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To Date, We Have Employed The Program
On Three Different Projects:

K301 Employee Services Building (Bid)
K153 Warehouse (Bid)

These Two Utilized The “Master Specification”
and Associated Spreadsheets As Part Of The
Bid Submission / Evaluation Process.
Construction Has Not Yet Begun
For Either Of These Projects.

M74 Renewal (Negotiated)

This Project Is Operating Under A Commitment To The
Program and Using The Spreadsheets For Monitoring
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We Were Conservative In Specifying Thresholds For The
Projects Being Bid, Because We Did Not Want To Exclude
Any Bids Based On Application Of An Untested Process.

Contract Specific Spending “Target” With DBE’s of 8%

Diverse Labor Percentage
(EEO-1 Categories 3 thru 9) Minimum of 25%

Diverse Management and Ownership Percentage
(EEO-1 Categories 1.1, 1.2 & 2) Minimum of 10%

Corporate & _Project

Minimum of 67.4 points  Must Be Obtained Within The
Evaluation In Order To Be Considered A “Responsive Bid”.

Feb. 18, 2009
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Program Application Required
Translation To Our
“Master Specifications”.

gr Consistency Of Bid Submissions,
We Developed Spreadsheets
To Translate The
* + |
Article Within The Program
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These

Labels
Created

O Confusion

O
O



Diverse Spend Goal,
While Complicated & Not Understood,
Was Too Easily Obtained!
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Confusion Regarding The Evaluation of a
Diverse Prime Contractor:

Are They Evaluated The Same As The Other Primes?
Or

Is Contract Value Used, Since They Are 100% @ Risk?

Our Specification Was Based On The Prior - Though,
| Came To Find That The Latter Had Been Communicated.

We Utilized The Prior.
Distinct Advantage For Diverse Prime (See Slide #9) -

+ Expense Of Direct Labor
+ Reasonable Fee

The Diverse Prime Should Be Supporting The Diverse Subs
& Vendors. The Latter Does Not Promote This.
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No Bid Submission Accurately Represented The Value Used

Feb. 18, 2009

For The Evaluation (Required Much Effort To Resolve) :
Proposed Pass-Through
“Manufacturer” vs “Regular Dealer”

Can A Subcontractor Also Be A
“Manufacturer” or “Regular Dealer”?

Regular Dealer Distributing Material
Out Of Character w/ Their Business

“Certification” of Subcontractors and Vendors
Lump Sum Subcontractor Breakdown
Definition of Fee

Determination of “Reasonable” Fee
Diverse Designer In Design Build Contract



Corporate & Project Demographics Objectives
Were Based On EEOC & Census Reports.

Each Should Have Been 5 — 10 % Higher!

Feb. 18, 2009
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Consider Instead A Redistribution of

The “Demographic” Points w/in The Scoring Process:

Corporate Diverse Management (Vs 3 points)
Corporate Diverse Workforce (Vs 4.5 points)

Project’s Diverse Management (5 points)
(Based On Technical Submission of Project Team )



Each Of The Mentors Named Their Protegé In Their
Schedule Of Subcontractors

ICR Was Very Responsive — Smoothest Part Of Process!
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Bidders Obtained An Average Of 10.6 Of A Possible 15 Points
From Education, Training & Ancillary Program Element

Diversity Awareness Training Appears To Be A Weakness — ICR Opportunity

Feb. 18, 2009



“Responsive Bid” Threshold Score Was Too Low!

Recommend Future Projects (Of This Nature) Have Thresholds In Low 80’s

GFD Bidder's Diversity Initiative Composite Scores

100

94.0
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Recommendations:

w+ Accounting For Diverse Expenditures Applied
Consistently For All Organizations:
+ 100% of Direct Labor is Accounted For DE!
+ “Reasonable” Fee is Accounted For DE!
+ Of All, DE’s Should Be Promoting the Engagement of
Diverse Subs and Vendors.

+ “Spend” — Consider Linear Scale In-Lieu of Stepped.
w+ Consider Creation of “Reasonable Fee ” Matrix.

+ Explicit Definitions of How To Account For Material .

+ Require Certifications To Be Submitted w/ Spreadsheets.
+ Have Certifications Submitted To & Viewable On ICR
Website.
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Recommendations (cont.):

w+ “Forecasted” Project Demographics Should Not Earn
Points.
+ Expectation Should Be Specified & Monitored
Monthly.
+ Consider Points For The Proposed Management
Team.

w+ Require Explanation of Self Scoring of Education, Training
& Ancillary Programs.
+ Have Self Scoring Submitted To & Viewable On ICR
Website.

+ |ICR Should Consider Providing Diversity Awareness
Training.
Recognition of Other Diverse Classifications
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