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MEMORANDUM
TO: Barbara Corella
FROM: Tom Duval = —“\Z/
DATE: August 5, 2014

SUBJECT: Procurement Performance Review (Pilot) 2014

| have reviewed the Procurement Performance Review (Pilot) 2014, (PPRP14), and |
am responding with comments and process improvement suggestions which may allow
the Arizona Department of Administration / State Procurement Office, (SPO), to take
measures to ensure future compliance.

| want to thank Jeremy Beakley for thorough research and providing a complete report
which allowed me to review and research the activities of SPO staff. Jeremey’s report
has demonstrated areas which SPO can improve upon and | look forward to
implementing process improvement plans and working with the staff within SPO to
develop standardized forms and processes.

| will first address the overall recommendations within the report which affect the work
unit | manage, followed by comments with the specific review worksheets.

1. Document Standards — Document Standards prescribed by SPO Standard
Procedure #006:

All comments relating to SP-006, unless noted otherwise, are within ProcureAZ.
Without access to the “Procurement Officer Training Guide” listed in SP-006,
procurement officers have historically uploaded the solicitation documents in the
most efficient manner. The Parts 2, 3, 4, 5, and 6 for IFB’'s and Parts 2, 3, and 4
for RFP’s are not uploaded individually as SP-006 suggests but are incorporated
within the body of each solicitation to ensure efficiency with storage space. (e.g.
Uniform Terms and Conditions, are within the solicitation not added as a
separate attachment). It is unclear within SP-006 with how individual solicitation
documents should be named, and if they are not named specific io the
solicitation number, there could be the confusion if they are viewed or saved
outside of ProcureAZ. Therefore it has been a convention to name the
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documents with the solicitation number as the preface of the document name.
(e.g. ADSPO14-0000XXXX, Description — RFP, or ADSP0O14-0000XXXX,
Attachment 1, Response form, and so on).

While the naming conventions within SP-006 may not have been followed, the
result with the name formats that are used, clearly identify the documents to
allow end users to efficiently locate the items they need.

Regarding the Conflict of Interest versus Non-disclosure agreements, the
evaluations were processed just after Procurement Reform was implemented
and there was some overall confusion with who signed which document and to
date, there is not a “non-State” employee conflict of interest form available for
evaluation committee members. So at times the SPO-120 form was used, other
times a Non-disclosure agreement was utilized. | suggest a form be generated
which can be used for non-State employees and vendors.

Recommendations:
| have implemented training with the current version of SP-006 to ensure the
name formats properly and efficiently allow users to find documents and will
provide additional training after the Standard Procedure is updated. Additionally
| have contributed to a solicitation “checklist” which is currently being reviewed by
State Chief Procurement Officers.

2. Procurement Policies and Procedures Manual
SPO management is addressing the findings.

3. Delegation of Procurement Authority
SPO management is addressing the findings.

4. Standardization of Contracts
SPO management is addressing the findings.

Responses to specific review worksheets:

1.4 Have procurement personnel completed necessary training applicable to delegated
authority? (TB# 002)

Answer: There is not a delegation specific to TB# 002 for the State Procurement
Office. Other than SPO’s specific requisitions, the SPO staff does not initiate purchase
requisitions for other work units because they do not have budget authority. Additionally
SPO staff does not have the authority to receive items within ProcureAZ. While it is
always beneficial to be trained and the courses offered by SPO add value, they are not
necessary for SPO staff to perform within ProcureAZ.
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2.1 Does the agency have a purchasing policies and procedures manual?
Answer: SPO management is working on a manual model.

3.2 Were agency procurement personnel delegation changes reported within five
working days to SPO? (See agency delegation agreement).

Answer: See answer to 1.4.

3.5 Are procurement protests, claims, decisions and agency reports submitted to SPO
within five days of receipt or completion? (See agency delegation on administrative
actions).

The Procurement Manager is not clear with the comments.

3.7 Is agency verifying employment records of contractors and subcontractors, as per
randomly selected by SPO? (ARS §41-4401, Executive Order 2005-30 and SPO
SP#001)?

Answer. The Procurement Manager is not aware SPO is out of compliance and is
willing to research specific issues.

4.1 Does the agency provide in-house procurement training and mentoring programs
for newly-hired procurement?

Answer: SPO management is developing in-house training.

4.2 Do procurement personnel undergo procurement training to enhance proficiency
and professional status of procurement? (TB# 001 & TB# 002)?

Answer: Staff is encouraged to undergo procurement training.

4.3 Are Agency procurement managers certified by a public procurement organization
(NIGB, ISM, etc?) (TB# 001 & TB# 002)?

Answer: Not at this moment, but SPO management is encouraging certification.

4.4 Is Agency staff certified by a public procurement organization (NIGB, ISM, etc.)
(TB# 001 & TB# 002)?

Answer: Not at this moment, but SPO management is encouraging certification.

4.6 Did the agency CPO sub-delegate procurement authority to agency procurement
personnel in writing? (R2-7-203).

Answer: Yes, see individual delegation memos.

5.2 Does the agency have a procedure of policy for dealing with unethical behavior
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Answer: SPO management will reply.

6.1.5 Does the RFQ include a statement that only a smali business as defined by R2-7-
101, shall be awarded a contract)? (R2-7-E302)

Answer: No this Request for Quotation was processed by an employee who was
leaving State service and was handed to a new employee within SPO. During the
transfer, the Procurement Manager did not review the documentation.

6.1.5.1 If RFQ was not awarded to a small business, is there a determination in file that
less than three small businesses are registered or that restricting procurement to small
business is not practical under the circumstances (R2-7-D302)

Answer: The award was made to a small business.

6.1.6.4.1 Is a conflict of interest disclosure in file for any/all non-employee evaluators

Answer: Request for Quotations do not require evaluators, there were none for this
RFQ. The award determination was made by the Procurement Officer.

6.1.2 Is there a written basis for the award on file? (R2-7-D304)

Answer: This was overlooked by the Procurement Officer and will be addressed with
training.

6.2.12 Was the contract awarded to the lowest responsible and responsive offeror
whose offer conforms in all material respects to the requirements and criteria in the
solicitation? (R2-7-B314.A; SP# 043).

Answer: This was a solicitation which offered solutions based on qualified equipment.
Approximately 20 contracts were awarded based upon the equipment which could be
offered to the students at the AZ School for Deaf and Blind.

6.2.18.2 Is there a valid and current Certificate of Insurance on file? (ARS §41-2573)

Answer: The COl's are reviewed during contract renewal negotiations. This COl was
updated 5/5/14.

6.3.4 Was there adequate notice, a minimum of 14 days before bid opening, of the RFP
in a newspaper? (Svcs shall — excluding professional / construction) (ARS §41-2533.C
R2-7-B301)

Answer: Procurement Manager is researching.

6.3.8.8.1 Is any conflict of interest disclosures in file for any/all non-employee
evaluators
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Answer: There are signed copies; they will be added to the procurement file within
ProcureAZ.

6.3.15 Is there a written determination explaining the basis for the award on file? (R2-
7B314.B)

Answer: There is a written determination; it will be added to ProcureAZ.

6.3.18.2 Is there a valid and current Certificate of Insurance on file? (ARS §41-2573)
Answer: Procurement Manager is researching.

6.3.4 Was there adequate notice, a minimum of 14 days before bid opening, of the RFP
in a newspaper? (Svcs shall — excluding professional / construction) (ARS §41-2533.C
R2-7-B301)

Answer: Procurement Manager is researching.

6.3.18.2 Is there a valid and current Certificate of Insurance on file? (ARS §41-2573)
Answer: Procurement Manager is researching.

6.3.8.8.1 Is conflict of interest disclosure in file for any/all non-employee evaluators

Answer: See comments in section one.

7.3.2.6 Was there a written approval by the delegated agency CPO or by the State
Procurement Administrator for this procurement? (R2-7-E303.B and D)

Answer: Procurement Manager discovered and attached the signed approval.

Cc. Jeremy Beakley
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_ STATE OF ARIZONA
STATE PROCUREMENT OFFICE
PROCUREMENT PERFORMANCE REVIEW
SUMMARY

he State Procurement Office (SPO) performed a Procurement Performance Review

(PPR) of the State Procurement Office — Shared Services section commencing on

02/20/2014, in accordance with Arizona Procurement Code R2-7-201, R2-7-202,
Governor's Executive Order 2005-01, and SPO Technical Bulletin No. 003, Revision 3. The review
focused on the agency’s ability to properly exercise procurement authority in accordance with its
procurement delegation, the Arizona Procurement Code (APC) SPO Technical Bulletins, and
Standard Procedures.

The review included an examination of the agency’s procurement policies and procedures manual,
review of previous audit and personnel training records; observation of internal systems controls;
interview with purchasing personnel; review of quarterly and annual agency procurement reports;
examination of solicitations, contracts and purchase orders performed by the agency.

11 solicitations and contracts were selected for review. The reviewed files included one request for
quotations (RFQ), one invitation for bid (IFB), and eight requests for proposals (RFP). One

competition impracticable (Cl) was also reviewed.
This review may not have detected, nor should it be relied upon to detect, all deficiencies that may

have existed or improvements that should have been employed by the agency at the time of the

review. Contained in this report are the findings and recommendations.
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STATE OF ARIZONA
STATE PROCUREMENT OFFICE
~ PROCUREMENT PERFORMANCE REVIEW
FINDINGS, RECOMMENDATIONS, NOTEWORTHY PRACTICES

1. Document Standards
Document Standards prescribed by SPO Standard Procedure #006 provides a list of
required documents which shall be located, as applicable, in the solicitation and contract
files, as well as the naming conventions associated with each document. These standards
assist both the procurement officer in document management and the public in viewing the
solicitation and contract files. These standards also help reduce procurement officer
reliance of memory regarding which documents must be made available to public view.
While the APC defines the procurement file as the official records file is either electronic or
paper, Standard Procedure #006 addresses the electronic upload of documents into

ProcureAZ.

Findings
According to SPO Shared Services personnel, the official procurement file is electronic.
SPO utilizes ProcureAZ to solicit all RFQs, IFBs, and RFPs, and to maintain solicitation and

contract files.

Of the 11 contract files reviewed, 8 files did not make available one or more required
document for public view. Three instances were identified in which no signed evaluator
Conflicts of Interest were attached (of which, one instance from Nov. 2013 had signed non-
employee evaluator Procurement Disclosure Statements in lieu of Conflict of Interest
Disclosure) (6.1A, 6.3A, 6.3G). Three instances lacked an attached copy of the affidavit of
newspaper publication where appropriate (see 6.3A, 6.3C, 6.3G). Three instances lacked
an attached signed determination where appropriate (6.1A, 6.3A, 7.3A). Finally, six
instances were identified in which the contract either had no certificate of insurance (COI)
attached to the file of record for public view, or the COI in file was expired (see 6.2A, 6.3A,
6.3C, 6.3E, 6.3H 7.3A).
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In addition to the documents electronically loaded to their respective solicitation or contract
files, six of the files reviewed did not follow the naming conventions prescribed by Standard
Procedure #006 (see 6.2A, 6.3A, 6.3B, 6.3C, 6.3G, 7.3A).

Recommendations

Standard Procedure #006 and the APC each provide a comprehensive list of documents
which shal! be included in the procurement file. SPO Shared Services may benefit from
conducting staff training which addresses Standard Procedure #006 and the APC to ensure
clear understanding of public disclosure of all non-confidential documents. SPO Shared
Services may also benefit from developing a document checklist used to confirm, by the
procurement officer, that each applicable document is attached to each contract file.
Additionally, SPO Shared Services may consider implementing an internal quality control
review of contract files at completion of solicitation by supervisor or manager.

At a minimum, the files selected for review in this PPR should be updated, where possible,
by attaching the identified non-confidential documents to the contract file.

. Procurement Policies and Procedures Manual

A procurement policy and procedures manual is beneficial to establish guidelines and
standards for the acquisition of products and services by SPO. A relevant and up-to-date
manual fosters consistent procurement practice within SPO and serves as a basis for
procurement control and oversight. A purchasing policy and procedures manual should
include, at a minimum, SPO-specific instructions that supplement the general instructions of
the APC, SPO Technical Bulletins, and Standard Procedures.

Findings
SPO, to date, does not have a procurement policies and procedures manual. Prior to this
PPR, an early draft outline of a proposed procurement policies and procedures manual was

drafted by the Deputy State Procurement Administrator.

