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Hon. MichaelMcLeod, Mi11i~t~r::·:, . _ ., . , _. • . . . ~:~af B¥!t!~~:;w:,Ji~fo 
. -,~· 11 RY 

EB 21 2008 

. -Re: · _.· _· RFi>;·for Buridled"I1nplemenfatitfo, br:i~tve Comfn·Jnftv:WatefTreatment Plants 
• •,•, >< • ,.:;.. • • • •, .. •u• , • • 

. . . . . 

-Dear._ Mirrlste_r. Mctet>tl, , .-. · · 

~ii~:~:f:[::t1~!f;JuJi~~~i~:!Iii,i:1iu\~1~~~~~i0d!ig~~!~ 
/· . 

. Bundled Jmplemen_tqfioli ofFi~e CttlJfmuhi~::Water_-'TreatmentP !ants. 
Departrne.nt of Mttni:cipqf·an4iCotmnu~ity.Affti}rs, ..... 
~ftl?t:vt?{f J&r1;1iwesl1¥it,itiJfres ,, ,, ' .... · ... 

~:::~cmrtq;r:!ii~t:ti~{fl;~lt::::~(1£tp:=:0:JJ:';~~; 
opted to._ quality two ?flheseforthe ,_seconpJ Q:YJ1~: pf:$ubml'.$$I◊trS.-- ~ow.land & Corix . 

.. ., 

[i~[~!f Jt;::1:;::u~::t~:ni~::1~f1eii:~s:ie:::r~:!11;0!xt~! 
. • . . · . 

:•· Ease :tJf 0~erations: · · 
-• Warra11ty Qptions. .. _ 
--~-· · siippoiiPi,tion:t · 

. .. . · .. . 



. - . . 
, ' •• t .' .~ ·.:- • 

' ··i· 

We found it odd that during the evaluati~n of thi$ complicated ·s1:1brnission that we were . 
riot corita~ted to provide any additional informatfon to clarify our· submission. In· our 
experience · it is co~cm for. Owners to ask° inany questions-regarding a submission, . 
particularly one as complex as this~ 1he ·9µ}y: ::qe:>mn.ninication we h.a~ \vas regarding a 
review of our costing and allowances for ,.products that we were tqld were exempt from 
the GNWT Business Incentive policy '(BIP). We were asked im questions to clarify any 
. of the noted "areas where we. could have be~n. strong~r':. · . 

Since the notificati~n of this decision ;e h;ve. had so~e d1sturbing questions arise. ·over 
the RFQ/RFP process including the followjng_: : : : · .. 

. ·.. ' . ' . .. .. · . . . 

1 
· 1. Did_MACA-attempt to: uriqe~n~.:.pq{m$ :~warpe·~· tb 'powland .' foi- BIP .duting the . 

RF.P evaluation? . · ·. . :. · · · .. · .. : . . - . 

2 . . MACA's failure to ask ev~n ·a single :qu~stion with regards to Ot!r submission 
leads us to wonder if our. s_µbJ)lission: was, :take1.J: seriQusly .. · · 

. . •. ; . . · .,·;· ····' ...• 

3. It is· app~ent that _MACA had b~~Iltalkfugto Com; the ~uccessful proponent,.·on 
-and-off for months .prior · to ·t~&:'. issifance 'of the. RFQ/RFP .··· This is troubling. 
Anyone reading: the handout that-,Was·;, gi:ven·1cf·ifive:'ioinmunity representatives 
attending a MACA me~ting in. April 2007,. could · be· forgiyen (or believing that 
this MACA-Corix•presentation· was· a "Fait:a.ccompW' with Corix presented as the 
contractor of choice by MACA. Co'fi.x was clearly-·presented as ''Th~ Soluti9n" to 

. the problems · GNWT has had .. Wtth, .the -~6nstiuctiori of water treatment plants in 
.the past. MACA would have ·workect' with. C,orix ·to develop exactly what -they 
wanted in terms of -~ piogr~, . wWch ~0~1~:have ·be~n ·a huge advantage when it 

. came to- responding to-the R.Fl\ Corix, ·therefo·re,'·had 1m;1ch·:more time.than any . 
other proponent -~o . review arid -r~fiQe·its~propiisat:?<0

~-~"- ; . : _. ., , ,.:: • • • • • • 

. . . . : . . . . . . . • 

The foilowing are attached to this e-mail: · 
. . . . •·· 

• . Correspondence re BIP,-be~eri-'~CA')~;·'tiowland . :·: 
• DowJand's BIF° Listing · : · · . .·. .· · _ · · · 
~ MACA Handout for 2007 Co~~~ty ¥~eting· in YI( -
• (?riginal RFP ... : . . : -, ..... : .. ,, ;; ; ·.:·:.::~K ,-o.•·~~-;~ ·,~,•~ ,.,-:4~\.);.~o__;,:.,,; ; ,-... ·,~·: ·· ·· 
• Letter of Regretto Dowlandfrom:·MA:cA,:~ ·• ·. :-.\ · : .. .- : 

' •. ,._ .:, ~ . . - . . 

