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Design/Build Proposal 
Preparation and Evaluation
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Proposal Submission Requirements and
Evaluation Criteria – One Step Method

• Proposal Requirements.Contract Forms,and Conditions

– 00 11 00 Solicitation, Offer & Award - SF 1442
– 00 21 00 Instructions, Conditions & Notices to 

Offerors
– 00 22 11 Proposal Submission Requirements, 

Evaluation Requirements and Basis of 
Award for One Step Design-Build 
Selection Procedures 

– 00 45 00 Representations and Certifications
– 00 72 00 Contract Clauses
– 00 73 00 Special Contract Requirements
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Proposal Submission Requirements and
Evaluation Criteria – Two Phase Method

• Proposal Requirements.Contract Forms,and Conditions

– 00 11 00 Solicitation, Offer & Award - SF 1442
– 00 21 00 Instructions, Conditions & Notices to 

Offerors
– 00 22 10 Phase 1 Design-Build Selection 

Procedures 
– 00 22 20 Phase 2 Design-Build Selection 

Procedures
– 00 45 00 Representations and Certifications
– 00 72 00 Contract Clauses
– 00 73 00 Special Contract Requirements

Presenter
Presentation Notes

-
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Some Differences Between Government 
and Commercial Design-Build

Government-
Competition in Contracting Act
Follow-on Contracts Must be 

Competed

Price is a Consideration

“Best Value” (Price/Quality)

Price Usually Established at 
Award (FFP)

All Terms Defined at Award

Commercial –
No Competition Required
On-Going Relationships are 

Common
Quality Based Selection is 

Common
Price Often Established 

After Design Starts
Can Use “Guaranteed 

Maximum Price”
FAR has no Exact 

Comparable Pricing Method

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Emphasize the differences between  Public and Private D-B Procurement.  
ASK “WHO KNOWS SOME DIFFERENCES?” -  

PRIVATE/COMMERCIAL – No Competition Necessary; Often “Cost-Plus” or “Guaranteed Maximum Price”;  D-B often selected only or primarily on  quality or reputation or experience or ongoing business relationship with owner.  Partnered relationships common; on-going relationships common;  Contract terms and design criteria/scope of work often evolve after contract signed.  -  
GOVERNMENT - Competition in Contracting Act requires free and open competition with all qualified firms.  Generally Firm Fixed-Price, all terms fixed before contract signed, all offerors must compete on same terms/scope of work.
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Award Bases
“Best Value Continuum”

(FAR 15.101)

• Two General Approaches:

– Lowest Price, Technically Acceptable Proposal

– Cost/Quality Trade-off Process

Presenter
Presentation Notes

Far Part 15 and Supplements thereto describe the Best Value Approach for negotiated procurement.

Factors other than price alone used to select D-B Contractor.

These two approaches represent the opposite ends of the “Best Value Continuum” , described in FAR 15.101.

Cost/Quality Trade-off most commonly used now.
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"Lowest Price, Technically 
Acceptable Proposal“ (LPTA)

• Government States Minimum Needs
• Evaluate Go/No-Go Criteria
• Appropriate When-

– Little or No Innovation Allowed
– Govt. Not Permitted to Pay $1 More for a Much 

Better Proposal
– Small and/or Noncomplex Projects

• Least Work/Award Documentation for Govt. 
Evaluators

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Describe LPTA:  Govt’ awards the contract to a “responsible offeror” with the lowest reasonably priced offer, which  technically conforms to all stated contract requirements, without any material deviations.  Must be within funds available and no other reasonably priced, conforming offer lower from responsible offeror.
  
