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Evaluation Committee

The AGO will appoint the voting members of the Evaluation Committee and advisors to the committee. 

The committee will evaluate the technical and past experience/demonstrated capabilities sections of the proposal.  The purchasing agent with advice from members of the evaluation committee will evaluate price/cost using a methodology approved by the committee.

The purchasing agent handling this procurement will analyze contractor terms and conditions and determine whether issues must be resolved during negotiations.

Final composition of the committee will be determined after receipt of proposals before proposals are distributed to individual committee members.  

After initial formulation of the committee, with approval of the purchasing agent, the committee may be advised by personnel from other offices, agencies, or institutions where particular expertise is necessary. 

Conflict of Interest/Nondisclosure Statement

Each member of the evaluation committee and any committee advisor who reviews offerors’ proposals or otherwise is aware of offeror’s identity as related to the advice will sign a nondisclosure statement in a form substantially as attached. 

The conflict of interest/nondisclosure statement is intended to highlight the need for impartiality and fairness in the process, as well as confidentiality.  Any case of unofficial disclosure of information to persons not having a need to know, and any instances of potential conflicts of interest, must be disclosed immediately to the purchasing agent.  

Provide the statements to the purchasing agent for inclusion in the procurement file.

Basis for Award

The successful vendor will be chosen based on the following evaluation factors in decreasing order of importance: technical, functional, and services features of the proposal (section 4); offeror experience and demonstrated capabilities; and price/cost.

Selection of the successful proposal will be based on a consensus committee decision consistent with the terms of the request for proposals, approved by the purchasing agent.  

The evaluation committee will sign an evaluation and award statement that “[Offeror’s] proposal is the most advantageous to the State, taking into consideration the price and evaluation factors set forth in the RFP.”

No committee member will disclose the identity of the apparent successful offeror until official notice by the purchasing agent supporting this solicitation.

Evaluation Committee Establishment of Evaluation Standards 

Before receipt of proposals, evaluation committee members will read the request for proposals. The purchasing agent will conduct an evaluation briefing before proposals are distributed for evaluation

Before proposals are opened and reviewed, the evaluation committee will establish its process for distributing, evaluating, and developing the evaluations.

Numerical weightings of qualitative factors considered during the evaluation are on the accompanying evaluation spreadsheet.  The common evaluation criteria scales in this plan will be applied to each of the factors and used to assist in developing the award recommendation.

The evaluation committee and/or subcommittees should clarify before distribution and initial review of proposals the following procedural aspects:


a.  Which portions of the proposals the subcommittee members will evaluate and score.  


b.  The order of the evaluation of proposals by the evaluators.  The proposals will be designated by letter designation (A through Z) at the time of proposal opening.  One recommended practice is to stagger each evaluator’s beginning proposal and then conduct the review in the same order.  For example, with three evaluators and three proposals, evaluator 1 would evaluate in this order: A, B,and C.  Evaluator 2 would evaluate in this order:  B, C, and A.  Evaluator C would evaluate in this order:  C, A and B.


c.  The process for resolving apparent discrepancies in individual scoring, e.g. individual committee members will discuss factor scores differing by more than 20%, with members adjusting scores as they deem appropriate. 


d.  How to handle aspects of the proposal where technical expertise may exist in only certain committee members.


e.  Detail on evaluation forms, as well as the procedure for recording revisions in scoring after initial evaluation by individual evaluators.  It is recommended that scores not be erased when adjusted (e.g. after subcommittee discussion or after evaluation of proposal revisions, if any), and that brief comments be added to account for any adjustments in score. 


f.  How past experience/reference checks will be managed, and by whom.  For example, 



1.  Brief description/introduction.  This project will involve implementation of a billing, docketing, and case management system in the Colorado Department of Law.  The department has roughly 350 potential users, and is organized into sections whose practice areas include: civil litigation, criminal law and appeals, consumer protection, business licensing administrative law, employment law and litigation, ,procurement law and litigation, transportation law, higher education law, and environmental law litigation.  The project will also require the conversion of existing legacy system timekeeping and docketing information. You have been designated by [Offeror’s name] as having managed a project similar in scope.  Offerors were asked to provide this past performance information and were aware that we might be contacting project managers to validate the nature of the offeror’s experience and determine other information concerning project scope, timeliness of performance, project management capabilities, or other information relevant to assessing the offeror’s past experience and demonstrated capabilities.



2.  How did your project compare in terms practice scope and numbers of users?  



3.  Were there any data conversion efforts with an existing legacy system?



4.  To what extent was customization of system workflow and security required?



5.  Considering only factors within [Offeror’s name] control or risks assumed by [Offeror’s name], how did the ultimate deliverable compare to what was proposed?



6. Considering only factors within [Offeror’s name] control or risks assumed by [Offeror’s name], how did the timeliness of performance compare to the contractual or offeror’s proposed schedule for performance?

