RFP No. NO2-CM-32400


SECTION M - EVALUATION FACTORS FOR AWARDtc \l2 "SECTION M - EVALUATION FACTORS FOR AWARD
GENERALtc \l3 "GENERAL
Selection of an offeror for contract award will be based on an evaluation of proposals against four factors.  The factors in order of importance are:  Technical, Cost, Past Performance and Small Disadvantaged Business (SDB) participation.  Although technical factors are of paramount consideration in the award of the contract, past performance, cost/price and SDB participation are also important to the overall contract award decision.  All evaluation factors other than cost or price, when combined, are significantly more important than cost or price.  In any case, the Government reserves the right to make an award(s) to that offeror whose proposal provides the best overall value to the Government.

The evaluation will be based on the demonstrated capabilities of the prospective contractors in relation to the needs of the project as set forth in the RFP.  The merits of each proposal will be evaluated carefully.  Each proposal must document the feasibility of successful implementation of the requirements of the RFP.  Offerors must submit information sufficient to evaluate their proposals based on the detailed criteria listed below.  
MANDATORY QUALIFICATION CRITERIAtc \l3 "MANDATORY QUALIFICATION CRITERIA
Listed below are mandatory qualification criteria.  The offeror shall include all information which documents and/or supports the qualification criteria in one clearly marked section of its proposal/the offeror shall provide an index within its proposal which directs the reviewer(s) to the specific area(s) of the proposal that address a particular mandatory qualification.

The qualification criteria establishes conditions that must be met at the time of receipt of Final Proposal Revisions (FPRs) by the Contracting Officer in order for your proposal to be considered any further for award.  

a. In accordance with the National Institutes of Health (NIH) polices, administered by the 


Veterinary Resources Program, all laboratory animals delivered to the National Institutes of 


Health campus, NCI at Frederick, and NIH contract laboratories within the Washington, D.C. 


metropolitan area must be delivered in environmentally-controlled vehicles that are used 


exclusively for transporting laboratory animals.  All proposers must have documented 


experience in this procedure/practice.

b. The colonies maintained under this contract shall be housed in a barrier building that houses only the production of this contract.  No other colonies shall be housed in the same barrier building.

c. The items specified as described in SECTION C, ARTICLE C.2.will be required to be 


delivered 
F.O.B. Destination as set forth in FAR 52.247-35, F.O.B. DESTINATION, 


WITHIN 
CONSIGNEES PREMISES (APRIL 1984), and in accordance with and by the 


date(s) specified in ARTICLE F.2. DELIVERABLES and any specifications stated in 


SECTION D, PACKAGING, MARKING AND SHIPPING, of the contract.


PAST PERFORMANCE FACTORtc \l3 "PAST PERFORMANCE FACTOR
An evaluation of offerors' past performance information will be conducted prior to any communications with offerors leading to establishment of the competitive range.  However, this evaluation will not be conducted on any offeror whose proposal will not be admitted to the competitive range on the basis of the results of the evaluation of factors other than past performance.

The evaluation will be based on information obtained from references provided by the offeror, other relevant past performance information obtained from other sources known to the Government, and any information supplied by the offeror concerning problems encountered on the identified contracts and corrective action taken.

The Government will assess the relative risks associated with each offeror.  Performance risks are those associated with an offeror's likelihood of success in performing the acquisition requirements as indicated by that offeror's record of past performance. 

The assessment of performance risk is not intended to be the product of a mechanical or mathematical analysis of an offeror's performance on a list of contracts but rather the product of subjective judgment by the Government after it considers all available and relevant information.  

When assessing performance risks, the Government will focus on the past performance of the offeror as it relates to all acquisition requirements, such as the offeror's record of performing according to specifications, including standards of good workmanship; the offeror's record of controlling and forecasting costs; the offeror's adherence to contract schedules, including the administrative aspects of performance; the offeror's reputation for reasonable and cooperative behavior and commitment to customer satisfaction; and generally, the offeror's business-like concern for the interest of the customer.

The Government will consider the currency and relevance of the information, source of the information, context of the data, and general trends in the offeror's performance.

The lack of a relevant performance record may result in an unknown performance risk assessment, which will neither be used to the advantage nor disadvantage of the offeror.

The following rating method shall be used in the evaluation of past performance information:

+2
Excellent - Based on the offeror's performance record, no doubt exists that the offeror will successfully perform the required effort.  Sources of information are consistently firm in stating that the offeror's performance was superior and that they would unhesitatingly do business with the offeror again.

+1
Good - Based on the offeror's performance record, little doubt exists that the offeror will successfully perform the required effort.  Sources of information state that the offeror's performance was good, better than average, etc., and that they would do business with the offeror again.

 0
None - No past performance history identifiable.

-1
Marginal - Based on the offeror's performance record, some doubt exists that the offeror will successfully perform the required effort.  Sources of information make unfavorable reports about the offeror's performance and express concern about doing business with the offeror again.

-2
Poor - Based on the offeror's performance record, serious doubt exists that the offeror will successfully perform the required effort.  Sources of information consistently stated that the offeror's performance was entirely unsatisfactory and that they would not do business with the offeror again.


4.
TECHNICAL EVALUATION CRITERIA
Proposals will be technically evaluated in accordance with the following criteria which are listed in order of their relative importance.



CRITERIA












   WEIGHT


A.
Husbandry Practices









   
    
(40)

1. Degree of success in raising pathogen-free rodents.

2. Acceptability of described procedures that will be utilized

to maintain and protect colonies from undesirable organisms

3. Acceptability of breeding procedures for outbred stocks.

4. Acceptability of shipping procedures.


B.
Facilities and Equipment








     


(25)

1. Demonstrated capability for excluding undesirable organisms.



2.
Adequacy of proposed equipment for the production of the highest




quality rodents.


C.
Personnel











     



(25)

1. Suitability of qualifications of proposed Principal Investigator to 

manage this task.

2. Extent of experience and expertise of other personnel in performing

the task as detailed in the work scope.


D.
Organizational Expertise and Experience






     

(10)

1. Extent and adequacy of offeror’s experience and expertise

in the production of highest quality rodents

2. Documented evidence of superior facility performance by 

continued exclusion of undesirable organisms over an extended period 

of at least one year.

3. Adequacy of proposed system for grantee reimbursement

collections.

4. Adequacy of safety procedures.
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