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Preface 

House Joint Resolution 810'(1999) directed the Joint Legislative Audit and 
Review Commission (JLARC) to examine the competitive sealed bidding procedures 
used by the Department of General Services7 Division of Purchases and Supply (DPS) 
in procuring printing goods for State agencies. A primary concern was whether Vir- 
ginia firms receive an adequate share of State printing contracts. 

In calendar year 1998, State agencies spent in excess of $36.1 million for print- 
ing-related work by the private sector. Review of DPS procurement files and agency 
payments to printing vendors revealed that most State agency printing is being per- 
formed by printers located in Virginia. JLARC staff found that 64 percent of all print- 
ing contracts procured through competitive sealed bidding were awarded to firms lo- 
cated in Virginia. Correspondingly, 66 percent of the dollar value of all competitive 
sealed bidding contracts was awarded to Virginia printers. 

Overall, JLARC sta f f  found that the procurement process for printing works 
well, and DPS' practices appear sound. However, some procedural improvements could 
be made to better reflect the intent of the Virginia Public Procurement Act. F9r ex- 
ample, DPS needs to work with the printing trade association to improve printers' 
access to State work, including encouraging more firms to register with DPS. Addi- 
tional improvements are discussed in detail in the body of the report. 

0 q  behalf of JLARC staff, I would like to  express our appreciatiorl fbr the 
cooperation and assistance provided by the Department of General Services staff in 
the preparation of this report. 

k ! !  
Director 

September 28,1999 





JLARC Report Summary 

H o u s e  Joint Resolution 810 (1999) 
directed the Joint Legislative Audit and Re- 
view Commission to examine the cornpeti- 
tive sealed bidding procedures used by the 
Department of General Services' Division 
of Purchases and Supply (DPS) in procur- 
ing printing goods for State agencies (Ap- 
pendix A). The review was to include an 
examination of the restrictions placed on the 
geographic location of bidders, changes in 
job specifications, reciprocity laws, the use 
of recycled paper, and the use of correc- 
tional enterprises for printing. A primary 
concern was whether Virginia firms received 
an adequate share of State printing con- 
tracts. 

The Virginia Public Procurement Act 
was enacted in 1982 to regulate the acqui- 
sition of goods and services by State and 
local government agencies. DPS is respon- 
sible for most aspects of procurement, for 
printing as well as other goods and services. 
It establishes the State's procurement pro- 
cedures within the framework of the procure- 
ment act. Further, it is generally respon- 
sible for all purchases requiring the use of 
competitive sealed bidding, one of five meth- 
ods available for procuring goods and ser- 
vices. 

JLARC staff found that the procurement 
process for printing generally works well, and 
DPS' practices appear sound. Most print- 
ing work procured by State agencies is pur- 
chased from firms located in Virginia. DPS 
could improve the process, however, by in- 
creasing access to all printers and adjust- 
ing other procurement practices. 

Printing Is a Major Industry 
in Virginia 

The printing industry contributes signifi- 
cant economic benefits to the Comrnon- 
wealth. Printing and publishing is the fifth 
largest manufacturing industry in Virginia in 
terms of gross state product. There were 
more than $3.2 billion in shipments from this 
industry in 1997 (the most recent data avail- 
able). In addition, the printing industry em- 
ployed more than 37,500 Virginians in 1 997. 

Most State Agency Printing Is 
Purchased from Virginia Printers 

In calendar year 1998, State agencies 
spent in excess of $36.1 million for printing- 
related work by the private sector. Agen- 
cies that spent the most on printing tended 
to be universities and agencies with exten- 
sive contact with the general public, such 
as the Department of Motor Vehicles. There 



were 18 agencies that spent at least 
$500,000 during 1998. These agencies 
accounted for approximately two-thirds of 
all State expenditures for printing during that 
year. 

One of the primary concerns prompt- 
ing the General Assembly to request this 
JLARC review was the perception that much 
of the print work for State agencies is per- 
formed by non-Virginia printers. To exam- 
ine this issue, the files for all DPS printing 
procurements that required competitive 
sealed bidding during FY 1998 and FY 1999 
were reviewed by JLARC staff. In addition, 
staff examined agency payments to print- 
ing vendors from the State's central account- 
ing system for CY 1998. Based on these 
analyses, JLARC staff found that, in fact, 
most State agency printing is being per- 
formed by printers located in Virginia. 

JLARC staff found that 64 percent of 
all printing contracts were awarded to firms 
located in Virginia. Correspondingly, 66 
percent of the dollar value of all contracts 
was awarded to Virginia printers. Other 
states that received substantial numbers of 
State printing jobs included Maryland (nine 
percent), Pennsylvania (six percent), and 
Arkansas (three percent). 

JLARC staff also examined the percent- 
ages of in-state and out-of-state printing 
expenditures separately for spot purchases 
and term contracts. The figure on the next 
page displays the results of this compari- 
son. Virginia printers were awarded at least 
two-thirds of both spot purchases and term 
contracts that DPS procured using competi- 
tive sealed bidding. With both types of con- 
tracts, Virginia's printers have been awarded 
the majority of State work, both in terms of 
number of contracts and dollar value, pro- 
cured through competitive sealed bidding. 

The JLARC analysis also demonstrated 
that State printing work is widely dispersed 
across many printers rather than being per- 
formed by only a few select printers. Of the 

88 sealed bidding print jobs awarded to Vir- 
ginia firms in the past two years, there were 
a total of 38 different Virginia printers that 
were awarded the jobs. The number of jobs 
awarded to any one printer ranged from one 
to ten, with an average of 2.3. 

Based on the assessment of printing 
procurement data, it appears that the cur- , rent competitive sealed bidding process 

1 appropriately includes printers located in 
Virginia. Virginia printers are being awarded 
the majority of State govertrment printing 
that is procured through competitive sealed 
bidding. Further, the sealed bidding print 
work is being distributed across a range of 
printers, suggesting an inherent fairness 
with the process. It does not appear that 
any changes are needed to the Virginia 
Public Procurement Act at this time. 

The Printing Procurement Process 
Appears Generally Sound 
But Could Be Improved 

The Virginia Public Procurement Act 
was intended to ensure that the State "ob- 
tain high quality goods and services at rea- 
sonable cost," and that the process is fair 
and promotes competition. The competi- 
tive sealed bidding process, as outlined in 
the DPS Agency Procurement and Suqius 
Property Manuat, meets the intent of this Act. 

The quality and cost of the printing ob- 
tained through competitive sealed bidding 
is generafly satisfactory. Likewise, the pro- 
cess is generally viewed as fair and appears 
to meet the goal of promoting competition. 
Further, JLARC staff found no evidence that 
DPS inappropriately changes jobs specifi- 
cations or accepts bids that do not conform 
to the specifications. 

While DPS practices are sound, some 
areas could be improved to better reflect the 
intent of the VPPA. For example, DPS 
needs to work with the printing trade asso- 
ciation to improve printers' access to State 
work, including encouraging more firms to 
register with DPS. DPS could also do a 
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Virginia vs. Non-Virginia Print Jobs: 
Proportion of DPS Spot Purchases and Long-Term Contracts, by Total Number and Value 

I 

Total Spot Purchases 
Total Spot Purchases When Bidders Included a Virginia Printer 

Total Value of Spot Purchases 

Total Value of Spot Purchases When Bidders lncluded a Virginia Printer 

p 31 % 

Total Long-Term Contracts 
Total Long-Term Contracts When Bidders Included a Virginia Printer 

Tota I Value of Total Value of Long-Term Contracts 
Long-Term Contracts 

Notes: Based on 48 term conlacts valued at $14.96 mll~on and 67 spot purchases Yalued at $6.33 mlll~on. 

Source: JLARC staff analys~sof DPS procurement f~les for pbs requlrlng competitive sealed bidding. 



better job of notifying firms of pending con- 
tracts. In addition, DPS needs to modify its 
Invitations for Bids to more clearly reflect 
the print work being requested, solicit costs 
for recycled paper on all appropriate jobs, 
and ensure that State agencies apply the 
Commonwealth's reciprocity law more con- 
sistently. Finally, while most State agencies 
were satisfied with the level of assistance 
and training provided by DPS, the proce- 
dures for reviewing agency procurements 
need to be better documented to ensure that 
reviews are completed consistently. A more 
detailed discussion of improvements needed 
to the DPS procurement process is pre- 
sented in Chapter I l l  of this report. 

Virginia Correctional Enterprises 
Needs to Streamline Its Process for 
Releases and Improve Timeliness 

By law, Virginia Correctional Enter- 
prises (VCE) is a mandatory source of print- 
ing for State agencies. Before soliciting 
work from a private vendor, agencies are 
required to first contact VCE to determine if 
its print shop can perform the work. In re- 
cent years, agencies have increasingly used 
VCE for their print work. JLARC staff found, 
however, that many agencies do not obtain 
j~ritten releases for at1 the print work they 
procure from the private sector. In fact, there 
were no written releases issued by VCE for 

any of the print jobs procured by DPS using 
competitive sealed bidding in 1998 and 
1999. 

VCE and DPS need to take steps to 
streamline the process of obtaining written 
releases and ensuring that releases are 
obtained in accordance with the Code of 
Virginia. For example, the process could 
be streamlined by having VCE issue a btan- 
ket release for all jobs with the types of 
specifications that VCE cannot perform, 
such as newsprint, rnulti-color printing, and 
perfect binding. Alternatively, VCE could 
identify all the jobs it is capable of perform- 
ing and state that agencies do not need to 
get a release for jobs other than those speci- 
fied. This blanket release could then be in- 
corporated into the DPS Agency Procure- 
ment and Surplus Property Manual for ref- 
erence by agencies. For remaining printing 
jobs, DPS should verify that proper releases 
have been obtained. 

In addition, VCE needs to take steps to 
improve the timeliness of job completion. 
One-third of the State agencies surveyed 
complained that VCE is late in completing 
print jobs. VCE should assess whether it 
accepts more work than it can reasonably 
perform given the deadlines specified by 
customer agencies, and grant releases for 
work it cannot complete on time. 
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I. Introduction 

House Joint Resolution 810, passed by the 1999 General AssembI~ chrected 
the Joint Legislative Audit and Review Commission to examine the competitive sealed 
bidding procedures used by the Department of General Services' Division of Purchases 
and Supply (DPS) in procuring printing for State agencies (Appendix A). As part of 
this review, JLARC was requested to examine procurement practices involving: (1) the 
use of restrictions on the geographic location of bidders; (2) inappropriate changes in 
job specifications and acceptance of bids that are not responsive; (3) the use of the 
reciprocity law concerning in-state preferences imposed by other states; (4) the use of 
Virginia's preference law regarding recycled paper and paper products; and (5) the use 
of Virginia Correctional Enterprises for printing. The mandate directs JLARC to  re- 
port its findings to the 2000 Session of the General Assembly 

TED3 PRKNTING PROCUBEMENT PROCESS 

The Virginia Public Procurement Act ($11-35 et sep. of the Code of Virginia) 
was enacted in 1982 to regulate the process by which State and local governmer~t agen- 
cies purchase goods and services from non-governmental sources. Section 11-35G of 
the Code of Virginia identifies the intent of the Virginia Public Procurement Act (T7PPA)- 
it states: 

To the end that public bodies in the Commonwealth obtain high qud- 
ity goods and services at reasonable cost, that all procurement proce- 
dures be conducted in a fair and impartial manner with avoidance of 
any impropriety or appearance of impropriety, that all qualified ven- 
dors have access to public business and that no offeror be arbitrarily 
or capriciously excluded, it is the intent of the General Assembly that 
competition be sought to  the maximum feasible degree, that indi- 
vidual public bodies enjoy broad flexibility in fashioning details of 
such competition, that the rules governing contract awards be made 
clear in advance of the competition, that specifications reflect the 
procurement needs of the purchasing body rather than being drawn 
to  favor a particular vendor, and that the purchaser and vendor freely 
exchange information concerning what is sought to be procured and 
what is offered. 

The Department of General Services, through its Division of Purchases and 
Supply, is responsible for most aspects of procurement. It establishes the State's pro- 
curement procedures within the framework of the VPPA. Further, it is generally re- 
sponsible for all purchases requiring the use of competitive sealed bidding, one of five 
methods available for procuring goods and services. 
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Types of Purchases 

There are two types of purchases that procurement policy encompasses. The 
first, statewide or term contracts, are contracts with a vendor for a good or senice over 
a specified time period (usually one year). DPS procures and administers all term 
contracts. Buying in large volume reduces both the cost of the items and the time 
required to obtain the items. Agencies may place orders against the term contract 
rather than having to go through the full procurement process each time. For example, 
the Division of Legislative Automated Systems has a term contract that covers all 
House and Senate documents. 

The second type of procurement, a 'spot purchase," is a one-time purchase of' 
goods or services. DPS or individual agencies may make this type of purchase, depend- 
ing on the dollar value of the item. For example, the College of William and Mary 
ordered the printing of its course catalog through a spot purchase. 

Methods of Procurement 

There are five methods of procurement described by Section 11-41 of the Code 
of Virginia and in the Agency Procurement and Surplus Property Manual issued by 
DPS. These methods offer procurement officials flexibility in awards, beyond accep- 
tance of the lowest bid. The VPPA and the Manual describe the circumstances for 
using competitive sealed bidding, competitive negotiation, small purchase procedures, 
sole source, and emergency procedures. Figure 1 shows the process used to determine 
which procurement procedures should be used and the steps of the competitive sealed 
bidding process. 

Competitive Sealed Bidding. Competitive sealed bidding is generally re- 
quired for the procurement of goods worth more than $30,000. This method requires 
the State to solicit bids on a specified item from vendors, who respond with fixed prices 
in a sealed envelope. The award is made to the lowest bidder who meets all criteria of 
the solicitation. This type of procurement is the focus of this review and is discussed in 
more detajl in the next section. 

