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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


52.217-5
JUL 1990
EVALUATION OF OPTIONS


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

CLAUSE


NUMBER     
DATE      TITLE

None included by reference

(End Of Provision)

SECTION M
EVALUATION FACTORS FOR AWARD

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.

The offeror shall address the entire Statement of Work (SOW) and offer an approach that will accomplish the work requirements established by the SOW.

M.3
Source Evaluation

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

M.4
Mission Suitability Factor

The Mission Suitability Factor includes the following subfactors:


· Management Approach

· Technical Approach

· Safety

The evaluation of the Mission Suitability Factor will consider the excellence of the proposed approach, offeror’s understanding of the total requirements of the RFP, and the offeror’s ability to perform the contract.   The Mission Suitability Factor and its supporting subfactors will be assigned adjective ratings, numerically weighted, and scored.  The Specific Technical Understanding and Resources information, provided in Volume 1, Part 2, will be evaluated to validate and substantiate the various management, technical and safety approaches.  The information to be supplied by the contractor in Volume II, Plans and Other Data, may be used to further understand the offeror’s material in Volume I. The realism and adequacy of resources will be considered in evaluating Mission Suitability, as an indicator of the offeror’s understanding of the requirement.  The evaluation criteria for the Mission Suitability factor and its supporting subfactors are set forth below:

M.4.1
Management Approach 

The offeror’s management approach for fulfilling the requirements of the contract will be assessed.  This assessment will consider the effectiveness of the offeror’s approach for interfacing with programs and customers, and integrating program control functions for managing the work.  The offeror’s management approach, strategies, policies and procedures will be assessed for soundness and ability for providing (1) flexible and efficient implementation of customer requirements;  (2) integrated cost, technical and schedule performance assessment and reporting;  (3) effective organizational structure and workforce utilization;  (4) effective internal and external communications;  (5) innovative management solutions; (6) effective management and assessment of contract performance; and (7) provide effective configuration and data management.

The offeror’s approach for managing contract work including the proposed Work Breakdown Structure (WBS), organizational relationships with existing contract resources, MIC organizational structure and MIC teaming arrangements will be evaluated.

The offeror’s approach for staffing, providing and retaining a skilled and effective workforce will be assessed, including the offeror’s proposed Key Positions and Personnel, Staffing Plan, and Total Compensation Plan.

The Government will also evaluate the effectiveness and efficiency of the offeror’s approach to attracting and retaining personnel, customer interface, and customer satisfaction.

The Government expects that the offeror will have in place a mature Risk Management Program.  The evaluators will look for elements of this Risk Management Program in the responses provided.  Because Risk Management should be an inherent way of business, the problem solving approaches described in the response to this proposal should have risk management practices evidenced that meets the standards of the ISS Risk Management Plan (SSP 50175).

MA1. Requirements Management Approach: 


The offeror’s proposed management approach and processes, and business practices will be evaluated.  


The effectiveness of the offeror’s approach to implement customer requirements; integrate and report technical, cost and schedule performance requirements; organizationally structure an effective workforce; effectively communicate with internal and external customers; provide innovative management solutions; manage and assess contract performance; and provide data and configuration management.

MA2. Organizational Structure Approach: 

The effectiveness of the offeror’s approach to the division of tasks among the proposed business organizations responsible for each element of the Work Breakdown Structure (WBS), including a SOW to contractor WBS to ISSP WBS map; approach to lines of communication and authority through a corporate organization chart that locates the offeror’s Mission Integration leaders within the offeror’s corporate structure and any teaming partner’s corporate structure(s); approach to teaming partner[s] and subcontractor(s) 

MA3. Key Personnel Approach:

The Government will evaluate the identification and selection of key positions.  In addition, the Government will evaluate the experience, past performance, education, overall capability and commitment of key personnel.

MA4.  Staffing Approach:  

The effectiveness of the offeror’s approach to developing a staff from new hires, offeror’s corporate personnel and retaining incumbent personnel: its approach to maintaining and retaining a qualified workforce; and the approach of the offeror’s compensation plan.  

