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1 Introduction

The evaluation criteria within contract should include a description of eval-
uating past performance, including evaluating contractors with no relevant
performance history, and shall provide contractors an opportunity to identify
past or current contracts for efforts similar to the Government requirement.
The evaluation criteria within contract should include a description of eval-
uating past performance, including evaluating contractors with no relevant
performance history, and shall provide contractors an opportunity to identify
past or current contracts for efforts similar to the Government requirement.
In the case of a contractor without a record of relevant past performance or
for whom information on past performance is not available, the contractor
may not be evaluated favorably or unfavorably on past performance.
1.The Evaluation Process

After the proposals are opened and the vendors are identified, the selection
committee is convened. Before the first committee meeting, the purchasing

agent should prepare scoring forms.



Evaluation must be based only on the criteria specified in the RFP. Other
criteria cannot be added or substituted. All RFP responses are to be evalu-
ated.

Evaluators should not compare proposals against one another and should not
include in the comments on one proposal any references to another offeror’s
proposal. Proposals not meeting requirements should be scored lower.
Evaluators should carefully document and justify their scores providing de-
tailed, legible comments and specific references to an offeror’s responses, as
this information is used during debriefing conferences with unsuccessful of-
ferors.

The selection committee should review and evaluate proposals as they affect
committee members’ areas of interest and expertise. All findings should be
shared among the committee members.

During this step, the selection committee also may check references. The
committee should check references other than those listed by the vendor.
2.The Scope of an Evaluation

The evaluation of proposals by the selection committee is limited to the cri-
teria set forth in the RFP. At a minimum, the scope of the evaluation of each
proposal should cover the following, so long as each of these is included in
the published evaluation criteria:

eGeneral quality and responsiveness: Responsiveness to terms, condi-
tions, and time of performance; completeness and thoroughness; understand-
ing of the problem or of the work to be performed; and the proposed approach
to be used.

e Organization and personnel: Evidence of good organizational and
management practices; qualifications of personnel; experience and past per-

formance; financial condition; and, for goods and nonprofessional services,



price and bid-price breakdown or price range and cost schedule. The selec-
tion committee must evaluate each proposal for satisfaction of all criteria set
forth in the RFP.

3.Information Used to Evaluate Proposals

The selection committee should use the information contained in each pro-
posal to evaluate its merit.

For the evaluation of technical criteria, only the information contained in
each proposal should be considered. However, the selection committee may
request that a vendor provide additional technical information.
4.Evaluating Costs

An RFP for the procurement of goods or nonprofessional services may re-
quest that a prospective vendor include pricing information in its proposal.
This pricing information should be treated as nonbinding, primarily because
negotiations may bring to light additional needs or requirements not identi-
fied in the RFP or because some anticipated services may not be required.
Nevertheless, if an RFP for the procurement of goods or nonprofessional
services identifies cost as an evaluation criterion, it must be evaluated. Fol-
lowing are three different ways in which the cost of a procurement may be
evaluated:

This analysis consists of reviewing and evaluating separate cost elements and
proposed profit of: (1) a vendor’s costs or pricing data; and (2) the judg-
mental factors applied in projecting from the data to the estimated costs,
in order to form an opinion as to the degree to which the proposed costs
represent what the contract should cost, assuming reasonable economy and
efficiency.

This analysis requires that the committee evaluate specific elements of cost,

the necessity for certain costs, the reasonableness of the amounts estimated



for the necessary costs, the reasonableness of allowances for contingencies, the
basis used for allocation of indirect costs, the appropriateness of allocations
of particular indirect costs to the proposed contract, and the reasonableness
of the total cost or price.

e Price analysis:

This analysis is made by examining and evaluating a proposed price without
evaluating its separate cost elements and proposed profit.

In making this analysis, consideration must be given to any differing terms
and conditions. Price analysis is used to determine if a price is reasonable
and acceptable and involves an evaluation of the prices for the same or sim-
ilar goods or services.