Competitiue Negotiation. Competitive negotiation may be used in the pro- 
curement of professional services, or in cases where competitive sealed bidding is not 
appropriate or advantageous. This method is used when a variety of goods or services 
would be acceptable. The State sends a Request for Proposal to potential vendors, 
whose offers are evaluated on the basis of the quality of the product or the service itself, 
not its cost. According to  DPS staff, printing is never procured through this method. 

SnuZl Purchase Procedures. Small purchases are those estimated to cost 
less than $30,000. Agencies may procure these purchases without the aid of DPS, 
provided they have written procurement procedures on record. Purchases of goods or 
s e ~ c e s  through small purchase procedures do not require sealed bids or competitive 
negotiation, but should promote competition as much as practicable. For example, 
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Issue Invitation for 
Bids 

Conduct Pre-Bid r - 3  
Conference and/or 
Site Visit (required 
if over $1 00,000) Award Contract; 



Page 4 Chapter I: Introduction 

purchases estimated between $5,000 and $15,000 may be contracted by telephoning a 
minimum of three potential vendors and requesting a verbal price quote. 

Sole Source Procurement. Sole source procedures may be used when it is 
determined that no competitors exist for particular goods or services. This may occur 
when an agency must order an item that is trademarked by a vendor or when an item 
requires specialized equipment to manufacture. Using these procedures, the State 
solicits a price from the vendor, evaluates its reasonableness, and may negotiate with 
the vendor for a lower price. 

Emergency Procedures. In an event that threatens danger to property or 
personal safety, an agency may make an emergency procurement without using the 
procedures described above. This method does not require the solicitation of multiple 
vendors or negotiation with a single vendor, but the State should promote competition 
"as is practicable under the circumstances" (Code of Virginia, $11-411E)). 

Competitive Sealed Bidding Process 

The Code of Virginia identifies competitive sealed bidding as the preferred 
process for procuring goods and services. In this process, DPS requests goods or ser- 
vices from private firms, and vendors respond with sealed bids. After a specified dead- 
line, bids are opened and evaluated, and the lowest qualified bidder is awarded the 
contract. 

The process begins when an agency determines that the good or service needed 
will cost more than $30,000. (Agencies may also use competitive sealed bidding for 
jobs that will cost less than $30,000 if they so choose.) The agency must send a requi- 
sition form to DPS, where an Invitation for Bids (IFB) is developed. The IFB describes 
the agency's requirements, deadlines, and any special instructions regarding the re- 
quest. 

DPS uses three methods to notify vendors about State print jobs. First, the 
IFB is posted publicly in the DPS office in Richmond. Second, the IFB must also be 
advertised in Virginia Business Opportunities NBO), a weekly publication that lists 
the goods and senices to be purchased by State agencies. Third, the IFB is sent di- 
rectly to a number of printers. Based on DPS policy, the IFB for a spot purchase is sent 
directly to a t  least six vendors listed on the Bidders List (randomly selected using a 
computer program). For term contracts, all printing vendors who are on the Bidders 
List for the commodity needed are notified of the IFB. 

Printers must be registered on DPS' Bidders List to be awarded a State print 
job through competitive sealed bidding. To become an approved bidder, printers must 
fill out an application and submit a list of their equipment, whch is examined to deter- 
mine the types of jobs a printer has the capacity to print. Printers are included on the 
Bidders List according to the type of commodity they can provide (for example, enve- 
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lopes, forms, or newspapers). There are 18 commodity categories related to printing, 
and 292 approved printers currently on the Bidders List. 

The deadline for receiving bids must be at  least ten days after the IF33 is made 
public. Until this deadline, bids remain sealed. When the deadline passes, bids are 
opened and read publicly by the bid tabulation unit a t  DPS. The DPS buyer then 
examines the lowest bid for acceptability. Vendors must be found both responsive and 
responsible to be awarded a contract. According to the Code of Virginia, a responsive 
bidder is Ya person or firm who has submitted a bid which conforms in all material 
respects to the Invitation for Bids" ($11-37). Bids must be complete and meet all speci- 
fications of the IFB to be considered responsive. A responsible bidder is "a person or 
firm who has the capability, in all respects, to perform fully the contract requirements 
and the moral and business integrity and reliability which will assure good faith per- 
formance" ($11-37). The vendor must regularly supply the product and must have the 
ability to meet all specifications of the contract, including deadlines. 

If the lowest bidder is found to be not responsive or not responsible, the buyer 
will examine the second lowest bid. The contract is awarded to the lowest bidder who 
is responsive and responsible. According to DPS staff, printers are very rarely found to 
be non-responsible, but non-responsive bids are found frequently. 

A vendor's mistake in a bid may be corrected after the bid is opened as long as 
it does not affect price, quantity, quality, or delivery. Examples include typographical 
errors, calculation errors, missing information, use of correctional fluid, or crossing out. 
If the mistake is documented during bid tabulation, DPS may waive it as an "informal- 
ity" rather than declaring the vendor non-responsive. 

When an award is made, notice of the award or of DPS' intent to award the 
contract to a vendor must be posted publicly for ten days. During the posting of the 
award or intent to award notice, any bidder may inspect the procurement file for that 
purchase and submit a formal protest. DPS has ten days to respond, and the vendor 
has ten days to appeal to the Appeals Board, an independent panel appointed by the 
Governor. According to DPS staff, there are very few protests on printing procure- 
ments, and appeals veqy rarely occur. DPS st& reported never having lost a printing 
protest on appeal. To lose an appeal, DPS must be found to have been arbitrary and 
capricious in its denial of the protest. 

Division of Procurement Responsibilities 

There are three main entities involved in procuring State printing - the agency 
requesting the print work, the Department of Corrections' Virginia Correctional Enter- 
prises, and KIPS, Individual agencies are responsible for identifying their printing 
needs and developing basic specifications for spot purchases. In addition, DPS has 
given agencies authority to directly procure goods and services costing less than $30,000. 
As a general rule, any purchases over $30,000 must be made by DPS. However, some 
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public entities, such as certain State colleges and universities, have been deIegated 
unlimited purchasing authority. 

The Department of  Corrections' Virginia Correctional Enterprises (WE) is a 
mandatory source for printing and many other goods and services. For example, agen- 
cies are required to purchase their letterhead stationery from VCE. The VCE print 
shop is also capable of printing a limited range of specialized printing such as forms, 
envelopes, booklets, and brochures. Agencies are required to contact VCE to determine 
if it has the capability to perform the work and if the order can be filled in a sufficient 
amount of time. If VCE cannot meet the job requirements, it provides a written reIease 
which allows the agency to procure the printing from the private sector. 

DPS is the centralized purchasing arm of the State. It is responsible for spot 
purchases costing more than $30,000 and the procurement of all term contracts. in 
addition, at an agencfs request, DPS will make purchases between $5,000 and $30,000. 
DPS oversees all procurement by State agencies, maintains a manual of policies relat- 
ing to procurement, and establishes the delegated purchasing power of the agencies. It 
also provides training and assistance to State agency buyers, and handles comp1aints 
from both agencies and vendors. The procurement review unit periodically examines 
agency procurement activities for compliance with law, policy, and procedures. They 
review agencies for operational efficiency, make recommendations, and provide train- 
ing as needed. 

JLARC REVIEW 

This JLARC review provides an assessment of DPS administration of the 
competitive sealed bidding process for the procurement of printing jobs. The review 
examines each step of the competitive sealed bidding process as it is outlined in the 
VPPA and the DPS Manual. Specifically, JLARC staff focused on five issues listed in 
the study mandate: restrictions on the geographic location of bidders, inappropriate 
changes in job specifcations, preferences for in-state vendors, the use of recycled paper 
and paper products, and the use of Virginia Correctional Enterprises' print shop. 

Exploration of these issues enabled the team to assess: 

the appropriateness of the Commonwealth's competitive sealed bidding pro- 
cess for the procurement of printing go,ods, 

the extent t o  which the process is followed by DPS, and 

* the extent to which the Department of Corrections' print shop is used in 
accordance with law. 

A variety of research activities were undertaken to address these issues. Major re- 
search activities included: file reviews, document reviews, a survey of print shops, a 
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survey of State agencies that use DPS for competitive sealed bidding of print jobs, and 
structured i n t e ~ e w s .  

FUe Reviews. One of JLARC's primary research tools in this study was a 
review of DPS' printing procurement files. DPS maintains a file for each procurement 
conducted. Since competitive sealed bidding is only required for jobs costing $30,000 
or more, JLARC staff focused primarily on those jobs. The files reviewed included all 
spot purchases worth $30,000 or more made during fiscal years 1998 and 1999 (through 
May) and all term contracts worth over $30,000 that were in effect during the same 
time period. This resulted in a file review of 76 spot purchases and 51 term contracts. 
A sample of 15 spot purchases worth less than $30,000 was also reviewed. 

In the file review, information was collected on several aspects of the procure- 
ment, including the type of purchase, amount of lowest and highest bids, number of 
solicitations sent and bids received. Other information included the state in which the 
lowest-bidding vendor is located, the number of changes made to the IFB, whether 
recycled paper was solicited, and whether geographic restrictions or reciprocal prefer- 
ences were used in making the award. 

In addition, the files for all written complaints about printers submitted to 
DPS by State agencies were reviewed. There were 18 written complaints filed with 
DPS during the past two years. JLARC staff examined the complaints to determine 
the types of problems encountered with printers and whether there are printers with 
which State agencies routinely have problems. DPS' responses to these complaints 
were also assessed. 

Document Reviews. Several document reviews contributed to the data col- 
lection for this project. The formal competitive sealed bidding process is well docu- 
mented in the VPPA and Ageney Procurement and Surplus Property Manual. J U C  
staff reviewed these documents in detail to identify the required procedures. Other 
documents reviewed include the Bidders List application package used to  qu* printers 
for State work, the DPS Vendor's Manual, the procurement review unit manual, DPS 
reviews of agency procurement practices, the "debarred vendors list," and written re- 
leases granted to agencies by VCE. 

W e b  sites for several national and federal entities, such as the National ASSO- 
ciation of State Procurement Officials, National Institute of Governmental Purchasing, 
and U.S. General Services Administration, were reviewed in order to identify profes- 
sional procurement standards, federal procurement policies and procedures, and best 
practices. Information about procurement processes obtained through these sources 
was used in assessing the adequacy of Virginia's competitive sealed bidding process. 

Suruey of State Agencies. Selected State agencies were surveyed as part of 
t h s  review in order to gain agencies' perspectives concerning the competitive sealed 
bidding process, DPS' administration of the process, and VCE print shop performance. 
A copy of the survey is included in Appendix B. 
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Thirty State agencies used DPS to procure at least one spot purchase print job 
costing $30,000 or more (thus, requiring competitive sealed bidding) during fiscal years 
1998 and/or 1999. In addition, the General Assembly, through the Division of Legisla- 
tive Automated Systems, used DPS to develop several large term contracts for various 
legislative documents during this time period. The survey was sent to these 31 agen- 
cies, and all 31 responded. 

Survey of Private Sector Print Shops. A survey was sent to a random 
sample of 366 printers chosen from the DPS Bidders List and a list of printers provided 
by Printing Industries of Virginia, a printing trade association. The purpose of the 
s w e y  was to solicit printers' views concerning how well the Virginia procurement 
process works and whether they think the process is fair. Further, it was used to iden- 
tify any problems with the process that printers have encountered and m y  changes 
that printers believe would improve the process. A copy of this survey is included in 
Appendix C. A total of 76 printers responded to the s w e y  - 69 from Virginia and 
seven from other states. 

Structured Intervieurs. To better understand the process and the magni- 
tude of the printing-related workload, interviews were conducted with DPS and VCE 
staff  as well as procurement officials at selected State agencies. The president of Print- 
ing Industries of Virginia was interviewed to gain the perspective of in-state printing 
vendors. In addition, follow-up calls were made to several State agencies concerning 
their responses to the State agency survey. To further gain an understanding of the 
printing procurement process, JLARC st& attended two bid openings of sealed bid 
procurements at DPS and toured the print shop at VCE. 

REPORT ORGANIZATION 

The remainder of thls report consists of three chapters. Chapter I1 provides a 
description of the printing industry in Virginia, including the magnitude of printing 
bought by State agencies. Chapter I11 presents a review of the competitive sealed 
bidding process as it is used for printing procurement. This chapter contains an evalu- 
ation of State policy and procurement processes, and some recommended changes to 
improve the competitive sealed bidding process. Finally, Chapter IV discusses the use 
of Virgmia Correctional Enterprises' printing services by State agencies. 
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11. Printing in Virginia 

The printing industry contributes significant economic benefits to the Com- 
monwealth. It is one of the largest manufacturing industries in the State, consisting 
primarily of numerous small businesses. A portion of these businesses competes for 
the State's substantial print work. In calendar year 1998, State agencies spent ap- 
proximately $36. l million for printing-related work. 

A question has been raised as to whether an excessive amount of this printing 
work is being performed by printers located in other states. This chapter examines 
that question. Analysis of bid and expenditure data for print jobs procured through 
competitive sealed bidding revealed that most agency print work is bought from firms 
located in Virginia. In fact, when Virginia printers submit sealed bids for State print 
work, they are awarded the work in three-fourths of the cases. While this finding 
suggests that the process works well for Virginia's printers, some changes could be 
implemented that would be beneficial to the printing industry as well as the State. 
These changes will be discussed in Chapter 111. 

Printing Is a Major Industry in Virginia 

Printing is a major manufacturing industry inVirginia, ranging from newspa- 
per and book printing to printing of envelopes and letterhead. According to data from 
the U.S. Department of Commerce, printing and publishing is the fiRh largest manu- 
facturing industry in Virginia in terms of gross state product. There were more than 
$3.2 billion in shipments from this industry in 1997 (the most recent data available). 

