









Optional

Technical Guidance to the TEC Members
This memo provides Technical Evaluation Committee members guidance for evaluating applications for the referenced RFP.  Each member of the TEC should be familiar with the process.
Since these are RIG/Cairo approved audit firms you are to give more weight on technical evaluation based on the given evaluation criterion.  Cost is not the only or a controlling factor. 

INSTRUCTIONS TO TEC MEMBERS:
a. General Guidelines.  
The following must be observed by all TEC members:

1) Each TEC member must sign the Conflict of Interest Certification, as attached, before receipt of applications for review. 

2) The TEC Chairperson will maintain a secure area for all applications including a sign in & out log for any copies given to TEC members.

3) Members will not disclose the names of the Applicants or the number of applications received.

4) Members will not accept telephone calls, e-mails or facsimiles regarding the applications nor discuss them with anyone, including other TEC members, or compare notes except during the TEC consensus meeting.

5) The Chairperson is responsible for detecting any major discrepancies in scoring that require clarification.

6) Only the Contracting Officer, Contract Specialist, Legal Adviser or Chairperson will address questions or problems encountered by members when reviewing applications.

7) If there is a Conflict of interest, whether it is a real financial conflict in which you or a member of your family are receiving monetary or other benefits or considerations as a representative of an offeror (whether directly as an employee or contractor of that organization, or indirectly as an employee or contractor of a firm hired by that organization for public relations purposes, etc); or, if there is an Apparent Conflict of Interest, please inform the contracting officer immediately. 
8) No information regarding the number or identity of the organizations that responded to the solicitation or any part of the evaluation process or the results of the Committee's evaluation may be made available to the public or any Government official that is not appointed as a procurement official in this process. 
9) No contact with any of the organizations that responded to this solicitation is allowed during the course of the TEC’s evaluation work. Unauthorized contact by a TEC member may disqualify an offeror, jeopardize the procurement, or subject the partner to legal action. If any team member has regular contact with any of the offerors, either as part of their normal job function or outside their official duties (such as in family or social settings) then the team member must disclose this information to the Contracting Officer. The Contracting Officer will provide the team member with specific guidance. If a team member has a chance encounter with any of the offerors, the team member musty inform the Contracting Officer and Chairperson as soon as possible, giving details of the encounter such as who the encounter was with, what was said or discussed, and if any appearance of impropriety may have resulted from the encounter. 
10) No proprietary information of any kind may be released to anyone outside of this evaluation process, even after the conclusion of the procurement process. Proprietary information includes information in a quotation, bid or proposal, cost or pricing data, or any other information submitted to the partner by a competing offeror and designated as proprietary by that offeror or the partner’s Contracting Officer. It does not include material otherwise available without restrictions to the partner, a competing contractor, or the public, or material which the partner’s Contracting Officer determines non-proprietary and releasable. 
11) No source selection information may be released, discussed, or exposed to risk of disclosure outside of the evaluation process. Source selection information includes any information the disclosure of which to a competitor in the process would jeopardize the integrity or successful completion of the procurement. It is the nature of the information, not the recipient of the information that is at issue here – disclosing source selection information to an unauthorized partner official is a violation of procurement procedures and law, even if that official protects the information from disclosure to a competitor. All documents produced by the evaluation committee are source selection information. 
12) During the course of review, the TEC may feel the need for additional information from the offerors. Refer these issues and requests for information to the partner’s Contracting Officer. 
13) The partner’s Procurement Office will notify unsuccessful and ineligible Applicants.

b. Evaluation Criteria.  

1) 
Each TEC member must evaluate every application using the selection criteria set forth in the solicitation.  A score sheet with a scoring system should be given to each member by the TEC Chairperson.  No comparison to another applicant is allowed.
2) 
Each TEC member’s scoring sheets must include a narrative describing the strengths and weaknesses of each Applicant.  If narrative is not provided, then these scoring sheets will be returned as incomplete.  All the score sheets and narrative must be submitted to the TEC Chairperson

Consensus:  After each member of the evaluation committee completes his/her independent evaluations, a meeting will be convened by the Chairperson to review the evaluations.  This meeting is intended to obtain a clear understanding and consensus on the strengths and weaknesses of each offeror.  Panel members are expected to share their reasons for their comments and may make changes to their own scores based on the discussions in this meeting. During the course of these discussions, there shall be no attempt to LEVEL the overall scores.  At the conclusion of this meeting, the Chairperson will have a consensus on the strengths, weaknesses of each offeror as well as relative ranks and a recommendation for the short-list of the most qualified offerors.

