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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:
	

	Offeror:
	1

	Evaluator:
	A


Organizational conflict of interest review

for a Designated < insert OCI category > procurement
	Description of TMA OCI Categories

	Category 1
	TMA “Internal” Support:  Services, which by their very nature give the contractor access to extensive data about the contracts of all other TMA contractors.

	Category 2
	Program Management Support:  Services which assist TMA in planning and managing its activities and programs.  This includes, for example: requirements analysis, acquisition support, budget planning and management, business process reengineering, program planning and execution support, and independent technical management support.

	Category 3
	Product Support:  Services or end items required to meet mission requirements of TMA’s non-purchased care activities and programs.  This includes, for example: concept exploration and development, system design, system development and integration, COTS procurement and integration, internal development testing, deployment, installation, operations, and maintenance.



[image: image1]
	OCI Materials Reviewed

	Yes / No
	

	
	I reviewed an OCI Assessment Form on this offeror.

	
	I reviewed an OCI Mitigation / Avoidance Plan submitted by this offeror.

	
	An OCI Mitigation / Avoidance Plan was not provided, but I perceive that an OCI situation may exist.  

(If this answer isYES, stop and contact your supporting AM immediately.)


Based upon my review of the information in the Technical Proposal, OCI Mitigation/Avoidance Plan (if submitted), OCI Assessment Form, and any personal knowledge – I 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.

(If this answer isYES, stop and contact your supporting AM immediately.)

	
	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.


< Add additional OCI related comments below.  
Comments are mandatory if an OCI Mitigation / Avoidance Plan was submitted by this offeror, or if the offeror has provided services to TMA in an OCI category other than that which they are now bidding on. >
OCI related comments:  
Evaluation of Non-Price/Cost Factors
Use the appropriate Tradeoff adjectival ratings, which are listed and defined below.  Each proposal will be evaluated against the Performance Work Statement (PWS)/Statement of Objectives (SOO) and the stated evaluation criteria.  Each proposal is evaluated using the same rating standards.  

Apply a rating to each category for each proposal received.  Factors may be added as necessary. 
< Tailor the list below to reflect the Non-Price/Cost Factors specific to your requirement.  These evaluation factors must match those on the RFP.  To add or delete rows in the table below, go to Table and select Insert or Delete. >
	Factor(s) Used

	Non-Price/Cost Factors

	Technical Approach

	Past Performance

	Management Approach

	Experience

	Quality Control Approach


< Due to recent changes the following rating standards may not match those released with your RFP.  If not, replace these ratings and/or definitions and criteria with those released with the RFP. >
	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.


< Due to recent changes the following standard definitions may not match those released with your RFP.  If not, replace these definitions with those released with the RFP. >
	
	                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.


FACTOR 1:  technical approach
	DESCRIPTION OF FACTOR

	The degree to which the Offeror’s technical approach reflects a clear understanding of the < Use Evaluation Factor from your acquisition package > .   

< Include the tradeoff definition of the Evaluation Factor exactly as it appeared in the acquisition package.  Go to the “Evaluation Criteria” document created as part of the acquisition package and copy the definition from that document. >


< To add or delete rows in the tables below, go to Table and select Insert or Delete Rows. >
	STRENGTHS

	PWS Ref.
	Proposal Page
	Proposal Paragraph
	Comment
(Precede with an (S) if identifying a significant strength.)

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	


	WEAKNESSES

	PWS Ref.
	Proposal Page
	Proposal Paragraph
	Comment
(Precede with an (S) if identifying a significant weakness.)

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	


	DEFICIENCIES

	PWS Ref.
	Proposal Page
	Proposal Paragraph
	Comment


	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	


	OVERALL RATING FOR:  TECHNICAL APPROACH
	


FACTOR 2:  Past Performance 
	DESCRIPTION OF FACTOR

	The degree to which past performance evaluations either included with the proposal or identified by the evaluators in any other manner, reflect the performance risk associated with this offeror. 
< Evaluation teams should query the federal Past Performance Information Retrieval System (PPIRS) database and conduct internet searches as appropriate. >


< Due to recent changes the following rating standards may not match those released with your RFP.  If not, replace these ratings and/or definitions and criteria with those released with the RFP. >
	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. 



< Call or email the references that were provided by the Offeror and provide notes from this communication in the spaces provided below.  Evaluators are encouraged to document their efforts in obtaining past performance information.  A Past Performance Evaluation Record is available for this purpose.  Complete one form per reference.  Evaluators should initialy determine if the past performance information is relevant to the pending contract (as described in the RFP) and recent (i.e. within 3 years (6 years for construction).  Evaluators should add or delete references as appropriate.>
	REFERENCE 1

	Contact Date:
	

	Organization Name:
	

	POC:
	

	This information is relevant:
	

	This information is recent:
	

	Comments:
	


	REFERENCE 2

	Contact Date:
	

	Organization Name:
	

	POC:
	

	This information is relevant:
	

	This information is recent:
	

	Comments:
	


	REFERENCE 3

	Contact Date:
	

	Organization Name:
	

	POC:
	

	This information is relevant:
	

	This information is recent:
	

	Comments:
	


	OVERALL RATING FOR:  PAST PERFORMANCE
	


FACTOR 3:  MANAGEMENT approach
	DESCRIPTION OF FACTOR

	The degree to which the Offeror’s management approach reflects a clear understanding of the < Use Evaluation Factor from your acquisition package > .   

