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1.  DESCRIPTION OF SERVICE TO BE ACQUIRED
The purpose of this procurement is to award a task order to one construction contractor using the Region 6, Indefinite Delivery Indefinite Quantity (IDIQ) Multiple Award Task Order Construction Contract (MATOC) with Construction Manager as Constructor (CMc) Capabilities, for the states of Iowa, Kansas, Missouri, and Nebraska contract for the Window Restoration at the United States Courthouse, 131 E 4th Street, Davenport, Iowa.
A complete facility renovation was completed in 2006.   In 2010 Region 6 obtained BA64 funds to prepare a window study to make informed decisions regarding the preservation of the original windows in this Courthouse.  Based on this study a scope of work for this project was developed.  The work will clean, repair or restore the building’s windows based upon the specific conditions at each window.  A blast resistant storm window will be installed on the interior of the historic windows.

All OSHA, federal, state and local codes relating to safety must be strictly adhered to at all times.   

2.  PURPOSE OF THIS TECHNICAL EVALUATION PLAN
While a written plan is not required per FAR 16.505(b)(v)(B), this Technical Evaluation Plan establishes the criteria, methodology, and organization, to be used in the evaluation and selection of a contractor for this task order.  This informal selection process will provide fair opportunity, as required by FAR 16.505(b)(1), to all contract holders by evaluating and selecting the offeror whose proposal represents a “Best Value” to the Government, price and technical factors considered.  

3.  ORGANIZATIONAL STRUCTURE OF TECHNICAL EVALUATION PROCEDURE
An informal Technical Evaluation Board (TEB) is established.  The TEB will report to the Contracting Officer (CO) for this task order.  The TEB is composed of specialists who are responsible for assisting the Contracting Officer in developing the Technical Evaluation Plan (TEP), and for evaluating (reviewing, ranking, and rating) the proposals in accordance with the TEP and the Request for Proposals (RFP).

Members:

Contracting Officer (CO) for the Task Order
The CO is responsible for appointing the members of the Technical Evaluation Board (TEB).  He will review and approve the proposed schedule of all actions required from receipt of proposals to signing of the task order.  He is charged with making the final contractor decision after review and consideration of all information and data available.  He directs the entire selection process including review and approval of the TEP.  He also provides the TEB with appropriate guidance and instructions for conducting the evaluation and selection.

Duties also include preparing and issuing the RFP; issuing any amendments to the RFP; conducting pre-proposal conferences; advertising the requirements; safeguarding classified or other sensitive material, including all proposals and amendments; conducting and coordinating cost or price analysis, conducting/controlling all discussions and negotiations with offerors per FAR 16.505(b)(3) using the policies and methods in FAR 15.4; determining contractor responsibility in accordance with FAR 9.1; taking all necessary contractual actions; and conducting the debriefing of unsuccessful offerors as required by FAR 16.505(b)(4).

Voting Member/Chairperson/Project Manager
The Project Manager will serve as the Chairperson.  He is responsible for preparing TEB reports; ensuring the Conflict of Interest and Non-Disclosure Agreement is signed at the beginning of the procurement; ensuring that all procurement evaluation requirements are met including safeguarding proposals and source selection information, evaluation of offers, evaluating final proposal revisions, and recommending the final selection decision for award of the task order.  He will ensure the entire selection process is conducted properly and efficiently.

Voting Members / Technical Advisors
The Technical Advisors/Members for this procurement shall be the Contracting Officers Representative (COR) and Contract Specialist (CS) for the Task Order.  An Iowa Field Office Associate will be invited to be a voting member as well.  Additionally, since this is a historical renovation project the Historical Building Program Coordinator will be a voting member.  They will each provide written documentation reflecting each person’s evaluation of the proposals.  Each shall provide or make available any technical advice necessary to properly evaluate the proposals.

