A el paso
@ WATER

PUBLIC SERVICE BOARD MEETING
AGENDA ITEM
REGULAR MEETING

Wednesday, December 11, 2019

SUBJECT
Appeal — Competitive Sealed Proposal Bid Number 37-19, North 2 (11.8 MGD) Pump Station

BACKGROUND

On August 28, 2019, EPWater Staff received and opened proposals submitted for the Competitive Sealed Proposal (CSP) Bid
Number 37-19 North 2 (11.8 MGD) Pump Station project. The packages were provided to the Selection Committee for their
review, evaluation and scoring and were subsequently ranked based on the Selection Criteria listed in Section 00100 of the
Instructions to Offerors. On November 12, 2019, EPWater Staff submitted in writing the “Ranking of Proposals” to all
offerors. R. M. Wright Construction Company (RMWCO) submitted a Protest to the final rankings on November 15, 2019.
Staff undertook a review of the validity of the protest regarding the rankings and submitted a recommendation via EPWater’s
Purchasing and Contract Administrator to the President/ CEO on November 19, 2019. The recommendation, accepted by the
President/ CEO on November 22, 2019, included proposed final rankings reflecting no change to the initial rankings. EPWater
provided the offerors notice of the Final Rankings on November 22, 2019. On November 27, 2019, RMWCO filed an appeal
of the President/CEQ’s decision.

STRATEGIC OBJECTIVES SUPPORTED

Strengthen Stakeholder Partnerships

EVALUATION PROCESS

Staff and the President/CEO have responded to RMWCO’s protest and appeal in accordance with the parameters set out in
Section 00100 and the various statutes pertaining to CSPs. While evaluating the Purchasing and Contract Administrator’s
recommendation; the President/CEO reached out to the Selection Committee in order to ascertain if any of the committee
members wished to revise their evaluation of the proposals and resulting rankings. None of the committee members elected to
revise their rankings. RMWCO’s Appeal to the Public Service Board is on the basis of various criteria stated in their November
27,2019 appeal letter.

The President/CEO recommends upholding the Final Rankings.
FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS

None

PROPOSED ACTION REQUESTED

Consider R. M. Wright Construction Company’s Appeal of the Final Rankings for the Competitive Sealed Proposal Bid Number
37-19, North 2 (11.8 MGD) Pump Station, and take action to uphold or overturn the President/CEO’s determination of the
Final Rankings pursuant to R. M. Wright Construction Company’s protest of the Selection Committee’s proposal rankings.
SUPPORTING DOCUMENTATION PROVIDED

e Sclection Committee’s Rankings

e R. M. Wright Construction Company’s Protest Letter

e Purchasing & Contract Administrator review of the protest regarding the ranking and recommendation to the
President/ CEO2

e Final Ranking Scorecard
e R. M. Wright Construction Company’s Appeal Letter
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el paso
WATER

November 22, 2019

Dear Sir,

Subject Ref: CSP Bid 37-19 North 2 (11.8 MGD) Pump Station.

Please find attached the Letter of Recommendation signed by

President/CEO with the final rankings for the North 2 (11.8 MGD) Pump
Station, referenced above.

0se Guevara
Sr. Purchasing Agent

e John E. Balliew, P.E. President/CEO
R. Alan Shubert, P.E., C.F.M., Vice President
Marcela Navarrete, Vice President
Gilbert Trejo, P.E. Chief Technical Officer
Ivan Hernandez, P.E., Engineering Division Manager
Alfredo Alcala Jordan, P.E., Utility Engineer Associate

1154 Hawkins Bivd. P.O. Box 511 El Paso, TX 78961-0511 815.584.5500



Letter of Recommendation to President/CEO:

On August 28, 2019, EPWater opened proposals submitted for project, 37-19 North 2 (11.8MGD) Pump
Station. All proposal packages were provided to EPWater’s pre-identified Selection Committee for their
review. The proposals were then evaluated and scored by the Selection Committee according to the
Selection Criteria described in Section 100 of the Instructions to Offerors, attached to this letter as Exhibit
A. Selection Committee members scores were tabulated resulting in the following ranking:

1. Smithco Construction, Inc
2. R.M. Wright Construction Company
3. RMCI, Inc. of Texas

On Friday November 15, 2019, EPWater received a Protest from R.M. Wright Construction Company.
EPWater’s Purchasing and Contract Administrator - Rose Guevara, Senior Purchasing Agent - reviewed the
validity of the protest regarding the rankings. Following EPWater's Purchasing and Contracts
administrator review of the rankings, it is recommended that the President/CEO approve the Selection
Committee rankings and direct staff to proceed with award to Smithco Construction, Inc., the highest
ranked Offeror for award of the subject project.

If the President/CEOQ agrees with Purchasing and Contracts’ recommendations; the final rankings shall re-
affirmed as of the date in which the President/CEO countersigns this letter.

