrastructure and operations to a standardized, consolidated, and cost-effective service offering.  A key measure in assessing the offeror’s understanding of the requirements and the I3P transformation objective is the offeror’s analysis and approach to minimize the impact of risks to the overall success of the contract.  Risk assessment will be evaluated in determining mission suitability strengths, weakness, deficiencies and numerical/adjectival ratings.  The completeness and validity of the response will be evaluated. The adjective rating system/definitions set forth in NFS 1815.305(a)(3)(A) will be utilized in the evaluation of Mission Suitability.
(b)
The Mission Suitability Factor assesses the excellence of the proposed approach for satisfying the PWS and the offeror’s ability to perform.  The offeror’s degree of understanding of the requirements will be assessed in all Mission Suitability subfactors. 
(c)
Cost realism, or the lack thereof, will be used in evaluating the Mission Suitability subfactors as an indicator of the offerors understanding of the requirement.  Overall lack of cost realism will adversely impact the offerors Mission Suitability rating and score.
(d)
The subfactors to be used in evaluating Mission Suitability and their corresponding weights are listed below in order of appearance in the proposal:

	Mission Suitability Subfactor
	Weighting

	Management/Operations & Staffing Approach
	        425 points

	Safety,  Health and Environmental Approach
	          50 points

	Small Business (SB) Utilization
	        100 points

	Technical Approach
	        425 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.  

(e)
The Mission Suitability Volume will be evaluated and scored based on the Mission Suitability subfactors set forth below.  (Note: the alphanumeric paragraphs within each supporting subfactor shall 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 paragraphs; the paragraphs are included to facilitate comparison with the requirements of Section L.)

Subfactor 1 – MANAGEMENT/OPERATIONS & STAFFING APPROACH
MA1 
Contract Organizational Structure and General Management Approach
The offeror’s contract organizational structure and general management approach will be evaluated, to include:

(a)
The offeror’s proposed organizational structure, including connections or associations with corporations, division organizations and subcontractors, and internal and external lines of authority.  
(b)
The offeror’s rationale for the organization structure and general management approach to contract execution, including integrated planning, controlling, communications, management of organizational responsibilities and relationships, and reporting of contract activities that support the required services. The offeror’s general approach to managing the transformation of the existing infrastructure, proactively pursuing innovation and technology advancements, and enhancing customer satisfaction and service delivery will also be evaluated.  

(c)
The offeror’s summary concept plans, practices, and approach for integration of the proposed organizational structure with the proposed general management approach for delivery of services.
MA2 
Autonomy and Authority

The offeror’s autonomy and authority will be evaluated, to include:

(a)
The offeror’s proposed Corporate governance over this contract, degree of local autonomy and authority, including the authority of the Program Manager, any relationship to a parent organization, and any decisions or approvals that will be made outside the local organization as it relates to day-to-day operations and processes.  

(b)
The offeror’s delegations of authority, if any, to site-specific (Center) organizations, as well as organizational and geographical placement of authority.    

MA3    Business Management Information Processes/Tools

The offeror’s business management information processes/tools will be evaluated, to include:

(a) The offeror’s approach and methods to be employed in fulfilling the requirements of PWS sections 2.2 and 2.5.
(b) The offeror’s proposed information management processes and tools that will be used to accomplish all the necessary functions as described in PWS sections 2.2 and 2.5.  
(c) The offeror’s approach for integrating the proposed business management information processes and tools (e.g. financial and procurement) with service planning, demand management, and request fulfillment.
(d) The offeror’s approach, including any teammates/subcontractor’s approach, for managing, estimating, controlling, tracking, and reporting costs by NASA-defined work package(s) in coordination with NASA and NICS customers.  

(e) The offeror’s proposed cost center structure, including any NICS-specific impacts to the cost structure for both the prime and major subcontractors.  
(f) The current status of the prime’s and any teammates’/subcontractor’s business systems. 

MA4    Logistics and Facilities Management

The offeror’s logistics and facilities management will be evaluated, to include:

(a) The offeror’s approach and methods to be employed in fulfilling the requirements of PWS sections 2.3 and 2.8, including the various methods and/or techniques to be used in planning, scheduling, processing, controlling and completing the requirements, both routine and special, including the offeror’s property management policies, procedures, and practices.

(b) The offeror’ proposed approach and rationale for performance of logistics and facilities services within the distributed work environment.  

