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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 cost for all options to the total cost for the basic requirement.  Evaluation of options will not obligate the Government to exercise the option(s).
(End of Provision)

NOTE: In accordance with the instructions provided in provision L.24, Solicitation Specific Instructions to Offerors, Volume II-Cost Factor Proposal Instructions, the value associated with FAR 52.217-8 Option to Extend Services, (Option Period 5) is 50% of the proposed estimated cost and fee of Option Period 4, Contract Year 5. The Government will report this value, as well as the probable costs of Option Periods 1 through 4 to the Source Selection Authority (SSA). 
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:
(1) This competitive negotiated acquisition will 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 Assistant Administrator for Procurement will apply.

(2) The attention of the offeror is particularly directed to NFS 1815.305, Proposal Evaluation, and to NFS 1815.305-70, Identification of Unacceptable Proposals.
(3) A best value trade-off process, as described at FAR 15.101-1, will be used in making the source selection.  The Government will select the best overall offer, based upon the three evaluation factors.  Award will be made to the offeror who is deemed responsible in accordance with the FAR, and whose proposal conforms to the solicitation‘s requirements and is judged to represent the best value to the Government.  In using the best value approach, the Government seeks to award to the offeror who gives NASA the greatest confidence that it will best meet or exceed the requirements affordably. This could result in an award to a higher rated, higher priced offeror, where the decision is consistent with the evaluation factors delineated herein and the SSA reasonably determines that the technical superiority and/or superior past performance of the higher priced offeror outweighs the cost difference.  Additionally, the SSA may reject all proposals received in response to this solicitation, if doing so is in the best interest of the Government. To arrive at a best value decision, the SSA will integrate the SEB‘s evaluations of the evaluation factors described below.  
(b) 
Evaluation Factors and Subfactors:
The evaluation factors are Mission Suitability, Cost, and Past Performance.  These factors, as described at NFS 1815.304-70, will be used to evaluate each proposal.  This section provides a further description for each evaluation factor, inclusive of subfactors.  Only the Mission Suitability factor is numerically scored.  Consistency between Volumes I, II, III, and IV will be evaluated.  Inconsistency may adversely impact the evaluation of an offeror’s proposal.
(c) 

Relative Order of Importance of Evaluation Factors:

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

(d) 
Source Evaluation Board (SEB)
The SEB was appointed by the SSA to evaluate the offers submitted for the Request for Proposal (RFP).  Proposal documentation requirements set forth in this RFP are designed to provide guidance to offerors concerning the type of documentation that must be submitted to the SEB. 

The voting members of the SEB are:


Steven D. Smartt (Chairperson)

Jeffrey S. Jackson
Donald W. Monell

Janet P. Waters
Patti G. Hall (Recorder - Non-Voting)

Source selection will be made by Robin N. Henderson, Associate Director, George C. Marshall Space Flight Center.

(End of Provision)

M.4
VOLUME I - 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 understands the requirements and the inherent challenges associated with accomplishing the objectives of this procurement.  Risk associated with the proposed approach will be assessed and reflected in the development of Mission Suitability strengths, weaknesses, deficiencies, and the resultant adjectival ratings and numerical scores. The completeness and validity of the response will be evaluated. The adjectival 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 offeror’s understanding of the requirement.  Overall lack of cost realism may adversely impact the offeror’s Mission Suitability ratings and numerical score.

(d)
The subfactors to be used in evaluating Mission Suitability and their corresponding weights are listed below:

Technical and Management Approach



600 Points

Staffing and Total Compensation Approach


400 Points

TOTAL






         1,000 Points

The numerical weights assigned to the two 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.)

(f) 
The Government will evaluate the benefit of any proposed performance capability that exceeds the requirements specified in the PWS.  The Government will evaluate the proposed capabilities under the appropriate Mission Suitability subfactor, only to the extent that the offeror commits to provide the capability as a contract requirement and the capability is included in the offeror’s proposed costs.
(g) 
The MITS contract will require the generation and submission of quality documentation as an integral and vital aspect of contract performance. Therefore, the Government will evaluate the proposal’s demonstrated understanding of the impact of compliance with solicitation requirements and instructions, as well as overall proposal quality, as part of the overall proposal evaluation. 
Subfactor 1 – Technical and Management Approach
This subfactor will be used to evaluate the offeror’s management and technical approach for providing the services delineated in the PWS.  The adequacy, completeness, technical soundness, methods, operations, and excellence of the offeror’s approach will be evaluated including the following:

TMA-1
Technical Approach
The offeror’s description of the proposed technical approach will be evaluated.  
TMA-2    Management Approach
The offeror’s description of the proposed management approach will be evaluated.  
TMA-3    Innovation 
The offeror’s description of the proposed innovation approach will be evaluated.  
TMA-4    Phase-In Plan
The offeror’s description of the proposed Phase-in Plan will be evaluated.
TMA-5    Local Autonomy and Authority 
The offeror’s description of proposed local authority and autonomy will be evaluated.  
TMA-6    Safety, Health, and Environmental (SHE) Approach
The offeror’s description of the proposed Safety, Health, and Environmental (SHE) approach will be evaluated.
TMA-7    Technical and Management Approach Risk Assessment
The offeror’s risk assessment and proposed mitigations for the Technical and Management Approach subfactor will be evaluated.  

Subfactor 2 – Staffing and Total Compensation Approach
This subfactor will be used to evaluate the offeror’s approach for providing the staffing and total compensation to perform the requirements of this PWS.  The following will be evaluated:
STC-1     Key Personnel
The offeror’s Key Personnel, to include qualifications, performance history, and commitment, and rationale for designating positions as key, will be evaluated.  

