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PART I 
Project Overview
1.
Overview  

This document outlines the formal process and method that will be used by the City and County of San Francisco, (hereafter referred to as the “City”) to evaluate software and implementation services proposals for its new Human Resources management and Payroll system. The detailed steps, methods, evaluation criteria, and the decision making process to be used by the City throughout the evaluation are presented in this document.

2.
Project Scope
The scope for this project involves two primary areas: Human Resources and Payroll management. 

The functional scope of this engagement includes the following: Personnel and Benefits Administration, Applicant Tracking, Grievance Tracking, Employee Self-Service, Training, Performance Management, Payroll, Workers Compensation, Disaster Preparedness and Time and Attendance. 

The City seeks integrated enterprise products (common database, application, and interface) for this project and favors experienced firms that have implemented software in organizations similar to the City.  The City seeks to implement a "vanilla" software package and to limit the amount of modification to the base application. The evaluation plan covers the elevation and selection processes for both the software vendor and the implementation vendor, from receipt of vendor proposals through final contract negotiations.

3.
Project Objectives
The requests for software and implementation vendor proposals have been developed in response to the City’s need for an integrated Human Resource and Payroll System as a replacement to the current systems used by the City. The overall objective of the project is to implement a software system that is configured using best business practices, and that also provides development tools that will enable the City to meet its future needs without becoming heavily dependent upon external consultants. The evaluation and negotiation process should take into consideration the following specific objectives that the City hopes to achieve:

· Improve the City’s data retention, data analysis, and decision-making capabilities. 

· Reduce the time required to train personnel on overly complex applications and to optimally use system features.

· Centrally track all associated personnel, payroll, and benefit data, including personal information, salary, pay types, skills and certifications, benefit plans, and leave balances.

· Easy access to Human Resources and Payroll data for all appropriate City department users (with proper security authorization).

· Eliminate manual and redundant processes that result in duplicative effort and. typographical errors.

· Electronically track and provide automated notifications for employee milestones, such as expiration dates, eligibility dates, performance evaluation dates, and other date-defined milestones.  

· Easily accommodate the City’s complex and evolving business rules, such as adjustments in annual Memorandums Of Understanding (MOU), and legislative mandates.

4.
Evaluation Consultants

The City has retained the services of the Government Finance Officers Association (GFOA) to provide assistance and analysis during the evaluation and selection process. Although GFOA will help facilitate the process, the actual decisions to select software and implementation vendors will be made exclusively by the City. The GFOA’s responsibilities during the process are to: 

· Assist the City in evaluating software vendor proposals, and assist the City in preparing the Request for Proposals (RFP) for implementation services; 

· Work with the City to prepare (this) Evaluation Plan for the City to use throughout the selection process for both the software and the implementation vendor; 

· Prepare analysis reports for both selection processes, which help the City to differentiate vendor proposals, and that aid the City to elevate vendors for further consideration; 

· Interview references of short-listed implementation vendors and develop an Implementation Vendor Reference Report; 

· Develop demonstration scripts and evaluation tools for elevated implementation vendors; 

· Staff and facilitate demonstrations/on-site interviews for elevated implementation vendors;

· Conduct debrief sessions with the City after the demonstrations via phone; and

· Develop discovery letter and facilitate post-demonstration meetings (Discovery Sessions).

In addition to system selection services, GFOA will support the City during contract negotiations with the software and implementation vendor(s). GFOA will support the negotiation process with the participation of City staff and its legal advisors as needed. The City will be responsible for the final review and assembly of the software and professional services contracts. GFOA’s role in the negotiations process includes:  

· Assisting the City in developing a Software License Agreement (SLA) with the selected software vendor; 

· Assisting the City in developing an Implementation Services Agreement (ISA), including a Statement of Work (SOW) document, for the implementation of the selected software; 

· Assisting in parallel negotiations to obtain the most favorable contractual terms with each vendor; and, 

· Providing other advisory and analytical services, as requested by the City.

5.
Overall Project Approach

The City will use an evaluation/selection methodology that promotes competition throughout each decision-making process. A series of “elevations” will occur to select finalists for both software and implementation vendors. If a vendor fails to meet expectations during any part of the process, the City reserves the right to proceed with remaining vendors or may elevate a vendor that was previously not elevated. The overall goal is to select a software and implementation team that provides the best value for the City and its employees.

