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1. Explanation of Material Transmitted: This chapter is being revised to stipulate
that the entry of completed past performance evaluations in the NIH Contractor
Performance System (CPS) is now mandatory. Section F.6, Maintenance of Past
Performance Information, paragraph 2. is modified to reflect the revised language
mandating use of the CPS.

Updates to the Federal Acquisition Regulation (FAR) and the OFPP Best
Practices for Collecting and Using Past Performance Information are in the
process of being finalized. This Manual Chapter will be revised after issuance of
these updates.

2. Filing Instructions:

Remove: NIH Manual Chapter 6015-2, dated 9/30/01
Insert: NIH Manual Chapter 6015-2, dated 12/7/05

PLEASE NOTE: For information on:

. content of this chapter, contact the Division of Acquisition Policy and Evaluation,
OAMP, OA on 301/496-6014.

. NIH Manual System, contact the Division of Management Support, OMA, on
301/496-2832.

. on-line information, use: http://www1.0d.nih.gov/oma/manualchapters/

A. Purpose: This chapter provides guidance on (1) the use of past performance

information in the source evaluation and selection process, and (2) the preparation and
management of interim and final evaluations of contractor performance.

B. Background: The OFPP Policy Letter 92-5 (1) established policies requiring
Executive agencies to: (1) specify past performance as an evaluation factor in
solicitations for all competitively negotiated contracts expected to exceed $100,000,



unless the contracting officer documents in the contract file the reasons why past
performance should not be evaluated; (2) prepare evaluations of contractor performance
on all contracts over $100,000; and (3) to use past performance information in making
responsibility determinations.

On March 31, 1995, Federal Acquisition Circular (FAC) 90-26 was issued to implement
OFPP Policy Letter 92-5.

C. Policy: The NIH believes that an offeror’s past performance may be a likely
indicator of future performance. For certain requirements, the use of past performance as
an evaluation factor can be highly effective in reducing risks to the Government. In
addition, conducting periodic performance assessments during the administration of a
contract not only provides a way to track contractor performance, but also encourages
excellence in performance. For these reasons contracting and program officials should:

1. Consider past performance in the evaluation and award of contracts, when
appropriate; and

2. Evaluate contractor performance during performance and when the contract is
completed, to ensure effective contract administration and to provide information
required to support future award decisions.

This chapter does not apply to simplified acquisitions under $100,000. Further, the
requirement to consider past performance as a factor in the source evaluation process
does not apply to noncompetitive actions.

D. References:

FAR Subpart 9.2, Responsible Prospective Contractors

FAR 15.204-5, Part IV — Representations and Instructions

FAR 15.304, Evaluation Factors and Significant Subfactors

FAR 15.305, Proposal Evaluation

FAR 15.306, Exchanges with Offerors after Receipt of Proposals

FAR 15.505(f), Preaward Debriefing of Offerors

FAR 15.506(e) Postaward Debriefing of Offerors

FAR 52.15, Contractor Performance Information

HHSAR 352.7002(c) (2) (IV), Contractor Monitoring Responsibilities

0.  OFPP Best Practices for Collecting and Using Current and Past Performance
Information, May 2000

11. HHS Past Performance Guidance, June 26, 1995

12.  Contractor Performance System Guide — Standard & Construction with

Contractor Module, May 2000
13. NIH Contractor Performance Insert Form — Standard Evaluation
14, NIH Contractor Performance Insert Form — Construction
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E. Definitions:

1. Past Performance Information — FAR 52.1501 defines past performance
information as “...relevant information for future source selection purposes, regarding a
contractor’s actions under previously awarded contracts. It includes, for example, the
contractor’s record of conforming to contract requirements and to standards of good
workmanship; the contractor’s record of forecasting and controlling costs; the
contractor’s adherence to contract schedules, including the administrative aspects of
performance; the contractor’s history of reasonable and cooperative behavior and
commitment to customer satisfaction; and generally, the contractor’s business-like
concern for the interests of the customer.

2. NIH Contractor Performance System (CPS) — The NIH CPS is an electronic
information system that is used to collect and record past performance information for
subsequent use in determining contractor eligibility and selection.

F. Procedures: Solicitations for negotiated competitive acquisitions with an
estimated value of $100,000 (2) or more shall include requirements for the evaluation f
past performance information.

The contracting officer may determine that the use of past performance as an evaluation
factor (or subfactor) is not essential to ensuring award to the offeror most capable of
performing. In such cases, the contracting officer shall document the file accordingly.
Some factors to consider in making such a determination include: the nature of the
requirement; the performance risk associated with the requirement; and, the importance
of past performance relative to other factors. In any event, the contracting officer is
required to consider past performance in determining an offeror’s responsibility in
accordance with FAR 9.104-3(b). (See also F.3.c.)

The following represents the procedures to be used in the collection, evaluation, and
maintenance of past performance information.

1. Obtaining Past Performance Information

a. If it is determined that past performance should be included as an evaluation factor (or
subfactor), the contracting officer must include specific instructions under Section L. of
the solicitation advising offerors of the Government’s intention to evaluate past
performance information, and requesting that offerors provide a list of contracts
performed that are similar in nature to the work described in the solicitation, with
references for each contract identified. In addition, in accordance with FAR
15.305(a)(2)(ii), the instructions shall permit offerors to submit information on problems
encountered on the identified contracts and actions taken to correct those problems.

Information may be requested on relevant Federal, state and local Government, and non-
Government contracts that have been completed or are in process. Where it is anticipated
that the project may involve the use of major subcontracts, the contracting officer may



require offerors to submit comparable information on proposed subcontractors. (See FAR
15.305(a) (2) (iii).

Data on offerors’ past performance need not be limited to that obtained from references
provided by the offerors. Section L. also shall advise offerors that the Government may
seek additional past performance information on offerors from other sources.

Appendix 1, Suggested Language for Section L., contains a sample provision for use in
solicitations.

b. Where past performance is used as an evaluation factor (or subfactor), the OFPP Best
Practices for Collecting and Using Current and Past Performance Information
recommends that it be considered as a “stand alone” factor in the solicitation, as opposed
to integrating it with other factors. Making the factor distinct will reduce the chances of
its impact being lost within other factors. Further, it may allow for a more efficient
evaluation, particularly when the evaluation of past performance will be conducted apart
from the technical evaluation.

Past performance subfactors should be developed jointly by the contracting officer and
the project officer. The elements included in the definition in E.1., above, may be used as
subfactors, or the contracting officer and the project officer may develop more specific
subfactors tailored to the particular acquisition. In developing subfactors, keep in mind
that much of the past performance information readily available has been developed
using the rating guidelines in the National Institutes of Health Contractor Performance
Report (See Appendix 4).