1st bullet - In  LPTA, the Government states it minimum technical and performance needs and asks for proposals describing how the offeror intends to meet them.
2nd bullet - All proposals are evaluated on a “go/no-go” or “pass/fail” type basis. Where possible, the contract should state what the minimum acceptable criteria is for every factor and subfactor.
3rd bullet - Used when PRICE is the most important factor.  Can’t pay ANY more for a better proposal/ no reward for innovative but more expensive design or construction solution or better but more expensive contractor.  Generally used with “full criteria” design criteria approach, not on “nominal approach projects.
4th bullet - Generally economical and relatively quick to evaluate proposals.  Note:  Contractors tend to like straightforward award basis.  
PITFALLS: Designers don’t like. Pressure to bid the design fee, which is illegal in most states. May discourage better design firms’ participation. Go/no-go factors tricky;  for small business offerors disqualified for “responsibility type” criteria, Government must clear this action through the S.B.A. “certificate of competency” procedures. 
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Cost/Quality Trade-off Process

• Quality may be More, Less, or Equally Important 
than Price– FAR 15.304 (e)

• Relative Importance of Each Factor, including 
Price - FAR 15.304 (d)

• Trade-off determines “Best Value”

Presenter
Presentation Notes
The “Trade-Off” approach allows the Gov’t more flexibility in selecting the best offer than the LPTA approach.  Can establish more flexible evaluation criteria.
1st bullet - We must establish the relative overall importance between “price” and the non-price evaluation factors. When we state that price and quality are equal we are saying that a higher priced offer must offer sufficient advantage over lowest technically acceptable to warrant the additional cost to the Government.  We can also make quality more important than price (price must be always reasonable, though).  Making price most important provides slightly more flexibility than LPTA.  
Note that when we say “price and quality are equal”, we really mean and the industry understands it to mean “price is the most important individual factor” (price is equal to all other factors combined, so is most important factor).
2nd bullet – In addition, the FAR requires that the relative importance of each factor, including price, be clearly stated in the solicitation.  Here, we can list price as first or at any other level of importance.
3rd bullet -  Unless the highest rated offer is also the lowest priced, We must make an analysis of the trade-off  between the offers with lower prices and higher priced offers to determine which provides the “best value”. We will cover the trade-off process, tomorrow.
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• Proposal Evaluated Against “Comparative” 
Standards

• Can Use Some Go/no Go Factors

• This Method Appropriate When

– Variations in Design Solutions or Industry 
Capability Will Add Value

Cost/Quality Trade-off Process

Presenter
Presentation Notes
1st bullet - Even though we generally use comparative criteria to rate design solutions or performance capability, we can use some go/no-go type factors, too.

2nd bullet - The “trade-off process” should only be used when there are variations in design solutions or industry capability which merit paying more of the taxpayers money for a project AND the customer must be willing to pay more for the added benefits!

It is critical to discuss what is really important to the customer and to determine if there are adequate funds to design and build the specified scope of work.  An under-funded project  is generally not an appropriate candidate for a best value trade-off approach with quality equal to or more important than price!!!!!!  In that case, we need to consider making price more important than quality, LPTA or use the method of  “best  proposal within the cost limitation.”
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Potential Pitfalls
Cost/Quality Trade-off Process

• Inherently Subjective 
Process

• More Time/Cost to 
Evaluate

• Appropriate Choice of 
Evaluation Factors

Presenter
Presentation Notes
1st bullet - Because we use comparative evaluation criteria to rate factors, the process usually involves some or a lot of subjective judgement.  
-More difficult to defend evaluation and award decision..
- More possibility of protest by unsuccessful offerors.

2nd bullet - subjective criteria take longer, requires more evaluation resources, higher cost to evaluate than go/no-go.

3rd bullet - Choice of factors and assigning relative weights requires some judgement and experience.  Incorrect weight or choice of factors could force choice of other than most advantageous offer.  Too many factors dilutes the importance of those discriminators truly important to the owner.



10

Two-Phase Design-Build Selection Procedures 
FAR 36.3

• Considerable Design Proposal Costs?

• Technical Proposal Provides 
Quality/Innovation Advantages to Gov’t?

• Expected Number of Offers?