3)
Submit completed score sheets and notes to the Chairperson who will combine all the scores into the final ranking and draft the explanatory memo to partner’s Procurement Officer. The memo shall contain detailed remarks regarding the strengths and weaknesses of each Applicant.

c. Evaluation Report.  Once evaluations of the Applicants are completed, the TEC Chairperson will send the partner’s Procurement Officer a memorandum with the following but not limited to:

1) The TEC members’ names, total number of applications reviewed, and each member’s original score sheets.

2)  A narrative report summarizing the strengths and weaknesses of each applicant and identifying any questions for possible clarification or discussions with each applicant.

3) A matrix showing each numerical score given by each evaluator, for each offerror against each criterion. 
4) A recommendation for the short-list of most qualified applications.

5) A statement that all applications and copies were returned to the Procurement Officer. (This should be done after the TEC has submitted the final recommendation for award).

d. Negotiations.  The Procurement Officer may commence negotiation with the most qualified offerors (applicants) as reflected in the TEC Chairperson’s memorandum and upon determining that the evaluation process (outlined above) was followed and additional information is necessary to make the final selection.  Cost proposals will be considered in determining which offerors (applications) are included on the short-list of most qualified offerors.
e. Re-Evaluation.  After negotiating with the most qualified offeror, they will be invited to submit a final, revised proposal which addresses the concerns raised.  The TEC will be re-convened to review these submissions, using the evaluation criteria in the solicitation.  The panel members may adjust their scores as appropriate, with proper narrative documentation.  The TEC will meet again to achieve a consensus on the scores, comments, strengths and weaknesses of each offeror.  A recommendation for award will also be made and conveyed in the Chairperson’s final memorandum to the partner’s Procurement Officer.

Protest Considerations.  Supported written comments by each member for their scores will be in sufficient detail to allow the partner Procurement Officer to explain a decision after award in de-briefings, Freedom of Information requests, and protests. All scoring sheets and accompanying notes become permanent contract files maintained by partner’s Procurement Officer.  Committee members should focus on the criterion as stipulated in the solicitation to award scores with appropriate and adequate narratives to support them. If necessary, scores that do not have sufficient comments supporting individual committee member’s scores might need to be supplemented (when requested).

EVALUATION PRINCIPLES 

Although much has been written about proposal evaluations, TECs continue to make procedural errors, which provide the bases for formal protests by disgruntled offerors.  Repeated below are five "rules" which can help avoid protests.  These principles address the area of proposal evaluation fairness, and establish principles under which the partner can pursue what is largely a subjective process with a high degree of objectivity.

1.   The evaluation must be consistent with the criteria stated in the solicitation.  
In order for there to be any objectivity in the process, the partner must spell out the formula by which it will score and rank proposals and must adhere strictly to those criteria.

2.   Proposals should not necessarily be rejected outright due to shortcomings which could be corrected during subsequent discussions.  
This is one of the basic distinctions between bidding and negotiating.  Unless a proposal is so hopelessly flawed as to be outside the competitive range, the offeror CAN at the partner’s discretion given an opportunity to improve its proposal during discussions.

3.   The discussions must be "meaningful."  
This means the partner must point out omissions, errors or weaknesses hurting the proposal's score.

4.   All offerors must be treated equally.  
Responses to requests for clarification must be in writing and must be furnished to all offerors.  If discussions are reopened with one offeror, all offerors must be given the same opportunity.

5.   Partner evaluators must document their evaluations and be able to defend their decisions.  
Reviewers will not substitute their judgment for that of the evaluators, but they do expect the process to be rational.

It is imperative that all those involved in the RFP action understand and apply these principles!
PERFORMING TECHNICAL EVALUATIONS*

Upon receipt of the proposals, the Procurement Officer forms the Technical Evaluation Committee (TEC) to be convened to evaluate the proposals.  The TEC meets at the call of the Chairperson.