STC-2     Staffing Approach

The offeror’s description of the proposed staffing approach will be evaluated. 
STC-3
    Total Compensation Plan
The offeror’s description of the Total Compensation Plan will be evaluated.  
STC-4
    Staffing and Total Compensation Approach Risk Assessment
The offeror’s risk assessment and proposed mitigations for the Staffing and Total Compensation Approach subfactor will be evaluated.  

NOTE: The Government will perform an analysis to ensure that no apparent ostensible subcontract relationship has been proposed. The Small Business Administration (SBA) Ostensible Subcontracting Rule Information will be assessed to verify that the offeror is eligible for award as a small business. If it appears that an ostensible subcontract may have been proposed, the proposal evaluation may proceed until a final determination is made by the SBA. Offerors are advised that evidence of non-compliance with this clause and FAR 52.219-14, Limitations on Subcontracting, may result in elimination of the offeror from award.  Therefore, the offeror is cautioned to ensure that their teaming/major subcontracting arrangement does

not violate the ostensible subcontracting rules set forth by the SBA. In the event an offeror‘s proposal is determined to be unacceptable based on the SBA Ostensible Subcontractor Evaluation, the matter may be referred to the Small Business Administration (SBA) for a Certificate of Competency in accordance with the procedures outlined in FAR 19.6. 

 (End of Provision)
                                           (Remainder of page intentionally left blank)
M.5
VOLUME II - COST FACTOR

(a) The reasonableness and realism of the cost proposal will be evaluated to determine the probable cost of doing business.  The Government will perform a cost realism analysis by independently reviewing and evaluating each offeror’s proposed costs to determine if the estimated cost elements are realistic for the work to be performed, reflect a clear understanding of the requirements, and are consistent with the unique methods of performance as described in the offeror’s Mission Suitability proposal.
(b) Definitions: An offeror 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”.

(c) Assessment of Probable Cost
(1) This solicitation will result in a performance-based Cost-Plus-Potential Fixed Performance Fee contract.
(2) The proposed cost will be evaluated to determine reasonableness and cost realism (including the impact of proposed uncompensated overtime).  The evaluation will be conducted in accordance with FAR 15.305(a)(1) and NFS 1815.305(a)(1).  The Cost Factor, although not scored numerically, is relevant in determining the offeror’s understanding of the contract and its resource requirements and will be evaluated.  Unrealistic costs or elements of cost may adversely impact the proposal’s Mission Suitability ratings and numerical scores.

(3) The Government assessment of the “probable cost adjustment” with each offeror,  possible cost growth during the course of the contract, and features that could cause a given proposal to cost more or less than proposed, will be included in this evaluation.  Upward or downward adjustments may be made to the proposed cost as a result of the assessment of cost realism to determine a “probable cost”.  This can include adjustments to all proposed direct and indirect costs.
(4) The proposed fee value will not be adjusted, but will be included in the probable cost in the amount proposed.
(5) Each offeror’s proposed phase-in cost for the separate phase-in purchase order will be identified separately and reported to the SSA.  The Government will not make adjustments to the proposed phase-in costs.

(d) Assessment of Cost Confidence

A level of confidence determination (high, medium, or low) will be made for the probable cost assessment for each proposal and reported to the SSA.  The confidence levels for probable cost are defined as:
(1) High: The Government has a very high level of confidence that the 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 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  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.
(e)
The total cost reported the to the SSA will include the proposed cost and probable costs including all options to extend the term of the contract pursuant to the following clauses:

(1) F.2, Period of Performance
(2) F.4, Options for Increased Mission Enhancement Services
(3) I.1 FAR 52.217-8, Option to Extend Services
(4) I.1 FAR 52.217-9, Option to Extend the Term of the Contract
(f) The following will be reported to the SSA:

(1) Proposed cost for the mission services
(2) Evaluated probable cost for the mission services
(3) Proposed Phase-in cost

(4) Total proposed cost for the contract (mission services CLINs and all mission enhancement services CLINs)
(5) Total probable cost for the contract (mission services CLINs and all mission enhancement services CLINs)
(6) Cost confidence rating
In reporting the cost associated with FAR clause 52.217-8, Option to Extend Services, the total proposed cost for the contract and total probable cost for the contract (mission services CLIN and all mission enhancement services CLINs of Option Period 4, CLINs 37 - 45) will be duplicated and multiplied by half to account for the additional potential 6 month extension.
(End of Provision)
(Remainder of page intentionally left blank)
M.6
VOLUME III - PAST PERFORMANCE FACTOR
In accordance with the FAR 15.305(a)(2) and NFS 1815.305(a)(2), the offeror’s overall corporate past performance, to include the corporate past performance of any proposed major subcontractors, will be evaluated.  This area is not numerically scored, but is assigned an adjective rating and reported to the SSA for consideration in making a selection.  Strengths and weaknesses will be assigned.  The adjectival rating system/definitions set forth in NFS 1815.305(a)(2)(A) will be utilized in the evaluation of past performance.  However, an offeror 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.  If an offeror is Joint Venture without a record of performance, this information will be evaluated for each participant.

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.  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.
(a) The offeror-provided Past Performance in Volume III will be evaluated.  The quality of the offeror’s overall corporate relevant past performance with other programs comparable in size, content, complexity, and to a lesser extent contract type, to the requirements of the MITS contract will be evaluated.

NOTE: Regarding a baseline for the MITS contract, size relevancy will be the offeror’s average yearly proposed amount for mission services (i.e., does not include mission enhancement CLINs).  For subcontractors, size relevancy will be the average yearly proposed amount of subcontracted effort assigned to that subcontractor.
(b) In addition to offeror-provided performance information, completed past performance questionnaires, Federal Government Past Performance Information Retrieval System (PPIRS) database records, and other performance information known to the Source Evaluation Board (SEB) will be considered in the evaluation.

(End of Provision)

[END OF SECTION]
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