< Include the tradeoff definition of the Evaluation Factor exactly as it appeared in the acquisition package.  Go to the “Evaluation Criteria” document created as part of the acquisition package and copy the definition from that document. >


< To add or delete rows in the tables below, go to Table and select Insert or Delete Rows. >
	STRENGTHS

	PWS Ref.
	Proposal Page
	Proposal Paragraph
	Comment
(Precede with an (S) if identifying a significant strength.)

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	


	WEAKNESSES

	PWS Ref.
	Proposal Page
	Proposal Paragraph
	Comment
(Precede with an (S) if identifying a significant weakness.)

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	


	DEFICIENCIES

	PWS Ref.
	Proposal Page
	Proposal Paragraph
	Comment


	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	


	OVERALL RATING FOR:  MANAGEMENT APPROACH
	


FACTOR 4.  Experience
	DESCRIPTION OF FACTOR

	The degree to which the Offeror’s proposal reflects corporate or proposed staff experience identical to, similar to, or related to the requirement.
< Include the tradeoff definition of the Evaluation Factor exactly as it appeared in the acquisition package.  Go to the “Evaluation Criteria” document created as part of the acquisition package and copy the definition from that document. >


	SPECIFIC CONSIDERATIONS

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

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


< To add or delete rows in the tables below, go to Table and select Insert or Delete Rows. >
	STRENGTHS

	PWS Ref.
	Proposal Page
	Proposal Paragraph
	Comment
(Precede with an (S) if identifying a significant strength.)

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	


	WEAKNESSES

	PWS Ref.
	Proposal Page
	Proposal Paragraph
	Comment
(Precede with an (S) if identifying a significant weakness.)

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	


	DEFICIENCIES

	PWS Ref.
	Proposal Page
	Proposal Paragraph
	Comment


	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	


	OVERALL RATING FOR:  EXPERIENCE
	


FACTOR 5.  Quality Control Approach
	DESCRIPTION OF FACTOR

	The degree to which the Offeror’s approach to quality control identifies processes, procedures, and metrics which, are likely to predict successful outcome within cost and on schedule.  
< Include the tradeoff definition of the Evaluation Factor exactly as it appeared in the acquisition package.  Go to the “Evaluation Criteria” document created as part of the acquisition package and copy the definition from that document. >


	SPECIFIC CONSIDERATIONS

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

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

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


< To add or delete rows in the tables below, go to Table and select Insert or Delete Rows. >
	STRENGTHS

	PWS Ref.
	Proposal Page
	Proposal Paragraph
	Comment
(Precede with an (S) if identifying a significant strength.)

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	


	WEAKNESSES

	PWS Ref.
	Proposal Page
	Proposal Paragraph
	Comment
(Precede with an (S) if identifying a significant weakness.)

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	


	DEFICIENCIES

	PWS Ref.
	Proposal Page
	Proposal Paragraph
	Comment


	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	


	OVERALL RATING FOR:  QUALITY CONTROL APPROACH
	


Evaluator Signature:

By signing below the evaluator confirms that he/she has personally reviewed the technical proposal discussed herein without access to the price/cost portion of any proposal.

	Confidentiality Agreement  Attached
	Printed Name
	Signature
	Date

	
	
	
	




















Notes on using this template.


This template is intended to assist you in evaluating the non-cost/price factors of an offeror's proposal as part of a Tradeoff evaluation.  For more complex proposal evaluations, consider using the Excel version of this worksheet (�HYPERLINK "http://www.tricare.mil/ams/downloads/Technical_Evaluation_Worksheet.xls"��http://www.tricare.mil/ams/downloads/Technical_Evaluation_Worksheet.xls�), which will allow all individual evaluator comments to be copied to another spreadsheet and sorted in various ways to aid in determining a panel consensus.  This template should be TAILORED according to your specific evaluation factors.  Before proceeding, please save the file, with a unique name onto your computer.  The following guidelines are provided for using this template:


Step 1 – Populate the acquisition information in the table on the next page.


Step 2 – Tailor this form to match the evaluation criteria for your acquisition.  Add evaluation factors/sub-factors as necessary, exactly as stipulated in the RFP.


Step 3 – Replicate this form so that there is one form per Offeror per Evaluator.  (This form is already set up for Evaluator A and Offeror 1.  If you have three Offerors and three Evaluators you need to have (9) forms, all saved with a unique name e.g. TitleA1.xls, TitleA2.xls, TitleB1.xls, TitleB2.xls, etc.)


For the remaining forms, put a unique Evaluator letter designator and a unique Offeror number in the Header and Table appearing on the following page.


Step 4 – Evaluators complete one form for each Offeror.





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.





< TMA has categorized all its non-purchased care requirements into three broad categories, as defined in the table above.  Contractor participation in more than one of these categories may give rise to an unfair competitive advantage resulting from access to advance acquisition planning, source selection sensitive or proprietary information.  This could result in a real or apparent loss of contractor impartiality and objectivity where advisory or planning assistance in one area potentially affects the contractor’s present or future participation in another area.  





As the initial step for this evaluation, please review the offeror’s Technical Proposal along with any other OCI related information provided, and based on this material and your personal knowledge, make a determination below as to the likely existence of an OCI situation.  Evaluators should perform a comparative analysis of the potential new work against all current and recent work performed in support of TMA in any category other than that of the new work being bid.  If during this OCI review or at any other point in your technical evaluation, you perceive the existence of an OCI situation, stop and contact your supporting Acquisition Manager (AM) immediately >




















Acquisition Sensitive – see FAR 3.104

1
Acquisition Sensitive – see FAR 3.104
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