For each solicitation, the contracting officer and the project officer should use their
discretion and judgment in determining the importance of past performance relative to
other evaluation factors, and in selecting the appropriate evaluation scheme or
methodology to be used.

Past performance shall be given sufficient consideration in the overall evaluation scheme
to ensure that it is meaningfully considered and functions as a valid discriminator among
the offers received. In addition, the contracting officer must ensure that the evaluation
scheme accurately reflects the appropriate balance among al factors (technical, past
performance, and cost or price).

The contracting officer may select from several evaluation methods, including numeric
and adjectival ratings methods. Examples of both are set forth in Appendix 2, Sample
Provisions for Section M., and in the HHS Past Performance Guidance dated June 26,
1995.

The assignment of a specific weight or weights to the past performance factor or
subfactors, although recommended by the OFPP Best Practices for Collecting and using
Current and Past Performance Information, is not required. In the event weights are not
used, all subfactors must be listed in order of importance.



The past performance evaluation factor or significant subfactors and their relative
importance; and, the general approach for evaluating past performance, shall be described
under Section M. of the RFP. Section M. also shall indicate how offerors with no
relevant performance history will be evaluated (see F.3.b. below). Finally, a statement
shall be included to reflect the importance of past performance relative to other factors.
(See FAR 15.304(3)()

Sample language for Section M. of the solicitation is contained in Appendix 2.

2. Verification of Past Performance Information

FAR 42.1503(b) states that “(t)he completed evaluation shall not be released to other than
Government personnel and the contractor whose performance is being evaluated during
the period the information may be used to provide source selection information.” In view
of this restriction, non-Government reviewers may not participate in conducting reference
checks, i.e., the verification process, nor may they evaluate information obtained through
that process; only Government officials may perform these functions.

The NIH CPS should provide sufficient past performance information on offerors.
Government officials are encouraged to contact the references identified in reports
obtained from the NIH CPS whenever clarification, or more detailed information
regarding the offeror’s performance, is required.

If past performance information is not available from the NIH CPS, Government officials
should conduct telephone interviews with references identified by the offeror (as well as
those identified by the contracting officer or project officer). Alternatively, a request
could be made for references to submit written evaluations. A sample questionnaire that
may be used to record information from the telephone interview, or provided to
references for completion, is included as Appendix 3, National Institutes of Health
Customer Survey of Contractor Performance. The questionnaire may be modified by
contract and program officials to suit particular needs; however, the questions should
generally relate to the past performance subfactors included in Section M. of the
solicitation.

The contracting officer, project officer, or a panel consisting of Government officials,
may conduct the reference checks.

Government officials need not contact all references provided by the offerors, but should
select from the list provided, those contracts most relevant to the particular solicitation.

In cases where there is limited information on the performance of an offeror as a
contractor, there may be relevant information on the performance of the offeror’s key
personnel on recent contracts, or perhaps, a history of the offeror’s performance as a
subcontractor or a consultant.



As indicated in F.1.a., above, past performance information may be obtained from
sources other than those identified by the offerors. The contracting officer and project
officer are encouraged to seek other sources for information on the performance records
of offerors.

Completed questionnaires and other documentation obtained or developed during the
verification process should be treated as confidential and market “Source Selection
Information.”

3. Use of Past Performance Information

a. Evaluation Procedures

The FAR 15.306©(1) requires that the competitive range be based on “the ratings of each
proposal against all evaluation criteria.” The verification and evaluation of proposals
must be conducted before establishing the competitive range. But, where the past
performance factor is of minimal importance relative to other factors, verification and
evaluation of past performance information need not be conducted on any offeror whose
proposal would not be admitted to the competitive range (or, in the case of award without
discussions, would not be selected for award) on the basis of the results of the evaluation
of factors other than past performance.

The evaluation of information obtained through the verification process and any past
performance information submitted by the offeror in its proposal may be conducted by
the contracting officer and the project officer, or other Government officials.

Past performance information shall be evaluated in accordance with the evaluation
scheme set forth in Section M. of the solicitation. In addition, as stated in FAR
15.305(a)(2)(i), when evaluation past performance information, the currency and
relevance of the information, source of the information, context of the data, and general
trends in the offeror’s performance, should be taken into consideration.

b. Offerors with No Relevant Performance History

The Federal Acquisition Streamlining Act (FASA) and FAR 15.305(a)(2)(iv) state that an
offeror without a record of relevant past performance or for whom information on past
performance is not available, shall not be evaluated favorably or unfavorably on past
performance.

Where an adjectival rating method is sued, such as that in the HHS Guidance on Past
Performance, an offeror with no relevant performance history would be characterized as
an “Unknown Performance Risk.” Where a numeric rating method is used with a range
of positive to negative factors (refer to Example 1 of Appendix 2 of this Policy Manual),
“0” would be assigned, indicating that no performance history is identifiable.



If a more traditional numeric weighting method is used, as suggested in Example 3 of
Appendix 2, a neutral rating would approximate one-half of the total possible score for
the past performance factor. While the OFPP considers this approach acceptable, the
HHS Guidance on Past Performance maintains that it is not good “procurement practice”
to give unearned points to any offeror. Contracting officers are not precluded from using
this approach since no other logical method has been developed for assigning a neutral
score where a traditional weighting method is used.

Where a tradeoff process is used, generally, an offeror with ho performance history
would be viewed more favorably than an offeror with a poor performance history, and
less favorably than an offeror with an excellent performance record.

c. Responsibility Determination

Consideration of past performance as part of the responsibility determination is separate
and distinct from the use of past performance as a specific evaluation factor.

“Responsibility” is a broad concept that addresses whether a potential contractor has the
capability to perform a particular contract based on an analysis of many areas including
financial resources, quality assurance, and past performance. Responsibility
determinations provide a “pass/fail,” or “go/no-go” answer to the question of whether an
offeror can perform the work. Past performance must be considered as a part of the
assessment of an offeror’s responsibility in connection with each acquisition.

d. Evaluation Documentation

The OFPP has advised that past performance information provided in accordance with
FAR Subpart 42.15 may be withheld from disclosure under the Freedom of Information
Act. To ensure that this information remains protected, decisional documents may
include general information summarizing the results of the past performance evaluation,
but should not specifically incorporate by reference past performance evaluations
obtained through references.

4. Exchanges with Offerors and Source Selection

If award will be made without conducting discussions, the contracting officer may give
potential awardee(s) an opportunity to clarify the relevance of past performance
information, and address adverse past performance information to which offerors have
not previously had an opportunity to respond.

