The Practical Guide for Effective
Evaluation of FM Service Proposals
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Today’s Agenda

*Six recommendations to streamline evaluations
*Explain how this approach saves money

*Recommendations for industry partners




Fair...Open...Transparent
e Why?
* Obvious reason is to stay out of jail or the courtroom

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




Evaluation Period

* Evaluation period is an area of weakness for many owners...
e Can be an area where transparency and fairness both disappear

Written
Evaluation

Suppher

All Participate Only 1

Negotiations
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How The Submittal Process Works
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What We Have Learned...



Keys to Effective Proposal Evaluations

1. Have a Source Selection Plan (SSP) prepared and issued BEFORE
the RFP is released




1) Have a SSP Prepared and Issued Before RFP
is Released

* Do not try to figure out the evaluation process after RFP is
released....TOO LATE

* Create a SSP prior to releasing RFP. This allows the evaluators and
SME’s time to provide input before releasing the RFP.

* Minimizes 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

EY
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Keys to Effective Proposal Evaluations

1. Have a Source Selection Plan (SSP) prepared and issued BEFORE
the RFP is released

2. Evaluators have bias




2) Evaluators Have Bias

* Every human has had their own journey in life with different
experiences and life lessons. This results in biases in everything we do,
including when we are asked to evaluate proposals.

* Bias is not always a ‘bad’ thing...going through a painful experience
may cause an individual to be biased towards avoiding a similar
situation from reoccurring. That can be a benefit to an owner
organization from repeating the same ‘bad’ mistake again.

* However, bias can always be a ‘tricky’ subject during the public
procurement process.




Example

* Projectto renovate lightingin student dormitories throughout campus.

* We received a number of proposals, but one Contractors stated that one of the challenges the University may face is
having male electricians work in female dorms (rooms, bathrooms, etc.). Make female students uncomfortable.

 Therefore, to mitigate this concern, this vendor would hire only female electricians to work in the female dormsand
male electricians to work in the male dorms.

* We had 5 evaluators. 4 thought this was a sreat idea....but the other said that this was a horrible idea, and gave this
contractora 1 out of 10 rating. When asked why...he stated that he is an electrician, and his father was a electrician
for all his life. Based on this long history, he knows that this contractor is lying because there is no such thinﬁ as
female electricians!!! Wow! This is not made up. At first everyone laughed...assuming he was joking...but things
became awkward when we realized he was serious. He said that he has never met 1 single female electrician...and to
think that this contractor could get an entire team to perform the work is a straight out lie. Therefore, gavethema 1
score.

* This person was not a ‘bad’ guy. He didn’t have anything against ‘women’. He honestly believed (based on his person
experience and person bias), that this was not a feasible option.

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




Number of Evaluators

* So how can you mitig?ate the potential risk of evaluator bias...that may
not be defendable??:

* Suggestion = you have at least 3-5 evaluators. The more evaluators
you have... the more you can mitigate someone with significant bias.

* Most simple projects you only need 3

* But you should have 5 on more risky, more complex....or you are
worried about a biased evaluator




Keys to Effective Proposal Evaluations

1. Have a Source Selection Plan (SSP) prepared and issued BEFORE
the RFP is released

2. Evaluators have bias
3. Avoid consensus meetings!




3) Avoid Consensus Meetings

* Should be avoided at all costs!!!

* Nothing can increase your procurement risk as allowing influence into the
evaluation process!

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

* Obviously no one will ever say that...they will claim it is an opportunity for
evaluators to discuss things and review things that other evaluators may have
missed...but that is the reality is, they become a tool to allow influence in the
evaluation process.




Example 1

* Example: IT Project to install a Tax-Accounting system for a State

* 3 vendors proposed.

* 5 evaluators. During consensus meeting, the internal IT “expert”, stated that Vendor 1 proposal may sound great....but
they actually don’t have a major component of what the State needs (which is data warehousing). This individual had
done a lot of research and determined that this vendoris not capable of doing the work.

* Sothe ()-:valuators all adjusted their scores based on what their internal expert said (went from 9-10 ratings to 6-7
ratings).

 However, since there were only 3 vendors, they were all invited into the interview period.

* Duringinterviews, this same vendor was asked about theirinability to perform ‘data warehousing’. The supplier
laughed at the question, and said that they have one of the largest data warehousing systemsin North America. They
went on to list major institutions that were using their systemes.

