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Evaluation Factors for Award
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FAC 97-14, PN 97-36, PIC 99-21.
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4/9/98
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7/23/98
No revisions required for FAC 97-05

9/16/98
Updated for FAC 97-06. Reference to Section I clause 52.219-23 added at M.3.

12/29/98
No revisions required for numbered provisions.  See note at top of page.

3/10/99
No revisions required for FAC 97-10, PNs 21 - 23, or PICs 99-3 – 99-5

3/23/99
Sentence added at 1852.214-71.  (Revisions was never marked in NFS.  Date not changed.)

4/29/99
Updated for reorganization. No changes for numbered provisions for FAC 97-12, PNs 97-30 - 33.

12/16/99
No revisions required for FACs 97-13 and -14, PNs 97-34, -35, and -36




SECTION M

EVALUATION FACTORS FOR AWARD

M.1
EVALUATION OF BIDS FOR MULTIPLE AWARDS (52.214-22) (MAR 1990)

In addition to other factors, bids will be evaluated on the basis of advantages and disadvantages to the Government that might result from making more than one award (multiple awards).  It is assumed, for the purpose of evaluating bids, that $500 would be the administrative cost to the Government for issuing and administering each contract awarded under this solicitation, and individual awards will be for the items or combinations of items that result in the lowest aggregate cost to the Government, including the assumed administrative costs.

(End of provision)

M.2
MULTIPLE TECHNICAL PROPOSALS (52.214-24) (APR 1984)

In the first step of this two-step acquisition, solicited sources are encouraged to submit multiple technical proposals presenting different basic approaches.  Each technical proposal submitted will be separately evaluated and the submitter will be notified as to its acceptability.

(End of provision)

M.3
NOTICE OF PRICE EVALUATION ADJUSTMENT FOR SMALL 

DISADVANTAGED BUSINESS CONCERNS (52.219-23) (OCT 1998)
NOTE:  Evaluation shall be in accordance with clause 52.219-23 in Section I.

M.4
EVALUATION EXCLUSIVE OF OPTIONS (52.217-3) (APR 1984)


The Government will evaluate offers for award purposes by including only the basic requirement; i.e., options will not be included in the evaluation for award purposes.

(End of provision)

M.5
EVALUATION OF OPTIONS EXERCISED AT TIME OF CONTRACT AWARD
(52.217-4) (JUN 1988)

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 the total price for the basic requirement together with any option(s) exercised at the time of award.

(End of provision)

M.6
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.7
EVALUATION OF FOREIGN CURRENCY OFFERS (52.225-4) (AUG 1996)

If offers are received in more than one currency, offers shall be evaluated by converting the foreign currency to United States currency using (         insert source of rate         ) in effect on the (a) date of bid opening for sealed bid acquisitions, (b) closing date for negotiated acquisitions when award is based on initial offers, or (c) due date for receipt of best and final offers, for other acquisitions.

(End of provision)

M.8
PROGRESS PAYMENTS NOT INCLUDED (52.232-15) (APR 1984)

A progress payments clause is not included in this solicitation, and will not be added to the resulting contract at the time of award.  Bids conditioned upon inclusion of a progress payment clause in the resulting contract will be rejected as nonresponsive.

(End of provision)

M.9
ESTIMATED QUANTITIES OR WEIGHTS FOR EVALUATION OF OFFERS
(52.247-20) (APR 1984)


For the purpose of evaluating offers, and for no other purpose, the following estimated quantities or weights will be considered as the quantities or weights to be shipped between each origin and destination listed:










Estimated quantity or


Origin


Destination


weight

_________________
____________________
___________________
_________________
____________________
___________________
_________________
____________________
___________________
(End of provision)

M.10
EVALUATION -- F.O.B. ORIGIN (52.247-47) (APR 1984)

Land methods of transportation by regulated common carrier are the normal means of transportation used by the Government for shipment within the United States (excluding Alaska and Hawaii). Accordingly, for the purpose of evaluating offers, only these methods will be considered in establishing the cost of transportation between offeror's shipping point and destination (tentative or firm, whichever is applicable) in the United States (excluding Alaska and Hawaii).  This transportation cost will be added to the offer price in determining the overall cost of the supplies to the Government. When tentative destinations are indicated, they will be used only for evaluation purposes, the Government having the right to use any other means of transportation or any other destination at the time of shipment.

(End of provision)

M.11
DESTINATION UNKNOWN (52.247-49) (APR 1984)

For the purpose of evaluating offers and for no other purpose, the final destination(s) for the supplies will be considered to be as follows:

_________________________________________________________________

_________________________________________________________________

(End of provision)

M.12
NO EVALUATION OF TRANSPORTATION COSTS (52.247-50) (APR 1984)

Costs of transporting supplies to be delivered under this contract will not be an evaluation factor for award.