(Used with Trade-off Method)
Primary Considerations For Using 2 Phase:

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Primary Considerations:
1)Will Offerors expend considerable expense/effort developing a technical proposal?
2) Will requiring development of technical proposal increase quality/innovation/advantage to Gov’t?
3) Expected level of competition - too many will increase evaluation time/cost of full evaluation. It may also DISCOURAGE COMPETITION. We are finding that 2 phase attracts more competition (good!) because they don’t have to expend great cost to see if they will be in the final competition.
4) CAUTION: “Glamour Contest” does not always result in most innovative design solution!!
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Phase 1:  Open Competition

• Conducted in Accordance with FAR 36.303-1 

• Offerors Submit:

– Information on Certain “Performance Capability” Aspects

– No Price Proposal

• Government “Short-Lists” Most Highly Qualified 
Offerors for Phase 2

• Solicitation must State Maximum Number (3,4,5) 

• Solicitation Identifies Phase 2 Evaluation Factors

Presenter
Presentation Notes
1st bullet - Legislation permits limited “technical approach” submission.  BUT LEGISLATIVE INTENT IS TO BE SIMILAR TO “BROOKS ACT, A-E SELECTION, with no investment by D-B team in design!  
2nd - Note that Phase 1 is conducted IAW with FAR 36.303-1;  it is not a Part 15 source selection, so can be less formal.  The objective is to select the “most highly qualified offerors”.  If you need additional information from some phase 1 offerors or need to correct phase 1 proposals, you do not have to use the rule “most highly rate offerors” to select those to discuss with.  A lower qualified offferor may have a higher rating than a highly qualified firm with one or two technical “deficiencies” (e.g., they forgot to submit a required resume).  You want to work with the most highly qualified firms.
3rd bullet- Intent not to simply maximize the number of phase 2 offerors but to limit to the best.  5 is not necessarily better than 3.  Will attract the better firms with a smaller field.  4 is a good compromise between industry desire and maximizing the number (5), in case one or two drop out – not uncommon!!. 
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Phase 2:  Only Most Highly 
Qualified Offerors

• Conduct in Accordance with FAR Part 15

• Firms Short-listed in Phase 1 Submit:

– Extensive Design/Technical Information

– Remainder of Performance Capability Information

– Cost/Price Proposal and Price Breakdowns

• May Be Continuation of Same Solicitation or Separate 
Solicitation

Presenter
Presentation Notes

Can ask for some reasonable amount of design development in Phase II.  Offerors more willing to risk investment when shortlisting improves chances for award.  

This is the time to obtain remainder of Performance Capability Info – closer to contract award.  Offerors can better plan construction office assignments, now.

This is when offerors usually discover whether or not they can meet the stated cost limitation!
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• Technical Approach (Narratives)

• Outline Specifications

• Drawings

• Renderings (Computer Generated)

• List of Materials, Catalog Cut Sheets

• Models/Brand Names

Typical Design-Technical Categories 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
REVIEW LIST OF TYPICAL CATEGORIES OF DESIGN-TECHNICAL PROPOSAL INFORMATION.

EXPLAIN THAT “TECHNICAL APPROACH” CAN BE A NARRATIVE DISCUSSION CONCERNING THE OFFEROR’S APPROACH TO THE DESIGN SOLUTION FOR ANY OR ALL DESIGN DISCIPLINES.
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Required Level of Detail for Technical 
Submission Information

• Must Establish Mutual Understanding of Project 
Scope of Work

• Inversely Proportional to Level of RFP Design 
Criteria ("Nominal" to "Full")

• RFP can Use Combination of Nominal, Partial, Full  

Presenter
Presentation Notes
1st Bullet - Emphasize that Both the Owner and the Contractor must have the same understanding of the project design criteria/scope of work and the design product to be delivered.  What you see is what you get!  “Mutual Understanding and Agreement” needed at contract formation to avoid later misunderstanding and conflict.

2nd bullet - The level of design development effort by offerors and information to be submitted are inversely proportional to the level of development of the Government furnished design criteria.  
More information is required with “nominal design criteria” ; less required with “partial” and “full criteria”, to obtain mutual understanding of the design we will receive.  