* Afterthe interviews were over...the IT expert apologized to everyone and said that they were not aware of this
su?pliers background. This is a rare occurrence foran internal expert to admit they were wrong (in most cases they
will claim that the supplieris lying)...but unfortunately, the scores for the proposals were already adjusted by the

influence of one person.




Example 2

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

* The individuals scores are shown:

* Duringthe consensus meeting...they discussed the pro’s and con’s...however, one evaluator
(Rater 4), eventually took over the discussion, and kept providing reasoning why their score was
accurate. Eventually...after 2 hours of discussions, one evaluators said, “okay fine, | give up, just
change mY score to whatever you all want...Idon’t care anymore...I just want to get out of this
meeting”!!! Then 3 other evaluators aﬁreed and went along with this person. What we saw, was
that all the other evaluators changed their score to match what this one evaluator was saying!!!

* However....storyis not over....after all the scores were changed and agreed to, the procurement
officer said, please provide me the justifications for these changes so | can defend your actions

in court. Aftera qmck 15 minute discussion, the committee changed all their scores to 8’s so

that they wouldn’t have to provide justifications for differencesin scores...and so they could get

out of this meeting!!!




FRMA FIRMB  FIRMC

RATER1| 7.0 7.0 8.0

RATER2| 7.0 8.0 9.0

RATER3| 7.0 8.0 9.0

RATER4| 9.0 7.0 8.0

RATER5| 7.0 8.0 9.0

RATER6| 5.0 6.0 7.0

RATER7| 7.0 7.0 8.0

RATER AVERAGE: 7.0 7.3 8.3
EIRMA. FIRMB _ FIRMC

RATER1|| 9.0 7.0 8.0

RATER2|| 9.0 7.0 8.0

RATER3|| 9.0 7.0 8.0

RATER4|| 9.0 7.0 8.0

RATERS5|| 9.0 7.0 8.0

RATER6|| 9.0 7.0 8.0

RATER7|| 9.0 7.0 8.0

T
RATER AVERAGE: 9.0 7.0 8.0

RATER 1
RATER 2
RATER 3
RATER 4
RATER 5
RATER 6
RATER 7

RATER AVERAGE:

FIRMA FIRMB  FIRMC
8.0 8.0 8.0
8.0 8.0 8.0
8.0 8.0 8.0
8.0 8.0 8.0
8.0 8.0 8.0
8.0 8.0 8.0
8.0 8.0 8.0

8.0 8.0 8.0




* It’s amazing what actually happens behind the scenes!!!!
* These examples are not unique...they happen frequently.
 Which is why we NEVER recommend consensus meetings.

* They resultin a lot of time being wasted, but more importantly, it encourages
evaluator influence which goes against core procurement principles!

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




Individual Evaluations

* Evaluations must be performed individually (not group consensus)
* Evaluators must not discuss with anyone (only contact Buyer for clarification)

* Evaluations should be non-biased (use logic and/or verifiable performance
documentation to assist in determining the rating.)

* Evaluators must be honest and fair as 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 right to clarify any
ratings, request additional evaluator comments, or modify/reject a rating.




Keys to Effective Proposal Evaluations

1. Have a Source Selection Plan (SSP) prepared and issued BEFORE
the RFP is released

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




4) Have Submittal Forms

* Major problem with RFP’s....is they don’t think ahead and plan for
when proposals come in.

* You can get a wide range of documents that are very difficult to
havigate.

e Simple solutions...create a template for EACH and EVERY
document you want them to submit. Do not allow them to
submit on their own template or forms.




4) Have Submittal Forms

e Also...Don’t allow the vendors to add comments to any forms (this
can make evaluating simple forms...especially in IT services...very
time consuming to evaluate).

* If you are asking a “Yes” / “No” question, then that is all the
vendor should propose (do not allow comments)




Keys to Effective Proposal Evaluations

1. Have a Source Selection Plan (SSP) prepared and issued BEFORE
the RFP is released

Evaluators have bias
. Avoid consensus meetings!
Have submittal forms

v AW

Reduce length of evaluated documents




5) Reduce Length of Evaluated Documents

* 50 pages vs 5 pages....which is better? Which one will you actually
read and evaluate? Which one will contractors actually spend
more time preparing?