Likewise, printing is one of the largest industries inVirginia in terms of manu- 
facturing employment. Virginia Employment Commission data from 1997 show that 
the printing industry has the third largest number of employees, following food pro- 
cessing and transportation equipment. There were an estimated 37,500 Virginia em- 
ployees in the printing and publishing industry in 1997. 

Data on the State printing industry indicates that it is primarily made up of 
numerous small firms. According to data provided by the Printing Industries dVir- 
ginin, a printing trade association, there are currently 869 printers located in Virginia. 
Over 75 percent of Virginia printing establishments have fewer than 20 employees, 
accounting for about 15 percent of total printing shipments per year. In contrast, two 
percent of printing companies in the State employ more than 250 workers each. These 
large firms produce over one-third of all printing shipments in the State. 

The northern Virginia and Richmond metropolitan areas account for a large 
proportion of printing employees and revenues in Virginia. Table 1 identifies the level 
of printing activity for the major metropolitan areas in the State. Because of the large 
number of print shops and employees dispersed throughout the State, there is a wide 
base of potential vendors with whch the State can contract for print work. 
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Printing Industry Data by Virginia Metropolitan Area 

Source: Printing Industries of Virginia 1998 Virginia State Print Market Fact Sheet. 

State Agency Printing Expenditures Are Substantial 

Metropolitan 
Area 

Northern Virginia 
Richmond 
Norfolk 
Roanoke 
Lynchburg 
Charlottesville 
Danville 

All State agencies require printing work during their normal course of busi- 
ness- Some agencies perform almost all of their printing using in-house resources. 
Others obtain a significant amount of printing from the Virginia Correctional Enter- 
prises print shop. However, at some point most agencies obtain same printing from 
private sector print shops. 

Shipments 
(in Millions) 

$959.2 
700.9 
266.3 
268.6 
279.5 
133.6 
39.8 

Printing 
Establishments 

306 
1 54 
1 33 
45 
30 
23 
13 

As a whole, State agencies spent approximately $36.1 million for private sec- 
tor print work during calendar year (CY) 1998. Agencies that spent the most on print- 
ing tended to be universities and agencies with extensive contact with the general 
public, such as the Department of Motor Vehicles. There were 18 agencies that spent at 
least $500,000 during that time period (Table 2). These agencies accounted for ap- 
proximately two-thrds of all State expenditures for printing during CY 1998. 

Printing 
Employees 

6,838 
4,878 
1,982 
1,749 
1,714 
862 
290 

Agencies typically use private sector print shops to print publications such as 
annual reports, manuals, catalogs, and brochures. Agency print jobs also include such 
items as decals, temporary tags for motor vehicles, and forms. In CY 1998, agency 
print jobs ranged in cost from less than $1 for photocopying to almost $900,000 for 
printing the individual and corporate income tax booklets. The average cost of State 
agency print jabs in CY 1998 was approximately $1,400. 

As described in Chapter I, print jobs estimated to cost at least $30,000 must 
be procured using competitive sealed bidding. Since most agencies' delegated procure- 
ment authority is limited to $30,000, DPS is responsible for procuring almost all print- 
ing that requires competitive sealed bidding. (Five State universities and two agencies 
have procurement authority for printing exceeding $30,000.) In addition to spot pur- 
chases over $30,000, DPS uses competitive sealed bidding to procure all term printing 
contracts for State agencies. Table 3 identifies the number of print jobs requiring corn- 
petitive sealed bidding during fiscal years (FYs) 1998 and 1999, the total cost of those 
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State Agencies with Highest Expenditures for Printing, CY 1998 

Source: Department of Accounts CARS data. 

Department of Motor Vehicles 
Virginia Commonwealth University 
Department of Taxation 
Department of Education 
Department of Transportation 
University of Virginia 
James Madison University 
George Mason University 
College of William and Mary 
Department of Health 
Division of Legislative Automated Systems 
Department of Game and Inland Fisheries 
Virginia Employment Commission 
Department of State Police 
Old Dominion University 
Mary Washington College 
Northern Virginia Community College 
University of Virginia Medical Center 

print jobs, and the agency responsible for procuring those jobs. As directed in the study 
mandate, the JLARC review focused primarily on print jobs requiring competitive sealed 
bidding. 

Printing Expenditures 

$3,065,149 
2,219,152 
2,189,793 
2,022,079 
1,728,489 
1,613,767 
1,498,566 
1,276,882 
1,214,047 
1,096,064 
1,083,042 

849,427 
708,427 
708,010 
690,963 
61 9,286 
589,720 
566,228 

1 

DPS also procured for State agencies an additional 263 smaller print jobs 
costing $3.2 million during FYs 1998 and 1999. (Most of these j obs were procured prior 
to July 1, 1998, during which time agencies' delegated authority was only $5,000.) 
These jobs were typically procured using small purchase procedures. In total, DPS' 
procurements for printing accounted for approximately 57 percent of all State printing 
expenditures during CY 1998. 

Most State Agency Printing Is Purchased from Virginia Printers 

One question raised during the course of the J W C  review was the extent to 
which State government print jobs were being performed by out-of-state printers. There 
is a perception that much of the print work for State agencies is performed by non- 
Virginia printers. To address this issue, the files for all DPS printing procurements 
that required competitive sealed bidding during FYs 1998 and 1999 were reviewed. In 
addition, JLARC staff examined agency payments to printing vendors as identified in 
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Print Jobs Costing More than $30,000 
Procured Using Competitive Sealed Bidding, 

FYs 1998 and 1999 

/ Agency Responsible Number of 
for Procurement 1 Print Jobs Procured / Cost of Print Jobs 

DPS 
Spot purchases 
Term contracts* 

University of Virginia 
James Madison University 
George Mason University 
Department of Social Services 
Radford University 
State Lottery 
Virginia Tech 30,000 -- 

'Term contracts listed are those which were in effect during FYs 1998 and 1999. The dollar value listed represents 
a one-year estimated value for those contracts. 

Source: Data reported by DPS, Department of Social Services, George Mason University, James Madison 
. University, Radford University, University of Virginia, Virginia Tech, and the State Lottery Department. 

the Department of Accounts' Commonwealth Accounting and Reporting System (CARS) 
database for CY 1998. Based on analyses of the data obtained from these sources, 
JLARC staff found that, in fact, most State agency printing is being performed by 
printers located in Virginia. 

JLARC staff reviewed the files and otherwise collected information on all State 
print jobs requiring competitive sealed bidding that were procured during FYs 1998 
and 1999. Information collected included the name and home state of the vendor awarded 
each print job, the amount of the low bid, whether any Virginia printers bid on the job, 
and if so, the amount of the lowest bid from a Virginia printer. The number of contracts 
and dollar value of contracts awarded to firms in each state were then calculated. Based 
on ths analysis, JLARC staff found that 64 percent of all printing contracts were awarded 
to firms located in Virginia. Correspondmgly, 66 percent of the dollar value of all con- 
tracts was awarded to Virginia printers (Figure 2). Other states that received a sub- 
stantial number of State printing contracts included Maryland, Pennsylvania, and k- 
kansas. 

To further explore this issue, JLARC staff examined the percentages of in- 
state to out-of-state printing expenditures separately for spot purchases and term con- 
tracts of $30,000 or more. Figure 3 displays the results of thls comparison. Virgnia 
printers were awarded about two-thirds of both spot purchases and term contracts. 
With both types of contracts, Virginia's printers have been awarded the majority of 
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State work, both in terms of number of contracts and dollar value, procured through 
competitive sealed bidding. 

Further analysis of the procurement data showed that in 33 percent of the 
spot purchases in which an out-of-state bidder was awarded the contract, there were no 
Virginia bidders. For term contracts in which an out-of-state printer won the contract, 
there was no competition from Virginia printers in 40 percent of  the cases. To better 
assess the extent to  which Virginia printers are successful in obtaining State print 
work when they attempt to bid on the work, JLARC s ta f f  compared the data for spot 
purchases and term contracts for only those cases in whch the bidders included a 
Virginia printer. The results in Figure 3 show that Virginia printers are competitive 
when bidding on State printing jobs, winning the contracts in more than three-fourths 
of the cases. 

In addition to the data on all jobs procured through competitive sealed bid- 
ding, JLARC staff obtained vendor payment data for approximately $30.8 million of 
the $36.1 million in State agency printing expenditures in CY 1998. This amount 
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ia Print Jobs: 

Total Spot Purchases 
Total Spot Purchases When Bidders Included a Vir 

Total Value of Spot Purchases 

Total Longcferm Contracts 
Total Long-Te rm Contra cts When Bidders Included a 

Total Value of Total Value of Long-T 
Long-Te rm Contracts When Bidders Included 
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includes print jobs of all sizes. (The remaining $5.3 million of vendor data from some 
agencies were not available. In particular, some purchases of printing could not be 
traced back to individual print shops, including printing bought using agency small 
purchase procurement credit cards and petty cash fund reimbursements made to indi- 
viduals for printing purchases.) Approximately 56 percent of the printing expendi- 
tures for which vendor payment data were available were paid to printing firms in 
Virginia. 

State Agency Print Work Procured Through Competitive Sealed Bidding 
Is Dispersed Across Many Virginia Printers 

Based on the review of all printing procured by DPS through competitive sealed 
bidding during the past two fiscal years, it appears that State printing work is widely 
dispersed across many printers rather than being performed by only a few select print- 
ers. Of the 88 sealed bidding print jobs awarded to Virginia firms in the past two years, 
a total of 38 different Virginia printers were awarded the jobs. The number of jobs 
awarded to any one printer ranged from one to ten, with an average of 2.3. 

Likewise, this review found that individual printers are not consistently be- 
ing awarded sealed bid jobs from the same agencies. The maximum number of jobs any 
one printer was awarded from one agency was four out of a total of 11 agency print jobs, 
and these four jobs required specialized printing and shipping which few printers are 
equipped to perform. Most printers were awarded only one or two jobs from any one 
agency The data suggest, therefore, that the specifications of agency print jobs are not 
developed in such a way to favor particular printers. 

Conclusion 

Based on the assessment of printing procurement data, it appears that the 
current competitive sealed bidding process appropriately includes the printers located 
in Virgnia. Virginia printers are being awarded the majority of State government 
printing that is procured through competitive sealed bidding. Further, the sealed bid- 
ding printing work is being distributed across a range of printers, suggesting an inher- 
ent fairness with the process. 

There are, however, some procedural improvements that could be made which 
would benefit the printing industry and result in a more efficient procurement system. 
These issues will be addressed in the next chapter. 
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111. Competitive Sealed Bidding 
Policies and Practices 

This review examined the broad policies concerning competitive sealed bid- 
ding as well as the detailed procurement practices followed by the Department of a n -  
era1 Senices' Division of Purchases and Supply (DPS). Review of the policies revealed 
a generally fair process resulting in the State obtaining quality print work at a reason- 
able price. In addition, DPS procurement practices were found to be consistent with 
the policies and process requirements. However, there were some areas warranting 
attention by DPS and other State agencies. In particular, changes are needed to help 
facilitate the sharing of information about available State printing jobs. 

COMPETITIVE SEALED BIDDING PROCESS APPEARS SOUND 

The Virginia Public Procurement Act was intended to ensure that the State 
"obtain high quality goods and services at reasonable cost," and that the process is fair 
and promotes competition. The competitive sealed bidding process, as outlined in the 
DPS Agency Procurement and Surplus Property Manual, generally meets the intent of 
this Act. 

The quality and cost of the printing obtained through competitive sealed bid- 
ding appears to be satisfactory. Of the 31 State agencies surveyed for this review, 94 
percent reported that the process results in good quality print jobs. When asked if the 
competitive sealed bidding process results in a reasonable cost for the agency's print 
jobs, 97 percent of the agencies reported that it does. A review of DPS' files found that 
very few formal complaints were submitted in the past two years regarding print jobs. 

The competitive sealed bidding process is also generally viewed as fair. JLARC 
staff asked printers whether they felt that they were treated fairly by DPS during the 
process. Although a few printers reported unfair treatment, 84 percent of the 37 print- 
ers who responded to the question reported that they were treated fairly Further, as 
discussed in Chapter 11, the competitive sealed bidding print work is awarded across a 
range of printers rather than to a select few. This finding suggests that the process 
does not tend to favor certain printers over others. 

The final requirement of the VPPA is that it should promote competition to 
the fullest extent possible. The competitive sealed bidding process also appears to 
meet this goal of the Act. All ofthe State agencies s w e y e d  reported that they felt the 
process results in adequate competition for their print jobs. 

A review of DPS procurement files indicated how much the State benefits 
from competition when procuring print jobs. On spot purchases using competitive 
sealed bidding, the State paid an average of $8,480 less than the State agency had 
allocated fox the job. Competition can also be seen on individual purchases by cornpar- 
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ing the highest and lowest bids. For all print jobs solicited using competitive sealed 
bidding (118 cases), the difference between the highest and lowest bids ranged from 
$2,700 to $1.4 million. Across all jobs, the low bid was an average of $87,731 lower than 
the hghest bid. Clearly, the process provides competition that is beneficial to the State. 

DPS policies have been found to be consistent with exemplary programs 
throughout the United States. JLARC staff found that Virginia's competitive sealed 
bidding process incorporates much of the model procurement provisions supported by 
national procurement organizations. A majority of the State agencies surveyed re- 
ported that no changes were needed to the VPPA or to DPS' administration of the 
procurement process for printing. Table 4 illustrates responses t o  some of the ques- 
tions on the survey of State agencies that used competitive sealed bidding. 

While State agencies reported general satisfaction with the competitive sealed 
bidding process, private print shops raised some concerns. Table 5 illustrates responses 
to some of the questions on the JLARC survey of private print shops. When asked in 
the survey whether changes should be made to the process, 72 percent of the 29 print- 
ers who had an opinion believed that the State procurement process for printing should 
be changed. The particular issues with which these respondents were concerned in- 
cluded better notification of available State print work and simplification of the IFB 
specifications. These concerns will be addressed in the next section of this chapter. 

