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ASix recommendations to streamline evaluation:

AExplain how this approach saves money

ARecommendations for industry partners
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AWhy?
AObvious reason is to stay out of jail or the courtroom

ABut this is what drives good vendors to your projects, and gets
them to invest their time and effort




Evaluation Period
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A Can be an area where transparency and fairness both disappear

Written
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Supp\lier
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How The Submittal Process Works
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Keys to Effective Proposal Evaluations

1. Have a Source Selection Plg&8SP prepared and issued BEFORI
the RFP Is released




1) Havea SSHPrepared and Issued Before RI
IS Released

ADo not try to figure out the evaluation process after RFP Is
NBf SFaSRX®d¢thh [ ! ¢9

ACreatea SShorior to releasing RFP. This allows the evaluators al
{fag9Qa UAYS (2 LINPOYARS AV LMzi o«

AMinimizes time spent trying to figure things out (or do something
that is not permitted based on the RFP language)




Source Selection Plan

Source Selection Plan
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Keys to Effective Proposal Evaluations

1. Have a Source Selection Plg&8SP prepared and issued BEFORI
the RFP Is released

2. Evaluators have bias




2) Evaluators Have Bias

AEvery human has had their own journey in life with different
experiences and life lessons. This resdults in biases Iin everything we
Including when we are asked to evaluate proposails.

A AlL&a Aa yz20 lftgleéea I WwWol RQ (KA
may cause an individual to be biased towards avoiding a similar

situation from.reoccurring. That can be a benefit.to an owner
2ZNHI YAL T UAZ2Y FTNRY NBLISFOUAY3IA GK
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procurement Process.




Example

A Project to renovate lighting in student dormitories throughout campus.

A We receiveda number ofproposals, but one Contractors stated that one of the challenges the University may face i
having male electricians work in female dorms (rooms, bathrooms, etc.). Make female students uncomfortable.

A Therefore, to mitigate this concern, this vendor would hire only female electricians to work in the female dorms anc
male electr|C|ans o work in the male dorms.

AZ KER_p S@Iftdzd 0d2NA® n GK2dAKGO GKAA . gl aidda, agtiskelthis A
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for all his Ilfe Based on this Ion%hlstory he knows that this contractoris leng because there is no such } thln%
TSYI St SOu aHHH 22gH. _ ¢KAQ Aa_yz2ig YI zLJ¢
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think that this contractor could get an entire team to perform the work is a straight out lie. Therefore, gavethema

Score.

At KA A LJSNIaz% y20 | Wol RQ 3Idz& o | S RARY QO KI @S |
experience and person |as) that thls was not a feasible option.

A This is a REAL example. It shows you how personal experience is not always a good thing when it comes to bias.




Number of Evaluators

Al 2 K2g OlF 62dz YAUGATII OGS GKS LR
not be defendable??

Aguzqgestlon %ou have at leasts3evaluators. The more evaluators
dz K I 0KS Y2NX é2dz OFy YA

AMost simple projects you only need 3

ABut you should have 5 omoreriskz Y2 NBE O2 Y LI SEX
worried about a biased evaluator




Keys to Effective Proposal Evaluations

1. Have a Source Selection Plg&8SP prepared and issued BEFORI
the RFP Is released

2. Evaluators have bias
3. Avoid consensus meetings!




3) Avoid Consensus Meetings

AShould be avoided at all costs!!!

ANothing can increase your procurement risk as allowing influence into the
evaluation process!

AConsensus meetings are basically meetings where evaluators change their
scores to reflect what the boss (or someone that is superior in position) says

Pal

AObviouslyy 2 2y S GgAff SOSNJ aleé GKIaXiKS
evaluatorg tg discuss, things and review things that other evaluatprs may ha
YAaaSRXodzi uUKFEG Aa UKS NBIFtAUGe a 2
evaluation process.




Example 1

A Example: IT Project to install a F&ccounting system for a State
A 3 vendors proposed.

AP S@lLt dzZ (2NBP S5dzNAYy3 O2yaSyadzaz YSSGAYy3IAS GKS AYyidSN
heyl Ou dzl { Haee a Rgjof €vmponent of what the State needs (which is data warehousing). This individual h
done a lot of research and détermined that this vendor is not capable of doing the work.

A S(%_ the)evaluators all adjusted their scores based on what their internal expert said (went frek Eatings to 67
ratings).

A However, since there were only 3 vendors, they were all invited into the interview period.
AS5dzNAY3I AYUSNBASgas: GUKAA alYS @OSYR2N) gl a | a I 0 2d

. . . a1SR I ‘
laughed at thequestion, andsaid that they have one of the largest data warehousing systems in North America. Th
went on to list major institutions that were using their systems.

