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Example for BVEB Evaluation of the NAS

(replace at least the underlined information for each solicitation)
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      date



MEMORANDUM FOR THE CONTRACTING OFFICER

SUBJECT:  Best Value Evaluation Board for Solicitation Number DACA81-00-R-0000

      FY00 MCAF SMYU99-0000, Building, Air Base, Korea

1. The Best Value Evaluation Board (BVEB) for subject solicitation convened at 12:30 in the

VTC Room, in the FED Compound, Seoul, Korea.  

, CEPOF-PP-S chaired this board with the following members of the board present:




, Osan BCE (51CES/CECC)




, Cost Engineering Branch, FED (CEPOF-ED-C)




, Project Management Branch, FED (CEPOF-PP-S)




, Project Engineer, Osan Project Office, (CEPOF-CD-C)

2. The board began with introductions, including non-voting advisors that could be called upon for 

contractual, technical, or legal questions.  The advisors present were:


Mr. Gus Lum, Contracting Division, FED, (CEPOF-CT-C)


Mr. Larry Bogan, Office of Counsel, FED (CEPOF-OC)
3. The BVEB was provided with the following information for the five (5) responsive contractors for 

the subject solicitation:


NAS for each offeror with identifier “A” thru “E”


Section 01000 of the Contract Specifications (Evaluation Factors for Award) (Encl. 1)


Evaluation Worksheets with the offerors identified as “A” thru “E” (Encl. 2)

4.    The BVEB reviewed Section 01000 of the specifications.  This section details the criteria for evaluating the proposals.   (Section 01000 attached at Encl 1).  It was emphasized that the price would be given equal weight to the  total score for technical evaluation, as discussed in paragraph 1.2.  It was pointed out that the past performance would be worth a maximum of 35 points and that the Performance Period would be worth a maximum of 65 points, as stated in paragraph 2.1 and 2.2.  The NAS evaluation worksheet has a total of 100 points which are converted to the range of  0.5 to 1.5, as explained on the attached evaluation sheets to this document.  

5.  The Performance Ratings were derived using a composite rating based on the quarterly ratings 

assigned to the last four quarters of active construction for each contractor by Construction Division.  This calculation is shown on each evaluation sheet for the respective offerors.  The relative weight for the quarterly ratings were 40% for the most recent quarter, 30% for the previous quarter, 20% for the one before that and 10% for the fourth quarter out.  A composite score was calculated for each offeror, the highest composite score was then determined and then each offeror’s composite score was divided by the highest composite score and multiplied by 35 (from Section 01000) to obtain each offeror’s rating score (see Encl. 3).   

6.    The BVEB scored the Performance Periods (PP) proposed by the offerors on the basis of the total amount of time calculated on their respective NAS’s for each site.  The BVEB members individually reviewed each NAS and provided evaluation scores for each offeror (see Encl. 2), as set forth in Section 01000 and discussed above in paragraph 4.   The total PP for each offeror was converted into initial PP points by dividing the lowest PP (of all the submitted offeror’s) by the respective offeror being evaluated and then multiplying this ratio by 65/1.5 (see Encl. 3).    The coefficients independently assigned by each evaluator were then displayed for the BVEB to review and compare.  As a basis for discussion, an average was determined for each offeror (see Encl 3).  Each BVEB member then reviewed their scores and all members were allowed to discuss how their evaluation points were determined.  It was during these discussions that BVEB members were given the opportunity to change their factors, and then a final evaluation points were determined by consensus of the group (see Encl. 3).  The Performance Period Score was calculated by adding “0.5” to the ratio of the consensus evaluation points divided by 100, and then multiplying by the initial performance period points.

7.  The Total Technical Score (TTS) was determined by adding the Performance Rating Score (PRS) and the Performance Period Score (PPS). In the discussions that followed the scoring, the BVEB determined that offeror Y has the highest technical score and X was 2nd highest.  Other offerors were ranked as shown on Enclosure 3.

8.  Based on the above discussions for technical scores, the BVEB then compared the offerors’ proposed prices, which were considered equally significant with technical scores, in order to rank the offerors for award of the construction contract.   The BVEB saw immediately that the order of ranking the offerors by technical score was the same as the order for ranking the offerors by lowest price.  Therefore, the BVEB agreed to recommend this same order for ranking the offerors for award of this construction contract (see Encl. 3).

