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Planning For Source Selection

Designing an Acquisition Strategy

As soon as possible after a need to acquire products or services has been identified, an acquisition strategy meeting should be held.  The attendees should include the person responsible for managing the program or project, acquisition and legal representatives, potential evaluation team members, and others as needed.

The strategy meeting should be used to determine the acquisition approach including the source selection process and techniques that will be most appropriate.  The group should use the meeting to discuss the results of market research, potential evaluation factors, information that may be needed from offerors to support those factors, and other appropriate planning issues such as the timetables for the acquisition and who should be members of the evaluation team.  The group should design a strategy that best reflects the specific requirement, the results of market research, and the risks associated with the acquisition.  The information obtained in the strategy meeting will be used as a basis for developing the source selection/evaluation plan.

________________
Source selection
is a team effort
________________

Forming a Team
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Blueprint:  Typical Complex Team
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Blueprint:  Typical Non-Complex Team

Source selection should be a multidisciplined team effort from the earliest planning stages.

The size and composition of the team should be tailored specifically to the acquisition.  In complex source selections you may have a larger team (e.g., 8 to 10 people) from various functional disciplines.  In streamlined source selections, however, the team may consist of one or more technical evaluators and the contracting officer, who is also the source selection authority.  Whether the team is large or small, it should be established to ensure continuity and active ongoing involvement of appropriate contracting, technical, logistics, legal, user, contract administrators, and other experts to ensure a comprehensive evaluation of each proposal.

Researching the Market

Market research is the first step in any acquisition and an essential part of designing every acquisition strategy.  The acquisition team uses market research to obtain information on products and services available in the commercial marketplace.  Market research is key in determining whether a need can be met by a commercial item or nondevelopmental item and in identifying commercial practices associated with such items or services.  It also has a key impact on your choice of appropriate evaluation factors, contracting method, and the amount and type of information to be included in proposals.

A thorough research of the market should be done as soon as needs are forecast and as part of acquisition planning.  Sometimes it might be a one-person effort.  Other times a team effort.  A variety of techniques may be used to conduct market research and may include:

•
Contacting knowledgeable individuals regarding market capabilities;
•
Reviewing the results of recent market research;
•
Querying government or commercial data bases;
•
Participating in interactive, on-line communication;
•
Reviewing catalogs and product literature.

Determining the Source Selection Approach

One of the first steps in designing an acquisition strategy is to determine the source selection approach or combination of approaches that you will use to obtain the best value.  At either end of the best value continuum, are the tradeoff process and the lowest price technically acceptable process.

Other source selection processes can be designed to fit particular circumstances.  You could tailor the process to combine elements of these two approaches.  You could also use oral presentations as part of the proposal submission.  The point is that the source selection processes or techniques must be appropriate to the acquisition.

The Tradeoff Process

Cost or price is always an evaluation factor in any source selection.  However, many times you may have other factors that you also want to consider.  You may need technical capabilities, qualifications, or experience that a low cost/price offeror may not possess.  These factors may or may not be more important than cost/price, but they do have a strong bearing on the source selection decision.  The source selection authority needs flexibility to select the best value that may not be the lowest price or the highest technically rated offeror.  The decision will involve a comparison of the combination of noncost strengths, weaknesses, and risks and cost/price offered in each proposal and judgment as to which provides the best combination.  The source selection authority will have to document the decision and why the selected source represents the best value to the government.  This is the essence of the tradeoff process.

When to Use the Tradeoff Process:  Strengths and Potential Pitfalls

Use the tradeoff process when it is essential to evaluate and compare
factors in addition to cost or price in order to select the most
advantageous proposal and obtain the best value.
The tradeoff process is particularly appropriate if:

•
The Government’s requirements are difficult to define, complex, or historically troublesome;

•
You expect measurable differences in the design, performance, quality, reliability, or supportability;

•
Services are not clearly defined or highly skilled personnel are required;

•
You are willing to pay extra for capability, skills, reduced risk, or other noncost factors, if the added benefits are worth the premium;

Always consider the strengths and potential pitfalls of using a tradeoff process to ensure that it is consistent with your overall acquisition strategy.

