DATE: 

May 15, 2012
TO: 

Patrick Farley, DAS Director

FROM: 
Anissa Perkins, Buyer II

SUBJECT:
From the Buyer submitting an informational report describing the timeline of events and 


correspondence related to the Ballot Printing Bid # 611119


In response to the County Board hearing on May 10, 2012 concerning the delay 



in voters receiving their absentee ballots for the April 3, 2012 Spring Election. The 


hearing also referenced the Bid for the Ballot Printing Services for the Election 



Commission of Milwaukee County. Following is a detailed description of the events 


leading up to, during, and after the Ballot Printing Bid# 611119.


Section 1, 2 and 3 – Timeline of events and correspondence prior to the bid posting (a copy 
of all emails referenced is attached):
1. 
11/04/2011 – Copies of Advantage screen shots were dropped off in Procurement by Suzette 
Emmer from the Election Commission.

11/07/2011 – Suzette emailed me a copy of the bid specs and the addresses of the municipality 
clerks.


(There were several conversations between myself and Suzette or Lisa Catlin-Weiner during the 
bid process. For this report I will refer to those conversations during the timeframe they 
occurred, although specifics dates were not recorded.)


I spoke with Suzette or Lisa and advised that we were late in the calendar year and Procurement 
generally does not post bids this late in the year. She advised me that 2012 was going to be a big 
election year and the current price agreement expired 12/31/2011, therefore a new bid had to 
go out. 

I told them that with a bid of this magnitude we should have received the Rx in early September, 
allowing us enough time to draft and post the bid, with an award date no later than the end of 
November. I expressed concern on having enough time to complete the bid process and award 
the bid without going into the very last part of December 2011. I told her that I would discuss it 
with the purchasing manager, and let her know. 


I discussed the matter with the Purchasing Manager, Willie Woods, explaining the 
circumstances, and he authorized I post the bid. 

I contacted Lisa advising her I was able to do the bid and that I would review the specs and 
forward to her any suggested revisions.  Lisa agreed and also advised me that they were aware 
of the potentially new vendors that would participate in the bid; they had visited their 
respective facilities, discussed the scope of the job, and advised those vendors that the bid 
would be coming out soon.  From their site visits and speaking with the staff of those respective 
companies they (The Election Commission) had an idea of who would be able to satisfactorily do 
this job if they won the award. I told her the buyer should have participated in those site visits.

After reviewing the specifications I contacted Lisa to discuss the content.  I informed her that 
the specs were somewhat vague and would need to be more detailed. She advised me that 
these were the specs they always used; they never had to change anything in all the years they 
bid this project and she didn’t understand why they had to now.  I explained to her that a 
bid is 
awarded to the lowest bidder that meets the specifications. With a bid, the vendor’s costs 
and 
meeting the specs are the deciding factors. The primary way of determining if a vendor is 
qualified to provide the service is if they satisfy the specifications. I also told her with the 
changes in the economy vendors are bidding on projects and contracts they may not have 
traditionally in the past. Couple that with the new vendors she was aware would bid this 
contract, the specs were critical.
2. 
11/15/2011 – I sent Suzette a copy of the specs with my suggested revisions. 


11/15/2011 – Suzette acknowledged receipt of the draft and advised she would review and 
advise. 


11/16/2011 – Suzette forwarded a copy of the Ballot Timelines and asked they be inserted into 
the specs.


11/16/2011 – A revised draft of the specs updated with the ballot timelines is emailed to Suzette.

11/17/2011 – Suzette emailed me with suggested revisions to the specs regarding when the 
awarded vendor would ship test ballots, and also provided the previous bid#.


11/18/2011 – A final draft of the specs with the requested revisions is sent to Suzette for 
approval.


11/18/2011 - Suzette emailed a suggested revision to the specs.

11/18/2011 – A suggested revision is sent to Suzette for review.


11/18/2011 – Suzette emails authorizing the specs and asking the timeline for the process.


11/18/2011 – Emailed Suzette informing her of the timeline of events moving forward.
3. 
12/6/2011 – A question regarding the card stock is received from a vendor and forwarded to the 
department for reply. The department replied and their response was forwarded to the vendor. I 
suggest the department record that information and update the specs accordingly. They agreed. 
Section 4 – Timeline of events and correspondence related to the bid opening and award.

4. 
12/08/2011 – Bid opened. The bid submissions unit costs are recorded in a spreadsheet and are 
given to Lisa Weiner 12/12/2011 along with a copy of each submitted bid.  I personally explained 
everything I was providing and reiterated that the bid is to be awarded to the lowest qualified 
bidder.
I spoke with Suzette who expressed concerns with awarding the bid to the lowest qualified bidder. I reiterated that these were the guidelines we must follow per the bid process, and that we cannot reject a low bid if it satisfies the specifications. 
12/16/2011 – I emailed Suzette and suggested requesting a stock sample from the front runner. 

A sample card stock was requested from and provided by Burton & Mayer.

The department reviewed and asked I clarify with the vendor that the paper stock sample is the stock the vendor would use if awarded the bid.

The vendor replied yes.

12/20/2011 – The vendor’s response is forwarded to the department.

12/20/2011 – The department okayed the award to Burton & Mayer.