(c) The offeror’s proposed information management processes and tools that will be used to accomplish all the necessary functions as described in PWS sections 2.3 and 2.8.  
(d) The offeror’s approach to assume, consolidate, and standardize all property and assets to the NICS contract including software licenses and maintenance agreements, Government property, property currently held or owned by incumbent contractors, and Government/incumbent contractors property lease agreements. 
MA5  
Contract Phase-In Approach

The offeror’s Phase-In Plan describing the approach to assume full contractual responsibility on the effective date of the contract (February 1, 2011) shall be evaluated, to include the following:

(a) The offeror’s approach for phasing in all contract activities, including proposed processes and strategies, methodology for obtaining maintenance agreements, licenses, and operational leases on required equipment, work control flows and processes and data conversion, proposed management organization, personnel access and badging, facility space, Phase-In meetings, methodology for identifying and resolving issues, schedule, key milestones, and Phase-In staffing plan.  

(b) The offeror’s approach for meeting the security challenges of the Phase-In, particularly any requirements for personnel security clearances.  
(c)
The offeror’s approach for phasing in the logistics and property management functions and associated assets and the schedule for receipt and acceptance of Government-Furnished and Installation-Accountable Government property, as well as any interactions with the incumbent contractors shall also be described as well as the extent of involvement of Government personnel required during this period.
(d)
The offeror’s time-phased approach for recruiting, interviewing, hiring, and corporate orientation and training of both retained incumbent personnel and other employees, to include subcontractors, during the Phase-In period.  
(e)
The offeror’s approach for migration of legacy budget and cost data, including cost-to-date and outstanding procurements, for all PWS requirements, from the existing information management tools to the offeror’s proposed solution.  

(f)
The offeror’s approach to assume existing Collective Bargaining Agreements (CBAs).
MA6    Transition Approach

The offeror’s transition approach for subsequent contract transitions to be incorporated into this contract after the effective date of this contract per Attachment J-19, Contract Phase-In and Transition Schedule, will be evaluated, to include:

(a) The offeror’s approach and methods to be employed in fulfilling the requirements of PWS section 2.4.2, and the approach for centralized versus decentralized distribution of the work environment.

(b) The offeror’s proposed information management processes and tools that will be used to accomplish all the necessary functions as described in PWS section 2.4.2. 
(c)
The offeror’s approach for migration of legacy budget and cost data, including cost-to-date and outstanding procurements, for all PWS requirements, from the existing information management tools to the offeror’s proposed solution.  

MA7    Security Management Approach

The offeror’s security management approach will be evaluated, to include:

(a) The offeror’s approach and methods to be employed in fulfilling the requirements of PWS section 2.6.

(b) The offeror’s proposed information management processes and tools that will be used to accomplish all the necessary functions as described in PWS section 2.6. 
MA8
I3P Integration and Quality Approach 
The offeror’s I3P integration and quality approach will be evaluated, to include:

(a) The offeror’s approach and methods to be employed in fulfilling the requirements of PWS sections 2.9, 2.10 and 2.11.

(b) The offeror’s proposed information management processes and tools that will be used to accomplish all the necessary functions as described in PWS sections 2.9, 2.10 and 2.11. 
(c) The offeror’s approach for alignment with NASA OCIO governance, for ensuring an effective working relationship with the Government and other contractors.   The offeror’s approach for establishing and executing Associate Contractor Agreements (ACAs) will also be evaluated.
(d) The offeror’s approach to ensuring responsiveness to local Center needs while balancing the priorities and maintaining the integrity of the I3P vision and architecture to meet the goals of integration, efficiency, and security.
(e) The offeror’s processes for managing customer relationships and expectations during transformation, including how the offeror will interface with the Customer Relationship Management requirements of PWS 3.9 to maintain a customer-focused service delivery organization.  

(f) The offeror’s approach for integration of the NISN Tier 2 Service Desk processes and tools with the I3P/NSSC Tier 0/1 Service Desk.

(g) The offeror’s approach for integration of NISN service fulfillment processes and tools with the I3P NSSC NASA Enterprise Service Request System (ESRS).
(h) The offeror’s managerial commitment and sponsorship for ITIL v.3 lifecycle processes. The offeror’s approach for distribution of ITIL v.3-qualified personnel within the proposed organizational structure and description of how this alignment will ensure NICS compliance with ITIL processes.   

(i) The offeror’s approach and timeframe for providing ITIL v.3 training to appropriate personnel.

(j) The offeror’s approach and schedule for achieving ITIL v3 compliance consistent with the I3P roadmap as set forth in Attachment J-1, Appendix A, Cross Functional Performance Work Statement. 
(k) The offeror’s approach to initially populating and maintaining its service offerings and associated service data attributes in the NASA Enterprise Architecture Repository.
(l) The offeror’s approach for developing and maintaining service architectures in partnership with NASA that assures alignment with architectural policy, guidance, and standards as defined by NASA or the Office of Management and Budget to achieve NASA’s strategic IT target goals as stated in the NASA Information Resources Management (IRM) Strategic Plan.  