Strengths

•
Allows greater flexibility to subjectively compare technical and cost factors to determine the value of the relative strengths, weaknesses, and risks of the proposals.

•
Enables selection of the best approach among a range of solutions and increases the likelihood of selecting suppliers who are most likely to provide quality products and services, on time, and at reasonable cost/price.

•
Takes advantage of the experience and independent judgment of the source selection official.

Potential Pitfalls

•
Using evaluation factors and subfactors that are not derived from the market place and do not accurately reflect the Government’s requirements.  This may result in award to an offeror that may not be the best value.

•
Using too many evaluation factors and subfactors.  A large number of factors and subfactors dilutes consideration of those which are truly important.

•
Failure to make the appropriate investment in resources needed for a competent and defensible value analysis.

•
An inherently subjective process, and thus more difficult to evaluate and document.

Major Steps in the Tradeoff Process

The tradeoff process generally consists of the following steps:

•
Designing a strategy that best reflects the results of market research and the specific circumstances of the acquisition.

•
Establishing and documenting a source selection or technical evaluation plan.  This plan includes the acquisition goals and objectives, identification and relative importance of evaluation factors and subfactors, the evaluation standards, and the selection process.

•
Structuring the solicitation to effectively communicate the Government’s requirements, mission objectives, the factors and subfactors, their relative importance, the information offerors must submit for evaluation against the stated factors and subfactors and the methodology for evaluating the proposals.

•
Evaluating the offers on the basis of the source selection plan and the evaluation factors and subfactors in the solicitation and having discussions as needed.

•
Comparing the strengths, weaknesses, risks, and cost/price or most probable costs of the proposals and deciding which combination, in accordance with the solicitation factors and subfactors, represents the best value.

•
Documenting the source selection decision including the tradeoffs and rationale used.

•
Awarding the contract, notifying offerors and debriefing them upon their request.

•
Documenting the lessons learned that may benefit future source selections.

The Lowest Price Technically Acceptable Process

In some situations, simply comparing the cost or price of proposals meeting or exceeding the solicitation’s requirements for acceptability can be expected to result in the best value.  In such cases, cost/price is the overriding consideration.  While there may be a need for discussions there is no need to make tradeoffs.

The lowest price technically acceptable process is similar to a sealed bid approach in that award is made to the acceptable offeror with the lowest evaluated cost or price.  The major difference is that discussions can be held with offerors prior to source selection to ensure offerors understand the requirements and to determine acceptability.  Tradeoffs are not permitted and no additional credit is given for exceeding acceptability.  However, proposals are evaluated to determine whether they meet the acceptability levels established in the solicitation for each noncost evaluation factor and subfactor.

The lowest price technically acceptable process may be appropriate where the requirement is not complex and the technical and performance risks are minimal, such as acquisitions where service, supply, or equipment requirements are well defined but where discussions may be necessary.

Major Steps in the Lowest Price Technically Acceptable Process

The lowest price technically acceptable process generally consists of the following steps:

•
Designing a strategy that best reflects the results of market research and the specific circumstances of the acquisition.

•
Establishing and documenting a source selection or technical evaluation plan.  This plan includes the acquisition goals and objectives, identification of acceptability requirements for each noncost evaluation factor and subfactor, and procedures for evaluating proposals and making award.

•
Structuring the solicitation to effectively communicate the Government’s requirements, the factors and subfactors with associated acceptability standards, the information offerors must submit for evaluation of acceptability against the stated factors and subfactors, and the basis for award (i.e., the lowest priced proposal meeting or exceeding the standards.)

•
Evaluating and rating proposals on a pass/fail basis against the acceptability requirements in the solicitation.

•
Conducting discussions or other exchanges as needed.  Comparing the cost or prices of acceptable proposals and awarding the contract to the offeror with the lowest evaluated price meeting the acceptability requirements.

Past Performance and the Lowest Price Technically Acceptable Process

•
If you determine that past performance is a discriminator under this approach, then you must state in the solicitation the criteria that you will use to evaluate it on a pass/fail basis.  For small businesses, an unacceptable rating in this area is a matter of responsibility.  Therefore, in your acquisition planning, you should anticipate a possible need to obtain a Certificate of Competency from the Small Business Administration if a small business otherwise eligible for award has unacceptable past performance.