3rd bullet - Design Criteria for the various design disciplines can be developed to different levels, so level of submission information will also vary.  EMPHASIZE Students may see this again (TEST Question!)
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Typical Performance Capability 
Evaluation

• Organization and Technical Approach

• Experience and Past Performance

• Key Personnel

• Financial Capability-Bonding

• Contract Duration

• Preliminary Schedule

• Subcontracting Plan

• SB/SDB/WOB Past Performance

Presenter
Presentation Notes
These are the typical  evaluation factors  of importance to selecting a capable design-build  contractor. “Performance Capability” is essentially a risk assessment of the offeror’s probability of success on this project.  Never guaranteed success – even the biggest or “best” can have problems or even default or declare bankuptcy!!  Could get the “B”-team for example, not the contractor’s best efforts or resources.

The D-B Contractor is taking on the non-traditional role as the single source of responsibility for both design and construction, including warranting both.  Broader responsibility and potential liabilities and associated risk.

The D-B Contractor must be able to integrate cost-schedule-quality processes for both design and construction.
D-B must make necessary trade-offs to meet cost-schedule quality budgets and satisfy the customer. 
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Organization –Technical Approach

• Home Office Oversight and Support
• Design Office
• Field Office
• Technical Approach – Fast-Tracking, 

Panelization, Pre-Fabrication, Modules, etc.
• Management of Integrated Fast Track 

Project: Design/Procurement/Construction 
Operations

Presenter
Presentation Notes

State that Gov’t will evaluate how well the home office can and will support the project execution.  Also that Gov’t will evaluate corporate ability to support this project and other on-going and new work -  how well Contractor handle the workload.

State Gov’t will evaluate if the design office handle this workload with other on-going and new work. 

State that Gov’t will ervaluate how well Field Office assumes non-traditional role of value engineering the design, and as ORCHESTRA LEADER of the integrated process, including involvement of all the subs and the designer.

State that Gov’t will evaluate how strong  the D-B management capabilities are in  coordinating multiple tasks, budgets and schedules. 



17

Organization-Technical Approach (Cont)

• Work to be Self-Performed 

• Procurement/Subcontracting

• Management of Subcontract Schedules, 
Budget, 

• Quality Control Capabilities and Understanding 
of the USACE QC Requirements

Presenter
Presentation Notes
State that Gov’t will evaluate compliance with applicable Contract Clause for self-performance or limitations on subcontracting. We don’t want “BROKERS”.  We want personal involvement and control over project execution.  Must meet minimum specified percent of self performed work to insure active involvement of the D-B prime in the project.

State that Gov’t will evaluate adequacy of the material and subcontractor procurement organization and methods.

State Gov’t will evaluate how well does/will the D-B manage subcontract schedule, quality, cost, integration of design disciplines.  Is there adequate on-site staff or relegated to home office staff to manage remotely ?  Active or passive management controls? (Most claims against the owner arise as a result of poor coordination or allocation of work between trades or because of subcontractor problems.)

Key trade subcontractors will perform the majority of the work.  State that Gov’t will evaluate how they will be involved in the design development to maximize constructability , budget, schedules.
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Recent Experience

Who will be Evaluated:
• Contractor
• Designer
• Key Subcontractor(s)

What will be Evaluated:
• Extent/Relevancy (Amount of Experience)
• Past Performance (Risk Assessment)

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Assessment of recent, relevant experience is one of the most important useful evaluation tools available BUT IT MUST BE DONE RIGHT!  FAR 15 stresses importance and various Best Practices Guides available to assist.
1st set of bullets -  WHO?  State that Gov’t will  evaluate Constructor, design firm(s) and the trade subcontractors we determine to be key to project success.  (Subs perform up to 85-90% of the work!!)
2nd set of bullets - WHAT?  State that we will evaluate  TWO SEPARATE DISTINCT ASPECTS TO “recent relevant experience” Reasons for separate evaluation will be explained on next slide.

(Next two slides discuss the two separate aspects in detail.)

The first aspect is the AMOUNT of recent, related experience.

