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The purpose of this report is to concisely summarize the activity and recommendations of the evaluation committee process.  The Evaluation Committee Report will be:

· written by the purchasing lead or designee, 

· approved by the evaluation committee, 

· signed by the evaluation committee,

· and become part of the procurement file. 

	Section 1. RFP SCOPE: This Request for Proposal (RFP) is intended to provide a contract for all graphic design services for one volume year of issues of the Wisconsin Natural Resources magazine from the April 2008 through February 2009 issues (January 26, 2008 through February 10, 2009).  The base 32 pages is guaranteed to be in each issue; but the total number of pages in each issue in addition to the base is not guaranteed.  The total number of issues is also not guaranteed.  The art contractor shall work with Wisconsin Natural Resources editorial staff and the magazine’s print contractor to coordinate all stages of production through printing of the magazine.




	Section 2. SUMMARY OF RFP PROCESS: 

This process was originally started with RFP H-017-20 which was canceled in November of 2007.  One of the mandatory requirements was that the vendor reside within 20 miles of the magazines offices.  This was felt to be to restrictive so the RFP was canceled.  The DNR worked with DOA and developed new Mandatory Conditions.
No proposer conference was conducted.

The RFP was issued 11/13/07 and proposals were due 12/13/07.  The Department received one question from a proposal which was answered by posting on vendornet.  There were 108 vendors contacted from the VendorNet list and I asked Larry Sperling and Lymon Fuson for any additional vendors they were aware of and I obtained 10 more e-mail addresses which I notified of the bid.

On 12/13/07 we received five proposals.

On 12/14/07 the team met and reviewed the RFP process and agreed on scoring methodologies and procedures.  The mandatory conditions were reviewed.  It was determined and agreed by the entire team that Waterfront Graphic Design and Hoot Communications did not meet the Mandatory condition 4.6 Delivery Requirements.  The mandatory stated that the vendor must pay for all pick up and delivery services.  Hoot Communications and Waterfront Graphic Design said they possibly would charge the Department extra for delivery services.  This was contrary to the mandatory condition and also would make comparing the cost section of the RFP an exercise in apples and oranges comparison.  The evaluation team did not view Waterfront Graphic Services or Hoot Communications Sample Periodical or Sample layouts.

On 12/20/2007 the team met to discuss the three proposals.  The teams members individual scores were entered into a blank abstract form.  Konrad Plachetta brought the tabulated cost scores for the teams review as well as the actual cost bid sheets.  The scores were reviewed to see if there were any major discrepancies in scores.  There were none although some minor differences were discussed.  It was generally agreed that all three bidders had strong proposals although there were some issues with all three vendors.  Enough issues so the team decided not to award the contract at this time or to send out a best and final offer.  After discussion it was decided that all three proposals were strong enough to warrant an interview for each proposer.  The issues brought up by the team were to be developed into interview questions by the team members.  One issue which came up was that Tom Senatori use to work at W&B and both vendors had sited the same experience.  The team wanted a better idea on who did the specific work referenced by both vendors, Tom or other W&B staff members.  Since who did what was not entirely clear it was decided to hold off on doing reference checks until after the interviews.    No one felt the need to change their scores due to the discussion.
On 12/20/2007 Konrad Plachetta set up interviews times with all three proposers.
On 1/10/08 the team interviewed Tom Senatori and NEI Turner.  Karen Ecklund was not able to attend due to a family emergency.
On 1/11/08 the team interviewed W&B. Karen Ecklund was not able to attend due to a family emergency.
On 1/11/08 the team met to discuss the interviews and the teams next step.  The team thought that Tom Senatori did the best job at addressing the teams concerns.  All three interviews reflected well on the proposers.  After discussion it was decided that either W&B or Tom Senatori were about equally acceptable.  NEI Turner was also determined to be acceptable but was the third choice.  The team discussed if there should be a best and final offer.  Tom Senatori was the highest scoring proposer by a couple of hundred points and he had the lowest cost by far.  The team decided that Tom Senatori had the strongest proposal and a best and final was not needed to make a choice.  His costs proposed are lower than what is currently paid to the existing vendor.  The team selected Larry Sperling to conduct the reference checks.  They developed the questions and selected which vendors he should call.  They asked that Larry particularly check the last six months while Tom Senatori has not been working with W&B.   The team agreed that if no red flags came up that we would send the intent to award out selecting Tom Senatori.  Karen Ecklund was not able to attend due to a family emergency.  No one felt the need to change their scores due to the discussion.

On 1/15/08 Larry Sperling completed the last reference check and sent a summary of the results to the team.  No red flags came up and the quality of Tom Senatori’s work in the last six months since he left W&B has been fine.

On 1/17/08 Konrad Plachetta completed the report draft and sent it out for approval of the team. 



	Section 3. EVALUATION COMMITTEE MEMBERS

	Name 
	Brief statement of expertise and who he/she represents

	John Cronin
	Publication and graphic design experience-Tourism

	Karen Ecklund
	Natural Resources Magazine Distribution specialist - DNR

	Natasha Kassulke
	Natural Resources Magazine Creative Director - DNR

	Larry Sperling
	Natural Resources Magazine Editor - DNR

	Diane Drexler
	Editor and publisher - WHS


	Section 4. EVALUATION COMMITTEE MEETINGS (full and sub-committee meetings including orientation meeting, initial scoring meeting, oral presentations/demonstrations )

	Reason for Meeting 
	Date of Meeting
	Summary of Meeting

	Kick Off Meeting
	12/14/07
	Review RFP process and Mandatory conditions of proposals

	Review scores of proposals
	12/20/07
	Reviewed scores.  Determined to have interviews with three proposers.