•
A Certificate of Competency determination is not required however, if you select a hybrid strategy that combines the lowest price technically acceptable and tradeoff processes.  Under such a strategy, you could still evaluate technical proposals on a pass/fail basis while basing the final selection decision on a tradeoff between past performance and price.

Conducting a Presolicitation Dialogue with Industry

Foster a presolicitation dialogue with industry to:
•
Ensure a mutual understanding of the government’s need and industry’s capabilities

•
Minimize inclusion of non-value added requirements, and

•
Promote a more effective source selection.

•
An effective dialogue with industry even before a solicitation is written or released can pay dividends during later phases of the process.  The earlier and more effective you are in keeping up to date on the market and new technology, and ensuring the market knows what your requirements are, the better for both parties.  The growing trend is to provide more information, not less, to potential offerors.  With more information, they can make informed decisions about whether to compete, they can offer better proposals, the evaluation and selection process will be quicker and smoother, and there is less chance of miscommunication and a protest.  There are a variety of mechanisms to maintain contact with potential offerors including the following:

•
Advanced Planning Briefings for Industry to provide a forecast of future direction and requirements;

•
Market research to stay abreast of innovation, advances, and capabilities;

•
Information centers to provide access information to documents relevant to the acquisition;

•
Requests for Information and Draft Requests for Proposals to obtain information from industry on such things as price and availability and comments on the proposed solicitation;

•
Meetings and conferences, including one-on-one meetings with potential offerors and Presolicitation Conferences.

•
In conducting a presolicitation dialogue with industry, always make sure that you:

•
Release information to all potential offerors on a fair and equitable basis consistent with regulatory and legal restrictions.

•
Establish clear ground rules for the conduct timing, and documentation of any one-on-one meetings to ensure potential offerors are given equal access to information needed to prepare proposals.

•
Protect any proprietary information that you are given access to during this process.

•
Request contracting and legal counsel advice if any questions arise about presolicitation exchanges.

Drafting a Source Selection/Evaluation Plan

A thoroughly contemplated plan for selecting a best value source is vital to any source selection process.  In all source selections, the plan is tailored to reflect the complexity of the acquisition.  In more complex source selections, this plan is called the Source Selection Plan and should be prepared for the source selection authority’s approval.  In less complex acquisitions the plan is often referred to as the Technical Evaluation Plan.  The plan is developed prior to or concurrently with preparation of the solicitation.  It states your intentions for organizing and conducting the evaluation and analysis of proposals and the source selection.  It contains acquisition sensitive information and is not released outside the contracting activity’s source selection organization.

Acquisitions using a tradeoff process are often subject to dynamic internal and external influences.  Examples of such influences include:

•
The differing missions or functions to be supported.  Such situations influence how the agency specifies its requirements, which in turn influence offerors’ solutions.

•
The rate at which technology and market factors are changing.  Between the time the agency identifies a requirement and the offerors submit proposals, technology may have developed efficiency and productivity benefits unanticipated by the agency.  Accordingly, you should structure the selection plan and the solicitation to consider these influences and assure that the proposal selected provides the best value to the government.

Purpose of the Source Selection Plan

The source selection plan serves several purposes, including --

•
Defining a specific approach for soliciting and evaluating proposals.

•
Describing the evaluation factors and subfactors, their relative importance, and the methodology used to evaluate proposals.

•
Providing essential guidance to the solicitation developers, especially for putting together the solicitation sections dealing with proposal preparation and evaluation.

•
Serving as a charter and guide for the source selection team on the roles of the members and the conduct of the entire source selection from proposal evaluation, through the cost/price/technical tradeoff, award decision, and debriefing.

Guidelines for a Source Selection Plan

Source Selection/Evaluation Plan

Section I.  Summary Description

A.  Item/Service to be Acquired

B.  Proposed Contract Type (Choose one)

__ FFP
__ FP with Incentives
__ Cost
__ Cost with Incentives
__ Hybrid (Explain)

C.  Source Selection Process (Choose one)

__ Tradeoff
__ Low Price Technically Acceptable
__ Hybrid (explain)

D.  Special Evaluation Techniques (explain, if applicable)
e.g. oral presentations, multi-step techniques

Section II.  Source Selection Team

A.  Members.  List the evaluation team members by name and functional area (including advisors, if applicable).

B.  Team Member Certifications:  Verify/attach by reference certificates from each team member protecting unauthorized release of source selection or proprietary information.

