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C t t Pl t S tComputer-to-Plate System



Computer to Plate System

• Computer to Plate (CTP) system includes: Routing Information Protocol p ( ) y g
(RIP), Workflow software and proofing system. 

• Agency Budget: 120 000Agency Budget: 120,000 



CTP Project Conditions

• Using Agency unhappy with having to run project as Best Value.g g y ppy g p j
– Expected it to take more time
– Did not think it would add any value

Wanted to perform actions outside of legal bounds– Wanted to perform actions outside of legal bounds 
– Thought system was a commodity 
– Thought they knew exactly what they wanted

• First time procurement agent ran a Best Value project

• Fast track project 



Procurement Time 
Best Value Traditional Action

16-Oct 16-Oct RFP Issue Date
20-Oct Pre-Bid Teleconference
22-Oct 23-Oct Questions from suppliers duepp
24-Oct 28-Oct Answers to questions posted
30-Oct 4-Nov Proposal due date
31-Oct 12-Nov Interviews
5-Nov Identify Best Value
6 Nov Pre Planning

• Best Value Time Difference:

6-Nov Pre-Planning
20-Nov 19-Nov Negotiations
21-Nov 21-Nov Award

36 36 Number of Days

• Best Value Time Difference:
– Allows vendor more time to minimize risks and client concerns.
– Minimizes selection evaluation and negotiation time.

• Potential Time Savings:
– Client invested a large amount of time during the previous year to 

gain a greater understanding of CTP systems and to develop the 
RFP.

– The BV system eliminates the need for technical knowledge in order 
to select a vendor



Bid Selection

No Summary Criteria 1 2 3
1 Total Cost of CTP Ser ice $111 769 $184 162 $158 9501 Total Cost of CTP Service $111,769 $184,162 $158,950
2 RAVA Plan 48 46 39
3 Past Performance Information - Survey 9.74 10.00 9.68
4 Past Performance Information - #/Clients 7.00 2.00 15.00
5 Interview 8 0 9 3 5 7

• The best value vendor was 30-40% cheaper than other vendors

5 Interview 8.0 9.3 5.7

• The best value vendor was 30-40% cheaper than other vendors
• Service response time will be within 4 hrs. 
• Highest RAVA plan rating

d• 2nd Highest interview rating (second to a vendor that did not send project 
people)

• High past performance on past State projects. 
• Best Value selection was made within 10mins. of last interview. 



Cost and Quality Comparison
No Pricing Criteria 1 2 3

Original Bid 112,000$      184,162$   158,950$      
1 Base Offer meeting requirements 112 000$ 145 000$ 143 000$1 Base Offer meeting requirements 112,000$     145,000$   143,000$     
2 Estimated Maintenance for 5 yrs. 15,000$        7,500$       60,000$        
3 Upgrades and Improvements -$             7,500$       30,000$        
4 Additional Operators -$             -$           1,000$          

T t l C t E ti t (5 ) 127 000$ 160 000$ 234 000$

• All vendors agreed there was no big difference in quality between 
different systems

Total Cost Estimate (5 yrs) 127,000$     160,000$   234,000$     

different systems

• Vendors 1 and 2 were offering advanced systems that the State of 
Oklahoma would not need when brought to the same level they wereOklahoma would not need, when brought to the same level, they were 
still higher in cost. 

V d 1 CTP i d h i l h t i l• Vendor 1 CTP process required no chemicals or wash materials, 
potential savings ($100K over 5 years)



Value Added 

No Value Added 1 2 3
1 On-Site Training x x x1 On Site Training x x x
2 Non-Proprietary Language x x x
3 In-State Service Support x x
4 Pre-Site Investigation and Survey x x x
5 Automatic CTP x x x5 Automatic CTP x x x
6 Automatic checking of format and fonts x x x
7 Chemical free process x
8 Response time within 2 hrs. x
9 Pl t t li ht iti

• Vendor 1 offered all of the value added options of the other two vendors

9 Plates are not light sensitive x

p

• Vendor 1 offered better service and lower maintenance system



Client Realization 

• Using technical specs as requirement instead of intent is not efficientg p q

• Best value process requires vendor to satisfy all client concerns before 
the award is madethe award is made. 

• Interview process minimizes client risk in selecting a non-performing 
vendorvendor. 

• Process requires vendors to differentiate themselves



Conclusion 

• Best Value identified best value vendor without having to perform time g p
consuming research.

• Best Value selection process takes the same amount of time or less asBest Value selection process takes the same amount of time or less as 
the traditional process.

