Memo to File

Electronic Monitoring and Support Services

For 

Western State Contracting Alliance

14600

Background Information

The requirement for Continuous Signaling Electronic, Alcohol Monitoring Services, Random/Schedule Tracking Services, Satellite Monitoring with Remote Tracking Services and Support Services was requested by the Washington Department of Social and Health Services (further referred to as DSHS).  Further research of this technology and service, the Washington Office of State Procurement determined that a contract involving the Western State Contracting Alliance (further referred to as WSCA) would receive the best pricing, and terms and conditions for the State of Washington and WSCA states.  This contract would provide the State of Washington and WSCA States the newest and best technology, along with a pricing structure that would add tremendous value to agencies that are preparing for budget reductions.

January 2001, the Washington Office of State Procurement (further referred to as WAOSP) submitted a proposal to the WSCA committee to establish a WSCA contract for Electronic Monitoring and Support Services.  WSCA board of directors required more documentation be submitted as to the value of a contract of this nature would provide increased value versus existing contracts currently being used by member states.  This documentation was submitted and WSCA approved of establishing a contract for Electronic Monitoring and Support Services.

June 2001, WAOSP solicited participating WSCA members with the intent to use this contract to establish a review committee, initial usage estimates and unique requirements for each participating state.  The states of Idaho and Nevada replied with sign documentation of Intent to Contract.  The state agencies: DSHS, WAOSP, Washington Association of Sheriffs and Police Chiefs (WASPC), Idaho Division of Purchasing, Idaho Department of Corrections, Nevada Division of Parole and Probation and the State of Nevada Division of Purchasing were established as evaluation committee members.

A Request For Information (RFI) as released to the vendor community in July 2001, with an information gathering session schedule for the later portion of that month.  Representatives of WAOSP, DSHS, WASPC and the state of Idaho represented the evaluation committee.  Most of the potential bidders were also in attendance at this information gathering session.  Information was exchanged on such topics as: what is WSCA, initial participants, questions on technical specifications, Request For Proposal (RFP) timeline and procedures.  

During the RFI information session, the question of WASPC's eligibility to participate as a member of the evaluation committee was brought to the attention of WAOSP.  Further research and upon the advice of Sarah Finley, WAOSP's Assistant Attorney General, it was determined the WASPC was a service provider, and thus released from the evaluation committee.

RFP 14600 went through WAOSP internal contract review process, and release to the public on August 26, 2001.  Seventy-five (75) vendors were notified by email, fifty-two (52) vendors were notified by postcard, and six (6) vendors were notified by labels, for a total of one-hundred and thirty three (133) notifications were sent to the vendors.  A mandatory Pre-Bid was schedule for September 14, 2001.  Amendment 1 was issued on September 11, 2001 to change the Pre-Bid date to September 24, 2001 due to the attacks on the World Trade Center and the Pentagon on September 11, 2001.  The Pre-Bid was held on September 24, representatives of WAOSP, State of Nevada Purchasing, State of Nevada Parole and Probation, Idaho Department of Correction and Idaho Division of Purchasing represented the evaluation committee.  A total of nine (9) vendors were in attendance at this Pre-Bid establishing their eligibility to submit a RFP.  The entire bid document was reviewed and discussed, along with the proper procedures for submitting an RFP, and the technical specifications were also reviewed.  Amendment number two (2) was issued and sent to the evaluation committee and the vendors present at the pre-bid conference, on September 25, 2001.  The purpose of the amendment was to revise the RFP according to the Pre-Bid Conference.  The Amendment included but was not limited to: revised price sheet, volume discount program, and Attachment "F".  Amendment three (3) was issued on October 1, 2001. The purpose of Amendment 3 was to revise the Unique Terms and Conditions, RFP Attachment "D" update RFP Attachment "E" and Oral Presentation Format and Questions.  This Amendment also established the schedule for Oral Presentations. 

RFP EVALUATION PROCESS

Step 1

RFP Opening
October 11, 2001 was the formal public bid opening date, WAOSP received five (5) RFP submittals; however, Proposal Pricing was submitted separately and sealed to be opened after finalizing the technical scoring.  The vendors submitting these proposals were eligible due to their presence at the Pre-Bid.  