(End of provision)

M.13
EVALUATION OF EXPORT OFFERS (52.247-51) (FEB 1995)

(a)
Port handling and ocean charges -- other than DOD water terminals.  Port handling and ocean charges in tariffs on file with the Bureau of Domestic Regulations, Federal Maritime Commission, or other appropriate regulatory authorities as of the date of bid opening (or the closing date specified for receipt of offers) and which will be effective for the date of the expected initial shipment will be used in the evaluation of offers.


(b)
F.o.b. origin, transportation under Government bill



of lading.


(1)
Offers shall be evaluated and awards made on the basis of the lowest laid down cost to the Government at the overseas port of discharge, via methods and ports compatible with required delivery dates and conditions affecting transportation known at the time of evaluation.  Included in this evaluation, in addition to the f.o.b. origin price of the item, shall be the inland transportation costs from the point of origin in the United States to the port of loading, port handling charges at the port of loading, and ocean shipping costs from the United States port of loading (see paragraph (d) below) to the overseas port of discharge.  The Government may designate the mode of routing of shipment and may load from other than those ports specified for evaluation purposes.


(2)
Offers shall be evaluated on the basis of shipment through one of the ports set forth in paragraph (d) below to the overseas port of discharge.  Evaluation shall be made on the basis of shipment through the port that will result in the lowest cost to the Government.


(3)
Ports of loading shall be considered as destinations within the meaning of the term "f.o.b. destination" as that term is used in the F.o.b.  Origin clause of this contract.


(c)
F.o.b. port of loading with inspection and acceptance


at origin

(1)
F.o.b. port of loading with inspection and acceptance at origin.  Offers shall be evaluated on the basis of the lowest laid down cost to the Government at the overseas port of discharge via methods compatible with required delivery dates and conditions affecting transportation known at the time of evaluation.  Included in this evaluation, in addition to the price to the United States port of loading (see paragraph (2) below), shall be the port handling charges at the port of loading and the ocean shipping cost from the port of loading (see paragraph (d) below) to the overseas port of discharge.


(2)
Unless offers are applicable only to f.o.b. origin delivery under Government bills of lading (see paragraph (b) above), offerors shall designate below at least one of the ports of loading listed in paragraph (d) below as their place of delivery.  Failure to designate at least one of the ports as the point to which delivery will be made by the Contractor may render the offer nonresponsive.  PLACE OF DELIVERY:  ___________________

______________________________________________ [Offerors insert at least one of the ports listed in paragraph (d) below.]


(d)
Ports of loading for evaluation of offers.  Terminals to be used by the Government in evaluating offers are as follows:  (For the information of the offerors, ocean and port handling charges are set forth if the terminal named is a DOD water terminal.)

Ports/Terminals
Combined Ocean and

Unit of Measure:

of Loading

Port Handling


I.E. Metric Ton,





Charges to


Measurement Ton,





(Indicate Country)

Cubic Foot, Etc.

__________________
____________________
_________________

__________________
____________________
_________________

__________________
____________________
_________________


(e)
Ports of loading nominated by offeror.  The ports of loading named in paragraph (d) above are considered by the Government to be appropriate for this solicitation due to their compatibility with methods and facilities required to handle the cargo and types of vessels and to meet the required overseas delivery dates. Notwithstanding the foregoing, offerors may nominate additional ports of loading that the offeror considers to be more favorable to the Government.  The Government may disregard such nominated ports if, after considering the quantity and nature of the supplies concerned, the requisite cargo handling capability, the available sailings on U.S.-flag vessels, and other pertinent transportation factors, it determines that use of the nominated ports is not compatible with the required overseas delivery date.  United States Great Lakes ports of loading may be considered in the evaluation of offers only for those items scheduled in this provision for delivery during the ice-free or navigable period as proclaimed by the authorities of the St. Lawrence Seaway (normal period is between April 15 and November 30 annually).  All ports named, including those nominated by offerors and determined to be eligible as provided in this provision, shall be considered in evaluating all offers received in order to establish the lowest laid down cost to the Government at the overseas port of discharge.  All determinations shall be based on availability of ocean services by U.S.-flag vessels only.  Additional U.S. port(s) of loading nominated by offeror, if any:  _______________________________________________


(f)
Price basis:  Offeror shall indicate whether prices are based on --


( )
Paragraph (b), f.o.b. origin, transportation by GBL to port listed in paragraph (d);


( )
Paragraph (c), f.o.b. destination (i.e., a port listed in paragraph (d));


( )
Paragraph (e), f.o.b. origin, transportation by GBL to port nominated in paragraph (e); and/or


( )
Paragraph (e), f.o.b. destination (i.e., a port nominated in paragraph (e)).