Al FTGSNI 6KS AYUiUSNWASSsa oSNBE 20SNXGIKS L¢ SELISNI | LRt 2
s,u;\)pllersback?round. This is a rare occurrence for an internal expert to admit they were wrong,(in most cases the
oAt t OUIFIAY UKIFIUO UOKS adzZldXX ASNJ Aa teAy3douXodzi dzy T2 Nld

influence of one person.




Example 2

A In another example, 7 evaluators reviewed the qualifications of 3 suppliers.

A The individuals scores are shown:

A5 dzNA Yy 3 (KS OQYéS;fédé YSSUAYIXuUKSe RAaOdzaa
fRateM) eventualcgltook over.the discussi n and ke_Et_prpwdlng reasoning why their score w
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that all the other evaluators changedthel scoreto match what this one evaluator was saying!

Al 26 SOSNXPAU2NE Aada VY20 2O0SNXPFFISNIFEf GKS
officer said, please provide me the justifications for these changes sa | can defend yqur.actio
in court, Aftera quickb minuteRA a Qdza aA 2y > 0KS Q2YYAUGGSS O
UKFUO GKSeé g2dAd RyQi KIF@gS (2 LINPOYDARS 2dzad AT

out of this meeting!!!




FIRMA FIRMB FIRMC
RATER|1 7.0 7.0 8.0
RATER|2 7.0 8.0 9.0
RATER|3 7.0 8.0 9.0
RATER|4 9.0 7.0 8.0
RATER|5 7.0 8.0 9.0
RATER|6 5.0 6.0 7.0
RATER|7 7.0 7.0 8.0
RATER AVERAGE?Y.0 7.3 8.3

RATER|]

RATER

RATER]

RATER
RATER
RATER

RATER]
RATER AVERAGEDS.0

EIRM A FIRM B FIRM C
9.0 7.0 8.0

1 90 7.0 8.0
9.0 7.0 8.0

1 90 7.0 8.0

§ 9.0 7.0 8.0

¢ 9.0 7.0 8.0
9.0 7.0 8.0

7.0

RATER
RATER
RATER
RATER
RATER
RATER
RATER

RATER AVERAGES.O

FIRMA FIRMB FIRMC
1 80 8.0 8.0
2 80 8.0 8.0
3 80 8.0 8.0
4 8.0 8.0 8.0
5 8.0 8.0 8.0
6 8.0 8.0 8.0
7 80 8.0 8.0
8.0 8.0




AL G Q& I Y I dcthalfyhappeksehind the scenes!!!!
At KS3S SEIFYLI Sa IINB y2i0 dzyAljdzSXiKSe KI
AWhich is why we NEVER recommend consensus meetings.

ATher result in a lot of time being wasted, but more importantly, it encourages
evaluator influence which goes against core procurement principles!

Alf you want to streamline your evaluation process, and improve the fairness, just us
the average evaluator scores. This is simple, takes less time, and easier to justify.




Individual Evaluations

A Evaluations must be performethdividually (not group consensus
A Evaluators mustiot discuswwith anyone (only contact Buyer for clarification)

A Evaluations should b&on-biased(use logic and/or verifiable performance
documentation to assist in determining the rating.)

A Evaluators must béronest and fairas possible with the rating (with the
understanding that these ratings are not being used to award an actual project, but to
pre-qualify vendors into an overall program). The Buyer reserves the rightltoify any
ratings, request additional evaluator comments, or modify/reject a rating.




Keys to Effective Proposal Evaluations

1. Have a Source Selection Plg&8SP prepared and issued BEFORI
the RFP Is released

2. Evaluators have bias
3. Avoid consensus meetings!
4. Have submittal forms




4) Have Submittal Forms

Aal 22 NJ LINPOf SY gA0K wCt QaXdA &
when proposals come In.

AYou_ can get a wide range of documents that are very difficult to
navigate.

Al AYLIE S az2f dzi A 2 Yy & XBACKAhdEYERY § S
document you want them to submit. Do not allow them to
submit on their own template or forms.




4) Have Submittal Forms

AlfazXxszyQu fft26 UKS OSYR2NA
Ol y YI‘1S SPOF fdzr UAY3 aAYLIE S F:
time consuming to evaluate).