If discussions are to be conducted, prior to establishing the competitive range, the
contracting officer must hold communications with offerors whose past performance
information is the determining factor preventing them from being placed within the
competitive range. Such communications shall address adverse past performance
information to which an offeror has not had a prior opportunity to respond.



When the competitive range has been determined and discussions are conducted, the
contracting officer should discuss with each offeror any significant weaknesses or
deficiencies concerning their past performance information, if not addressed earlier
during the communications stage. During the process of discussions, contracting officers
are not required to reach agreement with offerors regarding particular areas of concern.
The objective is to communicate negative findings, and to permit offerors an opportunity
to present any additional information which may have a bearing on perceived inadequate
or unsatisfactory past performance.

If the information obtained during the verification process includes negative past
performance information about an offeror’s performance as a subcontractor or a
consultant, it is assumed that the offeror would not have had an earlier opportunity to
comment on that information. Therefore, the offeror should be provided that opportunity
during clarifications, communications prior to establishment of the competitive range, or
exchanges after establishment of the competitive range, as appropriate.

IF the contracting officer finds it necessary to discuss aspects of a proposed
subcontractor’s past performance, the consent of the subcontractor must be obtained prior
to disclosing to the prime any performance information regarding the subcontractor.

The contracting officer shall not disclose to an offeror the names of individuals who
provided information concerning the offeror’s past performance.

Award will be made to the firm offering the best value to the Government, based on the
relative importance of past performance to technical factors and cost/price, as stated in
the solicitation.

5. Evaluation of Contractor Performance

a. Interim and final evaluations

Evaluations of contractor performance shall be prepared on all contracts of $100,000 or
more, except for construction contracts and architect-engineer contracts. Evaluations of
contractor performance shall be conducted on all construction contracts of $500,000 or
more and on all architect-engineer contracts of $25,000 or more.

A final performance evaluation is required to be completed on each contract at the time
of completion of work. The final evaluation of a contractor’s performance will satisfy
the reporting requirement stipulated in HHSAR 352.7002(c)(2)(iv).

In addition to the final evaluation, at least one interim evaluation is to be prepared on all
contracts with a period of performance exceeding one year. The project officer and the
contracting officer shall determine the frequency of preparing interim evaluation on a
particular contract. Project officers and contracting officers may conduct these
evaluations, for example, at the completion of a particular phase of the contract, once



during each 12-month period to coincide with annual funding or the exercise of an
option, or more or less frequently, when a particular event or circumstance dictates
changes to the record. In any event, the evaluations shall be conducted at sufficient
intervals to be useful to source selection officials seeking current performance
information about a contractor.

Final and interim reports should be prepared using the NIH Contractor Performance
Insert Form — Standard Evaluation, http://ocm.od.nih.gov/contracts/cpsstandardl.html or
the NIH Contractor Performance Insert Form — Construction,
http://ocm.od.nih.gov/contracts/cpsconstructionl.html as appropriate. These forms have
been designed for use with the NIH CPS. Instructions for completing the forms are
provided in the CPS Guide — Standard & Construction with Contractor Module, dated
May 2000. Alternatively, Appendix 4, the National Institutes of Health Contractor
Performance Report form may be used.

b. The Rebuttal Process

The interim and final evaluations should be initiated by the project officer and submitted
to the contracting officer. The contracting officer will review the evaluation report,
indicate his/her concurrence, and will submit the document to the contractor as soon as
practicable. The contractor will be permitted thirty (30) days to review the document and
to submit additional information or a rebutting statement. The contracting officer is not
required to provide consultants and subcontractors an opportunity to rebut negative past
performance information that may be included in the evaluation report.

The project officer and the contracting officer shall review any information submitted by
the contractor, attempt to resolve any areas of disagreement with the contractor, and
make any necessary changes to the evaluation report. If agreement cannot be reached
with the contractor, the matter shall be referred to an individual one level above the
contracting officer, whose decision will be final. The decision should be issued to the
contracting officer as promptly as possible, and must be made in writing.

If changes are made to the evaluation report after review of the contractor’s rebuttal, a
copy of the document, as revised, shall be promptly furnished to the contractor.

6. Maintenance of Past Performance Information

Interim and final evaluations (including any rebutting statements submitted by the
contractor and the written agency decision) are to be shared with other departments and
agencies, when requested, to provide information to support future award decisions.
Since these evaluations contain information that may be sensitive, they should be marked
“Source Selection Information” and should not be released to other than Government
personnel and the contractor whose performance is being evaluated.

The completed evaluations shall be entered into the NIH CPS. In addition, a copy of the
evaluation shall be retained in the official contract file, along with any rebutting



statements submitted by the contractor and any written agency decision. Appropriate
controls must be in place to ensure that only authorized personnel have access to this
information.

The past performance evaluations shall be purged from the NIH CPS three years after
contract expiration. Past performance information may be permanently maintained in the
official contract file; however, three years after contract expiration, that information can
no longer be used for source selection purposes.

The NIH CPS is considered an extension of Privacy Act Systems Notice 09-25=0036,
“Extramural Awards and Chartered Advisory Committees: IMPAC
(Grant/Contract/Cooperative Agreement Information/Chartered Advisory Committee
Information), HHS/NIH/OER and HHS/NIH/CMO.”

G. Records Retention and Disposal: All records (e-mail and non-e-mail) pertaining to
this chapter must be retained and disposed of under the authority of NIH Manual 1743,
“Keeping and Destroying Records, Appendix 1, NIH Records Control Schedule, Item
2600-A-4, Routine Procurement Files.

NIH e-mail messages. NIH e-mail messages (messages, including attachments, that are
created on NIH computer systems or transmitted over NIH networks) that are evidence of
the activities of the agency or have informational value are considered Federal records.
These records must be maintained in accordance with current NIH Records Management
guidelines. If necessary, back-up file capability should be created for this purpose.
Contact your IC Records Officer for additional information.

All e-mail messages are considered Government property, and if requested for a
legitimate Government purpose, must be provided to the requester. Employees’
supervisors, NIH staff conducting official reviews or investigations, and the Office of the
Inspector General may request access to or copies of the e-mail messages. E-mail
messages must also be provided to Congressional Oversight Committees if requested and
are subject to the Freedom of Information Act requests. Since most e-Omail systems have
back-up files that are retained for significant periods of time. E-mail messages and
attachments are likely to be retrievable from a back-up file after thy have been deleted
from an individual’s computer. The back-up files are subject to the same requests as the
original messages.