7.  Did [Offeror’s name] product meet expectations and design requirements?

Initial Evaluation and Award on Receipt of Initial Proposals

Upon receipt of proposals, the committee will decide whether to select a initial competitive range screening subcommitee or, alternatively, to allocate specific subfactors to individual committee members for initial evaluation prior to the competitive range decision.  Evaluation committee/subcommittee members initially will individually evaluate the proposals (except for cost) prior to any meeting of the entire committee to discuss the evaluation 

Evaluations will be based on proposal submissions and results of reference checks/past performance validations (if performed).  Information external to the proposal and evaluation process will not be considered.

After the initial evaluation, the committee or selected subcommittee will classify proposals as “unacceptable” (requiring major revisions or rewrites in order to make them susceptible of being made acceptable), “potentially acceptable” (reasonably susceptible of being made acceptable), or “acceptable” (in compliance with solicitation terms and conditions, and within the requirements of the plans and specifications).


The purchasing agent will approve any decision to award on receipt of initial proposals.

In the event that award on receipt of initial proposals is not in the best interests of the States, discussions may be conducted with offerors in the competitive range, that is, those offerors submitting acceptable or potentially acceptable proposals and determined to be most responsive and whose proposals are determined reasonably susceptible of being selected for award.  The purchasing agent will approve recommendations for inclusion/exclusion from the competitive range.

Discussions

If formal discussions are deemed necessary, the committee or subcommittee will consolidate a written list of requests for clarifications and/or notices of deficiencies to be furnished to the offerors in the competitive range.  Requests for clarifications address those aspects of a proposal that are unclear to the evaluation committee.  Notices of deficiencies will be provided to offerors to point them to significant areas of a proposal that appear not to meet the States’ requirements and which likely will require a proposal revision to correct.

The notice of clarifications/deficiencies will set the time for the oral presentations by offerors in the competitive range.  Oral presentations are planned for two hours in length. 

During discussions, members of the committee should be sensitive about not engaging in:

· Auctioning:  disclosure of competing offerors’ costs or revenue models, or advising an offeror of its standing relative to other offerors

· Technical transfusion:  disclosing technical information or approaches from one offeror’s proposal to another offeror

· Technical leveling:  helping an offeror to bring its proposal up to the level of other proposals through successive rounds of discussion to correct an offeror’s lack of diligence, competence or inventiveness in preparing the proposal

Proposal Revisions.

Where deemed in the best interests of the States, offerors may be given an opportunity, after the conclusion of the discussions and oral presentations to submit a best and final offer.  Offerors will be informed in writing by the purchasing agent of the date by which best and final offers are required.  Complete, substantial proposal rewrites will not be encouraged.  Offerors should be cautioned not to make changes to proposal that are not clearly explained and/or justified in any proposal revision.

Final Evaluation and Award

After completion of discussions (if any) and receipt of proposal revisions (if permitted), proposals will be finally evaluated and evaluation scores adjusted or revised, if appropriate.  

The committee will prepare an award recommendation with a brief, succinct narrative rationale.

NON-CONFLICT OF INTEREST/CONFIDENTIALITY STATEMENT

I, the undersigned, a member of the Evaluation Committee for Request for Proposal 

#​​​​​​________________
 for ​​​​_______________________________________________

will perform the evaluation under the guidelines, procedures and requirements in the evaluation plan. 

Further, whether I am an employee of the State of Colorado or a consultant assisting in the evaluation of the proposal, I represent as follows:

1. I have a professional interest in seeing that the scoring and evaluation of the vendor responses to this request for proposals can be supported and defended, and that the recommendation of the Evaluation Committee will lead to the selection of the proposal most advantageous to the States, taking into consideration the price and evaluation factors set forth in the RFP.

2. Except as I have disclosed in detail, I neither have nor shall I during the evaluation acquire any financial interest, direct or indirect, in any offeror or otherwise that would conflict in any manner or degree with my evaluation responsibilities.  Members of my immediate family (spouse or children) and other family members who are in my household are subject to the same restriction and disclosure requirements.  For purposes of this provision, publicly traded shares in stock of any offeror that are selected and administered by a third person, e.g. a mutual fund or retirement plan, are not subject to this restriction.  Otherwise, the nature and extent of such financial interests must be disclosed by me to the purchasing agent for their evaluation of the significance of the financial interest on participation in this evaluation.

3. Notwithstanding my termination of employment or other later disassociation from this evaluation committee, I may not participate in the development of proposals in response to this solicitation.

4. I am aware that this evaluation will involve my knowledge of official information and possible vendor commercial information not publicly known.  I agree not to disclose any information gained during the course of my service on this evaluation committee to any person, except to other State employees who may in the normal course of State business have a need for such information.  

