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Team Interviews Rating Sheet

The Interview component considers the team’s qualifications and experience. The Interviews should be rated comparatively to one another. It is important for the evaluator to
understand that it is the offeror’s responsibility to clearly differentiate themselves from one another. If the offerors do not clearly differentiate themselves from one another, the
evaluator should give all of the interviews the same score. The evaluator’s role is not to rank each plan, but to identify if any plan(s) clearly stand out from one another. The evaluator
may give the Offerors the same score if there is no dominant differential. Each Team Interview should be rated on a scale of 1-5-10.

A. A “10” represents that the Interview was better than the average interview (clearly shows differential, clearly shows that the offeror has expertise doing this type of work).
B. A“5” represents that the Interview was about average (or there is insufficient information to make a clear decision).
C. A“1” represents that the Interview was significantly below the average (shows deficiency, provides no value to prove expertise doing this type of work).

Rating and Comments/Concerns
(The evaluator must describe/explain reasons for any “1” or “10” rating for debriefing purposes. The evaluator may attach additional pages if necessary)
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By signing your name below, you confirm that you have based your scores on the contents of each Team interview You further agree that there is no collusion or conflict of interest
between yourself and any other party involved.
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The Interview component considers the team’s qualifications and experience. The Interviews should be rated comparatively to one another. It is important for the evaluator to
understand that it is the offeror’s responsibility to clearly differentiate themselves from one another. If the offerors do not clearly differentiate themselves from one another, the
evaluator should give all of the interviews the same score. The evaluator’s role is not to rank each plan, but to identify if any plan(s) clearly stand out from one another. The evaluator
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may give the Offerors the same score if there is no dominant differential. Each Team Interview should be rated on a scale of 1-5-10.

A. A “10” represents that the Interview was better than the average interview (clearly shows differential, clearly shows that the offeror has expertise doing this type of work).

B. A “5” represents that the interview was about average (or there is insufficient information to make a clear decision).

C. A“1” represents that the Interview was significantly below the average (shows deficiency, provides no value to prove expertise doing this type of work).

Rating and Comments/Concerns
(The evaluator must describe/explain reasons for any “1” or “10” rating for debriefing purposes. The evaluator may attach additional pages if necessary)
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By signing your name below, you confirm that you have based your scores on the contents of each Team Interview You further agree that there is no collusion or conflict of interest
between yourself and any other party involved.
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The Interview component considers the team’s qualifications and experience. The Interviews should be rated comparatively to one another. It is important for the evaluator to
understand that it is the offeror’s responsibility to clearly differentiate themselves from one another. If the offerors do not clearly differentiate themselves from one another, the
evaluator should give all of the interviews the same score. The evaluator’s role is not to rank each plan, but to identify if any plan(s) clearly stand out from one another. The evaluator
may give the Offerors the same score if there is no dominant differential. Each Team Interview should be rated on a scale of 1-5-10.

A. A “10” represents that the Interview was better than the average interview (clearly shows differential, clearly shows that the offeror has expertise doing this type of work).
B. A “S5” represents that the Interview was about average (or there is insufficient information to make a clear decision).

C. A“1” represents that the Interview was significantly below the average (shows deficiency, provides no value to prove expertise doing this type of work).

Rating and Comments/Concerns
(The evaluator must describe/explain reasons for any “1” or “10” rating for debriefing purposes. The evaluator may attach additional pages if necessary)
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By signing your name below, you confirm that you have based your scores on the contents of each Team Interview You further agree that there is no collusion or conflict of interest
between yourself and any other party involved.

Printed Name Sigpaﬁ're vre Date

/Vwﬁ/ /2750 @a@//‘/



RFP 2010-0200-9388
Team Interviews Rating Sheet

The Interview component considers the team’s qualifications and experience. The Interviews should be rated comparatively to one another. It is important for the evaluator to
understand that it is the offeror’s responsibility to clearly differentiate themselves from one another. If the offerors do not clearly differentiate themselves from one another, the
evaluator should give all of the interviews the same score. The evaluator’s role is not to rank each plan, but to identify if any plan(s) clearly stand out from one another. The evaluator
may give the Offerors the same score if there is no dominant differential. Each Team Interview should be rated on a scale of 1-5-10.

A. A“10” represents that the Interview was better than the average interview (clearly shows differential, clearly shows that the offeror has expertise doing this type of work).
B. A “5” represents that the Interview was about average (or there is insufficient information to make a clear decision).
C. A“1” represents that the Interview was significantly below the average (shows deficiency, provides no value to prove expertise doing this type of work).

Rating and Comments/Concerns :
(The evaluator must describe/explain reasons for any “1” or “10” rating for debriefing purposes. The evaluator may attach add:t/onal pages if necessary)
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By signing your name below, you confirm that you have based your scores on the contents of each Team Interview You further agree that there is no collusion or conflict of interest
between yourself and any other party involved.
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The Interview component considers the team’s qualifications and experience. The Interviews should be rated comparatively to one another. It is important for the evaluator to

understand that it is the offeror’s responsibility to clearly differentiate themselves from one another

. If the offerors do not clearly differentiate themselves from one another, the

evaluator should give ail of the interviews the same score. The evaluator’s role is not to rank each plan, but to identify if any plan(s) clearly stand out from one another. The evaluator
may give the Offerors the same score if there is no dominant differential. Each Team Interview should be rated on a scale of 1-5-10.

A. A“10” represents that the Interview was better than the average interview (clearly shows differential, clearly shows that the offeror has expertise doing this type of work)
B. A “5” represents that the Interview was about average (or there is insufficient information to make a clear decision).

C. A“1” represents that the Interview was significantly below the average (shows deficiency, provides no value to prove expertise doing this type of work).

Rating and Comments/Concerns
(The evaluator must describe/explain reasons for any “1” or “10” rating for debriefing purposes. The evaluator may attach additional pages if necessary)
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By signing your name below, you confirm that you have based your scores on the contents of each Team Interview You further agree that there is no collusion or conflict of interest
between yourself and any other party involved.
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The Interview component considers the team’s qualifications and experience. The Interviews should be rated comparatively to one another. It is important for the evaluator to
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understand that it is the offeror’s responsibility to clearly differentiate themselves from one another. If the offerors do not clearly differentiate themselves from one another, the

evaluator should give all of the interviews the same score. The evaluator’s role is not to rank each plan, but to identify if any plan(s) clearly stand out from one another. The evaluator

may give the Offerors the same score if there is no dominant differential. Each Team Interview should be rated on a scale of 1-5-10.

A. A“10” represents that the Interview was better than the average interview (clearly shows differential, clearly shows that the offeror has expertise doing this type of work).
B. A “5” represents that the Interview was about average (or there is insufficient information to make a clear decision).

C. A “1” represents that the Interview was significantly below the average (shows deficiency, provides no value to prove expertise doing this type of work).

Rating and Comments/Concerns
(The evaluator must describe/explain reasons for any “1” or “10” rating for debriefing purposes. The evaluator may attach additional pages if necessary)
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By signing your name below, you confirm that you have based your scores on the contents of each Team Interview You further agree that there is no collusion or conflict of interest
between yourself and any other party involved.
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