The second aspect is the QUALITY OR TRACK RECORD of recent, relevant experience FROM THE PROJECT OWNER’S PERSPECTIVE.
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Extent of Recent Experience

•Gov’t will Assess Qualifications and 
Specialized Experience, Based on Extent and 
Relevancy of  Projects  
•Examples of Criteria may Include:

– Number, Size, Type Work, Location
– Dates - Completion Within Last 3 (or 5) Years
– Type Owner (Government, Private, Commercial, etc.)
– Firm’s Role and Work Self-Performed
– Extent of Participation by Current Key Personnel
– Sustainable Design Experience (e.g.,LEED, SPiRiT)

Presenter
Presentation Notes
REMEMBER, have offerors submit project experience, using a standardized format to obtain the information WE WANT to evaluate and can verify with an owner reference.

1st bullet – Criteria will consider the amount and the relevancy of cited experience to our project. 
2nd bullet  - Require all examples to be recent because of currency of design and construction techniques, 

-Design standards can vary considerably between private and US Government facilities, Contract Clauses and Government Contract Law vary considerably,  the COE Contractor Quality Control Management procedures are unique and much different than private or commercial work.
-Familiarity with local codes and design standards is a plus.
-Gov’t will Scrutinize for relevance to role on our project.  (“built sidewalks” not same as “prime”!)
-Gov’t will evaluate CORPORATE MEMORY - old experience by employees no longer with the firm is essentially no corporate experience.  EXAMPLE- NOBODY IN NASA OR INDUSTRY CAN REBUILD A SATURN ROCKET WIHOUT STARTING OVER! 
-RFP may mention that Contractor can qualify through experience by proposed key personnel, even if firm itself has no similar experience (GAO has ruled).
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Past Performance

Gov’t Will Perform A Risk Assessment:

• Will Consider Degree of Success of Recent 
Experience 

• Will Limit Evaluation to Approximately Last 5 
Years

Presenter
Presentation Notes
1st Bullet - Past Performance is a separate risk assessment of the QUALITY of the cited project experience from an owner’s point of view or degree of satisfaction .  Past Performance evaluations are required for essentially all projects by FAR Part 15. 


2nd bullet -  Limit the past performance evaluation to projects underway or completed within the past approximate three years preceding the proposal due date.  This is to allow the constructor, designers and subs a chance to correct old, past mistakes. 
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Past Performance

• Government may Consider…
– Government Evaluations (CCASS, ACASS, 
Other Agencies)

– Owner Evaluations

– Contractor- Furnished References

– Other Sources, Including Personal Knowledge 
of Recent Performance

Presenter
Presentation Notes

1st bullet - We can consider ALL relevant sources, not just the references cited by the offeror!  State this in the RFP!  Gov’t may check for involvement by proposed key personnel , when interviewing sources.  

2nd bullet – The RFP should explain how lack of relevant past performance ratings will be be rated or assigned a risk assessment.  The law and the FAR prohibit the Government from negatively rating “no past performance.”  and prescribes a “neutral  risk assessment.”  So the RFP should set the middle scoring range as “neutral” and allow positive or negative ratings on either side for good or poor past performance history of other offerors.

EXPLAIN AND STRESS:  This is the reason we use two separate aspects for recent, relevant experience. The law and Part 15 prohibit the Gov’t from downgrading an offeror without a past performance history (“neutral risk evaluation” required by law).  BUT we CAN separately downgrade an offeror for little or no EXTENT of relevant experience!!

EXPLAIN AND STRESS:  STRESS: IMPORTANCE OF PERFORMING GOOD ACASS/CCASS EVALUATIONS!!!!  YOU CAN NOW MAKE A DIFFERENCE!!



22

Other Experience

• Previous Design/Build Experience (Additional 
Consideration)
– Designer
– Contractor
– Key Subs

• Previous Teaming Experience (Additional 
Consideration)
– Any Combination of Proposed Team

Presenter
Presentation Notes
1st Bullet - EMPHASIZE:  Per directive from USACE , previous design-build experience is not necessary to qualify.   However, successful previous experience is an indicator of some degree of success in learning the distinctive aspects of the design-build process. So we can grant BONUS consideration for such experience, depending upon the extent and degree of success of that experience.

Suggest separately evaluating previous D-B experience of the designer,constructor and key subcontractors.

