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RFP Evaluation Guidelines for Procurement of Services

 Revised:  November, 2015
Introduction

The following is intended to assist evaluators in scoring responses to Requests for Proposals (RFPs).  Applying these guidelines to your scoring process will ensure that your scoring is consistent and unbiased, which is critical when deciding whether to make an award and to whom.

Individual Scoring Guidelines

The following guidelines are given simply as one suggested system of scoring.  Any reasonable system adopted by an evaluator is allowable as long as each evaluator consistently uses the same scoring system to evaluate all proposals submitted for the same procurement:

Note:  A “requirement” is defined as anything listed in the RFP as an evaluated criterion.

a. If a requirement is particularly difficult to meet and the proposal offers an approach, which, with little or no risk, will yield a result that exceeds requirements qualitatively, the item should score 8, 9 or 10 depending on the level of exceptional features offered (or 80%, 90% or 100% of total points available for that category).

b. If the requirement is relatively difficult to meet, the majority of the factors are acceptable, no major deficiencies or risks exist, and the collective approach yields a qualitative benefit beyond that which is minimal, a score of 6 or 7 should be assigned, depending on the potential benefits (or 60% - 70% of total points available for that category).

c. If the requirement is not overly difficult to meet, a majority of the factors meet the minimum requirements, and the factors that are deficient are minor or easily corrected, the item should score a 5 (or 50% of total points available for that category).

To receive a score above 5, the proposed solution must reflect some qualitative achievement beyond the minimum requirements.

d. If the majority of important factors are acceptable but one or more factors are deficient, and correcting the deficiency involves some minor risk, the item should score a 4 (or 40% of the total points available for that category).

e. If a majority of the factors for the item are deficient and their correction, either collectively or individually, poses a serious problem or has a “domino” effect on the other elements of the RFP, or the approach poses a high risk without means for correction, a score of 3, 2 or 1 should be assigned, with the lower score indicating a serious or severe condition (or 30%, 20% or 10% of the total points available for that category).

f. If a majority of the factors for the item are deficient to the extent that a major reorganization of the proposal is necessary, or if the approach taken is undesirable and correction would require a substantial change in the proposal, the item should be scored 0.

Sample Scoring System Summary

	Either
	Description

	Percentage of Points Available Method
	Weighted Scores Method
	

	100%
	10
	Exceptional

	90%
	9
	

	80%
	8
	Exceeds Minimum Requirements

	70%
	7
	

	60%
	6
	

	50%
	5
	Meets Minimum Requirements

	40%
	4
	

	30%
	3
	Fails to Meet Minimum Requirements

	20%
	2
	

	10%
	1
	

	0
	0
	Unacceptable


Consensus Scoring
Once all proposals have been scored individually, the evaluation committee will meet to develop consensus scores for each vendor.  This process may take a few hours or a few days, depending on the number and length of proposals and the availability of those on the evaluation committee.

Scores are averaged to come up with the top two (2) or three (3) vendors for possible presentations/site visits.  After presentations/site visits, the evaluation committee meets again to select the top vendor for contract negotiations.  If no presentations/site visits are held, negotiations may begin with the top vendor following the issuance of a Letter of Intent.  The negotiation process may take days or months, again depending on the scope of the project.

I Still Have Questions

Please direct any questions about the RFP evaluation process to the Purchasing Division at 775-684-0170.
Note:  Portions of this document were taken from the US Air Force’s The RFP Handbook, 1995, pp 191-192 and revised for use by the State of Nevada.