ALT @2dz FNB FalAy3a | &, Saé Kk

vendor should propose (do not allow comments)




Keys to Effective Proposal Evaluations

1. Have a Source Selection Plg&8SP prepared and issued BEFORI
the RFP is released

2. Evaluators have bias

3. Avoid consensus meetings!

4. Have submittal forms

5. Reduce length of evaluated documents




5) Reduce Length of Evaluated Docume

Apbn LI 3Sa @a p LI 3SaAXPgKA @Qdfually :
readand evaluate? Which one will contractoestually spend
more time preparing?




Keys to Effective Proposal Evaluations

1. Have a Source Selection Plg&8SP prepared and issued BEFORI
the RFP is released

2. Evaluators have bias

3. Avoid consensus meetings!

4. Have submittal forms

5. Reduce length of evaluated documents
6. Ask for theRight Info atthe Right Time




6) Ask For the Right Info At Right Time

Als asking for a Safety Plan on a $500 Million project good idea?"




Case Study

(2017 High Tech Faciliy$ Billion)

Contents included:

Cost

Experience

Capacity

Innovation

CX, QA, QC Processes
Management Approach

Cost Management : 3 5 6 P
Cost Control Approach Average Size of Safety Plan: ages
. Similar Experience

10.Contract Exceptions
11.Goals

12KPI Time Spent Evaluating: Deviation in Safety Plan Score:

2.5Weeks | 1.52% 7

=

©®NOU A WN

[/‘.SIMPLAR




Ab20 aléeAay3a OGKS {I.FSuée AayQu J
WOZahdH J a i SQ R20dzyYSyuao

At KSe R2Yy QU KSfLI 82dz RAFFSNBVY I
AThey are a waste of time to try and read as evaluators
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different scores for these documents.




ASo focus on documents/topics that truly differentiate vendors.

AOur research has found that this is primarily 2 documents (whick
S 62y QU0 O20SNIAY UGUKAA GSOAVI




Evaluation Period

Procurement Activities

2 Proposal Due Date
6-10

Supplier

PROPOSAL

Response

A Proposals Evaluated

A Shortlisting

A Interviews & Discussions
A Negotiations

Award Date Weeks
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The Proposal Format

SECTION 4

PROPOSAL REQUIREMENTS

DUE DATE AND TIME

‘end L|a|1nn Cent

APaper size = =t '
ont size | B s
anguage
ackage documents (& cost)
umber of copies
ardcopy vs electronic "' |

222 North Hope Sireet
Los Angeles, CA 90012

ENVELOPE 1:

ENVELOPE
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Templates

NT DETAILS

I!egistared name enter detalls
[if the gespandent trodes under its formal AGME i
Austratian Business pumber (BN}
or eqmva‘ent
1 no ABN B held, state the reasan
it
pralian Company pumber af

pace of i

pate af incorporation
Address of registered office
principal pifice in Australia o
equwa\em

CONT ACT IH\'—OHMAHOH ) i
Listthe prirnany contact persan nominated 1@ snawer the putharity requests 1F furtit

Aarification
Hame

position
postal address
Telephon®

prnail address

KHOWLEDG[M[NT
wizdges receipt of the following addendd, and has \rta'pcrated
fy and siEn for all addendurt may subjectl
s [y NUMBET then initia and @
may add MOTE rd

dis
\'ECEWEI‘J and I"-:G\'BD'B\EG I ) M . ondent

[ ]
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CERTIFlCATlONS

The gespondent is presernt\y engaged in the business of pro~.fidingthe services & work
required i this RFP

The gespondent confirms that it has the financial strength 10 perform and maintain the
services required under this REP.

The Respondem © that they £an phtain and maintain all necessary insurance as m
this project

dent can provide {if requested) financial records for the organisation for the
s True | False

ent has not had any contracts termmated py the puthority {within the past ) rye | ralse
The respondent Certifies that it is not currently debarred, suspended, proposed for
t, Of dec\ared ‘me\lzib\e for award by an Govemmanta\ entily.
The Responder\t certifies, within the \ast 5 years they have not been corw'lcted or had
iudgment rendered against them, of 3Ny employees for: fraud, embezz\emem, theft,
bribew,fa\siﬂcation or destruction of records, false statements, or 1A% evasion.

True | F3

not {now @ ved in pankruptcy o reurganised

o complete 2 project:

The Respo’ have any {real of perc icts of

interest with the Aut Ty,
stach aagitiond! Tnfarmatien &0 877 aubject where 172 Respondent ~reponded ‘Faise” 108 estion above: Faiure to 008

3]
&
ully Breg,

! M,
Terstang ;’;




Approach & Methodology

) SIMPLAR



