NOTE:  This document includes samples from GSFC for Section M as revised by Part 15 rewrite, effective for solicitations issued 1/1/98 or later.  May be used as a guide in developing evaluation comments for a specific procurement. 





MUST BE REVISED FOR YOUR PROCUREMENT.  MUST BE IN ACCORDANCE WITH FAR SUBPART 15.3 AS REVISED IN FAC 97-02. Section M evaluation must be consistent with Section L instructions.  DO NOT USE AS IS!   





SOURCE SELECTION AND EVALUATION FACTORS--GENERAL


�


1. 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 formal source selection" (will??) (will not??) 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 trade-off process, as described at FAR 15.101-1, will be used in making source selection.





2. Evaluation Factors and Subfactors





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








3. Relative Order of Importance of Evaluation Factors





(Contract specialist:  Select, edit and delete unneeded text as appropriate.  The ONLY text that should remain is the text of one of the examples.





EXAMPLES OF STATEMENTS OF RELATIVE ORDER OF IMPORTANCE





You MUST select one of the examples.  The relative order of importance in the first sentence of the examples may NOT be changed unless you are using more than three evaluation factors.*  The relative order of the individual factors as presented in the second sentence of the examples may be varied.  However, if you (the contract specialist) change the second sentence, you must ensure that the statement of relative importance of the individual factors does not conflict with the first sentence of the examples.





* While Cost/Price is always a required evaluation factor, the Mission Suitability and Past Performance factors used in the examples should not be considered as limiting the choice of evaluation factors.








Examples are as follows:


�



Example # 1--Use if the Cost/Price Factor is "significantly" less important than the combined importance of the other two factors.








The Cost/Price Factor is significantly less important than the combined importance of the Mission Suitability Factor and the Past Performance Factor.  As individual Factors, the Cost/Price Factor is less important than the Mission Suitability Factor but more important than the Past Performance Factor.











Example # 2--Use if the Cost/Price Factor is "approximately" equal in importance to the combined importance of the other two factors.








The Cost/Price Factor is approximately equal in importance to the combined importance of the Mission Suitability Factor and the Past Performance Factor.  As individual Factors, the Cost/Price Factor is the most important and the Mission Suitability Factor is more important than the Past Performance Factor.








Example # 3--Use if the Cost/Price Factor is "significantly" more important than the combined importance of the other two factors.











The Cost/Price Factor is significantly more important than the combined importance of the Mission Suitability Factor and the Past Performance Factor.  As individual Factors, the Cost/Price Factor is the most important and the Mission Suitability Factor is more important than the Past Performance Factor.











�
MISSION SUITABILITY FACTOR





1. Description of Mission Suitability Subfactors





(Contract Specialist:  Complete.  NFS limits to 4 subfactors.  The use of elements under subfactors is discouraged.  Elements, if used, shall not be weighted and scored)








2.  Weights and Scoring





In accordance with NFS 1815.304-70(b)(1), the Mission Suitability factor will be weighted and scored on a 1000 point scale.





The weights (points) associated with each Mission Suitability factor and subfactor are as follows:





                    Points


 Subfactor


 Subfactor


 Subfactor


 Subfactor


                   ________


Total               1000





The Mission Suitability subfactors and the total Mission Suitability factor will be evaluated using the adjectival rating, definitions and percentile ranges at NFS 1815.305(a)(3)(A).


The maximum points available for each subfactor will be multiplied by the asssesed percent for each subfactor to derive the score for the particular subfactor.  For example, if a subfactor has possible 200 points and receives a percent rating 80, then the score for that subfactor would be 160 points.








3. Adjustment for Cost Realism





If this solicitation will result in a cost reimbursement contract, the Mission Suitability score will be adjusted based on the degree of cost realism.  This will be done on a structured basis as follows:





[Contract Specialist:  Refer to NFS 1815.305(a)(3)(B)]














�
COST/PRICE EVALUATION FACTOR





(Contract specialist:  Use for all competitive negotiated solicitations except those on a FFP basis.  For FFP, use M910.wp)





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)(C) and (D). 





Offerors should refer to FAR 15.401 for a definition of “cost realism” and to FAR 15.404-1(d) for a discussion of "cost realism analysis” and “probable cost”.





Both the proposed cost and the probable cost will be presented to the Source Selection Authority.














�
PRICE EVALUATION FACTOR





(Contract specialist:  For firm fixed price only)





This is a firm fixed price acquisition.





A price analysis will be conducted in accordance with FAR 15.305(a)(1).  Price analysis is described at FAR 15.404-1(b).  This analysis is done to ensure that a "fair and reasonable" price is paid by the Government.  However, the analysis is not intended to be protective of the offeror.











PAST PERFORMANCE EVALUATION FACTOR





The evaluation will be conducted in accordance with FAR 15.305(a)(2) and NFS 1815.305(a)(2), "Past performance evaluation".  The approach to evaluating past performance is provided below in accordance with FAR 15.305(a)(2)(ii).





This factor will not be point scored.  One of the following adjectival ratings will be assigned:





Excellent, Very Good, Good, Fair or Poor





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).





Past performance will include the following specific areas established for this procurement in accordance with NFS 1815.305(a)(2)(B).  





(Contract specialist:  The below SAMPLES should be edited, tailored or completely rewritten for your specific acquisition.  DO NOT INCLUDE ALL OF THE BELOW TEXT.  The result should match the info requested in Section L.  Include subcontractors that will perform “major or critical aspects of the requirement” if such were selected in the Section L language.  See FAR 42.1501 for some basics.)





--Technical Performance





Considers the offeror's compliance with technical  requirements and performance standards for previous and present  work.  For hardware and hardware systems, this includes compliance  with process requirements ( such as product assurance)  and control systems (such as configuration management) as well as the performance requirements for the delivered hardware or system and  also whether design life was achieved.  For services and support,  the quality of the service or support is considered.  The offeror's performance on interim work and deliverables such system designs,  prototype hardware, and technical reports will also be considered  and well as the initiative of the offeror in identifying and resolving unforeseen technical problems.





--Schedule Performance





Considers how well the offeror has met completion  dates.  This includes any interim deliverables or milestones such as periodic technical and business reports, system designs, prototype hardware, and completion of valid customer direction such as task and "mission" assignments and technical directions.





--Cost Performance





�
Considers cost increases and cost savings (such as  overruns and underruns) experienced on previous and current contracts.  Only those increases or savings within the responsibility of the offeror under the terms of the particular  contracts are considered.  However, customer directed efforts and  "de-scopings" to mitigate cost increases will be considered in  assessing cost performance.














�File Name:  M905.WP





Note:  Instructions that appear in "boxes" like these do not have to be edited out of the document.  They will not print out. 