Recommendations
SPO should endeavor to complete a procurement policies and procedures manual within the

next six months. In addition to the SPO-specific instructions that supplement the general
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instructions of the APC, SPO Technical Bulletins, and Standard Procedures, the manual
may also benefit from SPO management guidelines regarding topics such as: document
standards, procurement ethics, procurement certifications, reporting unethical behavior,
quality control of contract files at end of solicitation, guidelines for selecting evaluators, and

the use of Requests for Information (RFI) for complex solicitations.

. Delegation of Procurement Authority

In accordance with A.R.S. § 41-2511 and 41-2512 and A.A.C. R2-7-202, the Arizona State
Procurement Administrator delegates procurement authority to State Governmental Units via
a written document, based on that governmental unit’'s procurement expertise, knowledge,
experience, performance of the CPO, and the impact of the delegation on procurement
efficiency and effectiveness. The Certificate of Unlimited Delegated Procurement Authority
issued to state governmental unit CPOs with unlimited delegated procurement authority
outlines the agency’s authority to purchase, authority to administer contracts, authority to
sub-delegate, actions requiring prior approval, notices, actions, and reporting requirements,
general requirements, and specific exceptions to the certificate of unlimited delegated

procurement authority.

Findings

SPO Shared Services is not an independent state governmental unit and, as such, some
stipulations of the Certificate of Unlimited Delegated Procurement Authority would not apply
to Shared Services. The unique management structure of SPO, does not in fact delegate
the Shared Services manager as a “CPO,” but rather the CPO responsibilities fall on the
State Procurement Administrator. Consequently, some procurement responsibilities
supported by APC, Technical Bulletins, and Standard Procedures are not being properly
approved/reported/monitored (i.e. procurement personnel completion of training
requirements commensurate to their positionfitle, attendance of procurement staff of 20
hours annually to NIGP, ISM, or another SPO approved procurement training provider, and
reporting competition impracticable, sole source, and emergency procurements). Finally,
the delegation of authority for the SPO Shared Services manager does not contain
provisions to sub-delegate to procurement staff, which in fact is retained by the SPO CPO:

the State Procurement Administrator.
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This PPR identifies several areas which support a realignment of the SPO Shared Services
delegation of authority written document to more closely encompass topics addressed in the
Certificate of Unlimited Delegated Procurement Authority. For example, to date there are
seven procurement personnel in Shared Services which have not completed the minimum
training requirements associated with their position and title. Additionally, to date, no
procurement personnel in Shared Services have a procurement certification. Through
review with personnel, we identified management encouragement to obtain certifications, but

not a requirement to do so.

Recommendations

Revised delegation to Shared Services, comparable to delegations to Unlimited and Limited
authorities, should provide provision for Shared Services Manager’'s sub-delegation of
authority to procurement staff, or State Procurement Administrator sub-delegation to all
procurement staff in SPO. SPO Shared Services Manager may improve efficiency and
effectiveness of procurement personnel by coordinating with the State Procurement
Administrator a revision of the Shared Services procurement delegation written document, to
encompass applicable minimum requirements established for unlimited agencies. This
revision may clarify additional CPO responsibilities, and segregation of responsibilities (such

as protests and appeals), if the Shared Services manager is designated as a CPO.

. Standardization of Contracts

To help poriray a professional image of public procurement, vendors should anticipate
contracts will have consistent formatting from one solicitation to the next. RFQs, IFBs, and
RFPs should each have their own respective, consistent, formatting for structure and

language.

Findings

During this review, several different formats appear to be currently in use. Across these
formats, some inconsistencies to the Arizona Procurement Code are noted. For example,
the APC requires the solicitation to disclose the offer due date and time, location where
offers will be received, and the offer acceptance period. In one instance, the solicitation
instructs vendors to submit their offers by the time and date posted in ProcureAZ (date and

time not provided in the solicitation itself — see 6.2A). Additionally, the APC specifies
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instructions to offeror shall include specific responsibitity and susceptibility criteria.
However, three contracts’ instructions to offerors reviewed instead referred to responsibility
and “acceptability” (see 6.3A, 6.3C, 6.3D).

Recommendations
SPO currently has a document standardization committee addressing this issue. Itis

advised that this committee continue to regularly meet, with management encouragement, to
finalize the project to provide Shared Services, as well as any agency using SPO contract
formats located on the SPO Website, with standardized contract templates.
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STATE OF ARIZONA
STATE PROGUREHEN‘I‘ GFFICE

CBHGLUSION

The SPO Shared Services procurement personnel have a strong working knowledge of the Arizona
Procurement Code. Through our discussions together it was clear that procurement personnel
knew where to find the answers to questions they may have through the course of their daily
responsibilities — APC, Technical Bulletins, Standard Procedures, and management.

Through addressing four recommended areas of improvement, SPO Shared Services will enhance
its professional image and reduce risk of non-compliance. The four key recommendations include:

1.) Document Standards consistent to Standard Procedure #006

2.) Develop a Procurement Policies and Procedures Manual

3.) Incorporating Unlimited Delegated Authority requirements to Shared Services delegated
authority (Coordinate with SPA) — specifically addressing sub-delegation of authority,
administrative reporting procedures, and staff training requirements.

4.) Standardization of Contract Templates.

Finally, it is recommended SPO Shared Services management review all actionable
recommendations contained within the worksheets herein.

The State Procurement Office Compliance Unit would like to express our appreciation to SPO
Shared Services management and staff for their cooperation during the course of our review.

Heahy

Jeldmy Beakley, MBA / Date
SR0O Compliance Officer

F7 /05
Date

Deputy State Procurement Administrator
cc: Agency File
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STATE OF ARIZONA

sTf \TE mocumm oFFicE

State Agency: State Procurement Office — Shared Services
State Agency Delegated Authority: $ Unlimited

The following criteria were considered in the procurement performance review process in
compliance with AZSPO Technical Bulletin No. 3, Procurement Compliance Reviews — Phase 2
(Organizational Chart, Purchasing Policy and Procedures Manual, List of Delegated Employees, &

other documents as requested).

I'te'" No. Compliance Criteria
Requires Comments
1.0 Purchasing Organization N/A | Yes | No | Action
11 Does the procurement office have an
accurate organizational chart that - O 0
shows current employee designation?
1.2 Does the procurement office have a
Chief Procurement Administrator {CPO) L x] L L
signed delegated procurement authority
on file?
1.3 Have procurement personnei been
given a procurement authorization 0 L L
letter, specifying their sub-delegated
contracting duties, by the CPO?
Per YES transcripts and TB#002
14 Have procurement personnel completed 0 0 x| required training, as appropriate
necessary training applicable to for positionftitle, ADSPO210C
delegated authority? (TB# 002) (Receiving in Proc AZ) has not
been completed by Diane,
Jennifer H, Jennifer W, Laura,
Melissa, Sue-Anne, Susana, or
Tom; and ADSPC202 (On/Off
contract orders) has not been
completed by Jennifer H, Laura,
Melissa, Susana, or Tom.
1.5 Are the employees listed on the
organizational chart assigned full-time U a B
procurement and contracting duties?
1.6 Agency has well documented process
. 1 ol=m|{a| Q

for adding/deleting/modifying delegated
autharity in ProcureAZ.

Page 10 of 71




Item Estimated
No. Recommendations Assigned to Completion
1.4 Ensure Shared Services personnel complete all YES ADSPO training Tom Duval 06/01/14

commensurate to position/title per TB# 002
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Item No.

Compliance Criteria

Requires Comments
2.0 Purchasing Policies and N/A | Yes | No Action
Procedures Manual
The agency does not presently
2.1 Does the agency have a 0 0 Xl ] have a policies and procedures
purchasing policies and procedures manual. The 2005 Sunset Audit
manual? addressed the need to establish
policies and procedures
necessary to investigate and
resolve vendor performance
issues. Technical Bulletins and
Standard Procedures have been
written since 2005 Sunset Audit,
but no comprehensive manual
yet exists. To date, the office
has drafted an outline of what a
Policies and Procedures Manual
should/will/may contain.
2.2 Is the agency’s purchasing policies
and procedures manual current Q N U
and in compliance with the AZ
Procurement Code (APC),
applicable executive orders and
SPO Technical Bulleting (TB)?
2.3 Does the agency’s manual
provide comprehensive
instructions on the following?
2.3.1 Description of the purchasing cycle O
2.3.2 Roles and delegation assignments
of procurement personnel ] a U =
233 Agency-specific instructions on
how to process purchase x] O 4 L
reguisitions and purchase orders
2.3.3.1 | Instructions on how to process
purchase orders and contract L U u
releases issued in ProcureAZ.
234 Instructions on how to use the
agency's procurement system Q d .
235 Instructions on how to prepare
prep x|Q] O Q
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specifications and scopes of wark

2386

Instructions on how to process sole

source, limited competition, and x] J U a
emergency procurements
{Unlimited w/in authority; Limited to
SPO)

237

Instructions on how to conduct

solicitations, as applicable to A L l
agency delegated authority (e.g.
IFB, RFP, RFQ)

238

Instructions on contract
administration and procurement file [x] U U u
management

2.3.9

Instructions on set-aside
purchasing Q Q a

2.310

Instructions on submitting agency

procurement reports (e.g. changes ] D L L
in delegated personnel, set-aside
program, Compliance with AZ
Legal Workers Act, etc.)

2.3.11

Instructions on how to process
cooperative purchasing
agreements (TB# 005)

(W]
]
(]

2.3.12

Instructions on how to use P-Cards

Xl

2313

Instructions on how to dispose of
agency surplus property

2.3.14

Procurement ethics (TB# 001)

Xl

24

X
o 0o |0 |0
(U | W MO |
o |0 |0 |0

Are employees complying with the
agency's established purchasing
policies and procedures manual?

&

Item
No.

Recommendations

Assigned to

Estimated
Completion

2.1

Develop procurement standards and procedures manual, addressing
the particular needs of the State Procurement Office — Shared
Services section, that is reasonably capable of reducing the likelihood
of non-compliance to the A.P.C., Technical Bulletins, Standard
Procedures, and Delegated Procurement Authority.

Tom Duval

09/01/14
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~ STATE OF ARIZONA
STATE PROCUREMENT OFFICE
PROCUREMENT PERFORMANCE REVIEW

temNol  Compliance Criteria
Requires Comments
3.0 Agency Reporting N/A | Yes | No Action
Requirements
See below
3.1 Is annual list of all agency
delegated procurement personnel a . [x]
current and accurate?
(SPC TB #002)
Delegated procurement
3.2 Were agency procurement authorities are not centrally fited
personnel gle!eggtion chqnges u L (x] electroniqally with all other
reported within five working days to agency signed delegated
SPO? (Se;)e agency delegation autl:yoritie_s. This mdaresf third
agreemen party review, or audit, of any
changes made to delegation
(either annually or within 5 days
of a change) difficult. Note:
Delegations are filed in locked
SPQ personnel drive.
3.3 Are all agency requisitions,
purchase orders, receipts, formal 0 U L
and informal solicitations and
contract administration conducted
on ProcureAZ? (See agency
delegated authority)
3.31 Does agency maintain a list of all
competitive procurements? (ARS § u a U
41-2551) - (Unlimited Agencies -
see C.1./Sole Source/Emergency —
are exceptions inordinate?)
One SS not logged, for National
3.4 Are quarterly sole source, 0 X 0 0 Association of Charter Schools.
emergency, and competition Otherwise all logged.
impracticable procurement reports
to SPO timely and accurate [if
applicable — see Delegated
Procurement Authority]? (ARS §41-
2536, §41-2537, SPO TB #041)
13 SPO Protests — 3 from
3.5 Are procurement protests, claims, Shared Services, since Jan
decisions and agency reports U X] Q x] 2013. Director determination in
submitted to SPO within five days of file for one instance approving
(rjetieipttpr compLetipq?t(S;fae agency reques:‘ f?r adc:itiotr}?_: tinl';'e1 tlof
elegation on administrative respond to protest (Health Info.
actions). Design). 1 of 3 decisions lacked
procurement officer signature
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(D&D Conger). 1 of 3 certified
mail in Protest file, and 2 of 3 in
separate procurement officer

file.

351

Does agency CPO make written

determination to either proceed with [x] L H L
award or stay all, or part, of the
procurement — providing copies of
determination to SPO & interested
parties? (R2-7-A902)

352

If a stay was issued, did Director

dismiss the stay either to protect the Q| X U a
substantial interest of the state, if
the appeal did not state a valid
basis for the protest, if the appeal
was untimely, or if the appeal
attempted to raise issues not raised
in the protest?

36

Is the agency endeavoring to set
aside one percent of new purchases O u L

to set-aside contractors? (ARS §41-
2636 and SPO TB #004)

37

Is agency verifying employment

records of contractors and U - B
subcontractors, as per randomly
selected by SPO? (ARS §41-4401,
Executive Order 2005-30, & SPO
SP #001)

Verified with Matt/Susana — 1%
QTR randomly selected SPO
vendors were not notified -
letters sent during the PPR.

