Pima County Clerk of the Board

Julie Castaneda

Administration Division Document and Micrographics Mgt. Division
130 W. Congress, 5" Floor 1640 East Benson Highway
Melissa Manriquez Tucson, AZ 85701 Tucson, Arizona 85714
Deputy Clerk Phone: (520)724-8449 - Fax: (520) 222-0448 Phane: (520) 351-8454 « Fax: (520) 791-6666

May 10, 2017

Eric A. Ponce, Vice President

New Image Building Services, L.L.C.
219 E. Mabel Street

Tucson, AZ 85705

RE: Appeal of the Pima County Procurement Director’'s decision regarding Solicitation
No. 247198, Janitorial Services

Dear Mr. Ponce:

In accordance with Pima County Code 11.20.010(J), please be advised that we are in
receipt of your request to appeal the decision of the Procurement Director in the
aforementioned matter. A hearing has been scheduled before the Pima County Board of
Supervisors on Tuesday, May 16, 2017, at 9:00 a.m. or thereafter, at the following
location:

Pima County Administration Building
Board of Supervisors Hearing Room
130 West Congress, 1st Floor
Tucson, AZ 85701
If you have any questions concerning this hearing, please contact this office at 724-8449.

Sincerely,

Julie Ctaﬁeda
Clerk of the Board

C: Mary Jo Furphy, Procurement Director
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May 10, 2017

Julie Castafieda, Clerk of the Board
Pima County Clerk of the Board
130 W. Congress Street 5™ Floor
Tucson, AZ 85701

Re: Solicitation # 247199 Janitorial Services — Appeal to the Board of Supervisors

Dear Julie,

This letter is to formally Appeal Pima County Procurement Director, Mary Jo Furphy decision, dated
May 4, 2017, to dismiss our Protest letter dated April 28, 2017 (attached). Pursuant to Pima County
Procurement Code Section 11.20.010J Appeal to the Board of Supervisors must be submitted to Pima
County Clerk of the Board within five (5) business days from Pima County Procurement Director’s
decision.

Atfter review of the evaluation documents obtained by Public Records Request (see attached), we found
that our proposal was the lowest cost in all three (3) groups with a savings of $967,834.55 to Pima
County in the five years of this contract.

G ISS Facility - New Image Bldg. Svcs. - Annuat Five Year

roup Annual Bid Annual Bid Difference Difference
1. Down Town Facilities $1,385,182.26 $1,300,828.60 -584,353.66 -5471,76R 30
2. Outlying "A" Facilities {North) $846,333.13 $787,706.92 -558,626.77 £793,121.05
3. Qutlying "B" Facilities (South) $955,005.08 $504,418.04 -550,587 .04 ~£757,535 30
Total $3,186,520.47 $2,992,953.56 5157 566.51 -$967,834.55

Key Fundamentals:
e Pima County will receive high quality service at a much lower cost
e Evaluation average score very similar, 94 points vs. 90 points
o Three of the five evaluators scored 199 point to New Image & 199 points to ISS
e Highest employee retention than all three bidders
o High satisfaction of existing Pima County customers

219 E. Mabel Street Tucson, AZ 85705 * Mailmg P.O. Box 388 Tucson AZ 83702
Phone : 520-740-9740 * Fax : 520-624-78 14 * E-mail : eponcef@newimagebuilding.com




Re: Solicitation # 247199 Janitorial Services — Appeal to the Board of Supervisors — Continued Page 2.

As the current service provider for Pima County Abrams Public Health Building as well Kino Sports
Complex and other municipalities including Court buildings, High Security Law Enforcement building
ete. we understand the commitment needed to fulfill the requirements of the industry we serve. Qur
daytime and nighttime team members are frequently inspecting facilities and assuring the cleaning
services are being delivered. See attached accolades we frequently receive from Pima
County...something not ordinary in our industry, but that we get frequently.