The TEC previously selected by the requiring office and convened at the call of the Chairperson, reviews and evaluates the technical proposals only in accordance with the evaluation criteria set forth in the RFP.

Subsequent to the TEC's evaluation, both the technical and cost proposals are evaluated in order to determine the awardee most advantageous to the Government, price and other factors considered.

TECHNICAL SCORING SYSTEM
The TEC must use the point scoring system to evaluate the proposals. Each voting member must evaluate every proposal utilizing only the technical evaluation criteria set forth in the Solicitation.  Each member's scoring sheets must be supplemented by a narrative which describes the strengths and deficiencies of each proposal.  The narrative shall be substantive and detailed to sufficiently reflect the evaluator’s point assignment. (Tip: Please note page numbers). Each evaluator, independently and individually reviews, evaluates and assigns ratings for each of the proposals. Proposals are to be evaluated against the solicitation requirements and evaluation criteria, NOT against each other.

The Procurement Officer may not accept deficient narratives and request the Chairperson to ensure that the evaluator provides narrative adequately supporting scores given.

The below definitions are provided to evaluate each proposal.   

EVALUATION PROCESS
1. Definitions

STRENGTHS:  An aspect of a proposal that demonstrates positive material or personnel capability, soundness, capacity or potential for effective action, an appreciable decrease in the risk of unsuccessful contract performance, or significant benefit to the Government. 

WEAKNESS:  A minor flaw in the proposal that slightly increases the risk of unsuccessful contract performance. 

SIGNIFICANT WEAKNESS:  A major flaw in the proposal that increases the risk of unsuccessful contract performance.

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

UNCERTAINTY:  Any aspect of the proposal for which the intent of the offeror is unclear because there may be more than one way to interpret the offeror or because of inconsistencies in the offer indicate that there may be an error, omission or mistake.  Examples include a mistake in calculation or measurement and contradictory statements.”

Identifying Deficiencies and Unacceptable Proposals
Any aspect of a proposal, which does not fulfill minimum requirements, is called a "deficiency", and a proposal that is "deficient" is, by definition, "unacceptable".  This does not mean, however, that the deficiency cannot be remedied and that the proposal cannot be made "acceptable".

 
EVALUATION ANALYSIS
Identifying Ambiguities
Evaluators should not presume the meaning of any part of a proposal, which is not clear on its own terms.  The TEC Chairperson should identify in the report items requiring clarification or interpretation.

It is the responsibility of the Procurement Officer to address inquiries to offerors regarding needed clarification or discussions. The inquiry (not request) must not be construed as requesting substantive revisions, which would constitute a new proposal.

Insufficient Documentation for Technical Approach
In some instances, a proposal may lack sufficient information to permit an assessment of its technical feasibility.  The needed information should be identified in writing by the evaluator.  As in the case of ambiguous language, and for the same reasons, evaluators should not seek additional information from offerors but should bring the matter of the attention of the Procurement Officer.

Reaching a Consensus
Evaluators shall reach and support a consensus, concerning the technical merit, strengths, and weaknesses of each proposal.

After each panel member has evaluated the proposals, under the Chairperson's leadership they will collectively develop a consensus reflecting the varying viewpoints and contributions of the panel members.  It is assumed that the consensus will be either a raw score total or an average of individual scores.

If the individual panel member’s scoring is significantly divergent, the panel is required to discuss and reach a consensus score, the TEC may not merely average scores despairingly.

As a part of the Summary Report, the panel provides the Procurement Officer with both the consensus numerical scores and narrative explanation for each score.  In exceptional cases, where the panel is unable to reach agreement, the Summary Report would include both the majority conclusion and the dissenting view, each with supporting rationale.

Summary Report
The Summary Report must be prepared and signed by all voting panel members for submission to the Procurement Officer.  The report includes a narrative evaluation which specifies the strengths and weaknesses of each proposal, the consensus view, and any reservations or qualifications which may affect source selection, negotiation, or award.

The Summary Report includes a technical ranking of all proposals, listed in descending order of technical merit and an assessment of the proposals as being either technically acceptable, capable of being made acceptable or unacceptable.