Responses to Selected Questions on the JLARC Survey of 
State Agencies that Use Competitive Sealed Bidding 

- - - - - 

Source: JLARC staff survey of State agencies using DPS far competitive sealed bidding of print jobs. 

No 

6% 

3% 

0% 

90% 

80% 

Survey Question (N=3 1 unless ofhewjse noted) 

Do you think the competitive sealed bidding process 
results in good quality print jobs? 

Do you think the competitive sealed bidding process 
results in a reasonable cost for print jobs? (N=30) 

Do you think the competitive sealed bidding process 
results in adequate competition for your agency's 
print jobs? 

Do you think that any changes are needed to DPS' 
administration of the procurement process for printing? 

Do you think that any changes are needed to the 
Virginia Public Procurement Act as it relates to printing 
procurement? (N=30) - 

Yes 

94% 

97% 

100% 

1 OOh 

20% 
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Responses to Selected Questions on the 
JLARC Survey of Private Print Shops 

'An additional 42 printers responded "do nat know" to this question. 
Source: JLARC staff survey of privatesactor print shops. 

SOME PROCEDURAL ISSUES NEED TO BE ADDRESSED 

No 

16% 

28% 

Survey Question (N=31 unless otherwise noted) 

Do you think your company was treated fairly by DPS in 
the awarding of State print jobs on which you bid during 
the past two years? (N=37) 

Do you think that any changes are needed to the State 
procurement process for printing jobs? (N=29*) 

DPS procurement practices are generdly consistent with the Code of Virginia 
and the DGS procurement manual, ensuring that all procurement activity meets the 
criteria established by the General Assembly in the VPPA. While DPS practices are 
sound, some areas could be improved to better reflect the intent of the law. DPS policy 
can be dvided into several main areas, each having to do with one aspect of the com- 
petitive sealed bidding process: access to State print jobs, development of print job 
specifications, identification of the lowest responsive and responsible bidder, changes 
in print job specifications, the timeliness of State procurement practices, and DPS over- 
sight of the process. This section of the report explores each facet of the process in 
detail, identiwng improvements that are needed to ensure the soundness of  the com- 
petitive sealed bidding process. 

Yes 

84% 

72% 

Access to State Printing Jobs 

There are three methods by which DPS staff notify printers about jobs being 
procured through competitive sealed bidding. First, they post a notice in the Virginia 
Business Opportunities m O )  weekly newsletter. Second, they send the Invitation for 
Bids (IFB) directly to  a sample of printers from the DPS Bidders List. A printer must 
be registered with DPS to receive IFBs directly. Third, they post a job notice at the DPS 
off~ce in Richmond, 

While State agencies reported satisfaction with the level of competition for 
their print jobs, Virginia's printers reported a desire to  have greater access to State 
jobs, Based on the analyses conducted, it appears that greater access to information 
about State print jobs could lead to increased competition, and subsequently to the 
State obtaining more advantageous prices for its print jobs. There are a number of 
steps that DPS has begun to implement to increase vendors' access to State jobs. 
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Competition for Competitive Sealed B a i n g  Jobs Is Generally Adequate 
but Could Be Improved. JLARC staff collected data on the number of solicitations 
sent out for every job procured through competitive sealed bidding during the past two 
fiscal years, the number of bids received from the direct solicitations, and the number 
of bids received based on VBO notices. Analysis of the data showed that the State 
usually received adequate competition for its print jobs procured through competitive 
sealed bidding. However, it appears that increasing printers' access to information on 
State print jobs could benefit the State. 

On average, DPS sent out IFBs directly to about 13 printers for spot purchase 
solicitations and to about 58 printers for term contracts. (For term contracts, DPS 
routinely solicits all printers registered for the commodity requested.) For both types 
of jobs, DPS received an average of 4.8 bids with most responses resulting from the 
direct solicitations. DPS received an average of only 1.7 bids based on VBO notices. 
While sending out more bids directly for term contracts did not elicit any more re- 
sponses on average than for spot purchases, it appears that the response rate for term 
contracts is largely the result of the nature of term contracts. They tend to be larger 
contracts, which many printers may not be capable of performing. 

However, there is evidence to indicate that for spot purchases, the more bids 
sent out the greater the response rate. For jobs in which DPS directly solicited less 
than the average number (13.3) of printers, it received an average of 4.1 bids. For jobs 
in which 14 or more printers were solicited, an average of 5.6 bids were received. 

This increased level of competition may have resulted in lower costs paid by 
the State. For jobs in which less than 14 printers were directly solicited, the average 
job cost $89,333, and the low bid was on average $1,739 more than the expected cost of 
the job. However, for jobs in which 14 or more printers were solicited, the low bids were 
$19,564 less on average than their expected costs (with an average job cost of $95,824). 
This finding suggests that there may be a benefit to increasing printers' direct access 
to spot purchase IFBs. 

Registration Process Could Be Streamlined. To be directly notified about 
a State print job and potentially be awarded a print job that has been procured by DPS 
through competitive sealed bidding, a bidder must first be registered on DPS' Bidders 
List. Upon request, DPS sends vendors a three-page Bidders List application and 
vendor's manual, whch details the State procurement process and requirements. Print- 
ers register for any of 18 print commodities (for example, newsprint or four-color pro- 
cess) which they have the capability to produce. When submitting their applications, 
printers must also submit a list of their printing equipment. DPS reviews this list to 
ensure that the printers have the type of equipment necessary to print the type of work 
for which they wish to register. A vendor is typically registered within a day of DPS 
receiving the application. 

There w e  292 printers registered on the DPS Bidders List. Of these printers, 
156 are Virginia-based printers and 136 are from other states. Based on a reported 
number of 869 printers in Virgnia, approximately 18 percent of Virginia's printers are 



P a ~ e  21 Chapter 111: Competitive Sealed Bidding PoIicies and Practices 

registered with DPS. There is a concern among the printing community in Virginia 
that not enough Virginia printers are registered to bid on State jobs. With only 18 
percent of printers registered, there is clearly room for improvement in this area. 

Approximately 50 percent of the printers that responded to the J M C  survey 
reported that they are not registered with DPS. The reason most provided for not being 
registered i s  that they did not know there was a registration process or lacked informa- 
tion about how to register. Printers also raised concerns that the application process is 
cumbersome and, therefore, an impediment to registration. Many printers reported a 
desire t o  be able to register on-line through the internet. 

Complicating the registration process is the fact that some agencies maintain 
their own bidders lists separate from the DPS list. Printers must contact agencies 
individually to be placed on those bidders lists, and they usually have to fill out a 
separate application for each agency. There is no list available which identifies the 
agencies that have their own lists; therefore, printers must contact every agency just to 
find out which has its own list. Five of the 31 State agencies surveyed for this review 
have their own registration process and application. 

There are a number of steps that could be taken to streamline the State's 
registration process, some of which are already in the process of being implemented. 
First, DPS has recognized the need to streamline its Bidders List application and has 
recently revised it. The revised application has been shortened from three pages down 
to one page. Also, the corresponding commodity list is being simplified. In addition, 
DPS is making provisions for on-line registration. With a planned operational date of 
August of this year, DPS will begin accepting registration applications on-line, by e- 
mail, on diskette, and by traditional mail. They will also have a computer available on- 
site to  allow vendors to walk in and register. 

Another step that should be taken is the consolidation of individual State 
agencies' bidders lists into one comprehensive State list. With a consolidated list, print- 
ers would register just one time and automatically be eligible for all agencies' print 
jobs. DPS staff reported that an inter-agency committee was formed about three years 
ago, coordinated by the Council on Information Management, to develop a single ven- 
dor database that could be accessed by all agencies. However, no action was subse- 
quently taken to effect this change. Since DPS is the State's central procurement of- 
fice, it needs to take the lead to accomplish this task, with the cooperation of agencies 
with delegated procurement authority. 

Finally, steps should be taken to better publicize the State's registration and 
overall procurement process. As the association for printers in Virginia, Printing In- 
dustries of Virginia is well positioned to assist in informing private sector printers 
about the process. For example, the association may wish to consider adding to its web 
site a link to the DPS web site or providing information about who to contact at DPS 
concerning State printing work. In addition, DPS could attend printer trade associa- 
tion meetings periodically to explain the process. 
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Recommendation ( I ) .  The Division of Purchases and Supply, in coor- 
dination with other State agencies, should take steps necessary to  develop a 
single statewide database for all vendors that would be accessible to all State 
agencies. 

Recommendation (2). The Division of Purchases and Supply should 
work with the Printing Industries of Virginia association to identify and imp!* 
ment methods of informing Virginia's printers about the State's vendor regis- 
tration process and to encourage rejgistration by Virginia printers. In parN 
ticular, Printing Industries of Virginia may wish to consider providing infor- 
mation on its internet web site concerning appropriate contacts for informa- 
tion on State printing work. 

Improvements Needed to the Notification Process for State Print Jobs. 
As previously described, DPS sends the IFB for each spot purchase to a relatively small 
number of printers on a rotational basis. Given that there are not a large number of 
State print jobs that must be procured through competitive sealed bidding, printers 
receive very few direct solicitations from DPS in any one year Almost one-half of the 
printers responding to the JZARC survey reported dissatisfaction with the State's pm- 
cess of notifying printers of available State agency print jobs. 

In addition to direct solicitation, for a fee printers may subscribe to Virginia 
Business Opportunities to find out about competitive sealed bidding print jobs. HOW- 
ever, the VBO provides only a very brief description of the job. Printers are then re- 
quired to contact DPS to receive a copy of the IFB. Only 76 printers currently subscribe 
to the VBO - 38 Virginia printers and 38 printers from other states. 

When asked on the survey what changes to the process are needed, several 
printers responded that they would like on-line access to print job solicitations. DPS is 
currently in the process of testing on-line access of the VBO and complete IFBs through 
its internet web site. As with the paper copy of the VBO, DPS plans to charge a fee for 
access to the solicitations on-line, however at a substantially reduced rate to that charged 
for the paper copy of the VBO. DPS also reported that they plan to begin e-mailing 
copies of the IFBs to the printers randomly selected to receive each IFB. 

The use of e-mail for direct solicitations raises the question of whether DPS 
should continue to select a relatively small number of printers to directly send solicita- 
tions or whether the ease of e-mail should allow for solicitations to be sent to all print- 
ers registered on DPS' Bidders List who have e-mail. There would be no added cost to 
e-mail solicitations to all printers compared to just a few because, unlike with the 
paper copies, there would be no copying and postage charges. It appears that such a 
process would serve to increase competition for State jobs without added cost. How- 
ever, this approach has implications for the VBO and the staff resources that are cur- 
rently funded through VBO subscription charges, w h c h  would have to be addressed. 

Recommendation (3). The Division of Purchases and Supply should 
modify its current approach of sending out each solicitation to only a small 
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percentage of printers on its Bidders List. The Division should solicit, via e- 
mail, all printers on the Bidders List for a particular commodity far every 
competitive sealed bidding print job. 

Access to State Business Will Be E"xpan&d Through Broader Electronic 
Commerce Initiatives. Beyond notification of State printing jobs through on-line 
postings and e-mail, efforts are underway to  explore methods to create all-inclusive 
electronic contracting and procurement systems. Such a system would include not 
only on-line vendor registration and solicitations, but also electronic submission of bids 
and electronic fund transfers to vendors, for example. 

An inter-agency task force was formed in 1998 to examine the status of elec- 
tronic commerce in Virginia and to provide recommendations for future hrection. This 
task force issued a report to the 1999 General Assembly (Senate Document 13). 3n t h s  
report, the task force identified benefits to State government in the use of electronic 
procurement, including: increased buyer productivity, expanded supplier base, increased 
small and minority-owned business opportunities, and improved payment processes. 
Benefits to vendors were also identified, including: increased business opportunities, 
leveling of the competitive playing field, invoice elimination, and quicker and more 
dependable payments. The task force recommended promoting expanded use of elec- 
tronic commerce in Virginia through statewide demonstration projects. DPS is cur- 
rently involved in efforts to develop such demonstration projects. 

Development of Print Job Specifications 

When an agency requests that DPS procure a print job on its behalf, specifica- 
tions must be written so that potential vendors have a dear understanding of the print 
job and can offer an accurate bid. There are a number of decisions that must be made 
in the development of the IFB. In addition to the type of publication requested, DPS 
and the agency must specify the size and type of paper that must be used, the delivery 
method and date, quantity desired, binding method, and other specifications. 

JLARC staff examined three other characteristics that must be considered 
when writing specifications for an IFB: the inclusion of geographic restrictions, the use 
of travel costs, and the solicitation of recycled paper costs. Some adjustments in DPS' 
use of these three types of specifications appear warranted. In particular, DPS should 
consider using travel cost provisions in IFBs more often than geographic restrictions 
when agencies wish to visit the site of a print job. DPS should encourage agencies to 
use recycled paper more often and solicit recycled paper costs when feasible. In addi- 
tion, changes should be made to  the IFB format to create specifications that are easier 
to read. 

Use of Geographic Restrictions and Travel Costs Should Be Modified 
In general, State agencies should minimize the number of print jobs that must be viewed 
on the press. While '"press checks" c a n  be useful when printing a document that is very 
important to the agency or uses complex printing processes (such as four-color print- 
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ing), their use should be restricted to only these kinds of documents. In these circum- 
stances, there are two ways to  address in the IFB the agency's need for a press check. 
Agencies have the option of restricting bidders to only those within a certain mileage 
radius or including the cost of traveling to the print shop when determining the low 
bidder. Currently, DPS uses geographic restrictions more often than adding travel 
costs when a press check is required. It appears, however, that travel costs should be 
the preferred approach because they do not restrict competition while still considering 
the cost of the press check in the low bid determination. 