(End of provision)

M.14
EVALUATION OF EXPORT OFFERS (52.247-51) (FEB 1995) --


ALTERNATE I (FEB 1995)

(a)
Port handling and ocean charges -- DOD water terminals. The port handling and ocean charges are set forth in paragraph (d) of this provision for the information of offerors and are current as of the time of issuance of the solicitation.  For evaluation of offers, the Government will use the port handling and ocean charges made available by the Directorate of International Traffic, Military Traffic Management Command rate information letters, on file as of the date of bid opening (or the closing date specified for receipt of offers) and which will be effective for the date of the expected initial shipment.


(b)
F.o.b. origin, transportation under Government bill



of lading

(1)
Offers shall be evaluated and awards made on the basis of the lowest laid down cost to the Government at the overseas port of discharge, via methods and ports compatible with required delivery dates and conditions affecting transportation known at the time of evaluation.  Included in this evaluation, in addition to the f.o.b. origin price of the item, shall be the inland transportation costs from the point of origin in the United States to the port of loading, port handling charges at the port of loading, and ocean shipping costs from the United States port of loading (see paragraph (d) below) to the overseas port of discharge.  The Government may designate the mode of routing of shipment and may load from other than those ports specified for evaluation purposes.


(2)
Offers shall be evaluated on the basis of shipment through one of the ports set forth in paragraph (d) below to the overseas port of discharge.  Evaluation shall be made on the basis of shipment through the port that will result in the lowest cost to the Government.


(3)
Ports of loading shall be considered as destinations within the meaning of the term "f.o.b. destination" as that term is used in the F.o.b.  Origin clause of this contract.


(c)
F.o.b. port of loading with inspection and acceptance 


at origin.


(1)
F.o.b. port of loading with inspection and acceptance at origin.  Offers shall be evaluated on the basis of the lowest laid down cost to the Government at the overseas port of discharge via methods compatible with required delivery dates and conditions affecting transportation known at the time of evaluation.  Included in this evaluation, in addition to the price to the United States port of loading (see paragraph (2) below), shall be the port handling charges at the port of loading and the ocean shipping cost from the port of loading (see paragraph (d) below) to the overseas port of discharge.


(2)
Unless offers are applicable only to f.o.b. origin delivery under Government bills of lading (see paragraph (b) above), offerors shall designate below at least one of the ports of loading listed in paragraph (d) below as their place of delivery.  Failure to designate at least one of the ports as the point to which delivery will be made by the Contractor may render the offer nonresponsive.  PLACE OF DELIVERY:  ___________________ ________________________________________________ [Offerors insert at least one of the ports listed in paragraph (d) below.]


(d)
Ports of loading for evaluation of offers.  Terminals to be used by the Government in evaluating offers are as follows:  (For the information of the offerors, ocean and port handling charges are set forth if the terminal named is a DOD water terminal.)

Ports/Terminals
Combined Ocean and

Unit of Measure:

of Loading

Port Handling


I.E. Metric Ton,





Charges to


Measurement Ton,





(Indicate Country)

Cubic Foot, Etc.

__________________
____________________
_________________

__________________
____________________
_________________

__________________
____________________
_________________


(e)
Ports of loading nominated by offeror.  The ports of loading named in paragraph (d) above are considered by the Government to be appropriate for this solicitation due to their compatibility with methods and facilities required to handle the cargo and types of vessels and to meet the required overseas delivery dates. Notwithstanding the foregoing, offerors may nominate additional ports of loading that the offeror considers to be more favorable to the Government.  The Government may disregard such nominated ports if, after considering the quantity and nature of the supplies concerned, the requisite cargo handling capability, the available sailings on U.S.-flag vessels, and other pertinent transportation factors, it determines that use of the nominated ports is not compatible with the required overseas delivery date.  United States Great Lakes ports of loading may be considered in the evaluation of offers only for those items scheduled in this provision for delivery during the ice-free or navigable period as proclaimed by the authorities of the St. Lawrence Seaway (normal period is between April 15 and November 30 annually). All ports named, including those nominated by offerors and determined to be eligible as provided in this provision, shall be considered in evaluating all offers received in order to establish the lowest laid down cost to the Government at the overseas port of discharge.  All determinations shall be based on availability of ocean services by U.S.-flag vessels only.  Additional U.S. port(s) of loading nominated by offeror, if any:  _______________________________________________________.