12/21/2011 – Forwarded email to Suzette advising her of holiday closings of Burton & Mayer.

Section 5 – Timeline of events and correspondence regarding problems with the ballots being printed.

5. 
02/06/2012 – Spoke with Lisa Weiner regarding issues Burton & Mayer was having obtaining 
certification from ES&S and her intent to request an exception to the bid and have the ballots printed by Roto-Graphics. Personally met with Lisa to discuss.  In this meeting I was advised that:
· ES&S was a competing vendor that was telling Burton & Mayer and the Election Commission office that they (ES&S) no longer offered the certifying kit Burton & Mayer required because of the age of the equipment we use.
· I questioned why a stipulation in the bid required the awarded vendor to obtain certification from a competitor?
· Burton & Mayer would not be able to print the ballots without the kit which provides the ballot layout.

· The Election Commission initiated arrangements with Roto-Graphics to print the ballots.
· I advised the Election Commission: (1) I should have been contacted prior to communicating with Roto-Graphics potentially printing the ballots, (2) The bid process generally requires the bid award go to the next lowest bidder if the awarded vendor is unable to satisfy the terms of the contract, (3) If for some reason a vendor that bid could not fulfill the requirements of the contract then an exception to the bid is considered.

· If the Election Commission used the Marek Group to print the ballots, the Election Commission would have to manually provide a word document of each ballot to that vendor; Roto-Graphics utilized an automated system which would expedite the process. 
· I advised Lisa to type a report to Amos, he would have to authorize an exception to the bid to have the ballot printed by Roto-Graphics.

02/07/2012 - Lisa emailed a detailed report explaining the need for an exception to the bid and utilizing Roto-Graphics for the ballot printing.

02/09/2012 - Amos authorized using Roto-Graphics for printing the ballots as an Immediate Budgeted Repair.

02/09/2012 – Instructions on how to create the PO for Roto-Graphics to print the ballots emailed to Lisa.

Section 6. Timeline of events and correspondence to date

02/17/2012 – Lisa emailed me indicating she was attempting create a requisition for Roto-Graphics to do the ballot lay-out and design she noticed they were not listed in Advantage. She asked for the process to have a vendor number issued to this vendor.

02/20/12 – I responded advising that Procurement issued vendor numbers. The email included the website link to the Procurement page of Milwaukee County that provides the vendor application for vendors to request a vendor number, in addition to a copy of the vendor application.

02/20/12 – Lisa confirmed receipt of the information and stated she was forwarding it to the Roto-Graphics account representative.

03/25/12 – Lisa emailed requesting I provide Kimberly Walker from Corporation Counsel a copy of the ballot printing contract with Burton & Mayer.

03/26/12 – A copy of Bid# 611119 and the related specifications were emailed to Lisa and cc’d to Kimberly Walker, Corporation Counsel. The email advised that these documents provided the terms and conditions of the ballot printing contract.
03/26/12 – Lisa confirmed receipt of the documents.

03/26/12 – Kimberly Walker, Corporation Counsel emailed that she was forwarding the documents to Molly for review.

I spoke with Lisa and she advised she would be meeting with Corporation Counsel and Burton & Mayer concerning the problems with the ballots. I insisted I attend. Lisa didn’t feel it was necessary, but I told her I did and I will be there.

04/02/12 – Lisa emailed providing the requisition number for the requisition she entered into Advantage for the Roto-Graphics PO.

04/03/12 – I replied that I would process the requisition when I received it.

04/06/12 – I emailed Lisa advising her that I had not received the requisition and I had informed Willie Woods, Purchasing Manager of the situation so he could have the PO created while I was out of the office.

04/06/12 – Lisa replied that she had an error corrected and would have the requisition approved ASAP.

04/06/12 – Meeting with Lisa Weiner, Election Commission, Corporation Counsel representative, 
Burton & Mayer, Burton & Mayer’s attorney. 

In the meeting the vendor and Lisa explained the processes and occurrences up to 
that point:


Printing:

· The problem was not with the printing, but possibly with the ballot layout.

· The Election Commission provided Burton & Mayer a ballot machine to allow Burton & Mayer to test various aspects of the ballots. All testing confirmed the ballots were good.

Ballot Layout:

· Lisa and Burton & Mayer designed the ballots.

Other Challenges with the Ballots: 

· Ballots were bilingual with six arrows per inch. This was the first time this had happened. The vendor and Lisa speculated that this may have contributed to offsetting of the arrows.
· ES&S at that time had not specified the problem with the ballots.

Approval Process:
· Currently approval is after all ballots are printed.


Action Plan:

· Burton & Mayer contacted Roto-Graphics to receive training on ballot layouts. Roto-Graphics agreed to provide the training and it was scheduled for the coming week.



When the meeting adjourned I requested a brief meeting with Lisa and the Corporation 


Counsel representative to discuss the process of having the test ballot approved after all 


the ballots are printed. Lisa advised that this is how it was always done. I expressed to her 

my disagreement with that process because it negated the Election Commission or 


the vendor’s ability to correct potential errors with the ballots. 



In the meeting it was suggested the language in section 3.8 of the specifications require a 


prototype ballot(s) go the programmer for approval and printing is held until the 



prototype(s) are approved. 
The Procurement Division has not received any further communication from the Election Commission.
