APPENDIX C:  EVALUATION CRITERIA 
T.1.1
“TRADEOFF” EVALUATION FACTORS FOR AWARD

T.1.1.1
Basis for Award

Award of this task order will be made on a competitive best value basis, using “tradeoff” among cost/price and non-cost/price factors.  The Government may elect to award to other than the lowest priced offeror, or other than the offeror with the highest rated non-cost/price proposal.  If the award is to be made to the superior offeror, then a cost/price vs. non-cost/price tradeoff will have to be determined and qualified.    Non-Cost/Price factors will include Technical Approach, Management Approach, Experience, Past Performance and Quality Control Approach.  The non-price evaluation factors numbered in descending order of importance are as follows:  

(1) Technical Approach  

(2) Management Approach

(3) Experience

(4) Past Performance 

(5) Quality Control   

Of the non-cost/price factors, the non-past performance factors in their totality are more important than past performance.

The non-cost/price factors in their totality are more important than price/cost. 
 

T.1.1.2

Cost/Price Evaluation

The Government will conduct an appropriate cost/price analysis to determine whether prices are fair, reasonable, realistic, and competitive.  

The degree to which the proposed cost/price is reasonable, realistic, and competitive.   Simple consistency with the Independent Government Cost Estimate (IGCE) is NOT a factor.  Degree of reasonableness and realism should be evaluated based on the appropriateness of:

· Proposed labor hours and mix of skill sets

· Consistency of proposed rates with the negotiated labor rates under the T/AARMS contract 

· Consistency of proposed travel costs with the Joint Travel Regulations and published airfare price lists (if applicable)

· Total Cost-Plus-Fixed-Fee for each year and grand total CPFF for all potential years of performance (i.e., including all options). 

· Other Direct Costs (ODCs)

As the collective non-cost/price factors reach equality in the evaluation cost/price becomes a more important factor in the tradeoff analysis.  Each offeror must fully document and substantiate a cross mapping of their cost approach as it equates to their non-cost/price proposal.  Please note that unsubstantiated costs that are considered unrealistic or unsupported or both may cause the overall technical evaluation to be adjusted in one or more of the non cost/price evaluation factors upon the completion of the cost/technical tradeoff analysis.

T.1.1.3

Non-Cost/Price Evaluation Criteria

The following criteria will be used to evaluate the non-cost/price aspects of the proposal.  

T.1.1.3.1
Technical Approach

The degree to which the offeror’s technical approach (including approach to staffing) reflects a clear understanding of the administrative, acquisition, financial management, cost estimating, and budget support required to assist the internal support services to the DCoE PH/TBI Program Office and a reasonable, well-thought-out approach that is likely to yield the required results within the required time frame.  The degree to which the offeror’s proposal presents creative or particularly appropriate application of staff to meet the task requirements outlined in the Performance Work Statement in order to increase the possibility of success or reduce cost to the Government.  

T.1.1.3.2
Management Approach

The degree to which the Offeror’s proposal reflects a management approach identical to, similar to, or related to the requirement.  The Management Approach will be evaluated on the extent to which the offeror details the ability to provide the following (including but not limited to):

· Establish, manage and maintain key personnel and a staffing mix with the required level of expertise necessary to efficiently and cost-effectively accomplish required tasks under this contract

· Track the progress of ordering packages (e.g. task statements, continuation sheets, funding documents) through the ordering process; maintain tracking tools and logs necessary for procurement monitoring and funds utilization monitoring; advise and assist on the development of tasking packages and the delivery order process.  

· Work directly with government clients to plan and track program progress, identify program and mission issues and impacts, and develop point papers, reports supporting graphics, briefings, spreadsheets, and formal documentation.   
T.1.1.3.3
Experience

The degree to which the Offeror’s proposal reflects corporate or proposed staff experience identical to, similar to, or related to the requirement.  

Contractor personnel shall have demonstrated experience in, and the ability to successfully apply, multiple organizational and management improvement techniques needed to efficiently implement the DCoE objectives called out in the PBSOW.  Contractor personnel shall have the demonstrated ability to participate in client problem-solving and recommendation development process and the ability to communicate effectively orally and in writing. 

All proposed contractor personnel shall have at least five years experience working with senior executives in federal state, or commercial businesses.  Experience with high ranking military personnel in a health care and/or mental health setting is preferred, but not required.  All key personnel resumes provided must demonstrate the skills and abilities required in the PWS.

Certain professional and managerial personnel have been identified as key personnel and are essential to the successful performance of work under this contract.  Key personnel shall be available for full-time assignment to effectively manage the work of the contract and shall be available as required following contract award.  In addition to submitting the resume of all proposed key personnel in response to this solicitation, the contractor shall submit to the COR the resumes of all key personnel who are hired after inception of this contract to fulfill the task requirements.