MA5.  Transition Approach:

The effectiveness of the offeror’s approach to transition while supporting mission integration activities, ongoing work and incorporating proposed processes and systems.

MA6. Management and Cost Risk Approach: 

The effectiveness of the offeror’s approach to identifying and mitigating management and cost risk against performance of the SOW requirements.  The appropriateness of the offeror’s identified management and costs risks will be evaluated.

MA7. Performance Assessment Approach:

The effectiveness of the offeror’s approach to developing performance award fee metrics, including Category I, II and III metrics.

MA8.  Associate Contractor Agreements Approach:

The effectiveness of the offeror’s approach to developing and maintaining relationships with other ISS contractors.

M.4.2
Technical Approach

The offeror’s approach for meeting the technical requirements of the RFP and its demonstration of in-depth understanding of mission integration and operations will be assessed.  
The offeror’s ability to implement diverse, dynamic and late changing requirements and priorities, manage cost and schedule performance, and effectively interface with multiple customers and associate contractors will be assessed with respect to the SOW.  

Information provided in Volume 1, Part 1 and Part 2 of the offeror’s proposal, such as resources, skill mix, and supervisor to employee ratios, will also be used to evaluate the offeror’s technical approach. 
TA1:  International Integration Approach:

The effectiveness of the offeror’s approach to meet translation, interpretation, language training, logistics, international shipping coordination and Ham Radio support requirements.

TA2. Mission Integration Approach: 

The effectiveness of the offeror’s approach to overall integration support to each area of the WBS with regards to Launch Package/Increment Management Planning; integration support for manifest, stowage and configuration, crew provisioning, habitability, and imagery; and program support.
TA3. Information Technology Approach:

The effectiveness of the offeror’s approach to utilizing information technology to meet contract requirements regarding application of current and emerging technologies; approach to use of existing and new development information systems or applications; approach to the system data architecture; and approach to implementing the requirements of NPG 2810.1 Security Information Technology.   
TA4. Operational Scenarios Approach:   

The effectiveness of the offeror’s technical approach and response to identify and manage impacts due to each of the five scenarios described.  These responses will be evaluated for knowledge of the SOW, process flexibility, technical capability and consistency with proposed overall technical approaches.

TA5.  Technical and Schedule Risk Approach:

The effectiveness of the offeror’s approach to identifying and mitigating technical and schedule risks to performing the SOW. The appropriateness of the offeror’s identified technical and schedule risks will be evaluated.

M.4.3
Safety Approach

The offeror’s approach for satisfying the Safety & Mission Assurance requirements of this contract will be assessed.  The offeror’s Plan will be evaluated for its effectiveness in ensuring:

· Safety and health of personnel

· Safety and quality of hardware, software and processes

· Identification and management of safety risks

· Comprehensive ISS Safety Program

SA1. S&MA Management Approach:

The effectiveness of the offeror’s approach to the methodology used to support:


· Interfaces with NASA offices, other contactors and governmental organizations

· The approach to establish and maintain a Quality Management System. The proposed or existing use of any third-party certification organizations

· Independent assessments and audits

· Capturing and incorporating lessons learned into ongoing operations

· The programmatic change process and its critical areas.

· The integrated S&MA CoFR assessment and its critical areas

· An effective Risk Management program that meets the criteria of the ISS Risk Management Plan (SSP 50175).

· Identification and management of safety assessments; and all aspects of the ISS Safety Program, including integrated safety assessments and verifications.
SA2. Safety and Health Approach:

The effectiveness of the offeror’s approach to ensure the safety and occupational health of employees and to ensure safety of all working conditions throughout the performance of the contract.  The approach shall be evaluated for compliance with FAR 1852-223-73.
SA3. Safety Risk Approach:

The effectiveness of the offeror’s approach to identifying and mitigating safety risks in performing the SOW.  The appropriateness of the offeror’s identified safety risks will be evaluated.