(f)
Price basis:  Offeror shall indicate whether prices are based on --


( )
Paragraph (b), f.o.b. origin, transportation by GBL to port listed in paragraph (d);


( )  Paragraph (c), f.o.b. destination (i.e., a port listed in paragraph (d));


( )
Paragraph (e), f.o.b. origin, transportation by GBL to port nominated in paragraph (e); and/or


( )
Paragraph (e), f.o.b. destination (i.e., a port nominated in paragraph (e)).

(End of provision)

M.15
EVALUATION OF EXPORT OFFERS (52.247-51) (FEB 1995) --


ALTERNATE II (APR 1984)

(a)
Port handling and ocean charges -- other than DOD water terminals.  Port handling and ocean charges in tariffs on file with the Bureau of Domestic Regulations, Federal Maritime Commission, or other appropriate regulatory authorities as of the date of bid opening (or the closing date specified for receipt of offers) and which will be effective for the date of the expected initial shipment will be used in the evaluation of offers.


(b)
F.o.b. origin, transportation under Government bill



of lading


(1)
Offers shall be evaluated and awards made on the basis of the lowest laid down cost to the Government at the overseas port of discharge, via methods and ports compatible with required delivery dates and conditions affecting transportation known at the time of valuation.  Included in this evaluation, in addition to the f.o.b.  origin price of the item, shall be the inland transportation costs from the point of origin in the United States to the port of loading, port handling charges at the port of loading, and ocean shipping costs from the United States port of loading (see paragraph (d) below) to the overseas port of discharge.  The Government may designate the mode of routing of shipment and may load from other than those ports specified for evaluation purposes.


(2)
Offers shall be evaluated on the basis of shipment through one of the ports set forth in paragraph (d) below to the overseas port of discharge.  Evaluation shall be made on the basis of shipment through the port that will result in the lowest cost to the Government.


(3)
Ports of loading shall be considered as destinations within the meaning of the term "f.o.b. destination" as that term is used in the F.o.b.  Origin clause of this contract.


(c)
Deleted.


(d)
Ports of loading for evaluation of offers.  Terminals to be used by the Government in evaluating offers are as follows:  (For the information of the offerors, ocean and port handling charges are set forth if the terminal named is a DOD water terminal.)

Ports/Terminals
Combined Ocean and

Unit of Measure:

of Loading

Port Handling


I.E. Metric Ton,





Charges to


Measurement Ton,





(Indicate Country)

Cubic Foot, Etc.

__________________
____________________
_________________

__________________
____________________
_________________


(e)
Ports of loading nominated by offeror.  The ports of loading named in paragraph (d) above are considered by the Government to be appropriate for this solicitation due to their compatibility with methods and facilities required to handle the cargo and types of vessels and to meet the required overseas delivery dates. Notwithstanding the foregoing, offerors may nominate additional ports of loading that the offeror considers to be more favorable to the Government.  The Government may disregard such nominated ports if, after considering the quantity and nature of the supplies concerned, the requisite cargo handling capability, the available sailings on U.S.-flag vessels, and other pertinent transportation factors, it determines that use of the nominated ports is not compatible with the required overseas delivery date.  United States Great Lakes ports of loading may be considered in the evaluation of offers only for those items scheduled in this provision for delivery during the

ice-free or navigable period as proclaimed by the authorities of the St. Lawrence Seaway (normal period is between April 15 and November 30 annually).  All ports named, including those nominated by offerors and determined to be eligible as provided in this provision, shall be considered in evaluating all offers received in order to establish the lowest laid down cost to the Government at the overseas port of discharge.  All determinations shall be based on availability of ocean services by U.S.-flag vessels only.  Additional U.S. port(s) of loading nominated by offeror, if any:  _____________________________________________.


(f)
Deleted.


(g)
Paragraphs (c) and (f) have been deleted but ensuing paragraphs have not been redesignated.

(End of provision)

M.16
EVALUATION OF EXPORT OFFERS (52.247-51) (FEB 1995) --


ALTERNATE III (APR 1984)

(a)
Port handling and ocean charges -- other than DOD water terminals.  Port handling and ocean charges in tariffs on file with the Bureau of Domestic Regulations, Federal Maritime Commission, or other appropriate regulatory authorities as of the date of bid opening (or the closing date specified for receipt of offers) and which will be effective for the date of the expected initial shipment will be used in the evaluation of offers.


(b)
Deleted.


(c)
F.o.b. port of loading with inspection and acceptance



at origin.


(1)
F.o.b. port of loading with inspection and acceptance at origin.  Offers shall be evaluated on the basis of the lowest laid down cost to the Government at the overseas port of discharge via methods compatible with required delivery dates and conditions affecting transportation known at the time of evaluation.  Included in this evaluation, in addition to the price to the United States port of loading (see paragraph (2) below), shall be the port handling charges at the port of loading and the ocean shipping cost from the port of loading (see paragraph (d) below) to the overseas port of discharge.


