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6/6/08
SECTION B - SELECTION CRITERIA

The criteria presented below have been tailored to the requirements of this particular RFA.  Applicants must note that these criteria serve to: (a) identify the significant matters that applicants must address in their applications and (b) set the standard against which all applications will be evaluated.  To facilitate the review of applications, applicants must organize the narrative sections of their applications in the same order as the selection criteria. The points allotted to the assigned criterion indicate the relative importance of each criterion.  

Technical applications will be evaluated in accordance with the Technical Evaluation Criteria set forth below. Thereafter, the cost application of all applicants submitting a technically acceptable application will be evaluated for general reasonableness, allowability, and allocability.  If award is not made based on initial technical and cost review, negotiations will then be conducted with all applicants whose application has a reasonable chance of being selected for award.  Award will be made to responsible applicants whose applications offer the greatest value, cost and other factors considered.
The applicant's cost share contribution will be reviewed as a part of the cost application for cost effectiveness and realism and to verify that the applicants meet the standards set in 22 CFR 226.23 for U.S. organizations, or the Standard Provision entitled "Cost Sharing" for non-U.S. organizations (See 22 CFR 226.23; and Standard Provisions for Non-U.S. Nongovernmental Recipients).

Evaluation Criteria (Total: 195 points) 

The applicant’s technical application will be evaluated based on the extent to which the applicant’s proposal meets the following criteria:
A.
TECHNICAL UNDERSTANDING AND APPROACH

Total:  100 points

Overall technical approach






15 points

· The applicant’s approach to integrated PHE programming is technically sound, successfully builds on the PHE sectors’ past lessons, and clearly articulates collaborative approaches to working with existing PHE actors and activities. (5 points)
· The applicant recognizes and describes how IRs 1, 2, and 3 interact to achieve the project’s overall project objective. (5 points)

· The applicant expresses a clear understanding of anticipated challenges associated with PHE programming and suggests feasible approaches to facing those challenges. (5 points)
Intermediate Result 1






25 points

· The applicant describes a knowledge management approach that strengthens knowledge and learning in PHE state of the art (SOTA) practices and approaches by identifying key PHE information needs and grounding PHE knowledge and tools on compelling evidence and experiences.  (5 points)

· The description of IR 1-knowledge generation and dissemination activities identifies and articulates links with IR 2-capacity building and IR 3-field based activities.  (5 points)

· The applicant proposes feasible ways to collaborate with existing FP/RH SOTA content providers and to incorporate innovations in information and communication technology to disseminate PHE information and materials.  (5 points)

· The applicant proposes creative and feasible ways to identify technically sound PHE practices and approaches for analysis and documentation, including proposed topics for documenting PHE value added and scale-up (see pages 28-29).  (5 points)
· The knowledge and information dissemination strategy identifies key audiences and describes effective yet feasible approaches for reaching those audiences.  (5 points)
Intermediate Result 2   






20 points

· The applicant’s capacity building strategy clearly articulates appropriate topics and approaches for building organizational capacity in PHE implementation and identifies appropriate organizations to be targeted for capacity building activities.  (5 points)
· The applicant clearly describes how IR 2 activities will tap in-country PHE expertise, foster south-to-south collaboration and cultivate partnerships.  (5 points)
· The applicant’s proposed capacity-building activities, including short-term technical assistance, demonstrate how PHE-TLA will develop lasting PHE expertise within targeted organizations and build a cadre of PHE champions.  (5 points)
· The applicant expresses a clear understanding of anticipated barriers and suggests appropriate solutions. (5 points)
Intermediate Result 3






20 points

· The applicant’s strategy and methodology for implementing PHE field-based activities clearly describes how integration will occur across the PHE sectors, how projects will be results-oriented, and how site selection will meet the criteria specified in Section C, pages 31-33.  (5 points)

· The applicant provides a technical assistance approach with field-based PHE projects that will build long-term organizational capacity for integrated PHE implementation and that will improve monitoring outcomes.  (5 points)

· The recipient identifies a feasible strategy for identifying and acquiring funding sources, including but not limited to other USAID Missions, Offices and Bureaus, for funding the health and environment interventions in field-based projects. (5 points)