Thank you,

L—
ose Guevara

Sr. Purchasing Agent

| agree to the above recommendations of EPWU Purchasing and Contracts Administrator.

John E{.ﬁal'lﬁ 7 paté 7
President & CEO

El Paso Water Utilities
Public Service Board
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\ \/ \/ / RIGHT CONSTRUCTION COMPANY
\ 285 Rio West Drive
El Paso, TX 79932
R.M. Ve (915) 584-1691 * FAX (915) 584-1541

November 27, 2019

El Paso Water Utilities
1154 Hawkins Boulevard
El Paso, Texas 79925

Attn: PUBLIC SERVICE BOARD

c/o
Rose M. Guevara Sr. Purchasing Agent
Robert Davidson Contract Administrator

Re: Bid No. 37-19 North 2 Pump Station (Notice to Appeal to El Paso Water Public
Service Board concerning Award)

Dear Public Service Board,

Per Specification 00100-5, Paragraph 7-Appeal of final ranking, RM Wright
Construction is respectfully requesting an urgent request to reconsider and Award Bid
No. 37-19 to the True Best Value Contractor, RM Wright Construction Company. RM
Wright has exhausted the Protest process based from our 11-15-2019 Letter of Protest.
(See Attachment A). The basis of our Appeal will be stated herein.

After careful consideration of Bid No. 37-19 that was submitted on 8-28-2019 by
RM Wright, we are left to speculate the reason for our objectionable ranking. After
multiple justified requests to receive and review scorecards RM Wright has not been able
to ascertain the reasoning for the Final Ranking. If the scorecards were provided RM
Wright could make an apprized decision at that time and confer to concede or pursue the
matter further, to which at this point we need to pursue. We believe in an effort to
implement the Best Value Process for EPW, either there was an oversight, unbalanced
review, or minor misunderstandings in our package that could have been easily clarified
based on Section 0100-2, paragraph 5. Any questions concerning quality or experience
could have been undoubtedly clarified by the Selection Committee if the Design Engineer
or EPW Staff were consulted with, to the which we do not believe they were based on the
Final Ranking. It would be impractical and Against the Best Value Process to state that
RM Wright is Least Qualified to perform this project based on our past 25 years of
untainted experience with EPW.



RM Wright accentuates this Appeal on Financial Capacity, Past Experience with
EPW, Past Experience with Pump Stations, Project Team, and Total Proposal Price-
Lowest Locally Owned Contractor Bid Amount. The only variable we perceive that could
be disconcerting is the Estimated Cost of Electricity. This could have been easily
misinterpreted based on Laboratory Pump Manufacture calculations of BHP, and not
Total BHP which we will be happy to explain given the opportunity. Our full intent was
and is to provide the Utility with unequivocal quality and performance.

In closing, RM Wright has been recognized and esteemed in the Construction and
Engineering industry as nothing short of an Excellent, Detail Oriented, Impeccable
Contractor. Truth be told, RM Wright IS the Best Value, Most Experienced contractor for
this project. As of January 2020 RM Wright, will have an additional 2 crews, as well as a
more than competent Project Manager in El Paso to meet EPW’s needs. We are
respectfully requesting the Constabularies review all the Facts presented, and make an
informed decision on who is the Best Value for North 2 Pump Station. In accordance
with Specification Section 00100 Paragraph 3.4, Note 11 the Board by a simple majority
vote can overturn the ruling of the President. (See Attachment Exhibit B)

Respectfully,

dy Wright
President
R.M. Wright Construction




ATTACHMENT A

\/ \/ RIGHT CONSTRUCTION COMPANY
285 Rio West Drive

El Paso, TX 79932
(915) 584-1691 * FAX (915) 584-1541

November 15, 2019

El Paso Water Utilities
1154 Hawkins Boulevard
El Paso, Texas 79925

Attn: Rose M. Guevara Sr. Purchasing Agent
Robert Davidson Contract Administrator

Re: Bid No. 37-19 North 2 Pump Station (Notice to EPWU that R.M. Wright
Construction is Protesting the ranking and scoring (Score cards not yet received)
results.

Dear Rose and Robert

As stated in my 11/11/19 letter, there has got to be some kind of mistake or
misunderstanding in how RMWCO was scored and ranked. In accordance with section
Section 00100 Par. 3.4 note 3 states that offeror’s will be notified in writing (by fax,
email, or regular mail) of our final ranking and points received (normally that would
include score cards and supporting data). On 11/12/19 after business hours RMWCO
received your letter stating the bid would be awarded in the future and included ranking
but no points, (AKA score cards) even though requested by RMWCO in our letter dated
11/11/19. In absence of the score cards RMWCO is forced to speculate and defend its
reputation in the blind and PROTEST any bad score we are not aware of. As a result,
RMWCO will defend items 1 through 6 using the form (score sheet) to be used by owner
to score the competitive sealed proposals as specified in section 00100 page 23.
We request the rankers re-visit the digital and hard copy of our bid package that was
turned in on Bid day referencing the un-numbered pages 1 through 162 to back up our
qualifications as follows.