(2)
Offerors shall designate below at least one of the ports of loading listed in paragraph (d) below as their place of delivery.  Failure to designate at least one of the ports as the point to which delivery will be made by the Contractor may render the offer nonresponsive.  PLACE OF DELIVERY:  ___________________ ________________________________________________ [Offerors insert at least one of the ports listed in paragraph (d) below.]


(d)
Ports of loading for evaluation of offers.  Terminals to be used by the Government in evaluating offers are as follows:  (For the information of the offerors, ocean and port handling charges are set forth if the terminal named is a DOD water terminal.)

Ports/Terminals
Combined Ocean and

Unit of Measure:

of Loading

Port Handling


I.E. Metric Ton,





Charges to


Measurement Ton,





(Indicate Country)

Cubic Foot, Etc.

__________________
____________________
_________________

__________________
____________________
_________________


(e)
Ports of loading nominated by offeror.  The ports of loading named in paragraph (d) above are considered by the Government to be appropriate for this solicitation due to their compatibility with methods and facilities required to handle the cargo and types of vessels and to meet the required overseas delivery dates. Notwithstanding the foregoing, offerors may nominate additional ports of loading that the offeror considers to be more favorable to the Government.  The Government may disregard such nominated ports if, after considering the quantity and nature of the supplies concerned, the requisite cargo handling capability, the available sailings on U.S.-flag vessels, and other pertinent transportation factors, it determines that use of the nominated ports is not compatible with the required overseas delivery date.  United States Great Lakes ports of loading may be considered in the evaluation of offers only for those items scheduled in this provision for delivery during the ice-free or navigable period as proclaimed by the authorities of the St. Lawrence Seaway (normal period is between April 15 and November 30 annually). All ports named, including those nominated by offerors and determined to be eligible as provided in this provision, shall be considered in evaluating all offers received in order to establish the lowest laid down cost to the Government at the overseas port of discharge.  All determinations shall be based on availability of ocean services by U.S.-flag vessels only.  Additional U.S. port(s) of loading nominated by offeror, if any:  ______________________________________________________


(f)
Price basis.  Offerors shall indicate whether prices are based on --

/ / Paragraph (c), f.o.b. destination (i.e., a port listed in paragraph (d)); or

/ / Paragraph (e), f.o.b. destination (i.e., a port nominated in paragraph (e)).


(g)
Paragraph (b) has been deleted, but ensuing paragraphs have not been redesignated.

(End of provision)

M.17
TRANSIT ARRANGEMENTS (52.247-56) (APR 1984)

The lowest appropriate common carrier transportation costs, including offeror's through transit rates and charges when applicable, from offeror's shipping points, via the transit point, to the ultimate destination will be used in evaluating offers.



Transit point(s)



Destination(s)


__________________________

_________________________


__________________________

_________________________


__________________________

_________________________

(End of provision)

M.18
GROUPING FOR AGGREGATE AWARD (1852.214-71) (MAR 1989)


(a)
The Government will evaluate offers and make award on a basis of the aggregate offers for items ______________________.

  [Insert the item numbers and/or descriptions]

The Government will not consider an offer for quantities less than those specified for these items.


(b)
If this is an invitation for bids, the Government will reject as nonresponsive a bid that is not made on all of the items specified in paragraph (a).

(End of provision)

M.19
FULL QUANTITIES (1852.214-72) (DEC 1988)


The Government will not consider an offer for quantities of items less than those specified.  If this is an invitation for bids, the Government will reject as nonresponsive a bid that is not made on full quantities.

(End of provision)

M.20
ADDITIVE OR DEDUCTIVE ITEMS (1852.236-71) (MAR 1989)

(a)
The low bidder for purposes of award shall be the conforming responsible bidder offering the low aggregate amount for the first or base bid item, plus or minus (in order of priority listed in the Schedule) those additive or deductive bid items providing the most features of the work within the funds determined by the Government to be available before bids are opened.  If addition of another bid item in the listed order of priority would make the award exceed those funds for all bidders, it shall be skipped and the next subsequent additive bid item in a lower amount shall be added for each bid if award on it can be made within the funds.


(b)
An example for one bid is an amount available of $100,000, a bidder's base bid of $85,000, and four successive additives of $10,000, $8,000, $6,000 and $4,000.  In this example, the aggregate amount of the bid for purposes of award would be $99,000 for the base bid plus the first and fourth additives, the second and third additives being skipped because either of them would cause the aggregate bid to exceed $100,000.