6.
Proposal Evaluation Project Team Resources
A team structure (herein collectively referred to as the “Project Team”) consisting of members from City staff will be used to evaluate the software and implementation vendor proposals. Three groups of City employees will evaluate software and implementation vendor proposals. The groups are as follows:
Executive Steering Committee. The Executive Steering Committee (ESC) will play the main “governance” role on the project and will make the final recommendation to the Board of Supervisors. It will base the recommendation on the input of the Evaluation Team and its own assessment of software and implementation demonstrations and other information. 

Evaluation Team. The Evaluation Team is responsible for the evaluation and rating of the proposals and demonstrations and for conducting interviews during the planned site visits. The Evaluation Team is responsible for evaluating software functionality, technology architecture, implementation capabilities, costs, and other selection criteria. The team’s objective is to make recommendations for vendor selection to the Executive Steering Committee.  
End User Team. The End User Team consists of subject matter experts from the City departments that have deep knowledge of specific business processes. The End User Team’s responsibility during selection is to support the Evaluation Team. Members of this team will be called upon as needed.

Negotiating Team.  In addition, a Negotiation Team will be formed at the Discovery level. This Team must be necessarily small because of the detailed, time-sensitive nature of the negotiation process. 

7.
Tentative Timeframe for Software and Implementation Selection
Software Selection

October 31, 2006
Business Requirements and Request for Supplemental Information Released to Software Vendors

December 7, 2006
Elevate Three Software Vendors for Demonstrations

January 2007

Conduct Software Demonstrations


January 16, 2007
Elevate Software Finalist

February 14, 2007
Finalize Software License Agreement

Implementation Vendor Selection

January 17, 2007
Release of Implementation Services RFP

February 14, 2006
Implementation Vendor Proposals Received

March 8, 2007

Three Implementation Vendors Elevated for Interviews


March 21, 2007
Conduct Implementation Vendor Interviews

March 26, 2007
Elevate Two Implementation Vendors to Discovery

April 17, 2007

Conduct Discovery Interviews

April 19, 2007

Elevate Implementation Vendor Finalist

May 25, 2007

Finalize Vendor Contract Negotiations

PART II
Guidelines for the Project Team
1.
Confidentiality
All vendor selection information, any information subsequently collected from vendors, and any analysis that is conducted by GFOA or the City’s own Evaluation Team is to be kept confidential. Discussions regarding any portion of the evaluation process with any unauthorized party are strictly prohibited. All vendor responses are confidential until after the contract has been awarded. Only the appropriate designated staff is allowed to contact vendors for the sole purpose of obtaining information that may clarify proposals, negotiations and/or scheduling project events.

2.
Responsibilities of Proposal Evaluation Team
Being assigned to the Evaluation Team assumes a serious commitment by the member to diligently attend meetings and software and implementation vendor demonstrations/interviews in addition to reviewing GFOA analysis, vendor proposals and completing evaluation forms. 

3.
Documentation of Results
At each elevation point, the City needs to document its findings as a group. Throughout the procurement process, the Evaluation Team will rate vendors after there is a group discussion using the criteria and categories outlined in this document.  The score sheets at the end of this document help to facilitate this process. The Project Manager will be responsible for ensuring and maintaining detailed documentation.

4.
Communication Guidelines for Vendors and City Personnel
Vendors should be specifically directed NOT to contact any City personnel, other than specifically identified personnel, for meetings, conferences or technical discussions that are related to the RFP. Unauthorized contact of any City personnel may be cause for rejection of the vendor’s proposal. All communication regarding this proposal evaluation process must go through the designated City official.

5.
Rating Scale 
The City will use the rating scale shown below on the attached scoresheets to evaluate software vendors and implementation firms during the on-site software demonstrations, and at other decision points in vendor selection:

5-Exceptional

(i.e., “greatly exceeds basic needs”)

4-Above Average
(i.e., “exceeds basic needs”)

3-Average

(i.e., “meets basic needs”)

2-Below Average  
(i.e., “barely meets basic needs”)

1-Unsatisfactory
(i.e., “does not meet needs”)

0-Unresponsive  
(i.e., “did not provide enough information to judge”)

6.
Attendance
Evaluators must attend all of the same demonstrations/interview sessions for ALL the vendors in order to be able to complete the scoresheets and participate in the discussion among the Evaluation Team. For example, evaluators who attend two vendor demonstration sessions, but not the third are not allowed to provide an evaluation at that level of the process.

