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SECTION M- EVALUATION FACTORS FOR AWARD TO OFFERORS
M.1
LISTING OF PROVISIONS INCORPORATED BY REFERENCE
Provision(s) at the beginning of this Section are incorporated by reference, with the same force and effect as if they were given in full text.  Provisions incorporated by reference which require a fill-in by the Government include the text of the affected paragraph(s) only.  This does not limit the provision to the affected paragraph(s).  The Contractor is responsible for understanding and complying with the entire provision.
NOTICE:  The following contract provisions pertinent to this section are hereby incorporated by reference:

I.
FEDERAL ACQUISITION REGULATION (48 CFR CHAPTER 1)

PROVISION

NUMBER

DATE


TITLE
            52.217-5 
      JUN 1990
            Evaluation of Options 

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

PROVISION

NUMBER

DATE


TITLE
None included by reference.
(End of Provision)
M.2   PROSPECTIVE CONTRACTOR RESPONSIBILITY
(a) The standards and procedures for determining whether prospective contractors and subcontractors are responsible are set forth in FAR Subpart 9.1.  Deficiencies concerning the general standards of prospective contractor responsibility at FAR 9.104‑1, and any special standards established for this procurement under FAR 9.104‑2, may be serious enough to result in a determination of non-responsibility.  As with all aspects of prospective contractor responsibility, a finding of non-responsibility can be made at any time prior to contract award.  However, even if such deficiencies are not so serious to result in such a determination, they will nonetheless be considered in the evaluation as conducted under the evaluation factors set forth in this solicitation.
(b) The following special standards of responsibility have been established for this procurement:
(1) Acceptable OCI Mitigation Plan in accordance with Provision L.19. 
(End of provision)
M.3
EVALUATION FACTORS FOR AWARD
Proposals will be evaluated by the Source Evaluation Board (SEB) in accordance with applicable regulations which include the Federal Acquisition Regulation (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.
The Government will award a contract resulting from this solicitation to the Offeror whose proposal represents the best value to the Government.  This procurement will be conducted utilizing a combination of mission suitability, past performance and cost/price evaluation factors.  The lowest price proposals may not necessarily receive an award; likewise, the highest technically rated proposals may not necessarily receive an award.
Of the three evaluation factors, mission suitability and past performance, when combined, are significantly more important than cost.  Mission suitability is more important than past performance.  

The Government will evaluate the Offeror’s proposal using the factors and subfactors below.  Although proposals are organized by factors and subfactors, the Government will conduct an evaluation to consider consistency among proposal information. 

(End of provision)
M.4  MISSION SUITABILITY FACTOR
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.
	Management Approach
250 points

	Technical Approach
500 points

	Safety & Health Approach
150 points

	Small Business Participation
100 points

	TOTAL
1000 points


Proposals will be evaluated and scored numerically based upon the sub-factors set forth below.   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.  The Offeror is notified that a lack of resource realism may adversely affect the Offeror’s Mission Suitability scores and result in cost realism adjustments under the cost factor.

M.4.1  Management Approach, Mission Suitability Sub-factor 1
The Offeror’s management approach (with supporting rationale) for fulfilling the contract requirements will be evaluated using the Management Approach sub-factors as described below.  Failure to capture proposed efficiencies and innovations in the model contract may result in loss of mission suitability points.
MA1.
Overall Management Approach – The Offeror’s Overall Management Approach as defined in the Contract Management Plan, WBS, and Government Property Management Plan, will be evaluated for overall demonstrated understanding, effectiveness , feasibility, efficiency, and innovation.
MA2.
Key Personnel Approach – The Offeror’s Key Personnel Approach will be evaluated for overall demonstrated understanding, effectiveness, feasibility, efficiency, and consistency with the overall management approach and rationale.
MA3.
Staffing Approach – The Offeror’s Staffing Approach, as defined in the Total Compensation Plan and Staffing and Critical Skills Plan, will be evaluated for overall demonstrated understanding, effectiveness, feasibility, efficiency, innovation, and consistency with the overall management approach and rationale.