(c)
All bids shall be evaluated on the basis of the same additive or deductive bid items.  The listed order of priority must be followed only for determining the low bidder.  After determination of the low bidder, award in the best interests of the Government may be made to that bidder on its base bid and any combination of its additive or deductive bid items for which funds are determined to be available at the time of the award, provided that award of the combination of bid items does not exceed the amount offered by any other conforming responsible bidder for the same combination of bid items.

(End of provision)

M.21
BIDS WITH UNIT PRICES (1852.236-72) (MAR 1989)

(a)
All extensions of the unit prices bid will be subject to verification by the Government.  If there is variation between the unit price and any extended amounts, the unit price will be considered to be the bid.


(b)
If a modification to a bid based on unit prices that provides for a lump-sum adjustment to the total estimated cost is submitted, the application of the lump-sum adjustment to each unit price in the bid must be stated.  If it is not stated, the lump-sum adjustment shall be applied on a pro rata basis to every unit price in the bid.

(End of provision)

M.22
SMALL BUSINESS AND SMALL DISADVANTAGED BUSINESS CONCERN
PARTICIPATION IN SUBCONTRACT ARRANGEMENTS AND SMALL


DISADVANTAGED BUSINESS CONCERN GOAL (Negotiations)


This subfactor does not apply to small business concerns.


This subfactor will consider the proposed subcontracting dollar goals for both small business and small disadvantaged business concerns, including the extent that the proposed small disadvantaged business goal meets or exceeds the goal stated in Section L.

(End of provision)

M.23
AWARD LOWEST PRICE, TECHNICALLY ACCEPTABLE OFFER


Any resultant award will be based on the lowest priced, technically acceptable offer responsive to the requirements of the solicitation submitted by a responsible offeror as determined 

in accordance with the minimum requirements set forth in the solicitation.

(End of provision)

M.24
EVALUATION FACTORS FOR AWARD       Sample for FAB or R&D
NOTE:  Provision must be updated and customized consistent with Section L instructions.


(a)
General.  The proposed procurement will be evaluated in accordance with procedures prescribed by the Federal Acquisition Regulation (FAR) and the NASA FAR Supplement (NFS).


(b)
Source Selection Authority.  The Source Selection Authority will be the Contracting Officer.


(c)
Evaluation Factors and Subfactors

(1)
Acceptable proposals will be evaluated using the following factors:


Mission Suitability Factor


Cost Factor


Past Performance Factor


(2)
The detailed descriptions of the factors and subfactors are set forth below:


(i)
Mission Suitability Factor.  This factor and its supporting subfactors indicate, for each offeror, the merit of work or product to be delivered, including, as appropriate, both technical and management categories.  Because this factor can be highly technical, and must be integrated in order to convey an overall evaluation of relative merit, Mission Suitability Factor and its supporting subfactors shall be numerically weighted, scored, and assigned adjective ratings.  Realism of proposed costs may significantly affect Mission Suitability scores.  The total weighting for this factor shall be 1,000 points.  The proposals will be evaluated and scored based on the subfactors described below.


Subfactor 1:  Technical Approach (Volume I, Part 1)

This subfactor will be used to evaluate the offeror's 

overall understanding of the requirement and his proposed concept to meet the requirements of Attachment J-1 - Statement of Work.  The offerors will be evaluated on their recognition of the objectives of the program, understanding of the problem, technical soundness of proposed approach, originality of proposed approach and concept feasibility, and consideration given to alternate approaches.


Subfactor 2:  Key Personnel (Volume I, Part 2)

This subfactor will be used to evaluate the technical 

competence of skilled personnel to carry out the proposed requirement; previous experience with type of effort proposed; and availability and degree of commitment of key personnel.


Subfactor 3:  Technical Resources (Volume I, Part 3)


This subfactor will be used to evaluate the availability of 

adequate facilities and established procedures to perform all required research, analyses, tests, and investigations.


(ii)
Cost Factor (Volume II, Part 1.  Cost, although not  scored, is important in determining the offeror's understanding of the requirements of the RFP and the resources required.  Cost will be considered in evaluating the Mission Suitability Factor and supporting subfactors, as well as in assessing the validity of the approach proposed for accomplishing the SOW in accordance with the requirements of the RFP.  "Cost" as used herein is intended to mean cost and fee.  "Cost" reflects what it will probably cost the Government to do business with the offeror, and not necessarily the offeror's estimate of costs.


(iii) Past Performance Factor (Volume II, Part 2).  Past performance factor indicates the overall corporate or offeror's experience and past performance, including subcontractor experience and past performance, with comparable or related procurement/project efforts. This corporate experience is distinguished from that of Key Personnel.  This factor is not numerically weighted or scored, but shall be evaluated adjectivally.  A neutral rating shall be assigned when the offeror has no relevant past performance to evaluate.