C.  Schedule and Agenda of TEB
The TEB will meet as necessary during the procurement.

There will be an initial meeting to discuss the purpose, expectations, and goals of the procurement.  The Contracting Officer will brief members on the sensitivity of the evaluation process and prohibition against unauthorized disclosure of information

The board members will review technical qualifications immediately after receipt of proposals and evaluate the technical qualifications of all Offerors.  The price proposals will be provided to the TEB for evaluation after the technical evaluation is completed.
If the TEB members do not recommend the selection and award of a task order based upon initial offers, the Contracting Officer will then negotiate with all Offerors using the policies and methods in FAR 15.4.  A request for final proposal revisions will be made once negotiations are complete.
After final proposal revisions are received, technical qualifications will be evaluated again for technical factors and price.  The TEB members will prepare a final evaluation and recommendation.
4.  PRESOLICITATION ACTIVITIES
To satisfy the requirements of FAR 16.505(b)(iii)(B), Request for Proposals (RFP) will be solicited from all  Region 6, Indefinite Delivery Indefinite Quantity (IDIQ) Multiple Award Task Order Construction Contract (MATOC) with Construction Manager as Constructor (CMc) Capabilities firms through FedBizOpps.

5.  SUMMARY OF ACQUISITION STRATEGY
The competitive proposal method (best value) will be used for this procurement.  The TEB will evaluate proposals in accordance with the evaluation process described in this Technical Evaluation Plan.  For this acquisition, technical qualifications are significantly more important than cost or price.
The acquisition plan/schedule is in the official file.
6.  STATEMENT OF THE EVALUATION FACTORS AND THEIR RELATIVE ORDER OF IMPORTANCE
The Government will make award to the responsible offeror whose offer conforms to the solicitation and is most advantageous to the Government, technical factors and cost or price considered.  For this solicitation, technical quality is significantly more important than cost or price.  As proposals become more equal in their technical merit, the evaluated price becomes more important.  The award may be made without negotiations.  Therefore, offerors will be requested to submit initial proposals to the Government on the most favorable terms from a technical and price standpoint.  The Government reserves the right to conduct negotiations. 
The technical evaluation factors are listed in ascending order of importance.

EVALUATION CRITERIA ELEMENT


PERCENTAGE WEIGHT
1.  Historical Building Project Experience and Past Performance

20%
2.  Historical Window Restoration Experience and Past Performance
40%
3.  Project Plan







40%
Total








100%
7.  DESCRIPTION OF THE EVALUATION PROCESS, METHODOLOGY AND TECHNIQUES
The “best value concept” will be used for selecting the contractors.  The best value concept is a method of evaluating price and other factors specified in the solicitation with the goal being to select the proposals that offer the best value to the Government.  

Each proposal shall be evaluated against the evaluation standards.  Following the evaluation, an assessment of all proposals received will be made to determine which offeror represents the best value to the Government.  The Technical Evaluation Board's business judgment will govern the best value decision.

The Government intends to award one task order to the responsible offeror whose offer conforms to the solicitation and is most advantageous to the Government, price and technical factors considered.

8.  ELEMENTS OF THE EVALUATION PROCESS
Evaluation of Technical Proposals:  Technical proposals must be evaluated against the evaluation factors listed in the RFP and the related standards and requirements outlined herein.  Evaluators must use their best judgment in rating each proposal against the established standard for each factor.  Evaluators must not evaluate one proposal against other proposals.

         Definitions.

Deficiency is 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.

Weakness is a flaw in the proposal that increases the risk of unsuccessful contract performance.  A "significant weakness" in the proposal is a flaw that appreciably increases the risk of unsuccessful contract performance.  

Strength is any factor that will ensure successful contract performance.
The lowest rating a factor can receive is “unacceptable”.  This means the response provided to the technical factor in question fails to meet the standard and would require major revisions to the proposal to make it acceptable.

At the other end of the rating scale is “excellent”.  This rating is reserved for proposals that are superior to and significantly exceed the standard.  Between the two extremes of “unacceptable” and “excellent” are four other ratings - “poor”, “fair”, “good”, and “very good”.  
Technical proposals will be scored using numerical scores of 0 through 10.  The attachment, Scoring Guidelines, Technical Evaluation Factors, describes adjective ratings that relates to the numerical score.