Recommended Key Personnel:

1. Task Manager

2. Senior Financial Manager

3. Senior Acquisition Analyst (1 FTE)

T.1.1.3.4
Past Performance

The degree to which past performance evaluations either included in the proposal or identified by the evaluators in any other manner, reflect success in the Administrative, Finance, Acquisitions, Purchasing, and Budget arenas and the degree to which these evaluations of past performance reflect a management approach that encourages customer satisfaction and collaboration.   Issues including the quality of service and timeliness should be considered.  Desirable characteristics include effectiveness in managing, directing resources, coordinating, and reasonable and cooperative behavior in dealing with customers.  Finally, the ability to control cost and manage schedule should be considered.

The Government may also consider information obtained through other sources.  Past performance information will be utilized to determine the quality of the contractor’s past performance as it relates to the probability of success of the required effort.  

T.1.1.3.5
Quality Control Approach

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.  Considerations should include the degree to which the approach to quality control describes methods and procedures to conduct and report on the defined metrics. 

T.1.1.4
Rating Standards for the Non Cost/Price Proposal

NOTE:  If one or more evaluation factors is rated as "Unacceptable", then the entire Non-Cost/Price Evaluation must therefore be rated as Overall  "Unacceptable".

Past Performance Rating Standards for the Non Cost/Price Proposal 

	Rating
	Definition and Criteria

	Low Risk (LR)
	Based on the Offeror's performance record, there is high confidence that the Offeror can perform the proposed effort.



	Moderate Risk (MR)
	Based on the Offeror's performance record, there is a reasonable level of confidence that the Offeror can perform the proposed effort.



	High Risk (HR)
	Based on the Offeror's performance record, there is low confidence that the Offeror can perform the proposed effort.



	Unknown Risk (UR)
	Little or no relevant performance record identifiable; equates to an unknown risk rating having no positive or negative evaluation significance.  

IAW FAR 15.305(a)(2)(iv), 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. 




Rating Standards for the Non Cost/Price Proposal (Excluding Past Performance)

	Rating
	Definition and Criteria

	Exceptional (E)
	The proposal has exceptional merit and reflects an excellent approach which should clearly result in the superior attainment of all requirements and objectives.  The proposed approach includes numerous substantial advantages, and essentially no disadvantages, and can be expected to result in outstanding performance.  The solutions proposed are considered very low risk in that they are exceptionally clear and precise, fully supported, and demonstrate a complete understanding of the requirements. 

Risk Level: Very Low

	Good (G)
	The proposal demonstrates a sound approach which is expected to meet all requirements and objectives.  This approach includes substantial advantages, and few relatively minor disadvantages, which collectively can be expected to result in better than satisfactory performance.  The solutions proposed are considered to reflect low risk in that they are clear and precise, supported, and demonstrate a clear understanding of the requirements. 

Risk Level: Low

	Acceptable (A)
	The proposal demonstrates an approach which is capable of meeting all requirements and objectives.  The approach has both advantages and disadvantages, however the disadvantages do not outweigh the advantages and the approach can be expected to result in satisfactory performance.  The solutions proposed are considered to reflect moderate risk in that they are for the most part clear, precise, and supported, and demonstrate a general understanding of all the requirements. 

Risk Level: Moderate 

	Marginal (M)
	The proposal does not demonstrate a full understanding of all the requirements and may pose a risk that the offeror might fail to perform satisfactorily without significant Government oversight or participation.  Any advantages that may exist in the approach are outweighed by existing disadvantages.  The solutions proposed are considered to reflect high risk in that they lack clarity and precision, or are unsupported. 

Risk Level: High

	Unacceptable (U)
	The proposal demonstrates an approach which will very likely not be capable of meeting all requirements and objectives.  This approach has one or more substantial disadvantages.  Collectively, the advantages and disadvantages are not likely to result in satisfactory performance.  The solutions proposed are considered to reflect very high risk in that they lack any clarity or precision, are unsupported, or indicate a lack of understanding of the requirement.

Risk Level: Very High.


T.1.1.5
Tradeoff Evaluation Standard Definitions

	Rating
	The evaluators’ conclusions (supported by narrative write-ups) identifying the strengths, weaknesses, and deficiencies of an evaluation factor or subfactor. The ratings for each Non-Cost/Price Factor and each of its Subfactors will be expressed as an adjective.

	Strength
	Any aspect of a proposal that, when judged against a stated evaluation criterion, enhances the merit of the proposal or increases the probability of successful performance of the contract.

	Significant Strength
	A significant strength appreciably enhances the merit of a proposal or appreciably increases the probability of successful contract performance. 

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

	Significant Weakness
	A flaw that appreciably 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.

	Proposal Risk
	Proposal risks are those risks associated with the likelihood that an offeror's proposed approach will meet the requirements of the solicitation.

	Performance Risk
	Performance risks are those risks associated with an offeror's likelihood of success in performing the solicitation's requirements as indicated by that offeror's record of current or past performance.

	Advantage
	Any state, circumstance, opportunity, or means specially favorable to successful contract performance or the Government's overall interest.

	Disadvantage
	Any state, circumstance, opportunity, or means specially unfavorable to successful contract performance or the Government's overall interest.




















