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<Instruction boxe

s look like this.>

 


	Evaluation based on:
	Tradeoff

	Date (mmddyyyy):
	

	CMID #:
	

	Solicitation/Contract #:
	

	Title:
	

	Period of Performance:
	

	Purpose:
	

	Program Office:
	

	Requisition No.:
	

	Contracting Officer:
	

	Contracting Specialist:
	

	Contracting Office:
	

	AM&S AM/CM:
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The resultant award provides for < briefly describe purpose of the acquisition >  

The < Request for Proposals (RFP) / Request for Quotes (RFQ) > (CMID Number: <______> ) was issued as a Fair Opportunity against < the D/SIDDOMS 3 contract / __________ contract >.  The < RFP/RFQ > closed on < date > and the government received < number (#) > proposals in response to the < RFP/RFQ >.  < If applicable state if clarifications/ discussions were required and why.  Give the dates when discussions closed and revised proposals were received. >
The results of the evaluation process are detailed below.  The government advised all prospective offeror’s that the Government would be employing the “Trade-Off” evaluation approach in deciding which offer represented best value to the government.  

The non-price/cost evaluation factors < are prioritized in descending order of importance: (1) _________, (2) __________, (3) __________, (4) __________ >.  < Describe weighting, for example:  The < number > Non Cost/Price factors are of equal importance and in total are significantly more important than the Cost/Price factor >.
The evaluation criteria along with the rating standards and standard definitions that were utilized to evaluate the Offers is attached as Appendix A to this Consensus Recommendation Report.

During the evaluation, the team identified proposal strengths, weaknesses and any deficiencies.  A summary of each offerors’ final proposal evaluation is provided below:
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OVERALL NON-PRICE/COST FACTORS

< Add adjectival ratings for each offeror for all non-price/cost factors in the table below.  Remember, the adjectival ratings for Past Performance are: Low Risk (LR), Moderate Risk (MR), High Risk (HR), or Unknown Risk (UR).  For all other non-price/cost factors, their adjectival ratings are: Exceptional (E), Good (G), Acceptable (A), Marginal (M), or Unacceptable (U).  >
	
	[Offeror 1]
	[Offeror 2]
	[Offeror 3]
	[Offeror 4]

	Non-Price/Cost Factors
	Rating
	Rating
	Rating
	Rating

	1. Technical Approach
	
	
	
	

	2. Past Performance
	
	
	
	

	3. Management Approach
	
	
	
	

	4. Experience
	
	
	
	

	5. Quality Control Approach
	
	
	
	

	Overall Consensus Rating For All Factors Except Past Performance
	
	
	
	


OVERALL PRICE/COST  

< Add rows to the tables below as necessary to show all Option Periods > 

	
	IGCE
	[Offeror 1]
	[Offeror 2]
	[Offeror 3]
	[Offeror 4]

	

	Price/Cost
	Price/Cost
	Price/Cost
	Price/Cost
	Price/Cost

	Base Period
	
	
	
	
	

	Option Period 1
	
	
	
	
	

	Option Period 2
	
	
	
	
	

	Total Base Plus All Options
	
	
	
	
	


OVERALL PRICE/COST VARIANCE
	Price/Cost Variance From the IGCE
	[Offeror 1]
	[Offeror 2]
	[Offeror 3]
	[Offeror 4]

	Base Period 
	
	
	
	

	Option Period 1
	
	
	
	

	Option Period 2
	
	
	
	

	Total Base Plus All Options
	
	
	
	


	Price/Cost Variance From the lowest priced offeror whose technical proposal is rated Acceptable or better.
	[Offeror 1]
	[Offeror 2]
	[Offeror 3]
	[Offeror 4]

	Base Period 
	
	
	
	

	Option Period 1
	
	
	
	

	Option Period 2
	
	
	
	

	Total Base Plus All Option Periods
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	TECHNICAL PROPOSALS RATED


