EIS Steering Committee

Meeting Notes

October 30, 2007

Attendees:  Bob Barr, Jeanine Hawk, Hector Quinonez, Kathleen Moberg, Sherri Mines, Carmen Redmond, Chien Shih, Kim Chief Elk, Kathy Kyne (notetaker)

The Site Visit dates were finalized

Nov 7 

 San Mateo CCD (Sungard Banner)

Nov 15 
Contra Costa CCD (Datatel)

Chien is finalizing the time/location with the institutions.  A district van will be available for these two visits.  Kathy will contact the site visit attendees to determine transportation needs.  

The Site Visit Scoring Materials were reviewed and finalized.

Chien provided an update on Open Source.  He noted that KUALI did participate in the Decision Director RFP process.  Chien is preparing an Open Source document outlining the functional and technical issues in support of the RFP process.  This document will be shared at the next meeting.

The vendor responses to the RFP are available for check out from Carmen Redmond.

After a great deal of discussion and review of the list of Reference Check Questions, it was decided to ask questions related to college satisfaction with the software and vendor support.  The committee identified 5 questions—Kathy send out draft the list of Reference Check questions.

It was agreed that we would do the reference checks via conference call—EIS Steering Committee and functional leaders at the reference site.  We will select 3 colleges from the vendor list plus 1 college from their total installation list.

City College of San Francisco (Sungard Banner) and San Diego CCD will be our selection from the total installation base.  The selections from the vendor list will be made at the next meeting.   

Chien indicated that the updated Statement of Work will be distributed to the committee.  The SOW will help the committee determine which components will be included in the purchase.

Bob distributed the Weighting and Final Scoring of Overall Selection Criteria for committee comment.  It was agreed to remove Price from the Total Grand Score and include it as a Tie Breaker along with Accessibility Compliance.  The committee felt the assessment of the software should not be influenced by cost—initially.

The committee changed the critieria weighting category as indicated below:


Decision Director Score
5


Demonstration Score

10


Technical Suitability

8

Bob will update this document for review at the next meeting.

The committee wanted an opportunity to contact their counterparts at other institutions—this may be OK, but need to formalize the process.  More discussion to follow.