7.
Other Factors to Consider
1. Completeness and Accuracy is Essential

Evaluate whether a requirement is met based on the complete vendor response. Vendors have an incentive to interpret requirements in self-serving ways that may not be consistent with the City’s needs. A ‘yes’ response on paper should not necessarily be taken at face value.

Note:  These responses will also be verified during the software demonstrations/ interviews and on site visits.

2. Make More Than One Pass in Establishing Ratings

Individual evaluators should make at least two passes at rating all proposals before finalizing ratings for each criterion. More passes are encouraged. After the first pass, examine the ratings for reasonableness. Using due diligence and good judgment, evaluators should be particularly attentive to understanding and justifying each of their ratings.

3. Initial Costs Should Not be Taken At Face Value

Proposals typically cannot be compared with each other immediately on costs, because vendors provide such information in various degrees of detail and with understated and unstated assumptions. Also, a competitive procurement process may result in final costs that are lower than initial proposals. On the other hand, in some cases, costs go up after the City and the vendor clarify assumptions and learn more about each other through this selection process. The GFOA will prepare cost comparisons and present them to the Evaluation Team to assist with this challenging component of the evaluation. 

PART III
Evaluation Steps for Software Vendor Selection
1.
Software Evaluation Process Overview

The evaluation process described below seeks to permit a thorough analysis of all software proposals while retaining competition through the end of the procurement cycle. The City will use a selection method that promotes competition throughout each step in the decision-making process.  A series of “elevations” will be used to select a finalist software vendor.  For each milestone in the process, the City will elevate a certain number of vendors.  If a software vendor fails to meet expectations during any part of the process, the City reserves the right to proceed with the remaining software vendors or elevate a vendor that was not elevated before.

The proposal evaluation criteria outlined in this document should be viewed as standards that measure how well a vendor meets the desired requirements and needs of the City.  The criteria that will be used and considered in evaluation will include the following:

· Compatibility with current and future technological infrastructure and Information Technology Strategy, and current the City expertise 

· Compatibility with City’s desired functionality (Responses to Business and Technical Requirements) 

· Software License and Maintenance and Support Cost (Project and Ongoing) 

· Public Sector Experience 

· Software Demonstrations

· Compatibility with the City’s desired terms and conditions 

· References and (Optional) Site Visits 

Each evaluation criterion will be evaluated at the appropriate time in the evaluation process. The Levels referred to below are described in more detail later in this section.

Level 1:  Detailed Evaluation of Software Vendor Responses

· Compatibility with current and future technological infrastructure and Information Technology Strategy, and current the City expertise 

· Compatibility with City’s desired functionality 

· Cost (Project and Ongoing) 

· Public Sector Experience and Qualifications of Staff 

Level 2: Software Demonstrations

· Software Demonstrations

· Compatibility with City’s desired functionality

· Compatibility with the City’s desired terms and conditions

· References and Site Visits

Level 3: Contract Finalization

2.
Level One:  Detailed Evaluation of Software Vendor Responses
Task:  Elevate proposals that have responded most favorably to the City’s request for information.

Result:  Vendor teams that have responded most favorably to the City’s request for information will meet advance to Level 2 (Software Demonstrations).

Process:  Previously, the City released a Request for Information (RFI), to which a number of software vendors replied. Based upon the information that was included in the RFI, the City was able to elevated four software vendors for further consideration. However, the vendor RFI responses did not provide adequate information for the City to make further vendors elevations. As a result, the City has developed a set of business requirements that reflect the City’s critical Human Resources and Payroll business needs. In addition, the City shall ask elevated vendors to provide more in-depth information, including the following: 

· Software license and Maintenance and Support costs

· Software functionality

· Technology

· Maintenance and support options

Vendor responses to this information, as well as their responses to the business requirements, shall be used to further elevate software vendors for further consideration. All vendor responses will be reviewed to determine if a) they have responded completely to all additional requests for information; and b) the degree to which software vendor responses were most favorable to the City. The City may contact individual vendors for clarification or correction of minor errors or reconcilable deficiencies in submissions. Minor errors are defined as such things that do not materially impact the City’s perception of the respondent as being unqualified to win the business. Such minor errors are the failure to provide the correct number of hard copies or to mark one as the “Master.” Reconcilable deficiencies are defined as errors that might have been oversights by the vendor, such as submittal of staffing forms in PDF format instead of Excel. Upon request, the vendor must furnish any requested information to the City within two (2) business days or the proposal will be evaluated as originally received. Major errors or omissions, such as the failure to provide a cost estimate, may result in a declaration that the proposal is non-conforming and may be rejected. 