The evaluation panel has conducted a comprehensive assessment of all offerors’ proposals against the evaluation factors as stated in the request for proposals.  The panel reviewed < # > proposals and rated the overall technical portion of < # > proposals as “Acceptable” or higher with “Moderate” performance risk or better.  Technical proposals with an overall rating of “Acceptable” or higher with “Moderate” performance risk or better were < list names of Offerors rated “Acceptable” or higher with “Moderate” performance risk or better >.  Technical proposals with an overall rating of “Marginal” or lower or with “High” performance risk were < list names of Offerors rated “Marginal” or lower or those with “High” performance risk >.  

	SUMMARY OF PANEL’S CONSENSUS FOR EACH OFFEROR 
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	[Name of Offeror]

	FACTOR 1 – TECHNICAL APPROACH
	[Rating]


< Add consensus comments on the Technical Approach proposed by Offeror 1 here. >
	[Name of Offeror]

	FACTOR 2 – PAST PERFORMANCE
	[Rating]


< Add consensus comments on the relevant Past Performance of Offeror 1 here.  (Remember, the adjectival ratings for Past Performance are: Low Risk (LR), Moderate Risk (MR), High Risk (HR), or Unknown Risk (UR)). >
	[Name of Offeror]

	FACTOR 3 – MANAGEMENT APPROACH
	[Rating]


< Add consensus comments on the Technical Approach proposed by Offeror 1 here. >
	[Name of Offeror]

	FACTOR 4 – EXPERIENCE
	[Rating]


< Add consensus comments on the relevant Experience of Offeror 1 here. >
	[Name of Offeror]

	FACTOR 5 – QUALITY CONTROL
	[Rating]


< Add consensus comments on the Quality Control approach of Offeror 1 here. >
	[Name of Offeror]

	FACTOR 6 – PRICE/COST
	$


< Add consensus comments on the Price/Cost of Offeror 1 here. >
	OVERALL TRADE-OFF CONSENSUS COMMENTS


< This is the first section where a narrative comparison of proposals is permitted. >
< Name of recommended Offeror > was selected over the other Offeror(s) for the reasons discussed below under RECOMMENDED OFFEROR, and JUSTIFICATION FOR CONSENSUS RECOMMENDATION.  
< Name of non-recommended Offeror > was not selected over the other Offeror(s) because …  < add supporting rationale.  Discuss risk levels and differentiate between strong strengths and strengths / strong weaknesses and weaknesses.  Note:  Specific rationale for not selecting an offeror is just as important as the rationale for selecting the recommender offeror.  Repeat as necessary for all proposals not recommended. >
	RECOMMENDED OFFEROR 


< A narrative comparison of proposals is permitted in this section. >
Based on the evaluation panel review, discussion, and comparative analysis conducted in the course of this evaluation process and through a consensus, the evaluation panel confidently recommends award to <name of recommended Offeror>.  <The recommended Offeror>’s technical proposal was rated <enter overall non-past performance rating> and their past performance risk was <enter past performance risk rating>.  <The recommended Offeror>’s proposed price/cost was <state recommended Offeror’s price / costs>
<The recommended Offeror>’s technical proposal …
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…clearly surpassed all other offerors, and <the recommended Offeror> proposed <a lower price / lower costs>.
…clearly surpassed all other offerors, and while <name of rival Offeror/s>, rated <Overall Non-Past Performance Rating> with a <Past Performance Rating> rating for past performance, proposed <a price which was lower / costs which were lower> by $______ ( __%), <name of recommended Offeror> offers the best value to the Government.  <The recommended Offeror> provides added value < lower risk > to the Government, in that they….  < The greater the difference in price/cost in terms of absolute dollars and percent between the recommended awardee and the lower priced offer with an overall Acceptable technical rating and Moderate past performance risk, the stronger and more detailed this rationale must be.  Note:  Where a panel recommends award to an offeror with the same overall rating as another, lower priced offeror the award will, as a rule go to the lower priced offeror. >
…tied with <name of rival Offeror/s> for the highest overall rating of all offerors, with an overall < Rating> rating and a < Past Performance Risk Rating > past performance risk rating, but <name of recommended Offeror> submitted <a price which was lower / costs which were lower> by $______ ( __%) than <name of rival Offeror/s>.
…while not rated as highly as <name of rival Offeror(s)>’s, was clearly offset by <a price which was lower / costs which were lower> by $______ ( __%).  The differential value < and lower risk > to the Government of the of the other Offeror’s (s’) technical proposal did not offset the increased price.  < The smaller the difference in price/cost in terms of absolute dollars and percent between the recommended awardee and the higher priced offer with a superior overall technical rating, the stronger and more detailed this rationale must be. >
	JUSTIFICATION FOR CONSENSUS RECOMMENDATION