2nd bullet -     Another bonus consideration is evidence of previous partnering experience between some or all members of the Offeror’s proposed D-B team.  This experience would indicate that successful working relationships were established on previous jobs and that the firms are willing to continue their association.
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Government will Evaluate Capabilities and 
Experience:

• Design
– Management
– Designers of Record
– Permitting (Where Applicable)

Key Personnel

Presenter
Presentation Notes
State that Gov’t will evaluate to ensure that designers of record are identified for all key design disciplines and that identified DOR are experienced, qualified and registered in their discipline.  Do they have relevant experience?  Familiarity with local codes and design practices? Can listed projects be verified or checked out? State that Government will evaluate experience related to assigned role on this project.  

(WE DON’T WANT TRADE SUBCONTRACTORS doing design work, unless they are registered designers,.  Lessons learned from electricians doing design work and passing design to the “DOR” at the same time they sent to us!!!)

(Certain states, for example Florida and Alabama, require designers of permitted facilities (e.g., sewer, water, storm drainage, waste treatment, environmental restoration, etc.) to be registered in that state.)
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Key Personnel (Cont. )

• Typical Construction Personnel Positions to 
Evaluate Capabilities and Experience
– Management of Design/Construction
– Onsite Supervisor
– Superintendents
– QC Manager

Presenter
Presentation Notes

State that the key Construction personnel identified in Section 00 22 10 will be evaluated for capabilities and experience related to their proposed position.

Constructor’s key personnel  are CRITICAL to D-B project success, especially because of the expanded, non-traditional roles they assume with regard to design quality, budget, and integrated design and construction schedule.  Stronger management skills needed than on traditional construction project due to increased risk and responsibility.

A good D-B Constructor MUST AND WILL take on a value engineering/constructability  role and will control the design schedule, the budget and the construction schedule.  Must integrate schedules and procurement for fast track approach.

Must always balance needs between cost and schedule budgets and the owner’s expectations.  
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Contract Duration and Preliminary 
Schedule

• Contract Duration

• Scheduling Capability

• Logic and Reasonableness

• Constraints

• Required Milestones

• Detailed Schedule Will Be Developed After Award

Presenter
Presentation Notes
We evaluate the schedule category because the ordinarily important project controls aspect of construction management is even more critical to project success on a design-build contract.  The contractor must be able to schedule  both design and construction into  an integrated  project schedule.  This is even more complex when fast tracking is allowed.

1st bullet – State that Gov’t will evaluate the strengths and weaknesses of the offerors’ scheduling  organization, project controls software and schedule capabilities.  (Gov’t can consider where the schedulers  are to be assigned -home or job? – in-house capabilities or contracted?) 
 2nd bullet – State Gov’t will assess how logical and reasonable is the Schedule as indication of whether or not the offeror understands the project scope.
3rd bullet – State Gov’t will evaluate how well the offeror realistically  considered and understood all obvious or RFP identified logic or activity constraints. 
4th bullet – State Gov’t may evaluate whether the offeror considered all RFP required milestones.
5thbullet – When contract duration can be bid, RFP will probably identify maximum allowable time –Gov’t will assess for realism, logic and understanding of all factors affecting time. For example, does the schedule match the “bid” contract duration. Discourage schedule shorter than contract period. (All risk of schedule slippage  on Gov’t.) 2002  Protest on this issue (Erroneous Credit Given by Gov’t)
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Subcontracting - Past Performance in Use 
of SB, SDB and Women-Owned SB

• DFARS 215.305 Requirement to Evaluate Past 
Performance on Utilization of:

– Small Business

– Small Disadvantaged Business

– Women-Owned Small Business

– Applies to Large and Small Business Offerors

Presenter
Presentation Notes
DFARS requires an evaluation of all offerors’, large or small, track record in utilizing SB, SDB and women-owned small business firms for a period not to exceed three years prior to the Solicitation.

This can be scored or go/no-go.

Note that small business concerns will likely have a problem documenting past performance because they haven’t been required to submit or keep detailed records of subcontract distribution.

