Summary of Results

Table 1 describes the participants that presented information about their technologies at the Forums; the top ranked technologies for each year are identified in Table 2.   Appendices 2 – 4 summarize the products of each company for each year.  More detailed information is found in the individual vendor summary sheets that can be accessed by links contained in Table 1.  These vendor summary sheets contain brief product descriptions, links to company websites, links to Forum presentations and links to compilations of the review comments by the Technical Evaluation Teams.  Each of the Forum websites also contains links to the presentations given by the vendors, the evaluation criteria used by the Technical Evaluation Teams for that year and description of the Technical Evaluation Teams.
Twenty-seven vendors were evaluated at the three Forums as follows:
· Nine vendors in 2003, twelve in 2004, ten in 2005.

· Four of the 27 vendors attended two Forums.

· Two universities were among the 27 vendors.

· The highest ranking vendors were HydroGlobe (Graver) in 2003 and Purolite in 2004 and 2005.

· Most of the vendors were deemed viable candidates for Pilot testing based upon the evaluations.
Table 3 describes the results in each category for each vendor for each year.  Percentile scores, and ranks were calculated as follows:  each vendor was evaluated and scored in each category by multiple reviewers.  All reviewers’ scores were summed in each category for each vendor. There was a maximum possible score in each category, but some reviewer scores were not complete; therefore, the maximum possible score differed for each vendor. The percentile scores shown in the tables are the sum of the reviewers’ scores given to the vendor for a given category, divided by the maximum possible score for that vendor in that category, multiplied by 100%.  Initially, an overall Total score was given to each vendor based upon a weighted value of each criterion, however, in the final analysis presented here, the unweighted scores are used to provide rankings

Table 4 provides the normalized scores and ranks over all three years. In order to provide a single set of ranks, differences between the judging had to be accounted for.  It was observed that the average Total scores increased each year, markedly between 2003 and 2004.  Scores for each of the evaluation criteria increased (improved) at each Forum, too, including Cost.  Vendors tended to score highest in Performance and lowest in Maturity.  Average Innovation scores have been nearly the same each year. 

In to obtain the normalized scores, the following procedure was used:  

The 2005 total scores were not changed. The 2003 and 2004 Total Scores for each vendor were multiplied by the average Total Score for 2005 divided by the average Total Score for 2003 or 2004 (a multiplier of 1.337 for 2003 scores and 1.108 for 2004).  
NormVTS2003 = ActVTS2003 x AveTS2005/ATS2003

Where NormVTS2003 = Normalized Vendor Total Score for 2003;  
ActVTS = Actual Vendor Total Score for 2003, 
AveTS2003 = Average Total Score for All Vendors 2003, and 

ATS2003 =  Average Total Score for All Vendors 2003

For example, AdEdge in 2003:

AdEdge Actual Total Score for 2003 =

63.0

Average Total Score for 2003 =


55.5

Average Total Score for 2005 =


74.2

Normalized AdEdge Total Score for 2003 =
63.0 (74.2/55.5) = 84.2

Hence, the Total Score for each vendor for 2003 and 2004 was increased above the actual Total Score received at the Forum. This allows a ranking of vendors across the three Forums as shown in the table.  Vendors listed more than once participated in more than one Forum.