Step 2 

Initial Responsiveness

October 12, 2001

Guy Cranor, WAOSP reviewed the Proposals to establish initial responsiveness to the RFP, all vendors that submitted a RFP were considered responsive.  Responsiveness was pass/fail.  The following are the vendors who submitted bids: BI, Inc., Electronic Monitoring Service (EMS), Sentinel, Security Link and Strategic Monitoring. 

Step 3

References (Section 19)

October 12, 2001
References were also submitted with the RFP.  References submitted a questionnaire for each vendor, WAOSP summed the total points of all references to establish the points required to pass this procedure to remain responsive.  There were 700 points possible, but only 540 points were required to remain responsive.  All vendors accumulated enough points to pass and continue through the RFP process.  These points were used to determine pass/fail and were carried over to the final score in the RFP process.

Step 4

Technical Review (Section 20)

The Technical Review of all submitted RFPs was conducted in Carson City, NV.  Representatives from Nevada Division of Purchasing, Parole and Probation, Idaho Department of Corrections, and Division of Purchasing and WAOSP were on the technical review committee.  The committee established initial scores for the Technical Bid submittal of each vendor for every category bid and an overall technical score was also established; however, the technical scores were not finalized until completion of the Demonstration piece of the RFP (See attached Score Sheet).

Step 5

Oral Presentations (Section 21)

October 23-26, 2001

Five qualified bidders were invited to deliver a scripted presentation to the evaluation committee.  The scripted presentations covered a range of functional, operational, training, support, data environment, and management topics. These presentations were scored.  The oral presentation total scores were then ranked one through five and points were given according their final ranking (See Score Sheet).  The presentations were video taped and a complete functioning unit per category sample was left with the evaluation team for validation. All five (5) participating proceeded in the RFP process.

Note:  Security Link did not comply with Section 21 of the RFP that requires a sample of equipment being bid to remain with the evaluation committee (Category 3 GPS Monitoring Equipment). Security Link did not provide the same equipment bid for Category 3 for evaluation, alternate equipment was not acceptable. This failure has deemed Security Link non-responsive for Category 3.  

Step 6

Product Demonstration (Section 22)

November 11-30, 2001

Qualified bidders were notified a minimum of 10 days in advance of their schedule day for the demonstration.  The demonstration entailed minimum training to enroll participates, product activation and reporting features.  The demonstrations took place simultaneously in Nevada, Idaho and Washington.  The participating bidder was notified 48 hours prior to the demonstration of the exact shipping address of the demonstration.  Bidders were scored on each category bid that equipment was provided for the demonstration.  The bidders were ranked 1 through 5 for each category bid for each individual state, ranking from each state was average to total an overall ranking.  Points were assigned based on that overall ranking (See Score Sheet).

Step 7

Monitoring Center Visitation

November 27-30, 2001

Guy Cranor, WAOSP, performed visits to the bidders, with a qualified technical minimum score of 540 points and the highest three (3) oral presentation scores, to their Monitoring Centers.  These visits were made to Anderson IN, Irvine CA, and Santa Margarita, CA.  These visits were to perform verification of the specifications as listed in the RFP, there was no scoring for these visits.

Step 8

Finalized Technical Scoring (Section 20)

December 7, 2001

Technical Scores from documents submitted by bidders were adjusted based on further understanding gained from the product demonstration and the oral presentation.  These adjusted scores from the States of Nevada, Idaho and Washington were averaged together to create a finalized technical score.  Bidders must receive a minimum of 540 of 700 points were required to be eligible to proceed to the final stage of the RFP process.

Note: Strategic Monitoring and Security Link failed to meet the minimum required points and their proposal then was rejected (Section 20).

Step 9

Pricing Evaluation (Section 23)

December 10, 2001

The following was determined upon opening the sealed price sheets:  

· Sentinel change the Format of the Price Sheet for Categories I and II and thus were deemed non-responsive for those particular categories (Section 23). 

· Sentinel also demonstrated a different product in step 6 than what Sentinel bid.  Thus were deemed non-responsive for Categories I and II. 

The sealed bid price sheets were opened and price proposals of the qualifying bidders were evaluated.  Pricing was based on the price of each category bid.  Then bidders were ranked in ascending order and points were assigned with maximum points award to the lowest bidder in each sub category (See Score Sheet).