M.5
 Relative Importance of Mission Suitability Subfactors
The Mission Suitability subfactors and their corresponding weights reflecting relative importance are listed below.  These weights will be used as a guideline in the source selection decision-making process.

	Management Approach
	400

	Technical Approach
	500

	Safety
	100

	TOTAL
	1000


M.6
Past Performance Factors

The offeror’s past performance including relevant experience, will be evaluated separately by the Source Evaluation Board (SEB), but will not be numerically weighted or scored.  The evaluation will be based on information provided by offerors in their proposals, as well as any other information obtained independently by the SEB.  In accordance with FAR 15.305 (a)(2)(iv), an offeror without a record of relevant past performance, or for whom information on past performance is not available, may not be evaluated favorably or unfavorably on past performance.  In such event, an offeror with no discernable relevant experience and past performance will receive a neutral rating.  The results of the evaluation will be presented to the Source Selection Authority for consideration. 

M.7
Cost Factor

Under the Cost factor each Cost Proposal will be evaluated for the validity, realism, adequacy and compared to the estimated probable cost developed by the Government for each proposal for the performance of this effort in accordance with the offeror’s organization and technical approach.  The evaluation of the Cost factor will include an assessment of the cost of doing business with each offeror, predicted growth in proposed cost during the performance of the work, and the features of each offeror’s position that would cause its actual cost to be more or less than the proposed cost.  

The Government will perform a cost realism analysis of your proposed rates and resources.   Cost realism analysis is defined as, the process of independently reviewing and evaluating specific elements of each offeror’s proposed cost estimate to determine whether the estimated proposed 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 and materials described in the offeror’s technical proposal.  The SEB will evaluate proposed costs and establish the probable cost of doing business with each offeror; however, it will not use weighting and scoring in this area.  The probable cost shall be used for purposes of selection.  
The Government will also perform a price analysis of your entire cost proposal, excluding phase-in.  The cost of phase-in (if proposed) will be considered under the Cost factor but will not be included in the probable cost for selection purposes.  For purposes of proposal evaluation and source selection, the probable cost for the following three areas will be considered under the Cost factor:

1. The Cf Contract Functions including option years

2. IDIQ rates 
3. LOE REQUIREMENTS

The sum of the cost deltas between the proposed cost and the probable cost for the three areas above will be compared to the cost realism chart below to determine whether mission suitability points will be affected.  


For purposes of proposal evaluation and source selection, the probable cost for the IDIQ example task order for the entire 7-year period will be considered under the Cost factor.  The cost associated with the example task orders for contract years (CY) 2 through 7 will be evaluated using the proposed burdened rates proposed in the cost templates requested in Section L.  The Government will perform a cost realism analysis of your proposed IDIQ cost and develop a probable cost.  This IDIQ probable cost, for the entire 7 years for the example task order will be included in the total probable cost used for selection purposes.  In addition, for purposes of proposal evaluation and source selection, the probable cost for the Completion Form (CF) effort (identified in SOW) and the government-specified hours for LOE for the entire 7-year period will be considered under the Cost factor.  The cost associated with CF and LOE for CY 1-7 will be evaluated using the proposed cost included in the cost templates requested in Section L.  The Government will perform a cost realism analysis of your proposed cost for CF and LOE and develop a probable cost.  

Mission Suitability points will be adjusted based on the percentage difference between proposed and probable costs as follows:

Proposed and Probable Cost Difference        Point Adjustment

+/- 0 to 5 percent                                            0

+/- 6 to 10 percent                                         -50

+/- 11 to 15 percent                                       -100

+/- 16 to 20 percent                                       -150

+/- 21 to 30 percent                                        -200

+/- more than 30 percent                                -300


The results of the Government’s cost evaluation will be presented to the Source Selection Authority for consideration in making the source selection.
M.8
Relative Importance of Evaluation Factors

Mission Suitability is more important than past performance.  Mission Suitability and Past Performance, when combined, are significantly more important than Cost.

 [END OF SECTION]