Students can refer to Exhibits A and B for  examples.
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Subcontracting

• Gov’t Evaluates Extent of Participation by SB, 
HBCU, SDVB and Minority Institutions for Large 
Business Offerors (DFARS 215.304)

• Gov’t Evaluates Past Performance of LB Offerors 
in  Subcontracting Plan Compliance (DFARS 
215.305) 

• Can Be Go/No Go

• Rating System in Appendix DD of AFARS

Presenter
Presentation Notes
1st bullet - DFARS Subpart 215.304 requires the KO to evaluate the extent of participation of small businesses, Service Disabled Veterans and Historically Black colleges or universities and minority institutions. Many Districts have individuals assigned in Contracting Division (e.g.,  SDB proponent) to make this evaluation.

2nd bullet - DFARS identifies suggested evaluation criteria

3rd bullet - We can use a go/no-go criteria (“pass/fail”). 

4th bullet –. Students can review sample in Exhibit A.  Since large business offerors must submit a subcontracting plan for approval, prior to contract award, we can combine the requirements into 1 submission. The plan must address how the LB offeror will comply with the contract clauses concerning use of small , small disadvantaged and women-owned, small business concerns.. AFARS has a mandatory evaluation scheme which should be referenced or described in the RFP. Minimum 70 points required, plus other criteria to “pass”.  
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• Contract Line Item (Bid) Schedule
• Fair and Reasonable
• Material Unbalancing
• Price Breakdown Information

Price Evaluation

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Emphasize - Price must be considered in every RFP.
Not in 1st phase of 2 Phase D-B Source Selection Procedure - 2nd phase ONLY.
Tools - evaluate price breakdown and bid item prices in comparison with Government Estimate, past experience and each other.

2nd bullet - successful offeror’s price must be considered “Fair and Reasonable”, using tools described above.
- KO can reject offer for being unreasonably high or low. Low ball buy-in? Intend to make up difference in changes or claims? 
- Gov’t has more discretion than in IFB. Gov’t has duty to disclose and discuss unreasonably low price with offeror .
- Offeror has no visibility of Gov’t estimate or other offerors’ prices to alert it to possible mistakes in price proposal. 
Price should be also be “realistic” for specified and proposed scope of work, offeror’s proposed technical approach, etc.  Does price match scope?
3rd Bullet - KO should question and reject material unbalancing of price proposal.
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Evaluation Process

1. Compliance review/responsibility determination

2. Technical/quality evaluation: adjectival and/or 
go-no go

3. Price evaluation: only after Step 2 is complete

4. Trade off analysis (cost/quality)
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• Project Manager

• Customer

• Contracting Division

• Engineering Division

• Construction Division

• Office of Counsel advisor                      

Source Selection Board
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Award ceiling

• Specified in solicitation

• ALL WE HAVE, don’t go over it

• Give maximum quality and features within 
budgetary limit
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Debriefings

• Ask for one!
• Presented by PM & other team members
• Ask questions
• Listen carefully
• Take notes
• Don’t try to change the outcome

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Describe LPTA:  Govt’ awards the contract to a “responsible offeror” with the lowest reasonably priced offer, which  technically conforms to all stated contract requirements, without any material deviations.  Must be within funds available and no other reasonably priced, conforming offer lower from responsible offeror.
  
1st bullet - In  LPTA, the Government states it minimum technical and performance needs and asks for proposals describing how the offeror intends to meet them.
2nd bullet - All proposals are evaluated on a “go/no-go” or “pass/fail” type basis. Where possible, the contract should state what the minimum acceptable criteria is for every factor and subfactor.
3rd bullet - Used when PRICE is the most important factor.  Can’t pay ANY more for a better proposal/ no reward for innovative but more expensive design or construction solution or better but more expensive contractor.  Generally used with “full criteria” design criteria approach, not on “nominal approach projects.
4th bullet - Generally economical and relatively quick to evaluate proposals.  Note:  Contractors tend to like straightforward award basis.  
PITFALLS: Designers don’t like. Pressure to bid the design fee, which is illegal in most states. May discourage better design firms’ participation. Go/no-go factors tricky;  for small business offerors disqualified for “responsibility type” criteria, Government must clear this action through the S.B.A. “certificate of competency” procedures. 
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