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Wide Array of Experience



IT Industry

• In a study conducted with 593 business and IT professionals:

• 80% admit they spend at least half their time on rework, which is the result of unclear 
objectives, confusion of roles and responsibilities, and lack of stakeholder involvement. 

• 75% of respondents believed that their IT projects are either always or usually “doomed” 
from the start

• 78% feel that team is ‘out-of-sync’ when it comes to project objectives

• 61% of the projects take longer than anticipated 

• 57% of the projects are not considered a success 

• 55% were confident that they objectives of their IT projects are clear

• 38% are confused about their team roles and responsibilities

• 31% believe there is a lack of common vision on project success criteria
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IT Industry

Research conducted on 5,400+ IT projects:

• 56% delivered less value than predicted / expected. 

• Had a cost overrun of $66 billion

• 50% of all large IT projects ($15+ million), massively blow their budgets

• The average cost overrun is 45% over budget 

• Black Swans = Budget overrun of +200%



IT & Software Industry
Has An 

Extremely High 
Failure Rate 



Case Study – University ERP Upgrade

• The University is seeking to increase the effectiveness and the 
added value of these administrative activities, underpinned by a 
core Enterprise Resources Planning (ERP) platform.

• The University has estimated that the overall size of this contract 
is approximately up to $32 million over the 10-year term. This 
includes all integration costs, software costs, hosting costs, 
licensing costs, maintenance costs, etc.



Existing Challenges

• Finance and HR functions are highly decentralized, resulting in:
• Several solutions have been built or acquired to address business needs

• Skillsets that are highly variable across business units

• Channels to support employees & students vary and are confusing to 
end-users 

• Increased frustration from faculty, researchers, employees, and students

• Due to the number of solutions and lack of standardization, there is a 
lack of formally defined information and data needs of key users, which 
contributes to challenges in obtaining timely & accurate standardized 
data for decision-making.



How To Structure the 
Procurement Approach



Major Decisions

• County of San Mateo

• Multiple software solutions (HR/FIN) OR 1 overall solution?

• Specific core modules OR everything?

• One contract OR multiple contracts?

• On-premise OR cloud?



1-Step vs 2-Step Process

• The “Traditional” approach is to procure the ERP as a 1-step 
process
• Issue one solicitation (RFP)

• Teams (made up of Integrator & Software Solution) compete

• Evaluation considers both integrator and software solution at same time

• University Core Team elects to use a 2-step process
• Issue two solicitations (RFSQ and RFP)

• 1st: RFSQ = Qualify the top Software Solutions

• 2nd: RFP = Select best integrator (based on the qualified software solutions)



Why?



Purchasing Software Solutions

• Most software procurements focus primarily (heavily) on the 
software product/solution (the product that you will be using for 
the next 10-20 years)

• Rarely does the performance and quality of the System Integrator 
significantly factor into the overall award

• But does the System Integrator really matter when they are only 
involved for 1-2 years (out of a 10 year contract)?



Think About Purchasing A Vehicle

• You are purchasing a vehicle that you will use for next 10 years

• Traditional procurement approaches will have you focus specifically on 
the vehicle itself  (will you select the Honda or Toyota)?



…But What 
Makes Software

Procurement 
Different Is…

…You Are Not 
Just Buying A 

Car…



…But You Are 
ALSO Purchasing 
Someone To Be 

Your Daily Driver 
For The First 2 

Years Of 
Ownership
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No Matter How 
“Good” Your 

Software Product 
Is…If You Hire A 

“Bad” 
Integrator…You 
Will Have Major 

Regrets!



So Why Use A “2-Step” Approach…

• 2-Step approach allows the evaluators to focus on the two critical 
elements separately (software solution vs the integrator).  Allow 
you to get the “best” of both parties.

• Step 1: Focus on the Software (Qualify and select the top 2-3 
software solutions / Allow evaluators to ‘see’ the systems)

• Step 2: Focus on the Integrator (evaluate the integration teams 
that can install the qualified software solutions)



Schedule



Traditional Schedule

• Traditional procurement approach would have taken 2 years (estimated) for 
this type of service / magnitude of scope

Procurement Phase Integration Phase

2 Years
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Schedule

• Traditional procurement approach would have taken 2 years (estimated) for 
this type of service / magnitude of scope

• A lot of time is spent developing scope-of-work, evaluating proposals from 
multiple options/solutions, demoing multiple options/solutions, having 
discussions with multiple options/solutions.

