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1.0 Purpose.  This guide provides standard procedures for conducting source selections for negotiated procurements and outlines a common set of principles and procedures for conducting such procurements.  The goal is to ensure the delivery of quality and timely systems, products, and services to the subrecipient and in conformance with existing federal or state rules to help ensure maximum grant funding for such procurements.

2.0 Applicability.  

2.1 The procedures detailed in this guide are required for use in all proposal-based procurements (Request for Proposals) where contract award will be determined based upon the highest evaluated combined score for technical and pricing factors (i.e., where award is made to the “lowest price, technically acceptable” offeror).  

2.2 This Source Selection Guide must be used in concert with the Request for Proposals Procurement Toolkit, which contains specific guidance with regard to conducting competitive negotiated procurement.

2.3 The procedures in this guide may be modified only with the express permission of the respective Program Manager, Wisconsin Department of Transportation (WisDOT).

3.0 Definitions.

3.1 “Authorized individual” means a person who has been granted authority, in accordance with local procedures, to buy supplies and services using proper contracting procedures.  The authorized individual serves as the Chair in the source selection process.

3.2 “Best and Final Offer” (BAFO) means a firm’s final offer following the subrecipient’s conclusion of negotiations with firms who had previously been determined to be in the competitive range.  A call for “Best and Final Offers” is made in writing and provides notice to the offerors that negotiations are concluded, that offerors have an opportunity to submit their best and final offers, establishes a common date and time for vendors to submit written best and final offers, and advises offerors that the subrecipient will select the source whose best and final offer is most advantageous to the subrecipient, based only on price and the other factors included in the solicitation.

3.3 “Clarifications” means limited exchanges, between the subrecipient conducting the procurement and offerors that may occur when award without discussions is contemplated.  If the solicitation provides for award without conducting discussions, offerors may be given the opportunity to clarify certain aspects of their proposals (e.g., the relevance of an offeror’s past performance information and adverse past performance information to which the offeror has not previously had an opportunity to respond) or to resolve minor or clerical errors.

3.4	“Competitive range” means the range of proposals that the Source Selection Chair has identified as the most highly rated, unless the range is further reduced for purposes of efficiency (provided that the solicitation notifies offerors that the competitive range might be limited for purposes of efficiency).  WisDOT must approve competitive range determinations.

3.4.1	The competitive range is determined on the basis of the ratings of each proposal against the solicitation’s evaluation factors.  The Chair may limit the number of proposals in the competitive range to the greatest number that will allow efficient competition among the most highly rated proposals.  

3.4.2	It is not necessary to retain a proposal in a competitive range where the proposal is not among the most highly rated or where the Chair otherwise reasonably concludes that the proposal has no realistic prospect of award.
  
3.4.3	Where a proposal is technically unacceptable as submitted and would require major revisions to become acceptable, the Chair may exclude it from the competitive range. 
 
3.4.4	The Chair may exclude proposals with significant informational deficiencies from the competitive range when those deficiencies are attributable to information that is missing or inadequate such that the proposal fails to fully address the solicitation’s fundamental evaluation factors. 
 
3.4.5	The Chair may exclude a technically unacceptable proposal from the competitive range regardless of its price.
 
3.4.6	If an offeror's proposal is eliminated or otherwise removed from the competitive range, no further revisions to that offeror's proposal shall be accepted or considered.

3.4.7	Following the determination of the competitive range, the Chair must                                   indicate to, or discuss with, each offeror still being considered for award, significant weaknesses, deficiencies, and other aspects of its proposal. 

3.4.8 The Chair also provides written notice to all offerors who have been   eliminated from the competitive range that they have been eliminated from further consideration for award.

3.5 “Discussions” are negotiations conducted in a competitive procurement.  Discussions take place after the Source Selection Chair has established the competitive range.  Discussions result in an offeror being allowed to revise its proposal and submit a BAFO.

3.6 “Evaluation criteria” means the factors that will be considered in evaluating offeror responses to the solicitation’s stated requirements.  These must be clearly identified and describe how the offerors’ responses will be evaluated. 

3.7 “Full and open competition” means that all responsible sources are permitted to compete.

3.8 "Negotiation" means contracting through the use of either competitive or other-than-competitive proposals and discussions.  Any contract awarded without using sealed bidding procedures is a negotiated contract.  Negotiation is a procedure that includes receiving proposals from offerors, evaluating such proposals in accordance with the solicitation’s stated evaluation factors, bargaining with offerors, and providing offerors with an opportunity to revise offers before the award of a contract.  Bargaining--in the sense of discussion, persuasion, alteration of initial assumptions and positions, and give-and-take--may apply to price, schedule, technical requirements, type of contract, or other terms of a proposed contract.

3.9 “Notice of Intent to Award” means the written or electronic notice that the subrecipient publishes or publicly posts indicating that it has completed bid or offer evaluations and intends to award a contract or multiple contracts under a specific solicitation.  The Notice, as a minimum, must identify the:

(a) Subrecipient making the award and contact person; 

(b) Applicable solicitation number and title;

(c) Applicable contract number, term, and value; and

(d) Intended contractor(s) and address.