Item
No.

Recommendations

Assigned to

Estimated
Completion

3.5

Establish uniform procedures for retaining certified mail receipts when
responding to protests.

Tom Duval

06/01/14

3.2

Need to ensure SPO Shared Services delegations are reported
annually, and within 5 days of a delegation change, and are contained
in the agency file (See Page 6, Recommendation 3).

Tom Duval

06/01/14 and
ongoing

37

Process for verifying compliance with SPO SP #001, AZ Legal
Workers Act, should follow quarterly established timeline.

Tom Duval

Ongoing
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STATE OF ARIZONA
" STATE PROCUREMENT OFFICE
PROCUREMENT PERFORMANCE REVIEW

’Ltem No. Compliance Criteria
Requires Comments
4.0 Procurement Personnel Training | N/A | Yes | No | Action
and Delegation
Procurement staff report no
4.1 Does the agency provide in-house formalized training or
procurement training and mentoring L U x] mentorship at present time,
programs for newly-hired procurement but rather self-initiated
personnel? training. See 4.2
See 4.5
4.2 Do procurement personnel undergo Note: SPO in development
procurement training to enhance L - of state procuremgm
proficiency and professional status of certification program.
procurement? (TB# 001 & TB# 002)
See4.4/45
43 Are agency procurement managers
certified by a public procurement U a
organization (NIGP, ISM, etc) (TB# 001 &
TB# 002}?
To date, no members of SPO
4.4 Is agency procurement staff certified by a Shared Services are certified
public procurement organization (NIGP, N L by a public procurement
ISM, etc) (TB# 001 & TB# 002)? organization.
While procurement training
45 Are the agency's delegated procurement through NIGP or ISM is
personnel taking the required (20) hours J L x] encouraged, it is not a
of procurement training each year? (Unl requirement. Not all
Delegated Procurement Authority) employees are pursuing
certification, or minimum 20
hours of procurement
training. Note: Waiver of
training requirements was
not renewed after FY12.
Shared Services Manager's
46 Did the agency CPO sub-delegate 0 X 0 Xl Delegation does not include
procurement authority to agency provisions to sub-delegate to
procurement personnel in writing? (R2-7- procurement personnel.
203)
47 Do agency sub-delegations include
specific activities, functions, and Q . u
limitations? (TB #002; Delegated
Procurement Authority)
Sue-Anne Tan is classified
471 Are staff delegated amounts in line with as a Procurement Specialist,
i Q a Q
duties and title? (TB #002; Delegated which according to TB #002
Procurement Authority) is r%colmmendded ﬁ m?yxin;\um
elegated authority o
$500,000. However has
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been delegated $1,000,000 —
comparable to a Sr.
Procurement Specialist.
Remaining personnel
delegations aligned with title.

See also 1.4.
48 |w t | adequatel Nl
. 'ere procurement personnel adequately
trained prior to being granted procurement U L
delegation by the agency CPO? (TB#
002, Delegated Procurement Authority)
Item Estimated
No. Recommendations Assigned to Completion
4142 Advise procurement staff of upcoming NIGP/ISM training dates (in Tom Duval Ongoing
4445 addition to NIGP emails), encourage staff to enroll, and track their
earned CEUs for certification. Monitor progress — manage to 20 hours
per year per person.
46 Need to coordinate with State Procurement Administrator (Acting) to Tom Duval *Urgent”
revise Delegated Procurement Authority to provide Shared Services
Manager authority to sub-delegate (See Page 6, Recommendation 3).
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STATE OF ARIZONA
| _ _ STATE PROCUR [ :
| "PROCUREMENT PERFORMANCE REVIEW.

Item No. Compliance Criteria
Requires Comments
5.0 Procurement Internal Controls | N/A | Yes | No | Action
Staff receives ethics training
5.1 Does the agency provide procurement 0 | = 0 0 during onboarding — initial

staff ethics training as outlined by SPO employment. No ongoing or

TB #0017 annual ethics training exists.
Procurement staff knows to use
5.2 Dox_as the agency hgve a pro_cedure or ola X X “common sense” and report to
go:!‘cy 'fo; dealing with unethical r?anag}emenlt, b}{t do got lgmw
ehavior? of any formal policy. See Page

5 — Finding #2.
5.3 Are any of the agency's procurement ola 0

personnel or staff employed in secondary
work that potentially conflicts with their
abitity to perform their procurement
function, as must be disclosed per HR
Conditions of Employment R2-5A-5037
(SPO TB #001)

5.4 Does the agency have internal systems

of control to guard against employee or Qx| Q L
public officer purchase of materials or
services for their own personal, or
business, use from contracts entered into
by the state? (R2-7-204)

5.5 Does agency have on file Annual

Procurement Disclosure Statements for U L L
all employees, whose regular
responsibilities include: Soliciting quotes
greater than $10,000 for the provision of
materials, services, or construction;
Issuing open market purchase orders
with department buyer or basic
purchasing roles in ProcureAZ; and,
making decisions on protests or appeals
by a party regarding an agency
procurement selection or decision? (SPO
SP #003).

5.56.1 Has agency director waived Annual
Procurement Disclosure Statements for | Q Q
any employees?

56 Are responsibilities divided between
different employees so one individual L L L
does not control all aspects of
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procurement?

57

Upon receipt of a submission, and CPO
written determination, is the procurement
office adequately safeguarding
confidential information? (R2-7-103)

58

Are contract files kept safe from
tampering by unauthorized personnel?

59

Are there procedures in place to
safeguard contract files during file
reviews or when the public accesses the
agency's procurement records?

5.10

Does the agency routinely check
statewide contracts and state set-asides
prior to issuing an open-market
requisition (Delegated Procurement
Authority & SPC TB# 004)?

511

Does the office regularly monitor agency
P-card purchases? (SPO TB #040)

512

Does the agency maintain adequate
contract records to facilitate auditing by
the State? (ARS §41-2548)

513

Does the agency make available the
SPO “E-Comply” anonymous/confidential
reporting compliance and ethics email
address? (TBD 07/14)

N/A — launching FY15.

5.14

Other than ADOA's state financial
system, does the agency have any other
systern of collecting financial data?

5.15

Does the agency’s internal audit conduct
regular audits on procurement
transactions?

No recent procurement audits
of SPO.

5.16

Were any finance or purchasing-related
audits or reviews conducted on the
agency within the past two years?

Sunset Audit currently
underway

517

Did agency management comply with the
recommendations and corrective actions
in the audit report listed in 5.167

5.18

Cooperative Contracts (TBD 09/14)

5.18.1

Does the office practice due diligence in
selection of cooperative contracts
(WSCA) - cooperative contract complies
with requirements of 41-2533, 41-2534,
41-2535, TB# 0057
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5.18.2 | CPO performs cost analysis to determine a a
best value? (R2-7-702)
5.18.3 | CPO reviews contract terms and
conditions (R2-7-3HE5E) D a
5.18.4 | Office verifies vendor has capacity and
willingness to extend contract to the Q u
state? (R2-7-HAHT)
5.18.5 | Cooperative contracts are lesser of 25% = | O 0
of original contract or $500k? (R2-7-
#HEHE)
5.18.6 | Office verifles if State Contract already
exists? (R2-7-HHHE) = L
Item Estimated
No. Recommendations Assigned to Completion
5.1 Incorporate routine ethics training as part of SPO Policies and Tom Duval T8D
52 Procedures Manual. Recommend incorporating procurement ethics Dan Knudson

into State Procurement Certification program.
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The following criteria were considered in the procurement performance review process in compliance with
AZSPO Technical Bulletin No. 3, Procurement Compliance Reviews — Phase 3 (Representative Samples of
IFB’s, RFP’s and RFQ’s, Sole Source, Competition Impracticable, Emergency). “Stop & Go” review used —
reviewing greater of 10, or 10% of prior year contract files.

Item No.

Compliance Criteria

6.0

Contracts

Request for Quotation (RFQ)

Solicitation or Contract Number:

ADSPO13-047103

Contract Title or Description:

Mines

Labor Assistant to Mitigate and Inventory Abandoned

Contract Estimated Amount:

$50,000

Name of Procurement Officer:

Sue-Anne Tan

6.1A

Request for Quotations (RFQ)

N/A | Yes

No

Requires
Action

Comments

Is there a Procurement Request, in
writing, on file (Requisition/ProcAZ
fEmail/Cther)? (R2-7-205)

Q

No procurement request in file

Should a set-aside or statewide contract
heen considered/used?

Was this procurement performed by an
authorized procurement officer within
his/her delegated authority? (R2-7-206)

6.14

Is there any evidence that this was
artificially divided or fragmented so as to
circumvent this section? (ARS §41-
2535.C)

Does the RFQ include a statement that
only a small business as defined in R2-
7-101, shall be awarded a contract? (R2-
7-D302)

There is no reference to small
0 business in the RFQ

Although RFQ was awarded to
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6.1.5.1

If RFQ was not awarded to a small
business, is there a determination in file
that less than three small businesses are
registered, or that restricting
procurement to small business is not
practical under the circumstances (R2-7-
D302)

a small business, the bidder
list was not restricted to small
businesses. No determination

in file to invite non-small.

Does the RFQ include the following
{(R2-7-D302.A):

6.1.6.1

Offer submission requirements, including
offer due date and time, where offers will
be received, and offer acceptance period

6.1.6.2

Any purchase description, specifications,
delivery or performance schedule, and
inspection and acceptance reguirements

(]
[x]

6.1.6.3

The minimum information that the offer
shall contain

]

6.1.6.4

Any evaluation factors

B

0 O

6.1.6.4.1

Is conflict of interest disclosure in file for
any/all non-employee evaluators

|

No conflict of interest
statements in contract file of
record.

6.1.6.5

Whether negotiations may be held

6.1.6.6

The uniform terms and conditions by text
or reference

X X |O

6.1.6.7

The term of the contract, including
language for any applicable option for
contract extension.

0o |0 |0 |0 {0 |0

B

O |0 |0 |[KM |0 |0

0 {0 |0

Was the RFQ distributed to a minimum
of three small businesses? (R2-7-D302)

O
X
O

O

6.1.8

Are Procurement Disclosure Statements
in file for all employees who participated
in the development of the procurement,
evaluation tcol, served as technical
advisors or evaluators, recommended or
selected a vendor, or who approved sole
source or competition impracticable?
(SPO SP# 003)

O

(W]

6.1.8.1

Did the agency director, or designee,
inform employees when the first PDS
was signed, and notify the State
Procurement Administrator? (SPO SP#
003)

Is there a written basis for the award on

No written determination for
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file? (R2-7-D304) d a X1

award in file.

6.1.10

At ime of rd, does
the time of awa a 0 0 < 0

procurement file (either paper or
electronic) exist, containing a list of
notified vendors, final solicitation, non-
disclosure statements, solicitation
amendments, bids and offers, offer
revisions, Best and Final Offer,
negotiations, clarifications, final
evaluation report, award determinations,
and additional information requested by
agency CPQ as approved by SPA? (R2-
7-101(37))

See6.1.6.41and6.1.9

6.1.11

Contract Administration

6.1.11.1

Are contract files and records complete 0 0 0

and available for public inspection?
(ARS §41-2533; SP#006)

6.1.11.2

Is there a valid and current Certificate of 0 0 a

Insurance on file (if applicable)? (ARS
§41-2573)

6.1.11.3

Are the amounts on the Certificate of
QO x| Q ]

Insurance consistent with the contract
requirements? (ARS §41-2573)

6.1.11.4

Are documents named and uploadedto | 4 | a

ProcureAZ following the naming
conventions outlined in SPO SP# 0067

Naming conventions do not
match SP# 006. l.e. Title of
RFQ used in lieu of
“Solicitation”

6.1.11.5

For multi-term contracts, are there
aila Q

written determinations of extension in
the contract files (> 5 years)? (R2-7-
605.A-C)

Item
No.

Recommendations

Assigned to

Estimated
Completion

6.1.5.1
6.1.9
6.1.6.4.1

Non-confidential documents & determinations need to be attached to
contract file for public view.

Sue-Anne
Laura Vargas

06/01/14
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Invitation for Bids (IFB)

Contract Number:

ADSPO13-038138

Contract Title or Description:

Auditory and Low Vision Equipment

Contract Estimated Aggregate Amount:

Term

Name of Procurement Officer:

Laura Vargas

6.2 A

Invitation for Bids (IFB)

NIA | Yes

No

Requires
Action

Comments

6.2.1

Is there a Procurement Request, in
writing, on file (Requisition(ProcAZ)
fEmailfOther)? (R2-7-205)

O

Email from Agency

6.2.2

Should a set-aside or statewide contract
been considered/used?