If I should become aware of any situation, which might arise, that could alter any of the representations above, or that might otherwise create the appearance of a conflict or other impropriety, I will notify the purchasing agent and project leader immediately. 

Name (print) 












Title (print) 












Signature    












	Score
	Technical/Functionality Standards

	0-25

poor 
	· Proposes an approach that does not comply with State’s requirements in many respects, requiring major proposal rewrites to conform to State’s requirements or material deficiencies or ambiguities remain that require clarification and discussions

· Very limited understanding of the requirement; does not demonstrate more than surface comprehension

High risk of unacceptable or late performance; likely would require extensive amounts of  State involvement to change the approach and achieve successful completion on-time.



	26-50

marginal
	· Proposes an approach that complies in many respects with State requirements, although some material deficiencies or ambiguities remain that require clarification and discussions; major proposal rewrites may be necessary

· Demonstrates basic understanding of the requirement that is may be inadequate for successful performance, and proposal does not demonstrate more than surface comprehension of the requirement in the context of the program’s environment

Moderate to high risk of unacceptable or late performance; likely would require significant amounts of State involvement to refine the approach and achieve successful completion on-time.



	51-70

fair
	· Proposes a sound approach that meets all significant requirements, exceeding mandatory functionalities in some respects.  Requires clarification of minor ambiguities and/or limited proposal revisions to correct limited deficiences and conform to States’ requirements.

· Fair understanding of project, although limited recognition of non-obvious dependencies that would demonstrate comprehensive understanding of the requirement in the context of the program’s environment

Low to moderate risk of unacceptable or late performance; State’s involvement probably will exceed normal contract administration.



	71-85

good
	· Proposes a sound approach that meets all requirements, exceeding mandatory functionalities in many respects.  Requires only clarification of minor ambiguities, and requires no proposal revisions to conform to States’ requirements

· Good understanding of project, recognizing some non-obvious dependencies that demonstrate more than just surface understanding of the requirement in the context of the program’s environment 

Low risk of unacceptable or late performance; States’ involvement not likely to exceed normal contract administration.

 

	86-100

excellent
	· Proposes an excellent approach that meets all requirements and exceeds most mandatory requirements in tangible, clearly advantageous ways.  Requires no clarifications and no proposal revisions to conform to State requirements

· Excellent, comprehensive understanding of project, recognizing many non-obvious dependencies that demonstrate in-depth comprehension of the requirement in the context of the program’s environment

Very little to no risk of unacceptable or late performance; State involvement will not exceed normal contract administration


	Score
	Experience/Demonstrated Capabilities  Standard

	0-25

poor 
	· Offeror and/or its personnel have marginal qualifications and very little relevant experience with projects substantially equivalent to this project

· Past performance, experience, and qualifications raise serious  questions about offeror’s ability to complete the project on-time

High risk of either unacceptable or late performance based on experience and/or past performance; likely would require extensive States’ involvement beyond expected States’ interfaces to make the solution viable and achieve successful completion on-time.



	26-50

marginal
	· Offeror and/or its personnel have basic qualifications but limited relevant experience with projects substantially equivalent to this project

· Past performance, experience, and qualifications raise substantial questions about offeror’s ability to complete the project on-time

· Moderate risk of  unacceptable or late performance based on experience and/or past performance; likely would require significant amounts of State involvement beyond expected State involvement to make the solution viable and achieve successful completion on-time.



	51-70

fair
	· Offeror has personnel who are qualified and have relevant experience with projects similar in scope to this project 

· Past performance, experience, and qualifications raise no significant questions about offeror’s ability to complete the project on-time

Moderate to low risk that experience, past performance history, and qualifications would threaten acceptable and on-time performance;  State involvement likely may exceed normal contract administration and that reasonably required to integrate the solution into existing business process, but involvement likely will not exceed available resources.



	71-85

good
	· Offeror and its personnel are well qualified and have meaningful, directly relevant experience with projects substantially equivalent in scope to this project 

· Past performance, experience, and qualifications create favorable impressions about offeror’s ability to complete the project on-time or perhaps early

Not more than low risk that experience, past performance history, and qualifications would threaten acceptable and on-time performance;  State involvement not likely to exceed normal contract administration, and involvement will not exceed available resources or expected States’ involvement necessary to make the solution viable and achieve successful completion on-time.



	86-100

excellent
	· Offeror and its personnel are well qualified and have recent, extensive, directly relevant experience with projects substantially equivalent to this project 

· Past performance, experience, and qualifications are exceptional and clearly demonstrate a likelihood of on-time or even early successful completion of the project

Very little to no risk from past performance, experience, or qualifications that would threaten acceptable and on-time performance.  State involvement will not exceed normal contract administration.    Little or no States involvement in making the solution viable except as necessary to integrate the solution into the States’ existing processes.  
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