3.10  “Risk” is the potential for unsuccessful contract performance.  The consideration of risk assesses the degree to which an offeror’s proposed approach to achieving the technical factor may involve risk of schedule disruption, performance degradation, the need for increased oversight, and the likelihood of unsuccessful contract performance.  

3.11 “Protest” means a written objection by an interested party to any of the following: 

(a) [bookmark: wp1088691][bookmark: wp1088692]A solicitation or other request by a subrecipient for bids or offers for a contract for the procurement of property or services. 

(b) [bookmark: wp1088693]The cancellation of the solicitation or other request. 

(c) An award or proposed award of the contract. 

(d) A termination or cancellation of an award of the contract, if the written objection contains an allegation that the termination or cancellation is based in whole or in part on improprieties concerning the award of the contract

3.12 [bookmark: wp1090296]“Significant Weakness” in the proposal is a flaw that appreciably increases the risk of unsuccessful contract performance.
 
3.13 “Source Selection” means the formal process of evaluating competitive proposals in accordance with established source selection policies, procedures, and criteria to ultimately enter to into a procurement contract. All solicitations shall identify all requirements that offerors must fulfill and all other factors to be used in evaluating bids or proposals. 

3.14 “Source Selection Chair” means the individual who is authorized to handle all aspects of the procurement process including solicitation, source selection, award, contract administration, and contract closeout. 

3.15 “Source Selection Plan” means the written document which describes the formal process for evaluating offers and selecting a potential contactor for award.  The process begins with the establishment of an evaluation plan for a proposed acquisition and it ends when the Source Selection Chair selects or recommends a contractor to receive a contract award and debriefs the offerors. 

3.16 “Source selection information” means any of the following information that is prepared for use by the procuring activity for the purpose of evaluating a bid or proposal to enter into a procurement contract, if that information has not been previously made available to the public or disclosed publicly:

(a) Bid prices submitted in response to an invitation for bids, or lists of those bid prices before bid opening.

(b) Proposed costs or prices submitted in response to a solicitation, or lists of those proposed costs or prices.

(c) Source selection plan.

(d) Technical evaluation plans.

(e) Technical evaluations of proposals.

(f) Cost or price evaluations, including option year prices if applicable, of proposals.

(g) Competitive range determinations that identify proposals that have a reasonable chance of being selected for award of a contract.

(h) Rankings of bids, proposals, or competitors.

(i) Reports and evaluations of source selection panels, boards, or advisory councils.

(j) Other information marked as “Source Selection Information” that, if disclosed, would jeopardize the integrity or successful completion of the procurement to which the information relates.

3.17 “Strength” is an aspect of an offeror's proposal that has merit or exceeds specified performance or capability requirements in a way that will be advantageous to the subrecipient during contract performance.

3.18 “Subrecipient” means a Wisconsin entity, such as a local government, Indian tribe, or non-profit, that expends FTA grant funds received from WisDOT to carry out a program. 

3.19  “Weakness” means a flaw in the proposal that increases the risk of unsuccessful contract performance.

4.0 Source Selection Team and Responsibilities.  Source selection is accomplished by a team that is tailored to the specific procurement.  Team composition consists of the authorized individual who is typically the Source Selection Chair (the “Chair”) for the procurement.  The Source Selection Team (SST) members (the “evaluation team”) consists of subject-matter experts who should have experience in source selection.  

4.1        Use of Contractor Personnel.  Use of non-government personnel (contractor                                               personal) to conduct or assist in evaluations is prohibited.  

4.2 WisDOT Approval Required.  All members of the evaluation team shall be designated early in the procurement process and identified in pre-approval documents submitted to WisDOT for approval to release the solicitation.

4.3 Source Selection Chair Responsibilities.  As the lead person responsible for conducting the source selection, the Chair shall:

4.3.1 Properly and efficiently conduct the source selection process in accordance with this procedure and all applicable laws and regulations.

4.3.2 Appoint appropriate personnel to the SST and ensure that such individuals are knowledgeable of applicable policy and procedures and possess the requisite experience, skills, and training necessary to execute the source selection.  The intent is to ensure the highest level of membership participation and consistency for the duration of the selection process.

4.3.3 In concert with WisDOT, ensure that realistic source selection schedules are established and source selection events are conducted efficiently and effectively in meeting the overall procurement schedule.  The schedules must support proper and full compliance with source selection procedures outlined in this document and as applicable to the instant procurement.  

4.3.4 Ensure that all required approvals are obtained throughout the procurement process from solicitation development through contract award.

