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Five Years of Development

A Logical

A Simple

AMi ni mi zed decision makir
A Competitive and transparent

A Self documenting

A Easy for client

A Logical for industry (increase professionalism,
need for technical expertise and training, higher
salaries and lower cost)
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Bottom Line
A Reduce project costs

A Hire experts

A Increase vendor profit $$$$

A Cut out waste and risk (10%)

A Based on logic instead of best practices (structure
not experts)
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International Efforts & Partners

Netherlands
NEVI (industry professional procurement group)
certifying professional in best value PIPS *
e ‘Country has changed delivery system
4 s5years
$1B infrastructure test

oy
e oA

University of Alberta = **

United States

65 clients
WSCA, NASPO Brunsfield
Complete Supply Chair
-S4 implementation of best
~ “value'PIPS

CIB Network FulbrightScholarship *
PBSRG Network University of Botswana RMIT - 4
PMForumNetwork PIPS tests Teaching IMT

PBSRG platform
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State of Minnesota

AMnDOT test (2" street upgrades) for DB
In City of Rochester

A City of Roseville (Firehouse and parks and
recreation)

A Hennepin County

A City of Rochester

A1SD 287

A Rochester Public Schools

A Other users using parts of best value PIPS
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Overall MN PIPS Project Performance

Total number of Projects (Completed aimdProgress) 326

Total Awarded Cost $296084,997
Percent of Projects where BV had lowest cost 53%
OverallChange Order Rate 15.8%
Client Change Order Rate 14.3%
Designer Change Order Rate 0.6%
Contractor Change Order Rate 0.0%
Unforeseen Change Order Rate 0.9%
OverallDelay Rate 42.9%
Client Change Delay Rate 31.2%
Designer Change Delay Rate 4.1%
Contractor Change Delay Rate 2.2%
Unforeseen Change Delay Rate 5.4%

Average Vendor Pos$trojectPerformance Rating 9.6 (out of 10)
Total number of PogProjectRatings 206
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State of Oklahoma Best Value Projects Performance

Oklahoma Best Value Project Information

# of BestValue Procurements 20
Estimated Value of BesWalue Procurements $100M
Protest Success Rate (# of protest won / # of protests) 3/3

# of Different Services 13
% Where Identified BestValue was Lowest Cost 71%

ConstructionLaw Changed to allow Best Value PIPS
Project Performance

# of Completed Projects 8
Average Customer Satisfaction 9.5 (out of 10)
CostSavings $15M

% Ontime 100%

% Onbudget 100%
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Different Services Procured

Commercial Off the Shelf (COTS) Tax Software ($12M savings)
Enhancement of Workforce Job Website

Electronic Document Management for Construction Documents.
Computer to Plate Printer (better system than specified)

State wide light bulb and lighting fixture contract ($100K rebate)
Emergency hazardous Waste Removal contract (no protest)
Construction Commissioning Services

State Mental Health Services ($3M/year less)

Performance Measurement of Federal Grants

New Construction and Renovation

Juvenile Center and Services (overcame protest) (cancelled)

To To To To Do Do Do Do o Do o

ESU | PERFORMANCE BASED STUDIES RESEARCH GROUP |  © PBSRG 2011



Dato Gan and Brunsfield

Visionary developer/vendor in Malaysia
Minimize cost by cutting risk

Increase profits by increasing quality and
value

Honesty and integrity in supply chain
Added value: 10X
Green, water, sustainable

Contract with PBSRG to use BV PIPS to
double production in the next 3 years

Wants to raise the quality of life in
Malaysia

AnMake Brunsfield the best place t
at o

o Io Do Do Do I» Do Do I
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Confusion, Transactions, Costs

A Silos

A Between silos

ASi |l os in peopleds mir
A In the confusion, accountability wanes
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Eliminating the Confusion

< 30K Foot Level

Simplicity/Dominant

Information

Planning / Programming
Designer
Users

Contracting
Vendors / Manufacturers

Inspectors

< Technical Details
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Design Best Practices

[ Contractor J

Bonding capacity

Scope
Cost Est.

60% 100%
Baseline $
..... q ﬁ ( F|nal
@ 2 Design
~ Re-Scope
~ w/Modifications

ES1 | PERFORMANCE BASED STUDIES RESEARCH GROUP | © PBSRG 2011 13




PIPS Process Overview
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Three Phases

PHASE 1 PHASE 2 PHASE 3

PRE PLANN MANAGEMENT
SELECTION BY

CLARIFICATION ~ RISK MINIMIZATION
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Best Value System
(alignment of expertise, minimization of effort)

B EXpar Vendor is an Expert

PRE PLANN % MANAGEMENT

SELECTION BY

CLARIFICATION  RISK MINIMIZATION

Vendor isNOT arExpert
—
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Performance Information Procurement System

Vendor is an Expert Vendor is an Expert

PLANNING MANAGEMENT
f BY

RISK MINIMIZATION

Vendor isNOT arExpert .