Set-Aside: Foundation for
Blind Children provides many
commodities contracted for in

this contract - unclear if
Foundation for Blind Children
was first considered.

6.2.3

Was this procurement performed by an
authorized procurement officer within
his/her delegated authority? (R2-7-206)

6.2.4

Was there adequate notice, a minimum
of 14 days before bid opening, of the
IFB in a newspaper? (Svcs shall,
commodities may - excluding
professional / construction) (ARS §41-
2533.C, R2-7-B301)

625

If a Pre-Offer Conference was
conducted, was it held a reasonably
sufficient time before the offer due date?
{R2-7-B302; TB# 043)

6.2.6

Does the solicitation include the most
recent edition of Uniform Instructions
and Uniform Terms and Conditions
issued by SPO — SPO Website:
http://spo.az.gov? (R2-7-B301 and R2-
7-C301)

6.2.7

Does the solicitation include
instructions to offerors, includingi
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(R2-7-8301.C.1)

6.2.7.1

Offer Due Date/Time, Location where
offers will be received, offer acceptance
period.

Solicitation, itself, does not
provide offer due date & time —
refers offer to find date/time in

ProcureAZ.

6.2.7.2

The deadline date for requesting a
substitution or exception to the
solicitation.

6.2.7.3

Manner by which to acknowledge
amendments.

6274

Minimum information required in the
offer.

6275

The specific requirements for
designating trade secrets and other
proprietary information as confidential.

6.2.7.6

Any specific responsibility criteria.

6.2.7.7

Whether the offeror is required to submit
samples, descriptive literature, and
technical data with the offer.

6.2.7.8

Any evaluation criteria.

6.2.7.8.1

Is conflict of interest disclosure in fite for
any/all non-employee evaluators

6.2.7.9

A statement of where documents
incorporated by reference are available
for inspection and copying.

6.2.7.10

A statement that the agency may cancel
the solicitation or reject an offer in whole
orin part.

6.2.7.11

Certification by the offeror that
submission of the offer did not include
collusion or other anticompetitive
practices.

6.2.7.12

Certification by the offeror of compliance
with A.R.S. § 41-3532 when offering
electronics or information technology
products, services, or maintenance
(Section 508).

6.2.7.13

The term of the contract, including
language for any applicable option for
contract extension. (R2-7-B301.C.3)

6.2.8

Was the appropriate insurance module
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used in the solicitation? (ARS §41-621,
ARS §23-901)

6.2.9

Did the bid generate a sufficient number
of qualified bidders? (ARS §41-2533,
§41-2534

6.2.10

Are Procurement Disclosure Statements
in file for all employees who participated
in the development of the procurement,
evaluation tool, served as technical
advisors or evaluators, recommended or
selected a vendor, or who approved sole
source or competition impracticable?
(SPO SP# 003)

6.2.11

Did the agency director, or designee,
inform employees when the first PDS
was signed, and notify the State
Procurement Administrator?

6.2.12

Was the contract awarded to the lowest
responsible and responsive offeror
whose offer conforms in all material
respects to the requirements and criteria
in the solicitation? (R2-7-B314.A; SP#
043)

Supporting documentation
{bids/pricing) not attached to
determination.

6.2.13

if applicable, is there a non-
responsibility determination on file? (R2-
7-B313)

6.2.14

Is there a record showing the basis for
determining the successful offeror on
file? (R2-7-B314.B)

6.2.15

Were all offerors notified of the award, if
ProcureAZ wasn't used? (R2-7-314.D)

6.2.16

At the time of award, does a
procurement file {either paper or
electronic) exist, containing a list of
notified vendors, final solicitation, non-
disclosure statements, solicitation
amendments, bids and offers, offer
revisions, Best and Final Offer,
negotiations, clarifications, final
evaluation report, award determinations,
and additional information requested by
agency CPO as approved by SPA? (R2-
7-101(37))

See 6.2.12

6.2.17

If Reverse Auction (SPO SP#025)

6.2.17.1

Was the commeodity appropriate for a
reverse auction?

x| Q
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6.2.17.2

Were vendors notified via Bulk Email, ala a
including Offer & Acceptance,
Specifications, Uniform T&C's, Special
T&C's, Uniform Instructions, Special
Instructions, and Quick Reference Guide
— Responding to R.A.'s?

6.2.17.3

Were Bid Increments set in ProcureAZ,
and of appropriate intervals, for the i [y a
RA?

6.217.4

7
Was Soft Close Enabled? ol a a

6.2.18

Contract Administration

6.2.18.1

Are contract files and records complete
and available for public inspection? U . D
{ARS §41-2533; SP#006)

6.2.18.2

Is there a valid and current Cerificate of
Insurance on file? {ARS §41-2573) Q.4 x]

Insurance Certificate in file
expired December 2013

6.2.18.3

Are the amounts on the Certificate of
Insurance consistent with the contract (I U Q U
requirements? (ARS §41-2573)

6.2.18.4

Are documents named and uploaded to
ProcureAZ following the naming a D L
conventions outlined in SPO SP# 0067

6.2.18.5

For multi-term contracts, are there

written determinations of extension in ] u U a
the contract files (>5 years)? (R2-7-605.
Ato C)

Item No.

Recommendations

Assigned to

Estimated
Completion

6.2.18.2

Need to attach current certificate of insurance to contract file for
public view. Otherwise, unwritten rule to obtain up to date insurance
certificate af time of contract renewal should be formalized via SPA

authorized Standard Procedure.

Laura Vargas

06/01/14
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Request for Proposals (RFP)

Solicitation or Contract Number:

ADSPO13-039641

Contract Title or Description:

Community Data Project (CDP)

Contract Estimated Amount:

Term

Name of Procurement Officer:

Jennifer Wenger

6.3 A

Request for Proposals (RFP)

N/A

Yes

No

Requires
Action

Comments

6.3.1

Is there a Procurement Request, in
writing, on file {(Requisition(ProcAZ)
fEmail/Other)? (R2-7-205)

(M

Email in file from Agency

6.3.2

Should a set-aside or statewide contract
been considered/used?

833

Was this procurement performed by
authorized procurement personnel
within his/her delegated authority? (R2-
7-206)

6.3.4

Was there adequate notice, 2 minimum
of 14 days before bid opening, of the
RFP in a newspaper? (Svcs shall -
excluding professional / construction)
(ARS §41-2533.C, R2-7-B301)

No evidence Legal Notice
sent in Solicitation/Contract
file of record.

6.3.5

Are the evaluation factors set forth in the
solicitation? (ARS §41-2534.E)

6.3.6

Were the evaluation criteria fair and
appropriate to the solicitation?

6.3.7

Does the solicitation include Scope of
World/Specifications and Terms and
Conditions? (R2-7-C301)

6.3.8

Does the solicitation include
instructions to offerors, including:
{R2-7-C301.E.1)

6.3.8.1

Offer Due Date/Time, Location where
offers will be received, offer acceptance
period.

Q
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6.3.82

The deadline date for requesting a
substitution or exception to the
solicitation.

6.3.8.3

Manner by which to acknowledge
amendments.

6.3.84

Minimum information required in the
offer.

6.3.8.5

The specific requirements for
designating trade secrets and other
proprietary information as confidential.

6.3.8.6

Any specific responsibility or
susceptibility criteria.

Contract references
“Responsibility and
acceptability” 7 —- other RFP
templates with correct
language in use — need to
standardize.

6.3.8.7

Whether the offeror is required to submit
samples, descriptive literature, and
technical data with the offer.

6.3.8.8

Evaluation factors and the relative order
of importance.

6.3.8.8.1

Is conflict of interest disclosure in file for
any/all non-employee evaluators

No conflict of interest
disclosures in
solicitation/contraci file of
record.

6.3.8.9

A statement of where documents
incorporated by reference are available
for inspection and copying.

6.3.8.10

A statement that the agency may cancel
the solicitation or reject an offer in whole
or in part.

6.3.8.11

Certification by the offeror that
submission of the offer did not include
collusion or other anticompetitive
practices.

6.3.8.12

Certification by the offeror of compliance
with A.R.S. § 41-3532 when offering
electronics or information technology
products, services, or maintenance (508
Compliance).

6.3.813

Any cost or pricing data required.

6.3.8.14

The type of contract to be used.
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6.3.8.15

That the offeror is required to declare
whether the offeror has been debarred,
suspended, or otherwise lawfully
prohibited from participating in any
public precurement activity, including,
but not limited to, being disapproved as
a subcontractor of any public
procurement unit or other governmental
body.

6.3.8.16

Any offer security required.

6.3.8.17

The means required for submission of
offer. The solicitation shall specifically
indicate whether hand delivery, U.S.
mail, electronic mail, facsimile, or other
means are acceptable methods of
submission.

6.3.8.18

A statement that negotiations may be
conducted with offerors reasonably
susceptible of being selected for award
and that fall within the competitive
range.

6.3.8.19

The term of the contract, including
language for any applicable option for
contract extension. (R2-7-C301.E.2)

6.3.9

Was the appropriate insurance module
used in the solicitation? (ARS §41-621,
ARS §41-801)

6.3.10

Did the RFP generate a sufficient
number of qualified offerors, and if not is
there a written determination in file?

6.3.11

Are Procurement Disclosure Statements
in file for all employees who participated
in the development of the procurement,
evaluation tool, served as technical
advisors or evaluators, recommended or
selected a vendor, or who approved
sole source or competition
impracticable? (SPO SP# 003)

6.3.12

Did the agency director, or designee,
inform employees when the first PDS
was sighed, and notify the State
Procurement Administrator?

6.3.13

Were the offers evaluated based on the
evaluation criteria contained in the
RFP? (R2-7-C318)

Q| X
xt| Q
Q| X
Q | X
Q| X
a| X
u|x
x| U
x| Q
Q| X

6.3.13.1

Was a kick-off meeting with the

Unknown
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evaluation committee held to review the
plan, discuss the solicitation, and agree
on a schedule?(SPQO SP# 043)

6.3.13.2

Did each evaluation committee member
review each offer independently? (SPO
SP# 043).

Unknown

6.3.14

Was the contract awarded to the
responsible offeror whose offer is
determined to be most advantageous to
the state based on the evaluation
factors set forth in the RFP? (R2-7-
C317)

6.3.15

Is there a written determination
explaining the basis for the award on
file? (R2-7B314.B)

Committee member signed
evaluation report in file,
however no procurement
officer's signed award
determination.

6.3.16

Were all offerors notified of the award?
(R2-7-C317.D)

6.3.17

At the time of award, does a
procurement file (either paper or
electronic) exist, containing a list of
notified vendors, final solicitation, non-
disclosure statemnents, solicitation
amendments, bids and offers, offer
revisions, Best and Final Offer,
negotiations, clarifications, final
evaluation report, award determinations,
and additional information requested by
agency CPO as approved by SPA? (R2-
7-101(37))

See 6.3.8.8.1
6.3.15

6.3.18

Contract Administration

6.3.18.1

Are contract files and records complete
and available for public inspection?
(ARS §41-2533; SP#008)

6.3.18.2

Is there a valid and current Certificate of
Insurance on file? (ARS §41-2573)

COl does not include
automobile coverage outlined
in module/contract. Worker's

compensation expired

02/20/14.

6.3.18.3

Are the amounts on the Certificate of
Insurance consistent with the contract
requirements? (ARS §41-2573)

6.3.18.4

Are documents named and uploaded to
ProcureAZ following the naming
conventions outlined in SPO SP# 0067

Q

Document titles do not match
SP# 006 naming conventions
{i.e. title “Community Data
Project’ vs. “Solicitation™)

6.3.18.5

For multi-term contracts, are there
written determinations of extension in

[x]

Q
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the contract files (>5 years)? (R2-7-605
paragraphs A-C)

Item No. Estimated
Recommendations Assigned to Completion
6.3.8.8.1 Non-confidential documentation needs to be attached to contract Jennifer Wenger 06/01/14
6.3.15 file for public view. Tom Duval
6.2.18.2 Need to attach current certificate of insurance to contract file for Jennifer Wenger 06/01/14
public view. Otherwise, unwritten rule to obtain up to date Tom Duval
insurance certificate at time of contract renewal should be
formalized via SPA authorized Standard Procedure.
6.3.4 Evidence of legal notice needs to be attached to contract file for Jennifer Wenger 06/01/14
public view. Tom Duval
6.3.13.1 | The solicitation does a good job of meeting statute and rule SPO Procurement Ongoing
6.3.13.2 | evaluation requirements. For public disclosure of compliance with Personnel

SPQ SP#043, it is recommended the Executive Summary go a
step further by including verbiage which indicates the date the
Evaluation Committee held its kick-off meeting, and explain that
evaluators reviewed offers independently prior to requesting
revisions or issuing a final score.
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Request for Proposals (RFP)

Solicitation or Contract Number:

ADSPO13-059767

Contract Title or Description:

PROPERTY AND LIABILITY APPRAISAL

Contract Estimated Amount:

Term

Name of Procurement Officer:

Charles Schmidt

6.3 B

Request for Proposals (RFP)

N/A

Yes

No

Requires
Action

Comments

6.3.1

Is there a Procurement Request, in
writing, on file {Requisition{ProcAZ)
{Email/Cther)? (R2-7-205)

a

Contract renewal — new
vendor. Risk Mgmt email
indicates request for scope of
work from previous contract —
no clear requisition though.