• Best Value creates a structure that can cater to state client needs• Best Value creates a structure that can cater to state client needs

• Best Value minimizes the risks of the state by:
– Minimizing client decision making
– Creating dominant information for selection of a vendor
– Minimizing need for technical expertise  g p



Li ht B lb C t tLight Bulb Contract



Light Bulb Contract

• All light bulb and lighting fixtures for the State of Oklahomag g g

• Estimated Value: $1M

• Current Contract:
– Contract is not mandatory
– Vendor takes orders and ships the products to state agencies. 
– The State receives incomplete and inaccurate information (how much 

they are spending, what they are buying, etc.)
– There is no mechanism to track actual performance of the vendor 

(Customer Satisfaction, value of products, etc.)
– Contract has had a history of protestsy p



Selection Justification

Top Three Vendors Dominant Information
• Vendor 2 did not complete pricing sheet

• Vendor 2 was using a middleman supplier 
to get products the State saw this as a bigto get products, the State saw this as a big 
risk.

• Backed by 2 out of 3 of the major lighting 
manufacturers.

• Offered to provide a State wide training 
program for all state end usersprogram for all state end users.

• Offered audits of facilities for analysis to 
improve energy efficiencies and lighting 

d tproducts. 

• Minimized the States risks the best

Awarded 
Vendor



Threats of Protests – Vendor A
Reason for Vendor Protest:

Protest Denied due to the following reasons:
– 4 out of 6 vendors understood the rules and had no complaints
– 1 vendor apologized for putting their name on the RAVA.

All d ll d t k ti f l ifi ti V d A did t– All vendors were allowed to ask questions of clarification, Vendor A did not 
ask a question on the RAVA plan names. 

– The rules were explained multiple times in the RFP and pre-bid meeting.
– “Proposer” and “Vendor” used interchangeably throughout RFP

Result
V d A t i t t l tt b t ft l ti did t it– Vendor A sent in protest letter, but after explanation did not pursue it.

– First time Vendor A was not able to successfully protest light bulb 
award.  



Threats of Protests – Vendor 2Threats of Protests Vendor 2

Protest Denied:Vendor Claimed Reasons 
for Protest:

• Vendors agreed that 
Manufacturer rep. was optional 
at pre bid meeting

for Protest:
• Vendor 2 penalized due to not 

having a manufacturer rep. at 
interviews at pre-bid meeting.

• Addendum sent out from the 
state.

• Interview dates posted for over 3

interviews

• Manuf. Rep. was not available on 
interview day. • Interview dates posted for over 3 

weeks.
interview day.

• Better interview would have won 
them the contract

Result: Vendor 2 did not protest the Award 



Light Bulb Vendor Performance

Dominant Performance Measurements
2009 Current

Total Spend to Date: 211,515.33$                
Total Discrete SKU's Purchased: 214
Top 5 SKU's Purchased with Qty Sold to date:

78316823010     F34CW/RS/WM/ECO 8517
78316826668     F32T8/SP41/ECO 4932

78316872864   F28T8/XLSPX35ECO 2808
78316871955         57A/130V-2PK 1968

78316815622 F35CW/U/6/WM/ECO 123678316815622    F35CW/U/6/WM/ECO 1236
Average Delivery Time: 8.66 Days
Total Count of Discrete Users Invoiced: 136
Count of Facilities Audited: 3
Cost Savings realized from audit recommendations:
C t S i S ll P i C t t P i i 133 000 00$Cost Savings - Sell Price versus Contract Pricing 133,000.00$               
Total Cost Savings - including pricing adjustments
Total Number of Users Trained: 155

Pending return of 
surveys from 

Customer Satisfaction Rating: customers
Count of Client Complaints: 0



Complete Documentation



Lessons Learned 

• BV PIPS can minimize protests.p

• BV allows vendors to show their value.

• BV forces vendors to:
– Measure and show their performance
– Pre-plan
– Think in the best interest of the client

• BV minimizes decision making.



Emergency Hazardous WasteEmergency Hazardous Waste 
Removal 



Selection

• Best Value process looks at both price and performance to select vendors.  

• Allows smaller experienced organizations to be competitive in the bidding• Allows smaller experienced organizations to be competitive in the bidding 
process. 



Performance Measurements

No. Criteria Metrics Supplier A Supplier F
1 Total Number of Projects: # 6 5
2 Total Number of Completed Projects: # 6 3
3 T t l P j t C t f C l t d P j t $$ $35 961 83 185 323 13$3 Total Project Costs for Completed Projects: $$ $35,961.83 185,323.13$ 
4 Total Estimated Project Costs for In Progress Projects: $$ $38,980.00 244,623.00$  
5 Total Project Cost Savings: $$ 3,018.17$ -
6 Percent of Projects Completed on Budget % 100% 100%
7 Percent of Projects Complete On-Time % 100% 100%
8 Average Number of Identified Risks/Project: # 1 0
9 Number of Projects with Unresolved Risks: # 0 0

10 Overall PM Satisfaction of Risks: (1-10) - 9.510 Overall PM Satisfaction of Risks: (1 10) 9.5



Pre-planning and Risk Management 

• All client concerns 
were given to the 
vendors

• Both vendors 
minimized all identifiedminimized all identified 
risks and concerns

• Each vendor created a• Each vendor created a 
risk management plan



Protests

• History of protestsy p

• Supplier D protests selection due to:
Having the lowest cost– Having the lowest cost

– Credibility of other firms
– Evaluation of Bids

• Result:
– Supplier D protest to purchasing director deniedpp p p g
– Supplier D appeals to administrative law judge
– Supplier D did not show up for the court hearing

Protest Denied– Protest Denied



Lessons Learned

• BV process allows smaller vendors an opportunity to performp pp y p

• BV can minimize protests

• BV forces vendors to measure their performance and minimize risk



D Littl R id H ll Ph IIDan Little Residence Hall – Phase II

Oklahoma School of Science and MathematicsOklahoma School of Science and Mathematics



Dan Little Residence Hall – Phase II

• Scope: p
– Provide the professional services required for updating existing 

construction documents and administration of the construction 
contract for the Dan Little Residence Hall. 

