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TODAY’S PRESENTATION 

• Procurement from a business unit’s perspective

•Our experience leading up to Accelerated RFP

•Our experience on two recent IT Software Projects: 

Demand Side Management and Building Analytics 

oScoping/RFI 

oEvaluations

oPre-Award Clarification

oProject Assurance 
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ABOUT CUSTOMER ENERGY SOLUTIONS (CES)

• A division in Customer Care, Communications, 

and Regulatory Affairs Business Unit

• Primary responsibility: save electrical energy

• Growing responsibility: Electric Vehicles & Small-

Scale Renewables

• 80 employees

• Annual budget: $55 million

• Incentive budget: $25 million 

• Consultant budget: ~$5 million
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A BUSINESS UNIT’S PERSPECTIVE

•Need consultants to support and supplement our 

staff.

• RFP/RFQ primary method for securing services.

• Support for: 

oTechnical support for planning, implementation, 

and evaluation

oMarketing & communication

oSoftware design & implementation 
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A BUSINESS UNIT’S PERSPECTIVE

•What is a “worst case” scenario?

oScope, proposal format, level of proposal details, 

and evaluation criteria are misaligned, or are in 

conflict

oProposals prepared by sales/marketing

oEvaluators overwhelmed with material and struggle 

to find relevant details to make a decision 

oForge ahead and establish contract

oProject has potential to go sideways 
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A BUSINESS UNIT’S PERSPECTIVE

• Several lessons learned from similar experiences:

oWork diligently to define evaluation criteria and 

scope in parallel 

o Involve others to craft the evaluation criteria 

oShare evaluation criteria in RFP

oThink about how to require proposals to:

• be aligned with your evaluation criteria

• provide information at appropriate level of detail

• in a format that translates to your evaluation criteria 
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SAMPLE EVALUATION CRITERIA – SCORING 

Seattle City Light Proposal Scoring Sheet 

Your Name:

Proposal:

On Call Technical Services (RFQ 

#16197) Scoring Legend

Firm Name: 1 weak

Date: 2 needs improvement

Area of Service: 3 good
4 outstanding

5 exceptional

INSTRUCTIONS: Score the proposal by giving the appropriate number of points (see Scoring Legend above) for each of the 

criteria below. For finalists, adjust the number of points for each criteria as more information becomes available (reference checks 

and the interview.)

Overall qualifications and experience of the firm POINTS WEIGHT
Firm qualifications, resources, and electric utilities experience 10%

Team qualifications, education, and professional affiliations 10%

Sample of work products 20%

Project management skills 5%

Local focus (Northwest, Washington, Puget Sound, Seattle) 5%

Sub Total 0.00 50%

Overall Quality of Proposal
Quality of the proposal 10%

Completeness and clarity of proposal 10%

Sub Total 0.00 20%

Overall approach and strategy
Creative approach to overall strategy 20%

Sub Total 0.00 20%
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WRAP UP: OUR PREVIOUS EXPERIENCE 

• Use a more deliberate alignment of scope, 

proposals, and evaluation criteria.

• Limit the number of pages in a proposal.

• Ask for proposals that you can evaluate.  

• Do not accept any marketing materials. 

•Move towards evaluating the Consultant Project 

Manager role as part of the overall delivery of a 

scope.  
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TWO RECENT IT SOFTWARE PROCUREMENTS

• Demand Side Management (DSM)

oA single platform to: manage customer and program 

information; store documents; expedite business 

workflow; and implement tracking/reporting tools.  

oUsed primarily by CES Division 

• Building Analytics (BA)

oA single database to house building-related data within 

the service territory. 

oUsed across the entire utility and potentially other City 

Departments 
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SCOPING FOR 2 COMPLEX IT PROJECTS
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REQUEST FOR INFORMATION (RFI) PROCESS

• Released the Draft SOWs to the vendor 

community 

o July 14, 2017

• Information Session for interested vendors

o July 20, 2017

• Received vendor responses 

oAug 1, 2017
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REQUEST FOR INFORMATION (RFI) PROCESS

Key feedback we wanted from the vendors:

• Is our SOW achievable and realistic (as drafted)?