6.3.2

Should a set-aside or statewide contract
been considered/used?

6.3.3

Was this procurement performed by
authorized procurement personnel
within his/her delegated authority? (R2-
7-206)

6.3.4

Was there adequate notice, a minimum
of 14 days before bid opening, of the
RFP in a newspaper? (Svcs only -
excluding professional / construction)
(ARS §41-2533.C, R2-7-B301)

6.3.5

Are the evaluation factors set forth in the
solicitation? (ARS §41-2534.E)

6.36

Were the evaluation criteria fair and
appropriate to the solicitation?

6.3.7

Does the solicitation include Scope of
Work/Specifications and Terms and
Conditions? (R2-7-C301)

6.3.8

Does the solicitation include
instructions to offerors, including:
{R2-7-C301.E.1)

6.3.8.1

Offer Due Date/Time, Location where
offers will be received, offer acceptance

Q

X]
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period.

6.3.8.2

The deadline date for requesting a
substitution or exception to the
solicitation.

6.3.8.3

Manner by which to acknowledge
amendments.

6.3.8.4

Minimum information reguired in the
offer.

6.3.8.5

The specific requirements for
designating trade secrets and other
proprietary information as confidential.

6.3.8.6

Any specific responsibility or
susceptibility criteria.

6.3.8.7

Whether the offeror is required to submit
samples, descriptive literature, and
technical data with the offer.

6.3.8.8

Evaluation factors and the relative order
of importance.

6.3.8.8.1

Is conflict of interest disclosure in file for
any/all non-employee evaluators

6.3.8.9

A statement of where documents
incorporated by reference are available
for inspection and copying.

6.3.8.10

A statement that the agency may cancel
the solicitation or reject an offer in whole
or in part.

6.3.8.11

Certification by the offeror that
submission of the offer did not include
collusion or other anticompetitive
practices.

6.3.8.12

Certification by the offeror of compliance
with A R.S. § 41-3532 when offering
electronics or information technology
products, services, or maintenance (508
Compliance).

8.3.8.13

Any cost or pricing data required.

6.3.8.14

The type of contract to be used.

6.3.8.15

That the offeror is required to declare
whether the offeror has been debarred,
suspended, or otherwise lawfully
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prohibited from participating in any
public procurement activity, including,
but not limited to, being disapproved as
a subcontractor of any public
procurement unit or other governmental
body.

6.3.8.16

Any offer security required.

6.3.8.17

The means required for submission of
offer. The solicitation shall specifically
indicate whether hand delivery, U.S.
mail, electronic mail, facsimile, or other
means are acceptable methods of
submission.

6.3.8.18

A statement that negotiations may be
conducted with offerors reasonably
susceptible of being selected for award
and that fall within the competitive
range.

6.3.8.18

The term of the contract, including
language for any applicable option for
contract extension. (R2-7-C301.E.2)

6.3.9

Was the appropriate insurance module
used in the solicitation? (ARS §41-621,
ARS §41-901)

6.3.10

Did the RFP generate a sufficient
number of qualified offerors, and if not is
there a written determination in file?

6.3.11

Are Procurement Disclosure Statements
in file for all employees who participated
in the development of the procurement,
evaluation tool, served as technical
advisors or evaluators, recommended or
selected a vendor, or who approved sole
source or competition impracticable?
(SPO SP# 003)

6.3.12

Did the agency director, or designee,
inform employees when the first PDS
was signed, and notify the State
Procurement Administrator?

6.3.13

Were the offers evaluated based on the
evaluation criteria contained in the RFP?
{R2-7-C316)

6.3.13.1

Was a kick-off meeting with the
evaluation committee held to review the
plan, discuss the solicitation, and agree
on a schedule?(SPO SP# 043)

Unknown
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6.3.13.2

Did each evaluation committee member
review each offer independently? (SPO
SP# 043).

Unknown

6.3.14

Was the contract awarded to the
responsible offeror whose offer is
determined to be most advantageous to
the state based on the evaluation factors
set forth in the RFP? (R2-7-C317)

6.3.15

Is there a written determination
explaining the basis for the award on
file? (R2-7B314.B)

6.3.16

Were all offerors notified of the award?
(R2-7-C317.D)

6.3.17

At the time of award, does a
procurement file (either paper or
electronic) exist, containing a list of
notified vendors, final solicitation, non-
disclosure statements, solicitation
amendments, bids and offers, offer
revisions, Best and Final Offer,
negotiations, clarifications, final
evaluation report, award determinations,
and additional information requested by
agency CPO as approved by SPA? (R2-
7-101(37))

6.3.18

Contract Administration

6.3.18.1

Are contract files and records complete
and available for public inspection?
(ARS §41-2533; SP#006)

6.3.18.2

Is there a valid and current Certificate of
Insurance on file? (ARS §41-2573)

6.3.18.3

Are the amounts on the Certificate of
Insurance consistent with the contract
requirements? (ARS §41-2573)

6.3.18.4

Are documents named and uploaded to
ProcureAZ following the naming
conventions outlined in SPO SP# 0067

Document titles do not match
SP# 006 naming conventions
(i.e. title "Appraisal” vs.
"Solicitation™)

6.3.18.5

For multi-term contracts, are there
written determinations of extension in
the contract files (>5 years)? (R2-7-605
paragraphs A-C)
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Item

Estimated
No. Recommendations Assigned to Completion
6.3.13.1 | The solicitation does a good job of meeting statute and rule SPO Procurement Ongoing
6.3.13.2 | evaluation requirements. For public disclosure of compliance with Personnel

SPO SP#043, it is recommended the Executive Summary go a step
further by including verbiage which indicates the date the Evaluation
Committee held its kick-off meeting, and explain that evaluators

reviewed offers independently prior to requesting revisions or issuing
a final score.
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Request for Proposals (RFP)

Solicitation or Contract Number:

ADSPO13-048816

Contract Title or Description:

Writing and editing services for the Office of the

Governor, OSPB

Contract Estimated Amount:

Term

Name of Procurement Officer:

Tom Duval

6.3C

Request for Proposals {(RFP)

N/A | Yes

No

Requires
Action

Comments

6.3.1

Is there a Procurement Request, in
writing, on file (Requisition(ProcAZ)
[Email/Other)? (R2-7-205)

Q

Email from agency

6.3.2

Should a set-aside or statewide contract
been considered/used?

6.3.3

Was this procurement performed by
authorized procurement personnel
within his/her delegated authority? (R2-
7-206)

6.3.4

Was there adequate notice, a minimum
of 14 days before bid opening, of the
RFP in a newspaper? (Svcs only -
excluding professional / construction)
{ARS §41-2533.C, R2-7-B301)

No evidence in contract file of
record of legal notice issued.

63.5

Are the evaluation factors set forth in the
solicitation? (ARS §41-2534.E)

6.3.6

Were the evaluation criteria fair and
appropriate to the solicitation?

6.3.7

Does the solicitation in¢lude Scope of
Work/Specifications and Terms and
Conditions? (R2-7-C301)

6.3.8

Does the solicitation include
instructions to offerors, including:
{R2-7-C301.E.1)

8.3.8.1

Offer Due Date/Time, Location where
offers will be received, offer acceptance

Q| X
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period.

6.3.8.2

The deadline date for requesting a
substitution or exception to the
solicitation.

6.3.8.3

Manner by which to acknowledge
amendments.

6.3.8.4

Minimum information required in the
offer.

6.3.85

The specific requirements for
designating trade secrets and other
proprietary information as confidential.

6.3.8.6

Any specific responsibility or
susceptibility criteria.

Contract references
“Responsibility and

accegtability_” ?

6.3.87

Whether the offeror is required to submit
samples, descriptive literature, and
technical data with the offer.

6.3.8.8

Evaluation factors and the relative order
of importance.

6.3.8.8.1

Is conflict of interest disclosure in file for
any/all nen-employee evaluators

6.3.8.9

A statement of where documents
incorporated by reference are available
for inspection and copying.

6.3.8.10

A statement that the agency may cancel
the solicitation or reject an offer in whole
or in part.

6.3.8.11

Certification by the offeror that
submission of the offer did not include
collusion or other anticompetitive
practices.

6.3.8.12

Certification by the offeror of compliance
with A.R.S. § 41-3532 when offering
electronics or information technology
products, services, or maintenance (508
Compliance).

6.3.8.13

Any cost or pricing data required.

6.3.8.14

The type of contract to be used.

6.3.8.15

That the offeror is required to declare
whether the offeror has been debarred,
suspended, or otherwise lawfully

Q| X
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prohibited from participating in any
public procurement activity, including,
but not limited to, being disapproved as
a subcontractor of any pubilic
procurement unit or other governmental
body.

6.3.8.16

Any coffer security required.

6.3.8.17

The means required for submission of
offer. The solicitation shall specifically
indicate whether hand delivery, U.S.
mail, electronic mail, facsimile, or other
means are acceptable methods of
submission.

6.3.8.18

A statement that negotiations may be
conducted with offerors reasonably
susceptible of being selected for award
and that fall within the competitive
range.

6.3.8.19

The term of the contract, including
language for any applicable option for
contract extension. (R2-7-C301.E.2)

6.3.9

Was the appropriate insurance module
used in the solicitation? (ARS §41-621,
ARS §41-901)

6.3.10

Did the RFP generate a sufficient
number of qualified offerors, and if not is
there a written determination in file?

6.3.11

Are Procurement Disclosure Statements
in file for all employees who participated
in the development of the procurement,
evaluation tool, served as technical
advisors or evaluators, recommended or
selected a vendor, or who approved sole
source or competition impracticable?
(SPO SP# 003)

6.3.12

Did the agency director, or designee,
inform employees when the first PDS
was signed, and notify the State
Procurement Administrator?

6.3.13

Were the offers evaluated based on the
evaluation criteria contained in the RFP?
(R2-7-C316)

6.3.131

Was a kick-off meeting with the
evaluation committee held to review the
plan, discuss the solicitation, and agree
on a schedule?{SPO SP# 043)

x| Q
Q

Q| X
U | X
Q| x
| X
x| d
x| d
O X
Q| a

Unknown
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6.3.13.2

Did each evaluation committee member
review each offer independently? (SPO
SP# 043).

Unknown

6.3.14

Was the contract awarded to the
responsible offeror whose offer is
determined to be most advantageous to
the state based on the evaluation factors
set forth in the RFP? (R2-7-C317)

8.3.15

Is there a written determination
explaining the basis for the award on
file? (R2-7B314.B)

6.3.16

Were all offerors notified of the award?
{R2-7-C317.D)

6.3.17

At the time of award, does a
procurement file {either paper or
electronic) exist, containing a list of
notified vendors, final solicitation, nan-
disclosure statements, solicitation
amendments, bids and offers, offer
revisions, Best and Final Offer,
negotiations, clarifications, final
evaluation report, award determinations,
and additional information requested by
agency CPO as approved by SPA? (R2-
7-101(37))

6.3.18

Contract Administration

6.3.18.1

Are contract files and records complete
and available for public inspection?
{ARS §41-2533; SP#006)

6.3.18.2

Is there a valid and current Certificate of
Insurance on file? (ARS §41-2573)

No Certificate of Insurance in
contract file of record.

