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EVALUATION WORKSHEET FOR “TRADEOFF”
	Evaluation based on (check one):
	X

Tradeoff

Lowest Price, Technically Acceptable



	Date (mmddyyyy):
	08312004

	CMIS #:
	

	Solicitation/Contract #:
	DCC-W FO-04-4508

	Name of Offeror:
	Apptis (formerly PlanetGov)

	Title:
	TIMPO Circuit Management

	Period of Performance:
	1 October 2004- 31 September 2005

	Purpose of Modification (If applicable):
	N/A

	Program Office:
	TIMPO

	Requisition No.:
	

	Contracting Officer:
	Mr. Maurice Brown

	Contracting Office:
	DCC-W

	TPS AM/CM:
	


	Factor(s) Used
	RATING

	Non-Price Factors
	

	1.
	Technical Approach
	Unacceptable

	2.
	Experience
	Marginal

	3.
	Quality Control Approach
	Marginal

	4.
	Past Performance
	Marginal

	
	Individual Overall Rating
	Marginal


Use the appropriate Tradeoff adjectival ratings, which are listed and defined below.  Each proposal will be evaluated against the SOW/SOO and the stated evaluation criteria.  Each proposal is evaluated using the same rating standards.  

Apply a rating to each category for each proposal received.  Factors may be added as necessary.        

	“Tradeoff” Evaluation Rating Standards

	Rating
	Standard

	Exceptional


	An exceptional proposal contains significant strengths and no weaknesses.  The proposal exceeds the performance and technical capability requirements defined in the SOW.  The proposal offers value-added methodologies for improving service that benefits the Government.  The evaluator has no doubt that the offeror can successfully achieve the requirements in the SOW if the technical approach proposed is followed.  The offeror acknowledges risks and develops an approach that proactively identifies and mitigates risks, and looks to reduce or eliminate future risks.

	Good


	A good proposal contains significant strengths, and only a few minor weaknesses.  The offeror’s proposal meets the performance and technical capability requirements as defined in the SOW.  The evaluator has a high degree of confidence that the offeror can successfully achieve the requirements in the SOW if the technical approach proposed is followed.  The offeror acknowledges technical or schedule risk and develops an approach capable of mitigating all apparent risks effectively.

	Acceptable


	An acceptable proposal contains strengths that outweigh any existing weaknesses.  The offeror’s proposal meets the performance and technical capability requirements defined in the SOW.  The evaluator is confident that the offeror can successfully achieve the requirements in the SOW if the technical approach proposed is followed.  

	Marginal


	The proposal meets the bare minimum performance and technical capability requirements defined in the SOW, and at the same time has significant weaknesses.  The evaluator is not confident that the offeror can successfully complete the required tasking without significant Government oversight or participation.  The proposal either fails to address risks or the proposed risk mitigation approach is not deemed to be sufficient to manage the risk.

	Unacceptable


	An unacceptable proposal that contains one or more significant weaknesses and deficiencies.  Proposal fails to meet specified minimum performance and technical capability requirements defined in the SOW.  The evaluator is confident that the offeror will be unable to successfully complete the required tasking.  The proposal does not adequately acknowledge or address risk, mitigate risk, or may actually introduce risk.


	Standard Definitions 

	Strength


	A strong attribute or quality of particular worth or utility; an inherent asset.  Note:  Simple adherence to the requirements or ability to meet a requirement is compliance but should not be listed as a strength.

	Weakness
	A flaw in the proposal that increases the risk of unsuccessful contract performance

	Deficiency


	A material failure of a proposal to meet a Government requirement or a combination of significant weaknesses in a proposal that increases the risk of unsuccessful contract performance to an unacceptable level.


FACTOR 1:  technical approach

	DESCRIPTION OF FACTOR

	The degree to which the Offeror’s technical approach reflects a clear understanding of Circuit Management ,a clear understanding of the project and a reasonable, well-thought-out approach that is likely to yield the required results within the required time frame.  This should include a discussion of specific methods and techniques for completing each area of responsibility.

	STRENGTHS

	SOW Ref.
	Comment
	Proposal Page
	Proposal Paragraph

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	WEAKNESSES

	SOW Ref.
	Comment
	Proposal Page
	Proposal Paragraph

	2.2.3
	Circuit Lifecycle is not defined
	3
	2.1

	2.2.2
	Did not explain the value of data mining the circuit management database. Proposal does not reflect a clear understanding of the Circuit Management task.
	3
	2.0


	DEFICIENCIES

	SOW Ref.
	Comment
	Proposal Page
	Proposal Paragraph

	5.5
	No staffing plan.  
	8
	3.0

	2.1.2.1
	Management plan was not explained. 
	8
	3.0


	QUESTIONS

	SOW Ref.
	Comment
	Proposal Page
	Proposal Paragraph

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	


	OVERALL RATING FOR FACTOR 1:  TECHNICAL APPROACH
	Unacceptable


FACTOR 2.  Experience

	DESCRIPTION OF FACTOR

	The degree to which the Offeror’s proposal reflects corporate or proposed staff experience identical to, similar to, or related to the requirement.  The quality of cooperation of key individuals within the organization and Government, other contractors and clients.

	SPECIFIC CONSIDERATIONS

	· Does the Offeror’s proposal describe corporate experience in successfully completing identical, similar, or related work?

· Does the Offeror propose to use staff that is personally experienced in successfully completing identical, similar, or related work?