4.3.5 Before requesting WisDOT approval to release the solicitation, convene a meeting of the SST.  Ensure that team members have been duly appointed, briefed on standards of conduct and conflict of interest issues, and signed the required certification form (Form DOA-3780) which must accompany the submittal to WisDOT when requesting approval to release the solicitation.  Documents discussed and provided during this initial meeting include:

4.3.5.1 Request for Proposal (RFP) Evaluation Committee Checklist, Form DOA-3721

4.3.5.2 Assurance of Compliance with Procedures and Ethical Guidelines for Proposal Evaluation, Form DOA-3780

4.3.5.3 The solicitation (RFP) and all Attachments

4.3.5.4 Procurement Plan and Timeline

4.3.5.5 Instructions for Conducting Evaluations

4.3.5.6 Individual Evaluator Worksheets (make additional copies as needed)

4.3.5.7 Evaluation Panel Worksheet (Source Selection Chair only)

4.3.6 Serve as the single point of contact for all solicitation-related inquiries from actual or prospective offerors.  Consult with WisDOT, take appropriate action following an offeror’s inappropriate contact with any evaluation team member in an apparent attempt by the offeror to gain a competitive advantage over other offerors.  Such violation of the “no contact” rule could result in the offeror’s disqualification from further consideration for award.  Any violation of the “no contact” rule by evaluation team members would subject such member(s) to appropriate disciplinary action.

4.3.7 Ensure proper receipt and safeguarding of all source selection information at all times, including the separate retention of technical proposals from pricing proposals.

4.3.8 Oversee the effective operation of the evaluation committee, including conducting the consensus technical scoring of proposals such that final consensus scores assigned to Offerors accurately reflect the merits and value of the each proposal.

4.3.9 Determine the pricing point scores to be assigned to respective offerors after the technical evaluation of proposals has been completed.

4.3.10 Write the evaluation committee’s report or assigns the responsibility to one of the SST members.  Ensures that all SST members sign the report.  

4.3.11 Consult with WisDOT, make a determination to award without discussions, request oral presentations for the purpose of clarifying orders, or enter into negotiations.

4.3.12 Consult with WisDOT, select the successful offeror for award and publish the “Notice of Intent to Award.”

4.3.13 Document the rationale for the source selection decision and ensure proper retention and safeguarding of proposals.

4.3.14 Ensure that the Procurement History File is complete, including all source selection documentation, and available for review by interested parties after the “Notice of Intent to Award” is released.

4.3.15 Respond to any notice of intent to protest or protest and provide timely notice of the protest to WisDOT and the FTA (refer to Section 6.17 of the Request for Proposals Procurement Toolkit).

4.3.16 In concert with legal counsel and WisDOT, make any required decision concerning the protest.

4.4 SST Member Responsibilities.  SST members shall:

4.4.1 Safeguard source selection information in their possession at all times.

4.4.2 Immediately report to the Chair any attempt by any offeror to contact an evaluation team member.

4.4.3 Make themselves available for evaluation team meetings and comply with all established procurement-related schedules.

4.4.4 Comprehensively review and evaluate proposals against the solicitation’s stated requirements and the approved evaluation criteria.

4.4.5 Ensure that the evaluation is based solely on the evaluation criteria outlined in the RFP.

4.4.6 Complete individual evaluation sheets as required and provide the required narratives to support the offeror’s numerical scores.

4.4.7 Participate in the consensus scoring of technical proposals.

4.4.8 Assist the Chair in documenting the evaluation results.

4.4.9 Assist the Chair in any proceedings related to oral presentations or negotiations.

4.4.10 Support any post-source-selection activities, such as debriefings and post-award reviews/meetings, as required.

5.0      Process and Procedures

5.1	Procurement Plan and Timeline.  Section 6.4 of the Request for Proposals Procurement Guide Toolkit discusses the development and submission of a Procurement Plan (Form DOA-3720) and Timeline that must be submitted to WisDOT for pre-release approval of the solicitation.  The Chair shall present these documents to the Evaluation Team members at the first meeting of the team so that each member understands the procurement process and the criticality of steps involved in the process.

5.2 Solicitation Evaluation Criteria.  The Chair shall discuss the solicitation’s evaluation criteria with the Evaluation Team at its first meeting and ensure that team members understand when the assessment of Minimum Qualifications must be completed and when the team will meet to review the results of individual evaluations.  Depending upon the nature of the procurement, each solicitation should contain both minimum qualification requirements and specific evaluation criteria.  

	5.2.1    Minimum Qualifications.  Evaluators must first ascertain that each                                                                                                                  offeror’s proposal demonstrates that it meets the solicitation’s stated minimum qualifications or requirements in order to proceed further in the evaluation of its proposal.  The Chair shall provide prompt written notice to offerors who fail to meet the minimum qualifications that they have been excluded from further consideration.  Based on the solicitation, minimum offeror qualifications or requirements could address equipment or facility requirements, operational requirements (e.g. 24/7 operation), personnel qualifications and staffing requirements, vendor history in providing similar services or systems in the industry, software capability, etc.  This review must be strictly limited to the criteria established in the RFP. 
5.2.1 Specific Evaluation Criteria.  The Chair shall brief the evaluation team at its first meeting on the specific evaluation criteria (factors) and assigned weights for each factor.  The factors Professional “Competence,” “Capacity,” and “Experience” are considered “technical evaluation factors” which shall be evaluated by individual team members for each proposal.  The factor “Price” consists of each offeror’s pricing proposal, which shall be ranked only by the Chair, and the pertinent point score added to each offeror’s technical evaluation score to attain an overall evaluation score (technical and price). A rule of thumb for the weighting of price in the evaluation score is 30-40%.  Evaluation factors and points assigned depend upon the nature of the procurement and relative importance of each factor to the subrecipient.  FACTORS AND WEIGHTS IDENTIFIED IN THE SOLICITATION MUST BE STRICTLY ADHERED TO IN THE CONDUCT OF THE SOURCE SELECTION, AS EVIDENCED BY ALL SOURCE SELECTION DOCUMENTATION.  The following is an example of specific evaluation factors and their respective assigned weights:

5.2.1.1 Professional Competence (Maximum 25 points) - The extent to which the firm's proposal is complete and demonstrates a thorough understanding of the solicitation/contract requirements.  Depending upon the procurement, this includes elements such as technical approach; product construct, capability, and availability; operations and management plan; mastery of necessary processes, technology, and tools; quality control program; maintenance and training programs; record-keeping system; and others necessary to perform the contract.  

5.2.1.2 Capacity (Maximum 25 points) - The extent to which the firm’s proposal demonstrates that it has the financial and other resources necessary to perform the contract.  Depending upon the instant procurement, this includes elements such as the firm’s financial performance as evidenced by its latest annual audited Financial Statement; any leasing or financing agreements, liens or judgments; facilities, equipment, and software; key personnel and staffing (e.g., level, 24/7, etc.); personnel qualifications and certifications; insurance coverage; subcontracting and small business participation; and others necessary to perform the contract.

5.2.1.3 Experience (Maximum 20 points) - The extent to which the firm’s proposal demonstrates successful current and past corporate experience in performing similar work, including the level of achieved client satisfaction (references, past performance history, etc.).

5.2.1.4 Price (Maximum 30 Points) - The competitiveness of the offered prices. If applicable, option year prices must be evaluated.

5.3 Evaluation Protocol.  At the first meeting of the evaluation team, the Chair shall explain:

5.3.1 The need for safeguarding all source selection information.

5.3.2 The need for referring all offeror queries to the Chair and reporting any inappropriate offeror contact to the Chair for appropriate action.

5.3.3 The process for determining if all offerors meet the solicitation’s stated minimum qualifications requirements and notifying those who do not.

5.3.4 The process for initial individual scoring.  The evaluation committee individually scores each proposal against the RFP technical criteria not against competing offerors.  Evaluators should not be allowed to take proposals home to complete scoring.  

5.3.5 Any scoring sheets and scoring guidelines to be used in the evaluation process.

5.3.6 The difference between official evaluator scores and narratives and working notes.  Working notes are for the sole use and benefit of the evaluation committee member.  Notes are for the convenience of the evaluator and for discussion purposes.  They may not be distributed to anyone in a written format.  Scores and narratives are retained as part of the official Procurement History File.

5.3.7 The procedure by which evaluation members will submit questions to the Chair, to be asked of the offerors, to help clarify any ambiguities in the proposal.  Requests for clarification must be in writing to the Chair, who will forward them to the respective offerors.  Written responses are received by the Chair and distributed to the evaluation team members.

5.3.8 The procedure for discussions regarding scoring.  The Chair may call a meeting for the purpose of clarifying and discussing an evaluator's score.  At this meeting the evaluation team may discuss any variations in scoring of the technical criteria points.  This does not mean scores will be discarded or changed--only reviewed.  Sometimes, based upon information/clarification shared during the discussion an evaluator(s) may elect to change his/her scores.  However that is at the sole discretion of each evaluator.

5.3.9 That the Chair solely determines the pricing point score to be assigned to each offeror’s technical evaluation score based upon a rank order of price proposals received.  

5.3.10 That all written documents including e-mails related to the evaluation become part of the official Procurement History File.

5.3.11 The process for conducting reference checks and the reference check questions.  The team may split the reference checking among them or one person may be assigned to complete this task.  However, all references are asked the same set of questions.  The questions and the results of reference checks must be retained as part of the source selection documentation in the Procurement History File. 

5.4 Qualitative Evaluation.  Evaluation team members shall independently evaluate each proposal using the solicitation’s technical evaluation factors (Professional Competence, Capacity, and Experience).  

5.4.1 Adjectival Ratings.  Evaluators shall assess each proposal for strengths, weaknesses, benefits, and potential risks using the following adjectival ratings:

5.4.1.1 Excellent – Outstanding level of quality; the proposal indicates an exceptional approach and understanding of the requirement; significantly exceeds the minimum requirements in all respects; has a high probability of success (low risk of unsuccessful performance); no significant weaknesses.  Past performance is highly relevant to this procurement.  Excellent level of customer satisfaction and no performance complaints.  Value is 100 percent of total point score available for the evaluation factor.

