List of Changes from Draft Request for Proposal (DRFP) NNK07206137J incorporated into Request for Proposal (RFP) NNK07206137R 


Page 18 Par E.11 b.

From

(1) The Contractor shall designate a qualified individual within his on-site organization whose sole responsibility shall be the day-to-day on-site management and direction of the Quality Program.  Qualification credentials of the designated individual shall be provided to the Contracting Officer for review and concurrence.  The individual may be assigned to more than one contract provided that the assigned contracts are for fabrication orders with Kennedy Space Center.  The individual designated to direct the program shall report to the Contractor's management and shall have the necessary authority to discharge his responsibilities.
To:

(1) The Contractor shall designate a qualified individual within the organization who shall have as a part of their duties the day-to-day on-site management and direction of the Quality Program.  Qualification credentials of the designated individual shall be provided to the Contracting Officer for review and concurrence.  The individual designated to direct the program shall report to the Contractor's management and shall have the necessary authority to discharge his responsibilities.
Page 98 Section I
Delete:

FAR 52.232-18       AVAILABILITY OF FUNDS (APR 1984)

Funds are not presently available for this contract. The Government’s obligation under this contract is contingent upon the availability of appropriated funds from which payment for contract purposes can be made. No legal liability on the part of the Government for any payment may arise until funds are made available to the Contracting Officer for this contract and until the Contractor receives notice of such availability, to be confirmed in writing by the Contracting Officer.
(End of Clause)
Page 177 Section L NFS 1852.215-81 Proposal Page Limitations

Change:

         Volume 3 – Recent and Relevant Projects
ii.  Part II –Recent and Relevant Projects (2 pages max. per project; 20 pages total max.)

To:
         Volume 3 – Recent and Relevant Projects
ii.  Part II –Recent and Relevant Projects (1 pages max. per project; 10 pages total max.)

Page 186, Section M.1(b)(3)(i)

Delete and Replace with:

Past Performance will be evaluated in accordance with FAR 15.305 (a)(2).The offeror’s past performance will be reviewed and an assessment made that reflects the Government’s judgment of the probability of each offeror to successfully accomplish the proposed effort based on that offeror’s demonstrated performance.  The Past Performance Assessment Rating will be based on three components, i.e., ratings for past work (to include Quality and Safety), relevancy of past work to this project, and recency of the submitted projects. Recency and Relevancy will be rated Recent or Not Recent and Relevant or Not Relevant. It is the offeror’s responsibility to establish recency and relevancy of past projects to this project.
Page 186, Section M.1(b)(3)

Insert:

(iv)  The government will evaluate the offeror’s past performance in the following areas:


A.  Quality and Performance of Work


B.  Timeliness of Performance


C.  Modification Pricing


D.  Management Effectiveness


E.  Compliance with Safety Standards


F.  Compliance with Regulations/Laws

Re-number and delete (iv) Performance Confidence Assessment Rating and replace with: 
(v). Relevancy Evaluation

Relevancy is considered to mean “information that has a logical connection with the matter under consideration and applicable time span.” Relevancy will be assessed based upon the offeror’s past or current experience managing and performing fabrication of equipment similar to Ground Support Equipment (defined in Section C) meeting established Quality Criteria, compressed delivery schedules, and rigorous acceptance testing.  Relevancy may be enhanced by previous GSE fabrication contracts that have been performed for NASA or DOD.  Relevancy may also be enhanced by previous contracts that demonstrate in-house capability vs. sub-contracted work.  Relevancy may be significantly enhanced by previous contracts that demonstrate the offeror has the fabrication experience necessary to fabricate Fluids, Mechanical and/or Electrical equipment similar to that listed in Section C of this RFP.  Relevancy will be rated as RELEVANT or NOT RELEVANT.
(vi). Recency Evaluation:

The offeror’s submitted projects will be evaluated for recency.  Recent experience is defined as projects performed currently or in the last three years. Recency will be rated as RECENT or NOT RECENT.
(vii)   Safety Evaluation:
The government will evaluate the offeror’s safety past performance in:

a. Maintaining a safety program to ensure workplace safety.

