



ATTACHMENT C – EVALUATION CRITERIA FOR MANAGEMENT / TECHNICAL PROPOSALS
RFP # xxx-xxxx-xx/State of Oregon, Dept of Administrative Services
Dept. of 
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Evaluation Criteria and Scoring Summary

	Proposer:  
	Evaluator: 

	
	Management Proposal Scoring Criteria
	Points

Possible
	Points Awarded

	
	1.
The Evaluation Committee will evaluate Management Proposals responses to Section 3 Proposal Requirements. 

Evaluation criteria

a. The adequacy of the proposed development and implementation of training programs and training materials.
Note: Following is a question posed during the Question and Answer period of the RFP regarding this evaluation criteria and the response provided:

Several items that are detailed as evaluation criteria are not requested in the required responses of section 3.3 Management Proposal. Which requirements of the Management Proposal do these evaluation criteria (left) refer to?

The evaluation team will review the Project Management plan submitted by the proposer to make this determination. The description of what is to be included in the draft plan submitted as part of the proposal begins on page 11 of Attachment A.  The requirements for this plan include descriptions of staffing, scheduling of all deliverables, and quality management and communication plans. The training program should be covered by this plan and the training materials should be reflected as deliverables.

Comments:____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________
b. The degree to which the Proposer demonstrates a clear understanding of Agency’s annual application maintenance and support needs and can adapt their approach to meet those needs.
Note: Following is a question posed during the Question and Answer period of the RFP regarding this evaluation criteria and the response provided:

Several items that are detailed as evaluation criteria are not requested in the required responses of section 3.3 Management Proposal. Which requirements of the Management Proposal do these evaluation criteria (left) refer to?

Application maintenance and support requirements are covered in Attachment A, Deliverables 4.8 and 5.1.  While the State recognizes that all possible candidates will have standard operating procedures regarding service levels, problem resolution procedures, response times for help desk calls, defect handling and the like, it is important to the State that the vendor represent an understanding of maintenance and support requirements with regard to such items as due diligence in "turnover to maintenance" documentation and sensitivity to ensuring the healthcare provider's trust in the system through highly responsive support of end users wherever necessary.
Comments:____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________
c. The adequacy of the proposed transition management approach.
Note: Following is a question posed during the Question and Answer period of the RFP regarding this evaluation criteria and the response provided:

Several items that are detailed as evaluation criteria are not requested in the required responses of section 3.3 Management Proposal. Which requirements of the Management Proposal do these evaluation criteria (left) refer to?

This criteria is measured through an evaluation of the proposer's Project Plan (see Attachment A) and is specifically called out as Deliverable 5.1.  While an example of deliverable 5.1 is not required as part of the proposer's response, proposers would be well served to describe their duly diligent approach to transition management in the Project Plan and to represent appropriate staffing, timing of the delivery of the deliverable, and quality and communication management practices to support that approach.

Comments:____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________
d. The adequacy of the proposed quality assurance, testing and change control processes.
Several items that are detailed as evaluation criteria are not requested in the required responses of section 3.3 Management Proposal. Which requirements of the Management Proposal do these evaluation criteria (left) refer to?

The Project Plan deliverable to be submitted as part of the response to the RFP is to contain a quality management plan as well as Deliverable 1.9 Change Control Utility, Deliverable 1.10 Change Control and Issue Resolution Process Documentation, Deliverable 1.12 Performance Monitoring Plan, Deliverable 3.1 Update Systems Test Plan and Test Results, Deliverable 4.4 User Acceptance Testing, Deliverable 4.5 Weekly UAT Statue Report, and Deliverable 4.6 Systems Documentation.  The overall quality management process to be described in the quality management section of the Project Plan should be supported by adequate staffing and appropriate timing of deliverables.  The proposer would be well served to describe how its standard quality control and quality assurance processes either meet the needs of the State as described in these deliverables or can be adapted to do so.  The Oregon PMP implementation will be executed under conditions of regular legislative and public advisory commission scrutiny.  The transparency of this process will be best served through clear, thorough quality processes and deliverables which clearly document the normal evolution of a software implementation as well as any unexpected anomaly in that process.  The proposer can expect all project documentation to be a matter of public record to which the Oregon PDMP staff will need to respond should the public, or the legislature, inquire.

Comments:____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________
e. The degree to which Proposer’s personnel have a high level of technical, management and PMP experience.
Comments:____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________
f. The degree to which the company history and financial data indicate that the Proposer is likely to remain viable and provide the required services for the duration of the Project.

Comments:____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________
g. The degree to which the Proposer’s history reflects knowledge of the industry, and reflects the financial and personnel resources and stability to successfully fulfill the requirements of this RFP.

Comments:____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________
h. The degree to which the Proposer’s history of successful and ongoing implementations demonstrates the Proposer has industry knowledge and Project success in software implementations of this type, and the ongoing support of those implementations.

Comments:____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________
i. The degree to which the Proposer has a significant market presence in the business of Prescription Drug Management Systems as described within this RFP.

Comments:____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________
j. The degree to which any of the required disclosures may negatively affect the ability of the Proposer to fulfill the requirements of the RFP.
Comments:____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________
k. The degree to which the proposed methodology and supporting documentation for managing project performance meet Agency’s needs.