· The applicant expresses a clear understanding of anticipated barriers and suggests appropriate solutions. (5 points)
Project Monitoring and Evaluation  




20 points  

· The illustrative performance monitoring plan is cost effective and results oriented and identifies expected results at the end of 1, 3, and 5 years; the expected results will lead to the successful achievement of the project’s program objective and intermediate results 1, 2, and 3.  (7 points)
· Data collection plans are sound and feasible. (3 points)
· The indicators selected for IR 3’s field-based projects can be applied to the field-based activities of all the partners to clearly measure the overall impact of the project in achieving key family planning and reproductive health, environment, and health outcomes.  (5 points)
· The applicant clearly demonstrates how IR 3 indicators will contribute to the PHE evidence base, especially in demonstrating the integrated PHE approach’s contributions to improvements in key FP/RH, gender (as it relates to FP/RH), health, environment, and added-value objectives. (5 points)
B.
STAFFING AND KEY PERSONNEL 
 


 50 points

Key Personnel







 30 points

Expertise and attributes will be verified in part on past performance and references provided in annexes, and may be verified through interviews, at the discretion of the technical review panel.

· The 3 proposed key personnel have requisite experience and expertise and meet or exceed requirements specified in Section A, IV, pages 10-11.  They have breadth and depth in technical expertise and experience in management, design and implementation of complex integrated programs. (15 points)
· The proposed key personnel, individually and collectively, show evidence of the ability to build collaborative relationships with other organizations and willingness to advocate for the PHE approach with various key audiences. (15 points)
Other Proposed Technical Personnel, key attributes   


20 points 

· The technical areas needed to achieve PHE-TLA’s main results are covered by proposed technical specialists and staffing pattern.  Technical consultants and host country national experts have sufficient technical and operational experience in the subject areas for which they are proposed.  (15 points)
· Proposed consultants and host country national experts demonstrate applicant’s commitment to building on in-country PHE expertise and south-to-south learning. (5 points)
C.
MANAGEMENT APPROACH      




25 points
Program and personnel management




15 points

· The proposed management and administrative arrangements for implementation of the program (including organizational structure, provision of technical assistance, and dissemination of publications) are well thought out and appropriate for this project. This includes how the project will take advantage of each partner’s strengths; the lines of authority between the applicant and partners (including subagreement partners); and how personnel will be managed across the applicant and its partners.  (5 points)
· The applicant shows feasible and cost-effective approaches for interaction with USAID Bureaus, Regional Offices, Missions, Cooperating Agencies and in-country partners.  (5 points)
· The applicant demonstrates feasible plans for rapid start up of the project.  (5 points)
Financial management






 10 points

· The applicant demonstrates how they will contain costs; manage financial disbursement to in-country partners; determine lines of authority between applicant and partners; manage approval authority for expenditures of Mission funds and of core funds; and assure timely and accurate financial reporting of multiple funding streams.  

D.
INSTITUTIONAL CAPABILITY/PAST PERFORMANCE
   20 points

Applicant(s) will be evaluated on past performance over the past 5 years.  Firms lacking relevant past performance history shall be given a “neutral” past performance rating that neither rewards nor penalizes those applicants.  

· The application demonstrates the past performance capability of the applicant and any principal partners to undertake a similar or related project, in both complexity and diversity, as covered in the RFA.  (10 points)
· The applicant demonstrates the institutional capability to plan, implement, and support complex programming and the range of activities outlined in the RFA; to produce results and innovations in PHE programming in developing countries; to work with multiple partners; and to report results and financial information to each partner, Missions and USAID.  The applicant demonstrates capacity to manage the proposed institutional relationships and partnerships including the ability to identify subawardees; to allocate the time each partner will devote to the project; and to minimize non-productive costs.   (10 points)
Note: a principal partner is any partner proposed to accomplish at least 15% of the activities, as determined by budget share.

Summary:

Technical Understanding and Approach


     100 points

Staffing and Key Personnel




      50 points

Management Approach




      25 points

Institutional Capability/Past Performance


      20 points

TOTAL






   195 points