9.   All members of the BVEB were in agreement with the final rankings.  1st ranked for award is offeror Y, and 2nd ranked is offeror X.  The BVEB concluded at 1500 hours on 6 September 2000. 

Encls                                                                                    Team Leader, P.E.
as                                                                                          Chairman, Best Value Evaluation 

Board for DACA81-00-R-0000
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MEMORANDUM FOR THE CONTRACTING OFFICER

SUBJECT:  Best Value Evaluation Board for Solicitation Number DACA81-99-R-0000


      FY00 NAAF, SMYU99-0000, Quarters, Osan AB, Korea

4. The Best Value Evaluation Board (BVEB) for subject solicitation convened at 08:00 hours in the

VTC Room in the FED Compound, Seoul, Korea.  

, CEPOF-PP-S, chaired this board with the following members of the board present:


Ms. Toni Koppen, PACAF Services


Capt. Christine Rilovick, 51 CES/CEC


Mr. Henry Miyamoto, Cost Engineering Branch (CEPOF-ED-C)


Mr. James Couey, Quality Assurance Branch (CEPOF-CD-Q)


Mr. Lynn Ray, Project Engineer, Osan Project Office (CEPOF-CD-C)
5. The board began with introductions, including non-voting advisors that could be called upon for 

contractual, technical, or legal questions.  These advisors present were:


Mr. Hong-Chong Yi, Contracting Division, FED (CEPOF-CT-C)


Mr. Gar-Sun Lum, Contracting Division, FED, (CEPOF-CT-C)


Mr. Gilbert H. Chong, Office of Counsel, FED (CEPOF-OC)


Mr. Mike Wilson, USAF Services Agency


Mr. George Riskovitch, 51 SPTG Services
6. The BVEB was provided with the following information for the eleven (11) responsive offerors for 

the subject solicitation:


Evaluation Worksheets with the Contractors identified as “A” thru “K”


NAS for each Contractor with identifier “A” thru “K”


Section 01000 of the Contract Specifications (Evaluation Factors for Award) (Encl. 1)


BVEB Oral Presentation Evaluation Worksheet with instructions on ratings  (Encl. 2)

4.    The BVEB reviewed Section 01000 of the specifications.  This section details the criteria for evaluating the proposals.   (Section 01000 attached at Encl 1).  It was emphasized that the price would be given equal weight to the total score for technical evaluation, as discussed in paragraph 1.2.  It was pointed out that the past performance would be worth a maximum of 30 points and that the proposed performance period would be worth a maximum of 40 points, as stated in paragraph 2.1 and 2.2.  The oral presentation would be worth a maximum of 30 points as defined in paragraph 2.3.  The evaluation worksheet listed the items mentioned in paragraphs 2.3.1 through 2.3.4 of the Evaluation Factors for Award.

5. The Performance Ratings were derived using a composite rating based on the quarterly ratings 

assigned to the last four quarters of active construction for each Contractor by Construction Division.  This calculation is shown on each evaluation sheet for the respective contractors.  The relative weight for the quarterly ratings were 40% for the most recent quarter, 30% for the previous quarter, 20% for the one before that and 10% for the fourth quarter out.  A composite score was calculated for each contractor, the highest composite score was then determined and then each contractor’s composite score was divided by the highest composite score and multiplied by 30 to obtain each contractor’s rating score.   

6.    The BVEB scored the Performance Periods (PP) proposed by the contractor’s on the basis of the total amount of time calculated on their respective NAS’s for the project.  The BVEB members listened to the oral presentations about the NAS and reviewed each NAS for each offeror to determine if their proposed days were reasonable.  The total PP for each contractor was converted into a PP score by dividing the lowest PP (of all the offerors) by the respective offeror being evaluated and then multiplying this ratio by 40, as shown on the attached evaluation sheets.    

7.  Each offeror was invited to make a 30-minute oral presentation to the BVEB, including time for questions by the board members.  Following each presentation, the board members independently rated the offeror’s oral presentation based on the factors listed on the evaluation worksheet.  The points assigned by each board member in the four categories of Project Analysis, NAS Activities, Management, and General Evaluation, were shared with other board members to compare and discuss.  After  all the oral presentations were completed, then the BVEB decided on the points to be assigned by consensus to each offeror.  As a basis for discussion, an average was determined for each offeror (see Encl 3).  Each BVEB member then reviewed their scores and all members were allowed to discuss how their evaluation points were assigned.  It was during these discussions that BVEB members were offered the opportunity to change their points, and then the final points were determined by consensus of the BVEB.  As can be seen on Enclosure 3, most total points changed slightly from the average.  The oral presentation points for each contractor were converted into an oral presentation score by dividing each respective offeror’s points by the highest offeror’s points and then multiplying this ratio by 30, as shown on Enclosure 3.

