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Service Provider Comparison and Ranking Checklist
Use the RFI table to screen providers consistently and create a credible shortlist. Use the Proposal / SOW table once the scope is mature to compare shortlisted providers’ technical approach, delivery plan, assumptions, risks and itemised costs. Both tables apply to sponsors appointing laboratories and service providers subcontracting work or building B2B partnerships. Define whether support is one-off/project-stage, recurring or ongoing so that the assessment reflects the actual need. Complete a separate copy of the relevant table for each provider, using the same scope, criteria and weighting.
Weighting guidance 
Set weightings before reviewing responses. Use a simple 1–5 weighting scale where 1 = low importance, 3 = important and 5 = critical. Score each provider separately using the same scale, then multiply weight by score to support a balanced comparison. 
Weighted score = weight × score. Sum weighted scores for the assessment criteria only; do not score the RFI decision or Total / decision rows.
	Process
	Suggested weighting focus
	Guidance

	RFI
	Capability, relevant experience, quality status, capacity, commercial fit and responsiveness.
	Use RFI weightings to identify a credible shortlist. Treat any true must-have as a stop/go requirement and avoid over-weighting price unless budget fit is a firm constraint.

	Proposal / SOW
	Technical and method strategy, relevant experience, quality and data integrity, approved-data delivery, capacity, governance, risk management and commercial transparency.
	Use Proposal/SOW weightings to test delivery confidence and overall value. Cost should not outweigh technical, quality or timeline risk unless that reflects the agreed programme priorities.



If a criterion is a true must-have, treat failure against it as a stop/go issue rather than a low score. Weightings should reflect the project milestone, not a generic view of what matters.
Rank providers only after all essential gates are passed and outstanding evidence is resolved. Compare totals only where the applicable criteria and weights are identical. Record the decision rationale, residual risks and next steps alongside the result; a ranking supports judgement rather than replacing it.



RFI comparison and ranking checklist 	
Provider name:
Work package / target milestone:
Assessment date / assessor:
	Criterion
	What to compare
	Must-have?
	Weight
	Score
	Weighted score
	Evidence / notes

	Technical capability
	Required methods, techniques, platforms, specialist/niche expertise and scientific depth appropriate to the work.
	
	
	
	
	

	Relevant experience
	Comparable products, modalities, development stages, analytical challenges and regulatory uses.
	
	
	
	
	

	Microbiology fit
	Where relevant, sterility, endotoxin, bioburden, environmental monitoring, water and identification capability; initial method-suitability assessment and anaerobic capability where required.
	
	
	
	
	

	Quality and GMP
	GMP status, licences, inspections, accreditations and their scope, data-integrity controls and regulatory experience.
	
	
	
	
	

	Capacity and turnaround
	Resource availability, instrument and stability-chamber access, backup arrangements and achievable indicative lead times. Clarify whether turnaround covers test completion, data review or approved-data delivery.
	
	
	
	
	

	Facilities and handling
	Suitability for sample storage, containment, shipping, hazards, cold chain and specialist handling, considering sample availability and known constraints.
	
	
	
	
	

	Delivery model
	Technical lead, proposed team, performing sites, oversight, communication, escalation and fit with one-off, recurring or ongoing support. For B2B work, compare client-contact arrangements, confidentiality, subcontractor oversight and consent requirements.
	
	
	
	
	

	Commercial fit
	Engagement model, minimum project size, indicative pricing basis, storage and other additional charges. Confirm fit with known budget constraints.
	
	
	
	
	

	Responsiveness
	Quality of questions, clarity of response, openness about gaps and evidence of sound judgement. Record an informed decline and its capability, capacity or commercial reason without ranking the provider as an available option.
	
	
	
	
	

	RFI decision
	Shortlist for a Proposal / SOW, hold for later, clarify further or remove from consideration. Record essential-gate results, evidence gaps and rationale. This is a decision record, not a scored criterion.
	
	
	
	
	





Proposal / SOW comparison and ranking checklist
Provider name:
Work package / target milestone:
Assessment date / assessor:
	Criterion
	What to compare
	Must-have?
	Weight
	Score
	Weighted score
	Evidence / notes

	Technical capability
	Methods, instruments, platforms and scientific depth required for the work.
	
	
	
	
	

	Relevant experience
	Comparable products, stages, analytical challenges and regulatory uses.
	
	
	
	
	

	Method strategy
	Development, transfer, qualification, validation, robustness and troubleshooting approach. Confirm transfer readiness, receiving-laboratory suitability and management of known method limitations.
	
	
	
	
	

	Microbiology fit
	Where relevant, sterility, endotoxin, bioburden, environmental monitoring, water and identification capability. Compare method suitability, contamination controls, investigation support and anaerobic capability where required.
	
	
	
	
	

	Quality and GMP
	Quality systems, GMP status, inspection history, deviations, CAPA, change control and audit readiness.
	
	
	
	
	

	Data integrity
	Electronic systems, audit trails, access controls, review/approval, retention and retrieval, including original-data access.
	
	
	
	
	

	Capacity and turnaround
	Required protocols, reports, certificates, datasets and submission support; acceptance criteria, review/approval status, reporting formats, access arrangements and delivery route.
	
	
	
	
	

	Facilities and handling
	Resources, instrument access, stability capacity, reserved capacity, backups and realistic lead times. Compare equivalent turnaround endpoints, review cycles, sample dependencies and approved-data delivery commitments; review relevant on-time, in-full delivery evidence.
	
	
	
	
	

	Governance and delivery
	Facility suitability, storage, environmental controls, containment, custody and sample handling for the product, quantities and availability schedule.
	
	
	
	
	

	Risk management
	Named delivery team, technical and quality oversight, reporting, decision rights and escalation. For B2B work, confirm performing laboratories, client-relationship ownership, delivery coordination, confidentiality, client consent and subcontractor oversight.
	
	
	
	
	

	Commercial fit
	Technical, quality, capacity, supply, timeline and regulatory risks, assumptions, dependencies and proportionate mitigations, including continuity arrangements and responsibility interfaces.
	
	
	
	
	

	Responsiveness
	Itemised pricing, storage, repeats, investigations, optional costs, project management, changes and overall value. Compare equivalent scope, assumptions and pricing bases.
	
	
	
	
	

	Future fit
	Quality of clarification, openness, scientific judgement, constructive challenge and working style.
	
	
	
	
	

	Total / decision
	Ability to support the next milestone, retain product knowledge and reduce avoidable re-transfer. Weight continuity according to the intended relationship: longer-term capability should not outweigh the fit of a provider for a clearly defined one-off package.
	
	
	
	
	



A preferred-provider ranking is not final appointment. Verify the proposal through due diligence, resolve critical findings and confirm that the statement of work and any required quality agreement align on scope, deliverables, responsibilities, timelines, data access and change control before work begins.
Abbreviations: 
RFI - request for information; 
SOW - statement of work; 
GMP - good manufacturing practice; 
CAPA - corrective and preventive action; 
B2B - business-to-business. 
On-time, in-full delivery is abbreviated OTIF in the guide.




image1.png
Pharma
Services
Hub




image2.jpeg