Decision Tasks:

Task 1:
For each of the four software proposals under consideration, the City delivers to the GFOA one electronic copy and one “hard copy” via overnight, early morning delivery service of the software vendor’s response to the City’s request for further information.

Task 2:
GFOA notifies the City of any GFOA system selection methodology deficiencies (e.g., vendor cost forms incomplete).

Task 3:
The City notifies vendors of any minor errors to allow for correction. Vendors are allowed 48 hours from the time of notification to correct the deficiency. If the vendor does not respond on time after they have been duly notified of the error, the vendor response will be judged in its original form or eliminated, depending on the nature of the deficiency, at the City’s discretion.

Task 4: 
If necessary, the City will eliminate software vendor responses that have not provided required information.  All others will be considered qualified responses. 

Task 5:  
GFOA will analyze all qualified responses to City business requirements and summarize them in a Business Requirements Analysis Report. This report will evaluate the vendors’ responses to the business and technical requirements that have been identified by the City.
Task 6:
The City’s Evaluation Team reviews all vendor responses under consideration. The evaluation criteria identified in this document shall be the factors under review.  Upon completion of their independent review, each Evaluation Team member shall review the reports provided by GFOA, which will provide additional insight. Each member of the Evaluation Team shall complete a scorecard (Software Evaluation Scoresheet #1), which summarizes his or her assessment.

Task 7:
GFOA facilitates a conference call meeting with the City’s Evaluation Team to identify vendors for software demonstrations. Evaluation Team members are allowed to finalize their scorecards after the discussion.  No more than three proposals will advance to on-site demonstrations and interviews.

Task 8:
The City’s designated official will notify the selected software vendors of their elevation and requests participation in on-site software demonstrations and interviews. No communication will be made to non-elevated vendors at this time.

3.
Level Two:  Software Demonstrations

Task:  Conduct on-site software demonstrations. Utilize demonstration evaluations and (optional) site visits to identify those vendors elevated for contract negotiations.

Result:  Two software vendors will be selected for contract negotiations.

Process:  The software vendors selected for this evaluation will be invited to demonstrate their software on-site at the City. The main objective of the demonstrations will be to assess the extent to which vendors conform to the business needs of the City.  Each selected vendor will be asked to demonstrate the software in a two-day period.  Vendors will be provided with demonstration scripts approximately two to three weeks prior to the demonstrations. On-site software demonstrations will be based upon a script that is targeted to the City’s most important and complex processes.  Failure to follow the designated script will result in a less favorable evaluation.  

Vendors will be required to set-up a separate Software Demonstration Lab during their entire software demonstration period.  This approach allows vendors to respond to the City subject matter experts with detailed questions, or provide additional information, which may not be covered in the main demonstrations due to time constraints.  

Decision Tasks:

Task 1: 
GFOA will provide the City with a Demonstration Script template, which consists of summary-level functional exercises as well as detailed items to be demonstrated. Other topics that will be covered include reporting, technology and cost.

Task 2:
The City will modify the script template to reflect the City’s business requirements.

Task 3:
The designated City official distributes the scripts to software vendors approximately two - three weeks prior to the demonstrations.

Task 4: 
GFOA will provide the City with a Demonstration Evaluation Booklet template for use by the City’s Evaluation Team during the software demonstrations. The evaluation books will be based upon the demonstration scripts, and will be used to rate the demonstration according to the criteria outlined in this plan. 

Task 5:
The City’s Evaluation Team and members of the Executive Steering Committee participate in software demonstrations. The Evaluation Team will be required to attend all software demonstration sessions. The Evaluation Team may invite members of the End User Team to the demonstrations to assist them in their evaluations, but only the ratings for the Evaluation Team will be used to elevate vendors to the next step in the process. The Evaluation Team will evaluate the strengths and weaknesses of each Vendor’s demonstration, using the standard format found in the Demonstration Evaluation Booklet. These evaluations will be used in the completion of the Software Elevation 2 Scoresheet. Information obtained and/or observations made from the software lab sessions may also be incorporated into these evaluations. 

Task 6:
The City will convene in which vendor ratings for software vendors are established. The highest-ranking software vendor will be elevated to the next phase, Contract Finalization. 

4.
Level Three:  Contract Finalization
Task: Conduct negotiations to develop the software license agreement.

Result:  Final software license agreement.