MA9
Contract and Subcontract Approach
The offeror’s contract and subcontract approach will be evaluated, to include:
(a) The offeror’s approach and methods to be employed in fulfilling the requirements of PWS section 2.12.

(b) The offeror’s proposed information management processes and tools that will be used to accomplish all the necessary functions as described in PWS section 2.12.  
(c) The offeror’s teaming and subcontracting arrangements, including rationale for each of the arrangements, assignment of work by PWS element (matrix), lines of authority, identification of points of contact, how management and control policies will be implemented, limitations or exclusions of work by subcontractors, and how work will be controlled, reported, and reviewed.  
(d) The offeror’s integration of team members or subcontractors into the management and supervisory hierarchy, including key personnel.  
(e) The offeror’s approach for the evaluation of subcontractor performance, and fee arrangements between prime contractors and subcontractors. 

MA10
Organized Labor Approach

The offeror’s organized labor approach will be evaluated, to include:
(a)
The offeror’s approach for managing work performed by organized labor.  
(b)
The offeror’s required experience of the position(s) responsible for working labor relations issues within the company.  In addition, the approach to employee accessibility to human resource personnel to resolve day-to-day issues will be evaluated.  
(c)
The offeror’s approach for negotiating new Collective Bargaining Agreements (CBAs) and how this approach minimizes cost to the Government, while maintaining reasonable terms and conditions for the workforce.  
(d)
The offeror’s general approach for continued operations in the event of a strike.
MA11 
Contract Management Cost Reduction Rationale

(a) The offeror’s rationale for any proposed PWS 2.0 initial contract year staffing and resources versus subsequent year staffing and resource cost reductions and increased efficiencies reflected in the Cost Volume will be evaluated.

(b) The offeror’s approach for gaining efficiencies and minimizing costs/fees associated with Other Direct Costs such as purchases of equipment/software, maintenance, and non-GSA circuits will be evaluated.  
MA12
Corporate Investment

The offeror’s proposed corporate investments in the NICS contract will be evaluated.  
MA13 
Key and Critical Personnel/Positions
The offeror’s key and critical personnel/positions will be evaluated, to include:
(a) The offeror’s rationale for designating the proposed positions as key.  

(b) The offeror’s information on the background, education, training, extent and applicability of related experience, special or unique qualifications and demonstrated performance references on key personnel, including subcontractors, if applicable.    

(c) The offeror’s proposed key individual’s commitment, the extent of their availability, and the company commitment for key personnel staffing stability of the proposed positions.  
(d) The offeror shall also identify and define critical management and technical positions other than key positions, and their relationship to performance of the PWS requirements.

MA14
Staffing, Compensation Approach, and Recruiting and Retention
The offeror’s staffing, compensation approach, and recruiting and retention will be evaluated, to include:
(a) The offeror’s approach for staffing the work defined throughout the PWS. 
(b) The offeror’s approach to providing a flexible workforce necessary to accommodate workload fluctuations throughout the life of the contract.
(c) The offeror’s rationale for the proposed skill mix and any skill mix adjustments over the course of the contract reflected in the Cost Volume.

(d) The offeror’s table delineating sources of staffing. 

(e) The offeror’s approach to recruit and retain specialized personnel with the requisite unique skills and capabilities.  
(f) The offeror’s total compensation approach that identifies and discusses wages, salaries, fringe benefits, and uncompensated overtime, when proposed, for professional employees and service employees for both the prime and subcontractors. 

(g) The offeror’s rationale for proposed compensation that is materially lower or higher than that of local standards for comparable work.   

(h) The effect of the proposed compensation approach on the offeror’s incumbent capture goal.
(i) The offeror’s approach for recognition of incumbent seniority, including a statement regarding the offeror’s intent with respect to salaries/wages/fringe benefits. 
(j) The offeror’s approach for handling the potential impact of different compensation packages within the contract organizational structure to include, as a minimum, differences between the prime and subcontractor(s).
(k) The offeror’s correlation of the Government Job Description Qualifications (JDQs) to the offeror’s labor categories and the associated rationale.
MA15 
Risk Management Approach and Management/Operations and Staffing Approach Risk Assessment
The offeror’s risk management approach and management/operations and staffing approach risk assessment will be evaluated, to include:
(a) The offeror’s risk management philosophy and implementation approach for the contract. The offeror’s explanation of how this approach manifests itself in the execution of the contract and including risk mitigation activities, risk management tools and techniques, risk management documentation, and employee responsibility and accountability for risk management results.  