Keys to Effective Proposal Evaluations

1. Have a Source Selection Plan (SSP) prepared and issued BEFORE
the RFP is released

Evaluators have bias

Avoid consensus meetings!

Have submittal forms

Reduce length of evaluated documents
Ask for the Right Info at the Right Time
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6) Ask For the Right Info At Right Time

* |s asking for a Safety Plan on a $500 Million project good idea???




Case Study

(2017 High Tech Facility - $ Billion)

Contents included:

1. Cost

Experience

Capacity

Innovation

CX, QA, QC Processes
Management Approach
Cost Management

SO L

Cost Control Approach

Average Size of Safety Plan: 356 Pages

9. Similar Experience
10.Contract Exceptions
11.Goals

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

2.5Weeks | 1.52% 7

[/‘.SIMPLAR




* Not saying the Safety isn’t important...but these are ‘canned’ /
‘copy-and-paste’ documents.

* They don’t help you differentiate
* They are a waste of time to try and read as evaluators

* Not saying don’t get this info...get it during your negotiation
period prior to award...but has almost 0 value during evaluation.

* Same can be said with org charts...very rarely do evaluators give
different scores for these documents.




* So focus on documents/topics that truly differentiate vendors.

* Our research has found that this is primarily 2 documents (which
we won’t cover in this webinar), but it is the Risk/value.




Evaluation Period

Procurement Activities

Supplier

PROPOSAL

Response

Proposal Due Date

. Propo.sa!sEvaIuated pu—
* Shortlisting

* Interviews & Discussions
* Negotiations

Award Date Weeks
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The Proposal Format

SECTION 4

PROPOSAL REQUIREMENTS

DUE DATE AND TIME

‘end L|a|1nn Cent

* Paper size = : =
* Font size T s e ot

* Language

* Package documents (& cost)
* Number of copies

all required submittals.
and mailed to the

Vendor Liaison Center

[ ]
. H r v I r n I Armtention: Jennifer Washington
RFFP Number: 201586 — Western Yard Project

222 North Hope Sireet
Los Angeles, CA 90012

ENVELOPE 1:

ENVELOPE
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Templates

I!egistared name enter detalls ‘
[if the gespondent rodes under s farmal AOMES 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

cONTACT IH\'—OHNH“ 1On

Listthe prirnany contact persan agmineted 1 snawer the autharity's requests for furthl

Aarification
Hame

position
postal address
Telephon®

prnail address

KHUWLEDG[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 @
ondent MO¥ add more 18

dis
\'ECEWEI‘J and I"-:G\'BD'B\EG il

[ ]
SIMPLAR

The pesponde ged in the business of pro~.fidingthe services & work m

required i this REP.

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,

imch oaditicna! Tnfarmatian o0 87 ubjert where the Faspandent responded Faine" o 3 question B8OV Failure to 015

afr
Ulhe &
v anrfree

'Ms,
- <
Ftang al?




Approach & Methodology

) SIMPLAR

SUBMISSION FORM B — APPROACH & METHODOLOGY

ECIAL REQUIREMEN' ie n Form must not contain any names tha
not identify the R and must not exceed the page limit

cke approach to this projec
t objectives of rem
chedule and in

, 2 tions, site
e this,
din

ing contaminats
sppropriate landfills fo

¥
) will be

. This plan will also define the

for designing, reviewing,

quirement to
tion

briefings nd site f: : : i d in the project fr
the Project’ i i ial to

to implementing the plan at site level. & i rary
for the proj workers and site management including sufficient IT and WIFI
ities, field eye ations, emergency response and fire-fighting equipment will be

erational sit t The si ide traffic
ng, hard barriers and appropriate
ill include creating o 5| entering the
i t that eliminat




Supplier A

Approach & Methodology

Supplier B Supplier A=7.5

Supplier B=6.0

Supplier C Supplier C=9.5

Evaluation Committee




Criteria | Weight |

Approach & Methodology (propesal)  15%

Experience (proposal) 10%

References (Proposal) 5%
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Approach Example

Noise from our demolition may result in student/staff complaints
(since we will be doing demo in an in-operational library during finals week).

* VENDOR 1 Solution

Partnering is a key to success on any project. We will work with the user to
develop the best strategies that can be implemented to minimize the
impact of noise from demolition.

e VENDOR 2 Solution

To minimize this risk, we have planned to demolition during off hours and
weekends. We will also install rubber sheets on the floors and foam pads
around the wall to diminish noise and vibrations.