Process:  The finalist software vendor will work with the City and GFOA staff to develop a software license agreement. The business and technology requirement spreadsheets will be attached to the software license agreement. Because this level is very time sensitive, the City’s responsibilities are carried out by the Negotiation Team, with consultation and assistance from the Evaluation Team when necessary.

Software License Agreement (SLA): The GFOA will support the City throughout the contracting process. Contract negotiations for the Software License Agreement will use the software vendor’s standard license agreement as the baseline. The City’s Project Team and GFOA will review the contents of the agreement and propose amendments, usually in the form of marked up versions of the contract. A final draft will be assembled for the City’s Legal Counsel to review and develop into a final SLA. Conference calls will take place as needed.

Task 1:
Negotiation Team and GFOA negotiate costs with the Vendor finalist until a final cost proposal is determined.

Task 2:
Negotiation Team, GFOA and finalist Vendor will negotiate the key points of the software license agreement.

Task 3:
The City Legal Counsel reviews all documents and negotiates/confirms final contract terms.

PART IV
Evaluation Steps for Implementation Vendor Selection
1.
Implementation Vendor Evaluation Process Overview

The evaluation process described below seeks to permit a thorough analysis of all proposals while retaining competition through the end of the procurement cycle. The City will use a selection method that promotes competition throughout each step in the decision-making process.  A series of “elevations” will be used to select an implementation vendor.  For each milestone in the process, the City will elevate a certain number of implementation vendors.  If a vendor fails to meet expectations during any part of the process, the City reserves the right to proceed with the remaining vendors or elevate a vendor that was not elevated before.

The proposal evaluation criteria outlined in the Implementation  Services RFP should be viewed as standards that measure how well an implementation vendor’s approach meets the desired requirements and needs of the City.  The criteria that will be used and considered in evaluation will include the following, from the RFP that is developed by the City for implementation vendor services:

· Conformance with RFP guidelines and submittal requirements 

· Degree of Customization

· Implementation Strategy and Plan 

· Implementation Cost 

· Public Sector Experience and Qualifications of Staff 

· Implementation Interviews 

· Compatibility with the City’s desired terms and conditions 

· References and (Optional) Site Visits 

Each evaluation criterion will be evaluated at the appropriate time in the evaluation process. The Levels referred to below are described in more detail later in this section.

Level 1:  Mandatory Procurement Requirements Assessment

· Conformance with RFP guidelines and submittal requirements
Level 2:  Detailed Proposal Assessment

· Degree of Customization

· Implementation Strategy and Plan 

· Implementation Cost 
· Public Sector Experience and Qualifications of Staff 

Level 3: Interviews

· Implementation Interviews

· References and (Optional) Site Visits

Level 4:  Discovery Sessions

· Compatibility with the City’s desired terms and conditions
· Updated cost proposal.
Level 5: Contract Finalization

2.
Level One:  Mandatory Procurement Requirements

Task:  Elevate proposals that have met the minimum Request for Proposal requirements.

Result:  Vendor teams that meet the minimum RFP requirements advance to Level 2 (Detailed Proposal Assessment).

Process:  All proposals received will be inspected for compliance with the general RFP requirements. The City may contact individual vendors for clarification or correction of minor errors or reconcilable deficiencies in submissions. Minor errors are defined as such things that do not materially impact the City’s perception of the respondent as being unqualified to win the business. Such minor errors are the failure to provide the correct number of hard copies or to mark one as the “Master.” Reconcilable deficiencies are defined as errors that might have been oversights by the vendor, such as submittal of staffing forms in PDF format instead of Excel. Upon request, the implementation vendor must furnish any requested information to the City within two (2) business days or the proposal will be evaluated as originally received. Major errors or omissions, such as the failure to provide a cost estimate, may result in a declaration that the proposal is non-conforming and may be rejected. 

Decision Tasks:

Task 1:
For each proposal received, the City delivers to the GFOA one electronic copy and one “hard copy” via overnight, early morning delivery service.

Task 2:
GFOA and the City review proposals for conformance with submittal requirements.

Task 3:
GFOA notifies the City of any GFOA system selection methodology deficiencies (e.g., vendor reference forms missing).

Task 4:
The City notifies vendors of any minor errors or reconcilable deficiencies to allow for correction. Vendors are allowed 48 hours from the time of request to correct the deficiency. If the vendor does not respond on time, the proposal will be judged in its original form or eliminated, depending on the nature of the deficiency, at the City’s discretion.

Task 5: 
If necessary, the City will eliminate proposals that have not met the submittal requirements.  All others will be considered qualified responses. 