Section III.  Evaluation Factors and Subfactors

A.  Proposal Evaluation Information.  State all factors, subfactors and their relative order of importance exactly as they will appear in the solicitation.  If you elect to include desirable objectives or features you would be willing to pay extra for, include an explanation of how they will be evaluated and whether or not credit will be given for exceeding such desirables.

B.  Proposal Submission Information.  State the instructions to offerors for preparing and submitting proposals exactly as they will appear in the solicitation.

Section IV.  Description of Evaluation Procedures

A.  Rating System.  Describe the evaluation technique (ratings and their definitions) that will be used to rate the proposals.

B.  Evaluation Standards.  Describe the standards or target levels you will use to measure how well a proposal addresses each evaluation factor and subfactor.

C.  Procedures for Recording the Evaluation
e.g.  Worksheet(s) for recording evaluator ratings with supporting narrative

D.  Schedule.  Identify the schedule for key source selection activities.

Section V.  Rationale for the Evaluation Scheme

A.  Factors and Subfactors.  Explain how the selected factors and subfactors reflect the circumstances of your particular acquisition and the results of market research and other presolicitation exchanges with industry.


B.  Weights.  Explain how the relative importance of the factors and subfactors reflect the acquisition’s primary objective.  Explain why the most heavily weighted factors are the “drivers” of the source selection.

Blueprint:  Typical Evaluation Plan

Although there isn’t a specific format for the source selection plan, its size and detail should reflect the complexity of the acquisition.  You should include, at a minimum, a discussion of the following:

•
A description of what you are buying.  This description should be stated in functional terms to the maximum extent possible and use a minimum of technical language.

•
A description of the evaluation organization structure.  It may be helpful to include --

-
An organization chart, showing the evaluation team’s structure, or a brief description of how the team is organized.

-
The duties and responsibilities of each element of the source selection team.

-
The evaluation team’s agenda and schedule.

-
Information on the need for preparation and training of the evaluation team.

-
Security procedures to be used by the evaluation team to protect classified, proprietary, or source selection information.

CERTIFICATE FOR PERSONNEL PARTICIPATING IN SOURCE SELECTION CONCERNING NONDISCLOSURE, CONFLICTS OF INTEREST,
AND RULES OF CONDUCT

Name: ______________________
Organization:____________________

Title: ________________________
Source Selection:_________________

1.  I acknowledge that I have been selected to participate in the source selection identified above.  I certify that I will not knowingly disclose any contractor bid or proposal or source selection information directly or indirectly to any person other than a person authorized by the head of the agency or the contracting officer to receive such information.  I understand that unauthorized disclosure of such information may subject me to substantial administrative, civil and criminal penalties, including fines, imprisonment, and loss of employment under the Procurement Integrity Law or other applicable laws and regulations.

2.  To the best of my knowledge, I certify that neither I nor my spouse nor my dependent children, nor members of my household, nor personnel with whom I am seeking employment have any direct or indirect financial interest in any of the firms submitting proposals, or their proposed subcontractors or have any other beneficial interest in such firm except as fully disclosed on an attachment to this certification.

3.  I certify that I will observe the following rules of conduct:

a.  I will not solicit or accept, directly or indirectly, any promise of future employment or business opportunity from, or engage, directly or indirectly, in any discussion of future employment or business opportunity with, any officer, employee, representative, agent, or consultant of a competing contractor.

b.  I will not ask for, demand, exact, solicit, seek, accept, receive, or agree to receive, directly or indirectly, any money, gratuity, or other thing of value from any officer, employee, representative, agent, or consultant of any competing offeror for this acquisition.  I will advise my family that the acceptance of any such gratuity may be imputed to me as a violation, and must therefore be avoided.

c.  I will not discuss evaluation of source selection matters with any unauthorized individuals (including Government personnel), even after contract award, without specific prior approval from proper authority.

d.  I understand that my obligations under this certification are of a continuing nature.  If at any time during the source selection process, I receive a contract from a competing contractor concerning employment or other business opportunity, the offer of a gift from a competing contractor, or I encounter circumstances where my participation might result in a real, apparent, or potential conflict of interest, I will immediately seek the advice of an Ethics Counselor and report the circumstances to the Source Selection Authority.