(d)
Relative Importance of Evaluation Factors/Subfactors

(1)
While only the Mission Suitability Factor is scored, in order to provide offerors with an indication of the relative importance of the four factors listed above, the following information is furnished:  Mission Suitability, Cost, and Past Performance factors are considered of essentially equal importance.  [Use or revise according to FAR  15.304 and 305.]

(2)
The subfactors to be used in evaluating Mission Suitability and their corresponding weights are listed below in descending order of importance:


Technical Approach 
____________ points


Key Personnel 
    
____________ points


Technical Resources
____________ points



Total
         1,000    points


The numerical weights assigned to the three subfactors identified above are indicative of the relative importance of those evaluation areas.  The weights will be utilized as a guide.

(End of provision)

-OR-

M.25
EVALUATION FOR AWARD       Sample for Construction IFB
NOTE:  Provision must be updated and customized consistent with Section L instructions.


The proposed procurement will be evaluated in accordance with procedures prescribed by the Federal Acquisition Regulation (FAR) and the NASA FAR Supplement (NFS).

(End of provision)

-OR-

M.26
EVALUATION FACTORS FOR AWARD      Sample for Supply IFB

NOTE:  Provision must be updated and customized consistent with Section L instructions.


(a)
General.  The proposed procurement will be evaluated in accordance with procedures prescribed by the applicable Federal Acquisition Regulation (FAR) and the NASA FAR Supplement (NFS).


(b)
Evaluation Factors and Subfactors.  Acceptable bids will be evaluated using the following factors and subfactors:

(End of provision)

-OR-

M.27
EVALUATION FACTORS FOR AWARD     Sample for ID Services
NOTE:  Provision must be updated and customized consistent with Section L instructions.


(a)
General

The proposed procurement will be evaluated in accordance with procedures prescribed by the Federal Acquisition Regulation (FAR) and the NASA Federal Acquisition Regulation Supplement (NASA/FAR Supplement (NFS)).


(b)
Source Selection Authority

The Source Selection Authority will be the Contracting Officer.


(c)
Evaluation Factors and Subfactors

Acceptable proposals will be evaluated using the following factors:


Mission Suitability Factor


Price Factor


Past Performance Factor

The detailed descriptions of the factors and subfactors are set forth below:


(1)
Mission Suitability Factor

This factor and its supporting subfactors indicate, for each offeror, the merit of work or product to be delivered, including, as appropriate, both technical and management categories. Because this factor can be highly technical and must be integrated in order to convey an overall evaluation of relative merit, Mission Suitability Factor and its supporting subfactors shall be numerically weighted, scored, and assigned adjective ratings.  

Realism of proposed costs may significantly affect Mission Suitability scores.  The total weighting for this factor shall be  1,000 points.  The proposals will be evaluated and scored based on the subfactors described below.


Subfactor 1:  Responsiveness and Understanding of Requirement

This subfactor will be used to evaluate the offeror's understanding of this requirement as reflected in the Statement of Work, Attachment J-1.  Each of the integral parts listed in Section L.______ as a minimum requirement will be evaluated to determine the offeror's degree of understanding of this maintenance and repair requirement and his ability to provide the services within the required response time.


Subfactor 2:  Personnel Furnished

This subfactor will be utilized to evaluate qualifications of the prospective service technicians based on the information presented in resumes provided by the offerors.  Each technician will be required to meet the minimum requirements defined in Section L.
.

Subfactor 3:  Access to or Availability of Adequate 


Replacement Parts and Components

Offerors' access to and availability of replacement parts and components will be determined based on the substantiation provided in their written agreement/arrangement with the parts manufacturers.


(2)
Price Factor

(i)   Price, although not scored, is important in the evaluation process in determining the realism and understanding of the requirement.


(ii)  See M.___, above, entitled "Evaluation of Options."


(3)
Past Performance Factor

The overall corporate or offeror's experience and past performance with comparable or related procurement efforts will be evaluated.  This factor will not be numerically scored, but will be evaluated and reported to the Source Selection Authority for consideration in making a selection.


(d)
Relative Importance of Evaluation Factors/Subfactors

(1)
While only the Mission Suitability Factor is scored, in order to provide offerors with an indication of the relative importance of the four factors listed above, the following information is furnished:  Mission Suitability, Price, and Past Performance factors are considered of essentially equal importance. [Use or revise according to FAR  15.304 and 305.]

(2)
The subfactors to be used in evaluating Mission Suitability and their corresponding weights are listed below in descending order of importance:


Responsiveness and Understanding of


Requirement 





___________ points


Personnel Furnished 



___________ points


Access to or Availability of Adequate 


Replacement Parts and Components 

___________ points






Total points
        1,000

The numerical weights assigned to the three subfactors identified above are indicative of the relative importance of those evaluation areas.  The weights will be utilized as a guide.