The submittal requirements are listed in the Appendix as Implementation Elevation 1 Checklist.

6.
Level Two:  Detailed Proposal Assessment 

Task:  Conduct a detailed review of all qualified responses using the criteria for Level Two listed above.  Identify no more than three implementation vendors for elevation to the next level.

Result:  Up to three vendors will be invited to the City for on-site interviews.

Process:  Evaluation Team members will review all implementation proposals received and score each proposal using the Implementation Elevation 2 score sheet (see attached Excel Workbook).  Team members are not allowed to contact any vendors for clarification directly; rather, they should communicate any questions or areas for clarification to the designated City official.

Decision Tasks:
Task 1:  
GFOA will analyze all qualified proposals and summarize them in a Proposal Assessment Report. This report will assess the strengths and weaknesses of each proposal, including pricing, proposed implementation strategy, and training approaches.
Task 2:
The City’s Evaluation Team reviews all proposals under consideration. The evaluation criteria identified in the RFP and in this report shall be the factors under review.  Upon completion of their independent review, each Evaluation Team member reads the reports provided by GFOA, which will provide additional insight. Each member of the Evaluation Team completes a scorecard (Implementation Elevation 2), which summarizes his or her assessment.

Task 3:
GFOA facilitates a conference call meeting with the City’s Evaluation Team to identify vendors for interviews. Evaluation Team members are allowed to finalize their scorecards after the discussion.  No more than three proposals will advance to on-site interviews.

Task 4:
The designated City official notifies the selected Vendor teams of their elevation and requests participation in on-site interviews. No communication is made to non-elevated vendors at this time.

7.
Level Three:  Implementation Interviews

Task:  Conduct on-site implementation firm interviews. Utilize interview evaluations and the results of reference checks and site visits to identify those vendors that will be elevated for contract negotiations.

Result:  Two vendor teams will be selected for Discovery and contract negotiations.

Process:  The implementation vendors selected for this evaluation will be invited for on-site interviews at the City. The main objective of this interview will be to assess the extent to which the vendors conform to the business needs of the City.  Each selected vendor will be asked to attend a one-day interview.  Vendors will be provided with interview scripts approximately two to three weeks prior to the interview. On-site interviews will be based upon a script that is targeted to the City’s most important and complex processes.  Failure to follow the designated script will result in a less favorable evaluation.  

The GFOA will also conduct reference checks of these vendors. Reference checks may include discussions with other public sector entities that have implemented the proposed product using the proposed implementation partner.

Decision Tasks:

Task 1: 
GFOA develops the baseline Interview Scripts, which will primarily include questions related to, scope, implementation, training, and cost.

Task 2:
The City will review the draft scripts and provide comments to GFOA.

Task 3:
GFOA will prepare the final scripts and submit them to the City’s Project Manager and the designated City official.

Task 4:
The designated City official will distribute the scripts to implementation vendors approximately two - three weeks prior to the interviews.

Task 5: 
GFOA develops Interview Evaluation Booklets for use by the City’s Evaluation Team during the interviews. The evaluation books will be based upon the interview scripts, and will be used to rate the interview according to the criteria outlined in the RFP and in this plan. 

Task 6:
The City’s Evaluation Team and members of the Executive Steering Committee will participate in implementation vendor interviews. The GFOA will facilitate the interviews, and will ensure that the vendors address the script items and complete their interview within the allotted time limits. The Evaluation Team will be required to attend all interview sessions. The Evaluation Team may invite members of the End User Team to the interviews to assist them in their evaluations, but only the ratings for the Evaluation Team will be used to elevate vendors to the next step in the process. The Team will evaluate the strengths and weaknesses of each Vendor’s interview, using the standard format found in the Interview Evaluation Booklet. These evaluations will be used in the completion of the Implementation Elevation 3 Scoresheet. 

Task 7: 
GFOA will conduct reference checks on behalf of the City for those implementation vendors identified for on-site interviews. 

Task 8:
GFOA will facilitate a session with the City, in which implementation vendor ratings are established. No more than the two highest-ranking implementation services vendors will be elevated to the next phase, Discovery Sessions. 

Task 9: 
The designated City official will notify selected vendors of their elevation to Discovery.

8.
Level Four: Discovery Sessions

Task:  Move toward a final award with one implementation vendor for implementation services.  

Result:  Identification of one implementation vendor for competitive contract negotiation.