I understand that making a false, fictitious, or fraudulent certification may subject me to prosecution under Title 18, United States Code, Section 1001.


Signature:_______________________

Date:_______________________

Blueprint:  Certifications

•
Plans for presolicitation activities such as issuing a draft solicitation and holding a presolicitation and/or preproposal conference or Advance Planning Briefing for Industry.

•
An acquisition strategy summary that includes an explanation of the contract type to be used (e.g., firm fixed price).

•
The proposed evaluation factors and subfactors, their relative importance, and associated evaluation standards.

•
A description of the evaluation process you are using (i.e., lowest price technically acceptable, tradeoff, or hybrid) and any innovative techniques such as multiple phases or oral presentations, or tailoring.  See Appendix E for details on oral presentations.  Include a description of the rating system you are using.

•
A schedule of significant milestones that should cover, at a minimum, the period beginning with the designation of the source selection authority and continuing through the period from receipt of proposals through the signing of the contract, during which evaluation, negotiation, and selection take place.

Selecting Evaluation Factors and Subfactors

You must clearly state in the solicitation and source selection plan all the evaluation factors and subfactors that you will consider in making the source selection and their relative importance.  These factors and subfactors inform offerors of all the significant considerations in selecting the best value source and the relative importance the Government attaches to each of these considerations.  Offerors should understand the basis upon which their proposals will be evaluated and how they can best prepare their proposals.

_______________________________
Evaluation factors help offerors
understand the evaluation process
_______________________________

Structure evaluation factors and subfactors and their relative order
of importance to clearly reflect the Government’s need and facilitate
preparation of proposals that best satisfy that need.
A multidisciplined team chooses the evaluation factors and subfactors based on user requirements, acquisition objectives, perceived risks, and thorough market research.  Thorough research of the market helps the team identify the capabilities of different industry sectors and where those capabilities are most likely to differ among potential offerors.  The team then selects only those factors that will help differentiate among offerors and surface the most advantageous proposal.

Limit evaluation factors and subfactors to those areas that will reveal
substantive differences or risk levels among competing proposals.
______________________
Limit evaluation factors
to true discriminators
______________________

Cost Factors

The Competition in Contracting Act (CICA), as implemented in the FAR, requires that price or cost to the Government be included as an evaluation factor in every source selection.  This is because affordability must always be a consideration when spending taxpayer dollars.

________________________
Always include cost or price
as an evaluation factor
________________________

The relative importance between cost or price and the noncost factors must also be reflected in both the solicitation and the weights or priority statements in the source selection plan.  However, cost/price is not numerically scored in the evaluation of proposals, because of possible distortions that can result when arbitrary methods are used to convert cost/price into scores.

Cost‑related factors and considerations will vary depending on the type of contract.  Regardless of contract type, reasonableness must always be a consideration, as the FAR requires that contracts be awarded only at prices or costs that are fair and reasonable.

Cost realism plays an important role in many source selections.  A cost realism analysis is an independent review of each offeror’s cost proposal to determine if specific estimated

proposed cost elements are realistic for the work to be performed; reflect a clear understanding of the requirements; and are consistent with the unique methods of performance and materials in the offeror’s technical proposal.

Cost realism must be considered when a cost reimbursement contract is anticipated.  Under a cost type contract, the proposed cost estimates may not be valid indicators of final actual costs that the Government will be obligated to pay.  For this type of contract, a cost realism analysis is performed and used to determine the probable cost of performance for each offeror.  Selection decisions should be based on these probable cost estimates.  Significant differences between proposed and most probable costs may signal increased performance risks.

