
 SEQ CHAPTER \h \r 1
EXHIBIT B

· EVALUATION CRITERIA
HIDALGO COUNTY
“EMERGENCY ALERT SYSTEM”


REQUEST FOR PROPOSALS
2008-154-05-21-MSS
SELECTION/EVALUATION/RANKING PROCESS:
The RFP shall be submitted according to the schedule below.  The County of Hidalgo is not required to select the proposal with the lowest fees, but shall take into consideration other factors, including past experience, evidence of good organization background, references, ability to provide requested services, and any other factors found necessary for quality services including a presentation of the proposed system.  Hidalgo County will evaluate the proposal utilizing the evaluation criteria outlined in Exhibit “B” attached herein.  Thereafter, Hidalgo County Commissioners Court will rank and/or award this proposal.

Proposals will be graded on a 100-point system with emphasis on ability to service Hidalgo County to the following:

1.
Proposed Price Per Unit Of Service: 




(35 Points)

· In considering the proposals, the Hidalgo County reserves the right to select the acceptable applicant who offers contractual terms and conditions that are most advantageous, including price per day/hour.

2.
Program Design:






(35 Points)

· The manner in which the minimum requirements are met and the extent to which these requirements are exceeded.
· Completion of all aspects and information asked for in this RFP and the attachments thereto.
· Proposer’s services and treatment activation plan and time frames and dates.

· Proposer’s program performance measures, evaluation, and monitoring procedures.

· The adequacy, and extent of Proposer’s financial resources and insurance coverage.

3.
Proposer’s Experience:






(20 Points)

· Proposer’s qualifications (e.g. Licenses/Certificates, and staff). Evidence of Proposer’s previous accomplishments in Emergency Alert System programs design and implementation services within the last five (5) years.
· Proposer’s experience in working with the target population being addressed in the proposal.
4.
Proposer’s  Responsiveness to the Request For Proposal:


(10 Points)

· Requested information included and thoroughness of response.

· Understanding and acceptance of the scope of services.

· Acceptance of the RFP and Contract requirements.

· Clarity and conciseness of the response.

HIDALGO COUNTY - “EMERGENCY ALERT SYSTEM”
RFP NO: 2008-154-05-21-MSS
RFP EVALUATION FORM
	Selection Criteria


	Points
	Score

	1.  Proposed Price Per Unit Of Service: 





· In considering the proposals, the Hidalgo County reserves the right to select the acceptable applicant who offers contractual terms and conditions that are most advantageous, including price per day/hour.
	35
	________

	     Comments/Rationale For Points:
	

	

	

	2.  Program Design:

· The manner in which the minimum requirements are met and the extent to which these requirements are exceeded.
· Completion of all aspects and information asked for in this RFP and the attachments thereto.
· Proposer’s services and treatment activation plan and time frames and dates.

· Proposer’s program performance measures, evaluation, and monitoring procedures.

· The adequacy, and extent of Proposer’s financial resources and insurance coverage.
	35
	________

	Comments/Rationale For Points:
	
	

	

	

	3.  Proposer’s Experience:

· Proposer’s qualifications (e.g. Licenses/Certificates, and staff). Evidence of Proposer’s previous accomplishments in Emergency Alert System programs design and implementation services within the last five (5) years.
· Proposer’s experience in working with the target population being addressed in the proposal.
	20
	_________

	    Comments/Rationale For Points:
	     

	

	

	4.  Proposer’s  Responsiveness to the Request For Proposal:

· Requested information included and thoroughness of response.

· Understanding and acceptance of the scope of services.

· Acceptance of the RFP and Contract requirements.

· Clarity and conciseness of the response.
	10
	_________

	    Comments/Rationale For Points:
	

	

	

	
	Total  Score

	


     Provider:  














                                                                                                                                 
     Evaluator:                                                                           Date:        
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1