New Image Building Services respectfully request the following minimum remedy:

e Alternate 1 - Award Group 1. Down Town Facilities to New Image Building Services L..L.C.
and realize the highest annual savings of all three (3) groups. A savings of over $420,000.00
over five (5) years.

o Alternate 2 — Award Group 3. Qutiying “B” (South) to New Image Building Services L.L.C. to
continue existing services to Pima County Abrams Public Health building and realize a savings
of over $250,000.00 over five (5) vears.

Respectfully, *

7 AR

A . E.
5 w
\ Eric A.Y’Pgllgﬁ) \

“VeePrésident Q

ATTACHMENTS

Cc: Ligia G. Ponce, Owner New Image Building Services
File

219 E. Mabe! Street Tucson, AZ 85703 * Mailing P.O. Box 388 Tucson AZ 85702
Phone : 520-740-9740 * Fax ; 520-624-7814 # E-mail : eponcesinewimagchuilding com




PIMA CCUNTY PROCUREMENT DEPARTMENT
IR 130 W. CONGRESS ST., 3RD FLOOR, TUCSON, AZ 85701-1207

PIM NTY PHONE: (520) 724-8161 FAX: (520) 222-1484
Mary Jo Furphy
PROCUREMENT Procurement Director

Via Email: eponce@newimagebuilding.com

May 4, 2017

Eric A. Ponce, Vice President

New Image Building Services, LLC
219 E. Mabel Street

Tucson, AZ 85705

RE: Protest of Recommendation for Award
Solicitation No. 247199 Janitorial Services

Dear Mr. Ponce,

On April 28, 2017, | received your letter protesting the Notice of Recommendation for Award of Salicitation No.
247199, Janitorial Services, issued on April 21, 2017, which is naming ISS Facility Services, as the Awardee.

You are requesting that the Notice of Recommendation for Award noted above be reconsidered and that a new
Notice of Recommendation for Award be issued naming New Image Building Services, LLC, as the Awardee
for the reasons listed below.

You are claiming that the "bid® you submitted was the lowest cost in all three (3) groups with a savings of
$967,834.55 to Pima County in the five years of this contract. Calling your submittal a bid is not correct. The
Janitorial Services solicitation was conducted pursuant to Pima County Procurement Code 11.12.020,
Competitive Sealed Proposals. Pima County Procurement Code 11.12.020 requires the proposal define “the
relative impartance of price and other evaluation factors.” The solicitation clearly defined that price was being
rated at 30 out of 100 potential points. New Image’s proposal was the lowest-cost proposal and it received the
maximum 30 points allowed for cost, however, it fell short on the gualifications aspects of the proposal with a
score of 90 out of 100 potential points.

You are also claiming that New Image Building Services proposal clearly exceeded the Minimum Qualifications
listed on the solicitation. Minimum Qualifications are pass or fail requirements. Only proposals that meet all of
the Minimum Qualifications move on to the scoring component of the evaluation. New Image's proposal met
the Minimum Qualifications and was evaluated based on the listed critera.

You are also pointing out some specific evaluator comments that you feel have negatively affected your score.
The comments made by the evaluation committee members are not unreasonable. Evaluation committee
members are directed and entrusted to review proposals thoroughly, responsibly and ethically. Committee
members review proposals on an individual basis. Each proposal is evaluated against the criteria based on
how thorough, complete and relevant the proposer responded to the gquestions. Proposals that do not fully
answer the guestions or are too vague, receive lower scores with comments such as those of Exhibit C:
Questionnaire, item C, that you are referencing in your letter.

After compilation of the individual scores, a consensus meeting was held to discuss the individual scores and
the score deviations, and to review the individual comments. Committee members had an open discussion and
members with the highest and lowest scores were provided the opportunity to justify and/or defend their scores



Mr. Eric A. Ponce

New Image Building Services, LLC
May 4, 2017

Page Two

and change them if deemed appropriate. The committee members chose to not make any changes to their
scores, and consensus was reached naming 1SS Facility Services, Inc., as the awarded Contractor for all three
groups. The evaluators have provided their scores and the math is correct. The evaluation process was

completed correctly.