Note: Following is a question posed during the Question and Answer period of the RFP regarding this evaluation criteria and the response provided:

These items are requested in requirements of the Technical Proposal and not included in 3.3 Management Proposal. Should the Proposer include additional information or an overview in the Management Proposal to address these evaluation criteria?

With regard to this question, see also comments in criteria ”d” above.  The Project Plan deliverable is viewed by the State as the guiding deliverable for the entire project. 

Comments:____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________
l. The degree to which Proposer demonstrates an understanding of the Requirements as outlined in Attachment A, Tasks 1 through 5.

Note: Following is a question posed during the Question and Answer period of the RFP regarding this evaluation criteria and the response provided:

These items are requested in requirements of the Technical Proposal and not included in 3.3 Management Proposal. Should the Proposer include additional information or an overview in the Management Proposal to address these evaluation criteria?

With regard to this question, see also comments in criteria “d” above.

Comments:____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________
m. The degree to which Proposer’s analytical techniques used to develop requirement specifications and the sequence of steps to manage, test and release changes to the base PMP meet the needs of Agency.

Note: Following is a question posed during the Question and Answer period of the RFP regarding this evaluation criteria and the response provided:

These items are requested in requirements of the Technical Proposal and not included in 3.3 Management Proposal. Should the Proposer include additional information or an overview in the Management Proposal to address these evaluation criteria?

With regard to this question, see also comments in criteria “d” above.

Comments:____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________
n. The degree to which Proposer articulates typical PMP functions, and business processes as a reflection of the Proposer’s domain competency.

Note: Following is a question posed during the Question and Answer period of the RFP regarding this evaluation criteria and the response provided:

These items are requested in requirements of the Technical Proposal and not included in 3.3 Management Proposal. Should the Proposer include additional information or an overview in the Management Proposal to address these evaluation criteria?

With regard to this question, see also comments in criteria “d” above.

Comments:____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________
o. The degree to which Proposer’s corporate profile shows financial stability and breadth and depth of expertise.

Comments:____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________
p. The degree to which the proposed System version and adaptation methodology reduces risk to the project.

Note: Following is a question posed during the Question and Answer period of the RFP regarding this evaluation criteria and the response provided:

These items are requested in requirements of the Technical Proposal and not included in 3.3 Management Proposal. Should the Proposer include additional information or an overview in the Management Proposal to address these evaluation criteria?

Upon reading the requirements and SB 355, the proposer will note that Oregon's approach to a PMP implementation may vary in its focus from the general thrust of the functionality of the proposer's un-customized application.  For instance, to accommodate Oregon's privacy and security preferences as declared in SB 355 as well as Oregon Agency's security standards as described in requirements in Schedule 1 and Schedule and Reference 4, the proposer may recommend de-activating certain aspects of its un-customized application.  Further, upon completing a complete perusal of the RFP, attachments, and reference documents, the proposer may note that the State missed certain requirements which should be addressed to mitigate legitimate risks, particularly to privacy and security.  These are all key parts of the Proposer’s Technical Proposal and should be addressed there fully. 

Comments:____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________
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	Total Management Proposal Points:
	210
	

	Evaluator Signature:                                                                       
          Date:
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Evaluation Criteria and Scoring Summary

	Proposer:  
	Evaluator: 

	
	Technical Proposal Scoring Criteria
	Points Possible
	Points

Awarded

	
	1. The Evaluation Committee will evaluate Technical Proposal responses to Attachment A, Schedule 1: Mandatory Requirements, Attachment A, Schedule 2: Optional Requirements and Project Plan. 
Evaluation criteria

a. The degree to which Proposer demonstrates multiple successful deployments of the proposed System and its associated support and maintenance;
Comments:___________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________
b. The degree to which Proposer’s proposed System offers the best fit for Agency with the least amount of customization and complexity; 
Comments:___________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________
c. The degree to which Proposer will meet all current System Requirements; 
Comments:___________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________
d. The degree to which Proposer’s experience in providing comprehensive hosting, support and maintenance services for a three-tier technical architecture; and 
Comments:___________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________
e. The degree to which Proposer demonstrates knowledge relative to how best to adapt the proposed System for the benefit of Oregon. 
Comments:___________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________
f. The degree to which the Proposer’s project plan can support a rapid implementation of the proposed System through the tasks described in the Scope of Work (Attachment A) within a context of well-planned quality control processes; 
Comments:___________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________
g. The degree to which the proposed System version and adaptation methodology produces added benefits in terms of features and functions; 
Comments:___________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________
h. The degree to which the proposed System version and adaptation methodology minimizes conforming to changes for previous System adaptations which are not desired by Agency.
Comments:___________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________
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	Total Technical Proposal Points:
	500

	

	Total of Management and Technical Proposal Points
	

	


	
	References
	Points

Possible
	Points Awarded

	
	Total Section 3.5 Reference Points
Note: The evaluation committee members are not scoring this section. DAS SPO will provide the evaluation committee members responses to corporate references as soon as the information is available. The reference information will be helpful in evaluating proposals. Reference scores will be provided at the proposal ranking/competitive range meeting. 
	90
	

	Total of Management and Technical Proposal and Reference Points
	800
	

	Evaluator Signature:                                                                       
          Date:
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