(b) The offeror’s risk assessment and risk mitigation approach for the Management/ Operations and Staffing Approach subfactor.
Subfactor 2 - Safety, Health and Environmental (SHE) Approach
SHE1
Safety, Health and Environmental
The offeror’s Safety, Health, and Environmental approach will be evaluated, to include the offeror’s Safety, Health, and Environmental (SHE) Plan in response to DRD 1294SA-001, Safety, Health, and Environmental Plan. 
SHE2 
SHE Approach Risk Assessment

The offeror’s Safety, Health, and Environmental approach risk assessment will be evaluated, to include the offeror’s risk assessment and risk mitigation approach for the Safety, Health and Environmental (SHE) subfactor.  
SUBFACTOR 3 - SMALL BUSINESS (SB) UTILIZATION 
The evaluation of Small Business Subcontracting applies to all Offerors.  Although small business concerns are not required to submit a Small Business Subcontracting Plan as required by FAR clause 52.219-9, Small Business Subcontracting Plan and its Alternate II, NASA will evaluate small business subcontractor participation to the extent that subcontracting opportunities exist.  

SB1 - Small Business Subcontracting  

SB1A - Small Business Subcontracting Plan (the Plan) Required by the FAR 

The offeror’s subcontracting plan content will be evaluated as cited in FAR 52.219-9 and in terms of meeting the requirements of FAR 19.704, Subcontracting plan requirements.  
SB1B - Goals
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 category) in comparison to the Contracting Officers assessment of the appropriate subcontracting goals for this procurement.  The Small Business Subcontracting Plan will also 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.  The evaluation will include the reasonableness of rationale for any goal that is less than the Contracting Officer’s recommended goal for any category, the reasonableness of efforts made to establish a goal for that category, as well as on-going efforts, if any, the offeror plans during performance to increase participation in that category.  This evaluation of the Small Business Subcontracting Plan will be on the basis of total contract value.  
SB1C - Other
The offeror’s plan will be evaluated for other commitments designed to ensure maximum participation for small businesses.   The government will evaluate:

(a)  The reasonableness and quality of the rationale provided to substantiate the proposed goals in the Small Business Subcontracting Plan.  

(b)  For small businesses not required to submit a Small Business Subcontracting Plan, the extent, reasonableness, and quality of small business subcontracting participation to the extent that subcontracting opportunities exist.

(c)  The reasonableness and quality of the rationale specific to work that will be performed by the small business subcontractor(s).  The quality of work to be subcontracted, such as that to be considered high technology and high quality services (vs. a mere pass through) and integration of the subcontracted work into the total effort will also be evaluated.  NASA will also evaluate the extent to which SB concerns are specifically identified and the extent of commitment to use SB firms (for example, enforceable commitments vs. non-enforceable commitments.)   

(d)  The rationale, reasonableness, and quality of any proposed plans to phase in contracting to SB concerns.

(e)  The reasonableness and quality of information demonstrating the extent of commitment to utilize small business concerns and to support their development.

SB2 Small Disadvantaged Business (SBD) Participation 
SB2A   Small Disadvantaged Business Participation – Contract Targets 
Separately from Small Business Subcontracting, NASA will evaluate SDB participation.  NASA will evaluate the reasonableness of proposed SDB participation in the approved NAICS Industry Subsectors against total contract value.

SB2B   Other
Additionally, NASA will evaluate other information as follows only to the extent that it pertains to SDBs in the authorized NAICS Industry Subsectors:  
(a)  The reasonableness and quality of the rationale provided to substantiate the proposed targets for SDB participation.    

(b)  The reasonableness and quality of the rationale specific to work that will be performed by the SDB(s).  This will include favorable consideration of work subcontracted to qualified SDB(s), such as that considered to be high technology and high quality services (vs. a mere pass through) and integration of the subcontracted work into the total effort.  NASA will also evaluate the extent to which SDB concerns are specifically identified and the extent of commitment to use SDB firms (for example, enforceable commitments vs. non-enforceable commitments.)   

(c)  The reasonableness and quality of any proposed plans to phase in contracting to SDB concerns.

(d)  The reasonableness and quality of the Offeror’s planned procedures and organizational structure for SDB outreach, assistance, counseling, market research and SDB identification, and relevant purchasing procedures.  Procedures and structure will also be evaluated from the standpoint of ensuring attainment of the SDB targets.      

(e) Any SDB subcontracting incentives earned as an indicator of commitment to utilize SDBs.  
SB3 
Small Business Approach Risk Assessment

The offeror’s Small Business approach risk assessment will be evaluated, to include the offeror’s risk assessment and risk mitigation approach for the Small Business Utilization subfactor.  
Subfactor 4 - Technical Approach

TA1 
Corporate Service Sustainment/Engineering
The offeror’s corporate service sustainment/engineering will be evaluated, to include:
(a) The offeror’s approach and methods to be employed in fulfilling the requirements of PWS sections 3.1 through 3.5.