5.4.1.2 Good – Substantial response; proposal meets requirements and indicates a thorough approach and understanding of the requirements; good probability of success (low risk of unsuccessful performance); strengths outweigh weaknesses.  Past performance is relevant to this procurement.  High level of customer satisfaction and minimal performance complaints.  Value is 80 percent of total point score available for the evaluation factor.

5.4.1.3 Acceptable – The proposal meets requirements and indicates an adequate approach and understanding of the requirements; strengths and weaknesses are offsetting or will have little or no impact on contract performance.  Risk of unsuccessful performance is no worse than moderate.  Past performance is relevant to this procurement.  Satisfactory level of customer satisfaction and few performance complaints.  Value is 50 percent of total point score available for the evaluation factor.

5.4.1.4 Marginal – The proposal lacks essential information and does not demonstrate an adequate approach or understanding of the requirements.  Proposal has one or more weaknesses that are not offset by strengths.  Risk of unsuccessful performance is high.  Past performance is somewhat relevant to this procurement.  Low level of customer satisfaction and moderate level of performance complaints.  Value is 20 percent of the total point score available for the evaluation factor.

5.4.1.5 Unacceptable – The proposal fails to meet minimum requirements; there is little likelihood of success; needs major revision to be made acceptable.  Past performance is not relevant to this procurement.  Low level of customer satisfaction and high level of performance complaints.  Value is zero percent of the total point score available for the evaluation factor.

5.4.2 Documenting Individual Evaluations.  Each evaluator shall substantiate each rating for each factor with a brief narrative to explain the evaluation.  The narrative shall be specific, addressing the strengths and weaknesses of the proposal in each area, and provide a sound rationale for the conclusion reached.  This will become the basis for the evaluator’s overall rating for each proposal.

5.5 Application of Evaluation Criteria.  Each evaluator shall independently evaluate the technical and qualitative aspects of each proposal.  The following summarizes the process for evaluating each offeror’s technical proposal:

5.5.1 Each evaluation member shall read and familiarize themselves with the solicitation, its scope of work, and technical evaluation factors.

5.5.2 Each evaluation member shall read all proposals in their entirety and conduct their own independent assessment of each proposal in conformance with the solicitation’s evaluation criteria.

5.5.3 Each evaluation member shall use the evaluation scoring sheets attached as appendices to this source selection plan.  Scoring sheets cannot introduce a completely new element or evaluation criteria different from what was in the solicitation.  Evaluation criteria cannot be modified without a formal amendment to the solicitation.

5.5.4 Each evaluation member will read and assign a score for each evaluation factor contained in the evaluation score sheet (except price – see 5.5.7, below.  Pricing evaluations are kept separate from technical evaluations to ensure that price does not influence the evaluation of offerors’ technical capabilities).  This is done by first determining the adjectival rating which the evaluator will assign for the factor being rated.  Second, by multiplying the numerical percentage value assigned to that adjectival value by the weight (points) assigned to that evaluation factor to arrive at the individual factor’s computed numerical value.  The sum total of all such computed values (sum value of all factors) will equal 70 points or less for the technical evaluation factors.

5.5.5 Each evaluation member must write a narrative that supports the adjectival rating and justifies the final numerical scoring.  Both strengths and weaknesses must be discussed and narratives should be consistent with the adjectival ratings and the numerical scores.

5.5.6 Consensus Scoring.  After all evaluation members have completed their technical evaluation, they normally:  (i) meet as a group under the direction of the Chair to discuss individual evaluations; and (ii) arrive at a written consensus report which includes the technical ranking of proposals including specific technical comments for each proposal.

5.5.6.1 A consensus rating arrived at by the evaluation team after considering and discussing all information provided by an Offeror represents a more accurate assessment of an Offeror’s proposal than a mathematical average of individual evaluators' scores.  

5.5.6.2 With the Chair’s facilitation, the evaluation team considers one proposal at a time, comparing the proposal against the RFP’s specifications.  Evaluators openly discuss the relative strengths and weaknesses of an Offeror's proposal in each area.  This helps ensure that nothing proposed by an Offeror in response to a requirement is overlooked.  The discussion may provide additional insight into an Offeror's proposal and/or correct individual evaluator’s misperceptions.  As such, the team’s consensus score may differ from the initial score of the majority of evaluators and from the mathematical average of the individual scores.  

5.5.6.3 As with proposal evaluation and scoring which individual evaluators did, narrative documentation is required for all evaluation factors that either exceed the specification or do not meet the specification in some manner.  The most important factor in assigning a final consensus score to any item is that the score accurately reflect the merits and value of the Offeror's proposal for that item.

5.5.6.4 Once the team has arrived at a consensus score for all evaluation factors and summary consensus technical scores for all Offerors, the Chair documents the consensus scores along with the team’s narrative documentation of noted strengths and weaknesses.  