	STRENGTHS

	SOW Ref.
	Comment
	Proposal Page
	Proposal Paragraph

	
	None noted
	
	

	
	
	
	


	WEAKNESSES

	SOW Ref.
	Comment
	Proposal Page
	Proposal Paragraph

	2.1.2 and 5.5
	No correlation between past experience and how Apptis has performed this particular task in the past
	8
	3.0

	
	
	
	


	DEFICIENCIES

	SOW Ref.
	Comment
	Proposal Page
	Proposal Paragraph

	
	None noted
	
	

	
	
	
	

	QUESTIONS

	SOW Ref.
	Comment
	Proposal Page
	Proposal Paragraph

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	


	OVERALL RATING FOR FACTOR 2:  EXPERIENCE
	Marginal


FACTOR 3.  Quality Control Approach

	DESCRIPTION OF FACTOR

	The degree to which the Offeror’s approach to quality control identifies processes, procedures, and metrics which, are likely to predict successful outcome within cost and on schedule.  


	SPECIFIC CONSIDERATIONS

	· Does the Quality Control Approach identify specific processes and procedures that are logical predictors of successful outcome on the task?

· Does the Quality Control Approach identify metrics that will logically predict success on the task?

· Does the Quality Control Approach describe methods and procedures that will reliably collect the specified metrics?


	STRENGTHS

	SOW Ref.
	Comment
	Proposal Page
	Proposal Paragraph

	
	None noted
	
	

	
	
	
	


	WEAKNESSES

	SOW Ref.
	Comment
	Proposal Page
	Proposal Paragraph

	6.6.2
	Quality Control and metrics as proposed were far short of what is needed to perform Circuit Management task; do not predict successful outcome of this task.
	16
	4.4

	
	
	
	

	DEFICIENCIES

	SOW Ref.
	Comment
	Proposal Page
	Proposal Paragraph

	
	None noted
	
	

	
	
	
	

	QUESTIONS

	SOW Ref.
	Comment
	Proposal Page
	Proposal Paragraph

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	OVERALL RATING FOR FACTOR 3:  QUALITY CONTROL APPROACH
	Marginal


FACTOR 4:  Past Performance 

	DESCRIPTION OF FACTOR

	The degree to which past performance evaluations either included in the proposal or identified by the evaluators in any other manner, reflect success in Circuit Management and the degree to which these evaluations of past performance reflect a management approach that encourages customer satisfaction and collaboration.  

	SPECIFIC CONSIDERATIONS

	· Do Past Performance References reflect a pattern of successful completion of tasks?

· Do Past Performance References reflect a pattern of cooperativeness and teamwork with the Government at all levels (task managers, contracting officers, auditors, etc…)?

· Do Past Performance References reflect a respect for stewardship of Government funds?

· Do the Past Performance References reflect tasks that are identical to, similar to, or related to the task at hand?

· Do the Past Performance References reflect a pattern of deliverables that are timely and of good quality?


	REFERENCES

	No.
	Contact

Date
	Name/Organization
	POC
	Comment

	1
	
	
	
	RFP did not ask for, nor did the Offeror provide, additional references.  Proposal did not indicate any past performance on a contract with this, or a similar, tasking.

	2
	
	
	
	

	3
	
	
	
	


	OVERALL RATING FOR FACTOR 4:  PAST PERFORMANCE
	Marginal


Factor 5:  Cost/Price Analysis:  Independent Variable 

	DESCRIPTION OF FACTOR

	The degree to which the proposed cost/price is reasonable, realistic, and competitive.      

	SPECIFIC CONSIDERATIONS

	· If the proposal varies from the IGCE significantly, does it provide a logical reason for the variance?

· Is the proposed mix of skill sets reasonable and appropriate to the task?

· Are the proposed labor rates reasonable and appropriate to the task?

· Is the Overall Labor Cost/Price reasonable, realistic, and competitive?

· Are the ODC estimates reasonable and appropriate to the task?

· Is the overall cost/price reasonable, realistic, and competitive?


	COMMENTS

	SOW Ref.
	Comment
	Proposal Page
	Proposal Paragraph

	2.1.2.3
	This Offeror’s proposal does not clearly reflect the appropriate level of effort or labor mix to execute the requirements of the SOW.  Offeror’s level of effort and labor rate estimate was significantly , unrealistically low and the consensus of the panel was that the Offeror, Apptis, did not fully understand this task.  
	Pricing (separate doc)
	Pricing doc

	5.5
	Offeror identified a team approach, but plan of action was not detailed enough to determine whether this plan will be successful.  The panel considered their approach to be such that it could potentially put the Government at risk.
	10
	4.2

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	


	QUESTIONS

	SOW Ref.
	Comment
	Proposal Page
	Proposal Paragraph

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	


Evaluator Signatures:

By signing below each evaluator confirms that he/she has personally reviewed the technical and cost/price proposals discussed herein and that the assessment documented herein reflects the consensus evaluation of the proposal.

	Non-Disclosure Form Attached
	Printed Name
	Signature
	Date

	Signed forms are on file at TIMPO, Falls Church VA
	Mr. Bob Rolik
	
	

	Signed forms are on file at TIMPO, Falls Church VA
	Mr. Robert Pinzon
	
	

	Signed forms are on file at TIMPO, Falls Church VA
	Mr. Wayne Speaks
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