6.3.18.3

Are the amounts on the Certificate of
Insurance consistent with the contract
requirements? (ARS §41-2573)

6.3.18.4

Are documents named and uploaded to
ProcureAZ following the naming
conventions outlined in SPO SP# 0067

Document titles do not match
SP# 006 naming conventions
(i.e. title “Writing and Editing
Services” vs. "Solicitation™)

6.3.18.5

For multi-term contracts, are there
written determinations of extension in
the contract files (>5 years)? (R2-7-605
paragraphs A-C)
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Item No. Estimated
Recommendations Assigned to Compiletion
6.2.18.2 Need to attach current certificate of insurance to contract file for Tom Duval 06/01/14
public view. Otherwise, unwritten rule to obtain up to date insurance
certificate at time of contract renewal should be formalized via SPA
authorized Standard Procedure.
6.3.4 Evidence of legal notice needs to be attached to contract file for Tom Duval 06/01/14
public view.
6.3.13.1 The solicitation does a good job of meeting statute and rule SPO Procurement Ongoing
6.3.13.2 evaluation requirements. For public disclosure of compliance with Personnel

SPO SP#043, it is recommended the Executive Summary go a step
further by including verbiage which indicates the date the Evaluation
Committee held its kick-off meeting, and explain that evaluators
reviewed offers independently prior to requesting revisions or
issuing a final score.
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Request for Proposals (RFP)

Solicitation or Contract Number:

ADSPO13-042522

Contract Title or Description:

Public Relations Services - China

Contract Estimated Amount:

Term

Name of Procurement Officer:

Laura Vargas

63D

Request for Proposals (RFP)

N/A

Yes

Requires Comments
No Action

6.3.1

Is there a Procurement Request, in
writing, on file (Requisition{ProcAZ)
/Email/Other)? (R2-7-205)

Email from agency

0 a

6.3.2

Should a set-aside or statewide contract
been consideredfused?

6.3.3

Was this procurement performed by
authorized procurement personnel
within his/her delegated authority? (R2-
7-208)

6.3.4

Was there adequate notice, a minimum
of 14 days before bid opening, of the
RFP in a newspaper? (Svcs only -
excluding professional / construction)
(ARS §41-2533.C, R2-7-B301)

6.3.5

Are the evaluation factors set forth in the
solicitation? (ARS §41-2534.E)

6.3.6

Were the evaluation criteria fair and
appropriate to the solicitation?

8.3.7

Does the solicitation include Scope of
Work/Specifications and Terms and
Conditions? (R2-7-C301)

6.3.8

Does the solicitation include
instructions to offerors, including:
{R2-7-C301.E.1)

6.3.8.1

Cffer Due Date/Time, Location where
offers will be received, offer acceptance
period.

g

x]
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6.3.8.2

The deadline date for requesting a
substitution or exception to the
solicitation.

6.3.83

Manner by which to acknowledge
amendments.

6.3.84

Minimum information required in the
offer.

6.3.85

The specific requirements for
designating trade secrets and other
proprietary information as confidential.

6.3.8.6

Any specific responsibility or
susceptibility criteria.

Contract references
“Responsibility and

accegtabili_tl’ ?

6.3.8.7

Whether the offeror is required to submit
samples, descriptive literature, and
technical data with the offer.

6.3.8.8

Evaluation factors and the relative order
of importance.

6.3.8.8.1

Is conflict of interest disclosure in file for
any/all non-employee evaluators

6.3.89

A statement of where docurnents
incorporated by reference are available
for inspection and copying.

6.3.8.10

A statement that the agency may cancel
the solicitation or reject an offer in whole
or in part.

6.3.8.11

Certification by the offeror that
submission of the offer did not include
collusion or other anticompetitive
practices.

6.3.8.12

Certification by the offeror of compliance
with A.R.S. § 41-3532 when offering
electronics or information technology
products, services, or maintenance (508
Compliance).

6.3.8.13

Any cost or pricing data required.

6.3.8.14

The type of contract to be used.

6.3.8.15

That the offeror is required to declare
whether the offeror has been debarred,
suspended, or otherwise lawfully
prohibited from participating in any
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public procurement activity, including,
but not limited to, being disapproved as
a subcontractor of any public
procurement unit or other governmental
body.

6.3.8.16

Any offer security required.

6.3.8.17

The means required for submission of
offer. The solicitation shall specifically
indicate whether hand delivery, U.S.
mail, electronic mail, facsimile, or other
means are acceptable methods of
submission.

6.3.8.18

A statement that negotiations may be
conducted with offerors reasonably
susceptible of being selected for award
and that fali within the competitive
range.

6.3.8.19

The term of the contract, including
ianguage for any applicable option for
contract extension. (R2-7-C301.E.2)

6.3.9

Was the appropriate insurance module
used in the solicitation? (ARS §41-621,
ARS §41-901)

6.3.10

Did the RFP generate a sufficient
number of qualified offerors, and if not is
there a written determination in file?

6.3.11

Are Procurement Disclosure Statements
in file for all employees who participated
in the development of the procurement,
evaluation tool, served as technical
advisors or evaluators, recommended or
selected a vendor, or who approved sole
source or competition impracticable?
(SPO SP# 003)

6.3.12

Did the agency director, or designee,
inform employees when the first PDS
was signed, and notify the State
Procurement Administrator?

6.3.13

Were the offers evaluated based on the
evaluation criteria contained in the RFP?
(R2-7-C316)

6.3.13.1

Was a kick-off meeting with the
evaluation committee held to review the
plan, discuss the sclicitation, and agree
on a schedule?(SPO SP# 043)

Unknown
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6.3.13.2

Did each evaluation committee member
review each offer independently? (SPC
SP# 043).

6.3.14

Was the contract awarded to the
responsible offeror whose offer is
determined to be most advantageous to
the state based on the evaluation factors
set forth in the RFP? (R2-7-C317)

6.3.15

Is there a written determination
explaining the basis for the award on
file? (R2-7B314.B)

6.3.16

Were all offerors notified of the award?
(R2-7-C317.D)

6.3.17

At the time of award, does a
procurement file (either paper or
electronic) exist, containing a list of
notified vendors, final solicitation, non-
disclosure statements, solicitation
amendments, bids and offers, offer
revisions, Best and Final Offer,
negotiations, clarifications, final
evaluation report, award determinations,
and additional information requested by
agency CPO as approved by SPA? (R2-
7-101(37))

6.3.18

Contract Administration

6.3.18.1

Are contract files and records complete
and available for public inspection?
{ARS §41-2533; SP# 006)

6.3.18.2

Is there a valid and current Certificate of
Insurance on file? (ARS §41-2573)

6.3.18.3

Are the amounts on the Certificate of
Insurance consistent with the contract
requirements? (ARS §41-2573)

6.3.18.4

Are documents named and uploaded to
PracureAZ following the naming
conventions outlined in SPO SP# 0067

6.3.18.5

For multi-term contracts, are there
written determinations of extension in
the contract files (=5 years)? (R2-7-605
paragraphs A-C)
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Item No. Estimated

Recommendations Assigned to Completion
6.3.13.1 The solicitation does a good job of meeting statute and rule SPQ Procurement Ongoing
6.3.13.2 evaluation requirements. For public disclosure of compliance with Personnel

SPO SP#043, it is recommended the Executive Summary go a step
further by including verbiage which indicates the date the Evaluation
Committee held its kick-off meeting, and explain that evaluators
reviewed offers independently prior to requesting revisions or
issuing a final score.
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Request for Proposals (RFP)

Solicitation or Contract Number:

ADSPO13-050644

Contract Title or Description:

Mexico - Trade and Public Relations Services

Contract Estimated Amount:

Term

Name of Procurement Officer:

Laura Vargas

6.3 E

Request for Proposals (RFP)

N/A

Yes

No Action

Requires Comments

6.3.1

Is there a Procurement Request, in
writing, on file (Requisition{ProcAZ)
Email/Qther)? (R2-7-205)

Q Q

Email from Agency

6.3.2

Should a set-aside or statewide contract
been considered/used?

6.3.3

Was this procurement performed by
authorized procurement personnel
within his/her delegated authority? (R2-
7-206)

6.3.4

Was there adequate notice, 2 minimum
of 14 days before bid opening, of the
RFP in a newspaper? (Sves only -
excluding professional / construction)
(ARS §41-2533.C, R2-7-B301)

6.3.5

Are the evaluation factors set forth in the
solicitation? (ARS §41-2534.E)

6.3.6

Were the evaluation criteria fair and
appropriate to the solicitation?

X

6.3.7

Does the solicitation include Scope of
Worlk/Specifications and Terms and
Conditions? (R2-7-C301)

6.3.8

Does the solicitation include
instructions to offerors, including:
{R2-7-C301.E.1)

6.3.8.1

Offer Due Date/Time, Location where
offers will be received, offer acceptance
period.

Q
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6.3.8.2

The deadline date for requesting a
substitution or exception to the
solicitation.

6.3.83

Manner by which to acknowledge
amendments.

6384

Minimum information required in the
offer.

6.3.8.5

The specific requirements for
designating trade secrets and other
proprietary information as cenfidential.

6.3.86

Any specific responsibility or
susceptibility criteria.

8.3.87

Whether the offeror is required to submit
samples, descriptive literature, and
technical data with the offer.

6.3.8.8

Evaluation factors and the relative order
of importance.

6.3.8.8.1

Is conflict of interest disclosure in file for
any/all non-employee evaluators

All evaluators had previous
interactions with this
contract’s successful bidder.
No other evaluators
available?

6.3.8.9

A statement of where documents
incorporated by reference are available
for inspection and copying.

6.3.8.10

A statement that the agency may cancel
the solicitation or reject an offer in whole
or in part.

6.3.8.11

Certification by the offeror that
submission of the offer did not include
collusion or other anticompetitive
practices.

6.3.8.12

Certification by the offeror of compliance
with A.R.S. § 41-3532 when offering
electronics or information technology
products, services, or maintenance (508
Compliance).

6.3.8.13

Any cost or pricing data required.

[x]

6.3.8.14

The type of contract to be used.

Q

6.3.8.15

That the offeror is required to declare
whether the offeror has been debarred,

Q

x]
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suspended, or otherwise lawfully
prohibited from participating in any
public procurement activity, including,
but not limited to, being disapproved as
a subcontractor of any public
procurement unit or other governmental
body.

6.3.8.16

Any offer security required.

6.3.8.17

The means required for submissicn of
offer. The sclicitation shall specifically
indicate whether hand delivery, U.S.
mail, electronic mail, facsimile, or other
means are acceptable methods of
submission.

6.3.8.18

A statement that negotiations may be
conducted with offerors reasonably
susceptible of being selected for award
and that fall within the competitive
range.

6.3.8.19

The term of the contract, including
language for any applicable option for
contract extension. (R2-7-C301.E.2)

6.3.9

Was the appropriate insurance module
used in the solicitation? (ARS §41-621,
ARS §41-901)

6.3.10

Did the RFP generate a sufficient
number of qualified offerors, and if not is
there a written determination in file?

8.3.11

Are Procurement Disclosure Statements
in file for all employees who participated
in the development of the procurement,
evaluation fool, served as technical
advisors or evaluators, recommended or
selected a vendor, or who approved sole
source or competition impracticable?
(SPO SP# 003)

6.3.12

Did the agency director, or designee,
inform employees when the first FDS
was sighed, and notify the State
Procurement Administrator?

6.3.13

Were the offers evaluated based on the
evaluation criteria contained in the RFP?
{(R2-7-C318)

6.3.13.1

Was a kick-off meeting with the
evaluation committee held to review the
plan, discuss the solicitation, and agree

Q

(]

Unknown
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on a schedule?(SPO SP# 043)

6.3.13.2

Did each evaluation committee member
review each offer independently? (SPO
SP# 043).

Unknown

6.3.14

Was the contract awarded to the
responsible offeror whose offer is
determined to be most advantageous to
the state based on the evaluation factors
set forth in the RFP? (R2-7-C317)

6.3.15

Is there a written determination
explaining the basis for the award on
file? (R2-7B314.B)

6.3.16

Were all offerors notified of the award?
{(R2-7-C317.D)

6.3.17

At the time of award, does a
procurement file (either paper or
electronic) exist, containing a list of
notified vendors, final solicitation, non-
disclosure statements, solicitation
amendments, bids and offers, offer
revisions, Best and Final Offer,
negotiations, clarifications, final
evaluation report, award determinations,
and additional information requested by
agency CPO as approved by SPA? (R2-
7-101(37))

6.3.18

Contract Administration

6.3.18.1

Are contract files and records complete
and available for public inspection?
(ARS §41-2533; SP#006)

6.3.18.2

Is there a valid and current Certificate of
Insurance on file? {ARS §41-2573)

Insurance Certificate in file
expired 01/2014.

6.3.18.3

Are the amounts on the Certificate of
Insurance consistent with the contract
requirements? (ARS §41-2573)

6.3.18.4

Are documents named and uploaded to
ProcureAZ following the naming
conventions outlined in SPO SP# 0067

6.3.185

For multi-term contracts, are there
written determinations of extension in
the contract files (=5 years)? (R2-7-605
paragraphs A-C)
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Item No.