Item 1. Financial capacity Score 10

Please see attached letter from Our CPA Steve Rash confirming a Z-Score of 4.2
confirming the strong financial strength of RMWCO as of December 31, 2018. That
number can be supported by our balance sheet on page 55, Statements of Income, Notes
to financial Statement, in house financial statements, and other financial data starting on
page 128 ending on page 141. RMWCO should receive a perfect score of 10 for item #1.



Item #2 Past experience with Public entities Score 5

(1) RMWCO has performed many projects for public entities as evidenced in our
Master Job list starting on page 79 ending on page 127. The EPWU is the public entity on
most of those projects as well as the city of Corpus Christi, El Paso, and McAllen.

(2) The timeliness of deliverables on past projects can be confirmed by contacting our
references on pages 79 through 127 as well as EPWU engineering, and Bath Engineering
the consultant for this project. We pride ourselves of all projects being completed on
time. (3) RWMCO included a bid bond and statement of insurance availability
confirming we can timely meet the bonding and insurance requirements for this project as
evidenced on pages 12, and 14-18. (4) RMWCO has always been capable of beginning
and completing past projects in a timely manner. The EPWU engineering department,
management, Bath Engineering as well as references in our master job list Pages 79
through 127 can attest.

RMWCO should receive a perfect score of 5 for item #2.

Item #3 Past Experience with Pump Stations. Score 15

RMWCO listed with our bid several successfully completed pump stations that
were on our master job list pages 79 through 127 to drive home the excellent past
experience and history with pump stations. Several of those projects were with Bath
engineering the consultant for this project and the client was the EPWU. All of those
projects included SCADA, were completed on time, and no liquidating damages were
assessed.

In this protest we will only discus two very complex of the several projects listed that
meet the minimum requirements and drive home the point that we should receive a
perfect score for past experience.

Referenced Job #142 on page 116 of our bid package
Project name: The Magnolia Pump Station
Contract amount: $ 12,601,268.00
Scope: This project was a very complex project (capacity of over 172 million
GPD) that included SCADA, 3 very large 600HP vertical turbine pumps driven by
motors, Tunneling under the largest railroad spur in El Paso, sheet piling, special shoring,
major excavations, large diameter piping, specialty valves to protect against surge
control, very large holding basins, specialty electrical and controls, tying on to existing
discharges, specialty coordination, paving, buildings and site work.
Completion: Project was successfully completed on time in May 2017
Owner: El Paso Water Utilities
EPWU Reference: Tom Ceislik 594-5676 Alan Shubert 594-5644
Bath Engineering Reference: Phil Rothstein, Arturo Zarsosa, Javier Garcia 313-7200

Referenced Job #126 on page 111 of our bid package
Project name: Dallas Outfall Pump Station
Contract amount: $4,207,165.09




Scope: This project was a very complex project (capacity of over 95 million
GPD) that included SCADA, 3 very large 700HP vertical turbine pumps driven by
natural gas engines, sheet piling, special shoring, major excavations, large diameter 36”,
96” piping, specialty valves to protect against surge control, major structural, block
buildings, specialty electrical and controls, tying on to existing discharges and structure,
specialty coordination, paving and site work.

Completion: Project was successfully completed on time in April 2012

Owner: El Paso Water Utilities and city of El Paso

EPWU Reference: Tom Ceislik 594-5676 Alan Shubert 594-5644

Parkhill Smith, Cooper Engineering Reference: Kevin Fredley 533-6811, Curtis
Glasscock 478-1912.

(1) All projects were successfully completed that RMWCO listed on its bid form
including the two projects above taken from that list. (2) The two projects listed
above in my opinion were by far the most complex the EPWU has aver
contracted. (3) All of the pump stations listed on our bid package had SCADA.

As outlined above RMWCO should receive a perfect score of 15 for item #3.

Item #4 Project Team Score 20

RMWCO listed on our bid package cover letter page 2 myself Randy Wright as
project manager, and Sergio Torres as Superintendent whom were both part of the project
team on the Magnolia, and Dallas pump stations mentioned in item #3 above. In addition,
we listed Florencio Lozano whom prior to employment with RMWCO has past
experience with pump stations. Please see the resumes of the project team listed above on
pages 56 through 68 of our bid forms.

RMWCO is utilizing Current Electric as our control systems integrator and electrical
subcontractor whom were both part of the team on several of the projects listed on our
bid package page 1 as well as the Dallas Pump Station listed above. Please see their
resume and qualifications on page 69 through 78.