Evaluators will independently review proposals against the evaluation standard and document the results on the worksheets attached to this plan.  Numerical scores of 0 to 10 will be assigned to each factor or project.  The worksheets will also be used to document the rationale for the numerical score by identifying strengths, weaknesses and deficiencies in the proposal.  The raw scores will be multiplied by the weights indicated in paragraph 6, and documented by the evaluator on the Summary Evaluation Sheet.  
For each deficiency identified, the evaluator must provide: an explanation as to why one or more minimum requirements outlined in the solicitation is not met; an opinion, with supporting rationale, as to whether the deficiency can be remedied by the offeror; and an opinion, with supporting rationale, as to whether remedying the deficiency (assuming it is technically feasible to do so) would entail so substantial a revision of the proposal as to amount to allowing the submission of a second proposal.

Any needed clarification or additional information will be obtained by the Contracting Officer through communication with the offeror concerned.

Consensus:  After the board members have evaluated the proposals, the TEB will meet and formulate its collective conclusion.  A consensus score will be assigned to each proposal by the TEB and documented on the TEB Consensus Summary Evaluation Sheet.  The TEB will array the proposals’ based on the total score from highest to lowest and document these findings on the TEB Consensus Score Summary.  
Cost or Price Evaluation:  Cost or price will not be assigned a numerical weight, point score or adjectival rating.   Per FAR 16.505(b)(3) the Contracting Officer will use the policy and methods in FAR 15.4 to evaluate the cost estimate or price, not only to determine whether it is reasonable, but also to determine the offeror’s understanding of the work and ability to perform the contract.  The Contracting Officer will document the cost or price evaluation.

Considering Technical Evaluation Results and Price:  The TEB will add price to the Consensus Score Summary.  Price will be used to judge the value of the work to be done and quality of services to be furnished, and not as an addition to the cumulative score or rating resulting from the technical evaluation.  

Per the solicitation offerors are requested to submit initial proposals to the Government providing the most favorable terms from a technical and price standpoint.  At this point in the evaluation it is considered that “fair opportunity”, as stated in FAR 16.505(b)(1), has been given to all offerors.  Any proposal having a “poor or unacceptable” rating on any of the technical factors will be deemed not technically qualified for performance of this task order and removed from further consideration.  

Negotiations:  If negotiations are recommended by the TEB, the Contracting Officer shall conduct and document negotiations in accordance with FAR 15.4.  If proposal revisions are requested from offerors each TEB member will evaluate the revisions and document any changes to technical scores.  Board members will reach a consensus on scores only after final proposal revisions, unless award is recommended on the basis of initial proposals.  The final evaluation will be governed by the same basic rules and considerations as those which apply to the evaluation of the initial technical proposals.

After evaluation of the final proposals and all relevant information available, a summary conclusion will be developed.  The summary conclusion will include a narrative justification indicating sound rationale for the rating and the judgment applied.  If cost/technical trade-offs are recommended, a written explanation for each trade-off will be provided to explain the rationale for the recommendation.  The TEB will make a recommendation for selection of the contractor.  The Contracting Officer will make the final decision.
9.  TECHNICAL EVALUATION FACTORS

FACTOR A:  Historical Building Project Experience and Past Performance

Weight:

20%

Maximum Raw Score
=
10 for each project
· The two projects will be rated individually with 10 points possible for each project.  The two scores are added together and divided by 2 to find the average.  That number is then inserted in the weighting formula.  
Description:  This factor considers the Offeror’s experience in pre-planing and execution of similar projects, identifying potential risks (risks they do not control on a project that is being competed), how they minimize such risks, how efficiently they plan the work, how efficiently they execute the work (scheduling), did they meet their completion date, did they remain within their budget and overall client satisfaction.  
Standard for Evaluation:  Using Form 1, included The Solicitation, offerors shall submit one form for each project to include the following items, in a non-technical as possible manner:
1.
The Offeror shall submit, not exceeding two (2) pages per project, detailed descriptions of two (2) completed projects for evaluation, with a contact/reference for each project.  All projects shall have been completed within the last five (5) years.  Projects shall be identified by the Offeror as being “Similar” (as defined below) in size, scope, and complexity to the requirements provided in the specifications.  Projects shall be identified as being completed in a “Quality” (as defined below) manner.   The Offeror is responsible for demonstrating how projects they deem “Similar” are in-fact comparable in size, scope, and complexity.  The Offeror is responsible for demonstrating how projects they deem “Quality” were in-fact delivered in a timely manner, within established budgets, and to the customer’s satisfaction.