MA4.
External Customers Approach - The Offeror’s External Customers Approach, as defined in the requested portions of the External Customers Plan, will be evaluated for overall demonstrated understanding, effectiveness, feasibility, efficiency, innovation, and consistency with the overall management approach and rationale.
MA5.
Contract Phase-In Approach –The Offeror’s contract phase-in approach, as defined in the Contract Phase-in Plan, will be evaluated for overall demonstrated understanding, effectiveness, feasibility, efficiency, innovation, and consistency with the overall management approach and rationale.
M.4.2  Technical Approach (TA) Mission Suitability Sub-factor 2

The Offeror’s demonstrated comprehensive understanding of the requirements (with supporting rationale) will be evaluated in Technical Approach sub-factors as described below.
TA1.
Efficiencies, Innovations and Technology Infusion - The Government will evaluate the Offeror’s Efficiencies, Innovations and Technology Infusion response, including the Technology, Innovations, and Process Improvement (TIPI) Plan, for overall demonstrated comprehensive understanding, effectiveness, soundness, feasibility, efficiency, innovation and consistency with the Offeror’s management approach.  For any proposed improvements, innovations, and efficiencies, the Government will evaluate the feasibility and soundness as well as its potential for effective implementation in the contract.
TA2.
Specific Technical Understanding and Resources - The Government will evaluate the Offeror’s Specific Technical Understanding and Resources response for overall demonstrated comprehensive understanding, effectiveness, soundness, feasibility, efficiency, innovation and consistency with the Offeror’s management approach.  For any proposed improvements, innovations, and efficiencies, the Government will evaluate the appropriateness and its potential for effective and efficient implementation in the contract.  Failure to capture proposed and relevant mitigation strategies (identified in the Offeror's OCI Mitigation Plan) in a detailed response to a RFP IDIQ Task Order and associated TRST may result in loss of mission suitability points.
TA3.
Quality Management - The Government will evaluate the Offeror’s Quality Management response, including the Quality Plan, for overall demonstrated comprehensive understanding, effectiveness, soundness, feasibility, efficiency, innovation and consistency with the Offeror’s management approach.  
M.4.3  Safety and Health Approach, Mission Suitability Sub-factor 3
SH1. 
Safety and Health Plan - The Offeror’s Safety and Health Plan will be evaluated for overall demonstrated understanding, effectiveness, feasibility, efficiency, and completeness.
M.4.4
Small Business Utilization (SBU), Mission Suitability Sub-factor 4
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.  
 (a) 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 Officer’s 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.
 (b) 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.)
(End of provision)
M.5  PAST PERFORMANCE FACTOR
The evaluation of Past Performance will be conducted in accordance with the FAR 15.305(a)(2), Proposal Evaluation, and NFS 1815.304-70, NASA Evaluation Factors.  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.
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 Offeror’s past performance (contract performance and quality performance), including recent experience, will be evaluated by the SEB.  The Government will use past performance information from proposal data required by provisions of Section L, information obtained by the SEB based on communications with listed references, as well as data independently obtained from other government and commercial sources, such as the NASA Past Performance Database and similar systems of other governmental departments and agencies, Defense Contract Management Agency (DCMA) channels, interviews with client program managers and contracting officers, and other sources known to the Government, including commercial sources.  Offerors are to note that, in conducting this assessment, the Government reserves the right to use both data provided by the Offeror and data obtained from other sources.  The Government will consider the number and severity of problems including safety and environment issues, the effectiveness of corrective actions taken and the overall record of past performance.  It will also consider the Offeror’s record for adherence to contract schedules and cost control.
The past performance evaluation will assess the degree of confidence the government has in the Offeror’s ability to fulfill the solicitation requirements for the contract while meeting schedule, budget, and performance quality constraints.  The past performance evaluation considers each Offeror’s demonstrated record of performance in supplying the requirements of this solicitation that meet the user’s needs.  The Offeror’s past performance record will be examined for recent and relevant past performance to determine its ability to perform the required work.
Recency:  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.  If the contract is still ongoing, it must have a documented performance history.  The Government will not consider performance on a newly awarded contract that has no documented performance history (in other words, projects that are less than six months under contract).  Only contracts with performance within 3 years from date of the solicitation will be considered recent.
Relevancy:  For purposes of this procurement, relevancy will be assessed using the following definitions:  
	Very Relevant
	Present/past performance effort involved essentially the same magnitude of effort and complexities this solicitation requires.