5.5.7 After the technical evaluations have been completed, the Chair will open price proposals, sum the total of each line item for all contract years for each proposal, and assign points for the pricing proposals as follows: 

Lowest total price (including option years) – 100% of 30 points
Second lowest price (including options years) – 80% of 30 points
Third lowest price (including option years) – 60% of 30 points
Fourth lowest price (including option years) – 40% of 30 points
Fifth lowest price (including option years) -	20% of 30 points
Sixth and lower (including option years) – 10% of 30 points

5.6 Evaluation Completed.  Depending upon the procurement’s competitive circumstances (i.e., whether multiple competitive offers were received or only a single offer received), the Chair may proceed as described below.  Irrespective of the procurement’s competitive circumstances, the Chair must always obtain WisDOT approval prior to requesting clarifications, scheduling oral presentations or negotiations, or requesting Best and Final Offers.

5.6.1 Competitive Circumstances (More Than One Offer).  Once the evaluation committee has completed its initial technical evaluation of offers and ranked the offerors on all factors except price, the committee may recommend that the Chair:

5.6.1.1 Proceed with award.  Open and score the attendant pricing proposals to determine the apparent successful offeror based upon the final evaluation scoring which includes price (this is the preferred method of award); OR

5.6.1.2 Schedule oral presentations.  Provide offerors with a list of questions or issues concerning their proposals that require explanation or clarification and schedule the offerors for oral presentations to address such issues concerning their proposals (but not to modify their proposals).  Oral presentations are for explanation or clarification only; offerors shall not be permitted to revise their proposals; and presentations will NOT be scored.  After such presentations, the Chair will open and evaluate the attendant pricing proposals to determine the apparent successful offeror; OR

5.6.1.3 Schedule negotiations.  Negotiate any outstanding conditions, exceptions, reservations, or understanding to any of the contractual requirements, including any pricing issues, with a “short” list of the top-ranked (usually no more than three offerors).  This “short” list (or “competitive range”) is determined after the Chair has opened pricing proposals and made a clear point demarcation between offerors who have made the “short” list and those who have not.  Following negotiations, offerors will be required to submit a sealed “Best and Final Offer” (BAFO) that would reflect any modifications made to their proposals as a result of the negotiations.  The evaluation committee will conduct a final technical evaluation and the Chair will evaluate any revised pricing proposals before making a determination of the apparent successful offeror.

5.6.2 Non-Competitive (Single Offer) Circumstances.  When only a single offer is received in response to a solicitation, the subrecipient is essentially in a sole source situation that requires certain procedures for determining “price reasonableness.”  The offer still must be evaluated according to evaluation criteria noted in the solicitation. Procedures for handling of a single offer are described in the RFP Procurement Guide, Section 6.11, paragraph c.  If, after contacting vendors on the original source list, the subrecipient discovers a fatal flaw in the solicitation that restricted “full and open” competition, the subrecipient is required to notify WisDOT, modify the solicitation, and re-solicit the procurement.

6.0	Committee Report.  The Chair is responsible for ensuring the proper preparation of the committee report and retention of the report in the Procurement History File.  As a minimum, the report shall include the following elements:

6.1 A brief description of the solicitation (number and title) including the solicitation’s scope of work, independent cost estimate, when it was issued, and when it closed.

6.2 A discussion that includes the names of sources solicited, how many offers were received and from whom, and whether any firms were disqualified for not meeting the solicitation’s stated minimum qualifications.

6.3 How questions and answers to the solicitation were raised and addressed and a discussion of any solicitation amendments issued.

6.4 Source Selection Chair and committee member names, titles, and organizations.

6.5 Committee meeting dates and purpose of the meetings.

6.6 A matrix of scores showing individual offeror scores and final evaluated scores (including price).

6.7 A narrative discussing overall strengths and weaknesses of each offeror’s proposal.  This includes the results of reference checks.

6.8 A discussion of any dissenting opinions and how resolved.

6.9 A discussion of any oral presentations or negotiations held, when held, with whom, and the result of such events.

6.10 Whether Best and Final Offers were requested, from which offerors, and the net result of such offers.

6.11 A recommendation for contract award to the apparent responsive, responsible offeror and a brief narrative of the basis for this recommendation.


APPENDIX - INDIVIDUAL, SUMMARY, AND CONSENSUS EVALUATION WORKSHEETS

INDIVIDUAL EVALUATOR WORKSHEET

FACTOR ONE

Professional Competence (Maximum 25 points) 

This factor measures the extent to which the firm's proposal is complete and demonstrates a thorough understanding of the solicitation/contract requirements.  Depending upon the procurement, this includes elements such as technical approach; product construct, capability, and availability; operations and management plan; mastery of necessary processes, technology, and tools; quality control program; maintenance and training programs; record-keeping system; and others necessary to perform the contract.

RATING DESCRIPTION

Excellent – Outstanding level of quality; the proposal indicates an exceptional approach and understanding of the requirement; significantly exceeds the minimum requirements in all respects; has a high probability of success (low risk of unsuccessful performance); no significant weaknesses.  Past performance is highly relevant to this procurement.  Excellent level of customer satisfaction and no performance complaints.  Value is 100 percent of total point score available for the evaluation factor.

