Evaluation Team Briefing Instructions

RFP # 745-7- P05
Briefing Date: 03/07/07

Non-voting Members 
Farias, Christelle
Voting Members 
Dodge, William

Weed, Roger

Barch, John

Rivera, Janet

Gallo, Claudina

Seals, Richard

Connor, Joseph

Keiser, Karl

Mealey, Brian

Cortez, Eddie

Guest, Gary

Member Responsibilities: 

· Sign Non-Disclosure Forms. This form states that you will not divulge any information concerning this submittal/evaluation to anyone who is not a part of the team. 

· Evaluate submittals independently and impartially. 

· All Vendor inquiries should be directed to Christelle Farias, at ext. 562-6202.
· If a team member has questions on the submittal, submit in writing to the purchaser. The purchaser will contact the respondent, obtain an explanation and prepare a written response. All members will be provided a copy of the response. 

· Please safeguard the submittal when not evaluating. 

· Purchasing Department will score pricing and tabulate total scores. 

· Questions between team members are allowed, but team member should respond only with technical information. Do not give individual opinions about respondents and/or the content of their responses. 

· Be sure to put your name and the respondent name on each sheet. 

· All RFP responses and evaluation information are considered confidential and may only be shared with other team members.

· The evaluation scoring will be prepared solely by each team member. A special comment section is provided following the evaluation categories and each team member should provide written justification support all scores submitted.

· If you require clarification of a Vendor’s response in order to complete your evaluation, contact Christelle Farias, at ext. 562-6202, to coordinate timely response to your inquiry. Purchasing will submit questions to the Vendor in writing with their response distributed to all team members.

PROPOSAL EVALUATION PROCESS

FOR

RFP NO.: 745-7- P05
RFP Title: Clinic Information System 
Computer Based Oral Health Record for the UTHSCSA Dental School

The Evaluation Team will evaluate all aspects of each submitted proposal. Each evaluator will evaluate all proposals, including the Respondent's Questionnaire and any additional submittals. Each Team Member is entitled to one score for each category item, for each proposal submitted, excluding cost. Purchasing will evaluate and score Cost. Upon completion of the evaluation, Purchasing will tabulate the results and identify the top rated Respondent(s) for consideration. 

Listed below are the percentages assigned to each category and category item. Purchasing will tabulate the results by taking the points assigned to a category item and multiplying by the category item’s weight (listed below). Each category item shall be assigned a point range of 0 to 4. Points are defined per the attached Table 1, Definition of Grades.

EVALUATION CRITERIA:
	The functional and technical requirements

	Weight = 50%

	The project work plan
	Weight = 10%


	The reputation and experience of the Proposer and the Proposer’s goods or services;

	Weight = 10%

	Information Security Third-Party Assessment Survey


	Weight = 10%

	The cost of goods and services


	Weight = 20%


Evaluation Worksheet

RFP No. 745-7- P05
Proposal of: __________________________________________________________________

(Company Name)

	Criteria
	Max. Points
	Score

	The functional and technical requirements;
	4
	

	The project work plan;
	4
	

	The reputation and experience of the Proposer and of the Proposer’s goods or services;
	4
	

	Information Security Third-Party Assessment Survey – to be evaluated by the Security Specialist Manager.
	
	

	The cost of goods and services – to be evaluated by Purchasing, with assistance from Project Leader.
	
	


Comments:

________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

I hereby certify that I have prepared the above evaluation independently and without prejudice and that the above statements are true and correct, and that no other material fact or consideration offered or given has influenced this evaluation.

Evaluator:
____________________________
Date:
______________________

Signature





____________________________



Printed Name





TABLE 1

DEFINITION OF GRADES

GRADE
OVERALL

DEFINITION RELATIVE TO
DEFINITION RELATIVE CAPA-



EVALUATION
CONTENT OF PROPOSAL

BILITY/PLANS OF OFFER OR











TO SATISFY EVALUATION











GUIDELINES

   0

Unacceptable

Pertinent Information is:

Unacceptable Because






Not provided or



Serious shortfalls in capability






Ambiguous



Plans are Unacceptable

   1

Poor/Marginal

Pertinent Information is:

Poor Because:






Not complete/marginal


Shortfalls in capability exists in 






Poor in detail



critical areas






Poor in clarity



Widespread shortfalls exists






Somewhat ambiguous


Plans are poor, ill-conceived






Poorly presented

   2

Average/Good

Pertinent Information is:

Average/Good Because:






Complete and meets re-


General Acceptable






quirements



There may be shortfalls in cap-






Unambiguous, and is ad-

ability in some non-critical areas






equate in detail, clarity


but not in critical areas






and/or presentation


Plans are acceptable but do not











stand out

   3

Very Good

Pertinent Information is:

Very Good Because:






Complete



Exceeds desired quality






Sufficiently detailed


Plans are above satisfactory and






Clear




stand out






Unambiguous






Well presented






(All of the above)

   4

Superior

Same as above



Response indicates excellent cap-











ability and provides superior












support