This analysis requires the selection committee to evaluate the price submis-
sions of prospective vendors in the current procurement, prior price quota-
tions and contract prices charged, prices published in catalogues or price lists,
prices available on the open market, and in-house estimates of cost.

e Value analysis:

This analysis evaluates the function of a product and its related costs in or-
der to determine its inherent worth or value and to determine if the price is
consistent with what the goods or services should cost.

This analysis requires that the committee evaluate what the goods or services
provide to the County, the life-cycle costs, whether there are other ways in
which the service or function could be obtained and what it would cost, and
whether there are features of the goods or services that could be modified or
eliminated.

The selection committee must determine how cost information will be eval-
uated before the evaluation process begins.

5.Determining Whether a Proposal is Suitable for Further Consid-



eration The selection committee may exclude a vendor from further con-
sideration in the procurement process if it determines that its proposal is
inferior based on scoring of the evaluation criteria and, therefore, not suit-
able for further consideration.

The committee should not determine which proposals are not suitable on the
basis of a predetermined cut-off score. Rather, those proposals determined
to be excluded from further consideration should be those that are inferior
because of deficiencies that are not easily correctable.

A proposal must contain sufficient information so that the selection commit-
tee knows what is being proposed. An informational deficiency should be
considered material, and the proposal inferior, only after the selection com-
mittee considers:

(1) the detail called for in the RFP;

(2) whether the omissions make the proposal unsuitable for further consid-
eration or merely inferior;

(3) the scope and range of the omissions;

(4) whether the proposal offers significant cost savings; and

(5) the number of off erors in the competitive range. Following are examples
of deficiencies in a proposal that the selection committee may determine to
be material and to render the proposal not suitable for further consideration:
e Fails to satisfy technical objectives:

The proposal is incapable of satisfying the technical objectives of the RFP.

e Material deficiencies:

The proposal contains deficiencies that are so material as to preclude any
possibility of upgrading the proposal except through major modifications or
revisions.

e Extremely low rating:



The proposal is rated so low that any attempt to upgrade the proposal to
an acceptable level would require an unreasonable and unfair degree of as-
sistance from the County.

e Technical issue not clarified:
The proposal is technically inferior and the vendor fails to timely respond to
a request for clarification.

e Price omissions:
The proposal omits a number of required prices.

e Feasibility of approach unsupported:
The proposal fails to include detailed information establishing the feasibility
of the vendor’s proposed approach.

e Addendum not acknowledged:
The vendor fails to acknowledge receipt of an addendum to the RFP where
offered prices would have been significantly increased by the addendum and
vendors were advised that failure to acknowledge the amendment would re-
sult in rejection of the proposal.
A vendor should not be excluded if there is a close question as to whether
its proposal is competitive or if information deficiencies in the proposal can
be corrected by information obtained during the negotiation process, partic-
ularly if the deficiencies are the result of deficiencies in the RFP.
6.Establishing a Short-list of Vendors
Upon completion of the evaluation of the proposals, the selection committee
should assign a score based on evaluation criteria and classify each proposal
either “acceptable for further consideration” or “not suitable for further con-
sideration.” Thereafter, the committee shall invite two or more vendors it
deems fully qualified, responsible and suitable, to interview with the com-

mittee. 10/18 15-6



The County is not required to interview all vendors who submit propos-
als. The number of vendors selected depends in part on the size, scope and
complexity of the project, the number of qualified proposals, and the time
available to complete the selection process.

The process becomes cumbersome when more than five vendors are consid-
ered at the interview stage. If the purchasing agent, on the recommendation
of the selection committee, determines in writing and in his sole discretion
that only one vendor is fully qualified, or that one vendor is clearly more
highly qualified and suitable than the others under consideration, a contract
may be negotiated and awarded to that vendor.

Vendors whose proposals are eliminated from further consideration should
be notified by the purchasing agent that their proposals were removed from
further consideration. The notice should be in writing and advise the ven-
dors of the decision and express appreciation for their participation in the

process.