Additionally, you mention that New Image is a Minority Woman Owned Small Business. That information
cannot factor into the decision since Pima County Code requires a Race and Gender-neutral program. Whiie
New Image is a certified Small Business for Janitoria! Services, Code restricts the use of preference points to

contracts of $500,000 or less.

Pursuant to Pima County Procurement Code 11.20.010.E (1), | have determined that the protest does not state
a valid basis for protest. Therefore, your protest is dismissed.

You may appeal this decision to the Board of Supervisors by filing an appeal with the Clerk of the Board within
five business days of the date of this written decision pursuant to Pima County Procurement Code Section
11.20.010.H. if you file an appeal with the Board of Supervisors, the Board will consider the protest at a
regularly scheduled meeting within 30 days of this decision. The Board may, with or without a hearing, either
accept the decision or determine an appropriate remedy.

Sincerely,

Mieva

Procurement Director )

Attachment. New Image Building Services, LLC, protest letter dated April 28, 2017 (17 pages)

c.  C.H. Huckleberry, County Administrator
T. Burke, Deputy County Administrator
A. Wilber, Materials & Services Division Manager
M. Lynch, Commodity Contracts Officer
L. Josker, Facilities Management Director
T. Rosen, Deputy County Attorney
Interested Parties
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April 28, 2017

Mary Jo Furphy, Director

Pima County Procurement

130 W. Congress Street 3™ Floor
Tucson, AZ 85701

Re: Soliciiation # 247199 Janitorial Services — PROTEST

Dear Mary Jo,

This letter is o formally protest the Notice of Recommendation for Award dated Friday April 21, 2017
regarding Solicitation # 247199 Janitorial Services. Afier our review of the evaluation documents
obtained by Public Records Request, we found that our bid submittal was the lowest cost in all three (3)
groups with a savings of $967,834.55 to Pima County in the five years of this contract. Below are just a
few of the key elements from the evaluation documents we feel have impacted our points negatively.

o  Minimum Qualifications per RFP were clearly exceeded, well documenied and included in
proposal submittal by New Image Building Services.

e We included an extensive staffing plan that quantified number of staffing that would be required
for each of the three (3) groups. This was noted as a weakness by an evaluator who stated,
“Didn’t mention estimate of new hires required”

s We currently employ over 100 employees as stated in our implementation plan of each group.
This was also noted as a weakness by an evaluator who stated, *‘] have concerns that the present
number of employees is only 10 and it would require a large number of new employees....”

o We provided a detailed list of common equipment and products we would provide for each
group as required in Exhibit C: Questionnaire item “C” Equipment & Product. It was noted as a
deficiency by an evaluator who stated, “Does not specify how and when and where equipment
and product would be used”. “I’mi not convinced that the guantity of equipment needed is
adequate. Not sure the equipment list was “needed” or “have” equipment.

o Under Exhibit C: Questionnaire item “C” — Equipment & Product does not ask for a purchase
plan for equipment. This was noted as a weakness by evaluator who stated, “Dogs not show a
purchase plan for equipment”

o Under Exhibit C: Questionnaire item “C” — Equipment & Product clearly states to list common
equipment and products needed to provide services. This was noted as a weakness by evaluator
who stated, “Not sure the equipment list was “needed” or “have” equipment.

e One evaluator made a comment that is concerning to me. “Out of my element. ..but not sure how
well “communication log books™ work. If evaluating Janitorial Services is out of someone’s
element, why are they asked to evaluate?

219 E. Mabel Street Tucson, AZ 85705 * Mailing P.O. Box 388 Tucson AZ 85702
Phone : 320-740-9740 * Fax : 520-624-7814 * E-mail ; eponcetnewimagcbuilding.com




Re: Soliciiation # 247199 Janitorial Services — PROTEST ~ Continued

Our commitment to quality control. customer service and going above and beyond is what we do and
have done for over fificen (15) years. Below is what we currently bring to Pima County as a current
vendor and what we could continue to do if given the opportunity to remain a business partner of Pima
County.