H. Management Controls: The purpose of this manual issuance is to provide guidance
to contracting officers and program officials on (1) the use of past performance
information in the source evaluation and selection process, and (2) the preparation and
management of interim and final evaluations.

1. Office Responsible for Reviewing Management Controls Relative to this Chapter:
The Division of Acquisition Policy and Evaluation (DAPE), Office of Acquisition
Management and Policy, (OAMP), is accountable for the method used to ensure that
management controls are implemented and working.



2. Frequency of Reviews: Ongoing

3. Method of Review: DAPE/OAMP will maintain appropriate oversight through
reviews of IC presolicitation and preaward contract files conducted by the NIH Board of
Contract Awards. The NIH Board of Contract Awards reviews a percentage of contract
actions from each IC. Issues identified by the Board are provided to the IC for corrective
action. When repetitive issues are identified, these are brought to the attention of the
Acquisition Management Committee, which is responsible for addressing and resolving
common acquisition issues. In addition, the Head of the Contracting Activity (HCA) is
routinely apprised of any difficulties in IC implementation of policy. Depending on the
nature and extent of the problem, the HCA may recommend additional policy guidance or
training of contract staff.

4. Review Reports: The HCA is routinely notified of problems and takes necessary
action to resolve them.

Text Footnotes:
(1) OFPP Policy Letter 92-5 was rescinded effective March 30, 2000.

(2) For solicitations that will result in the award of contracts involving options, only the
estimated base amount need be considered in determining the total value of the
acquisition.

Appendix 1 — Suggested Language for Section L
Past Performance Information (1)

A. Offerors shall submit the following information as part of their [business/technical]
proposal.

A list of the last contracts completed during the past [one/two/three] years and a
list of [all contracts/the last ___contracts awarded] currently in process that are similar in
nature to the solicitation workscope. (2) Contracts listed may include those entered into
by the Federal Government, agencies of state and local governments, non-profit entities
and commercial concerns. Offerors that are newly formed entities without prior contracts
should list contracts and subcontracts as required above for all key personnel.

Include the following information for each contract or subcontract:

1. Name of Contracting Organization

2. Contract Number (for subcontracts, provide the prime contract number and the
subcontract number)

3. Contract Type

4. Total Contract Value



5. Description of Requirement

6. Contracting Officer’s Name and Telephone Number
7. Program Manager’s Name and Telephone Number
8. NAICS Code

The offeror shall submit comparable information on any subcontractor that the offeror
proposed to perform a major subcontract under this effort. For the purposes of this
solicitation a “major subcontract” is defined as (3)

The offeror may provide information on problems encountered on the identified contracts
and the offeror’s corrective actions.

B. Each offeror will be evaluated on its performance under existing and prior contracts
for similar products or services.

The Government is not required to contact all references provided by the offeror. Also
references other than those identified by the offeror may be contacted by the Government
to obtain additional information that will be used in the evaluation of the offeror’s past
performance.

Footnotes:

(1) This form includes suggested language to be used that meets the minimum FAR
requirements to solicit from offerors a list of contracts performed that are similar in
nature to the work described in the solicitation, and to permit offerors an opportunity to
provide information on problems encountered and corrective actions taken on the
identified contracts.

(2) The contracting officer may limit the request to information pertaining to contracts
within a particular school or department of a university, or a particular unit of a company.

The contracting officer also may request information on related ongoing and completed
grants.

(3) The contracting officer will define “major subcontract” for individual acquisitions. A
major subcontract could be defined, for example, as a subcontract that exceeds a certain
dollar threshold.

Appendix 2 — Sample Provisions for Section M

Section M — Evaluation Factors for Award



[THE FOLLOWING LANGUAGE MAY BE USED WHE (A) THE TRADEOFF
PROCESS IS USED, AND (B) PAST PERFORMANCE IS TREATED AS A
“STAND ALONE” FACTOR, i.e., IT ISSEPARATE AND DISTINCT FROM THE
TECHNICAL FACTOR. IN THIS EXAMPLE, THE FACTORS IN ORDER OF
IMPORTANCE ARE: TECHNICAL, COST/PRICE AND PAST
PERFORMANCE. IF THIS ISNOT CONSISTENT WITH OUR
REQUIREMENT, CHANGE THE NARRATIVE TO APPROPRIATELY
REFLECT THE RELATIONSHIP OF PAST PERFORMANCE TO TECHNICAL
AND COST/PRICE FACTORS.]

M.1. General

Selection of an offeror for contract award will be based on an evaluation of proposals
against three factors. The factors in order of importance are: technical, cost/price, and
past performance. All evaluation factors other than cost or price, when combined, are
[significantly more important than cost or price/approximately equal to cost or
price/significantly less important than cost or price]. Offerors are advised that award will
be made 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.

M.2. Technical Factor

*khkk

M.3. Cost/Price Factor

*khkk

M.4. Past Performance Factor [SELECT EXAMPLE 1 (page 3), EXAMPLE 2 (page 6),
OR EXAMPLE 3 (page 9) OF THIS APPENDIX]

[OR]

[THE FOLLOWING LANGUAGE MAY BE USED WHEN (A) THE TRADEOFF
PROCESS IS USED, AND (B) PAST PERFORMANCE IS INTEGRATED OR
COMBINED WITH THE TECHNICAL FACTOR. IN THIS EXAMPLE, THE
TECHNICAL FACTOR (INCLUDING PAST PERFORMANCE) IS
MOREIMPORTANT THAN COST/PRICE. IF THIS IS NOT CONSISTENT
WITH YOUR REQUIREMENT, CHANGE THE NARRATIVE TO



APPROPRIATELY REFLECT THE RELATIONSHIP OF COST/PRICE TO THE
TECHNICAL FACTOR\]

M.1. General

The major evaluation factors for this solicitation, listed in order of importance, include
technical (which encompasses experience and past performance) and cost/price factors.
All evaluation factors other than cost or price, when combined are [significantly more
important than cost or price/approximately equal to cost or price/significantly less
important than cost or price].

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 valuate their proposals based on the detailed criteria listed
below.

M.2. Technical Factor

*khkk

M.3. Cost/Price Factor

*khkk

M.4. — Past Performance Factor - EXAMPLE 1

[THE FOLLOWING EXAMPLE MAY BE USED WHE (A) THE TRADEOFF
PROCESS IS USED; (B) PAST PERFORMANCE IS TREATED AS A “STAND
ALONE” FACTOR; AND (C) THE EVALUATION OF PAST PERFORMANCE
WILL BE CONDUCTGED SEPARATELY FROM THE INITIAL TECHNICAL
EVALUATION. IN THIS EXAMPLE A POSITIVE-NEGATIVE NUMERICAL
RATING SCHEME IS USED.]