In determining whether to accept an agency's request to restrict mileage or 
add travel costs, DPS considers the cost of an individual being away from the agency to 
inspect the work. The farther the person has to  travel to the printer, the longer the 
person would be away from the office. Mileage would be restricted if the cost to the 
agency in terms of work lost would be high (for example, a small agency where only one 
person is assigned to the publications work). Another reason to restrict the geographic 
location of bidders is the need to work closely with the printer on a continual basis, as 
with a college student newspaper, where students work with the printer as part of 
their educational experience. 

Eighteen percent of print jobs (21 jobs) procured by competitive sealed bid- 
ding restricted mileage during the past two fiscal years. These print jobs were mostly 
hgh-profile publications, such as the Museum of Fine Arts' Ancient Art Handbook and 
the College of William and Mary's admissions viewbook. Other printing was restricted 
to a certain location because of the necessity of a quick turnaround from the printer, 
such as printing the General Assembly's bills and resolutions and duplicating for C ~ S -  
topher Newport University. These print jobs had to be completed in a short time pe- 
riod, and it would have been nearly impossible to ship them on time if coming from a 
great distance. 

Concerns have been raised that geographic restrictions are unfair and inap- 
propriately limit competition. JLARC staff found that while the restriction of bidders 
to a certain area does not have a great effect on the amount of competition for print 
jobs, competition is limited to some extent. When mileage restrictions are used, the 
IFB must ,still be sent to a minimum of six vendors, but the total number of elisble 
vendors is significantly reduced. DPS received an average of 3.8 responses to  each 
solicitation when mileage was restricted, compared to 4.8 overall. The proportion of 
cases in which only one bid was received when geographic restrictions were used was 
comparable to the rate for all competitive sealed bidding solicitations for printing (9.5 
percent compared to 9.3 percent overall). Table 6 compares the number of bids received 
for all print jobs and for jobs in which geographic restrictions were used. 

While the agency may wish to save money by reducing the cost of travel to a 
print shop, it may actually be increasing its costs through the use of geographic restric- 
tions. The following case example demonstrates the importance of using geographic 
restrictions only when there is a clear, compelling interest to do so. 
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I Table 6 1 
Bids Received When Geographic Restrictions Used 

Compared to All Print Jobs 

Source: JLARC sfaff analysis of DPS procurement files. 

r -  

Range of bids received 
Average number of bids received 
Percent of jobs where one bid received 

When procuring a contract to print its Virginia Explorer Magazine, 
the Museum of Natural History requested that DPS restrict printers 
to a 60-mile radius, and offered a list of six eligible vendors. Nine 
printers were solicited, but only two bids were received. The lowest 
bidder was considered non-responsive because it was located 172 miles 
porn the Museum. Because of this mileage restriction, the Museum 
accepted the only responsive and responsible bid at a price of $21,210, 
approximately $2,500 higher than the rejected bid. 

Most likely, it would not have cost the agency more than $2,500 to travel to the print 
shop that was outside of the 60-mile radius. Therefore, the use of the restriction in this 
case essentially cost the agency, and ultimately the State, more money 

Geographic Restriction 

I to 10 
3.8 
9.5% 

An alternative to geographic restrictions is to include travel costs when deter- 
mining the lowest bid. This method is most often used when an agency is printing a 
monthly publication and has a large procurement staff. When travel costs are used, 
the criteria for estimating costs must be included in the IFB. DPS uses State travel 
regulations in determining estimated travel costs. For example, the cost includes the 
State's standard lodging rate and a per diem for each employee, as well as driving costs 
or airfare. DPS uses the predetermined criteria to calculate the cost of travel to each 
print shop, and this amount is added to the bids to determine the low bidder. 

AII print ~ o b s  1 
1 to19 

4.8 
9.3% 

In contrast to the 21 cases in whch  geographic restrictions are used, DPS 
rarely added travel costs to bids - only 3.4 percent (four jobs) of its competitive sealed 
bidding procurements included provisions for travel costs. In these cases, only one 
decision was changed after travel costs were added. 

In. the Library of Virginia's printing of Virginia Cavalcade Magazine, 
a vendor from Pennsylvania offered the lowest bid at $54,869. After 
$6,000 of travel was added to the bid, that printer no longer was the 
low biddel: The new low bidder; located in Virgznia, offered a price of 
$59,052, just below the Pennsylvania printer's adjusted price. 
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The remaining three cases, in whch  travel costs did not affect the low bid, 
indicate that it was still less expensive to purchase printing from the vendor that was 
farther away. The State saved approximately $23,000, even after including travel costs, 
by not restricting competition t o  a certain mileage radius. 

While geographic restrictions are useful for agencies with a small procure- 
ment staff or when quick turnaround is needed, in other cases when press checks will 
be performed, the use of travel costs tends t o  more accurately reflect the cost of a print 
job. The bids, when adjusted for travel, reflect a truer measure of the cost to the agency 
to print the job. The inclusion of travel costs in more IFBs could save money for agen- 
cies when travel costs affect the low bidder, and may have the added effect of increasing 
the number of print jobs that are awarded to in-state vendors. 

Recommendation (4). While press checks should generally be kept to 
a minimum, the Division of Purchases and Supply should consider increasing 
the number of solicitations that add travel costs to bids when the legitimate 
need for a press check is identified. In contrast, the use of geographic restric- 
tions should be minimized. 

Recycled Costs Not Often Solicited. According to the Code of Virginia, con- 
tracts should be awarded to the lowest bidder offering recycled paper as long as the 
price is no more than ten percent higher than the lowest bid that does not offer recycled 
paper. In the case of a tie bid in which Virginia residence has already been taken into 
account, the Code of Virginia requires that the contract be awarded to the bidder whose 
paper contains the highest percentage of recycled content. Additionally, Section 3.19 of 
the Manual encourages agencies to .use recycled goods. When the price for recycled 
paper is within ten percent of the lowest bid, non-recycled ("virgin") paper may be 
accepted only if the agency has a compelling reason to do so. Such reasons may include 
when quality would be compromised or if the type of .paper needed is not available in 
recycled form (for example, carbon paper). 

DPS staff reported that the IFB may include a request for prices for recycled 
and virgin paper, or specify that only recycled paper must be used. DPS will limit bids 
to only recycled paper at an agency's request, or if prices on both kinds of paper have 
been close in past bids. The difference in price depends on the type of job.. The more 
paper used in a print job, the greater the cost difference will be between recycled and 
virgin paper. According to DPS staff, recycled paper is rarely within ten percent of the 
lowest bid. 

The review of procurement files revealed that DPS daes not routinely request 
recycled paper prices. In the past two fiscal years, only 30 percent of competitive sealed 
bidding solicitations for print jobs asked for recycled paper costs - either requiring 
that recycled paper be used or soliciting prices for both recycled and virgin paper. In 91 
percent of these cases the agency specifically requested recycled paper. 

Only three IFBs solicited prices of both recycled and virgin paper so that costs 
could be compared. In these cases, the recycled paper cost $2,100 to $9,300 more than 
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virgin paper, but all were within ten percent of the virgin price. Recycled paper should 
have been chosen in all of these cases, but was only purchased in one case. One of the 
files contains no reasoning why recycled paper was not purchased. In the other case, 
the agency had agreed to accept recycled paper but when this was not available, they 
accepted virgin paper from the vendor instead. 

In two other cases, recycled paper was not solicited but was offered by the 
lowest bidder. The recycled paper was chosen because i t s  cost was lowest in compari- 
son to all other paper offered. This indicates that recycled paper can be within ten 
percent of the lowest-priced virgin paper and at  times may cost less than paper that is 
not recycled. 

The issue of recycled paper surfaced during a DMV procurement of temporary 
license plates in 1998. 

The award was protested by a Virginia firm, in part, on grounds that 
the IFB did not request bidders to disclose the percentage of recycled 
content of the paper that would be used. This protest point was up- 
held, and the solicitation was subsequently cancelled. DPS staflsatd 
that they knew that the paper specified in the IFB was recycled paper; 
but that they erred in not explicitly requiring the name of the manu- 
facturer to uerifjt the recycled paper content. 

Because the Code of Virginia requires that recycled paper should be used 
whenever possible, DPS should request prices for recycled paper unless a compelling 
reason, such as quality considerations, necessitates that only virgin paper would be 
appropriate. DPS should assist agencies in identifying recycled paper that meets the 
quality needs of the agency. 

Recommsrtdation (5). When recycled paper will meet an agency's need, 
the Division of Purchases and Supply should request prices for recycled pa- 
per on printing solicitations. DPS should compare prices for recycled and 
non-recycled paper and encourage the purchase of recycled goods, as required 
by the Code of Virginia and the Agency Procurement and Surpks Property 
Manual. 

Printers Report Dissatisfaction With Clarity of SpecifZcatians. Of the 
printers who responded to the JLARC survey, almost one-third felt that specifications 
for print jobs were not clearly written. Several reported that the IFBs were too long, 
complicated or confusing. One printer wrote, "Shops that [do not have a] full-time 
estimator are not in a position to read through the many pages of requirements to 
assess whether the final job would be worth the hassle. In many cases, the paperwork 
is more time-consuming than the [actual] work." Another printer suggested that the 
IFB contain a summary of the specifications on the first page, because @most print 
shops operate at a frantic pace and most government bids necessitate wading through 
numerous pages." 
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While the specifications in DPS' solicitations are often necessary to ensure 
that accurate bids are received, the IFB could be simplified so that printers could more 
easily discern what product is being requested. The first page of the IFB, whch con- 
tains the name of the document, could be changed slightly to include a more detailed 
description that includes the type of document, paper size, number of pages, type of 
binding, or other unique characteristics (similar to the advertisements in Virginia Busi- 
ness Opportunities). This way, a printer who receives the solicitation could easily tell 
by reading the description whether that print shop has the equipment necessary to 
produce the product, and only those printers who intend to bid need to read the more 
detailed specifications. 

Recommendation (6). In order to simplify the IFB format, the Divi- 
sion of Purchases and Supply should include a short summary of the item to 
be printed on the first page of the solicitation, similar to the item descrip- 
tions listed in Virginia Business Opportunities. 

Identification of Lowest Responsive and Responsible Bidder 

In order to be awarded a printing contract by the State, vendors must meet 
certain conditions. The absolute lowest bid does not automaticalIy win the contract. 
Travel costs, as discussed above, may be added before selecting the lowest bidder. If a 
vendor is from outside of Virginia, State preference and reciprocity laws may also in- 
crease the bid price during the selection process. 

In addition to offering the lowest bid, a vendor must be found to be responsive 
and responsible. A bid is responsive when i t  conforms to all aspects of the IFB, such as 
the delivery date and paper specified. A vendor's firm is responsible if it has the equip- 
ment needed to perform the job as required. 

In general, DPS determinations of the lowest responsive and responsible bid- 
der have been appropriate. There are some areas, however, in which DPS can improve 
its practices. While DPS has applied preference laws appropriately, it should ensure 
that other, State agencies are doing the same. In addition, all State procurement staff 
should closely examine the paper specifications of print jobs when determining a bid's 
responsiveness. 

Other States' Preference Laws Have Little Impact on Print Vendor Se- 
lection in Virginia There are two types of Iaws that impact the amount of work 
procured from out-of-state vendors: preference and reciprocity laws. A preference law 
requires that a state purchase goods from vendors wi thn  that state if the lowest in- 
state price is within a certain percentage of the lowest price overall. Current state 
preferences range from five percent, used by West Virginia, to restricting awards to 
only in-state vendors, used by Ohio. Virginia does not have its own preference law for 
printers, except in the case of tie bids. If DPS receives two responsive bids that offer 
goods at the same price, preference is given to firms located in Virginia. 
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Reciprocity laws give in-state vendors a preference when bidding against ven- 
dors whose home states have preference laws. For example, West Virginia has a five- 
percent preference for in-state printers. When a West Virginia printer is the lowest 
bidder in a state that has a reciprocity law, such as Virginia, the lowest Virginia bid 
would be chosen if it was within five percent of the West Virginia bid. 

The majority of states, including Virginia, have enacted reciprocity laws. Fig- 
ure 4 shows the distribution of preference and reciprocity laws throughout the United 
States. A list of each state's preference and reciprocity laws is maintained by the Na- 
tional Institute of Governmental Purchasing and is available on its web site. In Vir- 
ginia, the DPS Manual directs that if the lowest bid comes from an out-of-state firm, 
and the difference between it and the lowest bid from a Virginia firm is not very large, 
procurement officials should check that state's preference policy in order to give a like 
preference to the Virginia vendor. 

Given that the majority of State print work is currently awarded to Virginia 
printers, it does not appear necessary or appropriate at this time for Virginia to enact 
a preference law for in-state printing. While preference laws benefit in-state vendors 
on jobs in that state, they also can be used against vendors when bidding on jobs in 
other states with reciprocity laws. 

If Virginia were to  implement a preference for in-state vendors, the same pref- 
erence that would help in-state printers bidding on State printing work would be used 
against Virginia printers bidding on government work in other states. Of the 64 Vir- 
ginia printers who responded to the question, 36 percent reported that they perform 
work for government entities in other states. A Virginia preference law for printing 
c o d  therefore negatively affect these printers. 

Further, if the State had implemented a preference law for only in-state print- 
ers, the costs paid for printing during the past two years would have been greater. The 
file reviews for competitive sealed bid print jobs during fiscal years 1998 and 1999 
revealed savings of $373,718 from having awarded jobs to the lowest bidder overall 
rather than the lowest Virginia bidder. Of the 41 print jobs that were awarded to out- 
of-state printers, fewer than half (20 jobs) were bid on by Virginia vendors. An in-state 
firm offered the second-lowest bid in ten of these cases. 