Approach Example

Without adequate training, users may not comprehend how to use the new system.

* VENDOR 1 Solution

We will provide a thoughtful training plan that offers creative ways to drive change
management and enhance learning retention. Our implementation approach also
empowers the Client to deliver ongoing training assistance to the user community to
keep utilization of the system effective.

e VENDOR 2 Solution

We have devised a training program that we have successfully executed on our past 7
implementations. We place users in a 1hr training (we will provide users with laptops
that have the system pre-loaded), and follow up with a brief exam. Any user that scores
below an 80%, we will then target them for additional hands on training. This approach
has lead to an overall adoption rate of 95% in less than 3 months.




Approach Example

* VENDOR 1

)

SIMPLAR

RISK: The local water company
must have the water turned on by
June in order for us to water the
newly installed recreational fields
(or the grass will die).

SOLUTION: We will coordinate and
plan our schedule with the water
company as soon as the award is
made to make sure that we get

water to the site to irrigate the
fields.

e VENDOR 2 Solution

RISK: The local water company must have the
water turned on by June in order for us to water
the newly installed fields (or the grass will die).
On past projects, the water company has failed
to meet the schedule 90% of the time.

SOLUTION: To minimize this risk, we will
coordinate our schedule with the water
company as soon as we are awarded the
project. If they fail to meet our schedule, we can
connect temporary waterlines to the nearby fire
hydrants, or we can also rent water trucks to
irrigate the fields.



Approach Example

Controllable Risk

A poor roofing system can result in roof leaks, which may inconvenience building occupants, and increase
complaints, maintenance, damage, etc.

Vendor A Solution:
Use our extensive roofing history to install the best system for your needs.

Vendor B Solution:

To minimize this risk, our proposed roofing system has been installed on over 400 roofs and has had an
average roof age of 18 years, in which 99% of the roofs don’t leak and 100% of the end clients are satisfied.

Vendor C Solution:

To minimize this risk, we are proposing a thermally-welded roofing system that has a tensile strength of
2,130 PSI, elongation of 300%, tear strength of 312lbs, has been tested for 10,000, and has a cold brittleness
of -30°C.







Approach Example

Safeguarding the health and safety of our people and customers is our moral responsibility
and essential to the success of our business. We have worked hard to establish a safety

#1 culture where our people instinctively take individual and collective responsibility for their
own safety and that of those around them, and act accordingly

From the food we serve, the places where we work, or our day-to-day operations, we make
sure safety is an “every-moment-every-day” mindset for our employees. We work hard to

#2 create a safety culture where all employees can stop any situation in which they feel
unsafe. And we’re constantly improving our safety programs so that we can continue to
create safer environments today and in the future.

Health and safety is a global strategic priority for our Firm. We are committed to a global

health and safety culture and world class health and safety performance. We know that
#3 integrating health and safety into everything we do minimizes risk to people and property.




Approach Example

Safeguarding the health and sa
and essential to the success o
#1 culture where our people inst
own safety and that of those

and customers is our moral responsibility
ave worked hard to establish a safety

dual and ¢ ive responsibility for their
d them, and act accordi

From the food we serve, the
sure safety is an “every-mom
#2 create a safety culture where all employee
unsafe. And we’re constantly improving our s
create safer environments today and in the fu

work, or o ay-to-da
set for our emplo
p any situation i

Health and safety is a global strategic priority
health and safety culture an

#3 integrating health and safet ” do minimizes risk property.
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So... does this save money?



Seattle City Light E Eee

* Background & Motivation for Change
* Pilot Project

* Current Status & Next Steps




Background & Motivation for Change

BI:CAYSE WE'VE
ALWAYS DONE IT
THIS WAY




Pilot Project

o~
[(?) ADVANCED METERING
(=) More Power in Your Hands
N

* Advanced Metering Infrastructure (AVI) [t

Dates by Zip Code g

Orga nizatio na I Cha nge M a nagem ent Aug. 2017 to Sep. 2017
Co n S u Ita nt Oct. 2017 to Dec. 2017 4 gm:anz

Jan. 2018 to Mar. 2018 frouh

Apr. 2018 to June 2018 ga104 98122
July 2018 to Sept. 2018 ol

Oct. 2018 to Dec. 2018 98144

98134

* RFQ in early 2016
* 3 yearterm (i Seattle City Light
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Pilot Project: Gaining Support

* The Interviews were an “ah ha” moment.
* Eliminated the usual fluff
* Focused on the actual people doing the work
* Very apparent who knew their stuff

* City Light Project Team became comfortable.

e “We are confident that we selected the best Consultant team...We know
the people on [Consultant’s] team will fit this project very well.”