With RMWCO past experience as described above RMWCO should receive a perfect
score of 20 for item #4

Item #5 Estimated Cost of Electricity During the 20-year life cycle. Score 25

I speculate that I may have lost points by the ranker because I believe that
RMWCO used a different pump than the other 2 bidders. In my calculation I included
TOTAL BHP (the proper way to calculate cost) to calculate the 20-year life cycle cost
and speculate the other 2 bidders may have used the pump supplier claiming a much
lower 20-year life cycle cost. In reviewing the other pump suppliers pump curve that I
received on Bid day, claiming a much lower 20-year life cycle cost I concluded by math
they may not be using total BHP in their calculation. As a result, due to the requirement
in the Specification, it was stated to turn in certified pump curves with our bid which
RMWCO did. Certainly, the design engineer can look this over and see where it is not
possible for all the pumps to have the same motor efficiency (95.8%) and bowl efficiency
(83%) and end up with a different 20-year life cycle cost.



The formula on page 6 of the bid form requires 3 things to be exact. Total Brake Horse
Power (BHP), Pump efficiency, and Motor efficiency. A VERY IMPORTANT
OBSERVATION is that All of the pump suppliers had the same 83% Pump efficiency,
and 95.8% motor efficiency. As a result, unless a pump can defeat the laws of physics,
they should all have the exact same 20-year life cycle cost of what RMWCO included on
the bid form page 6. As a result of the evaluation, RMWCO should receive a perfect
score of 25 for item #3.

Item #6 Total Proposal Price Score 25

RMWCO was the responsible offeror with the lowest Total Price. We should receive 25
points for Item #6

In closing it is clear that the best value for the owner is to score RMWCO with the 100
points it deserves and award this project to RMWCO. Item #5 on the 20-year life cycle
cost may require a sit down so I can explain further if you so desire.

Should you have any questions or comments please advise.

Regards, — 7
Randy Wright
R.M. Wright Construction

C.c. Mike Mclean
Gordon Davis Johnson & Shane P.C.
mmclean(@eplawyers.com

Attachments:
Letter from Lauterbach Borschow

Emailed and Hand delivered to EPWU 11/15/19



l ' LAUTERBACH lpaso Toxas 79902
BORSCHOW T (915) 544 6950 | F (915) 544 1303
www.lb-cpa.com

CERTIFIED PUBLIC ACCOUNTANTS

November 14, 2019

Mr. Randall M. Wright, President
RM Wright Construction Co.
285 Rio West Drive

El Paso, TX 79932

Dear Mr, Wright,

At your request, | have made calculations in connection with the “Z-Score” of RM Wright Construction Co.
(RMW) as of and for the year ending December 31, 2018. Z-Score is a measurement of how many standard
deviations a point is away from the mean of its data set. To be more specific it is a measurement of the number
of standard deviations a data point is above or below the mean population.

This statistical measurement is used to compare data points from different data sets to find correlations. Z-
Score can be zero, positive or negative. If the score is zero, it indicates that the score is identical to the mean.
In other words, its point is average. Positive values represent how far above the mean a point is on a
distribution curve Negative values represent how far below the mean a point is on the distribution curve.

The Z-Score equation is calculated by weighing various financial ratios and comparing their sum to a graded
scale. The equation is as follows:

Z-Score

Z-Score . 1.2A+14B+33C+06D+10E

Where:

A = Working Capital / Total Assets

B = Retained Earnings / Total Assets

C = Earnings before Interest and Taxes / Total Assets

D = Market Value of Equity / Book Value of Total Liabilities
E = Sales / Total Assets



In applying this formula to the December 31, 2018 Reviewed Financial statements of RM Wright Construction
Co., the calculations would be as follows:

Z-Score
A = Working Capital / Total Assets Column
2,248,788 / 3,869,453 = 5811 x 1.2 6973
B = Retained Earnings / Total Assets
(Note: RMW is an S Corporation, as such within
the meaning of Retained Earnings being all funds
retained by RMW, total Stockholders equity
properly reflects that number).
1,597,054 / 3,869,453 = 4127 x 14 5778
C = Earnings Before Interest and Taxes / Total Assets
1,033,036 / 3869,453 = .2670 x 3.3 8811
D = Market Value of Equity / Book Value of Total Liabilities
(Note: Book Value of equity is used in this calculation
realizing that Market Value would yield a better
Z-Score result).
1,597,054 / 2,272,399 = .7028 x .6 4217
E = Sales / Total Assets
6,285,633 / 3,869,453 = 1.6244 x 1 1.6244
Z-Score Result 42023

Please note in Part B of calculating the Z-Score, if the portion of Stockholders equity labeled as Retained
Earnings was applied in calculating the Z-Score of RMW at December 31, 2018, instead of total Stockholders
equity the value in Part B would be - .2505 and the Total Z-Score would be 3.374



A copy of the December 31, 2018 Balance Sheet and 2018 Statement of Income of RMW is attached for your
reference.

Please feel free to contact me with any questions.