• Estimated Cost: $7.5M

• No Construction Manager hired



Selection

No Summary Criteria Unit 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 11 13 14
1Technical Scope # 8.0 4.0 12.0 20.0 4.0 4.0 40.0 40.0 26.0 25.0 16.0
2RAVA Plan (1-10) 14.00 12.00 26.00 12.00 4.00 10.00 33.00 18.00 21.00 30.00 16.00
3Past Performance Information - Survey (1-10) 9.55 9.58 9.89 9.15 9.88 9.27 9.74 9.88 9.81 10.00 9.58

4
Past Performance Information -
#/Clients # 10.00 3.00 10.00 5.00 10.00 6.00 10.00 7.00 10.00 6.00 8.00

5Interview (1-10) 4.0 20.0 40.0 20.0 12.0

No Summary Criteria Best Score 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 11 13 14
1Technical Scope 40 0.20 0.10 0.30 0.50 0.10 0.10 1.00 1.00 0.65 0.63 0.40
2RAVA Plan 40 0.35 0.30 0.65 0.30 0.10 0.25 0.83 0.45 0.53 0.75 0.40
3Past Performance Information Survey 10 0 96 0 96 0 99 0 92 0 99 0 93 0 97 0 99 0 98 1 00 0 963Past Performance Information - Survey 10 0.96 0.96 0.99 0.92 0.99 0.93 0.97 0.99 0.98 1.00 0.96

4
Past Performance Information -
#/Clients 10 1.00 0.30 1.00 0.50 1.00 0.60 1.00 0.70 1.00 0.60 0.80

5Interview 40 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.5 1.0 0.5 0.3 0.0

N S C it i W i ht 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 11 13 14No Summary Criteria Weight 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 11 13 14
1Technical Scope 20 4.00 2.00 6.00 10.00 2.00 2.00 20.00 20.00 13.00 12.50 8.00
2RAVA Plan 25 8.75 7.50 16.25 7.50 2.50 6.25 20.63 11.25 13.13 18.75 10.00
3Past Performance Information - Survey 10 9.55 9.58 9.89 9.15 9.88 9.27 9.74 9.88 9.81 10.00 9.58

Past Performance Information -
4#/Clients 5 5.00 1.50 5.00 2.50 5.00 3.00 5.00 3.50 5.00 3.00 4.00
5Interview 40 0.0 0.0 4.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 20.0 40.0 20.0 12.0 0.0

Total 27.3 20.6 41.1 29.2 19.4 20.5 75.4 84.6 60.9 56.3 31.6



Pre-Planning (Pre-Award Phase)

• All risks and concerns 
given to the vendor

• Vendor creates Risk 
Management Plan (RMP)

• Vendor creates a weekly 
risk report.

• Vendor creates a project 
baseline. (Cost and Time)



Weekly Risk Report (WRR)

• Vendor turns in WRR every y
week.

• Identifies any risks that isIdentifies any risks that is 
currently occurring on the 
project that they don’t control.

• Any deviations caused by the 
risks are documented in terms 
of $$, time, and quality.of $$, time, and quality.

• Milestone schedule allows client 
to see progress every weekto see progress every week.



Milestone Schedule

No.
Actual/ 

Projected Date
Contract 

Date

SCHEDULE - MILESTONES:

Activity
% Complete

(at time of 
submittal)

1
2
3
4

Schematic Design (design review) Phase 75% 12/14/09

02/19/09Design Development Phase
12/17/09

submittal)

Schematic Design Review Meeting 12/17/2009
12/14/2009

0%
0% 2/19/2010

Design Development Review Meeting 0% 3/9/2010 03/09/09
5
6
7
8
9 0% 6/24/2010 06/24/10

Construction Document Phase 0% 5/4/2010 05/04/10
95% Construction Document Review Meeting 0% 5/11/2010 05/11/10
Issue Final Construction Documents 0% 5/12/2010 05/12/10
Bid Phase (Bid Opening) 0% 6/10/2010 06/10/10
Successful Bidder receives Notice to Proceed

10
11
12

08/02/11
Substantial Completion 0% 7/12/2011
Construction Administration Phase 0% 8/2/2011

07/12/11
Project Completion, begin Agency move-in. 0% 8/2/2011 08/02/11



Modifications and Risks


