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18t r'ébruary 2008,

Hon Mu,hael McLeod, Ministet:", ., o o ! :
Department. ofMumclpal&Commumty Affalrs, ot 0 .y - FEB 271 2006
‘Government of the: Northwestlemtones e O ~

Yellowkmfe NT '

Re: RFP for Bundled Implementatlon of F ive 'Commumtv Water Treatment Plants

Dear Mlmster McLeod

_Dowland Contractlng Ltd subm1tted a proposal on ovember 28 2007 to the GNWT

Department of Mumc1pal & Communlty alrs for the 'llowmg GNWT des1gn build
mltlatlve -

_Bundled Implementatton of Ftve Commumty Water Treatment Plant.s
Department of Mumczpal and Commumty Aﬁ’azrs e

' RFP082003/PM005143

Dowland pre-quahﬁed for- this opportumty by submv'ttl' y-an Express1on of Interest in
August 2007. Five firms expressed an mterest at the irst opportumty and the GNWT
opted to quality two of these for the second round of submissions — Dowland & Corix

’ Dowland was notified on- January 25,2008 that' the: pr0Ject was to be awarded to Corix of
British Columbia. “We were advrsed that our propo al could have been stlonger in the
following areas: s -

o Ease of Operations o
. Warranty Options.
- Support Opttons

~ The GNWT did not identify ouf 7 ject . costmg as_an area where we oould have been
stronger therefore our. costing st learly competltwe and most likely lower
in cost than the selected proponent espemally constdermg the apphcatron of the BIP




We found it odd that during the evaluatron of thrs comphcated submrssron that we were ,
not contacted to provide any additional mformatron to clarify our submission. In our
experience it is common for Owners to ask many questions- regarding a submission,
partrcularly one as complex as this. - The ‘only communication we had was regarding a
review of our costing and allowances for products that we were told were exempt from
the GNWT Business Incentive policy (BIP). We were asked no questrons to clanfy any
of the noted “areas where we could have been stronger”

Since the notification of this decrsron we have had some drstmbmg questlons arise over
the RF Q/RFP process 1nclud1ng the followmg ' .

1. Did MACA. attempt to undermrne pomts awarded to Dowland for BIP durmg the
" RFP evaluatron? .

2. MACA’s failure to ask even a srngle questlon with regards to our submission
- leads us to wonder if our subrmssron was taken serrously :

3. Itis apparent that MACA had been talkmg to Conx, the successful proponent on

; —and-off for months prior to the i issuance of the RFQ/RFP “This is troubling.

- Anyone reading the handout that was' given 1o five’ ‘community representatives

attending a MACA meeting in Apnl 2007, could be forgiven for believing that

this MACA-Corix presentation was a “Fait accomph” with Corix presented as the

~ contractor of choice by MACA. Corix was clearly presented as “The Solution” to

the problems' GNWT has had with the- construction of water treatment plants in |

the past. MACA would have worked with Corix to develop exactly what they

~ wanted in terms of a program, ‘which would have ‘been a huge advantage when it

" came to responding to- the RFP. Corix, therefore had much more t1me than any
other proponent to review and refme 1ts proposal ' :

The followmg are attached to tlns e-mall

' Correspondence re BIP between MACA & Dowland
Dowland’s BIP Listing

“MACA Handout for 2007 Commumty Meetrng in YK
Original RFP ‘ R
Letter of Regret to Dowland from MACA' VS

" The fact that this RFP. was 1ssued for pubhc response necessanly nnphes that no group
had an inside track and that equal opportunity is afforded-all proponents. Our view is that-
the RFP process heré was a-sham and that there-is a'real perceptron that the entire RFP -
and RFP evaluation pard lip service to the GNWT standards governmg thlS type of public
solicitation. - i N SRS EN :




ture in the NWT we have.
hen we are excluded from

Dowland has over 25 years of exp
worked in every commumty in the North
participating on a major pro;eot as'd res\
partlcular southern contractor :

Is it the pohcy of this Govemrnent to support southern contractors in- competltxon with
: competent quahﬁed Northern busmess ' : :

at youf _,ev1ew ﬂ‘!lS matter at
,voIved during the enure process p0551bly

DoWIand is rev'l‘ewmg all optl"o“n'S“
your earliest convenience with the
as far. back as 2006.

Yours .’cr.uly, ~

Guy Peﬁﬂ’aerten .
‘President o R
emberton@dowland.ca-. - . .

Tnuvik ~>‘YeHQWkni;f¢_é‘iEdmjfo‘nfoﬁw jra cPralrle~Wh1tehorse~Anch01agc '

rence of Lin—elected ofﬁc1als fora -







. Northwest ' : et o
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- January 25, 2008 -
: Guy Pemberton S e SR EIEARL
~ Dowland Contracting Ltd N
P.O. BOX 1660

INUVIK, _NT XOE QT.O';

Dear Mr, Pemberton

Request for Proposals# RFP082003/PM005143H

. Thank you- for your proposal dated November 28 2007 for the above referenced
work. We also recelved proposals from ' :

CORIX Water Systems/ ADCO North 1 Dillon Consultrng

We evaluated atl proposals m accordance thh cnterra outhned m the Request for |
Proposals . . A :

- We regret. to mform you that your proposai was t» the hrghest rated the proposal
from CORIX Water Systems/ ADCO-North / Dilion" Consulting was the highest
rated. Your proposat was good bu .could ‘have.been: stronger in the following
areas: PR I

1Y Ease of Operatron
2) The Warranty Options -
3) The Support Op‘aons
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Should you desure we can also be avallable to dxscuss your proposal with respect ,
toits strengths and weaknesses : T :

We apprecnate aII the ‘time and effort you spent in preparlng your proposal and '
hope you will continue. to submit’ proposals when requested. Please forward the

appropriate documentatlon for reambursement of proposa! development cost up to
-$25,000 as provnded for in the RFP. - ‘

.. .Sincerely,

~ . Purchasing / Finance Officer
'+ Municipal and Community Affairs