Process:  Vendors will be asked to respond in writing to issues and questions raised by the City at the implementation interviews. In addition, the City may ask a vendor to update pricing based on discussions during implementation vendor interviews or comments to the proposals. Vendors will then be asked to attend Discovery Sessions on-site. The goal of the Discovery Sessions is to allow the City staff to have an opportunity to discuss in detail the implementation and cost proposals.  Up to two Vendors will be invited back to the City for a Discovery session. The Discovery session consists of a half-day meeting with each vendor to clarify components of the proposals. Following the Discovery Sessions, issues specific to each of the remaining vendor’s proposals are addressed via Request for Clarification (RFC) memorandums, which solicit clarification and commitment from vendors to specific issues in writing. The memos are used to negotiate implementation rates, project scope, warranty requirements and other items related to meeting the business requirements for the project. The City will continue to negotiate with both implementation vendors until it has sufficient information to select a finalist vendor.

Decision Tasks:

Task 1:
GFOA prepares the draft Discovery Session agenda, including the interview script, in the form of a Request for Clarification letter.

Task 2: 
The City reviews the draft Discovery Session agenda and provides its comments to GFOA.

Task 3: 
GFOA prepares the final Discovery Session agenda for the City.

Task 4: 
The designated City official notifies each implementation vendor of the date, time, location, and agenda for the Discovery Session.

Task 5: 
The Evaluation Team attends the Discovery Sessions, which will be facilitated by the GFOA. Members of the Executive Steering Committee and/or End User Team may be requested to be present for specific elements of the Discovery Sessions.

Task 6: 
At the completion of the Discovery sessions, the City may ask the vendor to revise/update their cost proposals. This updated figure will form the baseline for cost negotiations. Repeated clarification discussions/memos may be required until the Project Team is satisfied.

Task 7: 
The City determines the finalist vendor team for contract negotiations. These evaluations will be used in the completion of the Implementation Elevation 4 Scoresheet. 

9.
Level Five:  Contract Finalization
Task: Conduct negotiations to develop an implementation services agreement and Statement of Work (SOW).

Result:  Final software implementation services agreement.

Process:  The finalist implementation vendor will work with the City and GFOA staff to develop a Statement of Work (SOW) and an Implementation Services Agreement (ISA), which outlines the deliverables, milestones, roles and responsibilities, and other key issues that affect the cost and quality of the implementation. The SOW will be attached to the implementation services agreement, as will the business and technology requirement spreadsheets. Because this evaluation level is very time sensitive, the City’s responsibilities are carried out by the Negotiation Team, with consultation and assistance from the Evaluation Team when necessary.

Statement of Work (SOW): After an implementation services finalist has been identified, the City will release an Issue Paper to the vendor requesting the development of a SOW using a format developed by GFOA and the City Project Team. The SOW will be incorporated into the Implementation Services Agreement. The SOW will serve as a roadmap for the implementation process in the coming months. The document will delineate roles and responsibilities for the City, the implementation firm, and the software firm during the implementation. The City’s Project Team (with support from GFOA) will lead the efforts to build the SOW, as it is mostly comprised of business issues rather than legal issues. The City’s Legal Counsel will have the opportunity to shape it further, if needed, as part of the ISA development process outlined below.

Task 1:
    GFOA prepares the format/outline of the SOW and forwards it to the Vendor.

Task 2: 
The vendor submits a draft SOW to the City and GFOA.

Task 3: 
GFOA and the Negotiation Team provide the vendor with comments on the draft SOW.

Task 4: 
The vendor submits a revised SOW. 

Task 5: 
The Negotiation Team and GFOA review the final draft SOW and prepare it for incorporation into the final Implementation Services Agreement.

Implementation Services Agreement (ISA): The GFOA will support the City throughout the development of the ISA. Issue papers will then be used to clarify City and vendor positions until an agreement is finalized. Conference calls will take place as needed.

Task 1:
Negotiation Team and GFOA will negotiate costs with the vendor until a final cost proposal is determined.

Task 2:
Negotiation Team and GFOA will negotiate with the final vendor on SOW and services contract issues.

Task 3:
The City Legal Counsel will review all documents and assemble the final agreement and SOW.

10.
Approval of Contract(s) 

Based on the results of all of the evaluation process steps, the Project Team will make a recommendation on the software and implementation services vendor team to the Executive Steering Committee. The Steering Committee, if it agrees with the recommendation, will bring the finalist vendor team and negotiated contracts before the City Council for approval.

