Award Justification Statement
Solicitation #AS21-189
Contract Title: NASPO ValuePoint Master Agreement for Walk-in Building Supplies

I.	RESULT
The Evaluation Committee determined that the proposal submitted by Lowes Companies, Inc. provides the best overall value.
II.	EVALUATION PROCESS
A request for proposals (RFP) was issued by the State of Utah to select a vendor to provided building supplies for walk-ins. Pursuant to Utah Code § 63G-6a-702(2), the RFP process was used because criteria other than cost were considered important in determining which vendor’s proposal provides the best value.
Proposals were evaluated in accordance with Part 7 of the Utah Procurement Code by an Evaluation Committee comprised of subject matter experts from the following States: Oregon, Nevada, Minnesota, and Utah. A representative from the State of Utah Division of State Purchasing was consulted throughout the process to ensure Procurement Code compliance but was not a voting member of the Evaluation Committee.
Following evaluation of mandatory minimum requirements, 2 Offerors advanced to the technical scoring stage, which was scored as follows:

III.	TECHNICAL CRITERIA – PROPOSAL EVALUATION
A.	Customer Service/Emergency Service 
In this category, proposals were evaluated against the following criteria:
a.	Explain your customer service policy.
b.	What are the normal operating hours of your retail outlets?
c.	How will you be able to help the end user who may experience an emergency, disaster, or other unusual event?

Of a possible 110 points in this category, Lowes received 96.8 points and Offeror B received 74.8 points. In the opinion of the Evaluation Committee, Lowes proposal met expectations with regard to the above criteria.
B.	Contract Management 
In this category, proposals were evaluated against the following criteria:
a.	Describe your strategy for contract management and support for participating state(s).
b.	Who will be your main contact for the overall management of this contract?

[bookmark: _Hlk89257269]Of a possible 110 points in this category, Lowes received 92.4 points and Offeror B received 70.4 points. In the opinion of the Evaluation Committee, Lowes proposal met expectations with regard to the above criteria.
C.	Implementation 
In this category, proposals were evaluated against the following criteria:
a.	The specific information, resources, and assistance the offeror will require from each Participating State or Participating Entity for implementation.
b.	Describe how soon from execution of the Participating Addendum to the point that end users will be able to utilize the contract.
c.	Describe how the applicable discount will be applied at the time of purchase. Will the customer be able to use a FOB card or indicate the contract number at the time of check-out to receive the applicable discount? 
d.	Describe any customization abilities that you have for the Participating State(s) or Participating Entity.

Of a possible 90 points in this category, Lowes received 72.0 points and Offeror B received 46.8 points. In the opinion of the Evaluation Committee, Lowes proposal met expectations with regard to the above criteria.
D.	Purchase Card and Billing: 
In this category, proposals were evaluated against the following criteria:
a. Explain in detail the account billing process if procurement/purchase cards are not used. Can a PO (purchase order) be used?
[bookmark: _Hlk84575897]Of a possible 95 points in this category, Lowes received 72.2 points and Offeror B received 72.2 points. In the opinion of the Evaluation Committee, Lowes proposal met expectations with regard to the above criteria.
E.	Sustainability/Environmental Practices 
In this category, proposals were evaluated against the following criteria:
a.	Describe your sustainability and environmental practices that you currently have in place.  Please include the following:
i.	Describe your environmental practices that are applicable to the items you market. Provide your published statements or policies or the links to those statements or policies.
ii.	Provide a list of products for which you provide end of life take-back and recycling (e.g. fluorescent lamps, batteries, solvents, metals, etc.). List any subcontractors, if any, you use for these services. List any fees or conditions, if any, for these services (e.g. does the item have to have been purchased from your store?).
iii.	Describe how the end users can locate and purchase the most environmentally preferred products.

Of a possible 95 points in this category, Lowes received 79.8 points and Offeror B received 49.4 points. In the opinion of the Evaluation Committee, Lowes proposal met expectations with regard to the above criteria.
F. Storage of Electronic Data
In this category, proposals were evaluated against the following criteria:
a. Describe in detail how the electronic information for each Participating State or Participating Entity shall be stored. Do you have a dual system as a backup in the unlikely event that the main information storehouse becomes unusable? Provide a general description of security protocol including sales and purchasing card data file security.

Of a possible 75 points in this category, Lowes received 60.0 points and Offeror B received 57.0 points. In the opinion of the Evaluation Committee, Lowes proposal met expectations with regard to the above criteria.
G.  Return Policy and Warranties
In this category, proposals were evaluated against the following criteria:
a.	What is your standard return policy?
b.	Describe any warranties you offer, if any, in addition to manufacturer warranties.

Of a possible 75 points in this category, Lowes received 57.0 points and Offeror B received 36.0 points. In the opinion of the Evaluation Committee, Lowes proposal met expectations with regard to the above criteria.
H.  Scope of Work and Additional Services
In this category, proposals were evaluated against the following criteria:
a.	Offerors shall demonstrate in their Proposal how they meet or exceed the requirements of the Scope of Work in Attachment B. 
b.	What additional services are available? Rentals? If rentals are available, what is the rental policy and rates. Would the minimum discount apply to the rental rates?

Of a possible 50 points in this category, Lowes received 42.0 points and Offeror B received 22.0 points. In the opinion of the Evaluation Committee, Lowes proposal met expectations with regard to the above criteria.

Proposal Evaluation Conclusion
Of a possible 700 points in this evaluation stage, Lowes received a total of 572.2 points and Offeror B received 428.6 points. The RFP required a vendor to score a minimum of 490 points to proceed to the subsequent stage. Because Lowes score exceeded this scoring threshold, Lowes is eligible to participate in the cost evaluation stage.

IV.	COST EVALUATION
Cost was scored as described in the RFP using the following cost formulas: 
Purchasing will use the following cost formula for the Market Basket:  The vendor with the lowest cost proposal receives all the available points.  All other vendors receive a smaller number of points as determined by the ratio of their cost to the least expensive cost.
Lowes received all 300 points for cost
V.	CONCLUSION
Of a possible 1000 points for both scoreable criteria and cost, Lowes scored 872.2 points. Based on the justifications outlined above, it is the opinion of the Evaluation Committee that award of a contract to Lowes provides the best value.
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