•What information should be added to enable 

vendors to provide an accurate proposal?

• Are there other options, innovations, or 

technology updates missing from our SOW?

•What can City Light begin working on now to be 

ready for implementation?
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REQUEST FOR INFORMATION (RFI) PROCESS

• Building Analytics

o6 vendor responses 

o27 pages of content beyond the original RFI

• Demand Side Management

o13 vendor responses 

o67 pages of vendor feedback on draft SOW
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REQUEST FOR INFORMATION (RFI) PROCESS
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Evaluation Criteria Weight Blind?
Committee

Score

Numerical

Score

Pricing Response 15 No

Inclusion Plan 10 No

Execution Methodology 5 YES

Risk Assessment 15 YES

Value Assessment 10 YES

Past Performance Surveys 05 YES

Functional Tech. Req. - No

Project Team - No

List of Subcontractors - No

Interviews 20 No

Software Verifications 20 No

EVALUATIONS
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EVALUATION OVERVIEW

• Proposals

oDistilled memos – 8 pages in total

o Simple high, medium, low scoring

o Look for the best team

oOnus on vendors to distinguish themselves

o Forces vendors to forgo the marketing angle

• Interviews

oMeet with actual team we will work with

oGreat insight from non-sales team
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EVALUATION OVERVIEW, CONT.

• Demonstrations

o Software treated like another team member

o Scripted demo, ideally run by an actual user of the 

system rather than the company itself

oMade for a more honest portrayal of software operation

• Overall Take:

o Refreshingly straightforward

o Yet, also challenging; mental adjustment to finally click

o Remember this mantra: you’re looking for the best team
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EVALUATION HIGHLIGHTS

• Lucid approach to grading proposals; no room for 

fluff or chicanery from vendors

• Ability to evaluate the actual team you’ll be 

working with was a huge boon

oE.g., conversed with a system architect who 

provided genuine insight into technical specifics

• Far faster and more effective than other technical 

RFPs I’ve participated in
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PRE-AWARD CLARIFICATION

• One-to-two month period to work with vendor prior 

to signing contract clarifying scope and objectives

• Clarification document is the cornerstone for tracking 

all activities and outcomes

• Ultimate intent: Reduce risk and uncertainty of 

project

• Critical to ensure alignment between the vendor and 

client-side project teams

• Clarification summary meeting ties everything 

together
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PRE-AWARD CLARIFICATION

• Example of the clarification process in action:
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PRE-AWARD CLARIFICATION

• Example of the clarification process in action:

VENDOR
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PRE-AWARD CLARIFICATION

• Example of the clarification process in action:
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PRE-AWARD CLARIFICATION IMPRESSIONS

• DSM:

o Helped us identify numerous shortcomings and open 

questions in our RFP that the vendor had

o Enabled us to adjust scope and budget appropriately prior 

to signing contract, resulting in far fewer surprises midway 

through implementation

• Building Analytics:

o We actually cancelled the Building Analytics project after 

several weeks of conversation with vendor

o Helped SCL avoid committing too many resources to a 

project that was not panning out as initially conceived
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PROJECT ASSURANCE

• City Light & the City of Seattle recognizes the 

importance of unbiased, accurate, and real-time 

metrics for project control.

• CES worked with Seattle IT’s Project Quality 

Manager to develop a Project Assurance  

requirement for the BA and DSM projects.
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LESSONS LEARNED

• Took some adjustment for members of evaluation 

and vendor teams to understand the intent of the 

process

•Overall, a very positive experience that results in 

lower risk and less time commitment from 

evaluation team

• Ensure contracting starts at the same time as pre-

award to avoid delays