Dominant | Clarification Risk Management
Simple - Both parties . Quality Control

Differential may walk Quality Assurance
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Event

Initial

- ] Final

conditions conditions

| > O O  am il __
Lo " Laws

Time

(Control, impact, and influence)

ESU | PERFORMANCE BASED STUDIES RESEARCH GROUP |  © PBSRG 2011



Paradigm Shift: contractors should have minimal technical risk and minimize
risk that they do not control

Me vs. Them

|
[ Technical Scope l
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Industry Structure

High

lll. Neqgotiated-Bid ll. Value Based

Owner selects vendor Best Value (Performance
Negotiates with vendor and price measurements)

Quality control and quality
Vendor performs assurance

I\VV. Unstable Market |. Price Based

Specifications, standards
and qualification based

Management, direction, and
contro

Decision making

Technical expertise on
clientbds side

Performance

Low Perceived Competition High
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Submittals
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Selection Process

Vendor is an Expert

e ——

Filter 1 Filter 2 Filter 3 Filter 4 Filter 5
High —
7)) Past Capability Interview Prioritize Dominance PreAyvard
a4 Performance s (Identify Check Period
®) Information ”~ Best Value) _
() o Ratings are
= Criteria dominant PA Docs
L] PPI _ WRR N
i imerview | Bestvalue is RMP 0
. . Project Capability Withinnigh-an Techical
O Blind Rating J RiskIO | low cost rangés|  pocuments %E
> 0o Proiect ValueAdded <
= / c Jb'l't Financials BV vendor has
. / apabiiity dominant
information
% / Risk(no contro)
o / Value Added
/ o
Low Financials

—>

Vendoris notanexpert
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Selection Criteria

A Past Performance Information (PPI)

A Blind review
I Project Capability (PC)
I Risk that vendor does not control (Risk)
I Value Added (VA)

A Interview (if required)

A Cost
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Project Capabillity Plan

A Differentiate capability to meet the requirements of this
project

A Identify"vi si ono or fAplanodo for the
the duration of the project

I Alignment of Resources
I Cash flow
I Selection of critical subvendors

A Address cash flow on the project, and how it is integrated into
the schedule

A Use either verifiable performance metrics or best value
practices with performance measurements
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Risk Plan

A Prioritize major risk items on this project that the submitter does NOT
control

A Explain how proposer will mitigate, manage, and/or minimize the risk from
occurring

I mitigation plan was used previously, and the impact on performance in terms of
customer satisfaction and the number of times it was used

A Tracking all deviations on the project
A Method of minimizing contract transactions

A Show evidence that é
I Submitter has implemented the mitigation plan before

I Submitter has been successful in mitigating time and cost deviation of their past
projects.

I previous clients have been very satisfied with Submitter's results.
I projects were similar to the current project being advertised.
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Value Added Plan

A Opportunity to identify any value added options or ideas that
may benefit the University

A Respondent should identify:

I What the University may have excluded or omitted from its
scope

I How these options or ideas have been successful through

verifiable performance information and/or best value practices

A MUSThave a cost impact (and possibly schedule impact)

A Use either verifiable performance metrics or best value
practices with performance measurements
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1-10 Rating Scale

10 (dominant, documented high performance)

High performance range—

(03\100(0

|07

Not enough dominant information{

Protest Range—

= N oW N

(dominant, documentedow performance)
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Performance Information Is A Vendor Practice

CLIENT P
o Performance Info
/\J @ NO CRITERIA FIRM A

'.\ 1 |Overall customer satisfaction 9.8
« » 2 |Percent of roofs that have never leaked 99%
3 |Percent of roofs that do not currently leak 100%

4 |Average age of roof surveyed (years) 17

~ 5 |Total number of roofs evaluated 50

VENDOR

7~ A\
) (@)
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Best Value Model i1s a Vendor Model

CLIENT
4 )
A Increased Decision Making
A Increased Management
© ¢ A Increased Control and
@ Direction
A High Trust
- J
VENDOR f h

1. Identify Problem

E 2. Identify Solution S
3. Schedule

4. Cost
5. Track deviation
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