(b) The offeror’s proposed information management processes and tools that will be used to accomplish all the necessary functions as described in PWS sections 3.1 through 3.5. 

(c) The offeror’s description of how PWS sections 3.1 through 3.5 requirements will be accomplished in a distributed multi-Center environment.

(d) The offeror’s approach for the technical integration of multiple disparate corporate networks (e.g. WAN and LANs), PWS sections 3.1 and 3.4, that will facilitate accomplishment of the I3P vision for the NASA IT communications infrastructure. 

TA2  
Corporate Service Management & Operations
The offeror’s corporate service management and operations will be evaluated, to include:
(a) The offeror’s management and operations approach and methods to be employed in fulfilling the requirements of PWS section 3.6.

(b) The offeror’s proposed information management processes and tools that will be used to accomplish all the necessary functions as described in PWS section 3.6. 

(c) The offeror’s description of how PWS 3.6 requirements will be accomplished in a distributed multi-Center environment.

(d) The offeror’s approach for the management and operations integration of multiple disparate corporate networks (e.g. WAN and LANs), PWS section 3.6, that will facilitate accomplishment of the I3P vision for the NASA IT communications infrastructure.

(e) The offeror’s approach for maintaining operations and continuous service delivery while accomplishing the Corporate LAN and WAN integration and additional I3P transformation activities.    

TA3 
Mission Service Sustainment/Engineering
The offeror’s mission service sustainment/engineering will be evaluated, to include:
(a) The offeror’s technical approach and methods to be employed in fulfilling the requirements of PWS section 3.7. 

(b) The offeror’s proposed information management processes and tools that will be used to accomplish all the necessary functions as described in PWS section 3.7. 

(c) The offeror’s description of how PWS section 3.7 requirements will be accomplished in a distributed multi-Center environment.

TA4
Mission Service Management & Operations
The offeror’s mission service management and operations will be evaluated, to include:
(a) The offeror’s management and operations approach and methods to be employed in fulfilling the requirements of PWS section 3.8.

(b) The offeror’s proposed information management processes and tools that will be used to accomplish all the necessary functions as described in PWS section 3.8. 

(c) The offeror’s description of how PWS section 3.8 requirements will be accomplished in a distributed multi-Center environment.

TA5
Enterprise Support Services
The offeror’s enterprise support services will be evaluated, to include:
(a) The offeror’s management and operations approach and methods to be employed in fulfilling the requirements of PWS sections 3.9 through 3.13.

(b) The offeror’s proposed information management processes and tools that will be used to accomplish all the necessary functions as described in PWS sections 3.9 through 3.13. 

(c) The offeror’s description of how PWS sections 3.9 through 3.13 requirements will be accomplished in a distributed multi-Center environment.

TA6
Center and Associated Component Facility Services
The offeror’s Center and associated component facility services will be evaluated, to include:
(a) The offeror’s technical and operations approach and methods to be employed in fulfilling the requirements of PWS section 4.0. 

(b) The offeror’s proposed information management processes and tools that will be used to accomplish all the necessary functions as described in PWS section 4.0. 

TA7
Infrastructure Project Approach
The offeror’s infrastructure project approach will be evaluated, to include:
(a) The offeror’s project management and technical approach, processes and tool(s) to achieve project goals and objectives of PWS 5.0, as they align with NPR 7120.7, NASA Information Technology and Institutional Infrastructure Program and Project Management Requirements.
(b) The offeror’s communications approach with project stakeholders (e.g. I3P, Service Owners, other I3P contractors, and Centers).   

(c) The offeror’s authority and autonomy of the project leaders to manage project resources within the offeror’s organization, including the project leaders’ ability to reach within the offeror’s organization for additional resources for project execution.


(d) The offeror shall provide supporting rationale for all project implementation costs, as well as any proposed cost reductions and increased efficiencies, reflected in the Cost Volume, as a result of each of the projects.

(e)
The offeror’s draft Project Plan for each project identified in PWS section 5.1, 5.3, and 5.4 in accordance with DRD 1294MA-002, Infrastructure Project Plan.  
(f) The offeror’s technical architecture and implementation approach for the projects identified in PWS 5.3 and 5.4.
TA8
Infrastructure Projects Potential IDIQ Scenarios

The offeror’s approaches to the potential IDIQ scenarios for the Government-prescribed infrastructure projects, with Rough Order of Magnitudes (ROMs) and Basis of Estimates (BOEs), will be evaluated, to include:

(a) The offeror’s technical approach for implementation of the sample task order scenario.
(b) The offeror’s processes used to analyze the strategic problem, develop a business case, and execute a project.  
(c)
The offeror’s consistency with the offeror’s overall management, technical, staffing, and safety and health approaches.
(d)
The offeror’s ROM cost for the project, for both labor and non-labor, including the reasonableness of the BOE, as well as the ROM cost impact (with supporting BOE) on operations throughout the life of the contract.
TA9
Offeror’s Transformation Innovations
The offeror’s approaches to the potential IDIQ scenarios for the offeror-proposed infrastructure projects, with Rough Order of Magnitudes (ROMs) and Basis of Estimates (BOEs), will be evaluated, to include:

(a) The merit of the offeror’s proposed transformation innovations in achieving the I3P goals and objectives (see PWS section 1.2).
(b)
The offeror’s technical approach and timeline for implementation of the proposed innovation(s).
(c)
The offeror’s processes used to analyze the strategic problem, develop a business case, and execute a project.
(d)
The offeror’s consistency with the offeror’s overall management, technical, staffing, and safety and health approaches.
(e)
The offeror’s ROM cost for the project, both labor and non-labor, including the reasonableness of the BOE, as well as the ROM cost impact (with supporting BOE) on operations throughout the life of the contract.
TA10
Unique Services

The offeror’s unique services will be evaluated, to include:
(a) The offeror’s technical and operations approach and methods to be employed in fulfilling the requirements of PWS section 6.0. 

(b) The offeror’s proposed information management processes and tools that will be used to accomplish all the necessary functions as described in PWS section 6.0. 

TA11 
Cost Reduction Rationale
The offeror’s cost reduction rationale will be evaluated, as it relates to the technical approach for PWS sections 3.0, 4.0, and 6.0, to include:
(a) The offeror’s rationale for any proposed cost reductions and increased efficiencies, reflected in the Cost Volume, resulting from innovations that do not meet the requirements of projects (i.e. PWS section 5.0).

 (b)
The offeror’s description of cost savings resulting from proposed innovative methods for assessing and retiring obsolete or non-cost-effective technologies.  

TA12 
Technical Approach Risk Assessment
The offeror’s risk assessment approach will be evaluated, to include:
(a)
The offeror’s risk assessment and risk mitigation approach for the Technical Approach subfactor.  

(b)
The offeror’s risk assessment and mitigation approach for each Center.

M.5
COST EVALUATION FACTOR

(a)  
Definitions: Offerors should refer to FAR 2.101(b) for a definition of “cost realism” and to FAR 15.404-1(d) for a discussion of "cost realism analysis” and “probable cost”.

(b)  
Assessment of Probable Cost


(1) 
This solicitation will result in a cost reimbursement contract with both core mission services and IDIQ services/projects.  

(2)
The proposed cost/price will be assessed to determine reasonableness and cost realism.  The evaluation will be conducted in accordance with FAR 15.305(a)(1) and NFS 1815.305(a)(1)(B) and (C). Upward or downward adjustments may be made to the proposed cost as a result of the assessment of cost realism.  This can include adjustments to all proposed direct and indirect costs.  The Cost factor, although not scored numerically, is relevant in determining the offerors understanding of the contract and its resource requirements and will be evaluated. The offeror’s proposed cost for the contract requirements will be calculated as the sum of the core mission cost for the contract period of performance, including all options, and a Government-calculated IDIQ value using offeror-provided fully burdened blended rates applied to a Government model of labor hours required.  
(3)
The Government assessment of the “probable cost of doing business” with each offeror, of the possible cost growth during the course of the contract, and of features that could cause a given proposal to cost more or less than proposed will be included in this evaluation.  

(4)
G&A ceiling rates will be used in establishing the “probable cost of doing business.”


(5) 
For proposed fees, the fee(s) will not be adjusted, but will be included in the probable cost in the amounts proposed.


(6)  
Probable cost will include the cost of Government resources, such as production and research property, that may be required because of the offeror's proposed approach to accomplishing the work, unless such resources are provided by the terms of this solicitation.  For the requested use of Government production and research property, FAR subpart 45.2 will apply.

(7)
The Government will perform a cost analysis of the offeror’s fully burdened IDIQ labor rates proposed in Attachment J-18, Fully Burdened Labor Rates.

(8)
Each offeror’s proposed Phase-In price for the separate Phase-In Purchase Order will be identified separately and reported to the Source Selection Authority.  Adjustments to the proposed Phase-In price will not be made by the SEB.

(9)
The proposed cost, the evaluated probable cost and proposed Phase-In price will be presented to the Source Selection Authority.

(c)
Assessment of Cost Confidence

A level of confidence determination (high, medium, or low) will be made for the most probable cost assessment for each proposal and reported to the Source Selection Authority.  The confidence levels for probable cost are defined as:

(1)
High: The Government has a very high level of confidence that the most probable cost, which is the Government’s best estimate for the cost of a contract resulting from the offeror’s proposal, correlates very closely to the actual costs that the offeror would incur to successfully implement its proposal.