« By being a Minority Women Owned Small Business we do not have the large overhead that
simply adds to the cost of services. We are proud to own our office/warehouse building here in
Tucson as well as own many of our fleet vehicles. To reiterate, Pima County would realize a
savings of nearly One Million (5$1,000,000) dollars over five years.

*  As the current service provider for Pima County Abrams Public Health Building as well Kino
Sports Complex and other municipalities we understand the commitment needed to fulfili the
requirements of the industry we are in. Qur daytime and night time Team members are
frequently inspecting facilities and assuring the cleaning service are being delivered. See
attached accolades we frequently receive from Pima County...something not ordinary in the
janitorial industry, but we get {requently.

Based on the total points scored between #1 ranked vendor ISS Facility Services (94 points) and #2
ranked vendor New Image Building Services L.L.C. (90 points) we feel that the difference is so
msignificant, considering the savings in cost Pima County would realize, that Pima County should re-
consider the Notice of Recommendation of Award from ISS Facility Services to New Image Building
Services L.L.C.

Respectﬁﬂly:t

;’" '

Eric A. Ponges
Vice President

ATTACBMENTS

Cc: Meagan Lynch, Pima County Procurement
Ligia G. Ponce, Owner New Image Building Services
File

219 . Mabel Street Tucson, AZ 85705 * Mailing P.O. Box 388 Tucson AZ 85702
Phone : 520-740-9740 * Fax : 520-624-7T814 * F-mai! : eponce@@newimapebuilding.com
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PIMA COUNTY

PROCUREMENT

NOTICE OF RECOMMENDATION FOR AWARD

The Pima County Procurement Department hereby issues forma! notice to respondents
to Solicitation # 247199 for Janitorial Services that the following listed respondent will be
recommended for award as indicated below. The award action is ‘scheduled {o be

Date of Issue: April 21, 2017

performed by the Board of Supervisors on or after May 16, 2017.

Award is recommended to the Highest Scoring Respondent.

GROUP AWARDEE NAME BID AMOUNT | TOTAL AWARD AMOUNT
1. Downtown Facilities | (SS Facility Services, Inc. $1,385,182.26

dba 1SS Facility Services, : _

inc.
2. Qutlying A Facilities | ISS Facility Services, Inc. $846,333.13
(North) dba 1SS Facllity Services, _

© Inc.

3. Qutlying B Facilities ISS Facility Services, Inc. $955,005.08
{South and West) dba 1SS Facllity Services, _

Inc.

TOTAL $3,186,520.47 $3,200,000.00

OTHER RESPONDENT NAMES

Bio-Janitorial Service, inc. dba Bio-Janitorial
New Image Building Services LLC
R and N Services, Inc. dba Jani-King of Tucson

tssued by: Meagan Lynch, Commodity Contracts Officer

Telephone Number: £520-724-9071

This notice is in compliance with Pima County Procurement Code §11.20.010(C).

Copy to: Pima County SBE via e-mail at SBE@pima.gov

Page 1 of 1















RFP 247199 Janitorial Services

Aim

Strength

Bio-Janitorial

A Uy,

2) New hires work with site frainer for whalever period of ma is

deermed -~ -sssary.

3) Geher  escriplion of program is adequate.

4) Clearly aefined training objectives for individual employee

training,

5) Initial hire training before employee hits ihe ground; *wide

~-"ay of lraining malesials; Documented OSHA required annual
ining

|

188
- - - Farsopal Yraiig
Y pmovs wonm iy (0 on-gong 1. g 00 an myems of
employees.With routine safety audits 1o promate safety Very detailed and

thareugh.

2} Training modules complete and include all OSHA requirements. Training
show  gih and frequency and mentions who {rains the people and what
trainir.y «.2y have had fo qualify them, Covers technique, purpese and
goals. Shows certificates and testing for pass/fail grade. A good
comprehensive program.

3) Clearly defined individual employee training program spefled out.

