
RFP AWARD RECOMMENDATION MEMORANDUM

Note: All text in italics and underlined are for example purposes only

Memorandum

	To:


From:
	__________________________
Purchasing Agent

______________________
Buyer

	Date:
	_______________________

	Subject:
	Proposal Evaluation and Recommendation for RFP No.: _____; _____________________


Submitted herewith for your review and concurrence is the award recommendation for the above referenced Request for Proposal.

HISTORY 

On _______________ Logistics/Acquisition solicited a Request for Proposal (RFP) for _____________.  The objective of the RFP was to contract with qualified and experienced firm(s) to _______________________.  In order to insure the objective was met, the RFP was issued with _______ evaluation criteria addressed by the requirements of the RFP and __________ questions answered by the Respondents; (1) Respondent’s Qualifications; (2) Scope of Work;  (3) Staff and Deliverables; and (4) Cost. The Proposals were opened on ___________, of the six (6) proposals received, all were responsive. The responsive firms are as follows:

· Company 1

SYMBOL 183 \f "Symbol" \s 10 \h
Company 2
SYMBOL 183 \f "Symbol" \s 10 \h
Company 3
· Company 4

· Company 5

· Company 6

The Proposals were evaluated by a cross departmental team which included ____(names and departments)____________. Additionally, Acquisition evaluated each Proposal for responsiveness/compliance and cost. Based on the above objective the following Proposal evaluation was prepared.

PROPOSAL EVALUATION PROCESS
All  Proposals were first examined to determine whether or not they met all the requirements of the RFP. A point and weight system was then used to evaluate the Proposals by taking the points assigned to a category item and multiplying by the category item’s weight (listed below). Each category item was assigned a point range of 0 to 4.

Categories





Weight

1.
Respondent’s Qualifications

10%



2.
Scope of Work






30%
3.
Staff and Deliverables

35%
4.
Cost




25%
Total






100%

1.
Respondent’s Qualifications: This category dealt with the prior experience and capabilities of the Respondent in providing the requested services to an institution such as UTMB.

2.
Scope of Work: This category dealt with the bidder’s ability to provide the quality, reliability and support services necessary to for Clinical Compliance Training. 

3. Staff and Deliverables: This category dealt with quality and type of the training materials, as well as, the quality and experience of the Respondent’s staff assigned to this project. 

4.
Cost: This category dealt with the total overall cost.

The spreadsheet attached hereto as Exhibit No. 1 details the scoring for each Proposal.

SUBMITTED PROPOSALS  
Listed below is a synopsis of each responsive Proposal submitted.

Company 1


The highest rated response;  excelling in the following areas:

SYMBOL 183 \f "Symbol" \s 10 \h
Excellent Qualifications (i.e., prior experience and references)

· Excellent overall Scope of Work

· Excellent Staff and Deliverables

· Second Highest rated Cost Proposal

Company 2


The second highest rated  response; excelling in the following areas:
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Excellent Qualifications (i.e., prior experience and references)

· Excellent overall Scope of Work

· Excellent Staff and Deliverables

· Third Highest rated Cost Proposal

Company 3


The third highest rated  response; excelling in the following areas:
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Excellent Qualifications (i.e., prior experience and references)

· Excellent overall Scope of Work

· Excellent Staff and Deliverables

· Fifth Highest rated Cost Proposal

Company 4


The fourth rated  response; excelling in the following areas:
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Excellent Qualifications (i.e., prior experience and references)

· Excellent overall Scope of Work

· Excellent Staff and Deliverables

· Fifth Highest rated Cost Proposal

Company 5

The fifth rated response, met the overall requirements;
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Excellent Qualifications (i.e., prior experience and references)

· Good overall Scope of Work

· Excellent Staff and Deliverables

· Fourth Highest rated Cost Proposal

Company 6


The sixth rated response, did not meet the overall requirements;
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Marginal Qualifications (i.e., prior experience and references)

· Poor overall Scope of Work

· Poor Staff and Deliverables

· Highest rated Cost Proposal

RECOMMENDATION

After a thorough evaluation by the Evaluation Team, we recommend an award be made to Company 1. While other Respondents also offered good overall Proposals, Company 1 can provide the services with equal expertise at a lower overall cost. Based on their Proposal and experience, Company 1 offers the best value in support of the ____________ needs of UTMB.

Attest:

________________________________

_________________________________



Buyer




Departmental Project Manager
________________________________

_________________________________



Date





Date

In consideration of the foregoing, please indicate your approval of this recommendation by your signature below.

Concur:
__________







Reject: ___________

_________________________________







_______________
Purchasing Agent





Date: ____________________________




EXHIBIT NO. 1

EVALUATION SCORING FOR RFP ______

	SCORE
	Max Points
	Weight
	Max Score
	Company 1
	Company 2
	Company 3
	Company 4
	Company 5
	Company 6

	Qualifications
	4
	10%
	0.40
	0.40
	0.35
	0.30
	0.25
	0.20
	0.15

	Scope of Work
	4
	30%
	1.20
	1.20
	1.25
	1.20
	1.15
	1.10
	1.05

	Staff & Deliverables
	4
	35%
	1.40
	1.40
	1.35
	1.30
	1.25
	1.20
	1.15

	Cost
	4
	25%
	1.00
	1.00
	0.65
	0.38
	0.28
	0.25
	0.17

	Total:
	16
	100%
	4.00
	4.00
	3.60
	3.18
	2.93
	2.75
	2.52

	
	
	
	Ranking:
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	Cost
	Company 1
	Company 2
	Company 3
	Company 4
	Company 5
	Company 6

	
	
	
	Total Project Cost
	   74,000.00 
	     114,750.00 
	     197,600.00 
	           263,250.00 
	           295,000.00 
	           443,800.00 

	
	
	
	Total Points:
	4
	2.58
	1.50
	1.12
	1.00
	0.67

	
	
	
	Total Score
	1.00
	0.65
	0.38
	0.28
	0.25
	0.17
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