(2)
Medium: The Government has a reasonable level of confidence that the most probable cost, which is the Government’s best estimate for the cost of a contract resulting from the offeror’s proposal, correlates very closely to the actual costs that the offeror would incur to successfully implement its proposal.

(3)
Low: The Government has at best a marginal level of confidence that the most probable cost, which is the Government’s best estimate for the cost of a contract resulting from the offeror’s proposal, correlates very closely to the actual costs that the offeror would incur to successfully implement its proposal.

(d)
Government-Calculated IDIQ Value

(1)
The Government will compute a cost utilizing blended IDIQ rates using the offeror-provided rates in Cost Form B-6, Tab K.  The computed cost will be established utilizing a Government formula (as defined in the IDIQ Government Cost Model below) which consists of a predetermined skill mix and allotment of hours applied to the blended IDIQ rates.  The Government will verify the traceability between the prime and subcontractor rates delineated in Attachment J-18, and utilize the blended rates provided in Cost Form B-6, Tab K, for the Government formula.  The Government will also analyze the rationale for establishment of the blended rates to demonstrate how the rates were compiled.  The blended fully burdened IDIQ rate BOE is a separate rationale that is used by the Government in the Government Cost Model and should not be confused with the IDIQ scenarios called out in TA8, Infrastructure Projects Potential IDIQ Scenarios and TA9, Offeror’s Transformation Innovations.  
(2)
The Government’s estimated skill mix and allotment of hours will not be provided to the offeror, but will be included in the Government Source Evaluation Plan approved by the SSA.  The IDIQ Cost Model will be used for evaluation purposes only.  The Government will utilize the “Government Worksheet-IDIQ Cost Model” provided below as part of this exercise.  Blended (i.e.. a weighted average of the Prime and Subcontractor proposed IDIQ rates) fully burdened IDIQ labor rates from Section L.35, Part (9), Tabs I-L, will be populated by the Government on this form, along with the SEB’s predetermined skill mix and allotment of hours to arrive at a total evaluated IDIQ Cost Model cost.

	Government IDIQ Cost Model

Labor Categories
	Labor Hours

(Gov’t Provided)
	
	Fully Burdened Labor Rate

(From Offeror’s
 Tab I-L)
	
	Total

(Gov’t Calc)

	Program Manager
	
	x
	
	=
	

	Senior Manager
	
	x
	
	=
	

	Technical/Functional/Site Manager
	
	x
	
	=
	

	Human Resources/Labor Relations Mgr
	
	x
	
	=
	

	Safety/Security Specialist
	
	x
	
	=
	

	Systems Engineering I
	
	x
	
	=
	

	Systems Engineering II
	
	x
	
	=
	

	Systems Engineering III
	
	x
	
	=
	

	Systems Engr III-Enterprise Architect
	
	x
	
	=
	

	Network Engineer I
	
	x
	
	=
	

	Network Engineer II
	
	x
	
	=
	

	Network Engineer III
	
	x
	
	=
	

	Software Engineer I
	
	x
	
	=
	

	Software Engineer II
	
	x
	
	=
	

	Software Engineer III
	
	x
	
	=
	

	IT Security Engineer I
	
	x
	
	=
	

	IT Security Engineer II
	
	x
	
	=
	

	IT Security Engineer III
	
	x
	
	=
	

	Contracts/Subcontracts/Purchasing Mgr
	
	x
	
	=
	

	Purchasing Agent II
	
	x
	
	=
	

	Purchasing Agent III
	
	x
	
	=
	

	Business/Quality Assurance Specialist
	
	x
	
	=
	

	Order Clerk II
	
	x
	
	=
	

	Personnel Assistant (employment) II
	
	x
	
	=
	

	Personnel Assistant (employment) III
	
	x
	
	=
	

	Supply Technician
	
	x
	
	=
	

	Administrative Assistant
	
	x
	
	=
	

	Document Control Specialist 
	
	x
	
	=
	

	Tech Writer III
	
	x
	
	=
	

	General Clerk III
	
	x
	
	=
	

	Network/Database/Comp Sys Admin I
	
	x
	
	=
	

	Network/Database/Comp Sys Admin II
	
	x
	
	=
	

	Planner/Scheduler
	
	x
	
	=
	

	Computer Systems/Network Analyst I
	
	x
	
	=
	

	Computer Systems/Network Analyst II
	
	x
	
	=
	

	Computer Systems/Network Analyst III
	
	x
	
	=
	

	Computer Programmer I
	
	x
	
	=
	

	Computer Programmer II
	
	x
	
	=
	

	Computer Programmer III
	
	x
	
	=
	

	Customer Support Representative
	
	x
	
	=
	

	Drafter/CAD Operator II
	
	x
	
	=
	

	Drafter/CAD Operator III
	
	x
	
	=
	

	Telecommunications Tech/Mechanic I
	
	x
	
	=
	

	Telecommunications Tech/Mechanic II
	
	x
	
	=
	

	Telecommunications Tech/Mechanic III
	
	x
	
	=
	

	Computer Operator III
	
	x
	
	=
	

	Computer Operator IV
	
	x
	
	=
	

	Computer Operator V
	
	x
	
	=
	

	Video Teleconference Tech II
	
	x
	
	=
	

	
	