Very Truly Yours,

Stephz W. Rash

Lauterbach Borschow & Co.



R.M. WRIGHT CONSTRUCTION CO.

BALANCE SHEETS
December 31, 2018 and 2017
See Accountant's Review Report

ASSETS 2018 2017
Current assets
Cash and cash equivalents $ 2,992,137 § 1,077,168
Contracts receivable 525,437 692,997
Prepaid expenses and other receivables 3,530 4,504
Costs and estimated earnings in excess of billings
on uncompleted contracts - 30,313
Total current assets 3,521,104 1,804,982
Property and equipment, net 348,349 381,177
$ 3,869,453 § 2,186,159
LIABILITIES AND STOCKHOLDERS' EQUITY
Current liabilities
Accounts payable $ 561,094 § 458,188
Accrued expenses and other liabilities 7,965 10,589
Billings in excess of costs and estimated
earnings on uncompleted contracts 703,257 350,989
Total current liabilities 1,272,316 819,766
Note payable to stockholder 1,000,083 514,250
Total liabilities 2,272,399 1,334,016
Stockholders' equity
Common stock, no par value; authorized 1,000,000 shares;
issued and outstanding 1,000 shares 10 10
Additional paid-in capital 2,289,394 2,289,394
Retained earnings (deficit) (692,350) (1,437,261)
1,597,054 852,143
$ 3,869,453 § 2,186,159

See Notes to Financial Statements.



R.M. WRIGHT CONSTRUCTION CO.

STATEMENTS OF INCOME
For the Years Ended December 31, 2018 and 2017
See Accountant's Review Report

2018 2017

Contract revenue earned $ 6,285,633 § 3,201,132
Cost of revenue earned 4,724,246 2,476,582
Gross profit 1,561,387 724,550

General and administrative expenses 604,109 749,252
Income (loss) from operations 957,278 (24,702)

Other income (expense)

Interest income 8,907 4,063
Interest expense (23,679) (10,083)
Other income 75,758 220
60,986 (5.800)

Income (loss) before income taxes 1,018,264 (30,502)

State income taxes 2,264 4818
Net income (loss) $ 1,016,000 $ (35.320)

See Notes to Financial Statements.
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ATTACHMENT B

Protesting the new ranking. All Offerors may protest the re-ranking of the Offerors following
the same process as set forth above.

Appeal of final ranking. Offerors who have filed a protest concerning the final ranking may
appeal the decision of the President/CEO. No other Offerors may appeal under this paragraph.
The appeal shall be to the Public Service Board and shall be filed with the Purchasing & Contract
Administrator within five Owner business days of the Offeror’s receipt of the notice of the final
ranking. The appeal shall state the basis for the challenge of the ranking.

Scope of negotiations. The Chief Technical Officer will negotiate with the Selected Offeror and
may discuss options for scope or time modifications to the proposed contract and any price
change associated with the modifications.

Reaching agreement or terminating selection process. If the Chief Technical Officer and the
Selected Offeror do not reach an agreement within thirty consecutive calendar days of the date
the Selected Offeror received notice of the final ranking, the Selected Offeror shall be notified in
writing that negotiations are terminated and the Selected Offeror shall not be permitted to enter
into a contract with the Owner. The Selected Offeror shall have three Owner business days from
the day of its receipt of such notice to file a protest with the Purchasing & Contract Administrator.
The protest shall state the basis for the challenge to the termination of negotiations. The
Purchasing & Contract Administrator will review the validity of the protest and make a
recommendation to the President/CEO. The President/CEO will review the protest and the
Purchasing & Contract Administrator’s recommendation and may direct the Chief Technical
Officer to terminate or reopen negotiations with the Selected Offeror. If the determination is to
terminate negotiations with the Selected Offeror, the President/CEO may direct the Chief
Technical Officer to negotiate with the next highest ranked offeror or reject all offers. This
procedure will be repeated until an agreement is reached or all offers are rejected.

Appeal by Selected Offeror after terminating negotiations. If the President/CEO denies the
protest made pursuant to the previous paragraph, the Selected Offeror may appeal that decision to
the Public Service Board. No other Offerors may appeal under this paragraph. The appeal shall be
filed with the Purchasing & Contract Administrator within five Owner business days of the
Offeror’s receipt of the notice denying the protest. The appeal shall state the basis for the
challenge to the termination of negotiations.

Appeal Process. Following a public hearing after the filing of a notice of appeal pursuant to
paragraphs D.7 and D.10, the Public Service Board may, by a simple majority vote, uphold or
overturn the ruling of the President/CEO. The decision of the Public Service Board shall be final
and binding.

Public Service Board approval of the contract. The President/CEQO shall recommend to the
Public Service Board that the contract be awarded to the highest ranked Offeror with whom the
Owner was able to reach an agreement on the terms and conditions of the negotiated contract.

