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Current State
 Our admissions system is considered a ‘home-grown’ system and is not fully 

supported by AAMC
 Our current admissions system is antiquated and struggles to ‘adapt’ to our process
 Data integration between AMCAS and SSOM ADM system is problematic and limited 

every year
 ADM cycles in the current system are managed separately and provide no contiguous 

data collection or archival reporting platform among them
 Tracking for supplemental requirements, pre-requisite requirements, and criminal 

background checks are only possible through manual processes outside of the system
 No ability to communicate with individual candidates within the system (only as part 

of large global groups) 
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Current Needs
 Medical school admissions systems must be able to integrate seamlessly with 

AMCAS data to maximize use of admissions-related data
 Medical school admissions processing cannot be conducted without the use of 

AMCAS data
 Data integrity in the data exchange process between AMCAS and admissions system 

is crucial and needs to be sustainable
 Interview management capabilities need to be flexible for all medical schools in 

post-pandemic reality
 Processed data needs to be viewable, dynamic, and allow for advanced report 

building
 Processed scoring configurations need to be trusted and validated
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Project Statement

Stritch School of Medicine embarked on 
analyzing, identifying and recommending 
the adoption of a medical school-wide 
cloud-based admissions management 
system to support the ever-increasing 
volume of participants within our 
applicant pool and committee process.
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Key Project Team Members
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Project Overview
Class enrollment has grown by 7% since 2015 and is 

expected to continue growing in the future 
Hints already that Board will sign off on enrollment 

increase beyond current levels
The volume of applications has increased by 47% since 

2016 while the current admissions staff has decreased 
within same time
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Project Overview Cont’d
Staffing limitations combined with increased volume of 

applicants requires a more savvy and nimble system to 
support admissions process 

Process has outgrown our native system
Goal to remain a viable consideration for future medical 

student candidates by improving efficiency of process.
Foresee need to expand enrollment and committee 

participation
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Benefits
An improved admissions system will provide greater 
opportunities to…

 Assess the demographic, academic, and experience related data that 
now populates the AMCAS application

 Approximate our process completely
 Communicate and track communications with all participants in the 

process (committee members, stakeholders and applicants)
 Identify and analyze historical data from year to year 
 Improve integration with AMCAS data
 Adapt and scale to our needs
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Benefits Cont’d
An improved admissions system will…

 Improve platform for management of candidate interviews, tracking, 
and outcomes

 Maintain design process and data to ensure trusted and validated 
scoring and decision-making outcomes

 Allow for process design and data to be validated, tested, and 
supported

 Remedy the concern that AMCAS will no longer support data 
integration for ‘homegrown’ or native systems moving forward

12



Assessment Summary
Needs Assessment decision makers: 

oSam Marzo, M.D. -Dean of the Medical School
oJames Mendez, Ph.D.- Senior Associate Dean of Student Affair
oDarrell Nabers, MS.c. -Assistant Dean of Admissions

Assessment captured which features and functionalities were of 
importance to the sponsors & stakeholders

AMP, Slate and WebAdMIT were selected to participate in the RFP
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RFP Summary
 RFI sent out in late January & RFP sent out in late February
 RFP Scored by Sponsor, SSOM Admissions, Informatics HSC, ITS 
 28 sections scored (consisting of 209 Requirements)
 Scores were weighted based on Priority (must have, nice to have, etc.)
 Top 2 scored vendors invited to present to Loyola
 29 invitations to LUC community for the two vendor presentations
 WebAdMIT: April 20, ’22 (15 attended)    
 AMP:  April 21, ’22 (14 attended)
 Survey prepared and distributed – AMP recommend by 100% of RFP Scorers
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Business Requirements & Vendor Services Scores
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ITS Summary
 RFP Technical Requirements Scored by Ross Naheedy; Rejoice Jebamalaidass; 

Jim Sibenaller; Jim Pardonek
 ITS participated in vendor presentations and technical & school calls

 Technical Review: No critical concerns noted from the ITS Team
 Architecture Review: No critical concerns from Rejoice Jebamalaidass
 Security Review: No critical concerns from Jim Pardonek

16



Additional Activities 
 Held Peer/Aspirational School Calls:

 Slate
 Univ. North Carolina – Randee Reid – Sept. 16
 Univ. Of Massachusetts – Kendra Hacker – Sept. 17

 AMP
 Univ. Illinois Chicago – Kiantra Dion Loza – Sept. 29
 Pritzker (Univ. Of Chicago) – Emily Sharp-Keller – Oct. 1

 WebAdMIT
 New York Medical College – James Demaio – Oct. 22

 Held Technical Calls with finalists:
 WebAdMIT – April 20
 AMP – April 29
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Key Takeaways from School Calls
 Slate – UNC & UMass

 UNC – Not fully integrated with AMCAS. Not using Slate 
to manage committees or supplemental application.

 UMass – Extremely difficult to manage multiple programs 
with different/overlapping enrollment cycles (still implementing).

 AMP – UIC & Pritzker
 UIC – Many customization changes need to go through AMP. Rep is 

responsive overall. Reviewing apps is intuitive and simple. Payment 
processing can be complex.

 Pritzker – Worked closely with AMP to mirror current processes. Handles 
overlapping cycles well. Happy with the system overall.

 WebAdMIT – NYMC
 Easy implementation, many manual processes (manual document 

and photo uploads), limited reporting/workflow capabilities.
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Pricing Summary
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Notes: 
1) Funding for this 
effort is from the 
ITS Major Projects 
Initiative budget. 

2) Cost reflects best 
and final offers 
from AMP and 
WebAdMIT.



We Recommend

AMP by ZAP Solutions
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Company Background 

 ZAP Solutions has been in business for over 23 years
 Headquartered in Pittsburgh, and currently employs 26 people
 AMP is designed specifically around the medical and graduate school

admissions processes
 100% of ZAP Solutions’ clients are institutions of higher education
 ZAP Solutions is the market leader in medical school admissions

software
 AMP is currently used by over 100 medical schools, and in total over 130

public and private schools internationally
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MEDICAL SCHOOL CLIENTS *CONFIDENTIAL*
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Reasons for Recommendation
 Survey Results indicated that 100% of RFP Scorers recommended AMP 

over WebAdMIT.

 AMP has good integration capabilities, automation, functionality, and 
meets the most business requirements of the vendors analyzed.

 WebAdMIT lacks automation capabilities which would result in 
additional employees needed in admissions to manage the workload.

 Although Slate met the technical/services and support requirements, 
they have limited experience with medical schools admissions 
processes & few medical school client referrals fully implemented.
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Next Steps…
 Obtain Approval to Award Bid
 Inform Academic Technology Committee
 Start Contract Negotiations
 Begin Scope and Planning Process

 Requirements to mirror current workflow & rubrics
 Estimation of contingency for customizations (if needed)
 Data integration
 Parallel processing
 Support & knowledge transfer from the vendor

 Plan for a Spring 2023 Implementation

24



Agenda
SSOM Admissions Technology Replacement
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Charles Van Hecke, Advancement
Chris Cannon, Zuri Group

Dawn Fitzgerald, ITS 

ITESC PRESENTATION 
JUNE 21, 2022

ADVANCEMENT CRM RFP



• Project Overview 
• RFP Summary

• Survey
• Needs Analysis / RFP
• Pricing 

• Next Steps 

AGENDA
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• 2020 – Blue State consulting conducted a CRM assessment for Advancement.  

• Replacement of the current Advance 2017 system recommended.  

• Advance 2017 is nearing end of life; no longer functionally enhanced. 

• 2021 – CRM RFP process for vendor selection and implementation approved by Advancement and 
Finance.  

• Selection of a consulting partner was conducted by Advancement and ITS.

• Zuri Group engaged for vendor selection and implementation.

• February 2022 - RFP process started with interviews, survey, fit-gap, and requirements.

• Loyola team is now close to selecting between two viable / best-in-class options.

