National Aeronautics and Space Administration

Subpart 1871.6—Best Value
Selection”

1871.601 General.

(a) Best Value Selection (BVS) seeks
to select an offer based on the best
combination of price and qualitative
merit of the offers submitted and re-
duce the administrative burden on the
offerors and the Government.

(b) BVS takes advantage of the lower
complexity of MidRange procurements
and predefines the value characteris-
tics which will serve as the discrimina-
tors among offers. It eliminates the use
of area evaluation factors and the high-
ly structured scoring.

1871.602 Specifications for MidRange
procurements.

BVS refines the traditional approach
to preparing specifications. BVS envi-
sions that the requirement will focus
on the end result that is to be achieved
and will serve as a statement of the
Government’s baseline requirements.
The offeror will be guided in meeting
the Government’s needs by a separate
set of value characteristics which es-
tablish what the Government considers
to be valuable in an offer beyond the
baseline requirement. These value
characteristics will be performance
based and will permit the selection of
the offer which provides better results
for a reasonable marginal increase in
price.

[64 FR 36606, July 7, 1999]

1871.603 Establishment of evaluation
criteria.

(a) The requiring organization will
provide, along with the requirement, a
list of value characteristics against
which the offers will be judged. There
is no limit to the number or the type of
characteristics that may be specified.
The only standard will be whether the
characteristic is rationally related to
the need specified in the specification.
Characteristics may include such fac-
tors as improved reliability, innova-
tiveness of ideas, speed of service, dem-
onstrated delivery performance, higher
speeds, ease of use, qualifications of
personnel, solutions to operating prob-
lems, level of service provided on pre-
vious similar contracts, or any of nu-
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merous other characteristics that may
be of value to the Government in satis-
fying its needs.

(b) For unrestricted acquisitions,
small disadvantaged business (SDB)
participation shall be evaluated as a
BVS value characteristic (see FAR
19.1202-3). In order to receive consider-
ation under the value characteristic,
the offeror must propose a target for
SDB participation greater than the
baseline requirement. The baseline re-
quirement for SDB participation is
zero or no SDB participation. SDB con-
cerns that choose the price evaluation
adjustment under FAR 19.11 shall re-
ceive no consideration under this Mid-
Range BVS value characteristic. Like
other value characteristics, offerors
meeting the baseline, but proposing no
value above the baseline, and which are
otherwise acceptable, are to be consid-
ered for award if they are finalists.

(c) Past performance may be included
as a value characteristic or considered
as a separate evaluation criteria. If
considered as a separate criterion, the
relative importance of past perform-
ance in relation to cost and technical
must be defined in the solicitation.

(d) Cost and technical will be consid-
ered equal in importance. The value
characteristics will not be assigned
weights.

(e) All subsequent evaluations will
consider these characteristics when de-
termining the finalists or making the
final selection for award.

[61 FR 55758, Oct. 29, 1996, as amended at 64
FR 19928, Apr. 23, 1999]

1871.604 Evaluation phases.

1871.604-1 Initial evaluation.

(a) Offers will be reviewed to deter-
mine if all required information has
been provided and the offeror has made
a reasonable attempt to present an ac-
ceptable offer. Offerors may be con-
tacted only for clarification purposes
during the initial evaluation. No fur-
ther evaluation shall be made of any
offer that is deemed unacceptable be-
cause:

(1) It does not represent a reasonable
effort to address itself to the essential
requirements of the RFO or clearly
demonstrates that the offeror does not
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understand the requirements of the
RFO;

(2) It contains major technical or
business deficiencies or omissions or
out-of-line costs which discussions
with the offeror could not reasonably
be expected to cure; or

(3) In R&D procurement, a substan-
tial design drawback is evident in the
offer and sufficient correction or im-
provement to consider the offer accept-
able would require virtually an en-
tirely new offer.

(b) Offerors determined not to be ac-
ceptable shall be notified of their rejec-
tion and the reasons therefor and ex-
cluded from further consideration.

(¢) Documentation. If it is concluded
that all offers are acceptable, then no
documentation is required and evalua-
tion proceeds. If one or more offers are
not acceptable, the procurement mem-
ber of the team will notify the offeror
of the rejection and the reasons there-
for. The documentation should consist
of one or more succinct statements of
fact that show the offer is not accept-
able.

1871.604-2 Determination of
“Finalists”.

(a) All acceptable offers will be eval-
uated against the requirement and the
value characteristics. Based on this
evaluation, the team will identify the
finalists from among the offers sub-
mitted. Finalists will include the most
highly rated offerors in accordance
with FAR 15.306(c)(1) and 1815.306(c)(2).
Generally, finalists will include the
offer having the best price (or lowest
most probable cost) and the offer hav-
ing the highest qualitative merit, plus
those determined to have the best com-
bination of price and merit. Offers not
qualifying as finalists will be excluded
from the balance of the evaluation
process.

(b) The selection official may elect to
make selection in lieu of determining
finalists, provided it can be clearly
demonstrated that

(1) Selection of an initial offer(s) will
result in the best value for the Govern-
ment, considering both price and non-
price qualitative criteria;

(2) Discussions with other acceptable
offerors are not anticipated to change
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the outcome of the initial evaluation
relative to the best value offer(s), and

(3) The solicitation contains a provi-
sion permitting award without discus-
sions.

(¢c) Documentation. If finalists are
identified as discussed in paragraph (a)
of this section, the documentation ex-
pected and required to result from this
phase of evaluation is approximately
one-quarter of a page for each finalist.
The documentation shall succinctly de-
scribe how the value characteristics in
the RFO were provided by the offeror
and cost/price considerations that
caused the offer to qualify as a finalist.
The evaluator(s) shall not be required
to justify why other offers provided
less qualitative merit. It is expected
that, should the decision be challenged,
the documented reason for selection,
when compared with the non-selected
offer, shall clearly demonstrate the dif-
ference that resulted in non-selection.
It is expected and recommended that
all informal worksheets used in the
evaluation process be included in the
contract file. When selection of the
successful offeror(s) is made, the buy-
ing team shall document the selection
in accordance with 1871.604-4(c).

(d) Offerors determined not to be fi-
nalists or not selected for contract
award will be electronically notified.

[61 FR 557568, Oct. 29, 1996, as amended at 63
FR 9966, Feb. 27, 1998]

1871.604-3 Discussions
“Finalists”.

with

(a) The procurement team member
shall lead discussions with each final-
ist. Care must be exercised to ensure
these discussions adhere, to the extent
applicable, to the guidelines set forth
in FAR 15.306. It is expected that these
discussions will be conducted on an in-
formal basis with each finalist.

(b) After completion of discussions,
each finalist shall be afforded an oppor-
tunity to revise its offer. A reasonable
amount of time (normally less than 5
working days) will be afforded for the
revision. The amount of time given
shall be the same for each finalist.

[61 FR 55758, Oct. 29, 1996, as amended at 63
FR 9967, Feb. 27, 1998]
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