MINIMUM GENERAL REQUIREMENTS - ALL CONSTRUCTION PROJECTS

Qualifying Projects: Offerors on Qualifying Projects must provide a Safety Record consisting of: (1) their
workers’ compensation experience modification ratio (EMR), or that of the leasing company from which it
leases its staff, from their respective insurance providers; (2) copies of the offeror’s OSHA Forms 300,
300A, and 301 for the last three years; (3) the Establishment Search Results from the Occupational Safety
and Health Administration’s website (https://www.osha.gov/pls/imis/establishment.html); and (4) a

INSTRUCTIONS TO OFFERORS ) 00100 -5



RIGHT CONSTRUCTION COMPANY
285 Rio West Drive

El Paso, TX 79932
(915) 584-1691 * FAX (915) 584-1541

November 15, 2019

El Paso Water Utilities
1154 Hawkins Boulevard
El Paso, Texas 79925

Attn: Rose M. Guevara Sr. Purchasing Agent
Robert Davidson Contract Administrator

Re: Bid No. 37-19 North 2 Pump Station (Notice to EPWU that R.M. Wright
Construction is Protesting the ranking and scoring (Score cards not yet received)
results.

Dear Rose and Robert

As stated in my 11/11/19 letter, there has got to be some kind of mistake or
misunderstanding in how RMWCO was scored and ranked. In accordance with section
Section 00100 Par. 3.4 note 3 states that offeror’s will be notified in writing (by fax,
email, or regular mail) of our final ranking and points received (normally that would
include score cards and supporting data). On 11/12/19 after business hours RMWCO
received your letter stating the bid would be awarded in the future and included ranking
but no points, (AKA score cards) even though requested by RMWCO in our letter dated
11/11/19. In absence of the score cards RMWCO is forced to speculate and defend its
reputation in the blind and PROTEST any bad score we are not aware of. As a result,
RMWCO will defend items 1 through 6 using the form (score sheet) to be used by owner
to score the competitive sealed proposals as specified in section 00100 page 23.
We request the rankers re-visit the digital and hard copy of our bid package that was
turned in on Bid day referencing the un-numbered pages 1 through 162 to back up our
qualifications as follows.

Item 1. Financial capacity Score 10

Please see attached letter from Our CPA Steve Rash confirming a Z-Score of 4.2
confirming the strong financial strength of RMWCO as of December 31, 2018. That
number can be supported by our balance sheet on page 55, Statements of Income, Notes
to financial Statement, in house financial statements, and other financial data starting on
page 128 ending on page 141. RMWCO should receive a perfect score of 10 for item #1.



Item #2 Past experience with Public entities Score 5

(1) RMWCO has performed many projects for public entities as evidenced in our
Master Job list starting on page 79 ending on page 127. The EPWU is the public entity on
most of those projects as well as the city of Corpus Christi, El Paso, and McAllen.

(2) The timeliness of deliverables on past projects can be confirmed by contacting our
references on pages 79 through 127 as well as EPWU engineering, and Bath Engineering
the consultant for this project. We pride ourselves of all projects being completed on
time. (3) RWMCO included a bid bond and statement of insurance availability
confirming we can timely meet the bonding and insurance requirements for this project as
evidenced on pages 12, and 14-18. (4) RMWCO has always been capable of beginning
and completing past projects in a timely manner. The EPWU engineering department,
management, Bath Engineering as well as references in our master job list Pages 79
through 127 can attest.

RMWCO should receive a perfect score of 5 for item #2.

Item #3 Past Experience with Pump Stations. Score 15

RMWCO listed with our bid several successfully completed pump stations that
were on our master job list pages 79 through 127 to drive home the excellent past
experience and history with pump stations. Several of those projects were with Bath
engineering the consultant for this project and the client was the EPWU. All of those
projects included SCADA, were completed on time, and no liquidating damages were
assessed.

In this protest we will only discus two very complex of the several projects listed that
meet the minimum requirements and drive home the point that we should receive a
perfect score for past experience.

Referenced Job #142 on page 116 of our bid package
Project name: The Magnolia Pump Station
Contract amount: $ 12,601,268.00
Scope: This project was a very complex project (capacity of over 172 million
GPD) that included SCADA, 3 very large 600HP vertical turbine pumps driven by
motors, Tunneling under the largest railroad spur in El Paso, sheet piling, special shoring,
major excavations, large diameter piping, specialty valves to protect against surge
control, very large holding basins, specialty electrical and controls, tying on to existing
discharges, specialty coordination, paving, buildings and site work.
Completion: Project was successfully completed on time in May 2017
Owner: El Paso Water Utilities
EPWU Reference: Tom Ceislik 594-5676 Alan Shubert 594-5644
Bath Engineering Reference: Phil Rothstein, Arturo Zarsosa, Javier Garcia 313-7200

Referenced Job #126 on page 111 of our bid package
Project name: Dallas Outfall Pump Station
Contract amount: $4,207,165.09




Scope: This project was a very complex project (capacity of over 95 million
GPD) that included SCADA, 3 very large 700HP vertical turbine pumps driven by
natural gas engines, sheet piling, special shoring, major excavations, large diameter 36”,
96” piping, specialty valves to protect against surge control, major structural, block
buildings, specialty electrical and controls, tying on to existing discharges and structure,
specialty coordination, paving and site work.