• …We then rush the integration phase to make up for time

Procurement Phase Integration Phase



Stated Challenge

Procurement Phase Integration Phase

Traditional Approach

We would rather spend more time in the Integration Phase than Procurement. Is there 
anyway to shorten the procurement phase (speed this up), so we can awarded as quickly 
as possible…so that we can really start talking about the project and laying things out?  

Procurement Phase Integration Phase

Goal
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Procurement Phase Integration Phase

Traditional Approach

We would rather spend more time in the Integration Phase than Procurement. Is there 
anyway to shorten the procurement phase (speed this up), so we can awarded as quickly 
as possible…so that we can really start talking about the project and laying things out?  

Procurement Phase Integration Phase

Goal

Is there anyway we can run this procurement in 
under 1-year? (but still ensure that we select 
the ‘best’ team during the procurement phase)1-Year?



Could 2-Step Process Be Performed In Under 
1-Year?



Could 2-Step Process Be Performed In Under 
1-Year?

• 12/12/19: Procurement planning workshop

• 2/14/20: Issue RFSQ

• 4/22/20: Shortlisting of Qualified Software Solutions

• 5/3/20: Issue RFP

• 8/17/20: Selection Complete

Planning Phase
(2 Months)

Qualify Software
(2.5 Months)

Select Integrator
(4.5 Months)

9 Months!





Final Schedule
(Due to COVID)

Planning Phase
(2 Months)

Qualify Software
(2.5 Months)

Select Integrator
(4.5 Months)

9 Months!

Planning Phase
(2 Months)

Qualify Software
(5.5 Months)

Select Integrator
(6 Months)

13 Months!

Original 
Schedule

Adjusted
Schedule



The RFN Stage



Time Extension

• Due to executive instruction to ‘slow’ 
procurement down (to allow executives to 
address COVID-19 concerns), the Core 
Team was afforded with an opportunity to 
re-visit the overall scope-of-work (that was 
being developed).





Results

• After the RFN discussions, the University was able to very quickly: 
• Confirm that the Scope was not missing any critical information

• Confirm that there was nothing unusual or unique about the scope that 
would be a major issue or concern for Suppliers

• Confirmed that the pricing template was reasonable to industry 
standards

• Confirm that Suppliers were unclear with our expectations of the “fit-
gap” phase (“Fit-Gap” was an industry term that meant different things 
to Suppliers, so Core Team realized that they needed to address this in 
the RFP)



The RFSQ Process



Stage 1 
RFSQ

• Focus on Software Products / Solutions

• Objective: Prequalify 2 software solutions 
that are capable of meeting the expectations 
of the University.  

• Only these systems can then be proposed by 
Integrators in the next stage (Stage 2)



RFSQ Solicitation 



Evaluation Factors

CRITERIA STAGE
OVERALL 

WEIGHT

STAGE 

WEIGHTS

(1) Mandatory Requirements (Stage 1) Pass/Fail Pass/Fail

(2) Proposal: Functional Requirements - Core (Stage 2) 40%

(3) Proposal: Functional Requirements - Other (Stage 2) 10%

(4) Proposal: Functional Requirements - Optional (Stage 2) 10%

(5) Proposal: Experience and Qualifications (Stage 2) 20%

(6) Proposal: Surveys and References (Stage 2) 20%

(7) Demo: Completeness of demo (Stage 3) 20%

(8) Demo: Usability for regular users (Stage 3) 40%

(9) Demo:  Usability for light users (Stage 3) 40%

(10) Cost: Core Module Pricing (Stage 4) 17%

(10) Cost: Future Growth (Stage 4) 3%
20%

40%

40%
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• 10,000 line items does not result in 
performance

• We want to change our process to 
follow software (and not customize 
the software to follow our 
processes)



