EVALUATION CRITERIA
The following four general factors, which are further described below, provide an illustrative scale of the importance of each factor:

1. Technical Approach                              
40%

2. Management Approach                         
30%

3. Institutional Past Performance               
20%

4. Cost                                                     
10%

Total                



100%

Technical, management, past performance, cost and other factors will be evaluated relative to each other, as described herein.

a) The technical proposal will be scored by a technical evaluation committee using the criteria shown in this Section.

b) The cost proposal will be scored by the method described in this Section.

c) The criteria below are presented by major category, with relative order of importance, so that offerors will know which areas require emphasis in the preparation of proposals. The criteria below reflect the requirements of this particular solicitation.

Offerors should note that these criteria:  (1) serve as the standard against which all proposals will be evaluated; and (2) serve to identify the significant matters which offerors should address in their proposals.
Scoring Adjective. The following adjectival scoring system will be used by the technical evaluation committee to assess each of the technical criteria and sub-criteria and the technical proposal as a whole: 
	“Outstanding”
	O     Very significantly exceeds most or all solicitation requirements.  Response exceeds a “Better” rating.  The Offeror has clearly demonstrated an understanding of all aspects of the requirements to the extent that timely and highest quality performance is anticipated.

	“Better”
	B     Fully meets all solicitation requirements and significantly exceeds many of the solicitation requirements.  Response exceeds an “Acceptable” rating.  The areas in which the Offeror exceeds the requirements are anticipated to result in a high level of efficiency or productivity or quality.

	“Acceptable”
	A     Meets all solicitation requirements.  Complete, comprehensive, and exemplifies an understanding of the scope and depth of the task requirements as well as the Offeror’s understanding of the Government’s requirements.

	“Marginal”
	M     Less than “Acceptable.”  There are some deficiencies in the technical proposal.  However, given the opportunity for discussions, the technical proposal has a reasonable chance of becoming at least “Acceptable.” (Areas of a technical proposal which remain to be “Marginal” after “Final Proposal Revision” offers shall not be subject to further discussion or revision.)  If award is made on the initial offers, there will not be an opportunity for discussions nor a chance to become at least “Acceptable.”

	“Unacceptable”
	U     Technical proposal has many deficiencies and/or gross omissions: Failure to understand much of the scope of work necessary to perform the required tasks; failure to provide a reasonable, logical approach to fulfilling much of the Government’s requirements; failure to meet many personnel requirements of the solicitation.  (When applying this adjective to the technical proposal as a whole, the technical proposal must be so unacceptable in one or more areas that it would have to be

significantly revised to attempt to make it acceptable. 


Technical Approach

This evaluation factor is comprised of four sub-factors which are equally weighted and are as follows:
A) Feasibility, pragmatism and soundness of overall strategy and approach to mobilize, implement and achieve sustainable results, including, but not limited to: how the local governance framework and applicable laws will be strengthened; how the legal, fiscal, economic and service delivery functions of municipalities will be enhanced; how transparency and accountability will be improved (especially with regard to citizen participation ); how geographic selection will ensure widespread benefit across Afghanistan; and how the program will improve the overall quality of life for Afghans.  
B) A comprehensive understanding of development challenges, sub-national governance issues and economic growth opportunities in Afghanistan.
C) A clearly defined strategy for incorporating women and youth into this program, both as beneficiaries as well as change agents. 

D) A comprehensive GIRoA/International Donor/PRT Coordination Plan that ensures collaboration with key stakeholders, compliments on-going initiatives and avoids duplication of effort.
Management Approach and Personnel 

This evaluation factor is comprised of four sub-factors which are equally weighted and are as follows:

A) A comprehensive management plan that focuses on staffing patterns (including the assigned levels of effort and skill categories of various proposed personnel) and proposed mechanisms to ensure accurate and timely communication and efficient control of resources/distribution of USAID funding.

B) A properly designed and implemented monitoring and evaluation strategy that ensures: reporting of program successes and challenges regularly, compilation and dissemination of lessons-learned, quality of data and tracking of indicators that are outcome based.  

C) Selection of key personnel, with specific attention paid to the quality and experience, including but not limited to:  academic, management and professional experience related to the project scope of work; quality of management and professional experience; work experience in Afghanistan; and knowledge of USAID’s policies and procedures.
D) Contribution to Aid Effectiveness by:

· Hiring and training local staff

· Aligning program activities with ANDS
· Directing capacity building efforts to the private sector and civil society
· Increasing joint decision-making opportunities with ministries
· increasing the participation of Afghan contractors in the program implementation and increasing local procurement opportunities. 
Institutional Past Performance

This evaluation factor is comprised of four sub-factors which are equally weighted and are as follows:

A) Financial capability.

B) Soundness of management practices, including program monitoring and data gathering and analysis.
C) Technical expertise, relevant qualifications, and successful track record in implementing similar activities to those outlined in the SOW.
Cost Evaluation

Cost is significantly less important than the technical evaluation criteria.  However, where proposals are considered essentially equal, cost may be the determining factor.  The overall standard for judging cost will be whether the cost proposal presents the best value for the cost.

The cost proposal will be judged on: (i) whether it is realistic and consistent with the technical proposal; (ii) overall cost control (avoidance of excessive salaries, excessive home office visits, and other costs in excess of reasonable requirements); and (iii) amount of proposed fee.

All schedules necessary to support and explain proposed costs with breakdowns on direct labor, fringe benefits, supplies and equipment, travel and per diem amounts, other direct costs, and indirect costs. Personnel costs, allowances and benefits, such as costs associated with resident and short-term personnel. Travel and transportation costs, including airfares (destinations and number of trips), per diems amounts, taxis, and car rentals.  International travel should be identified separately and broken down by destination, number of trips, and number of travelers. Other direct costs such as rent, equipment, supplies, domestic, and international communications. Indirect costs supported with a Negotiated Indirect Cost Rate Agreement (NICRA) from the cognizant agency, if available.