(End of provision)

-OR-

M.28
EVALUATION FACTORS FOR AWARD       Sample for Services/Cost
NOTE:  Provision must be updated and customized consistent with Section L instructions.


(a)
General

The proposed procurement will be evaluated in accordance with procedures prescribed by the Federal Acquisition Regulation (FAR) and the NASA FAR Supplement (NFS).  


(b)
Source Evaluation Board (SEB)

A Source Evaluation Board (SEB), appointed by the Director, Marshall Space Flight Center, will evaluate the offers submitted for this Request for Proposals (RFP).  Proposal documentation requirements set forth in this RFP are designed to provide guidance to the offeror concerning the type of documentation that will be used by the SEB.  Acceptable offers will be evaluated in accordance with the factors set forth below, and oral or written discussions or both will be conducted with all offerors determined to be within a competitive range.


(c)
Source Selection Authority


Source selection will be made by a Senior MSFC official

specifically designated for that purpose.


(d)
Evaluation Factors and Subfactors

(1)
Acceptable offers will be evaluated using the following factors:


Mission Suitability Factor


Cost Factor


Past Performance Factor


(2)
The detailed descriptions of the factors and subfactors are set forth below:


(i)    Mission Suitability Factor (Volume I)

Mission Suitability Factor indicates the excellence of the proposed work and the offeror's ability to perform.  The evaluation will primarily probe:  What is proposed to meet the established requirements; Will the offeror's approach satisfy the requirements; and How will the proposed approach be validated? Mission Suitability Factor and its supporting subfactors shall be

numerically weighted, scored, and assigned adjective ratings. Realism of proposed costs may significantly affect Mission Suitability scores.  The total weighting for the Mission Suitability Factor shall be 1,000 points.  The offers will be evaluated and scored based on the following Mission Suitability Factor and its supporting subfactors set forth below.

(Insert Mission Suitability Factor)

(Insert subfactors)


(ii)   Cost Factor (Volume II)


The adequacy and realism of the cost proposal and the probable incurred cost will be evaluated.  Estimated cost and fees for the basic year and all options will be evaluated.  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 others will be included.  Proposed costs of specific elements thereof will be adjusted by the SEB in order to report to the Source Selection Authority the probable "cost of doing business" with each offeror (i.e., common or different cost to more than one proposal will be adjusted to a common baseline) for the basic and option periods.  G&A ceiling rates shall be used in establishing the probable cost.  For evaluation purposes, base year costs shall be on a full 12 month period of performance basis. Phase-in costs will not be included in the base price, but they will be separately identified and considered as part of the overall cost of doing business.


Cost Factor will not be numerically scored by the SEB, but will be reported by the SEB to the Source Selection Authority.  The importance of the cost factor in the selection will depend on the magnitude of the cost differentials between the proposals, the credibility of such differentials, the relevance to the Mission Suitability Factor and its supporting subfactors, and the impact of Past Performance factors.


(iii)  Past Performance Factor


(Volume II)


The overall corporate or offeror's Past performance, including subcontractor Past performance, (as opposed to that of proposed key personnel) with comparable or related procurement/project efforts will be considered.  This factor is not numerically scored but will be evaluated and reported to the Source Selection Authority for consideration in making a selection.


(e)
Relative Importance of Evaluation Factors/Subfactors

(1)
While only the Mission Suitability Factor is scored,

in order to provide offerors with an indication of the relative

importance of the four factors listed above, the following information is furnished:  Mission Suitability, Cost, and Past Performance factors are considered of essentially equal importance. [Use or revise according to FAR  15.304 and 305.]

(2)
The subfactors to be used in evaluating Mission Suitability and their corresponding weights are listed below in descending order of importance:


Technical Approach 
____________ points


Key Personnel 
    
____________ points


Technical Resources
____________ points



Total
         1,000    points


The numerical weights assigned to the three subfactors

identified above are indicative of the relative importance of those evaluation areas.  The weights will be utilized as a guide.

(End of provision)

-OR-

M.29
EVALUATION OF PROPOSALS FOR BOA'S WITH QUALIFICATION
REQUIREMENTS FOR MANUFACTURING PROCESS

NOTE:  Provision must be updated and customized consistent with Section L instructions.


a.
The Contractor will be evaluated based upon his capability to manufacture the required items in strict compliance with the drawings and specifications.


b.
Proposals will be technically evaluated upon the basis of Provision MSFC 52.209-93 (contained in Section K) entitled, "Special Standards for Contractor Qualification -- Manufacturing Process Certification."

(End of provision)

[END OF SECTION]
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