Recommendations

Assigned to

Estimated
Completion

6.2.18.2

Need to attach current certificate of insurance to contract file for
public view. Otherwise, unwritten rule to obtain up to date insurance
certificate at time of contract renewal should be formalized via SPA

authorized Standard Procedure.

Laura Vargas

06/01114

6.3.13.1
6.3.13.2

The solicitation does a good job of meeting statute and rule
evaluation requirements. For public disclosure of compliance with
SPO SP#043, it is recommended the Executive Summary go a step
further by including verbiage which indicates the date the Evaluation
Committee held its kick-off meeting, and explain that evaluators
reviewad offers independently prior to requesting revisions or
issuing a final score.

SPO Procurement
Personnel

Ongoing

6.3.8.8.1

in the event all evaluators have prior interactions with an offeror, it is
recommended the procurement officer document an
acknowledgement of the circumstance and any circumstances
preventing alternative evaluators without prior interactions with the
offeror.

SPO Procurement
Personnel

Ongoing
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Request for Proposals (RFP)
Solicitation or Contract Number: ABSPOTS O
i i DB Tucson Cam
Contract Title or Description: Custodial Services (AS pus)
Contract Estimated Amount: $264,048
Name of Procurement Officer: Laura Vargas
Requires Comments
6.3F Request for Proposals (RFP) N/A | Yes | No Action
Email form Agency

6.3.1 Is there a Procurement Request, in

writing, on file (Requisition(ProcAZ) Q b L

/Email/Other)? (R2-7-205)
6.3.2 Should a set-aside or statewide contract

been considered/used? X 0 U U
6.3.3 Was this procurement performed by

authorized procurement personnel U X1 L L

within his/her delegated authority? (R2-

7-208)
6.34 Was there adequate notice, a minimum

of 14 days before bid opening, of the D . D

RFP in a newspaper? (Svcs only -

excluding professional / construction)

(ARS §41-2533.C, R2-7-B301)
6.3.5 Are the evaluation factors set forth in the

solicitation? (ARS §41-2534.E) L L U
6.3.6 Were the evaluation criteria fair and

appropriate to the solicitation? U x] L U
6.3.7 Does the solicitation include Scope of

Work/Specifications and Terms and Q= U a

Conditions? (R2-7-C301)
6.3.8 Does the solicitation include

instructions to offerors, including:

(R2-7-C301.E.1)
6.3.8.1 Offer Due Date/Time, Location where

offers will be received, offer acceptance u x] L =

Page 53 of 71



period.

6.3.8.2

The deadline date for requesting a
substitution or exception to the
solicitation.

6.3.8.3

Manner by which to acknowledge
amendments.

6.3.84

Minimum information required in the
offer.

6.3.8.5

The specific requirements for
designating trade secrets and other
proprietary information as confidentiai.

6.3.8.6

Any specific responsibility or
susceptibility criteria.

6.3.8.7

Whether the offeror is required to submit
samples, descriptive literature, and
technical data with the offer.

6.3.8.8

Evaluation factors and the relative order
of importance.

6.3.8.8.1

Is contlict of interest disclosure in file for
any/all non-employee evaluators

6.3.8.9

A statement of where documents
incorporated by reference are available
for inspection and copying.

6.3.8.10

A statement that the agency may cancel
the solicitation or reject an offer in whole
or in part.

6.3.8.11

Certification by the offeror that
submission of the offer did not include
collusion or other anticompetitive
practices.

6.3.8.12

Certification by the offeror of compliance
with A.R.S. § 41-3532 when offering
electronics or information technology
products, services, or maintenance (508
Compliance).

6.3.8.13

Any cost or pricing data required.

6.3.8.14

The type of contract to be used.

6.3.8.15

That the offeror is required to declare
whether the offercr has been debarred,
suspended, or otherwise lawfully

0=
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prohibited from participating in any
public procurement activity, including,
but not limited to, being disapproved as
a subcontractor of any public
procurement unit or other governmental
body.

6.3.8.16

Any offer security required.

6.3.8.17

The means required for submission of
offer. The solicitation shall specifically
indicate whether hand delivery, U.S.
mail, electronic mail, facsimile, or other
means are acceptable methods of
submission.

6.3.8.18

A statement that negotiations may be
conducted with offerars reasonably
susceptible of being selected for award
and that fall within the competitive
range.

6.3.8.19

The term of the contract, including
language for any applicable option for
contract extension. (R2-7-C301.E.2)

6.3.9

Was the appropriate insurance module
used in the solicitation? (ARS §41-621,
ARS §41-901)

6.3.10

Did the RFP generate a sufficient
number of qualified offerors, and if not is
there a written determination in file?

6.3.11

Are Procurement Disclosure Statements
in file for all employees who participated
in the development of the procurement,
evaluation tool, served as technical
advisors or evaluators, recommended or
selected a vendor, or who approved sole
source or competition impracticable?
(SPO SP# 003)

6.3.12

Did the agency director, or designes,
inform employees when the first PDS
was signed, and notify the State
Procurement Administrator?

6.3.13

Were the offers evaluated based on the
evaluation criteria contained in the RFP?
{R2-7-C316)

6.3.13.1

Was a kick-off meeting with the
evaluation committee held to review the
plan, discuss the solicitation, and agree
on a schedule?(SPO SP# 043)

Unknown
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6.3.13.2

Did each evaluation committee member
review each cffer independently? (SPO
SPi# 043).

Unknown

8.3.14

Was the contract awarded to the
responsible offeror whose offer is
determined to be most advantageous to
the state based on the evaluation factors
set forth in the RFP? (R2-7-C317)

6.3.15

Is there a written determination
expiaining the basis for the award on
file? (R2-7B314.B)

6.3.16

Were all offerors notified of the award?
(R2-7-C317.D)

6.3.17

At the time of award, does a
procurement file {either paper or
electronic) exist, containing a list of
notified vendors, final solicitation, non-
disclosure statements, solicitation
amendments, bids and offers, offer
revisions, Best and Final Offer,
negotiations, clarifications, final
evaluation report, award determinations,
and additional information requested by
agency CPO as approved by SPA? (R2-
7-101(37))

6.3.18

Contract Administration

6.3.18.1

Are contract files and records complete
and available for public inspection?
(ARS §41-2533; SP#006)

6.3.18.2

Is there a valid and current Certificate of
Insurance on file? (ARS §41-2573)

6.3.18.3

Are the amounts on the Certificate of
Insurance consistent with the contract
requirements? (ARS §41-2573)

6.3.18.4

Are documents named and uploaded to
ProcureAZ following the naming
conventions outlined in SPO SP# 0067

6.3.18.5

For multi-term contracts, are there
written determinations of extension in
the contract files (>5 years)? (R2-7-605
paragraphs A-C)
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item No. Estimated

Recommendations Assigned to Completion
6.3.13.1 The solicitation does a good job of meeting statute and rule SPO Procurement Ongoing
6.3.13.2 evaluation requirements. For public disclosure of compliance with Personnel

SPO SP#043, it is recommended the Executive Summary go a step
further by including verbiage which indicates the date the Evaluation
Committee held its kick-off meeting, and explain that evaluators
reviewed offers independently prior to requesting revisions or
issuing a final score.
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Request for Proposals (RFP)

Solicitation or Contract Number:

ADSPO14-062670

Contract Title or Description:

voting system

Uniformed and Overseas Citizens Absentee Voting Act

Contract Estimated Amount:

Term

Name of Procurement Officer:

Tom Duval

63G

Request for Proposals (RFP)

N/A | Yes

No

Requires
Action

Comments

6.3.1

Is there a Procurement Request, in
writing, on file (Requisition(ProcAZ)
fEmail/Other)? (R2-7-205)

Q

Email from Agency

6.3.2

Should a set-aside or statewide contract
been considered/used?

6.3.3

Was this procurement performed by
authorized procurement personnel
within his/her delegated authority? (R2-
7-206)

6.3.4

Was there adequate notice, a minimum
of 14 days before bid opening, of the
RFP in a newspaper? (Svcs only -
excluding professional / construction)
(ARS §41-2533.C, R2-7-B301)

No evidence in file of record

of legal notice.

8.3.5

Are the evaluation factors set forth in the
solicitation? (ARS §41-2534.E)

6.3.6

Were the evaluation criteria fair and
appropriate to the solicitation?

6.3.7

Does the solicitation include Scope of
Work/Specifications and Terms and
Conditions? (R2-7-C301)

6.3.8

Does the solicitation include
instructions to offerors, including:
{R2-7-C301.E.1)

6.3.8.1

Offer Due Date/Time, Location where
offers will be received, offer acceptance

Q| X
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period.

6.3.8.2

The deadline date for requesting a
substitution or exception to the
solicitation.

6.3.8.3

Manner by which to acknowledge
amendments.

6.3.84

Minimum information required in the
offer.

6.3.8.5

The specific requirements for
designating trade secrets and other
proprietary information as confidential.

6.3.8.6

Any specific responsibility or
susceptibility criteria.

6.3.8.7

Whether the offeror is required to submit
samples, descriptive literature, and
technical data with the offer.

6.3.8.8

Evaluation factors and the relative order
of importance.

6.3.8.8.1

Is conflict of interest disclosure in file for
anylall non-employee evaluators

Non-employee evaluators
signed PDS in lieu of Conflict
of Interest Disclosure.

6.3.8.9

A statement of where documents
incorporated by reference are available
for inspecticn and copying.

6.3.8.10

A statement that the agency may cancel
the solicitation or reject an offer in whole
or in part.

6.3.8.11

Certification by the offeror that
submission of the offer did not include
collusion or other anticompetitive
practices.

6.3.8.12

Certification by the offeror of compliance
with A.R.S. § 41-3532 when offering
electronics or information technology
products, services, or maintenance (508
Compliance).

6.3.8.13

Any cost or pricing data required.

6.3.8.14

The type of contract to be used.

[x]

6.3.8.15

That the offeror is required to declare
whether the offeror has been debarred,
suspended, or otherwise lawfully

i
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prohibited from participating in any
public procurement activity, including,
but not limited to, being disapproved as
a suhcontractor of any public
procurement unit or other governmental
body.

6.3.8.16

Any offer security required.

6.3.8.17

The means required for submission of
offer. The solicitation shall specifically
indicate whether hand delivery, U.S.
mail, electronic mail, facsimile, or other
means are acceptable methods of
submission.

6.3.8.18

A statement that negotiations may be
conducted with offerors reasonably
susceptible of being selected for award
and that fall within the competitive
range.

6.3.8.19

The term of the contract, including
language for any applicable option for
contract extension. (R2-7-C301.E.2)

6.3.9

Was the appropriate insurance module
used in the solicitation? (ARS §41-621,
ARS §41-901)

6.3.10

Did the RFP generate a sufficient
number of qualified offerors, and if not is
there a written determination in file?

8.3.11

Are Procurement Disclosure Statements
in file for all employees who participated
in the development of the procurement,
evaluation tool, served as technical
advisors or evaluators, recommended or
selected a vendor, or who approved sole
source or competition impracticable?
(SPO SP# 003)

6.3.12

Did the agency director, or designee,
inform employees when the first PDS
was signed, and notify the State
Procurement Administrator?

6.3.13

Were the offers evaluated based on the
evaluation criteria contained in the RFP?
(R2-7-C3186)

6.3.13.1

Was a kick-off meeting with the
evaluation committee held to review the
plan, discuss the solicitation, and agree
on a schedule?(SPO SP# 043)
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6.3.13.2

Did each evaluation committee member
review each offer independently? (SPO
SP# 043).

Unknown

6.3.14

Was the contract awarded to the
responsible offeror whose offer is
determined to be most advantageous to
the state based on the evaluation factors
set forth in the RFP? (R2-7-C317)

6.3.15

Is there a written determination
explaining the basis for the award on
file? (R2-7B314.B)

6.3.16

Were all offerors notified of the award?
{R2-7-C317.D)

6.3.17

At the time of award, does a
procurement file (either paper or
electronic) exist, containing a list of
notified vendors, final solicitation, non-
disclosure statements, solicitation
amendments, bids and offers, offer
revisions, Best and Final Offer,
negotiations, clarifications, final
evaluation report, award determinations,
and additional information requested by
agency CPO as approved by SPA? (R2-
7-101{37))

See 6.3.8.8.1

6.3.18

Contract Administration

6.3.18.1

Are contract files and records complete
and available for public inspection?
(ARS §41-2533; SP#006)

6.3.18.2

Is there a valid and current Certificate of
Insurance on file? (ARS §41-2573)

6.3.18.3

Are the amounts on the Certificate of
Insurance consistent with the contract
requirements? (ARS §41-2573)

6.3.18.4

Are documents named and uploaded to
ProcureAZ following the naming
conventions outlined in SPO SP# 0067

SP# 006 Naming convention
not followed (i.e. title of
contract used vs.
“Solicitation™)

6.3.18.5

For multi-term contracts, are there
written determinations of extension in
the contract files (>5 years)? (R2-7-605
paragraphs A-C)

item No.