Submittal Information

Y/N

Meets / Config / Custom / No

1-10
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Submittal Information

Validate during Demo

CRITERIA STAGE
OVERALL 

WEIGHT

STAGE 

WEIGHTS

(1) Mandatory Requirements (Stage 1) Pass/Fail Pass/Fail

(2) Proposal: Functional Requirements - Core (Stage 2) 40%

(3) Proposal: Functional Requirements - Other (Stage 2) 10%

(4) Proposal: Functional Requirements - Optional (Stage 2) 10%

(5) Proposal: Experience and Qualifications (Stage 2) 20%

(6) Proposal: Surveys and References (Stage 2) 20%

(7) Demo: Completeness of demo (Stage 3) 20%

(8) Demo: Usability for regular users (Stage 3) 40%

(9) Demo:  Usability for light users (Stage 3) 40%

(10) Cost: Core Module Pricing (Stage 4) 17%

(10) Cost: Future Growth (Stage 4) 3%
20%

40%

40%



Results

• 3 proposals were found to be responsive

• 8 Evaluators (HR, Finance, & IT)



Results



Results

Top 2 Software Products 
were selected/shortlisted



The RFP Stage



Stage 2 
RFP

• Focus on Integrators

• Objective: Select the best overall team 
(focusing on the integration team) that can 
install one of the two qualified software 
solutions



Recognize Evaluator Bias



Case Study – Software Upgrade

• State Agency – Statewide Tax System

• SME conducted research to determine the ‘right’ solution for their 
needs

• Understood that ‘data warehousing’ was most important item

• Educated other evaluators that only one firm really had the capacity

• 3 vendors proposed and all 3 were interviewed



Case Study – Software Upgrade

• IT Security specialist identified that a proposal did not meet 
current industry standards = disqualified



Evaluator Bias

• Bias is not always so “forward” or “shocking”

• Usually, bias comes from Evaluators who:

• Think they “already know” the best vendor

• Look at logo/brand more than resources/approach

• Have pre-conceived notions about the “right” approach

• Are not open to new ideas





Be Cautious With Executives

• Can “sway” the rest of the 
committee

• Typically very busy = can put 
timeline in jeopardy



Evaluator Training

• 7 Evaluators

• 3 were executives (required to have an alternative/backup)



Notable Differences

• Anonymous



CRITERIA WEIGHT FIRM 1 FIRM 2 FIRM 3 FIRM 4 FIRM 5 FIRM 6 FIRM 7 FIRM 8

Cost 25% 25.0 18.5 18.2 11.7 18.5 20.1 21.0 17.2

Proposal 40% 35.6 35.6 35.2 33.8 27.0 26.5 20.4 25.4

Past Performance 5% 5.0 4.9 3.0 4.9 4.8 2.6 4.7 2.6

Interviews 30% 30.0 22.2 9.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

TOTAL POINTS (100) 96 81 66 50 50 49 46 45

Wireless Network

• Best Value Results:

• Highest Interview
• Highest Proposal
• Best Past Performance
• 28% Below Average Cost



Notable Differences

• Anonymous

• Limited proposal size



When Projects Go Great…



Greatest 
Correlation 
To Project 
Success… 

Contract



Greatest 
Correlation 
To Project 
Success… 



Notable Differences

• Key personnel interviews 
(PM, HR Lead, FIN Lead, Integration Lead)







Individual 
With Expertise



-Greater expertise
-More knowledgeable
-Does majority of talking



Overshadow those with low experience & expertise
Becomes difficult to see capabilities of all team members



Advanced Interview Techniques

• Key personnel interviews
• PM

• HR Lead

• FIN Lead

• Integration Lead

• Performed individually

• 30-Minutes per interview



Interview Comments

• Interesting Interview Comments:

• “I am not currently employed by [Proposing Company].  So in essence, I 
am interviewing for them and for you” – A Project Manager

• “I have not reviewed the proposal” – A Project Manager

• “I was not involved in compiling our proposal” – A Project Manager

• “I don’t see any risks at all on this project” – An Integration Lead 



Lessons Learned

FIRM A FIRM B FIRM C FIRM D

PM 9.4 8.8 8.5 9.2

HR LEAD 3.4 5.8 9.7 6.5

FIN LEAD 4.7 9.1 7.3 6.2

SA LEAD 6.6 8.6 8.3 5.6



Lessons Learned

FIRM A FIRM B FIRM C FIRM D

PM 9.4 8.8 8.5 9.2

HR LEAD 3.4 5.8 9.7 6.5

FIN LEAD 4.7 9.1 7.3 6.2

SA LEAD 6.6 8.6 8.3 5.6

Same Integration Firm, 
But Different Personnel



Overall Criteria

Written Proposal Points (20%)

Team Presentation Points (15%)

Interview Points (40%)

Cost Points (25%)



Lessons Learned



Team Alignment (Industry Average)

Executives & Sponsors

Core Team

Project Team

Procurement Team

Subject Matter Expert Team



Team Alignment – University Project Team

Executives & Sponsors

Core Team

Project Team

Procurement Team

Subject Matter Expert Team



We Are Not “Perfect”
(User Counts)

• Page 49: Metrics to be used for Pricing 
Evaluation only

• Page 23: “The University is one of the 
largest employers in the City with over 
5,000 employees.”