These 20 cases, 14 spot purchases and six term contracts, yielded a difference 
between the lowest Virginia bid and the lowest overall bid that ranged from $135 (0.4 
percent of the job) to over .$90,000 (45 percent of the job). For spot purchases, the 
lowest in-state bid was on average $11,771 (24 percent) higher than the lowest bid. For 
term contracts, the lowest in-state bid was $36,782 (40 percent) higher on average. 

DPS applied the preference or reciprocity laws in only two printing cases in 
the past two years. In one case, a tie bid required that the Virginia fm should be 
awarded the purchase. The other was a low bid from South Carolina, whch had a two- 
percent preference at the time of the procurement. The use of the reciprocal preference 
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did not affect the outcome of the award. The remaining awards were granted without 
use of preferences and there were no cases in which reciprocal preferences should have 
been used. Therefore, it appears that DPS is applying the reciprocity law to specific 
jobs appropriately . 

However, JLARC staff identified one inconsistency in the use of reciprocal 
preferences. The states of Ohio, Oregon, and Michigan have preference lawg that ex- 
clude any bidders from other states. As a result of reciprocity, printers from these 
states should not be permitted to bid on State purchases. Although JLARC staff found 
no awards made by DPS to printers in these stateq four Ohio printers were found on 
the Bidders List furnished by DPS. In addition, the data fram the Commonwealth 
Accounting and Reporting System (CARS) showed that other State agencies have 
awarded jobs to printers in all three states. The CY 1998 data showed expenditures of 
$310,913 to printers in Michigan, $682,857 to firms in Ohio, and $3,084 to printers in 
Oregon. (The Ohio preference was enacted in March, 1999.) Therefore, it appears that 
not all agencies are aware of other states' preference laws and that they are not follow- 
ing the requirements of the Manual. 

DPS is currently updating its Bidders List as part of the implementation of a 
new computer system. In the course of updating its fists, DPS should eliminate the 
Ohio printers from the Bidders List and notiQ them of the reason why. DPS should 
also notify State agencies with their own bidders lists to do the same. Further, DPS 
needs to inform State agencies of the preference laws and how reciprocity should be 
used. One way to accomplish this would be to add a listing of other states' preference 
laws on its web page for easy access by agencies. In addition, the DPS procurement 
review unit should examine agencies' use of reciprocal preferences when conducting 
agency reviews. 

Recommendation (7). The Division of Purchases and Supply should 
require that the bidders lists of all State agencies are periodically updated 
and that vendors are purged from the database if their home state excludes 
bidders from other states. 

Recommendation (8). The Division of Purchases and Supply should 
consider posting other states' preference laws on their web site to provide a 
resource for State agencies when implementing Virginia's reciprocity law, 

Determination of Responsiveness and Responsibility. Once DPS has 
adjusted bids for travel costs and reciprocal preferences, the lowest bid must be exam- 
ined for responsiveness and responsibility. The bid should offer the product within the 
specifications, and it should be offered by a firm that is capable of producing it. 

According t o  DPS staff, determinations of non-responsibility occur very rarely. 
The file review found no such decisions on competitive sealed bidding printing procure- 
ments during the last two fiscal years. 
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One factor that is considered in determining responsibility is the number of 
complaints by agencies about a particular vendor. Of the approximately 16,000 expen- 
diture transactions for printing in 1998, only 18 complaints were filed. The review of 
complaint files resulted in no evidence of consistently poor performance from any par- 
ticular printer that may have been used in a determination of non-responsibility. Only 
two of these complaints pertained to the same printer. 

DPS generally did not accept bids that were not responsive, or did not conform 
to the specifications of the IFB. JLARC staff found no evidence of acceptance of late 
bids or alternate bids, those that offer an alternative to the product specified in the 
IFB. Of the 142 procurement files reviewed, there was one case in which DPS accepted 
a bid that appeared t o  have been non-responsive. 

The IFB requested paper that was 50percent recycled. DPS received 
two bids, both ofering 20 percent recycled paper; Although neither 
bid conformed to the IFB specifications, the lowest bid was accepted. 

In a case where there are no responsive bids, it is appropriate for DPS to 
cancel the solicitation and re-bid the job. If time does not allow for the competitive 
sealed bidding process to be used again, emergency procedures should be followed. 
DPS should examine low bids carefully when determining responsiveness and respon- 
sibility 

Changes in Print Job Specifications 

There are two types of changes that may be made to a print job during the 
procurement process: changes to the ZFB before the job is awarded, and changes to the 
contract after the award is made. Generally, the print jobs procured through competi- 
tive sealed bidding revealed no problems with either type of change, although the sec- 
ond type (post-award modifications) raised concerns about potential problems that may 
occur. 

According t o  the Manual and VPPA, acceptance of bids that do not conform to 
specifications in the Invitation for Bids (IFB) is prohibited, but changes to or cancella- 
tions of the IFB are permitted. If changes must be made to the IFB after posting, an 
addendum must be posted publicly and sent to all firms that received the initial solici- 
tation. An IFB may be canceled after it has been posted. Notice of cancellation also 
must be posted publicly and sent to  all firms that received solicitations. A solicitation 
may not be cancelled in order to avoid awarding the contract to a particular vendor. 

When a change is made to the IFB before the deadline for bids to be returned, 
DPS must issue an addendum. Of 118 competitive sealed bidding files, addenda were 
sent in 31 cases. There was no evidence found in the file review that specifications 
were changed before the bid opening without an addendum being issued. 
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One concern raised during this study was whether printers, after being awarded 
a contract, substituted the paper specified in the contract for another paper stock. This 
practice could potentially circumvent" the procurement process since the other bidders 
in the process would not have supplied a bid on the alternate paper stock. There is the 
potential that another printer may have bid a lower price than the awardee if the State 
had solicited bids on the alternate paper stock. 

Further, the kind of paper used in a print job can have a substantial effect on 
the job's quality and cost. Each solicitation specifies a brand or type of paper that must 
be used in the print job. A change in paper can significantly change the price of the job. 
For thls reason, if a printer requests that the agency accept a different paper than 
specified in the IFB, this has the potential to increase the cost to the agency or decrease 
the cost to the printer, idat ing the vendor's profit on the job. Therefore, it is important 
that procurement officials are aware of the many types and brands of paper in order to 
evaluate requests for changes. 

When a vendor contacts DPS with a request to substitute paper, DPS staff 
contact paper suppliers in order to  verify that the originally specified paper is not 
available. If there is a lack of available paper, they will try to substitute another type, 
of equal quality or better. Prices for the original and substitute paper will be obtained 
from paper distributors and, if necessary, DPS will reduce the cost of the job. 

To identify potential cases in which paper stock was inappropriately substi- 
tuted, printers were asked on the survey whether they were aware of any improper 
changes to specifications after award. Only four of the 40 printers who responded to 
the question said that they were. However, based on follow-up calls to these printers, 
they were not aware of changes concerning paper specifications. (The concerns voiced 
by these printers dealt more with the development of specifications and determina- 
tions of responsiveness and are addressed elsewhere in the report.) 

In addition, the surveyed State agencies were asked the extent to which print- 
ers request changes to job specifications after contracts have been awarded. More than 
83 percent of the agencies surveyed said that printers "never" or "rarely" asked that 
changes be made to the print job. The remaining responses indicated that changes 
were "occasionally" requested. Of the five agencies that responded that changes occa- 
sionally occur, all but one said that paper specifications are not changed for their jobs. 
In contrast, one agency reported that it is not unusual for paper specifications to be 
changed on i t s  print jobs, but the time-sensitive nature of its print jobs necessitates the 
agency accepting the substitute paper stock. 

While a change in the kind of paper used in a job may not require a change 
order, it is important for procurement officials to verify that the substitute paper is of 
comparable quality to the original specification. Because of their continuing contact 
with paper mills and print vendors, the DPS staff for printing purchases are knowl- 
edgeable about whether paper is comparable in quality and price, and would be a good 
source of advice to agencies when consideling a proposal to change paper. In addition, 
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agencies should notify DPS when a printer makes paper changes. This information 
~hould be tracked by DPS for future determinations of responsibility DPS should 
consider barring printers who routinely request paper changes from bidding on future 
print jobs. 

It is also possible that a printer could change the paper used on a print job 
without notifying the agency that a change was made. Whenever an agency suspects 
that the paper stock used was not the required stock, they should notify DPS for fur- 
ther investigation. 

Recommendation (9). The Division of Purchases and Supply should 
modify the Agency Procurement and Surplus Property Manual to require agen- 
cies to notify the Division when a vendor requests a change in paper for a 
print job or when the agency suspects that paper has been changed without 
prior approval. Division staff should advise the agency on comparability in 
quality and price of the original and substitute paper stock. The Division of 
Purchases and Supply should track the number of times a vendor requests 
paper changes and repeated, unreasonable paper substitutions should be 
grounds for debarment from State procurement. 

Timeliness of Print Job Awards 

The Code of Virginia establishes a time limit for only one portion of the com- 
petitive sealed bidding process. According to the Code of Virginia, sealed bids may not 
be opened less than ten days afterthe IFB is publicly posted and sent to vendors. 
Although there is no limit on the number of days between bid opening and the award 
date, the DPS Manual estimates that the administrative lead time for competitive 
sealed bidding (the time from preparation of an IFF3 to award date) may be longer than 
30 days. Generally the process appears to be timely However, it appears that the 
length could be reduced in some circumstances through the decreased use of addenda- 

From the time an agency submits a requisition for an item until DPS issues 
the IFB, a median of ten days has passed. This includes the time for agency staff to 
communicate their specifications and for DPS to write the IFB. This time may be 
longer than usual when DPS is developing specifications for a new item to be procured, 
if an agency is preparing the text or graphcs for the print job, or if problems are found 
with the specifications in the IFB. Figure 5 illustrates the amount of time elapsed 
during the procurement of print jobs. 

The length of time that a print job solicitation was publicly posted was almost 
always within the ten-day time period required by the Code of Virginia. Of the 118 
competitive sealed bidding files reviewed from FYs 1998 and 1999, only one purchase 
was given a deadline for bid opening that was less than ten days from the IFB issue 
date. For all spot purchases, the time from IFB issue until bid opening ranged from 
nine days (in the case described above) to 31 days, with a median of 20 days. 
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Bids on term contracts were opened between 13 and 52 days after the IFB was 
issued, with a median of 25 days. More than three-fourths of the printers who re- 
sponded to the survey question were satisfied with the mount of time available to 
respond to an IFB. 

Once the bids have been opened, bid tabulation st& record each of the bids 
and DPS staff examine them for responsiveness and responsibility before the award 
can be made. For spot purchases, this takes a median of two days. Term contracts, 
which may have up to hundreds of items in&vidually priced and awarded, take a me- 
dian 16 days for DPS to process before an award can be made. 

State agencies that responded to the JLARC survey reported that the amount 
of processing time to procure print jobs is reasonable. Specifically, 97 percent of re- 
spondents reported satisfaction with the timeliness of DPS printing procurements. 
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One factor that impacts the length of the process is the issuance of IFB ad- 
denda. When a change is made to the solicitation before bids are opened, DPS must 
send an addendum to all vendors who received the initial IFB. When an addendum is 
sent, the deadline for receipt of bids is often extended. On average, when an addendum 
was sent, the time until bid opening was seven days longer than when no changes were 
made to the IFB. 

Twenty-six percent of all sealed bids reviewed had at  least one addendum. 
Although some addenda were required because of agency changes in specifications, in 
some cases the changes that precipitated these addenda were the correction of A s -  
takes in the IFB (for example, the wrong deadline date was printed on the bid return 
envelopes). These kinds of mistakes were also noted during DPS' most recent review 
by its own procurement review unit. The review report suggested that closer attention 
to detail when writing the IFB would prevent such mistakes and streamline the pro- 
cess. 

Recommendation (10). To help shorten the time involved to procure 
printing for State agencies, the Division of Purchases and Supply should mini- 
mize the number of addenda that are issued. In particular, Division staff should 
ensure that the specifications and all aspects of the IFB are correct prior to 
issuance. 

DPS Oversight and Assistance to State Agencies 

Providing training and conducting periodic agency reviews are important func- 
tions of DPS because of the State's relatively high delegated authority of $30,000 (raised 
from $5,000 as of July 1,1998). In a 1997 review of procurement policies by the Auditor 
of Public Accounts, all 13 states surveyed were found to have thresholds lower than 
$30,000, except Florida, which grants agencies unlimited authority It is important 
that agencies responsible for procurement under this high threshold be given adequate 
training and closely reviewed for their ability to handle such responsibility. 

The procurement review unit within DPS is responsible for reviewing agency 
procurement practices for compliance with law, policy, and procedures. Its role is to  
examine agencies for operational efficiencies and to make recommendations for pro- 
cess improvement and compliance with the VPPA and the Manual. The unit provides 
training to agency procurement staff in order to increase compliance and efficiency. 
The administrative section of DPS also provides training for all aspects of procure- 
ment. Training courses include a program for procurement professionals that culmi- 
nates in the Virginia Contracting Officer certification. 

According to the survey of selected State agencies, procurement officials had 
positive responses concerning the oversight and assistance provided by DPS. For ex- 
ample, State agencies reported that they received adequate procurement training from 
DPS; all agencies surveyed said that they were either "satisfied" or "very satisfied." 
Table 7 illustrates the range of responses to selected questions asked on the survey 



Page 37 Chapter Ill: Competiliue Sealed Bidding Policies and Practices 

Responses to Survey of State Agencies 
Using Competitive Sealed Bidding 

Source: JLARC staff survey of State agencies using DPS for competitive sealed bidding of print jobs. 