PROJECT OVERVIEW 

Assessment (Feb '22)

Discovery

Planning

Survey

Requirements

Interviews

Environment options

RFP

Engage vendors

Compare responses

Selection Process

Demonstrations

Scoring

Decision (In flight)

Contracting

Pending Selection

Soon/ 1-3 months

Implementation (FY23-FY24)

18-24 Months
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SURVEY RESPONDENTS 
• Overall response rate 79%
• Majority of respondents are experienced users
• Central respondents make up 80% of the total
• Unit-based respondents make up  20% of the total

FREQUENCY OF ADVANCE USE BY RESPONDENTS

PARTICIPANTS BY TEAM/DEPARTMENT
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SURVEY RESULTS HIGHLIGHTS 
• Processes

• Nearly 50% disagreed or strongly disagreed that policies and procedures are clear and supportive. 
• Conclusion: CRM implementation provides an opportunity to automate workflows and clarify processes.

• Reporting
• 75% agreed, strongly agreed, or were neutral that report resources are accessible.
• 79% agreed or strongly agreed they use Excel and other tools to complete reporting. 
• Conclusion: CRM implementation should simplify reporting environments and enhance self-service.

• Engagement
• 65% of relevant respondents report looking forward to direct project involvement.
• Conclusion: CRM implementation should benefit from good participation.

• Common goals for Future State Advancement CRM
• Better integrations
• Ease of use / productivity gains
• Automation where possible
• Customized / personalized views
• Mobile functionality
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NEEDS ANALYSIS / RFP
• 45 staff interviewed Spring 2022. 
• Uncovered future state, current needs, and implementation implications.
• Resulting 420 requirements listed
• RFP developed incorporating LUCs required RFP standard language.
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RFP VENDORS 
Based on requirements analysis, Zuri recommended five vendors be invited to respond to the RFP

AFFINAQUEST – Built on the Salesforce Platform, designed by Jeff Shy, designer of JSI’s Millennium.

The Affinaquest team has a depth of experience in Advancement operations, which informs the solution’s functionality. Clients
include Georgetown and Wellesley.

BLACKBAUD CRM – BBCRM is Blackbaud’s enterprise-class system built on the Microsoft SQL Server platform. 

BBCRM is intended as a comprehensive solution, incorporating many of the functions required by nonprofit and higher-ed 
advancement organizations. Clients include Boston College, Marquette, and Santa Clara.

ELLUCIAN CRM ADVANCE – CRM Advance is Ellucian’s next-gen solution in the CRM space. 

Though its architecture differs from Advance Web (AWA), its infrastructure and support remain consistent, allowing Ellucian to offer 
a simpler approach to implementation for existing AWA clients. Clients include Oregon State University and University of Denver.
Ellucian stated an intention to propose, but the submission was not a proposal. Ellucian was eliminated.

UCI ASCEND – Built on the Salesforce platform, as an extension of Salesforce’s core product: Nonprofit Success Pack (NPSP). 

This solution offers Salesforce functionality and integration capabilities with higher-ed specific data elements and information management. 
Clients include Xavier, University of Chicago and Purdue.

SLATE – By Technolutions is primarily known for its student services and admissions CRM. Advancement functionality is fairly new.

The solution has been adopted by smaller institutions, including Albion and Bard Colleges. The lack of detail and inappropriate terminology 
in the proposal demonstrated a lack of understanding of advancement in general, and LUC. Slate was eliminated.
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RFP PROPOSAL REVIEWS & DEMONSTRATIONS 
• UC Innovation, Affinaquest, and Blackbaud moved to demos based on RFP. 
• Completed full day demonstrations done via web meeting; recordings were made 

available for LUC staff.
• The scoring showed the following results out of a total possible score of 300:

• Blackbaud scored 210.2
• UCI scored 205.8
• Affinaquest scored 192.3

• Blackbaud scored slightly higher in functional.
• UCI ascend solution scored higher in technical areas. 
• The difference between the two scores overall is not substantial; both are strong 

options.
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BLACKBAUD BBCRM CLIENTS 
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UCI ASCEND CLIENTS 
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PRICING : COST ESTIMATES, BLACKBAUD AND UCI
* NOT BEST AND FINAL. BASED ON RFP RESPONSES AND ZURI EXPERIENCE

• For these options, when application, integration, and related costs are counted, though, the differences are marginal. 
• Implementation period cost vary by around $50,000; annual operating costs likely differ by less than $5,000.
• Blackbaud cost through FY25 = $3.97 million; UCI cost through FY25 = $3.93 million. 