Cost realism may also be considered for fixed price incentive contracts or, in exceptional cases, for other fixed price type contracts especially when there are concerns that offerors may try to “buy in” or where other complexities of the acquisition could result in misunderstanding the requirements.  In such cases, a cost realism analysis may be useful for determining if there is a significant risk of future performance because of unrealistically high or low prices.  However, proposed fixed prices are not adjusted for cost realism during the evaluation.

The solicitation must clearly state what costs will be evaluated.  These costs may include costs for the basic effort only, basic plus all options, or costs incurred as a result of acquiring or owning an item (e.g., transportation, life cycle costs).  The solicitation should also clearly indicate to offerors how the cost factor will be assessed for that acquisition.

Past Performance

The caliber of a contractor’s performance on previous contracts shall be included as an evaluation factor in competitively negotiated acquisitions unless the contracting officer documents why it would not be appropriate for the specific circumstances of the acquisition.  A thorough evaluation of past performance, to include information that is outside of the offerors’ proposals, serves to ensure that awards are made to good performers rather than to just good proposal writers.  See Appendix D for details on evaluating past performance.

Technical Factors

Technical evaluation factors address the proposal’s technical and performance efficiency.  These factors may include such considerations as technical approach and capabilities, management approach and capabilities, experience and personnel qualifications relative to satisfying critical aspects of the government’s requirements.  Technical factors must be developed specifically for each acquisition, taking into consideration the particular objectives and requirements of the acquisition.  These factors should be those discriminators that are determined after thorough market research as most likely to reveal substantive differences in technical approaches or risk levels among competing proposals.

The source selection team has broad discretion in determining the technical evaluation factors and subfactors, their relative importance, and the way in which they will be applied.

However, too many factors and subfactors can lead to a leveling of ratings, in which the final result may be a number of closely rated proposals with little discrimination among competitors.

It is not the number of noncost factors that is critical, but having the right factors.

Basic requirements for noncost evaluation factors are:

•
A reasonable expectation of variance among proposals in that area.
•
A variance that you can measure either quantitatively or qualitatively.
•
The factor must be a true discriminator.

An evaluation factor should be chosen only if your requirements warrant a comparative evaluation of that area.  The simplest way to assess a potential evaluation factor is to ask:  “Will superiority in this factor provide value to the Government and is the Government willing to pay more for that superiority?”

Best Practices

Selecting the right evaluation factors is one of the most important decisions you will make in designing your evaluation process.  We are often faced with the triple problems of less time, less funds, and fewer available personnel to devote to source selections.  If you don’t concentrate on what’s important in selecting the best value offeror you could end up with the evaluation team wasting a lot of time and effort looking at issues that don’t differentiate between offerors.  This can also result in a weak evaluation that doesn’t give the source selection authority the information needed to make a good selection.

There are certain factors that you must consider in any competitive source selection.  Price/cost is an automatic factor that you always have to consider.  You also have to consider past performance in your evaluation process unless the contracting officer documents why it is not appropriate for the specific circumstances of the acquisition.  In addition, you may have to add factors that are required by regulation for specific acquisitions, such as any applicable preferences for small entities.  From here, you add other factors and subfactors that are important to deciding which is the most advantageous proposal.  Remember, not everything that the offeror has to do under the contract is really a discriminator that will help you decide which proposal will result in the best value.  Consider what you are buying and what will really discriminate.

How to select the additional factors/subfactors?  Consider the following methodology:

•
Research the market for what you are buying and your probable universe of offerors.

•
Form an Integrated Product Team (IPT) and brainstorm critical factors and subfactors.

•
Select only those factors and subfactors likely to surface the most advantageous proposals.

•
Define the key discriminators and prioritize the list.

•
Get source selection authority approval of the list of factors/subfactors.

•
Clearly and concisely tell offerors in the solicitation what the factors/subfactors are and their relative importance.

•
Listen carefully to industry feedback from presolicitation exchanges to see if your choices are right.  If necessary, change the factors/subfactors before solicitation.