Good – Substantial response; proposal meets requirements and indicates a thorough approach and understanding of the requirements; good probability of success (low risk of unsuccessful performance); strengths outweigh weaknesses.  Past performance is relevant to this procurement.  High level of customer satisfaction and minimal performance complaints.  Value is 80 percent of total point score available for the evaluation factor.
 
Acceptable – The proposal meets requirements and indicates an adequate approach and understanding of the requirements; strengths and weaknesses are offsetting or will have little or no impact on contract performance.  Risk of unsuccessful performance is no worse than moderate.  Past performance is relevant to this procurement.  Satisfactory level of customer satisfaction and few performance complaints.  Value is 50 percent of total point score available for the evaluation factor.

Marginal – The proposal lacks essential information and does not demonstrate an adequate approach or understanding of the requirements.  Proposal has one or more weaknesses that are not offset by strengths.  Risk of unsuccessful performance is high.  Past performance is somewhat relevant to this procurement.  Low level of customer satisfaction and moderate level of performance complaints.  Value is 20 percent of the total point score available for the evaluation factor.

Unacceptable – The proposal fails to meet minimum requirements; there is little likelihood of success; needs major revision to be made acceptable.  Past performance is not relevant to this procurement.  Low level of customer satisfaction and high level of performance complaints.  Value is zero percent of the total point score available for the evaluation factor.

RFP NUMBER AND TITLE _____________________________________________________________________

EVALUATOR NAME __________________________________________________________________________

OFFEROR NAME _____________________________________________________________________________

DESCRIPTIVE RATING FOR THIS FACTOR ______________________________________________________

NUMERICAL SCORE FOR THIS FACTOR (20 Points x Percentage Value) _______________________________

SUPPORTING NARRATIVE:


EVALUATOR SIGNATURE AND DATE __________________________________________________________
INDIVIDUAL EVALUATOR WORKSHEET

FACTOR TWO

Capacity (Maximum 25 points) - The extent to which the firm’s proposal demonstrates that it has the financial and other resources necessary to perform the contract.  Depending upon the procurement, this includes elements such as the firm’s financial performance as evidenced by its latest annual audited Financial Statement; any leasing or financing agreements, liens or judgments; facilities, equipment, and software; key personnel and staffing (e.g., level, 24/7, etc.); personnel qualifications and certifications; insurance coverage; subcontracting and small business participation; and others necessary to perform the contract. 

RATING DESCRIPTION

Excellent – Outstanding level of quality; the proposal indicates an exceptional approach and understanding of the requirement; significantly exceeds the minimum requirements in all respects; has a high probability of success (low risk of unsuccessful performance); no significant weaknesses.  Past performance is highly relevant to this procurement.  Excellent level of customer satisfaction and no performance complaints.  Value is 100 percent of total point score available for the evaluation factor.

Good – Substantial response; proposal meets requirements and indicates a thorough approach and understanding of the requirements; good probability of success (low risk of unsuccessful performance); strengths outweigh weaknesses.  Past performance is relevant to this procurement.  High level of customer satisfaction and minimal performance complaints.  Value is 80 percent of total point score available for the evaluation factor.

Acceptable – The proposal meets requirements and indicates an adequate approach and understanding of the requirements; strengths and weaknesses are offsetting or will have little or no impact on contract performance.  Risk of unsuccessful performance is no worse than moderate.  Past performance is relevant to this procurement.  Satisfactory level of customer satisfaction and few performance complaints.  Value is 50 percent of total point score available for the evaluation factor.

Marginal – The proposal lacks essential information and does not demonstrate an adequate approach or understanding of the requirements.  Proposal has one or more weaknesses that are not offset by strengths.  Risk of unsuccessful performance is high.  Past performance is somewhat relevant to this procurement.  Low level of customer satisfaction and moderate level of performance complaints.  Value is 20 percent of the total point score available for the evaluation factor.

Unacceptable – The proposal fails to meet minimum requirements; there is little likelihood of success; needs major revision to be made acceptable.  Past performance is not relevant to this procurement.  Low level of customer satisfaction and high level of performance complaints.  Value is zero percent of the total point score available for the evaluation factor.

RFP NUMBER AND TITLE _____________________________________________________________________

EVALUATOR NAME __________________________________________________________________________

OFFEROR NAME _____________________________________________________________________________

DESCRIPTIVE RATING FOR THIS FACTOR ______________________________________________________

NUMERICAL SCORE FOR THIS FACTOR (25 Points x Percentage Value) _______________________________

SUPPORTING NARRATIVE:



EVALUATOR SIGNATURE AND DATE __________________________________________________________

INDIVIDUAL EVALUATOR WORKSHEET

FACTOR THREE

Experience (Maximum 20 points) - The extent to which the firm’s proposal demonstrates successful current and past corporate experience in performing similar work, including the level of achieved client satisfaction (references, past performance history, etc.).