[One of the following two paragraphs may be used to streamline the process for
review, provided, past performance is of minimal importance relative to other
evaluation factors.]

[If award with discussions is contemplated, use this paragraph.]

The past performance factor is of minimal importance relative to other evaluation factors
identified in this solicitation. 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 would not be admitted to the competitive range n the basis of the results
of the evaluation of factors other than past performance.

[OR]
[If award without discussion is contemplated use this paragraph.]

The past performance factor is of minimal importance relative to the other evaluation
factors identified in this solicitation. An evaluation of offerors’ past performance
information will be conducted subsequent to the technical evaluation. However, this
evaluation will not be conducted on any offeror whose proposal would not be selected for
award based on the results of the evaluation of factors other than past performance.

[Use the following paragraphs under this Example 1 with either of the paragraphs
selected from above.]

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 actions 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 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 interests
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 contractor’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.

- 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.

M.4. — Past Performance Factor — Example 2

[THE FOLLOWING EXAMPLE MAY BE USED WHEN (A) THE TRADEOFF
PROCESS IS USED; (B) PAST PERFORMANCE IS TREATED AS A “STAND
ALONE” FACTOR; AND (C) THE EVALUATIN OF PAST PERFORMANCE
WILL BE CONDUCTED SEPARATELY FROM THE INITIAL TECHNICAL
EVALUATION. IN THIS EXAMPLE, THE GENERAL APPROACH FOR
EVALUATING PAST PERFORMANCE IS DESCRIBED; HOWEVER, THE
RATING METHOD IS NOT DISCLOSED.]

[One of the following two paragraphs may be used to streamline the process for
review, provided, past performance is of minimal importance relative to other
evaluation factors.]

[If award with discussions is contemplated, use this paragraph.]

The past performance factor is of minimal importance relative to other evaluation factors
identified in this solicitation. 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 would not be admitted to the competitive range on the basis of the results
of the evaluation of factors other than past performance.

[OR]



[If award without discussions is contemplated, use this paragraph.]

The past performance factor is of minimal importance relative to other evaluation factors
identified in this solicitation. An evaluation of offerors past performance information
will be conducted subsequent to the technical evaluation. However, this evaluation will
not be conducted on any offeror whose proposal would not be selected for award based
on the results of the evaluation of factors other than past performance.

[Use the following paragraphs under this Example 2 with either of the paragraphs
selected from above.]

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 actions 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 a 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 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 interests 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.

M.4. — Past Performance Factor — Example 3

[THE FOLLOWING EXAMPLE MAY BE USED WHEN (A) THE TRADEOFF
PROCESS IS USED; (B) PAST PERFORMANCE IS TREATED AS A “STAND
ALONE” FACTOR; AND (C) THE EVALUATION OF PAST PERFORMANCE
WILL BE CONDUCTED AT THE TIME OF THE INITIAL TECHNICAL
EVALUATION. IN THIS EXAMPLE, PAST PERFORMANCE SUBFACTORS




ARE USED, USE OF THIS EXAMPLE WOULD REQUIRE THAT REFERENCE
CHECKS BE COMPLETED PRIOR TO THE TECHNICAL EVALUATION.

The Government will evaluate the offeror’s past performance 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 actions 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 Government will consider the currency and relevance of the information, source of
the information, context of the data, and general trends in contractor’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 “GENERIC” PAST PERFORMANCE SUBFACTORS LISTED BELOW
MAY BE USED OR PAST PERFORMANCE SUBFACTORS MAY BE
TAILORED TO THE SPECIFIC REQUIREMENT. ALSO, A SPECIFIC
WEIGHT MAY BE ASSIGNED OR THE SUBFACTORS MAY SIMPLY BE
LISTED IN ORDER OF RELATIVE IMPORTANCE]

Listed below are past performance subfactors and the weights to be used for evaluation
purposes.

Past Performance subfactors Weight

Record of conforming to specifications
and to standards of good workmanship

Record of forecasting and controlling costs
under cost-reimbursement contracts

Adherence to contract schedules, including
the administrative aspects of performance

Reputation for reasonable and cooperative behavior
and commitment to customer satisfaction

Business-like concern for the interests of the
customer

[OR]



The past performance subfactors are listed below in order of relative importance. These
subfactors will be used to evaluate the quality of past performance.

Past Performance Subfactors

*kk*k

Appendix 3 — NIH Customer Survey of Contractor Performance (.pdf file, requires
Acrobat Reader)

Appendix 4 — NIH Contractor Performance Report (.pdf file, requires Acrobat Reader)

Appendix 5 — Sample Transmittal Letter (.pdf file, requires Acrobat Reader)



NIH MANUAL 6015-2 APPENDI X 3 PACE 1
DATE: 09/ 30/ 2001

REPLACES: 09/ 13/99

| SSUI NG OFFI CE: DAPE, OAMP, QA 496-6014

PAST PERFORVANCE | NFORVATI ON
NATI ONAL | NSTI TUTES OF HEALTH CUSTOVER SURVEY OF CONTRACTOR PERFORVANCE

Pl ease conplete the followi ng questionnaire and return via regular mail or fax
to the attention of:

by (Date)

( Name)

(Addr ess)

(Fax Nunber)

This survey pertains to:

Depart nent / Conponent :

Contract Nunber: Dat e of Survey:

Narme of Person Conpleting Survey:

Si gnature of Person Conpl eting Survey:

Your Conpany/ Agency:

Your Role in this Contract (circle one): Contracting Oficer
Contract Speciali st Project O ficer O her

Contract Value (including options): $

Per f or mance Peri od:
(i ncludi ng option periods)

Type of Contract:

Appr oxi mat e percentage of work being perforned (or conpl eted) by
subcontractor(s): %

OVMB O earance No. 9000-0142 Source Sel ection Information



NIH MANUAL 6015-2 APPENDI X 3 PACE 2
DATE: 09/ 30/ 2001

REPLACES: 09/ 13/99

| SSUI NG OFFI CE: DAPE, OAMP, QA 496-6014

PAST PERFORVANCE | NFORVATI ON
NATI ONAL | NSTI TUTES OF HEALTH CUSTOVER SURVEY OF CONTRACTOR PERFORVANCE

| nformati on on subcontractor(s) (where nore than % of work was
conpl eted by the subcontractor):

Subcont r act or Program Manager Phone
Subcontract or Program Manager Phone
Subcontract or Program Manager Phone

CGeneral description of products/services required under the contract:

RATI NGS

Pl ease answer each of the followi ng questions with a rating that is based on
obj ecti ve measurabl e performance indicators to the maxi num extent possible.
Commentary to support rating shall be noted on page 4.

