TECHNICAL EVALUATIONS CHECKLIST

1.  Were proposals evaluated only according to criteria stated in Section M of the RFP?  See current case law

2.  Is every factor and subfactor addressed in the narrative?

3.  Is each baseline for each factor and subfactor addressed?

4.  Did the evaluators apply the approved baseline to each factor and subfactor?

5.  Do the evaluations compare proposals against the baseline instead to each other?  Proposals are not compared to each other until a comparative analysis is done after final proposal revisions are received.

6.  Are all comments related to a specific baseline - no undisclosed evaluation criteria?

7.  Are appropriate adjectives selected to describe color ratings; i.e., adequate, satisfactory, etc. for Green?

8.  Are the same adjectives used consistently?

9.  Is every Blue rating supported by a very strong justification as to how the offeror exceeds specified baseline and how it is beneficial to the government?

10.  When a strength, weakness or deficiency is found in one offer, are all the offers checked for the same strength, weakness or deficiency and the results documented in the evaluation?

11.  Are all proposal risk and performance risk ratings consistent and justified in writing?

12.  Does a moderate or high proposal risk rating carry through to the overall evaluation?

13.  Is performance confidence given only one overall rating?

14.  Are Mission Capability color/risk ratings assigned at the subfactor levels only?

15.  Are ratings based on information shown in the offeror’s proposal not based on how the offeror is currently performing?

16.  Do evaluations make sense and are they understandable to a lay person?  For example, when a statement is made about an element of the proposal can you tell if evaluators think that element is good or bad?

17.  Are ratings and narratives consistent?  Have evaluators given the same rating to different offerors when there are significant differences in the proposals or different ratings to offers which are basically equivalent?  See the following examples of inconsistencies:


a.  In an evaluation of  past experience, two offerors both have had a contract of a comparable magnitude with the Air Force for four years for similar type work and one offeror is given a green rating while the other receives a blue.


b.  Same words are used to describe two offerors’ proposals and ratings are different.

Hint:  A good source of information is case law.  Check with AETC/LGCQ for current examples of GAO cases.

18.  Are strengths, weaknesses and deficiencies addressed under the appropriate criteria or risk rating.  For example:


a.  An incumbent was given a Blue rating for recruitment and training for having trained personnel already in place.  This might affect the risk rating but not the color rating.  He still needs to have exceptional mobilization, training and certification plans or whatever is required by the standard in the proposal to warrant a Blue color rating.


b.  Morale problems of the incumbent were addressed in the factor evaluation for manning.  They should have been assessed under performance risk.

19.  Do evaluations resulting from each round of discussions only address the issues covered in that round of discussions?

20.  If color or risk ratings changed after discussions, does the evaluation narrative fully explain the upward or downward change in ratings?

21.  Are final revised proposals evaluated and results incorporated in the technical evaluation narratives or the PCM?

22.  Does the overall score sheet correlate with the individual evaluators’ sheets?

23.  Did team members sign and date their evaluation sheets?

24.  Are all weaknesses and deficiencies identified and described in ENs in sufficient detail for offerors to understand the nature of the evaluators’ concerns but not so detailed as to provide the expected response?

REFERENCES:  FAR 15.3, AFFARS 5315.3 and Air Force Source Selection Procedures
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