Weighting the Factors and Subfactors

After determining the evaluation factors and subfactors, their relative importance to each

other must be established.  The relative importance of factors and subfactors must be consistent with the stated solicitation requirements.  If their relative importance does not accurately reflect the Government’s requirements and objectives, the source selection authority may later award to an offeror whose proposal may not be the best value.  As a general rule, the higher the technical or performance risk, the greater the emphasis on noncost factors.  The relative importance between all noncost factors combined and cost or price must also be described using the terms, “significantly more important,” “approximately equal,” or “significantly less important.”  This relative ranking must be reflected in both the solicitation and the weights or priority statements in the source selection plan.

The relative importance of evaluation factors and subfactors is usually established by priority statements, numerical weighting, or a combination of these.

•
Priority or tradeoff statements, numerical weighting, or a combination of these usually establishes the relative importance of evaluation factors and subfactors.

•
Priority or tradeoff statements would relate one factor to others.  For example, in a priority statement, the cost/price factor may be said to be slightly more important than a noncost factor called “performance risk” but slightly less important than a noncost factor called “technical merit.”

•
Numerical weighting would involve assigning relative importance to the factors and subfactors using points or percentages.  Although numerical weights may be used in making the tradeoff analysis and decision, the weights themselves may, but need not be disclosed in the solicitation.  If you don’t disclose the numerical weights themselves in the solicitation, they must be described in terms of priority or tradeoff statements.

Cost/price as an evaluation factor is never scored or rated as part of the evaluation.  But, just like all the other factors and subfactors, cost/price has to be weighted to indicate its importance relative to the other evaluation factors and subfactors and the overall evaluation.  The weight given to cost/price reflects its relative importance in selecting the best proposal for award.  The circumstances of your particular acquisition will indicate how important cost/price is in satisfying your requirement.

Developing Evaluation Standards

Evaluators must be able to determine the relative merit of each proposal with respect to the evaluation factors.  Evaluation standards provide guides to help evaluators measure how well a proposal addresses each factor and subfactor identified in the solicitation.  Standards permit the evaluation of proposals against a uniform objective baseline rather than against each other.  The use of evaluation standards minimizes bias that can result from an initial direct comparison of proposals.  Standards also promote consistency in the evaluation by ensuring that the evaluators evaluate each proposal against the same baseline.  In developing standards for each evaluation factor and subfactor, you should consider the following:

•
As you develop your evaluation factors, concurrently draft a standard for each factor and subfactor.

•
Define the standard by a narrative description that specifies a target performance level that the proposal must achieve in order to meet the standard for the factor or subfactor consistent with the requirements of the solicitation.

•
Describe guidelines for higher or lower ratings compared to the standard “target.”

•
Overly general standards should be avoided because they make consensus among evaluators more difficult to obtain and may obscure the differences between proposals.  A standard should be worded so that mere inclusion of a topic in an offeror’s proposal will not result in a determination that the proposal meets the standard.  (An example is shown at Appendix C.)

•
While it is sometimes easier to develop quantitative standards because of their definitive nature, qualitative standards are commonly used in source selections.  Standards, as part of the source selection methodology, should be included in the source selection plan.

Establishing a Rating Method

Typical Ratings and Descriptors

Each rating must have a definition.

TECHNICAL MERIT ratings reflect the government’s confidence in each offeror’s ability, as demonstrated in its proposal, to perform the requirements stated in the RFP.  Choose one method (e.g., numerical, adjectival, or color) to evaluate technical merit.

NUMERICAL
ADJECTIVAL
COLOR
DEFINITION

90-100
Excellent
Blue
Proposal demonstrates excellent understanding of requirements and approach that significantly exceeds performance or capability standards.  Has exceptional strengths that will significantly benefit the Government.

80-89
Good
Green
Proposal demonstrates good understanding of requirements and approach that exceeds performance or capability standards.  Has one or more strengths that will benefit the Government.

70-79
Satisfactory
Yellow
Proposal demonstrates acceptable understanding of requirements and approach that meets performance or capability standards.  Acceptable solution.  Few or no strengths.

60-69
Marginal
Amber
Proposal demonstrates shallow understanding of requirements and approach that only marginally meets performance or capability standards necessary for minimal but acceptable contract performance.

<60
Unsatisfactory
Red
Fails to meet performance or capability standards.  Requirements can only be met with major changes to the proposal.