	Relevant
	Present/past performance effort involved much of the magnitude of effort and complexities this solicitation requires.

	Somewhat Relevant
	Present/past performance contractual effort involved some of the magnitude of effort and complexities than this solicitation requires.

	Not Relevant
	Present/past performance effort did not involve any of the magnitude of effort and complexities this solicitation requires.


Confidence Ratings:  Past Performance will 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 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/Unknown Confidence:  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)).
More recent and more relevant performance will receive greater consideration in the performance confidence assessment than less recent and less relevant performance. Relevancy will be based on the size, scope and complexity of the projects being evaluated for past performance.   Contracts that exhibit all specific trades/type of work will be considered more relevant than contracts limited to specific trades only.  The proposed past performance effort of program manager will be considered less relevant than the proposed past performance effort of the same magnitude and complexity of that offered by a prime or subcontractor.
(End of provision)
M.6  COST/PRICE FACTOR
To ensure that the final agreed-to prices are fair and reasonable the Government will perform price analysis and will also perform cost analysis to include a cost realism analysis  in accordance with FAR 15.305 - Proposal Evaluation, FAR 15.404 - Proposal Analysis, and NASA FAR Supplement (NFS) 1815.305 - Proposal Evaluation. 
Cost-Reimbursable IDIQ – The Government will perform a cost realism analysis of the proposed direct labor rates and resources (inclusive of the multiplier factors prescribed in the TRST), and develop a probable cost estimate for the RFP Task Orders and SOW Section 1.  This evaluation of the cost factors will result in a probable cost which may differ from the proposed cost and reflects the Government’s best estimate of the cost of any contract that is most likely to result from the Offeror’s proposal.  The proposed Fully-Burdened Rates (FBRs) for the entire potential period of performance (5 base years and the four option years) will be evaluated.  The Government will also evaluate the reasonableness of the non-labor resources.  The FBRs used in developing the cost proposal shall match the FBRs in Section B of the model contract.  However, if they do not match, the Government will use the FBR in Section B as the Offeror’s proposed rates.
For evaluation and selection purposes, the Government will use the Offeror’s proposed  RFP task orders and SOW Section 1 labor and non-labor resources for all contract and option years, except for Task Orders 6 through  9.  The price for each task order and SOW Section 1 for each contract year shall consist of the following:
· Proposed yearly labor resources multiplied by the proposed yearly FBRs per Standard Labor Category (SLC),
· Proposed yearly cost of non-labor resources,
· Applied indirect costs to non-labor resources,
· Proposed fee.
For Task Orders 6 through 9, the Offeror shall straight-line the first year labor resources (hours) and non labor resources cost for years 2 through 9. 
FFP 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 only be subject to price analysis.  The price of phase-in will be compared to the proposed prices of other offerors to establish that the price is reasonable.  An unreasonable phase-in price may be addressed in discussions.
Price and Probable Costs for Selection Purposes – The results of the Government’s cost and price evaluation will be presented to the Source Selection Authority (SSA) for consideration in making the source selection.  For the RFP task orders, the proposed and probable costs for the five base years and the four option years inclusive of all task orders and SOW Section 1 will be considered for selection purposes.  
Resource Realism – The Offeror is notified that a lack of resource realism may adversely affect their Mission Suitability scores and result in cost realism adjustments under the cost factor.

(End of provision)
M.7  MODEL CONTRACT
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 sub-factors 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. 
(End of provision)
[END OF SECTION]
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