The panel is making this award recommendation because…


[image: image6]
Based upon our review of the information in the Technical Proposal, OCI Mitigation/Avoidance Plan (if submitted), OCI Assessment Form (if submitted), and any personal knowledge – we find, in accordance with FAR 9.5, that: 

	OCI Evaluation

	Select (X) one below
	

	
	There is no likelihood that a conflict of interest would exist if award were made to the offeror.

	
	A possible conflict of interest would exist if award were made to the offeror.

	
	A possible conflict of interest would exist if award were made to the offeror, however the mitigation/avoidance plan provides sufficient protection of Government interests to allow award to this contractor, should this contractor’s proposal be determined to be the best value alternative for the Government.


	This Evaluation Recommendation has been developed in a fair and unbiased manner.  We have personally reviewed each proposal received, have documented the results of our evaluation, and have completed this document in good faith and in the best interest of the Government.




Evaluator Signatures:

By signing below the evaluators confirm that they have reviewed both the technical proposal and price/cost proposal discussed herein and that the assessment documented herein reflects consideration of both aspects of the proposal.

	Printed Name
	Signature
	Date

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	


APPENDIX A
Evaluation Criteria, Rating Standards and Defitions

Evaluation Criteria

< Copy the Evaluation Criteria issued with the RFP and paste them in this space.  You must use the Evaluation Criteria issued with the RFP.  >
< Make certain the the Rating Standards and defitions issued with the RFP are the same as those listed below.  If not, you must use the ones issued with the RFP.  Delete this highlighted note after checking. >
	Rating Standards for other than 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 demonstrates an approach which, while being capable of meeting all requirements and major objectives, may not meet some lesser objectives.  Any advantages that exist in the approach are slightly outweighed by existing disadvantages.  Collectively, the advantages and disadvantages pose an evident risk that the offeror might fail to perform satisfactorily without significant Government oversight or participation.  The proposal either fails to address all risks or the proposed risk mitigation approach is not deemed to be sufficient to manage the risk. 

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.


	
	                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. (Precede comments with an (S) if identifying a significant strength.)

	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.  (Precede comments with an (S) if identifying a significant weakness.)

	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 especially favorable to successful contract performance or the Government's overall interest.

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


	Rating Standards for Past Performance

	Rating
	Definition and Criteria

	Low Risk (LR)
	Verification of past performance shows that offeror consistently meets work schedules, provides specified services, meets contract terms without failure or resolves issues immediately, and has not been defaulted on any contract within the past three years.


	Moderate Risk (MR)
	Verification of past performance shows offeror meets work schedules and specified services most of the time, meets contract terms without failure or resolves issues immediately, and has not been defaulted on any contract within the past three years.


	High Risk (HR)
	Verification of past performance shows that offeror has consistently not met work schedules and other obligations, has defaulted on at least one contract within the past three years, or has chronically failed to meet contract terms, or the past performance information provided is not relevant to this requirement.