Pilot Projects

)
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AMI Change Management

Boundary General Overhauls

Annual Audit

Continuous Improvement Roster
Microgrid for Resiliency

Demand Side Management

Building Analytics

Skagit Relicensing

PCB Tracking & Condition Assessment

Professional Services
Engineering
Professional Services
Professional Services
Engineering
IT Software
IT Software
Engineering

IT Software




Current Status & Next Steps:
initial outcomes at city light

* Time Savings on City Light’s Major RFPs/RFQs
* 50% reduction in Evaluation time (per proposal)
* 75% reduction in Interview time (per vendor)

* 50% reduction in total procurement duration
* 3mo from RFP/RFQ release to signature-ready

* Elimination of marketing “fluff” results

* Project Performance Improvements
* Enhanced Scope of Work (SOW)
* Fewer contract amendments




ROI

* SCL average hourly unloaded rate of $42.45
* 50.01% overhead rate
* SCL average hourly loaded rate of $63.68

* 50% reduction in evaluator proposal reviews
 Save 20 hours (1/2 work week) per person involved
* Average 5 people (4-6) involved
* $6,368 saved per proposal review = 20 hours * 5 people * $63.68 rate




ROI, cont’d

* 75% reduction in time per interview (2-3 interviews per proposal,
4-6 people involved)
* An average of 5 people involved per interview each save 2 hours
* $636.80 dollars saved per interview = 2 hours * 5 people * $63.68 rate

* $1,273.60 saved per proposal from interviews (conservative estimate) =
$636.80 * 2 interviews

[) SIMPLAR I




ROI, cont’d

* 50% faster timeline duration from RFQ release to Contract Award

* Typically 3-4 months in SCL procurement

e SCL Evaluators: XPD could have completed selection AND clarification within 2
months if we hadn’t run into vendor delays

* Typically 6-8 months in City of Seattle procurement
e SCL saves 2 months for average of 5 people involved

$20,377.60 saved during Contract Award




Proposal Development
Recommendations



Variance in Evaluation Scores

Data from 1,850 Proposals:

30%

25%

20%

15%

10%

5%

0%

25%

15%
13%

Cost

27%

Proj Mgmt Proposal

24% 25%
18%
17%
I | 14%

Interviews

m A/E
m DB/CMAR

m DBB Construction

8% 3%

I7%I

Past Performance



Does this help Evaluators differentiate & dish
out points?

* Does this truly differentiate our proposal? Or can competitors say the
nearly same thing?

* Have we explained a step-by-step, actionable plan?
* |s it project-specific? (pass the “copy-and-paste” test?)

* Have we considered the potential impacts?

* Based upon experience, what is the best vs. worst vs. most likely outcome? Do
we have examples we can highlight?

* Are we explaining our recommendations & qualifications rather than
overly selling & marketing?

* Does this answer the OWNER’s concern / interest?




What can you write in a proposal
to “move the needle”?

* Simplar study on Construction Contractor Proposals

* The only correlating factors with favorable owner evaluation scores:

* Focus on actionable project plan/approach

* Ensure that you have project-specific content

* Identify scope- or design-related risk elements (with recommended solutions)

* |dentify potential concealed conditions




ADVANCING YOUR PROPOSAL

Stay Ahead of the Competition

In many cases, the difference betwoen winning a project and going home empty-handed is 0 matter of o
fow points. Have you ever wondered what evaluators are looking for when they rate your proposal? Our
team has reviewed over 7,000 vendor proposals and observed how evaluators rate and score your
documents,

Proposal Integration Interview Prep Course

Downlood 4 Steps To Stay Aheod of the Competition

www.simplar.com/proposal-training/



http://www.simplar.com/proposal-training/

Summary

Have a Source Selection Plan (SSP) before RFP release
Evaluators have bias

Avoid consensus meetings!

Have submittal forms

Reduce length of evaluated documents

Ask for the Right Info at the Right Time

S R

jeff@simplar.com



mailto:Jake.Smithwick@uncc.edu