Currently, the DPS procurement review unit reviews each agency in a three- 
and-one-half year cycle. Each agency receives a score based on its initial review and its 
corrective measures. The final score indicates to the review unit whether further ac- 
tion is needed, such as decreasing the agency's delegated authority The delegated 
authority of an agency may be raised or lowered by the director of DPS, but this is the 
division's only enforcement mechanism. DPS supervisory stareported that the focus 
of the procurement reviews is on suggesting improvement rather than punishing an 
agency for its mistakes. If the unit uncovers a serious problem that it cannot address 
itself, DPS can request that the Auditor of Public Accounts or the Attorney General 
further investigate the matter. 

Not 
Applicable 

10% 

19% 

6% 

Survey Question 

DPS' assistance in 
developing specifications 
for print jobs (N=30) 

DPS' handling of 
complaints about print 
shop vendors (N=31) 

DPS' training and 
assistance to agency 
procurement staff (N=31) 

Scores of the most recent agency reviews revealed that most agencies follow 
procurement policies adequately Further, those agencies with increased delegated 
authority for printing were generally rated better than other agencies. No serious 
operational deficiencies related to printing procurement were found in the reviews of' 
the agencies with higher delegated authority. 

One concern identified with DPS oversight is the need for a revised manual 
for the procuremeat review unit. Its current manual appears to be a collection of memo- 
randa, sample documents, and staff notes. W l e  the information contained in them is 
useful, the format needs revision. The document should include explanatory text that 
details the process of agency reviews and the methodology each analyst is expected to 
follow for each review. This infarmation could be supplemented with the example dam- 
ments currently in the manual. The manual could then be used to train new staff and 
to explain to agencies the criteria that would be used during their reviews. 

very 
Dissatisfied 

0% 

0% 

0% 

Dissatisfied 

0% 

0% 

0% 

Satisfied 

57% 

5 8 O\O 

68% 

very 
, Satisfied 

. 33% 

23% 

26% 



Page 38 Chapter IH: Competitive Sealed Bidding Policies and Practices 

Recommendation (11). The procurement review unit of the Division 
of Purchases and Supply should revise its manual to detail the methodology 
to be followed in conducting an agency procurement review. 
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IV. Use of Correctional Enterprises 
for State Printing 

The Department of Corrections' Virginia Correctional Enterprises (VCE) is a 
mandatory source of printing for State agencies. Before procuring printing from a 
private vendor, agencies are required to first contact VCE to determine if its print shop 
can perform the work. Agencies have increasingly used VCE for their print work in 
recent years, but many agencies still do not obtain written releases for all the print 
work they procure from the private sector. VCE and the Department of General Ser- 
vices' Division of Purchases and Supply (DPS) need to take steps to streamline the 
process of obtaining written releases and to ensure that releases are obtained in accor- 
dance with the W e  of Virginia. 

Magnitude of VCE Print Work for State Agencies Has Increased 

Section 53.1-47 of the Code of Virginia requires State agencies to buy printing 
goods from VCE. VCE issues a catalog that identifies its basic printing goods. Stan- 
dard items include letterhead stationery, envelopes, forms, and nameplates. In addi- 
tion, VCE is capable of some special order work, such as one-color booklets and bro- 
chures. 

VCE has increased its printing capacity in recent years with the addition of 
equipment surplused from other State agencies' in-house print shops. This adhtional 
equipment has enabled the print shop to accomplish more work for State agencies. 
However, the types of print work VCE is capable of producing has not changed. Its 
equipment is generally limited to basic types of print jobs. For example, the VCE print 
shop has only single-color presses. 

Figure 6 shows VCE print shop revenues for each of the past five fiscal years. 
According to VCE staff, the print shop expects revenues of more than $2 million on 
approximately 5,500 printing jobs for State agencies during FY 1999. According to 
VCE staff, the print shop currently employs 55 to 60 inmates and is operating at full 
capacity 

Most of the State agencies surveyed reported that VCE performs between ten 
and 40 percent of their outsourced print work. Reflective of the fact that W E  typically 
performs the more basic types of printing, VCE performs only between one and 15 
percent of the dollar value of most agencies' total outsourced print work. The average 
cost of a VCE print job for FY 1998 was $333. 

Written Releases Are Not Always Obtained by State Agencies 

State agencies are required by law t o  get a written release from VCE for all 
print work not to be completed by VCE. VCE provides a release if it is unable to meet 
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the delivery timetable or if it does not have the capabilities to perform the required 
print work. For example, VCE does not have the equipment to produce documents 0x1 
glossy paper or with multiple colors. 

JLARC staff reviewed all the written releases for print work that VCE issued 
to State agencies from January 1,1998 through May 12,1999. A total of 576 written 
releases were requested during this time period, and all but 11 were granted by VCE. 
Based on a comparison of agency printing expenditures with the written releases, it i s  
clear that most agencies do not obtain written releases from VCE for all of the print 
work they procure from the private sector. In fact, there were no written releases 
issued by VCE for any of the print jobs procured by DPS using competitive sealed 
bidding during 1998 and 1999. 

There are many types of print specifications that the VCE print shop is not 
capable of performing. Based on a review of the written releases and discussion with 
the former VCE print shop manager, JLARC staff' developed a list of some of the more 
common specifications that VCE is not equipped to handle (Exhibit 1). Given that VCE 
cannot meet these types of job requirements under any circumstances, it appears that 
requiring agencies to obtain a written release every time they have a job with any of 
these specifications i s  inefficient. 
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The process could be streamlined by having VCE issue a blanket release for 
all jobs with the types of specifications that VCE cannot perform, such as those listed 
in Exhibit 1. Alternatively, VCE could identifj. all the jobs it is capable of performing 
and state that agencies do not need to get a release for jobs other than those specified. 
This blanket release could then be incorporated into the DPS Manual. for reference by 
agencies. 

c [ ~ x h i  b m  

Examples of Print Specifications 
That Cannot Be Performed By VCE 

Printing on glossy or coated paper 0 Printing requiring tight registration 
Newsprint * Printing on poster board 
Embossing * Die cuts 
Laminate Duotones 
Spiral binding Perfect binding 
Multi-color printing 

8ource: &ARC staff review of VCE writtan releases and interview with fdner VCE print shop manager. 

Currently, the DPS Manual states that agencies must obtain a written release 
for print jobs; however, DPS staff do not verify that a written release has been obtained 
prior to procuring a job from the private sector. As previously stated, during the time 
period examined, none of the jobs procured by DPS using competitive sealed bidding 
had first received a release from VCE. To help ensure that agencies use the VCE print 
shop as appropriate, DPS should verify that all print jobs they procure for agencies 
have first been released by VCE. Verification could be implemented by having agencies 
cedi@ on the requisition form that is sent to DPS that they have obtained the required 
written release or that the job fdIs under the VCE blanket release. 

Recommendation (12). Virginia Correctional Enterprises should de- 
velop and issue a blanket release to State agencies for jobs requiring the types 
of specifications that its print shop is not capable of performing. 

Recommendation (13). The Division of Purchases and Supply should 
incorporate the Virginia Correctional Enterprises blanket release into its 
Agency Procurement and Surplus Property Manud. Further, it should modify 
the Manual to require agencies to certify that they have obtained the appro- 
priate release from VCE when submitting the printing requisition to the Di- 
vision. 
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VCE Has Problems Meeting Print Job Deadlines . 

JLARC staff asked State agencies on the survey the extent to which they were 
satisfied with the quality and timeliness of VCE's print work. All of the respondents 
reported that they were either "satisfied" or 'bery satisfied" with the quality of VCE'S 
print work. However, more than one-third of the State agencies responding to the 
question of timeliness reported that they were "dissatisfied" or "very dissatisfied" with 
the timeliness of VCE's print work. 

Agency dissatisfaction withVCE's completion schedule appears justified based 
on data provided by VCE concerning the extent to which the print shop has met its 
deadlines. Figure 7 shows the percentage of completed print jobs that were shipped to 
customers on or before their due dates. For the current fiscal year only slightly more 
than one-half ofjobs have been completed on time. (These figures do not reflect that in 
some cases partial orders may have been shipped by the deadline.) Mitigating this 
measure somewhat is the fact that the average length of time for completing dl print 
jobs is only three days past their due dates. For FY 1999, the length of time required to 
complete agency jobs ranged from 26 days before the due date to 84 days after the due 
date, with the median days early being six and the median days late being five. The 
median number of days fiom the order date to delivery was 18 days. 
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According to VCE staff, the major reason for the decline in performance re- 
garding deadlines this year compared to last year is the departure of the print shop 
manager in the early spring of this year. VCE has not yet filled th is position. 

VCE needs to conduct a detailed assessment of the reasons it frequently does 
not meet job deadlines. In particular, VCE should frankly assess whether it accepts 
more work than it can reasonably perform within the required timeframes. VCE should 
grant written releases when it cannot reasonably meet a deadline. 

Recommendation (14). Virginia Correctional Enterprises should con- 
duct a detailed assessment of the reasons for missing print job deadlines. VCE 
should work to minimize impediments to completing jobs on time andlor re- 
duce its workload to better reflect the amount of work it can accomplish w i t h  
reasonable timeframes. 
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Appendix A 

Study Mandate 

House Joint Resolution No. 81 0 
1999 Session 

Dhectingtbe Joint legislative Audit andReview Cbmhsionto 8tud~ 
competitive sealed bidding pmcedures for the pmcwernent of printing goods 
and m c e s  for the Cosnmonwealth as ndmiaiatered by the Department 02 
General Services through its Division of Purchases and Suppl~ 

WHEREAS, the Virginia Public Procurement Act (911-35 et seq.) was enacted 
to regulate the procurement of certain goods and services by public bodies; and 

WHEREAS, the Department of General Services, through its Division of Pur- 
chases and Supply, administers the Act for the procurement by competitive sealed bid- 
ding of certain printing goods and services for the Commonwealth; and 

WHEREAS, concerns have been expressed regarding how the Division of Pur- 
chases and Supply administers this procedure; and 

WHEREAS, these concerns range from specific instances to broad policy, from 
acceptance of individual bids which do not conform to the original Request for Proposal 
to statutorily imposed preferences for recycled paper and paper products; now, there- 
fore, be it 

RESOLVED by the House of Delegates, the Senate concumng, That the Joint 
Legislative Audit and Review Commission be directed to study competitive sealed bid- 
ding procedures for the procurement of printing goods and services for the Common- 
wealth as administered by the Department of General Services through its Division of 
Purchases and Supply. 

In conducting the study, the Commission shall examine (i) restrictions on the 
geographic location of bidders; (ii) changes in specifications from the original Request 
for Proposal; (iii) acceptance of bids which do not conform to the original Request for 
Proposal; (iv) bidding procedures involving printing by the Department of Corrections; 
(v) reciprocity with other states which impose restrictions upon nonresident printers; 
(vi) preferences regarding recycled paper and paper products used by agencies of the 
Commonwealth; (vii) other matters affecting the competitive sealed bidding process; 
and (viii) the need for any amendments to the Virginia Public Procurement Act. 

All agencies of the Commonwealth shall provide assistance to the Commis- 
sion, upon request. 
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The Joint Legislative Audit and Review Commission shall complete its work 
in time to submit its fin&ngs and recommendations to the Governor and the 2000 
Session of the General Assembly as provided in the procedures of the Division of Leg- 
islative Automated Systems for the processing of legislative documents. 
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COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA 
Joint Legislative Audit and Review Commission 
The Virginia General Assembly 

A Survey of State Agency 
Printing Procurement Practices 

House Joint Resolution 81 0 from the 1999 General Assembly Session directed the Joint 
Legislative Audit and Review Commission (JLARC) to study competitive sealed bidding 
procedures, as administered by the Department of General Services' Division of Purchases and 
Supply (DPS), for the procurement of printing goods and services (see attachment). 
Competitive sealed bidding practices are governed by the Virginia Public Procurement Act and 
D PS' State Procurement and Surplus Property Manual. The purpose of this survey is to solicit 
agencies' views concerning the efficiency and effectiveness of the Commonwealth's competitive 
sealed bidding process and DPS' administration thereof. In addition, information concerning the 
performance of the Virginia Correctional Enterprises printing operation is requested. 

If you have any questions about the survey, please direct them to Linda Ford at (804) 
786-1258. Please mail or fax the completed survey by May 13,1999 to: 

Linda Ford 
Joint Legislative Audit and Review Commission 

Suite t 100, General Assembly Building, Capitol Square 
Richmond, Virginia 2321 9 

FAX: 804-371-0101 

Please complete the information below before returning the survey. 

Contact Name (please print): Title: 

Phone Number: Date: 
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fY 1998: Covers the period from July 1,1997 through ~ u n k  30,1998.- 

FY 1@99(Ctnr0rs the period from ~ i l y l ~ 1 9 q 8  through May 1 ; 3999. r u  

Spring 1999 State Agency Survey: n = 31 unless otherwise noted 

1. Approximately what proportion of your agency's spot purchase print jobs was procured 
through DPS for each of the two fiscal years specified below? (Please respond as a 
percentage of both the number of jobs and dollar value ofjobs.) 

W.1998: % of print jobs % of dollar value of print jobs 
average = 17.7 percent average = 45.1 percent 

FY 1999: % of print jobs % of dollar value of print jobs 
average = 9.8 percent average = 28.1 percent 

2. Approximately what proportion of your agency's print jobs was completed by the Department 
of Corrections' Virginia Correctional Enterprises print shop in FY 1998? (Please respond as 
a percentage of both the number of jobs and dollar value of jobs.) 

% of print jobs % of dollar value of print jobs 
average = 18.1 percent average s 11.0 percent 
n=30  , 

3. Approximately what proportion of your agency's print jobs costing less than $30,000 did you 
procure using competitive sealed bidding in FY 1998? (Please specify a percentage 
amount.) 

% of print jobs less than $30,000 
average = 16.6 percent 

4. For what proportion of print jobs procured in PI 7 998 did agency staff conduct on-site press 
checks? (Please specify a percentage amount based on the fotal number of jcrbs.) 