• Page 26: Total number of unique users in 
the current ERP is 6,566.

• Page 26: Certain users have multiple roles 
within different functions.

5,205

4,184?

5,659

5,084



Impact of Consensus

• 12 Surveys from past clients

• 7 Evaluators



Was This An Efficient Use of Time?

• 7 Evaluators

• Time already spent evaluating the 12 surveys

• Meet as a team for 2 hours to discuss ratings



Consensus Meetings

• 7 evaluators

• 3 non-evaluators (procurement and observers)

• Total: 20 hours for 1.7% impact to ratings



Lessons Learned 
From A Client Perspective



Client Perspectives

• Written Proposal: Max pages were amazing! 
• Amount of information provided was higher than expected
• Evaluation team members loved it!

• Team Presentation: Showed team cohesion/if they’ve worked together 
before

• Interviews: Terrific sense of each key personnel / predicted future 
capabilities

• Cost of software came back lower than RFSQ!!! 



Overall Client Perspective

• I would redo it again (with minor adjustments)
• Initially a lot of resistance (2-step process, lack of in depth

requirements review, number of pages, anonymous, etc.)
• Senior leadership support: “This is a transformation project, so don’t do the 

same approach as past projects”

• Easy to defend the process
• Fast and gave more time to work with selected supplier (6 months!)
• RFN process was most innovative approach I have seen
• Increased the confidence of the evaluation team that the right 

conclusion/decision was reached



Lessons Learned 
From A Buyer Perspective



Lesson Learned #1

• After 20+ years in procurement, I was surprised how many new 
tools/tricks I learned 

• Note: It was really important to have Simplar team available 
throughout this effort
• They offered answers/solutions to every challenge that we encountered
• They provided real examples/scenarios from previous projects
• Provided daily communication to validate my decisions
• Provided me with scripts
• Mentored me throughout the process



Lesson Learned #2

• Not only was this one of the largest/complex procurements I had 
managed, but Covid added additional pressure.

• Covid required us to make adjustments on the go (travel bans, social 
distancing, remote work, etc.).

• We were able to quickly shift from ‘in-person’ activities to virtual.  We 
also created video tutorials for critical items (i.e. vendor training and 
evaluator training).  This provided greater flexibility to individuals 
since they could watch these videos when it was convenient for them.   



Videos Provided Greater Flexibility



Lesson Learned #3

• Didn’t realize how significant and powerful a properly formatted 
excel matrix could be



Traditional Example

• Try to squeeze as much as possible onto the sheet, but becomes 
difficult to quickly assess



Best-Value Example

• Helped us to simplify

CRITERIA WEIGHT FIRM 101 FIRM 102 FIRM 103 FIRM 105 FIRM 101 FIRM 102 FIRM 103 FIRM 105

(STAGE II) Written Proposal Score 30 88.9 85.8 85.4 79.4 30.0 29.0 28.8 26.8

(STAGE III) Team Presentations 15 4.2 8.5 9.1 7.4 6.9 14.0 15.0 12.2

(STAGE III) Key Personnel Interviews 30 4.8 7.8 8.7 6.1 16.6 26.9 30.0 21.0

(STAGE IV) Cost Proposal 25 32,000,000$  28,500,000$  29,000,000$  32,500,000$  22.3 25.0 24.6 21.9

Total Points: 100

75.7 94.9 98.4 81.9

4 2 1 3

RAW DATA RESULTS



Consensus Meetings

• Were able to use newly formatted spreadsheets to focus on 
‘differentials’ between ratings

• Allowed the consensus meeting to be performed quicker and 
more efficiently (compared to traditional meetings)  



Lesson Learned #4

• Once you have “seen the light”, it is hard to go back to traditional 
ways of doing things

• Struggle is real, and not every client/project will want to run 
things in this manner, which can become difficult for you as a 
procurement agent (after you have seen more effective ways).  
Part of our job is to help mentor clients on becoming better, but 
this isn’t as easy as it may sound
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