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• 700 Procurements
• $808 Million Construction services
• $1.7 Billion Non-construction services
• $1.3B Euro ($2B) construction test ongoing in the 

Netherlands
• Africa/Southeast Asia/Australia 
• ASU procurement - $100M cash savings over 10 

years
• GSA implementation in 2009
• 98% Customer satisfaction, 90% of PM/RM 

transactions minimized
• Increased vendor profits and decreased cost

PBSRG
(Performance Based Studies Research Group)
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Industry Structure
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Decision making: what is the minimum standard, and do all 
contractors meet the minimum standards
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Best Value System
Performance Information Procurement 
System (PIPS)
PM model, Risk Management model

PHASE 3:

MANAGEMENT 
BY RISK 

MINIMIZATION
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SELECTION
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PRE-PLANNING

QUALITY 
CONTROL

Best Value also known as “sealed competitive bid” in State of Texas

Performance Information Procurement System Performance Information Procurement System 
(PIPS)(PIPS)
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Vendor Selection Criteria (Performance)

• Past performance information on the critical elements (15%)

• Scope( as understood by the vendor from RFP) (20%)

• Schedule with major milestones (10%)

• Risk assessment value added (RAVA) plan (25%)

• Interview of key personnel (30%)
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Remember – PIPS Has Multiple 
Filters

Self Regulating Loop (PIPS)
(Six Sigma DMAIC Generated)

Actions
• Minimize data flow
• Minimize analysis
• Minimize control

Capability To Do Project

Preplanning, Risk 
Management
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Vendor
No Summary Criteria Out of Incumbent B C
1 RAVA Plan 10 5.91 7.09 6.31
2 Transition Milestone Schedule 10 5.17 6.96 6.33
3 Interview 25 15.77 16.78 13.53
4 Past Performance Information - Survey 10 9.80 9.99 9.82
5 Past Performance Information - #/Clients Raw # 5.67 3.00 4.42
6 Past Performance Information - Financial 10 7.02 8.67 6.90
7 Financial Rating 10 4.00 8.00 8.00
8 Financial Return - Commissions Raw $ 30,254,170$    60,137,588$    64,000,000$    
9 Capital Investment Plan Raw $ 14,750,000$    20,525,000$    12,340,000$    

10 Equipment Replacement Reserve Raw $ 7,213,342$     4,100,001$     8,171,811$     
Finanical Totals 52,217,512$    84,762,589$    84,511,811$    

Vendor
No Summary Criteria Weight/Out of Incumbent Best Value C
1 RAVA Plan 28 16.55 19.85 17.67
2 Transition Milestone Schedule 2 1.03 1.39 1.27
3 Interview 25 15.77 16.78 13.53
4 Past Performance Information - Survey 9 8.82 8.99 8.84
5 Past Performance Information - #/Clients 1 1.00 0.53 0.78
6 Past Performance Information - Financial 15 10.53 13.01 10.35
7 Financial Rating 5 2.00 4.00 4.00
8 Financial Return - Commissions 7 3.31 6.58 7.00
9 Capital Investment Plan 6 4.31 6.00 3.61

10 Equipment Replacement Reserve 2 1.77 1.00 2.00
100 65.09 78.13 69.04

Arizona State University Food Services Contract

$32M more over ten years



After 1 Year: Monitoring/Evaluation 
based on measurements

• Increase sale of food by 14%
• Increased cash to ASU by 23%
• Minimized management cost by 80%
• Increased customer satisfaction by 

37%
• Increased capital investment by 

100%

No Category
1 Total Revenue ($M) 27.02$       30.83$             3.81$         14%
2 Total Return & Commissions ($M) 2.17$         2.67$               0.50$         23%
3 Captial Investment Contract ($M) 14.75$       30.83$             18.08$       109%
4 Captial Investment 2006 vs. 2007 ($M) 0.26$         5.70$               5.44$         2092%
5 ASU Administration (# of People) 7 1.5 -5.5 -79%
6 Customer (Student) Satisfaction (1-10) 5.2 7.1 1.9 37%
7 Myster Shopper Satisfaction N/A 9.6 -- --

FY 06-07 
Incumbent

FY 07-08 New 
Vendor Difference % Difference

Final ASU IT Networking ContractFinal ASU IT Networking Contract

• ASU IT Networking previously 
performed in-house

• ASU IT Network Details
– 76,000 Students and Faculty
– 5 yr. Contract
– 4 Different Campuses 

• ASU chose “As-Is” option

ASU Maintenance
Annual Cost

Qwest Maintenance
Annual Cost

Total Annual Qwest
Savings

Total Qwest Annual
Value Added and Savings

$13,981,934 $12,500,000 1,481,934 2,756,934

Vendor Created Information EnvironmentVendor Created Information Environment

Old Operational Structure New Operational Structure

Complicated Management Structure 
Single  Management Structure 
“Seamless Organization”