a. Two (2) projects submitted as “Similar” shall be defined for evaluation purposes as an interior or exterior repair or alteration project on the “historical” portion of a fully occupied commercial/government office building with an original construction dated between the years of 1900 – 1940 and listed in the National Register of Historic Places.  Each project submitted must have a construction value no less than $150,000.00.  
The term “Quality” for evaluation purposes is defined as meeting or exceeding the customer’s requirements as set forth in the construction contract documents, (i.e., drawings and specifications) in a timely manner, within established budgets and with a minimum of disruptions to building operations and occupants.  It is also evidenced by receiving satisfactory references, in which those interviewed are willing to contract with the Offeror again.
2.
Offeror shall be evaluated on the completeness of Form 1 providing General Project Data, Specific Project Data and a detailed Project Narrative and Project References.
Standard for evaluation:  The standard is “met” when:  

1.
Submitted projects were “Similar” and completed in a “Quality” manner within the last five (5) years as evidenced by the Offeror’s written response and references contacted.  
Procedure for evaluation:

1.
Offeror’s projects will be evaluated for “Similarity” and “Quality” performance of the contract requirements.  The Offerors shall provide project data and references for the project submitted.  References provided by the Offeror may be contacted by the Government.  Additional references, beyond those provided by the Offeror, may also be contacted.  This evaluation will consist of evaluating the offeror’s written response to the RFP and any references contacted. 

The General Services Administration, Public Buildings Service, is using the Contractor Performance Assessment Reporting System (CPARS) modules as the secure, confidential, information management tool to facilitate the performance evaluation process. CPARS enables a comprehensive evaluation by capturing comments from both GSA and the contractor.   If needed the CPARS may be used to evaluate past performance on additional projects that the contractor has completed. 
FACTOR B:  Historical Window Restoration Experience and Past Performance

Weight:

40%

Maximum Raw Score
=
10 for each project

· The two projects will be rated individually with 10 points possible for each project.  The two scores are added together and divided by 2 to find the average.  That number is then inserted in the weighting formula.  

Description:  This project involves the restoration of windows in an occupied historical building.  A majority of the windows are original to the building. All original windows are bronze and are a collection of double hung, casement and fixed types. This factor considers the Offeror’s experience in pre-planing and execution of similar projects, identifying potential risks (risks they do not control on a project that is being competed), how they minimize such risks, how efficiently they plan the work, how efficiently they execute the work (scheduling), did they meet their completion date, did they remain within their budget and overall client satisfaction.  

Projects completed by an offerors subcontractor are acceptable for this factor.
Standard for Evaluation:  Using Form 1, included The Solicitation, offerors shall submit one form for each project to include the following items, in a non-technical as possible manner:

1.
The Offeror shall submit, not exceeding two (2) pages per project, detailed descriptions of two (2) completed projects for evaluation, with a contact/reference for each project.  All projects shall have been completed within the last five (5) years.  Projects shall be identified by the Offeror as being “Similar” (as defined below) in size, scope, and complexity to the requirements provided in the specifications.  Projects shall be identified as being completed in a “Quality” (as defined below) manner.   The Offeror is responsible for demonstrating how projects they deem “Similar” are in-fact comparable in size, scope, and complexity.  The Offeror is responsible for demonstrating how projects they deem “Quality” were in-fact delivered in a timely manner, within established budgets, and to the customer’s satisfaction.