Assign each area a rating of 0 (Unsatisfactory), 1 (Poor), 2 (Fair), 3 (Good),
4 (Excellent), or 5 (Qutstanding). Use the attached Rating Quidelines as

gui dance in nmaeking these evaluations. Crcle the appropriate rating. |If you
do not have enough personal know edge or feedback frominternal custoners who
directly received products and services fromthe contractor to nmake a

determ nation on any of the performance criteria below, please circle "NA"
(not applicabl e/ no opi nion).

QUALITY O SERVI CE

1. Conpl i ance with contract requirements

0 1 2 3 4 5 N A
2. Accuracy of reports

0 1 2 3 4 5 N A
3. Ef f ecti veness of personnel

0 1 2 3 4 5 N A
4. Techni cal Excel |l ence

0 1 2 3 4 5 N A

OVMB O earance No. 9000-0142 Source Sel ection Information



NIH MANUAL 6015-2 APPENDI X 3 PACE 3
DATE: 09/ 30/ 2001

REPLACES: 09/ 13/99

| SSUI NG OFFI CE: DAPE, OAMP, QA 496-6014

PAST PERFORVANCE | NFORVATI ON
NATI ONAL | NSTI TUTES OF HEALTH CUSTOVER SURVEY OF CONTRACTOR PERFORVANCE

OOST CONTROL (Not_applicable to Fixed Price Type Contracts)

1. Record of forecasting and controlling target costs
0 1 2 3 4 5 N A
2. Current, accurate and conplete billings
0 1 2 3 4 5 N A
3. Rel ati onship of negotiated costs to actuals
0 1 2 3 4 5 N A
4. Cost efficiencies
0 1 2 3 4 5 N A

T1 MELI NESS OF PERFORMANCE

1. Met interimmilestones
0 1 2 3 4 5 N A
2. Reliability
0 1 2 3 4 5 N A
3. Responsi ve to technical direction
0 1 2 3 4 5 N A
4. Conpl eted on tinme including wap-up and contract admi nistration
0 1 2 3 4 5 N A
5. Met delivery schedul es
0 1 2 3 4 5 N A
6. Li qui dat ed danmages assessed: Yes No (circle one)

BUSI NESS RELATI ONS

1. Ef f ecti ve managenent, includi ng nanagerment of subcontracts
0 1 2 3 4 5 N A
2. Reasonabl e/ cooper ati ve behavi or
0 1 2 3 4 5 N A
3. Responsi ve to contract requirenents
0 1 2 3 4 5 N A
4. Noti fication of problens
0 1 2 3 4 5 N A

OVMB O earance No. 9000-0142 Source Sel ection Information



NIH MANUAL 6015-2 APPENDI X 3 PACE 4
DATE: 09/ 30/ 2001

REPLACES: 09/ 13/99

| SSUI NG OFFI CE: DAPE, OAMP, QA 496-6014

PAST PERFORVANCE | NFORVATI ON
NATI ONAL | NSTI TUTES OF HEALTH CUSTOVER SURVEY OF CONTRACTOR PERFORVANCE

5. Flexibility

0 1 2 3 4 5 N A
6. Pro-active vs reactive

0 1 2 3 4 5 N A

OVMB O earance No. 9000-0142 Source Sel ection Information



NIH MANUAL 6015-2 APPENDI X 3 PACE 5
DATE: 09/ 30/ 2001

REPLACES: 09/ 13/99

| SSUI NG OFFI CE: DAPE, OAMP, QA 496-6014

PAST PERFORVANCE | NFORVATI ON
NATI ONAL | NSTI TUTES OF HEALTH CUSTOVER SURVEY OF CONTRACTOR PERFORVANCE

SMALL BUSI NESS AND SVALL DI SADVANTAGED BUSI NESS GOALS

1. The contractor net the goals set forth in its Subcontracting Plan.
(See FAR 19.7 and 15.305(a)(2)(v))
Yes No N A (circle one)

Comments: (optional)

2. The contractor nmet Snmall D sadvant aged Business Partici pati on goals.
(See FAR 15.305(a)(2)(v) and FAR 19.1202)
Yes No N A (circle one)

Comments: (optional)

CUSTOVER SATI SFACTI ON
1. The contractor is conmtted to custoner satisfaction.
Yes No (circle one)

2. Wul d you recommend sel ection of this firm again?
Yes No (circle one)

ADDI TI ONAL COMMENTS

OVMB O earance No. 9000-0142 Source Sel ection Information



NIH MANUAL 6015-2 APPENDI X 3

DATE: 09/ 30/ 2001

REPLACES: 09/ 13/99

| SSUI NG OFFI CE: DAPE, OAMP, QA 496-6014

PAST PERFORVANCE | NFORVATI ON
NATI ONAL | NSTI TUTES OF HEALTH CUSTOVER SURVEY OF CONTRACTOR PERFORVANCE

Rating Cuidelines

PACE 6

QUALI TY OF PRODUCT COST CONTRCL TI MELI NESS OF BUSI NESS

OR SERVI CE PERFORVANCE RELATI ONS
0- Unsati sfactory Contractor is not Contractor is Contractor del ays Response to

in conpliance and unable to are jeopardizing inquiries,

i s jeopardizing manage costs per f or mance of t echni cal /

achi evenent of effectively contract objectives service/

contract objectives

adm ni strative
i ssues is not

effective
1- Poor Maj or probl ems have Contractor is Contractor is Response to
been encount ered havi ng nmaj or havi ng naj or inquiries,
difficulty difficulty neeting t echni cal /
nmanagi ng costs m | est ones and service/
effectively delivery schedul e adm ni strative
i ssues is
mar gi nal | y
effective
2-Fair Sone probl ens have Contractor is Contractor is Response to
been encount ered havi ng sone havi ng sone inquiries,
pr obl ens probl ens neeting t echni cal /
managi ng costs m | est ones and servi ce/
effectively delivery schedul e adm ni strative
i ssues is
sonewhat
effective
3- Good M nor Contractor is Contractor is Response to
i nefficiencies/ usual | y usual |y effective inquiries,
errors have been effective in in nmeeting t echni cal /
identified managi ng costs m | est ones and servi ce/
del i very schedul e adm ni strative
issues is
usual | y
effective
4- Excel | ent Contractor is in Contractor is Contractor is Response to

conpliance with effective in effective in i nquiries,

contract managi ng costs meeting m | estones t echni cal /

requi renents and/ or and submts and delivery servi ce/

delivers quality current, schedul e adm ni strative

product s/ servi ces accurate, and i ssues is
conpl ete effective
billings

5-Qut standi ng: The contractor has denonstrated an outstandi ng perfornance | evel in any

of the above four categories that justifies adding a point to the score. It is

expected that this rating will

be used in those rare circunstances when contractor

performance clearly exceeds the performance | evel s described as "Excellent."