b. Maintaining a safety program with visible management control and involvement.

c. Maintaining a safety program ensuring the subcontractor’s safety performances were consistent with the prime contractor’s safety program.

d. Maintaining a safety program with a designated individual responsible for the contractor’s adherence to safety programs at the prime contractor and subcontractor levels.

e. Establishing and maintaining a safety program that ensures a safe work environment with low mishap rates and few problems resulting in mishaps or failures.

f. Ability to understand and comply with safety requirements.

g. Ability to maintain a safety record with low EMR, TRIR, and DART rates.

h. Maintaining a safety training program teaching employees safe work practices, hazard recognition, and protective and/or emergency countermeasures.

i. Maintaining a safety training program documenting that employee training requirements are satisfied and adequate for the tasks performed.

(viii)   Quality Evaluation:
The government will evaluate the offeror’s quality past performance in:

a. Maintaining a quality program with visible management control and involvement.

b. Maintaining a quality program ensuring the subcontractor’s quality performances were consistent with the prime contractor’s quality program.

c. Maintaining a quality program with a designated individual responsible for the contractor’s adherence to quality programs at the prime contractor and subcontractor levels.

d. Ability to understand and comply with quality requirements.

e. Maintaining a quality training program documenting that employee training requirements are satisfied and adequate for the tasks performed.

f. Maintaining a quality program that ensured the customer’s critical resources were adequately protected.
g. Establishing and maintaining a quality program that provides quality and timely Delivery Order/project deliverables with first time approval.

Page 188, Section M(4)
Delete and Replace with:
(4)   Past Performance Assessment Rating:
The Government will evaluate proposals and assign one of the following adjectival

ratings: Excellent, Very Good, Good, Fair, Poor, or Neutral. 
The adjectival ratings are defined as follows: 

EXCELLENT 
Of exceptional merit; exemplary performance in a timely, efficient, and economical manner; very minor (if any) problems with no adverse effect on overall performance; and experience that is highly relevant to this procurement. Based on the offeror’s performance record, there is a very high level of confidence that the offeror will successfully perform the required effort 
VERY GOOD 
Very effective performance; fully responsive to contract requirements; contract requirements accomplished in a timely, efficient, and economical manner for the most part; only minor problems with little identifiable effect on overall performance; and experience is very relevant to this procurement. Based on the offeror’s performance record, there is a high level of confidence that the offeror will successfully perform the required effort. 
GOOD 
Effective performance; fully responsive to contract requirements; reportable problems, but with little identifiable effect on overall performance; and experience is relevant to this procurement. Based on the offeror’s performance record, there is confidence that the offeror will successfully perform the required effort. 
FAIR 
Meets or slightly exceeds minimum acceptable standards; adequate results; reportable problems with identifiable, but not substantial, effects on overall performance; and experience is at least somewhat relevant to this procurement. Based on the offeror’s performance record, there is low confidence that the offeror will successfully perform the required effort. Changes to the offeror’s existing processes may be necessary in order to achieve contract requirements. 
POOR 
Does not meet minimum acceptable standards in one or more areas; remedial action required in one or more areas; problems in one or more areas which, adversely affect overall performance. Based on the offeror’s performance record, there is very low confidence that the offeror will successfully perform the required effort. 
NEUTRAL 

In the case of an offeror without a record of relevant past performance or for whom information on past performance is not available, the offeror may not be evaluated favorably or unfavorably on past performance [see FAR 15.305(a) (2) (ii) and (iv)]

Offerors without a record of relevant past performance or for whom information on past

performance is not available, will not be evaluated favorably or unfavorably on past

performance, and will receive a rating of Neutral. 
Page 188, Section M(5)

Delete and Replace with:

(5)     Responsibility:


Responsibility determination on apparent successful offerors will be performed in accordance with FAR Subpart 9.1.

Reference Appendix 1 to Section L (Past Performance Questionnaire):

Delete and Replace with version used in this Solicitation.
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