RFP AWARD ANALYSIS

It was the intent of the State of Washington and WSCA to award this RFP by category, which may result in a multiple award vendor environment. The following is the award points summary (See Score Sheet for full details):

Category I

EMS


3227




BI


2534

Category II

EMS


3078




BI


2712

Category III

Sentinel

3003

Thus, EMS was awarded Categories I and II, while Sentinel was awarded Category III. EMS was awarded all items in Categories I and II including the Offender Funded Program portions of Category I and II.

Pricing and Savings

Through the competitive procurement, process and the ability to combine the purchasing power of the WSCA states this particular RFP produced savings in the daily rate that our customers pay for this service.  The daily rate currently being paid by DSHS for 92 units is $3.59, Contract 14600 for the same number of units is $2.58. The estimated yearly cost for 92 units for DSHS is $120,552.20, Contract 14600 cost is $86,636.40 saving DSHS a yearly cost of $33,915.80.  These cost are based on the highest alternate approach rate quote by EMS.  The volume discount program produced by Contract 14600 would greatly increase savings to DSHS:

	Number of Units in State of WA
	Daily Cost
	Yearly Cost
	Cost per Contract 14600
	Yearly Cost
	Yearly Savings

	92
	$3.59
	$120,552.20
	$2.58
	$86,636.40
	$33,915.80

	642
	$3.59
	$841,244.70
	$2.44
	$571.765.20
	$269,479.50

	901
	$3.59
	$1,180,625.35
	$2.42
	$795.853.30
	$384,772.05


Contract 14600 allows for all participating WSCA States and their Coop members to share in the benefits of increased volume discount up to 9,000 units.

FINAL SCORES

RFP 14600

	
	EMS
	
	BI
	
	Sentinel Offender Services

	Final Scores
	Category 1
	
	Category 1
	
	Category 1
	

	
	Score
	Passed/Failed
	Score
	Passed/Failed
	Score
	Passed/Failed

	Responsiveness, Section 18
	Not Scored
	Passed
	Not Scored
	Passed
	Not Scored
	Passed

	References, Section 19
	631
	Passed
	601
	Passed
	626
	Passed

	Technical, Section 20
	646
	Passed
	617
	Passed
	603
	Passed

	Oral Presentation, Section  21
	500
	Passed
	400
	Passed
	300
	Passed

	Demonstration, Section 22
	500
	Passed
	400
	Passed
	300
	Passed

	Monitoring Center, Section 22
	Not Scored
	Passed
	Not Scored
	Passed
	Not Scored
	Passed

	Cost Proposal, Section 23
	950
	Passed
	516
	Passed
	Non-Responsive
	Failed

	Final Score
	3227
	
	2534
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Category 2
	
	Category 2
	
	Category 2
	

	
	Score
	Passed/Failed
	Score
	Passed/Failed
	Score
	Passed/Failed

	Responsiveness, Section 18
	Not Scored
	Passed
	Not Scored
	Passed
	Not Scored
	Passed

	References, Section 19
	631
	Passed
	601
	Passed
	626
	Passed

	Technical, Section 20
	646
	Passed
	625
	Passed
	627
	Passed

	Oral Presentation, Section  21
	500
	Passed
	400
	Passed
	300
	Passed

	Demonstration, Section 22
	500
	Passed
	400
	Passed
	300
	Passed

	Monitoring Center, Section 22
	Snot Scored
	Passed
	
	Passed
	Not Scored
	Passed

	Cost Proposal, Section 23
	801
	Passed
	686
	Passed
	Non-Responsive
	Failed

	Final Score
	3078
	
	2712
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Category 3
	
	Category 3
	
	Category 3
	

	
	Score
	Passed/Failed
	Score
	Passed/Failed
	Score
	Passed/Failed

	Responsiveness, Section 18
	
	
	
	
	Not Scored
	Passed

	References, Section 19
	
	
	
	
	627
	Passed

	Technical, Section 20
	
	
	
	
	676
	Passed

	Oral Presentation, Section  21
	
	
	
	
	500
	Passed

	Demonstration, Section 22
	
	
	
	
	500
	Passed

	Monitoring Center, Section 22
	
	
	
	
	Not Scored
	Passed

	Cost Proposal, Section 23
	
	
	
	
	700
	Passed

	Final Score
	
	
	
	
	3003
	