RATING DESCRIPTION

Excellent – Outstanding level of quality; the proposal indicates an exceptional approach and understanding of the requirement; significantly exceeds the minimum requirements in all respects; has a high probability of success (low risk of unsuccessful performance); no significant weaknesses.  Past performance is highly relevant to this procurement.  Excellent level of customer satisfaction and no performance complaints.  Value is 100 percent of total point score available for the evaluation factor.

Good – Substantial response; proposal meets requirements and indicates a thorough approach and understanding of the requirements; good probability of success (low risk of unsuccessful performance); strengths outweigh weaknesses.  Past performance is relevant to this procurement.  High level of customer satisfaction and minimal performance complaints.  Value is 80 percent of total point score available for the evaluation factor.

Acceptable – The proposal meets requirements and indicates an adequate approach and understanding of the requirements; strengths and weaknesses are offsetting or will have little or no impact on contract performance.  Risk of unsuccessful performance is no worse than moderate.  Past performance is relevant to this procurement.  Satisfactory level of customer satisfaction and few performance complaints.  Value is 50 percent of total point score available for the evaluation factor.

Marginal – The proposal lacks essential information and does not demonstrate an adequate approach or understanding of the requirements.  Proposal has one or more weaknesses that are not offset by strengths.  Risk of unsuccessful performance is high.  Past performance is somewhat relevant to this procurement.  Low level of customer satisfaction and moderate level of performance complaints.  Value is 20 percent of the total point score available for the evaluation factor.

Unacceptable – The proposal fails to meet minimum requirements; there is little likelihood of success; needs major revision to be made acceptable.  Past performance is not relevant to this procurement.  Low level of customer satisfaction and high level of performance complaints.  Value is zero percent of the total point score available for the evaluation factor.

RFP NUMBER AND TITLE _____________________________________________________________________

EVALUATOR NAME __________________________________________________________________________

OFFEROR NAME _____________________________________________________________________________

DESCRIPTIVE RATING FOR THIS FACTOR ______________________________________________________

NUMERICAL SCORE FOR THIS FACTOR (25 Points x Percentage Value) _______________________________

SUPPORTING NARRATIVE:






EVALUATOR SIGNATURE AND DATE __________________________________________________________

SUMMARY – INDIVIDUAL EVALUATOR WORKSHEET


RFP NUMBER AND TITLE _____________________________________________________________________

EVALUATOR NAME __________________________________________________________________________

OFFEROR NAME _____________________________________________________________________________

SUMMARY DESCRIPTIVE RATING FOR ALL FACTORS __________________________________________

TOTAL NUMERICAL SCORE FOR ALL FACTORS (Maximum 70 Points) ______________________________

PROFESSIONAL COMPETENCE (MAXIMUM 20 POINTS)	_____

CAPACITY (MAXIMUM 25 POINTS)			_____

EXPERIENCE (MAXIMUM 25 POINTS) 			_____


SUMMARY SUPPORTING NARRATIVE:

































EVALUATOR SIGNATURE AND DATE __________________________________________________________

EVALUATION COMMITTEE CONSENSUS RATING SUMMARY SHEET


RFP NUMBER AND TITLE _____________________________________________________________________

1. “Technical Score” is the Evaluation Committee’s consensus score for each offeror following completion of individual evaluator scoring and Committee discussion of ratings.

2. “Price Score” is assigned by the Evaluation Committee Chair based upon previously determined points available for lowest price offer, second lowest price offer, etc.

3. “Total Score” is the sum of the technical score and the price score.

4. “Overall Rank” is the numerical ranking of offerors “1” through “X” based upon the total score.  For negotiation purposes, typically the highest overall ranking (2-3) offerors constitute the “competitive range.” 


	
OFFEROR NAME
	TECHNICAL SCORE
	PRICE SCORE
	TOTAL SCORE
	OVERALL RANK

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	



NOTE:  See the accompanying Evaluation Committee report for details concerning the evaluation process and evaluation results.  At this point:

1. Award can be made to offeror with the highest total score without discussions if the solicitation so provides, OR

2. Clarifications can be sought from all offerors and oral presentations scheduled (if approved by WisDOT) WITHOUT an opportunity for offerors to modify their original proposals, OR

3. Negotiations can occur (if approved by WisDOT) in which case offerors must submit a “Best and Final Offer” (BAFO), which will require a final round of evaluations and scoring. 

ALL EVALUATION COMMITTEE MEMBERS AGREE THAT THE ABOVE SCORES ACCURATELY REFLECT THE COMMITTEE’S OVERALL ASSESSMENT OF OFFERS RECEIVED IN RESPONSE TO THIS SOLICITATION.  THE COMMITTEE RECOMMENDS THE FOLLOWING ACTION (CHOOSE 1, 2, OR 3 ABOVE): _____________________________________________________________________________________________


EVALUATOR SIGNATURE AND DATE __________________________________________________________

EVALUATOR SIGNATURE AND DATE __________________________________________________________

EVALUATOR SIGNATURE AND DATE___________________________________________________________

SOURCE SELECTION CHAIR SIGNATURE AND DATE _______________________________________________
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