8.  The Total Technical Score (TTS) was determined by adding the Performance Rating Score (PRS), the Performance Period Score (PPS) and the Oral Presentation Score (OPS).   In the discussions that followed the scoring, the BVEB noted that there are three groups of contractors:  (1st) the world-class group, (2nd) the high quality effectively managed group, and (3rd) the well qualified but lesser experienced group.  The following table summarizes the discussion about each contractor based on their RANKING by the technical evaluation factors:



OFFEROR
PRS
PPS
OPS
TTS
Grouping




A
9
11
7
8
3rd



B
5
2
10
9
3rd



C
11
5
3
7
2nd



D
10
10
8
10
3rd



E
6
7
1
2
2nd



F
8
4
5
5
2nd



G
3
1
1
1
1st



H
1
9
4
6
2nd



I
7
8
11
11
3rd



J
4
6
6
4
2nd



K
2
3
9
3
2nd
9.  Based on the above discussions for technical scores, the BVEB then compared the contractors’ proposed prices, which were considered equally significant with technical scores, in order to rank the contractors for award of the construction contract.   The initial response from the using agency representative was that the proposed prices were significantly lower than the programmed amount and that the AF Services Agency would be willing to spend up to programmed amount to assure the best quality construction for this important facility.  With this in mind the BVEB considered all the first and second groups by the technical score which were among the eight lowest in their proposed price.  The following table shows the RANKING for technical scores and proposed prices for those offerors in the competitive group.



OFFEROR
Tech
Price





C
7
2





E
2
6





F
5
1





G
1
5





H
6
7





J
4
4





K
3
8

The determination of best value was accomplished by making a series of paired comparisons among the offerors.  If one offeror has both higher expected value (technical score) and lower price than the other, then that offeror was ranked higher in value.  If the offeror with the higher expected value also has the higher price, then the BVEB decided whether the margin of higher expected value (i.e., greater prospects for success) was worth the higher price.  In making this comparison it was important to the BVEB to consider the company’s past performance and qualifications of key personnel with hotel construction work.

a. G with the highest technical score and the only one in the first group demonstrated superior technical capability.  The BVEB was particularly impressed with their experience building world-class hotels throughout Asia, their short performance period, and the resources that their large corporation would be able to focus on this project.  Since their price was higher than four other offerors, the BVEB compared G with F, C and J, since A was in the 3rd technical level group.

b.  Although F proposed a price that is 26% less than G, the technical scores show that G clearly exceeds F in past performance and proposed performance period.   With the price reduction of 26%, the BVEB was not convinced that contractor F would be able to meet the quality standards the Air Force expects for this project.  Although the BVEB agreed that both offerors are capable of constructing this project, their oral presentations highlighted that G has significantly more experience constructing hotels to international standards and will assign management team with extensive hotel construction experience.  Therefore, the BVEB agreed that G is a better value to the government than F.

c.  Offerors C and J were also compared with G since their proposed prices are 16% and 9% less than G respectively.  At the end of the discussion the BVEB also determined that G is better value than C and J for the same reasons as F above.

d.  Offerors E and K had the 2nd and 3rd ranking in technical score, but also had higher proposed prices than G, so the BVEB determined that G should be recommended to the contracting officer as the first choice for award.


e.  In determining the second choice for award the BVEB compared the next four contractors by technical scores and agreed that E, K and J were better qualified than F because each had better experience constructing hotels to international standards than F.  Then the BVEB agreed that the next three highest in technical scores (E, K and J) have close to the same technical scores, therefore their ranking for award was determined by their proposed price.   The following offerors are recommended for award in this order:  J is 2nd, E is 3rd, K is 4th, and F is 5th.
f.  The remaining rankings were determined as shown on Encl 3.

10.   All members of the BVEB were in agreement with the final rankings.  1st ranked for award was offeror G, and 2nd ranked was offeror J.  The BVEB concluded at 15:05 hours on 30 August 2000. 

Encls                                                                                    TEAM LEADER, P.E.

as                                                                                          Chairman, Best Value Evaluation 

                                                                                                Board for DACA81-00-R-0000
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