OVMB O earance No. 9000-0142

Source Sel ection Information




NI H Manual 6015-2 Appendi x 4 Page 1
DATE: 09/ 30/ 2001

REPLACES: 09/13/99

| SSU NG OFFI CE: DAPE, QAMP, QA 496-6014

NATI ONAL | NSTI TUTES OF HEALTH CONTRACTCOR PERFORVANCE REPORT

1. FI NAL REPORT | NTERI M REPORT (Check one)
2. REPORTI NG PER CD.  ( Fron) (To)
3. CONTRACTI NG OFFI CER

(Institute or Ofice; Location):

4. CONTRACT NUMBER
5. CONTRACTCOR NAME:

DEPARTMENT/ COMPONENT:

ADDRESS:

aTy: STATE: ZI P CODE
6. CONTRACT AWARD DATE:

CONTRACT EXPI RATI ON DATE:

7. CONTRACT VALUE:  $
8. DESCR PTI ON OF REQUI REMENT (Title):
9. RATI NGS

Crcle the nunber that corresponds to the rating for each category (see
attached Rating Quidelines), and provi de comrents to support the rating.

QUALI TY OF PRODUCT OR SERVI CE Rating 012345
Comment s:
COST CONTRQOL! Rating 012345
Comment s:
Tl MELI NESS OF PERFCRVANCE Rating 01 23 45

L Not applicable to fixed-price type contracts.



NI H Manual 6015-2 Appendi x 4 Page 2

DATE: 09/ 30/ 2001
REPLACES: 09/ 13/99
I SSU NG OFFI CE:  DAPE, QAWMP, QA 496-6014

NATI ONAL | NSTI TUTES OF HEALTH CONTRACTCOR PERFORVANCE REPORT

Comment s:

BUSI NESS RELATI ONS Rating 01 2345
Comment s:

10. SUBCONTRACTS

Are subcontracts involved? Yes No (Grcle one)

Comments: [Briefly sunmarize the quality of performance of major
subcontractors. This information serves two purposes: (1) it provi des sone
insight into the contractor's effectiveness in nmanaging its subcontractors;
and (2) it provides information that nay be useful for future procurenents
when eval uating the past performance of offerors that have only perfornmed as
subcontractors. ]

11. KEY PERSONNEL

PRQIECT MANAGER/ PRI NCI PAL | NVESTI GATOR ( nane) :
Comment s:

KEY PERSON (nare):
Comment s:



NI H Manual 6015-2 Appendi x 4

DATE: 09/ 30/ 2001

REPLACES: 09/13/99

| SSU NG OFFI CE: DAPE, QAMP, QA 496-6014

NATI ONAL | NSTI TUTES OF HEALTH CONTRACTCOR PERFORVANCE REPORT

KEY PERSON (nare):
Comment s:

KEY PERSON (nane):
Comrent s:

SVALL BUSI NESS SUBCONTRACTI NG PLAN
12.
Dd the contractor neet the goals set forth in its Subcontracting Pl an?
(See FAR 15.305(a)(2)(v) and FAR 19.7)

Yes No NA (Grcle one)

Commrents: (optional)

SVALL DI SADVANTAGED BUSI NESS GOALS
13.
Dd the contractor neet its snall disadvantaged busi ness partici pation
goal s?
(See FAR 15.305(a)(2)(v) and FAR 19.1202)

Yes No NA (Grcle one)

Commrents: (optional)

Page 3



NI H Manual 6015-2 Appendi x 4

DATE: 09/ 30/ 2001

REPLACES: 09/13/99

| SSU NG OFFI CE: DAPE, QAMP, QA 496-6014

NATI ONAL | NSTI TUTES OF HEALTH CONTRACTCOR PERFORVANCE REPORT

CUSTOVER SATI SFACTI ON
14.
| s/was the contractor commtted to custoner satisfaction?
Yes No (Grcle one)

Wul d you recomrend sel ection of this firmagain?
Yes No (Grcle one)

15. NIH PRQIECT OFFI CER (nare):
S| GNATURE: Dat e
Phone: FAX:
I nternet Address:

16. CONTRACTI NG OFFI CER CONCURRENCE: (Initial)
Dat e:

17. CONTRACTOR S REVI EW
Were coments or additional information provided?

Yes No (Qrcle one)

If yes, they are:

Oh filein:
(Locati on) (Phone)
At t ached: (Check if attached)
CONTRACTOR S REPRESENTATI VE: ( harre)
S| GNATURE: Dat e
Phone: FAX:

| nt ernet Address:

18. AGENCY REVI EW
Were contractor coments reviewed at a | evel above the contracting

officer? Yes No (Qrcle one)

If yes, Agency Decision is:
O file in:

(Locati on) (Phone)
At t ached: (Check if attached)

Page 4



NI H Manual 6015-2 Appendi x 4 Page 5
DATE: 09/ 30/ 2001

REPLACES: 09/13/99

| SSU NG OFFI CE: DAPE, QAMP, QA 496-6014

NATI ONAL | NSTI TUTES OF HEALTH CONTRACTCOR PERFORVANCE REPORT

19. SUWMVARY RATI NGS:
QUALI TY: COST CONTROL:

TI MELI NESS OF
PERFCRVANCE: BUSI NESS RELATI ONS:

20. CONTRACTI NG OFFI CER (nane) :
SI GNATURE: Dat e
Phone: FAX:

I nt ernet Address:




NI H Manual 6015-2 Appendi x 4 Page
DATE: 09/ 30/ 2001
REPLACES: 09/ 13/99
I SSU NG CFFI CE:  DAPE, QAMP, QA 496-6014