Completion: Project was successfully completed on time in April 2012

Owner: El Paso Water Utilities and city of El Paso

EPWU Reference: Tom Ceislik 594-5676 Alan Shubert 594-5644

Parkhill Smith, Cooper Engineering Reference: Kevin Fredley 533-6811, Curtis
Glasscock 478-1912.

(1) All projects were successfully completed that RMWCO listed on its bid form
including the two projects above taken from that list. (2) The two projects listed
above in my opinion were by far the most complex the EPWU has aver
contracted. (3) All of the pump stations listed on our bid package had SCADA.

As outlined above RMWCO should receive a perfect score of 15 for item #3.

Item #4 Project Team Score 20

RMWCO listed on our bid package cover letter page 2 myself Randy Wright as
project manager, and Sergio Torres as Superintendent whom were both part of the project
team on the Magnolia, and Dallas pump stations mentioned in item #3 above. In addition,
we listed Florencio Lozano whom prior to employment with RMWCO has past
experience with pump stations. Please see the resumes of the project team listed above on
pages 56 through 68 of our bid forms.

RMWCO is utilizing Current Electric as our control systems integrator and electrical
subcontractor whom were both part of the team on several of the projects listed on our
bid package page 1 as well as the Dallas Pump Station listed above. Please see their
resume and qualifications on page 69 through 78.

With RMWCO past experience as described above RMWCO should receive a perfect
score of 20 for item #4

Item #5 Estimated Cost of Electricity During the 20-year life cycle. Score 25

I speculate that I may have lost points by the ranker because I believe that
RMWCO used a different pump than the other 2 bidders. In my calculation I included
TOTAL BHP (the proper way to calculate cost) to calculate the 20-year life cycle cost
and speculate the other 2 bidders may have used the pump supplier claiming a much
lower 20-year life cycle cost. In reviewing the other pump suppliers pump curve that I
received on Bid day, claiming a much lower 20-year life cycle cost I concluded by math
they may not be using total BHP in their calculation. As a result, due to the requirement
in the Specification, it was stated to turn in certified pump curves with our bid which
RMWCO did. Certainly, the design engineer can look this over and see where it is not
possible for all the pumps to have the same motor efficiency (95.8%) and bowl efficiency
(83%) and end up with a different 20-year life cycle cost.



The formula on page 6 of the bid form requires 3 things to be exact. Total Brake Horse
Power (BHP), Pump efficiency, and Motor efficiency. A VERY IMPORTANT
OBSERVATION is that All of the pump suppliers had the same 83% Pump efficiency,
and 95.8% motor efficiency. As a result, unless a pump can defeat the laws of physics,
they should all have the exact same 20-year life cycle cost of what RMWCO included on
the bid form page 6. As a result of the evaluation, RMWCO should receive a perfect
score of 25 for item #3.

Item #6 Total Proposal Price Score 25

RMWCO was the responsible offeror with the lowest Total Price. We should receive 25
points for Item #6

In closing it is clear that the best value for the owner is to score RMWCO with the 100
points it deserves and award this project to RMWCO. Item #5 on the 20-year life cycle
cost may require a sit down so I can explain further if you so desire.

Should you have any questions or comments please advise.

Regards, — 7
Randy Wright
R.M. Wright Construction

C.c. Mike Mclean
Gordon Davis Johnson & Shane P.C.
mmclean(@eplawyers.com

Attachments:
Letter from Lauterbach Borschow

Emailed and Hand delivered to EPWU 11/15/19



l ' LAUTERBACH lpaso Toxas 79902
BORSCHOW T (915) 544 6950 | F (915) 544 1303
www.lb-cpa.com

CERTIFIED PUBLIC ACCOUNTANTS

November 14, 2019

Mr. Randall M. Wright, President
RM Wright Construction Co.
285 Rio West Drive

El Paso, TX 79932

Dear Mr, Wright,

At your request, | have made calculations in connection with the “Z-Score” of RM Wright Construction Co.
(RMW) as of and for the year ending December 31, 2018. Z-Score is a measurement of how many standard
deviations a point is away from the mean of its data set. To be more specific it is a measurement of the number
of standard deviations a data point is above or below the mean population.

This statistical measurement is used to compare data points from different data sets to find correlations. Z-
Score can be zero, positive or negative. If the score is zero, it indicates that the score is identical to the mean.
In other words, its point is average. Positive values represent how far above the mean a point is on a
distribution curve Negative values represent how far below the mean a point is on the distribution curve.