No measurement Fully measured  

No accountability Qwest responsible for entire operation

Requires more labor 26% less labor



Dominant InformationDominant Information

• Dominant Performance Indicators
– Overall cost of network
– Top of the line networking
– Network Sustainability/Accessibility
– Customer Satisfaction

• Documentation of Deviations to financials

Dominant Measurements
ASU 

Current 
Qwest     

Value Add 

Overall Cost of Network
Annual IT Spend Ratio (new vs 
maintenance) 17/83 48/52

Top-of-the-line Networking
% Converged 7% 100%
% Mobility 2% 100%
% Equipment not out-of-date 58% 95%

Network Sustainability/Accessibility
% Equipment not needing replacement 
(Not at end-of-maintenance) 88% 100%

Customer Satisfaction
Speed/Quickness Available (Wired / 
Wireless):
% 1Gb - Wired Connections 59% 98%
% of 300Mb - Wireless Connections 8% 32%

Dev. Cap, Exp. Maint. FOE Costs Total

Year 1 Exp. 4,100,000$  1,652,000$ 6,818,000$  12,570,000$ 
Ex. Risk X 100,000$  100,000$     -$             -$              100,000$       
Ex. Risk X 100,000$  100,000$     (25,000)$     -$              75,000$         
Ex. Risk X 50,000$    -$              50,000$       -$              50,000$         
Ex. Risk X 25,000$    25,000$       -$             -$              25,000$         
New Year 1 275,000$  4,325,000$  1,677,000$ 6,818,000$  12,820,000$ 

Current Performance LinesCurrent Performance Lines

20

No Criteria Unit Overall A B C D E F G H I J K L M N

1 Overall Contractor Performance (1-10) 9.8 9.1 10.0 9.7 10.0 9.8 9.8 9.8 9.8 9.8 9.8 9.7 10.0 8.7 9.7

2 Oldest job surveyed Years 33 23 3 19 23 27 5 13 33 17 23 11 7 26 6

3 Average age of jobs surveyed Years 9 10 1 12 8 18 4 5 19 10 12 7 3 9 3

4 Age sum of all projects that never leaked Years 2,654 150 14 119 77 785 173 70 388 194 303 206 77 213 99

5 Age sum of all projects that do not leak Years 3,825 358 19 144 145 863 201 116 800 287 425 274 77 438 116

6 Percent of customers that would purchase again % 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%

7 Percent of jobs that do not leak % 99% 92% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%

8 Percent of jobs completed on time % 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%

9 Percent of satisfied customers % 100% 97% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%

10 Percent of inspected roofs with less than 5% ponded water % 99% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 56% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 98% 100%

11 Percent of inspected roofs with less than 1% deterioration % 96% 96% 100% 96% 100% 98% 98% 63% 92% 98% 100% 100% 100% 90% 91%

12 Percent of inspected roofs with less than 1/4" slope % 89% 89% 93% 89% 100% 88% 93% 60% 94% 100% 100% 100% 92% 24% 85%

13 Average job area (of jobs surveyed and inspected) SQ 332 497 569 122 234 195 419 196 778 248 579 178 238 327 59

14 Total job area (of job surveyed and inspected) SQ 200,905 24,334 8,529 3,300 5,845 9,940 22,207 8,213 38,899 14,907 28,379 9,639 5,703 16,679 3,188

15 Total number of returned surveys / Number of jobs surveyed # 420 / 615 39 / 54 14 / 15 12 / 27 18 / 26 49 / 51 53 / 53 22 / 42 44 / 51 30 / 60 35 / 50 39 / 54 24 / 24 47 / 51 41 / 55

16 Total number of jobs inspected # 556 54 15 27 26 51 53 16 51 60 17 54 24 51 55

17 Total number of different customers surveyed & inspected # 255 32 5 15 11 6 2 27 19 48 25 9 1 5 48

19 Total number of Alpha Inspection Surveys # N/A 4 1 5 3 9 4 2 5 5 5 1 1 6 1

20 Certification Status Status N/A
Under 
Survey

Current Current Current Current Current Current Current Under 
Survey

Current Current Current Under 
Survey

Current

• The concept 
was here the 
entire time

• No one knew 
how to 
transfer the 
logic and 
common 
sense into 
something so 
“complex”



Q&A

• Drop business cards into my hat to receive journal 
paper

• Looking for clients, designers, and contractors who 
wish to partner in the effort

• Looking for visionaries to work hand in hand with 
the university 

2011 Best Value Annual Conference
Feb 21-24, 2011  in Tempe, AZ 

Learn to maintain the level of quality 
from selection to award, mimize the 
politics, write a contract of the future, 
advance your skills, implement a 
sucessful delivery model and much, 
much more.    

CEUs available for all professional 
designations! 

Early Registration and Group Rates.  

For more details visit us at: 
www.pbsrg.com

Contact: Sylvia Romero at (480) 965-1252


