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ESTABLISHING EFFECTIVE EVALUATION CRITERIA AND 

AN EFFECTIVE SCORING METHOD
EVALUATION CRITERIA.  Evaluation criteria are the factors an agency uses to determine which of several competing proposals submitted in response to an RFP would best meet the agency’s needs.  In establishing effective evaluation criteria, an agency must clearly identify the factors relevant to its selection of a vendor and then prioritize or weight the factors according their importance in satisfying the agency’s needs in the procurement.  Together, the proper identification and weighing of the evaluation criteria along with a consensus on the meanings of the criteria will form an evaluation plan that will provide the agency with a common standard by which to judge the merit of competing proposals.  This allows the agency to rank the proposals received while simultaneously providing offerors with a fair basis for comparison.
WHY ARE EFFECTIVE CRITERIA NEEDED?  First, they offer all potential offerors a fair and equitable method of having their proposal reviewed and considered as a potential solution in a consistent and similar manner as their competitors.  Second, they provide evaluators with a clear and concise method of identifying the competent offerors and allow the agency to rank the proposals and ultimately select the best value.  

ESTABLISH EVALUATION CRITERIA.  Before writing the RFP, establish the evaluation criteria by clearly identifying the factors relevant to selection of a contractor.  Then prioritize or weight the factors according their importance in satisfying the agency’s needs in the procurement.  
Evaluation criteria should be individually tailored to each RFP.  For criteria to be effective, they should have the following characteristics:
· Clear – not subject to multiple interpretations, not ambiguous
· Relative – all key elements of the project requirements must relate to the requirement definition and be covered by evaluation criteria

· Discriminating – separate best, average and weaker proposals

· Non-discriminatory – fair and reasonable

· Realistic – given the nature or value of the contract

· Measurable – must have distinguishing importance

· Economical – use of the criteria should not consume an unreasonable amount of time or resources

· Justifiable – make sense and can be justified on common sense, technical and legal basis; mandatory and heavily weighted criteria must be justified

WEIGHTS.  Weights reflect the relative importance of each of the evaluation criteria to the agency.  A statement in the RFP of the specific weighting to be used for each factor and subfactor, while not required, is recommended so that all offerors will have sufficient guidance to prepare their proposals.  If specific weighting is not published, the agency must state criteria in order of relative importance.  In the latter case, factors are typically ranked in decreasing order of importance.

ESTABLISH SCORING METHOD AND WORKSHEETS.  Establishment of a scoring method and worksheets will result in a standard approach to scoring.  This will eliminate some of the personal bias and take some of the arbitrariness out of scoring.  The committee needs to establish a good working definition for each range of scores.  Knowing when to assign a 75 versus an 85, for example, will ensure that evaluators can agree on a score rather than rely on simply averaging the different scores.  
Working definitions for a criterion worth 100 points could be: 

Example 1.  

Assume the criteria being rated is based on a scale of 1-100:


0 – 60 points

Unsatisfactory – Requirements essentially not met


61– 75 points
Satisfactory – Minimally meets requirements


76 – 90 points
Good – Meets most requirements

91– 100 points
Excellent – Substantially exceeds requirements

Example 1 is poor because it fails to promote an objective evaluation.  It doesn’t provide any assistance in differentiating a “good” from a “satisfactory”.  

Conversely, following is an example which helps evaluators by providing more precise definitions and boundaries on the scoring.  It sets the agenda for discussions among the evaluators.

Example 2.

Again, assume the criteria being evaluated is based on a scale of 1-100:

· If the requirement (objective) is particularly difficult to meet and the proposal offers an approach which, with little or no risk, will yield a result which exceeds requirements qualitatively, the item should score 95 - 100 points, dependent upon the level of exceptional features offered.

· If the requirement is relatively difficult to meet, the majority of the factors are acceptable, no major deficiencies or risks exist therein, and the collective approach yields a qualitative benefit beyond that which is minimal, a score of 85 - 94 points should be assigned, dependent upon the benefits to be attained.

· If the majority of the factors meet standards, the requirement is not overly difficult to meet, and the factors which are deficient are of a very minor nature or are susceptible to easy correction, the item should be scored 70 - 84.

· If the majority of important factors are acceptable, but one or more factors is deficient and some minor risk is involved in the correction thereof, the score for the item should be 60 - 69.

· If a majority of the factors for the item are deficient and their correction, either collectively or individually, poses a serious problem in correction or has a “domino” effect on other design features, or the approach poses a high risk without means for correction, if the approach fails, or the approach is undesirable, a score of 1-59 should be assigned, with the lower score indicating a serious or severe condition.

Of course, the above are only examples of definitions.  Each should be more defined based on the needs of the agency and the solicitation issued.
EVALUATING COST.  Cost of information technology procurements is usually significant and critical.  When evaluating a best value RFP, cost means the total cost of ownership over the life of the purchase, typically considered as a period of five years.  TCO may include all purchase, operating, and related costs for a product or service.  It includes, but is not limited to, purchase price, implementation costs associated with a particular approach, operating costs, maintenance, downtime, energy costs, as well as the costs of leaving at the end of the contract.
SCORING COST.  There are several different methods to award points based on the cost of each proposal. Cost must be one of the evaluation factors for an RFP, so the dollar amount must be converted into a score, or awarded points. 

Cost of information technology procurements is usually significant and critical.  When evaluating a best value RFP, cost means the total cost of ownership over the life of the purchase, typically considered as a period of five years.  
Following is an example of the ratio method, the most common method of scoring cost.  With this method, the proposal with the lowest cost receives the maximum points allowed. All other proposals receive a percentage of the points available based on their cost relationship to the lowest. This is determined by applying the following formula:

       Lowest Cost           x   Maximum Points Available   =   Awarded Points
Cost Being Evaluated

Example: Vendor A’s total cost for the proposal is $105,000. Vendor B’s cost is $125,000, Vendor C’s cost is $110,000, and Vendor D’s cost is $140,000. Total points available for cost is 150 points.

Vendor A:
$105,000 x 150  = 1.00 x 150 = 150.00 points

$105,000
Vendor B:
$105,000 x 150  = 0.84 x 150 = 126.00 points

$125,000
Vendor C:
$105,000 x 150  = 0.95 x 150 = 143.18 points

$110,000
Vendor D:
$105,000 x 150  = 0.75 x 150 = 112.50 points

$140,000
Vendor A receives 150 points for cost; Vendor B receives 126 points; Vendor C receives 143.18 points; Vendor D receives 112.50 points.
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