Recommendations

Assigned to

Estimated
Completion
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6.3.4 Neon-confidential documentation needs to be attached to contract file Tom Duval 06/01/14
for public view.
6.3.13.2 The solicitation does a good job of meeting statute and rule SPO Procurement Ongoing

avaluation requirements. For public disclosure of compliance with
SPO SP#043, it is recommended the Executive Summary go a step
further by including verbiage which indicates the date the Evaluation
Committee held its kick-off meeting, and explain that evaluators
reviewed offers independently prior to requesting revisions or
issuing a final score.

Personnel
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Request for Proposals (RFP)

Solicitation or Contract Number:

ADSPO13-041522

Contract Title or Description:

Professional Design Services

Contract Estimated Amount:

$4,982,392

Name of Procurement Officer:

Melissa Bauer

6.3H

Request for Proposals (RFP)

N/A

Yes

Requires Comments
No Action

6.3.1

Is there a Procurement Request, in
writing, on file (Requisition{ProcAZ)
/{Email/Other)? (R2-7-205)

Request on file — hard copy in
Q m| folder from GSD

6.3.2

Should a set-aside or statewide contract
been considered/used?

6.3.3

Was this procurement performed by
authorized procurement personnel
within his/her delegated authority? (R2-
7-208)

6.3.4

Was there adequate notice, a minimum
of 14 days before bid opening, of the
RFP in a newspaper? (Sves only -
excluding professional / construction)
(ARS §41-2533.C, R2-7-B301)

Construction

6.3.5

Are the evaluation factors set forth in the
solicitation? (ARS §41-2534.E)

6.3.6

Were the evaluation criteria fair and
appropriate to the solicitation?

6.3.7

Does the solicitation include Scope of
Work/Specifications and Terms and
Conditions? (R2-7-C301)

6.3.8

Does the solicitation include
instructions to offerors, including:
(R2-7-C301.E1)

6.3.8.1

Offer Due Date/Time, Location where
offers will be received, offer acceptance

Q

]
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period.

6.3.8.2

The deadline date for requesting a
substitution or exception to the
solicitation.

6.3.8.3

Manner by which to acknowledge
amendments.

6.3.8.4

Minimum information required in the
offer.

6.3.8.5

The specific requirements for
designating trade secrets and other
proprietary information as confidential.

6.3.8.6

Any specific responsibility or
susceptibility criteria.

6.3.8.7

Whether the offeror is required to submit
samples, descriptive literature, and
technical data with the offer.

6.3.8.8

Evaluation factors and the relative order
of importance.

6.3.8.8.1

Is conflict of interest disclosure in file for
any/all non-employee evaluators

6.3.8.9

A statement of where documents
incorporated by reference are available
for inspection and copying.

6.3.8.10

A statement that the agency may cancel
the solicitation or reject an offer in whole
or in part.

6.3.8.11

Certification by the offeror that
submission of the offer did not include
collusion or other anticompetitive
practices.

6.3.8.12

Certification by the offeror of compliance
with A.R.S. § 41-3532 when offering
electronics or information technology
products, services, or maintenance (508
Compliance).

6.3.8.13

Any cost or pricing data required.

6.3.8.14

The type of contract to be used.

6.3.8.15

That the offeror is required to declare
whether the offeror has been debarred,
suspended, or otherwise lawfully
prohibited from participating in any
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public procurement activity, including,
but not limited to, being disapproved as
a subcontractor of any public
procurement unit or other governmental
body.

6.3.8.16

Any offer security required.

6.3.8.17

The means required for submission of
offer. The solicitation shall specifically
indicate whether hand delivery, U.S.
mail, electronic mail, facsimile, or other
means are acceptable methods of
submission.

6.3.8.18

A statement that negofiations may be
conducted with offerors reasonably
susceptible of being selected for award
and that fall within the competitive
range.

6.3.8.19

The term of the contract, including
language for any applicable option for
contract extension. (R2-7-C301.E.2)

6.3.9

Was the appropriate insurance module
used in the solicitation? {(ARS §41-621,
ARS §41-901)

6.3.10

Did the RFP generate a sufficient
number of qualified offerors, and if not is
there a written determination in file?

6.3.11

Are Procurement Disclosure Statements
in file for all employees who participated
in the development of the procurement,
evaluation tool, served as technical
advisors or evaluators, recommended or
selected a vendor, or who approved sole
source or competition impracticable?
(SPO SP# 003)

6.3.12

Did the agency director, or designee,
inform employees when the first PDS
was signed, and notify the State
Procurement Administrator?

6.3.13

Were the offers evaluated based on the
evaluation criteria contained in the RFP?
{(R2-7-C316)

6.3.13.1

Was a kick-off meeting with the
evaluation committee held to review the
plan, discuss the solicitation, and agree
on a schedule?(SPO SP# 043)

X ] Q
Q| X
Q| X
Q| X
Q| X
Q| X
X | Q
| Q
X | Q
X | Q
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6.3.13.2

Did each evaluation committee member
review each offer independently? (SPO
SP# 043).

6.3.14

Was the contract awarded to the
responsible offeror whose offer is
determined to be most advantageous to
the state based on the evaluation factors
set forth in the RFP? (R2-7-C317)

6.3.15

Is there a written determination
explaining the basis for the award on
file? (R2-7B314.B)

6.3.16

Were all offerors notified of the award?
(R2-7-C317.D)

6.3.17

At the time of award, does a
procurement file {either paper or
electronic) exist, containing a list of
notified vendors, final salicitation, non-
disclosure statements, solicitation
amendments, bids and offers, offer
revisions, Best and Final Offer,
negotiations, clarifications, final
evaluation report, award determinations,
and additional information requested by
agency CPO as approved by SPA? (R2-
7-101(37))

6.3.18

Contract Administration

6.3.18.1

Are contract files and records complete
and available for public inspection?
(ARS §41-2533; SP#006)

6.3.18.2

Is there a valid and current Certificate of
Insurance on file? (ARS §41-2573)

Certificate of insurance in file
is expired (10/2013)

6.3.18.3

Are the amounts on the Certificate of
Insurance consistent with the contract
requirements? (ARS §41-2573)

6.3.18.4

Are documents named and uploaded to
ProcureAZ following the naming
conventions outlined in SPO SP# 0067

6.3.185

For multi-term contracts, are there
written determinations of extension in
the contract files (>5 years)? (R2-7-605
paragraphs A-C)

| Q
Q| X
Q
Q| &
Q| X
Q | X
Q] Q
Q| X
Q| X
x| Q
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[tem No. Estimated
Recommendations Assigned to Completion
6.2.18.2 | Need to obtain/attach current certificate of insurance to contract file Melissa Bauer / 06/01/14
for public view. Tom Duval
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— STATE OF ARIZONA
) 3 STME,MH

H T

Competition Impracticable Procurement

Contract Number:

ADSPO13-046005

Contract Title or Description:

GNSS Receiver

Contract Estimated Amount:

$300,000 ($60k x 5 years)

Name of Procurement Officer:

Sue-Anne Tan

7.3A

Competition Impracticable
Procurement

N/A | Yes

Requires Comments
No Action

7.3.1

Is there a Procurement Request, in
writing, on file (Requisition/Email/Other)?
(ARS §41-2537 and R2-7-E303)

Q Q

7.3.2

Does the procurement request include
the following? (R2-7-E303.C)

7.3.2.1

An explanation of the competition
impracticable need and the unusual or
unique situation that makes competitive
bidding impracticable, unnecessary, or
contrary to public interest. (R2-7-
E303.C.1)

7322

A definition of the proposed procurement
process to be utilized and an explanation
of how this process will foster as much
competition as practicable. (R2-7-
E303.C.2)

7.323

An explanation of why the proposed
pracurement process is advantageous to
the state. (R2-7-E303.C.3)

7324

The scope, duration, and estimated total
dollar value of the procurement need
(R2-7-E303.C.4)

7325

Did the agency include as much
competition as was feasible and
negotiated a suitable agreement while
pursuing an impracticable situation? (R2-
7-E303.A)

7.3.2.6

Was there a written approval by the

Competition Impracticable
Procurement Determination in
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delegated agency CPO or by the State
Procurement Administrator for this
procurement? (R2-7-E303.B and D)

file of record {electronic) does
not contain a signed approval.

7.3.2.7

Was this procurement performed by an
authorized procurement officer within
his/her delegated authority? (R2-7-206)

7.3.2.8

When this procurement was approved,
did the agency negotiate a contract that
was advantageous to the State? (R2-7-
E303.C.2)

7.329

Did the agency include the State's
uniform terms and conditions in this
contract? (ARS §41-2585; R2-7-606.A)

7.3.3

Are Procurement Disclosure Statements
in file for all who participated in the
development of the procurement,
evaluation tool, served as technical
advisors or evaluators, recommended or
selected a vendor, or who approved sole
source or competition impracticable?
{SPO SP# 003)

7.3.3.1

Did the agency director, or designee,
inform employees when the first PDS
was sighed, and notify the State
Procurement Administrator?

7.3.5

Contract Administration

7.3.5.1

Are contract files and records complete
and available for public inspection? (ARS
§41-2533; SP#006)

Contract File of record does not
contain certificate of insurance.

7.352

Are documents named and uploaded to
ProcureAZ following the naming
conventions outlined in SPO SP# 0067

Naming convention per SPO06
not followed (i.e. contract
title/description used in lieu of
*contract document”).

Item No.

Recommendations

Estimated
Assigned to Completion

7.3.26

Determination need to be attached to contract file for public view.

Sue-Ann Tan 06/01/14
Laura Vargas

7.3.5.1

Need to attach current certificate of insurance to contract file for
public view. Otherwise, unwritten rule to obtain up to date
insurance certificate at time of contract renewal should be

formalized via SPA authorized Standard Procedure.

Sue-Anne Tan 06/01/14
Laura Vargas
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~__ STATE

STATE OF ARIZO

NA

The following criteria were considered in the procurement performance review process in compliance with
AZSPO Technical Bulletin No. 3, Procurement Compliance Reviews — Phase 3 (Agency Procedures,
Kickoff/Post-Award Meeting, and Contract Administration).

jtem No. Compliance Criteria
Requires Comments
8.0 Contract Administration N/A | Yes | No | Action
8.1 Does the agency have procedures for
contract administration? N n L
8.1.1 Are contract administration functions
assigned? L N u
8.2 Are post-award (kickoff) meetings held for
complex contracts, in which contractors U U 0
and contracting officer representatives
meet for clear & mutual understanding of
terms and conditions?
8.3 Are contracts monitored for compliance
with work progress to ensure services are U J 4
performed accerding to quality, quantity,
objectives, timeframes, and manner
specified within the contract, based on
inspection if necessary?
8.31 Does agency respond to indications of
material breach of contract? L 0 L
Staff indicate it is very rare to
8.3.2 Does agency have procedures for 0 X] 0 hear of vendor deficiencies
determining needs for corrective action? reports — no formal rules for
responding. See Page 4
Recommendation #2
Of 11 files, 6 lacked current
8.4 Are contractor's insurance in file and up to and up to date COl in file.
date? a U x] L
Staff indicate use of MS
8.4.1 Does agency have mechanisms in place 0 0 X 0 Outlook calendar reminders.
to ensure insurance is up o date? However - See 8.4
Of 11 files, 3 lacked
8.5 Are all applicable determinations in the 0 0 X 0 appropriate determination
contract file? (RFQ solicited to non-small
business; Signed
determination for Comp Imp.;
award)
8.6 Does the agency have procedures for rate

Page 70 of 71




increase requests? Q||

8.7 Does agency verify with end users that
contract is needed and should be o L
extended?
8.8 Are amendments/addendums/contract-
renewals in compliance with contract L Q
terms?
8.9 Vendor Compliance
| See 8.3.2
8.9.1 Does agency appropriately respond to
Vendor Performance Reports? 0 D
{documenting both satisfactory &
unsatisfactory performance)
8.92 {TBD) Does agency complete Vendor | 0 0
Performance Assessments annually and
use in the evaluation of past suppliers?
Item Estimated
No. Recommendations Assigned to Completion
8.4 Need standardized Shared Services procedures for monitoring and Tom Duval 09/0114
8.4.1 | updating vendor insurance certificates. See Page 4 & 5, Findings 1 &
85 2.
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