a. Two (2) projects submitted as "Similar" shall be defined for evaluation purposes as a restoration and repair of historic bronze windows.   "Restoration” shall be further defined to include the activities of, but not limited to stripping, cleaning, re-patina and application of a protective sealant to bronze windows that were installed in a National Register of Historic Places listed building, with the original construction date between the years of 1900 - 1940.  Each project submitted must have a construction value of no less than $150,000.
The term “Quality” for evaluation purposes is defined as meeting or exceeding the customer’s requirements as set forth in the construction contract documents, (i.e., drawings and specifications) in a timely manner, within established budgets and with a minimum of disruptions to building operations and occupants.  It is also evidenced by receiving satisfactory references, in which those interviewed are willing to contract with the Offeror again.

2.
Offeror shall be evaluated on the completeness of Form 1 providing General Project Data, Specific Project Data and a detailed Project Narrative and Project References.

Standard for evaluation:  The standard is “met” when:  

1.
Submitted projects were “Similar” and completed in a “Quality” manner within the last five (5) years as evidenced by the Offeror’s written response and references contacted.  
Procedure for evaluation:

1.
Offeror’s projects will be evaluated for “Similarity” and “Quality” performance of the contract requirements.  The Offerors shall provide project data and references for the project submitted.  References provided by the Offeror may be contacted by the Government.  Additional references, beyond those provided by the Offeror, may also be contacted.  This evaluation will consist of evaluating the offeror’s written response to the RFP and any references contacted. 

The General Services Administration, Public Buildings Service, is using the Contractor Performance Assessment Reporting System (CPARS) modules as the secure, confidential, information management tool to facilitate the performance evaluation process. CPARS enables a comprehensive evaluation by capturing comments from both GSA and the contractor.   If needed the CPARS may be used to evaluate past performance on additional projects that the contractor has completed. 
FACTOR C:  Project Plan

Weight:

40%


Maximum Raw Score
=
10

Description:  This factor considers the Project Plan that the contractor proposes to successfully perform the work associated with this task order.  This project poses unique challenges due to being a historical restoration project in an occupied United States Courthouse.  The Government expects the contractor to have a plan for completing this work efficiently while minimizing costs and tenant disruption.  
Standard for Evaluation:  Using “Form 2”, included in The Solicitation, the Offeror shall submit the following:
1. A written plan, not exceeding 6 pages (one page per element), consisting of a narrative explanation of how the contractor intends to perform the work, manage subcontractors, and mitigate risks, so as to complete the project in 150 calendar days or less.  The plan shall consist of the following six elements: a) management of lay down area, b) management of crews in occupied spaces, c) management of activities which create odors, noise, dust, and exposure to the elements, d) management of public entry and walkways, e) management of work, in and around, court activities, and f) response to specific court direction to cease activities for short durations.
Standard for evaluation:  The standard is “met” when: 

The offeror has responded to the above requirements and provided detailed descriptions that evidence the firm understanding of the project, risk mitigation, and their satisfactory approach to provide value to the customer and project in performance of construction work.  Specific criteria that must be addressed to meet each element standard follows:
a)  Management of Lay Down Area:

The plan addresses the lack of lay down space at the site and provides solutions for material handling and storage.

b)  Management of Crews in Occupied Spaces:

Noise mitigation efforts for the project are defined.  The plan defines the security practices to be used to manage employees, tools, and equipment.
c)  Management of Activities which Create Odors, Noise, Dust, and Exposure to the Elements:

The discussion included in the plan provides the mitigation efforts to be used to reduce tenant exposure to odors, noise, dust, and outside elements.

d)   Management of Public Entry and Walkways:
Access to the building must be maintained at all times during this project.  The plan proposes work sequences that allow for flexibility, while maintaining building security and with minimal disruption to tenants and guests.
e)  Management of Work, in and around, Court Activities:

The plan provides procedures to mitigate disruption to routine court functions.
f)  Response to Specific Court Direction to Cease Activities for Short Durations:

The plan describes how the contractor intends to maintain adherence to the schedule in the event that unforeseen court activities do not allow work in certain areas of the building.    