PART V
Definition of Evaluation Criteria

Based on the multiple elevation stages of the evaluation process described in Parts II, III, and IV, the following table provides the City’s Project Team with a definition/description for each of the evaluation criteria.
	Decision Factor
	General Definition

	Compatibility with current and future technological infrastructure and Information Technology Strategy, and current the City expertise
	Extent to which the software:

· conforms to the existing IT vision

· meshes with the preferred technology architecture

· reduces reliance on third party products

· matches with existing and/or obtainable IT skill sets



	Compatibility with City’s desired functionality (Responses to Business and Technical Requirements)
	Extent to which the software vendors report:

· a high % of “good” responses (out of the box, configuration, reporting tool)

· a lower number of third party products required

· a low percentage of “bad” responses (customization, NA)

· consistency between modules proposed and modules required to perform requirements

· reasonable comments about the requirements

	Software License and M&S Costs
	This includes project period costs of the software license fee and ongoing maintenance and support costs. The City will examine the total estimated cost of software maintenance and support for 5 years. The City will look more favorably on software vendors that (a) waive maintenance and support fees for Year 1; (b) provide for the maintenance term/fees to commence on a date later than the delivery of the software; (c) include minimal increases in maintenance fees for Years 2-5; and, (d) provide a cap on future maintenance fees or reasonable increases for Years 6-10. Evaluators will rate the overall VALUE of the software.

	Software Demonstrations
	During the scripted software demonstrations, including a software lab for end-users, prospective vendors must successfully demonstrate their ability to meet the business and technological requirements of the City. In addition to meeting the core needs of the City for functions such as Human Resources and Payroll, Vendors must demonstrate the overall strength of their solution in terms of system-wide features such as integration, reporting/inquiry, drill down capabilities, and audit trails.

	Implementation Costs
	This includes all of the costs necessary to fully implement the software including installation, conference room piloting, data conversion, interface development, training, travel, and post-implementation support. The City will look more favorably on implementation vendors that commit to a not-to-exceed pricing structure.

	Implementation Strategy and Plan
	Extent to which the implementation vendors provide:

· a well thought out timeline

· established and logical implementation methodology

· risk identification and mitigation

· comprehensive training and change management

	Degree of Customization
	In addition to the Compatibility with City’s desired functionality criterion, the City will also evaluate the customizations proposed by the implementation vendor in its response to the Implementation RFP and City’s business requirements. The degree of customizations will be evaluated according to:

· number 

· complexity

· functional area (e.g., benefits)

· priority ranking (e.g., high)

	Public Sector Experience and Qualifications of Staff
	For both software firms, the City will seek to determine the extent to which the proposed software has been successfully implemented in similar public sector organizations, as well as client assessments of the overall quality of the software in terms of functionality and technology features.  

For implementation vendors, the City will seek to determine the extent to which the proposed implementation vendors has significant experience implementing the solution in the public sector, as well as client assessments of the overall quality of the vendor’s staff and implementation plan/strategy. In assessing the experience of both software and implementation firms, the City may consider factors such as its public sector presence, recent increases in new customers, depth of its consulting staff, and other factors.

	Implementation Interviews
	During the scripted implementation interviews, prospective vendors must successfully demonstrate their ability to implement the software to meet the business and technological requirements of the City. Vendors must also demonstrate its experience working with the software.

	Compatibility with the City’s desired terms and conditions
	The City will provide key contractual terms for both the software vendors and the implementation vendors.  Those vendors who are willing to comply with those terms and conditions or who are willing to negotiate those key terms will be viewed more favorably by the City. Examples of such terms include, but will not be limited to, the following:

· Metrics for software license pricing;

· Price protection for additional users and/or consulting services;

· Payment terms for software, services, and maintenance/support; 

· Vendor project personnel; and 

· Length of warranty for software and services.

	References and Site Visits
	References are preferred from organizations that are similar in size and complexity to the City, and that have used the system in a similar computing environment.  

The objective of site visits is to view the software in a live environment and to inquire about the City effort needed to implement the software.  


Attachments

1. Software Elevation 1(Detailed Assessments Scoresheet)

2. Software Elevation 2 (Software Demonstration Scoresheet)

3. Implementation Elevation 1 (Mandatory Procurement Requirements Checklist)

4. Implementation Elevation 2 (Detailed Assessments Scoresheet)

5. Implementation Elevation 3 (Implementation Vendor Interviews Scoresheet)

6. Implementation Elevation 4 (Discovery Scoresheet)
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