4} Proposal indicates a commitment to training  Tharough inilial #rdining, on-
gaing development and safely training in classroom and on the job. A good
[amount of training hours are invested in their employees, Use of training
audits reinforce leaming is put in action.

5 point -
1} Verv wivivugu wananyg seunn e ane uaes as
throt  utthe employees career,

2} Tt have mandatory training modules all stan . ouwsis @ (eyurcu w
aitend.

3) Bampie list of modules and attendees shaws afl OSHA mandates and
rasponds ie Counly requirements.

4} Documentaticn of required information present,

R&R {Janl-King) |
Uy Gty e,

3) Wide array of iraining lopics available to franchises through
ihe Regional office.

Weaknesses

iencies

Defic]

1) Does not draw @ cohnection between description and an
aclual class. Only one day of training shown. Llst is not very
extensive. Appears company has never had to do exlensive
lraining as would be required for this contract.
List of local employees not specifically indicated as requestad
E-2
3} *wide array of training materials noted but nol "training" with a
roster or signalure of an empleyee being present or that Iraining
was offered other than hand outs.

1} Iss focuses on the Cleaning Excellence precesses and concepls Hasa
good green cleaning program,
Sample list of employees was not extensive.
, List of focal persannel and training modules incomplete as requesled in B«
2.

1) Didn't discuss hew much training is needed prior Io going out unassisied,
Out of 92 tocal employees only 8 were listed.

2) Doesn't mention required training before someone is allowed lo work
unassigted.

3) Does not show internal steps of company to train trainers. Using an
outside firm that presents [raining modules at set dates, Using video
training and giving exams but does not state who presents videos and if
they have any expertise or whal happens if you fail the exam.

4) Requested informalion in C-1 and C-2 is provided, bl not in list form.
Could be better aullined, nof witiziation of attendance forms and completion
cerlificates as examples.

5) Mandatory 1raining modules pricr 'e being assigned to an account/bldg,
in my opinion, i 35 than adequate when the training video for each unit is
between 1-minuw= and not more than B-minutes,

1) OSHA training was stated bul no proof of documentation is
listed. Datailed table of contents of Iraining but no mention of
aw much lraining is required {o be unassisted.
1 Doesn't mention when someane is trained enough to work
unassisled,
3) Does nhot specifically address OSHA training requirements,
no mention of biohazard or bloodborpe pathegens.
4) Green ¢leaning program indieated in RFP but not defined.
5) Appears as though a franchise can pick and choose the
training they provide thetr direct employnes.

Joes not mention who the trainer is and what their
wudlifications are. Does nol show complete OSHA mandaled
classes and those who attended.

2) 1 questiun why they have chosen iraining records from 2010
and not mere cLrrent

1) Bid nol indicate Jength of training before placment on job. Does nol
show site specific training. Did not show a complete lis! of lncal employees
and their training level

2) | may have missed it but | den't see any indication of tailgate safety
meetings, or other weekly/monthly safety meetings.

1} No list provided for current employees and cers

2) No OSHA training proof

3) No list of employees showing classes altended. No
cedfificates offered, no mention of time in training before
placement on joh

4} Current Iocal employees with the exceplion of key
personnal not indicated

5) No employes training records were provided, inclyding
OSHA mandated training.










Eric Ponce

From: Mauireen (Repniel Orhna <Reenie.Ochoca@pima.gov>
Sent:

To: Eric Fonce; Jesus Santos

cc: RAT s Lenadie

Subject:

Hi Eric & jesus-
Just wanted to say super big thanks for New Image assistance last night.

The crew you had on duty did a great job, especially under Daniel’s direction throughout the evening.
Daniel was wonderful to work with, most responsive, and great customer service.

We had very few issues with restrooms or trash, and when we did your crew was ready and willing to assist.
Thanks again,

Reenie

Reenie Ochoa, Director

Pima County Stadium District/Kino Sports Complex
2500 E. Ajo Way

Tucson, AZ 85713

(520) 222-1001 — Office

(520} 289-9747 — Cell


