Procedure for evaluation: 
Offeror’s response will be evaluated for thoroughness and evidence of their ability to satisfy the contract requirements. 
10.  REQUIREMENT FOR DOCUMENTARY SUPPORT
It is essential that technical point scores and cost/technical trade-off judgments be documented in detail by relevant facts and supporting technical rationale.  Bare conclusion statements are not acceptable.  GAO will defer to such procuring agency determinations, provided the record reasonably supports the conclusion that the award was rationally founded and consistent with the evaluation criteria stated in the solicitation.

Concur:

Kristin Stockman, 6PCB, Contract Specialist, Voting Member

Matthew Meeks, 6PCE, Project Manager, Voting Member

Joe Wallace, 6PCC, Contracting Officers Representative, Voting Member

Sylvia Augustus, 6PCD, Voting Member

Approved by:
Christopher Cox, 6PCA, Contracting Officer 

Conflict of Interest Acknowledgment and Nondisclosure Agreement
(GSAM 515.3-1)

For proposals submitted in response to the above GSA solicitation, I agree to the following:

(a)
To the best of my knowledge and belief, no conflict of interest exists that may either:


(1)
Diminish my capacity to impartially review the proposals submitted.


(2)
Or result in a biased opinion or unfair advantage.

(b)
In making the above statement, I have considered all the following factors that might place me in a position of conflict, real or apparent, with the evaluation proceedings:


(1)
All my stocks, bonds, other outstanding financial interests or commitments.


(2)
All my employment arrangements (past, present, and under consideration).


(3)
As far as I know, all financial interests and employment arrangements of my spouse, minor children, and other members of my immediate household.

(c)
I have read and understand the requirements of the Standards of Ethical Conduct for Employees of the Executive Branch (5 CFR Part 2635) and Supplemental Standards of Ethical Conduct for Employees of the General Services Administration (5 CFR Part 6701).   (Note:  Applies to GSA employees only)

(d)
I have a continuing obligation to disclose any circumstances that may create an actual or apparent conflict of interest.  If I learn of any such conflict, I will report it immediately to the Contracting Officer.  I will perform no more duties related to evaluating proposals until I receive instructions on the matter.

(e)
I will use proposal information for evaluation purposes only.  I understand that any authorized restriction on disclosure placed on the proposal by the prospective contractor, prospective subcontractor, or the Government applies to any reproduction or abstracted information of the proposal.

(f)
I will use my best efforts to safeguard proposal information physically.  I will not disclose the contents of, nor release any information about, the proposals to anyone other than:


(1)
The Source Selection Evaluation Board or other panel assembled to evaluate proposals submitted in response to the solicitation identified above.


(2)
Other individuals designed by the contracting officer.

(g)
After completing evaluation, I will return to the Government all copies of the proposals and any abstracts.

(h)
GSA Appropriations Act restriction:  These restrictions are consistent with and do not supersede, conflict with or otherwise alter the employee obligations, rights, or liabilities created by Executive Order No. 12958; section 7211 of title 5, United States Code (governing disclosure of Congress); section 1034 of title 10, United States Code, as amended by the Military Whistleblower Protection Act (governing disclosure to Congress by members of the military); section 2302(b)(8) of title 5, United States Codes, as amended by the Whistleblower Protection Act (governing disclosures of illegality, waste, fraud, abuse or public health or safety threats); the Intelligence Identities Protection Act of 1982 (50 U.S.C. 421 et seq.) (governing disclosures that could expose confidential Government agents); and the statutes which protect against disclosure that may compromise the national security, including sections 641, 793, 794, 798, and 952 of title 18, United States Code, and section 4(b) of the Subversive Activities Act of 1950 (50 U.S.C. 783(b).  The definitions, requirements, obligations, rights, sanctions, and liabilities created by said Executive order and listed statutes are incorporated into this agreement and are controlling.