	
	Subtotal Labor
	
	

	 Direct Material and Supplies/Tools/Equipment 
	
	


	Burden on Direct Material, Supplies/Tools/Equipment
	
	


	Subtotal 
	
	


	Award/Incentive Fee
	
	

	Subtotal
	
	

	TOTAL PROPOSED GOVERNMENT IDIQ 
COST MODEL COST AND FEE
	
	

	SEB Adjustments (if any)
	
	

	TOTAL MOST PROBABLE GOVERNMENT IDIQ 
COST MODEL COST AND FEE 
	
	


NOTE:  The offeror shall not complete this Government worksheet.  The labor hours are identified in the Source Evaluation Plan prepared prior to the issuance of the final RFP and will be utilized by the SEB to calculate the most probable cost.


(3)
The adequacy and realism of the loaded rates proposed for the Government IDIQ Cost Model work and the probable cost to be incurred will be evaluated.  The loaded rates for the base period (3 years) and all options (2-year, 3-year, and 2-year options) will be evaluated.  The Government assessment of the probable “cost of doing business” with each offeror and the SEB’s assessment of confidence will be included in this rate evaluation.
(e) Both the proposed cost and the probable cost will be presented to the Source Selection Authority, along with the SEB’s assessment of confidence that the offeror can perform successfully at the probable cost value.  Proposed Phase-In costs will be identified separately from the probable cost.  Adjustments to the proposed Phase-In costs will not be made by the SEB. However, the overall adequacy and realism of the proposed Phase-In costs will be reported to the Source Selection Authority.
(End of provision)
M.6
PAST PERFORMANCE EVALUATION FACTOR
In accordance with the FAR 15.305(a)(2) and NFS 1815.304-70, the offeror’s overall corporate past performance, to include the corporate past performance of any proposed teammates/subcontractors, will be evaluated.  Emphasis will be given to the extent of direct relevant corporate experience and quality of past performance on previous contracts that are relevant to the effort defined in this RFP.  Greater emphasis will be placed on efforts similar to that of NICS, particularly efforts such as transition/ transformation of multiple network or IT service consolidations across disparate geographic locations and provision of services requiring integration with multiple service providers.  Relevancy of past performance will also be assessed in the areas of:  (1) types of services provided; (2) size and complexity of the contract; and (3) contract type.  This area is not numerically scored, but is assigned an adjective rating and reported to the SSA for consideration in making a selection.  The adjective rating system/definitions set forth in NFS 1815.305(a)(2)(A) will be utilized in the evaluation of past performance.

The past performance evaluation will be based on information provided by the offeror in their Past Performance Volume, completed past performance questionnaires, and any other information obtained independently by the SEB.  In addition to offeror provided references, the NASA 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.  
However, offerors without a record of relevant past performance or for whom information on past performance is not available, will not be evaluated favorably or unfavorably on past performance.  Refer to FAR 15.305(a)(2)(iv).
In addition to the above, the Past Performance overall adjective rating will include the following specific areas established for this procurement in accordance with NFS 1815.305(a)(2)(B).

(a)  
Safety and Health - Evaluates the offeror’s attentiveness to overall safety and health in the workplace, to include Lost Time Case (LTC) rates and Total Reportable Injury Rate (TRIR).

(b)  
Small Business Subcontracting - Evaluates the offeror’s record of meeting subcontracting goals as defined in Section L, Appendix 4, Subcontracting Past Performance Template.
(c)
Labor Relations- Evaluates the offeror’s overall labor relations history.
(End of provision)

M.7 
NICS SOURCE SELECTION 

Source Evaluation Board (SEB)
The SEB, appointed by the Source Selection Authority, 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. 
The voting members of the SEB are:


Joseph B. Solomon

Jeffrey S. Jackson

Scott J. Browns


Rose Ann Goss

Tina L. Walley


Scott Douglas


Arsi Vaziri

The Source Selection Authority for this procurement will be Linda Y. Cureton, NASA OCIO.
 (End of provision)
 [END OF SECTION]
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