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1) Would you please clarify in detail the intended scope and conduct of the assessment center?   

 

This request is made with specific reference to the first sentence of the third paragraph of Section 

1.1.1, Introduction, which reads as follows with emphasis added in bold and italic: “Each 

community’s exercises may be modified to meet the specific needs of each community to address 

particular areas of concern.” 

 

This language, as re read it, requires three separate assessment centers in order to reflect “…the 

specific needs of each community and to address particular areas of concern.” 

 

Should the RPF require three assessment centers, one for each city, as we believe it does, we are 

compelled to note that this also minimizes any economies of scale which the cities individually and 

collectively may be expecting. 

 

It is not intended to have three separate assessment centers, as this would be counter-intuitive to the 

purpose and intent of the collaboration between the three cities.  The intent of the language is to identify 

that through the development of the exercises there may be particular attention paid to places or issues in 

each of the cities.  For instance, an exercise that was dealing with the opioid overdose issues in our 

communities that would bring those victims to a hospital, then hospital listed could be listed as NSMC for 

Salem, Lahey for Peabody, Beverly Hospital for Beverly or there would be a generic option.  This is 

something that the selection committee will weigh in on during the project development.   As a company 

who has a sustainable history of assessment centers for police departments, this approach should be 

understandable. 

 

2) What is the number of exercises which the cities expect to be included in the assessment center? 

As is standard with most assessment centers for municipal police departments, regardless of rank, it is not 

expected that the assessment center would include more than four (4) exercises as it would be cumbersome 

for both candidate and evaluators with fourteen (14) candidates.  This is not to indicate in any identifiable 

way that the RFP for this assessment center wants/expects this particular number of exercises or not, nor 

will solely rate companies on this specific number of exercises.  

3) What is the total budget for this project?  We understand that this may be viewed as privileged 

information but it is public record and important to the consulting community. 

There is no particular identified funding or line item set aside for this project in any of the FY2017 Expense 

budgets for Salem, Peabody, or Beverly. 

4) Who by position classification and city are members of the selection committee for this project? 

The Police Chiefs from the three separate communities. 

 



5) Is this effort part of any particular program of the Commonwealth such as the Community 

Compact? 

Though all three communities have signed the Commonwealth’s Community Compact, and it may turn out 

that this initiated project could be considered a best practice if it is found to actually be one, it is not with 

the specific Compact that this RFP was sought. 

6) What is the intended date for completion of the project? Item 5 at the bottom of page 10 refers in its 

last sentence to a “…proposed timeline for project completion, including a timeline ending in mid-

May.”  However, Section 5.1 on page 17, Term of Contract, later states: “It is expected that the 

assessment center will be conducted in July 2016 and that the process be complete on or around 

August 1, 2016. 

The combined assessment was a long sought back and forth process and was originally intended to occur in 

May of 2016; however, due to the length of time that the particular wording took to be agreeable to HRD 

and the involved communities, it was later determined that the Assessment Center would be preferably 

conducted in July 2016.  July is still the target; however, there may be dates that are unavailable. 

7) What is the intent of item 7 at the top of page 11?  We respectfully suggest that an evaluation or 

publication by the consultant proposing here would have particular relevance.  However, we do not 

see what value a proposal to another agency or another agency’s assessment center plan would 

have to this process since the consultant’s proposal here, including the required Plan of Service, 

should stand on its own two feet. 

The intent is to establish a past history of successful accomplishment in the area of police department 

promotional assessment centers.  Any information may be redacted as needed. 

8) May we please have a copy of the Delegation Agreement for Assessment Centers as executed? 

 

Yes.  A copy of the Salem Delegation Agreement is attached.  