	Unknown Risk (UR)
	No record of past performance or contact information (telephone, facsimile, or electronic mail address) is available and/or is not valid and/or the points of contact or agencies could not be reached.  
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. 








































































































< Complete a comprehensive paragraph by stating the panel’s consensus rationale for the recommendation based on the factors selected (strengths) and any price/cost trade-offs made (e.g. if the lowest price proposal was not recommended).  Differentiate between strong strengths and strengths / strong weaknesses and weaknesses.  When recommending a proposal that is not lowest cost, describe WHY the added technical capability outweighs the cost differential.  The greater the difference in price in terms of absolute dollars and percent between the recommended awardee and the lowest price offer with an Acceptable rating and Moderate performance risk, the stronger the justification must be.  A narrative comparison of proposals is permitted in this section.>





< Complete the paragraphs below to “tell the story” of this source selection.  >








< Complete the following narrative justification sections  


Remarks should clearly describe why the proposal was recommended.>














< Complete the sentence above by using one of the four options below.  From the following statements you are to select only one that best characterizes the panel’s opinion and expand on the rationale supporting the recommendation.  If none of the following statements seem appropriate, contact your supporting Acquisition Manager for guidance.  


(Refer to price for fixed price, labor hour, or T&M type contracts; refer to costs for cost reimbursable contracts.) >





< Complete the tables below:


1.  Replace the words [Offeror 1], [Offeror 2], etc., in the column headers below, with the names of the Offerors which have been evaluated.





2.  Refer back to the Phase Two: Step Three templates A, B and C, where the Technical Evaluation and Cost/Price Evaluation have occurred.





3.  Fill in the tables with the overall rating for each factor.  (NOTE:  This should entail a team discussion to reach an overall team consensus opinion.)





4.  NOTE: Due to recent changes the following non-price/cost factors may not match those released with your RFP.  If not, replace these non-price/cost factors with those released with the RFP, in their order of importance. >





Notes on using this template.


This template is intended to assist you in developing an overall consensus recommendation for a Tradeoff evaluation.  This template should be TAILORED to meet your specific evaluation.  Before proceeding, please save the file, with a unique name onto your computer.  The following guidelines are provided for using this template:


Instructions, explanations, and comments are embedded throughout this template in two forms:


�


AND


< User input guidance looks like this. >





All instruction boxes and user input guidance must be removed before finalizing this document.  To remove instruction boxes, click on the border of the box and press the ‘Delete’ key on your keyboard.  Where user input guidance offers a choice or presents optional language, delete only those options that do not apply and remove the ‘< >’ markers and highlighting from the applicable choices.





TO FINALIZE THIS DOCUMENT:  When you have completed your document, perform the following steps.


Remove this introductory instruction box and any other remaining instruction boxes throughout the document (click on the border of the box and press the Delete key on your keyboard).  


Remove all ‘< >’ markers.  You should do this for each comment / explanation / instruction as you progress through this template.  If not, using Word’s FIND feature may make this task easier (Edit, Find).


Remove all highlighting.  Select your entire document (Edit, Select All).  On the highlighting icon on your toolbar, click on the pull-down arrow and select ‘None’ to remove all highlighting.


Spell-check your document (Tools, Spelling and Grammar).


If your document is set to display ‘Track Changes’, please accept all changes before saving your final version.


Your document will be complete.





< For each technical proposal, even those rated “Unacceptable”, complete a separate consensus analysis section as shown below.  Include comments addressing each evaluation factor, plus overall comments.  Your remarks should reflect a careful review of the  language in each proposal to identify advantages and disadvantages of each proposal, ascertain how well the offeror will meet the requirements of the RFP/RFQ and to identify assumptions (listed or implied), or statements that may indicate increased cost/price or risk to the Government.  Repeat as necessary for all evaluated technical proposals.  Modify these factors as necessary to match those released with your RFP.   NOTE: Do not compare proposals in this section. > 








Acquisition Sensitive – see FAR 3.104
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