. The fact that this RFP . was issued Jor ,publifrespo~e ·necess~rily implies that no group . 
had an. inside track ~nd that equal oppoi:tµnity i$: ~ff,9.rd~d · aJI proponents. Our view js that · 

. the RFP process here · was a · sham arid :t)i~i ·there:>i{'a':ieal -'perception· that the entire· RFP 
and RFP eva1ua~ion paid lip service to the GNWI siandards:goveming this type of public 

. ·solicitation. : . . , . . , , /-. · ·,r •.· . . ,_ .. ·,.;.--,<,, i .. , : · · 
. :· ~ ' . . . . . 

., .... · , · --· -·· ... , ·:;::~/:,,.: . :;:-i.; . .::i D:f,,.~,-~i')/::· .. ; .. · . 
. <· . ·· ,· . ,: : . . • 

., . 
. . 

· . .; ·' ' 



.Dowland ha.s over25 y~ars ofyxperi~ctJ}~'J)µt_t~~:\;jii'f(~tr.tt.ctµre.in tbe NWT; we have 
worked in ey~ry co111muni~y in.the Nort~·;:~~JfJ~(ij}~~ :~~Y, .. \\'heffwe Me exch1de<l from 
partic{patingona ·major, project as a·resµIfo;£'.tJi~J,ref~reri~e q{fui~elected officials for a 
parti~ular souther11 contractot\· · ... ,:,> . . . . . . . . . 

Is it the pblicy of this Govetnnletit to· stippd:rt<sQufuern e:ontractors i~- competition with 
· · corµpetent qualified N orthetn bµsi~e:sse.s?\ _ _, · . · · · 

Dowland.·-~S reviewing :ail· options atj~fs:fW¼~t:W\~ :r~qti~§.fll#it yo~ ·reyi~w th:ismatter_ at 
your earliest convenience with·:the ·offici~l~:i11yQiy~d- during the entire process, possibly 
asfar back as 2006. . . . · .. _. . . . . · 

Y_ours truly, . 

Guy Pem erton 
· President · 
gpemberto11@dovvland.ca- . 
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Northw~st · · 
· Territories MunicipaJ:oncl C6r.t}rtlQhJ:r\lAffqitS 

Guy PemtJ.:~rtorr· . . 
Dowland Contracting Ud. 
P.O. BOX-1660 . . 
INUVI.K, ·NT XOE 'OTO · 

Dear Mr. Pemberton: 

... 
•• I• 

•· ... • .. • . 
,·,' ·.. . •·.• ·, 

..... 

', ·. 

Regu~·st for Proposals# .. RFP08200$"/PM0:05:14.3:· 
.··: 

... , . .,.,, .. 
. . .. 

RFP082003 

·. · January is, 200:a 

. Thank you .for you_r propos.a.l .:QcltEld. No~~mtier-·_:2a(:20:01 fpr t~e a.bove referenced 
work. We also received propo$~l.$ftp:11(·_ ·, .. · · · 

,' .·· ·.• 

We evaluatetj al:I proposals lh accordc311~e.With·-.crit~rlao.utnnE9.d·inJhel Request for 
Proposals. · · · · ..... : ··: · ... · .. · · · : : · . · · · · · ·. 

• ' . t" :. :-· • • .. :· ... . ~ - ' • 

. We regtetto inform ·yotJ thatyour.proposal:Was;.npt: tn:ehighesf rated; the proposal 
from CORIX Water Systems[ AO(}Q. :Klodhc} DJUon ·con$ultihg · was the highest 
rated .. Your proposal was· g:00.d, b.ut.c.oµ!q.:h~ve::.bee.q: strong~r in the ·following 
areas: · · · · · : · · ·· · · · ·.:_·, · .. :· · · : · · · 

1)· Ease of Q~~r~ti~~-: · · 
2) The Warranty.Options:. 
3} The Sup.port-6ptiqns:· . 

.. • ' •• • • • ~ . • • •• ~ • • • • • i" • 

. ....... • 

., .... '. 

· .... ·· . 
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.. ·· ... •.•. 

1 .: 

'• .... • .. 
. ,• ·' 

Should you desire, we can also be available to discu~s your proposal with respect 
to its strengths and Weaknesses. • . · · ·· · ·· · · · · · 

We appreciate all· the·:. time· and ·effort/you spent in ·preparing· your p~oposal and 
hope YQU will contin'ue. to. ·_submit ·proppsa,~, wn .. ~n Jem.Je.steo~ Please fo'rward the. 
appropriate documentation fo~· rermbµrsement ·of proposal devel.opment cost up to 

· $25,000 as· provided for in th~~f RFP.·. · .. · · · · 

. .Si~~erely, · .· 

: .·. ··(j· <Llo~ . (,-1,---".l~. . : . ·. . . 
••• ........ (. J'• ••• : • • • 

. . . . ' . . . 
on. Goudie · 

.. . . Purchas.ing ./ Finance Officer 
i: - ·:.·· ·· _:::: Municipal and ·comml:Jnity .J~Jf~irs 

/ .. :·. ·: 
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