PROPOSAL RISK ratings assess the risks and weaknesses associated with each offeror’s proposed approach to performing the requirements stated in the RFP.  It is an overall assessment derived from the technical evaluation and is driven by each of the subfactors within the technical factor.

ADJECTIVE
DESCRIPTION

Low Risk
Any proposal weaknesses have little potential to cause disruption of schedule, increase in cost, or degradation of performance.  Normal contractor effort and normal Government monitoring will probably minimize any difficulties.

Moderate Risk
Approach has weaknesses that can potentially cause some disruption of schedule, increase in cost, or degradation of performance.  However, special contractor emphasis and close Government monitoring will probably minimize difficulties.

High Risk
Approach has weaknesses that have the potential to cause serious disruption of schedule, increase in cost, or degradation of performance even with special contractor emphasis and close Government monitoring.

PERFORMANCE RISK (Past Performance) ratings assess the risks associated with each offeror’s likelihood of success in performing the requirements stated in the RFP based on that offeror’s demonstrated performance on recent, relevant contracts. 

ADJECTIVE
DESCRIPTION

Very Low Risk
Offeror’s past performance record provides essentially no doubt that the offeror will successfully perform the required effort.

Low Risk
Offeror’s past performance record provides little doubt that the offeror will successfully perform the required effort.

Moderate Risk
Offeror’s past performance record provides some doubt that the offeror will successfully perform the required effort.

High Risk
Offeror’s past performance record provides substantial doubt that the offeror will successfully perform the required effort.

Very High Risk
Offeror’s past performance record provides extreme doubt that the offeror will successfully perform the required effort.

Unknown Risk
The offeror has no relevant performance record.  A thorough search was unable to identify any past performance information.

COST - NOT “RATED.”  Reflects the evaluated cost.  RFP must describe method by which cost will be evaluated (e.g., how probable cost or life cycle cost will be evaluated.)

Blueprint:  Typical Ratings and Descriptors

A rating system uses a scale of words, colors, numbers or other indicators to denote the degree to which proposals meet the standards for the noncost evaluation factors.  Thus, a rating system helps evaluators assess a proposal’s merit with respect to the evaluation factors and subfactors in the solicitation.  Some commonly used rating systems are adjectival, color coding, and numerical.

Rating systems which use adjectives or colors are usually the most successful because they allow maximum flexibility in making the tradeoffs among the evaluation factors.  A narrative definition must accompany each rating in the system so that evaluators have a common understanding of how to apply the rating.  For example, a rating of excellent (or blue or 90-100) could be defined as meaning an outstanding approach to specified performance with a high probability of satisfying the requirement.  What is key in using a rating system in proposal evaluations, is not the method or combination of methods used, but rather the consistency with which the selected method is applied to all competing proposals and the adequacy of the narrative used to support the rating.

Adjectival

Adjectives (such as excellent, good, satisfactory, marginal, and unsatisfactory) are used to indicate the degree to which the offeror’s proposal has met the standard for each factor evaluated.  Adjectival systems may be employed independently or in connection with other rating systems.

Color Coding

This system uses colors to indicate the degree to which the offeror’s proposal has met the standard for each factor evaluated.  For instance, the colors blue, green, yellow, amber, and red may indicate excellent, good, satisfactory, marginal, or unsatisfactory degrees of merit, respectively.

Numerical

This system assigns point scores (such as 0-10 or 0-100) to rate proposals.  This rating system generally allows for more rating levels and thus may appear to give more precise distinctions of merit.  However, numerical systems can have drawbacks as their apparent precision may obscure the strengths, weaknesses, and risks that support the numbers.  Therefore, some organizations do not permit the use of numerical rating systems.

Narrative

Narrative is used in conjunction with a rating system to indicate a proposal’s strengths, weaknesses, and risks.  Adjectival, color, and numerical ratings must be supported with narrative statements.  Narrative statements can describe the proposals’ relative strengths, weaknesses, and risks to the source selection authority in a way that adjectives, colors, and numbers alone cannot.  A narrative is required when evaluation standards are being applied, when a comparison of proposals is being made, and when a cost/technical tradeoff is conducted.  The narrative provides a reasonable and rational basis for the selection decision.
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