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Solicitation # CH16012
Contract Name: State of Utah - NASPO ValuePoint Cloud Solutions

Project Summary
A request for proposals was issued by the State of Utah on behalf of NASPO ValuePoint participating states Providers for NASPO ValuePoint participating states and their eligible end users under the following categories: Software as a Service (SaaS), Infrastructure as a Service (IaaS), and Platform as a Service (PaaS). 

Evaluation Process
Proposals were evaluated in accordance with Part 7 of the Utah Procurement Code by an Evaluation Committee comprised of representatives from the State of Utah, Tennessee, Colorado, Wisconsin, New Jersey, and Vermont. A representative from State Purchasing attended the evaluation committee meetings to ensure that the process outlined in the Procurement Code was followed but was not a voting member of the evaluation committee.  Under Utah Code 63G-6a-702(2), the RFP process was used because criteria other than cost were considered important in determining which proposal provides the best value to the State.  These other factors (other than cost) were highly significant in determining which vendor’s proposal provided the best value to the State.  The following paragraphs describe each scoring category and explain and compare the scores assigned to each proposal by the State’s evaluation committee.  

58 proposals were received through the State of Utah’s eProcurement system. The preliminary evaluation stage was conducted by the State of Utah to ensure compliance with the RFP minimum qualification. 

1.	Minimum Qualifications. 
The RFP requested that the awarded Contractor provide the following pass/fail criteria as minimum mandatory information:

Mandatory Minimum Requirements			RFP Section	Pass/Fail
Signature Page					5.1		Pass/Fail
Cover Letter						5.2		Pass/Fail
Acknowledgement of Amendments			5.3		Pass/Fail
Executive Summary					5.4		Pass/Fail
General Requirements					5.5		Pass/Fail
Re-Certification					5.7		Pass/Fail
Business Profile					6.1		Pass/Fail
Scope of Experience					6.2		Pass/Fail
Financials						6.3		Pass/Fail
Contract Manager					7.1		Pass/Fail
Cost Proposal Submitted				9.1		Pass/Fail

Upon preliminary review of the mandatory pass/fail RFP criteria, 6 proposals were rejected and determined to be non-response for failing to conform to the mandatory minimum requirements of Solicitation #CH16012. 52 proposals were submitted to the evaluation committee for technical scoring.

2.	Technical Qualifications Methodology and Approach.
In this stage, the proposals were evaluated in 3 categories - Business Information, Organization and Staffing, and Technical Requirements. The categories were further broken down into the following sub-categories:
 
Evaluation Criteria			RFP Section	Points Possible		
BUSINESS INFORMATION		6						
Business Profile				6.1		25.0	
Scope of Experience				6.2		25.0		
General Information				6.4		25.0	
Billing and Pricing Practices			6.5		25.0	
Scope and Variety of Cloud Solutions	6.6		25.0	
Best Practices					6.7		25.0	

ORGANIZATION AND STAFFING	7						
Contract Manager				7.1		25.0		

TECHNICAL REQUIREMENTS		8						
Technical Requirements			8.1		50.0	
Subcontractors					8.2		50.0	
Working with Purchasing Entities		8.3		50.0	
Customer Service				8.4		50.0	
Security of Information			8.5		50.0	
Privacy and Security				8.6		50.0	
Migration and Redeployment Plan		8.7		50.0	
Service or Data Recovery			8.8		50.0	
Data Protection				8.9		50.0	
Service Level Agreements			8.10		50.0	
Data Disposal					8.11		50.0	
Performance Measures and Reporting	8.12		50.0	
Cloud Security Alliance			8.13		50.0	
Service Provisioning				8.14		50.0	
Back up and Disaster Plan			8.15		50.0	
Solution Administration			8.16		50.0	
Hosting and Provisioning			8.17		50.0	
Trial and Testing Periods			8.18		50.0		
Integration and Customization		8.19		50.0	
Marketing Plan				8.20.		50.0	
Value-Added Services			8.21		50.0	
Supporting Infrastructure			8.22		50.0		
Alignment of Cloud Computing		8.23		50.0	

In order to be eligible for an award, a proposal is required to score a minimum of 70% of the total technical points available. A total of 1325 points were available in this stage of the evaluation process for proposals that included IaaS, PaaS, or a combination of all three categories. The Lead State and the evaluation committee determined, based on the proposals received, that the Hosting and Provisioning category did not apply to offerors that only submitted SaaS solutions.  As such, a total of 1275 points were available in this stage of the evaluation process for proposals that were specific to SaaS. 

During the technical evaluation phase, the evaluation committee determined that the proposals that received an average score of 4 or higher per category provided sufficient information to the evaluation committee to demonstrate that their proposals exceeded the addressed requirements of the category.  Overall, the evaluation committee determined that these proposals would allow Participating Entities an opportunity to make a best value determination based on the proposals provided by the offerors.

The evaluation committee determined that proposals that received an average score of 3 or lower per category did not provide sufficient information to demonstrate to the evaluation committee that their proposals met the requirements of the category.

In the opinion of the evaluation committee, 38 proposals received technical scores that met or exceeded the minimum technical point requirements outlined in the RFP and moved on to cost evaluation. The offerors whose proposals met the minimum point threshold included: 
· 
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· AT&T	
· ATOS Inc	
· Carahsoft 	
· CDW Govt.	
· Century Link	
· CGI	
· Cisco Sys	
· CSRA	
· Day 1 Solutions	
· DLT Solutions	
· Emergent	
· Environmental Sys. Research (ESRI)	
· IBM	
· Info Reliance	
· Insight Public Sector	
· Logicworks	
· Oracle America	
· SHI	
· Smartronix	
· Strategic Communication	
· TCC Software Solutions	
· Unisys	
· Vmware Inc	
· Cherry Road
· A&T Systems	
· EMC Corp.	
· IMMX Group	
· NTT Data Inc 	
· Verizon 
· Teradata	
· Collab9 Inc	
· Contact Solutions	
· Broadvoice	
· FireEye	
· GuideSoft	
· Quest	
· Retarus	
· Workday


14 proposals, Vendors A – N, were rejected due to failure to meet the required minimum technical scoring threshold. The evaluation committee felt the rejected proposals lacked technical detail in several of the sub-categories and the proposals did not adequately demonstrate that their solutions offered met the minimum threshold for award. The evaluation committee determined that these proposals did not substantively address the topics identified in Solicitation #CH16012.

3.	Cost.
The 38 offerors that met the minimum score threshold, had their Cost Proposals evaluated as outlined in the Solicitation #CH16012. All 38 offerors provided a price schedule with a minimum discount from its Cloud Solutions and received 147.2 points.

Conclusion
Based on the justifications outlined above, the 38 offerors identified above provide the best value to the State and each has been awarded a contract, subject to successful negotiations of the terms and conditions.