NATI ONAL | NSTI TUTES OF HEALTH CONTRACTOR PERFORVANCE REPORT

RATI NG GUI DELI NES

QUALITY OF COST CONTROL TIMELINESS OF BUSINESS

PRODUCT OR PERFORMANCE RELATIONS

SERVICE

- Compliance with -Record of forecasting -Met interim milestones -Effective management,

contract requirements
- Accuracy of reports
-Effectiveness of
personnel

-Technical excellence

and controlling target
costs

-Current, accurate and
complete

billings
-Relationship of
negotiated

costs to actuas

-Cogt efficiencies

-Reliability
-Responsive to technical
direction

-Completed on time,
including wrap-up and
contract administration
-Met delivery schedules
-No liquidated damages
assessed

including subcontracts
-Reasonable/cooperative
behavior

-Responsive to contract
requirements
-Notification of
problems

-Flexibility

-Pro-active vs reactive

0-Unsatisfactory Contractor is not in Contractor is unable to Contractor delays are Response to inquiries,
compliance and is manage jeopardizing technical/service/
jeopardizing cogts effectively performance of contract administrative issues is
achievement of objectives not effective
contract objectives
1-Poor Major problems have Contractor is having Contractor is having major Response to inquiries,
been encountered major difficulty in difficulty meeting milestones technical/service/
managing costs and delivery schedules administrative issues is
effectively margindly effective
2-Fair Some problems have Contractor is having Contractor is having some Response to inquiries,
been encountered some problems in problems meeting milestones technical/service/
managing costs and delivery schedule administrative issues is
effectively somewhat effective
3-Good Minor Contractor is usually Contractor is usualy Response to inquiries,
inefficiencies/errors effective in managing effective in meeting technical/service/
have been identified costs milestones and delivery administrative issues is
schedule usualy effective
4-Excellent Contractor isin Contractor is effective Contractor is effective in Response to inquiries,
compliance with in managing costs and meeting milestones and technical/service/
contract requirements submits current, delivery schedule administrative
and/or delivers quality accurate, and complete issues is effective.
products/services billings
5 - Outstanding The contractor has demonstrated an outstanding performance level in any of the above four categories that

justifies adding a point to the score. It is expected that this rating will be used in those rare circumstances

when contractor performance clearly exceeds the performance levels described as “Excellent.”




NI H Manual 6015-2 Appendi x 4 Page 7
DATE: 09/ 30/ 2001

REPLACES: 09/13/99

| SSU NG OFFI CE: DAPE, QAMP, QA 496-6014

NATI ONAL | NSTI TUTES OF HEALTH CONTRACTCOR PERFORVANCE REPORT

Bl ock 1: Check the appropriate Block to indicate the type of report.
The final evaluation of the contractor's performance will satisfy the
reporting requirement stipulated in HHSAR 342.7002(c)(2)(ivVv).

Block 2: Indicate the period covered by the report.
Bl ock 3: List the name of the contracting officer. ldentify the

contracting officer's Institute/ Center or Office and the | ocation of
the contracting office.

Block 4: Identify the contract nunmber of the contract being
eval uat ed.
Bl ock 5: List the name and address of the contractor. |Identify the

specific division or departnment being eval uat ed.

Block 6: Indicate the contract award date and contract expiration
dat e.

Bl ock 7: State the contract val ue.

Bl ock 8: Provide a brief description of the work being perfornmed
under the contract.

Bl ock 9: Using the rating guidelines set forth on page 5, assign
each area a rating of 0 (unsatisfactory), 1 (poor), 2 (fair),

3 (good), 4 (excellent), or 5 (outstanding). Provide a brief
narrative for each of the categories to support the rating assigned.

Bl ock 10: Indicate whether subcontracts were involved. Briefly
summari ze the performance of any subcontractors that have maj or
responsi bilities under the contract or are required to performa
significant part of the contract requirenent.

Bl ock 11: List the nane of the principal investigator and the nanes
of other key personnel. Briefly describe the performance of the
personnel i sted.

Block 12: Circle the appropriate answer to indicate whether the
contractor was successful in neeting the goals set forth in their
subcontracting plan.



NI H Manual 6015-2 Appendi x 4 Page 8
DATE: 09/ 30/ 2001

REPLACES: 09/13/99

| SSU NG OFFI CE: DAPE, QAMP, QA 496-6014

NATI ONAL | NSTI TUTES OF HEALTH CONTRACTCOR PERFORVANCE REPORT

Bl ock 13: Circle the appropriate answer to indicate whether the
contractor nmet its small disadvantaged busi ness participation goal s?

Bl ock 14: Circle the appropriate answer to indicate whether the
contractor was commtted to customer satisfaction. For the final
report, indicate whether you would recommend sel ection of the firm
agai n.

Bl ock 15: The project officer signs in this Block.

Bl ock 16: The contracting officer initials in this Block, indicating
concurrence with the initial ratings and eval uation.

Bl ock 17: Indicate whether the contractor submtted comments or a
rebuttal. Attach a copy of the contractor's response to this report,
or indicate its location, if filed separately.

The contractor signs Block 17, indicating review of the eval uation.

Bl ock 18: If the contracting officer and the contractor are unable to
agree on a final rating, the matter is to be referred to an

i ndi vi dual one | evel above the contracting officer. Attach a copy of
the agency's decision to this report, or indicate its location, if
filed separately.

Bl ock 19: Record the ratings from Bl ock 9.

Bl ock 20: The contracting officer signs the report when all actions

are conpleted. |If changes were made to the ratings or the narrative
during the rebuttal process, a copy of the report, as revised, shall
be pronptly furnished to the contractor.



Nl H MANUAL 6015-2 APPENDI X 5

DATE: 09/30/ 2001

REPLACES: 09/13/99

| SSUI NG OFFI CE: DAPE, OAMP, OA 496-6014

PAST PERFORMANCE | NFORMATI ON
SAMPLE TRANSM TTAL LETTER

Dat e

XYZ Conpany
12345 Washi ngt on Boul evard
Salt Lake Cty, Uah 02421

Attention:

Subj ect : Contract Nunber
Project Title

Dear

In accordance with FAR 42.1502, Federal agencies are required to prepare

eval uations of contractor performance for each contract in excess of $100, 000.
This letter transmts our (interinmfinal) evaluation of your organization's
performance under the subject contract for the period t hr ough

You nust sign and return the attached report to this office within thirty (30)
days. You nmay submit, along with the signed report, coments, rebutting
statenents, and/or additional relevant informati on. Any disagreenents
regarding the report that cannot be resol ved between you and the project
officer or the contracting officer, will be referred to an individual one

| evel above the contracting officer, whose decision on the matter will be
final.

Pl ease forward the signed report to:

Contracting Oficer, NH

9000 Rockville Pike, Building / Room
Mai | Stop

Bet hesda, Maryland 20892

Questions concerning this letter should be directed to the undersigned at
(301)

Si ncerely,

Mary Wite
Contracting Oficer
At t achment