For any proposals determined to be unacceptable, the reasons must be clearly indicated and the report should specify whether the proposals could be made acceptable through the submission of clarifying information by the offeror.

The Chairperson will summarize the ratings of the evaluators, by proposal, on the "Summary of Ratings" and will place the proposals in rank order with their adjectival ratings.  The "Table of Evaluator Scores" will be used by the Procurement Officer as an aid for assessing report consistency.
Concerning matters of technical sufficiency, the Summary Report provides a basis for formulating the negotiation plan and making the source selection. 

Other Points to keep in mind

· Oral presentations (if any) must be documented. 

· Technical leveling is forbidden.  In other words, you can’t use another offeror’s idea, concept, or data in negotiations with any other firm, unless the offeror agrees to it.

· Watch for skewing in the scores

· Watch for panel members who, through their scores may be in favor, or against an offeror.

· Distinguish among the offerors, especially the top ranked.  There are no ties.  Identify the deciding factor.

· If bias is evident, and cannot be rectified, then it may be necessary to convene another panel or re-solicit.

· Panel members should disclose any potential conflicts of interest to the contracting officer.

THE SELECTION PROCESS AND BASIS OF AWARD 

1.   The partner reserves the right to accept other than the lowest offer as well as the right to reject any and all offers.  The basis of award will be a conforming offer, the price or cost of which may or may not be the lowest.  If other than the lowest offer, it must be sufficiently more advantageous than the lowest offer to justify the payment of additional amounts. 

2   Offerors have been reminded to include their best technical and price terms in their initial offer and not to automatically assume that they will have an opportunity to participate in discussions or be asked to submit a revised offer.  The partner may make award to a conforming offeror without discussions, if deemed to be within the best interests of the partner. 

CERTIFICATION AND DISCLOSURE

CONFLICTS OF INTEREST

I certify that I will not discuss with, or reveal to, any representative of any business organization or other entity, or any individual person (except persons specifically assigned to my specific proposal evaluation group) either within or without the United States Government, any aspects of the pending procurement.  The term “any aspects of the pending procurement” includes, but is not limited to, information such as the identity and number of contractors, the method of procurement, the number and identity of Government personnel involved, and the schedule of key technical and procurement events in the source selection process.  Except as specifically authorized by the Contracting Officer, the release of such information constitutes the unauthorized release of advance procurement or procurement information.
 

I recognize that a significant factor in the success and proper completion of the source selection process is the strict confidentiality observed by all partner participants in the various proposal evaluation and evaluation review groups concerning all of the activities and procedures involved in source selection and that failure to comply with these requirements may compromise the ultimate source selection.  I acknowledge that the unauthorized release of advance procurement or procurement information as defined herein may result in the termination of my participation in this procurement.

 

In the event I have released any of the advance procurement or procurement information covered hereby, I agree to advise the technical panel chair of the proposal evaluation or proposal evaluation review group to which I am assigned as soon as practicable.  That advice will identify the business organization or other entity, or individual person, to whom the information in question was divulged and the content of that information.

 

I further affirm that in the event that any business entity either as a prime or subcontractor, in which I, or a member of my family, of whatever nature and to whatever extent, submits a proposal in response to the subject procurement identified above, that I will notify the procurement officer AND the technical panel chair in writing and withdraw from participation in the evaluation.

 

 

____________________                ___________________________________

DATE                                SIGNATURE

 

          

The person signing this certificate certifies that:

          [ ]        He or She has made inquiry, and that, to the best of his or her knowledge and belief, no actual or potential conflict of interest or unfair competitive advantage exists with respect to the services to be provided in the evaluation or the subject procurement; or

          [ ]        That any actual or potential conflict of interest or unfair competitive advantage that does or may exist with respect to the subject procurement in question has been communicated in writing to the Grant Officer or his/her representative.

                      

                      Printed Name:              ____________________

                      Signature:                     ____________________

                      Title:                             ____________________

                      Date:                            ____________________

Contract Award

Award will be made by the authorized person to the responsible offeror whose proposal, conforming to the solicitation, is most advantageous to the partner, taking into consideration the technical and cost factors.            
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