 (Name and organization)          


 (Signature)



Date

SCORING GUIDELINES

TECHNICAL EVALUATION FACTORS

Score each factor in accordance with the following guidelines:

Adjectival

Numerical

   Rating

    Score
Excellent

   9-10

Significantly exceeds the standard.  Innovative,

comprehensive proposal which is complete in all details.

Very Good

     7-8

Exceeds standard.  Proposal is in clearly definable detail.

Good


     5-6

Meets Standard.

Fair                                      3-4
Does not fully meet standard.  Proposal lacks essential information and contains weaknesses which are deemed correctable.

Poor                                    1-2
Does not meet standard.  Proposal contains significant deficiencies which may be correctable.  Proposal shows a lack of essential information to substantiate data presented.

Unacceptable                       0
Fails to meet standard.  Major deficiencies not readily correctable.  Major revision required to make the proposal acceptable.

Summary Evaluation Sheet
Offeror :  












TEB Evaluator:  





  

Date:  



A. Historical Building Project Experience and Past Performance



Project 1 
____ (10 possible)

Project 2 
____ (10 possible)





Total (1+2) ____ / 2 = ____ X  20   
= ____

· The two projects will be rated individually with 10 points possible for each project.  The two scores are added together and divided by 2 to find the average.  That number is then inserted in the weighting formula.  

B. Historical Window Restoration Experience and Past Performance



Project 1 
____ (10 possible)


Project 2 
____ (10 possible)






Total (1+2) ____ / 2 = ____ X  40   
= ____

· The two projects will be rated individually with 10 points possible for each project.  The two scores are added together and divided by 2 to find the average.  That number is then inserted in the weighting formula.  

C. Project Plan





Element a) 
____ (10 possible)


Element b)
____ (10 possible)


Element c)
____ (10 possible)


Element d)
____ (10 possible)


Element e)
____ (10 possible)


Element f)
____ (10 possible)






Total 

 ____ / 6 = ____ X  40   
= ____




TOTAL
(Add A, B and C; 1000 possible)  

_______

Additional Comments:

Project Experience and Past Performance (Factors A and B)
Offeror :  












TEB Evaluator:  





  

Date:  



Historical Building Project:   
Project

1
2   

 (10 possible)
Historical Window Restoration:   Project

1
2    

 (10 possible)

COMMENTS ON STRENGTHS, WEAKNESSES, CLARIFICATIONS, AND DEFICIENCIES

Project Plan (Factor C)
Offeror :  












TEB Evaluator:  





  

Date:  



Element 
a        b        c        d        e        f



  (10 possible)

COMMENTS ON STRENGTHS,WEAKNESSES, CLARIFICATIONS, AND DEFICIENCIES:

TEB Consensus Summary Evaluation Sheet
Offeror :  












A. Historical Building Project Experience and Past Performance



Project 1 
____ (10 possible)


Project 2 
____ (10 possible)






Total (1+2) ____ / 2 = ____ X  20   
= ____

· The two projects will be rated individually with 10 points possible for each project.  The two scores are added together and divided by 2 to find the average.  That number is then inserted in the weighting formula.  

B. Historical Window Restoration Experience and Past Performance



Project 1 
____ (10 possible)


Project 2 
____ (10 possible)






Total (1+2) ____ / 2 = ____ X  40   
= ____

· The two projects will be rated individually with 10 points possible for each project.  The two scores are added together and divided by 2 to find the average.  That number is then inserted in the weighting formula.  

C. Project Plan





Element a) 
____ (10 possible)


Element b)
____ (10 possible)


Element c)
____ (10 possible)


Element d)
____ (10 possible)


Element e)
____ (10 possible)


Element f)
____ (10 possible)






Total 

 ____ / 6 = ____ X  40   
= ____




TOTAL
(Add A, B and C; 1000 possible)  

_______

Additional Comments:

TEB Consensus Score Summary

(rank based on Total Score)

	Rank
	Offeror
	Price
	Total Score
	Factor A

Score
	Factor B

Score
	Factor C
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