The Z-Score equation is calculated by weighing various financial ratios and comparing their sum to a graded
scale. The equation is as follows:

Z-Score

Z-Score . 1.2A+14B+33C+06D+10E

Where:

A = Working Capital / Total Assets

B = Retained Earnings / Total Assets

C = Earnings before Interest and Taxes / Total Assets

D = Market Value of Equity / Book Value of Total Liabilities
E = Sales / Total Assets



In applying this formula to the December 31, 2018 Reviewed Financial statements of RM Wright Construction
Co., the calculations would be as follows:

Z-Score
A = Working Capital / Total Assets Column
2,248,788 / 3,869,453 = 5811 x 1.2 6973
B = Retained Earnings / Total Assets
(Note: RMW is an S Corporation, as such within
the meaning of Retained Earnings being all funds
retained by RMW, total Stockholders equity
properly reflects that number).
1,597,054 / 3,869,453 = 4127 x 14 5778
C = Earnings Before Interest and Taxes / Total Assets
1,033,036 / 3869,453 = .2670 x 3.3 8811
D = Market Value of Equity / Book Value of Total Liabilities
(Note: Book Value of equity is used in this calculation
realizing that Market Value would yield a better
Z-Score result).
1,597,054 / 2,272,399 = .7028 x .6 4217
E = Sales / Total Assets
6,285,633 / 3,869,453 = 1.6244 x 1 1.6244
Z-Score Result 42023

Please note in Part B of calculating the Z-Score, if the portion of Stockholders equity labeled as Retained
Earnings was applied in calculating the Z-Score of RMW at December 31, 2018, instead of total Stockholders
equity the value in Part B would be - .2505 and the Total Z-Score would be 3.374



A copy of the December 31, 2018 Balance Sheet and 2018 Statement of Income of RMW is attached for your
reference.

Please feel free to contact me with any questions.

Very Truly Yours,

Stephz W. Rash

Lauterbach Borschow & Co.



R.M. WRIGHT CONSTRUCTION CO.

BALANCE SHEETS
December 31, 2018 and 2017
See Accountant's Review Report

ASSETS 2018 2017
Current assets
Cash and cash equivalents $ 2,992,137 § 1,077,168
Contracts receivable 525,437 692,997
Prepaid expenses and other receivables 3,530 4,504
Costs and estimated earnings in excess of billings
on uncompleted contracts - 30,313
Total current assets 3,521,104 1,804,982
Property and equipment, net 348,349 381,177
$ 3,869,453 § 2,186,159
LIABILITIES AND STOCKHOLDERS' EQUITY
Current liabilities
Accounts payable $ 561,094 § 458,188
Accrued expenses and other liabilities 7,965 10,589
Billings in excess of costs and estimated
earnings on uncompleted contracts 703,257 350,989
Total current liabilities 1,272,316 819,766
Note payable to stockholder 1,000,083 514,250
Total liabilities 2,272,399 1,334,016
Stockholders' equity
Common stock, no par value; authorized 1,000,000 shares;
issued and outstanding 1,000 shares 10 10
Additional paid-in capital 2,289,394 2,289,394
Retained earnings (deficit) (692,350) (1,437,261)
1,597,054 852,143
$ 3,869,453 § 2,186,159

See Notes to Financial Statements.



R.M. WRIGHT CONSTRUCTION CO.

STATEMENTS OF INCOME
For the Years Ended December 31, 2018 and 2017
See Accountant's Review Report

2018 2017

Contract revenue earned $ 6,285,633 § 3,201,132
Cost of revenue earned 4,724,246 2,476,582
Gross profit 1,561,387 724,550

General and administrative expenses 604,109 749,252
Income (loss) from operations 957,278 (24,702)

Other income (expense)

Interest income 8,907 4,063
Interest expense (23,679) (10,083)
Other income 75,758 220
60,986 (5.800)

Income (loss) before income taxes 1,018,264 (30,502)

State income taxes 2,264 4818
Net income (loss) $ 1,016,000 $ (35.320)

See Notes to Financial Statements.



el so
WATER

November 19, 2019

To: John Balliew, President/CEO EP Water

From: Rose M. Guevara, Sr. Purchasing Agent

Subject: Letter of Recommendation to Executive Staff - Protest Bid 37-19 North 2
(11.8MGD) Pump Station

Purchasing and Contracts has reviewed the Protest letter received from, R.M. Wright
Construction Company. After careful consideration, we are recommending award to

the highest ranked offeror Smithco Construction, Inc.

Please find attached for your review and signature the Letter of Recommendation to

Executive Staff, and the Final Ranking.

Thank you,

Sr. Purchasing Agent - EPWater

1154 Hawkins Bivd. P.O. Box 511 El Paso, TX 799610511 815.584.5500
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