	Interviews & discussion
	1/10-11/08
	Interviewed proposers.  Tentatively selected Tom Senatori dependant upon outcome of reference checks.

	Section 5. SUMMARY OF AWARD RECOMMENDATION 

· Name of vendor(s):  Tom Senatori

· Statement that vendor(s) met all requirements and how they met the requirements:  The team reviewed the mandatory requirements and determined that they were met.  From the average scores his capabilities and staff experience was rated by the team as “very good”; His periodical experience was rated as “excellent”; his sample layout was the highest scoring layout and the only one rated by the team as “excellent”;   His original artwork and alternate creative products were both rated as “very good”.  The proposer costs were put into a simulated three year cycle and his cost was the cheapest by far at $134,025, W&B was $187,100 and NEI Turner $207,188.
· Why vendor stood out among its competitors:  His cost stood out the most.  Each vendor was given pictures and a story and asked to proivide a four page layout.  The team scored his layout the highest.
· Statement that consensus of evaluation committee was reached or note any dissenting opinions:  The entire team agrees that Tom Senatori should be awarded this contract.



	Section 6. SIGNATURES




· I confirm agreement with the report

· I disagree with the reports content and have provided a written explanation for my objection.

Signed: ________________________________________


John Cronin
· I confirm agreement with the report

· I disagree with the reports content and have provided a written explanation for my objection.

Signed: ________________________________________


Karen Ecklund
· I confirm agreement with the report

· I disagree with the reports content and have provided a written explanation for my objection.

Signed: ________________________________________


Natasha Kassulke
· I confirm agreement with the report

· I disagree with the reports content and have provided a written explanation for my objection.

Signed: ________________________________________


Larry Sperling
· I confirm agreement with the report

· I disagree with the reports content and have provided a written explanation for my objection.

Signed: ________________________________________


Diane Drexler
ATTACHMENTS 

· Assurance of Compliance with Procedures and Ethical Guidelines for Proposal Evaluation (DOA-3780)

· Evaluation Committee Checklist 

· Abstract of final technical and cost scores 

· Results of reference checks for proposer(s) receiving the award

INSTRUCTIONS FOR 
WRITING THE EVALUATION COMMITTEE REPORT
1) Complete the information box at the top of the page.  Please note:  “Author” means the person who writes the Evaluation Committee Report. 

2)
Section 1. RFP Scope:  This must mirror the scope as stated in the RFP.  You may summarize the scope to ensure that the intent is easily understood by a layperson reading this report. 

3)
Section 2. Summary of RFP Process: The following are sample bullet points that should be included in your narrative (see PRO-C-40, Evaluation Committee Reports for details on the report content). 

· standards committee representing (identify the agencies) created specs/benchmarks/weights
· proposer conference conducted, when and who attended
· RFP issued with sufficient response time
· distributed via VendorNet with approximately (identify number) on bidders list
· (identify number) of proposals submitted
· initial evaluation narrowed proposers to top (identify number of proposers) 

· oral presentations conducted, when, who attended and identify proposers
· evaluation committee determined need for oral presentations
· evaluation committee determined how information would be used and decided which proposers to invite

· summary of process including committee discussion following oral presentations and scoring methodology

· BAFO conducted
· Evaluation committee determined need for BAFO process and decided which proposers to invite, the content and scoring methodology
· proposer recommendation made
· identify who developed reference check questions
· identify who conducted reference checks
· identify which proposers were checked
· Final BAFO solicitation issued
· Final recommendation of proposer
4)
Section 3. Evaluation Committee Members:  Identify each evaluation committee person in the first column.  In the next column, provide a brief description of the unique perspective this individual brings to the evaluation process.  Additionally, identify if the person is employed by your agency, outside of the agency or outside of state government. 

5)
Section 4.  Evaluation Committee meetings:  In the first column, briefly describe the reason for the meeting (example: evaluation committee orientation meeting; general RFP specifications discussion; oral presentation).  In the next column, simply document the date of each meeting. And in the final column, provide a brief summary of the meeting (example:  “The Evaluation Committee met to review each specification and associated benchmark to ensure a common understanding of the RFP requirements.”).

6)
Section 5. Summary of Award Recommendation:  The following are sample bullet points that should be part of your brief narrative that explains why the proposer(s) are recommended for an award:  

· Name of vendor(s)

· Statement that vendor(s) met all requirements and how they met the requirements 

· Why vendor stood out among its competitors 

· Statement that consensus of evaluation committee was reached or note any dissenting opinions

7)
Section 6. Signatures: In the first column titled “Name”, please type the person who authored the evaluation committee report followed by each evaluator serving on the committee.  Each person must write “agree” or “object” in the second column.  If there is an objection, the person must clearly write the reason for his/her objection  Each person must sign his/her name in the “signature” column and date the signature in the “date” column. 

8) Attachments:  Please attach the required documents and place an “X” in the box to ensure each was attached.  

9) This Evaluation Committee Report and all attachments must become part of the procurement file. The report must be forwarded to the procuring agency head or staff with signatory authority prior to issuing an “Intent to Award”.
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