Cost Calculations for Top CRM Replacmeent Options 
(Estimates based on Vendor Responses and Market Info.)

 Blackbaud Cost 
FY23 

 Blackbaud Cost 
FY24 

 Annual 
Operating Costs 

Starting FY25 

 UCI Cost FY23  UCI Cost FY24 Annual 
Operating Costs 

Starting FY25

CRM Application Subscription (150 users) 312,690$               312,690$               341,051$             110,000$               110,000$               110,000$             
Additional Vendor Platform Cost n/a n/a 129,000$               129,000$               129,000$             

Gift Officer Productivity Tool(s) (50 users), other subscriptions 56,500$                  56,500$               30,000$                  30,000$                  30,000$               

Reporting Tool(s) (150 users)  in CRM (MS365 
license) 

 in CRM (MS365 
license) 57,803$                  57,803$                  57,803$               

Data warehouse tool(s) 91,000$                  91,000$               

Data integration tool(s) 35,000$                  35,000$               42,000$                  42,000$               
Portal/Community 15,732$                  15,732$                  15,732$               
Email Marketing 45,000$                  45,000$               53,726$                  53,726$               
Extra storage 52,500$                  52,500$               
Sandbox 34,000$                  34,000$                  34,000$               86,058$               
Support (UCI only) 22,000$                  22,000$                  22,000$               

Proposed "Must-Have" Components 346,690$               574,190$               602,551$             364,535$               512,761$               598,819$             

Implementation: Services provided by, or contracted by, Zuri 1,225,000$            1,225,000$            1,225,000$            1,225,000$            

 Estimated Total Cost to Go-Live 1,571,690$ 1,799,190$ 1,589,535$ 1,737,761$ 
Estimated Annual Operating Costs Starting FY 25 602,551$   598,819$   36



SELECTION NEXT STEPS AND TIMING

ITESC

Top Choice Identification

Contract Negotiation

Project Launch

CRM Go-Live
TODAY

• Present to ITESC on 
process and status to 
date

• Two strong choices
• Clear cost ranges

Target June 30

• Next step: Finalize Selection
• Plan for FY23

July – Sept ‘22

• Next step: 
Implementation 
initiation

• Contract execution.

Target Sept ‘22

• Next step: Implementation project 
planning

• Kick off and alignment with stakeholders

Target July ‘24

• Next step: 
Stabilization
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Plan of Record Tracking
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Project Sizing Trend
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Average Project Size
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Completed Project Forecast

201 projects 
complete

16 projects 
forecast to be 
complete 

217 total 
completed this 
period
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Capacity Estimates
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Portfolio Growth Details
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ITS Project Portfolio Impact

Run – Ongoing operations

Grow – Information systems and 
services to optimize performance

Transform – New technologies and 
processes that fundamentally 
promote change
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Excludes research projects
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FY23 Q1-Q2 ITS Pre-Approved/Established Projects

UPDATE
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FY23 Q1-Q2 ITS Pre-Approved/Established Projects
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FY23 Q1-Q2 ITS Ranked Separately Projects
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Draft DraftFY23 Q1-Q2 ITS Project Prioritization Worksheet
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Draft DraftFY23 Q1-Q2 ITS Project Prioritization Worksheet
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Draft DraftFY23 Q1-Q2 ITS Project Prioritization Worksheet



2022 ITESC Schedule
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August 18, 2022 - Thursday, 1:00 PM-3:00 PM
 TBD

October 20, 2022 - Thursday, 1:00 PM-3:00 PM
 TBD

December 13, 2022 - Tuesday, 10:00 AM-12:00 PM
 Project Portfolio Prioritization

February 24, 2022 - Thursday, 1:00 PM-3:00 PM
 HIPAA Compliant Teleconferencing
 Major Project Updates
 Fake Job Phishing/Email for Life
 Disaster Recovery Tiers

April 28, 2022 - Thursday, 1:00 PM-3:00 PM
 HighPoint Mobile Upgrade
 Mobile Device Management
 WebFocus Migration
 AMIA - CNIE/CNIE

June 21, 2022 - Tuesday, 1:00 PM-3:00 PM
 SSOM Admissions Technology Replacement
 Advancement RFP Results
 Project Portfolio Prioritization