% of print jobs 
average = 7.5 percent 
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5. Which of the following best describes your general level of satisfaction with the items listed? 
(Please check one box in each row.) 

very Very Not 
Satisfied Satisfied Dissatisfied Dissatisfied Ap~licable 

A. DPS' assistance in developing ,, 0 
specifications for your 

0 0  0 0  3 0  

agency's print jobs (n = 30) 

8. The timeliness of OPS in 
procuring printing goods for 6 0  2 2 0  1 0 0  2 0  

your agency 

C. DPS' handling of complaints 0 
by your agency about a print 18 0 0  00 6 0  

shop vendor 

D. Your agency's level of 
delegated procurement 5 0  2 3 0  3 0  0 0  00 
authority for printing 

E. DPS' training and assistance 
provided to agency 0 0  0 0  2 0  

procurement staff 

F. The quality of the print jobs a 24 
performed by Virginia on on 6 0  

Correctional Enterprises for 
your agency 

G. The timeliness of the print jobs 0 , 
performed by Virginia 7 0  2 0  6 0  

Correctional Enterprises for 
your agency 

Please describe the reason(s) for any "dissatisfied" or "very dissatisfied responses. (If 
additional space is needed, please use the last page of the survey or attach additional sheets.) 
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6. Does your agency have its own vendor/bidder registration application (separate from 
the DPS Bidders Mailing List application)? n = 30 

5 Yes if yes, please submit a copy of the application with this survey. 

25 n No 

7. How frequently do print shops request changes to the specifications of your 
agency's print jobs after having been awarded the contracts for the print work? 

8 Never If never, please skip to Question 9. 

18 n Rarely 

5 ' 0ccasionally 

0 Often 

0 0 Other (@ease specify): 

8. How frequently does your agency agree to printers' requests to change 
specifications for print jobs for which the contracts have been awarded? 

n = 23 

1 Never 

14 Rarely 

5 Occasionally 

2 Often 

1 Other (please specify): 

9. Are there any printing-related services which your agency would like to obtain from 
DPS but which are not currently provided? 

0 Yes If yes: Please list the service(s) you would like to see provided. 

31 No 
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10. Do you think that any changes are needed to DPS' administration of the 
procurement process for printing? 

3 Yes If yes: What changes are needed? Why are these changes needed? 

28 0 No 

1 1. Do you think the competitive sealed bidding process results in adequate competition 
for your agency's print jobs? 

31 Yes 0 No If no: Please explain. 

12. Do you think the competitive sealed bidding process results in good quality print 
jobs? 

2 No If no: Please explain. 
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13. Do you think the competitive sealed bidding process results in a reasonable cost for 
print jobs? n = 30 

29 Yes 1 No if no: Please explain. 

14. Do you think that any changes are needed to the Virginia Public Procurement Act as 
it relates to printing procurement? n = 30 

6 Yes if yes: What changes are needed? Why are these changes needed? 

24 No 
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Please use the space below for any additional comments you would like to make concerning the 
Commonwealth's competitive sealed bidding process, DPS' administration of State 
procurement, or the Virginia Correctional Enterprises' printing operation. 
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Appendix B (continued) 

STATE AGENCIES SURVEY ED 

Agriculture and Consumer Services, Department of 
Criminal Justice Services, Department of 
Education, Department of 
Game and Inland Fisheries, Department of 
Health, Department of 
Housing and Community Development, Department of 
J.S. Reynolds Community College 
Legislative Automated Systems, Division of 
Mary Washington College 
Medical Assistance Services, Department of 
Motor Vehicles, Department of 
Mountain Empire Community College 
Northern Virginia Community College 
Old Dominion University 
Social Services, Department of 
State Board of Elections 
State Corporation Commission 
State Police 
Supreme Court of Virginia 
Taxation, Department of 
Tidewater Community College 
Transportation, Department of 
Virginia Commonwealth University 
Virginia Employment Commission 
Virginia Marine Resources Commission 
Virginia Military Institute 
Virginia Museum of Fine Arts 
Virginia Museum of Natural History 
Virginia State University 
Virginia Western Community College 
William and Mary, College of 

NOT APPROVED 
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COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA 
Joint Legislative Audit and Review Commission 
The Virginia General Assembly 

A Survey of Private Sector Print Shops 

The Joint Legislative Audit and Review Commission (JLARC) has been directed by the 
Virginia General Assembly to examine Virginia's competitive sealed bidding procedures for the 
procurement of printing goods and services by State agencies (see attachment). The 
Commonwealth's competitive sealed bidding process is governed by the Virginia Public 
Procurement Act. The Virginia Department of General Sewices' Division of Purchases and 
Supply is responsible for administration of the State's procurement policies and procedures. 
The purpose of this survey is to solicit your views concerning the efficiency and effectiveness of 
the Commonwealth's competitive sealed bidding process and the division's administration of the 
process. 

This survey requests information about your perceptions of the procedures governing 
State agency printing procurement and oversight of the process by the Division of Purchases 
and Supply. We are interested in what aspects are working well and what aspects could be 
improved. All of the questions refer to your work with State agencies in Virginia. Your answers 
to the questions will help us provide the requested information to the General Assembly. 

We hope you will be frank in your responses. No identifying information or data will 
be given or shared with any other State agencies or print shops. If you have any questions 
about the survey, please direct them to Linda Ford at (804) 786-1258. 

Please mail (using the enclosed stamped envelope) or fax the completed survey by May 
20,1999 to: 

Linda Ford 
Joint Legislative Audit and Review Commission 

Suite 11 00, General Assembly Building, Capitol Square 
Richmond, Virginia 2321 9 

FAX: 804-371 -01 01 

Please complete the information below before returning the survey. 

Name of Print Shop: 

Contact Name (please print): Title: 

Phone Number: Date: 
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Spring 1999 Private Sector Print Shop Survey: n = 76 unless otherwise noted 

1. Is your print shop registered on the Virginia Division of Purchases and Supply's Bidders List 
for print work? 

39 Yes 

37 NO Ifno: why not? 

2. On average, how frequently do you submit sealed bids for State agency print jobs? (Please 
check only one box.) 

3 0 More than twice a month 

3 0 Once or twice a month 

14 0 Once every few months 

21 Less than three times a year 

35 Never If never, please skip to Question 9. 

3. How do you typically find out about the availability of State agency print jobs? (Please 
check all that apply.) n = 41 

11 0 Virginia Business Opportunities weekly newsletter 

6 Public postings at the Virginia Division of Purchases and Supply office 

23 0 Direct solicitations from the Virginia Division of Purchases and Supply 

7 Other (please specify): 

4. Have you been awarded a State contract for print work at least once in the past two years? 
n = 41 

18 0 Yes 

23 0 No 
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5. Which of the following best describes your general level of satisfaction with the items listed? 
(Please check one box in each row.) 

Please describe the reason(s) for any "dissatisfied" or "very dissatisfied" responses. (If 
additional space is needed, pplease use the last page of the survey or attach additional sheets.) 

I 

Very Very Not 
Satisfied Satisfied Dissatisfied Dissatisfied Applicable 

A. The process of notifying 
printers of available State 2 0  18 0 12 7 0  2 0  

agency print jobs (n = 41) 

B. The amount of time altowed 
to submit sealed bids on 4n 27 o 60 S O  10 
State agency print jobs 
(n = 41) 

C. The clarity of specifications 
for State agency print jobs 3 0  26 n 10 0 2 0  0 0  

(n = 41) 

D. The timeliness of the Virginia 
Division of Purchases and 27 0 7 0  0 0  5 0  

Supply in awarding print jobs 
(n = 41) 

E. Virginia Division of 
Purchases and Supply's 1 0  13 2 0  3 0  21 

handling of any protests by 
your company concerning a 
print job award (n = 40) 

f. Virginia Division of 
Purchases and Suppiy's 1 0  13 C] 1 0  2 0  23 

handling of complaints by 
your company about a State 
agency (n = 40) 
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6. Have you bid on but not been awarded a State contract for print work in the past two years? 
n = 40 

16 0 No 

24 Yes If yes: What were the reasons for not being awarded a State contract? 
(Please check all that apply.) 

21 Print shop was not the low bidder 

1 Print shop was found to be non-responsive 

0 Print shop was found to be non-responsible 

3 Other (please explain): 

7. Are you aware of any State agency print jobs in which you believe the job specifications 
were improperly changed? n = 40 

4 Yes If yes: Please identify the print job@) and explain the circumstances. 

36 No 

8. DO you think your company was treated fairly by the Virginia Division of Purchases and 
Supply in the awarding of all State agency print jobs on which you bid during the past two 
years? n = 37 

31 Yes 

6 No Nno: Please explain. 
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9. Do you think that any changes are needed to the process for registration on the Virginia 
Division of Purchases and Supply Bidders List for State agency print jobs? n = 73 

16 Yes if yes: What changes are needed? Why are these changes needed? 

12 0 No 

45 0 Do not know 

10. Do you think that any changes are needed to the State procurement process for printing 
jobs? n=71 

21 Yes if yes: What changes are needed? Why are these changes needed? 

8 0 No 

42 0 Do not know 

For printers located in Virginia: 

11. Does your company perform printing work for public entities (such as state agencies and 
universities) outside of Virginia? n = 64 

23 Yes 

41 0 No 
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Please use the space below for any additional comments you would like to make concerning 
Virginia's competitive sealed bidding process andlor the Division of Purchases and Supply's 
administration of State procurement. 

SISTANCE WITH THIS SURVEY. 
ED SURVEY BY MAY 20.1999 TO: 

d Review Commission 
ly Building, Capitol Square 
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Agency Responses 

As part of an extensive data validation process, State agencies involved in a 
JLARC assessment effort are given the opportunity to comment on an exposure draft 
of this report. Appropriate technical corrections resulting from the comments have 
been made in this version of the report. This appendix contains the responses from the 
Department of General Services and Department of Corrections. 





Donald C. Williams 
Director 

D. 8. Smit 
Deputy Director 

COMMONWEALTH of VIRSHNHA 
Department of General Services 

July 7, 1999 

202 North Ninth Street 
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Mr. Philip A. Leone, Director 
Joint Legislative Audit and Review Commission 
General Assembly Building 
Richmond, Virginia 232 19 

Thank you for the opportunity to review the exposure draft of the JLARC study, 
Competitive Procurement of Sfate Printing Contracts. 

We feel that the study was well done and the suggestions contained in it were good ones. 
In fact, a number of the recommendations, such as on-line vendor registration and posting of bids 
on the Internet are either now in place or will be in the very near future. Also, we are examining 
ways to encourage more Virginia printers to become registered vendors and provide better access 
to business opportunities. 

I have asked Ron Bell, director of the Division of Purchases and Supply to keep your 
staff informed of these and other initiatives we undertake in the area of this study. Again, thank 
you for the opportunity to provide input in this study as it has developed. 

If I can be of further assistance in this or other matters, please do not hesitate to call on 
me. 

Donald C. ~il$&qs 

C: TheHonorableG.BryanSlater 
Mr. Ron Bell 

Consolidated Laboratory Services Engineering & Buildings Purchases & Supply Risk Management 
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Mr. Philip A. Leone, Director 
Joint Legislate Audit and Review Commission 
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Richmond, Virginia 23219 

Dear Mr. Leone: 

Director Angelone has referred your June 25, 1999 letter with 
a portion of the exposure d r a f t  of your Competitive 
Procurement of State Printing Contracts. 

Our comments regarding Virginia Correctional Enterprises and 
State printing follow: 

The recommendation that Virginia Correctional Enterprises 
(VCE) develops and issues a blanket release to State 
agencies for types of printing which it is not currently 
equipped to perform, would adversely impact future efforts  
by VCE to increase and improve its technical and 
production capacity. Equally important, a blanket release 
would also negatively influence VCE's capacity to fulfill 
its mandate fox creating additional inmate jobs, helping 
to normalize prison environments and reducing costs of 
incarceration. 

Therefore, t h i s  recommendation is not supported by VCE. 

VCE is currently in the process of re-capitalizing its 
machinery and equipment in several factories. Printing 
processes is at or near the top of the list. This 
re-capitalization process involves a detailed internal 
survey and objective evaluation of production machinery, 
complete with impact statements. The survey will be 
completed by November 1, 1999. VCE has some discretionaxy 
funds earmarked for this re-capitalization which is 
overdue. 
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VCE does not intend to venture into printing disciplines 
involving multi-million dollar investments, which are 
typical of book and magazine p r i n t e r s  or newsprint 
publications, It will remain active in the printing of 
fundamental demands found in most State agencies, 
including emphasis on booklets, manuals, additional 
bindery capabilities, NCR forms i n  addition t o  the 
everyday l e t t e r h e a d  and envelope requirements, 

Most of VCE's peers across the country are currently 
involved, quite successfully, in two color p r i n t i n g  
operations, limited process color, and significantly 
improved registration in all i t s  printed products.  The 
print ing machinery community now o f f e r s  t h e s e  capabilities 
with capital investments that  are within the limits of 
VCE's available resources, This is the strategy VCE 
intends to pursue during fiscal year 2000. 

While current surveys reflect either a "satisfied" or 
''very satisfied1 response in V C E r s  printing quality, it is 
nonetheless acknowledged by VCE that the operat ion calls 
. for  improvements in timely deliveries of printed p r o d u c t s *  
An unusual series of staff turnover during the past year 
contributed to this shortcaming, VCE will vigorously 
continue to conduct detailed assessments of this function, 
identify specific causes, train the new civilian personnel 
and focus on meeting prescribed delivery dates .  

Please contact my office if you and/or your staff have any 
questions regarding our comments. 

Thank you for the opportunity to comme . "f 1 

Assistant Director 
Division of Operations 

JMJ/cfg 

C c :  Ron Angelone 
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