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TECHNOLOGY AND COMMUNICATION MINUTES
The Technology and Communication Committee of the City of Raleigh met in regular session on Monday, May 7, 2012 at 4:00 p.m. in the City Council Chamber, Raleigh Municipal Building, Avery C. Upchurch Government Complex, 222 West Hargett Street, Raleigh, NC with the following present: 
Committee 



Staff 
Chairman Gaylord, Presiding 

Chief IT & Community Dev. Director Gail Roper 
Councilor Baldwin (arrived late) 
Business Relationship Director Ryan Rand 
Councilor Russ Stephenson 

Associate City Attorney Poole 
Chairperson Gaylord called the meeting to order and the following item was discussed with action taken as shown. 
Item 11-07 - Contract Amendment - MFD Fleet - IKON Office Solutions.   The agenda indicated at the February 1, 2011 City Council meeting, Council authorized execution of the IKON Office Solutions contract for the leasing of the City’s multifunction device fleet.  Since that time the City has reduced the number of print devices by 104 units through consolidation of office printers, copiers and fax machines.  In keeping with this continuing program additional older machines coming off lease from other vendors are being further consolidated under the IKON contract.  In order to accomplish this it is necessary to amend the annual “not to exceed” lease and services amount in the IKON contract from $282,000 to $408,000 to reflect consolidation of these additional machines.  The additional $126,000 represents a transfer of these lease amounts from a different budget line not an overall budget increase. 
In response to questioning from Chairman Gaylord on the history of the original authorization, Ryan Rand stated it does not increase the overall amount and it might be budget negative so it’s actually saving the City money.  Mr. Rand stated the original authorization was for a contact not to exceed amount of $282,000.  This amount was to replace the copier fleet and some of the printer fleet in the City.  The original contract was with Office Solutions and Eplus.  The IKON contract was written to replace copiers and some of the printers going off lease at one time.  It was a clerical oversight not to include the rest of the Eplus printers.

He explained as the project moved forward the City was replacing the Eplus printers with IKON Supply printers.  As the City pulled printers off lease they were replacing them, not one for one, with IKON printers.  The amount to lease those printers has increased the not to exceed amounts listed originally so they are trying to get an extension of that and increase that amount to match the entire printer fleet. 
In response to questions from Mr. Stephenson, Mr. Rand stated the original project was to replace the copier fleet that was unsupported.  It was a lease and usage contract.  The City Manager directed IT to work on a project to consolidate the printer fleet as the City had a copier fleet and a printer fleet managed separately.  With this project, the City now has a vendor who supplies the devices competitively and also services and maintains them. 
Mr. Stephenson stated he sees advantage in having that single source of responsibility but questioned if there was any comparing the functionality of the previous equipment versus the new equipment with Mr. Rand responding there was a comparison of various elements. 
Mr. Stephenson stated he has heard some comments from users about the new equipment not seeming to work as well as the old and questioned whether that’s a function of the learning curve of the new layout of buttons and functionality. 
Mr. Rand stated there are approximately 400 licenses across the City that are the CPtf 
printers and the copiers ranging from very large copy machines that are actually printers 
all the way down to the small desktop printers.  He stated they hear when something is not right and make corrections.  As of right now IKON who is our supporting company reports over 99.8 percent uptime of all the printers.  A conversation on the comparison of the various machines took place including cost, functionality, speed, etc. 
Mr. Stephenson stated this may be a different discussion and that relates to the legislative management module.  He stated Council sees a lot of documents in agendas that appeared to be originally electronic documents, but then they have been scanned and then they show up as a scanned pdf.  He questioned why make the transition from electronic to nonelectronic back to semi-electronic and questioned if he new printers typically have scan and OCR function.

Mr. Rand stated most all have scanning ability more than the previous copier.  
The other copiers only scanned black and white.  These can scan color and black and white.  It can scan to an email address at the City or scan to a folder at the City but they do not have out of box OCR, that is a software issue. 
Chief IT and Community Development Director Roper stated the original objective of the MFD initiative was for us to have some accountability from an enterprise standpoint on the supplies and be able to have some auditing of printing.  To date there has been an $80,000 cost savings associated with this initiative and that we expect in the four years to have a $300,000 cost savings associated with it.  At this point the mentioned the rationalization of has changed.  These are high tech machines.  It wasn’t all done perfectly initially rolling them out in terms of going back and adding extras peripherals to those printers to make them do everything everyone needed to do, but with the amount of printers that have been rolled out she thinks it’s been a fairly good implementation and stated that over the long term they expect to do more training so people understand how to better utilize those machines. 
Mr. Stephenson questioned the savings of the $80,000 in near time and $300,000 in long term asking if that is in the equipment, the maintenance, training where does it show up.

Ms. Roper stated the cost savings is in the supply side and service side.  We now have some understanding of how many supplies and paper, counts of paper, that kind of thing.
Mr. Stephenson stated he understands it is not just maintenance, but its actually toner, paper, other kinds of consumables. 
Mr. Rand stated originally we had over 151 different models and brands of printers in the City.  Now there is roughly 5 to 8. 
Mr. Gaylord stated he was looking at the email from earlier that he didn’t have a chance to see it until now.  It appears there was an oversight in terms of not to exceed amount and the subsequent amendments. 
Mr. Rand stated the subsequent amendments were to cover the devices coming off of one vendor Eplus and transferring that lease basically of new devices to IKON.  So, the subsequent amendments were adding leases for those printers to IKON.  He explained the original replacement for the devices about 120 printers/copiers.  There were close to 400 to 500 in the City.  At the time they came before Council with a contract not to exceed amounts, some of the leases on the printers on Eplus had not expired.  They had I to 2 years left on their leases.  Each one of these amendments represents a fleet of printers coming off lease so that is 40 devices come off of lease with Eplus.  We had to pay extension cost of leasing or cou1d lease new devices from IKON for the same amount of money or less.  So, as a bulk of 40 printers came off from Eplus we were replacing with IKON devices.  Amendment 2, Amendment 3 as the bulk of leased devices expired we replaced them with IKON devices.  Ms. Roper stated when one comes off one comes on. 
Mr. Rand stated the Eplus leases are setup quarterly.  So, we lease an x number of printers or computers.  In this case printers quarterly so every March, June, September, December a lease expires and we have printers come off.  The reason they came to Council was to ask for attention on this because the commitment 4 is for the June expiration of leases from Eplus. 
Mr. Gaylord stated going forward there should be 2 more extensions or 2 more amendments. 
Mr. Rand stated the projected total for the 2 more amendments to be about $408,000. 
Mr. Gaylord questioned if there needs to be an authorization from Council to amend the original February 1 not to exceed that basically gives direction from Council.  There seems to be two things the contract piece and then the authorization piece of not to exceed.  So, those need to be treated separately.  Ms. Roper read from the Council minutes. 
Mr. Gaylord questioned from a Council protocol perspective if there needs to be some type action.  If the Council gives a not to exceed authorization and then the contract exceeds that authorization does that authorization need to be amended or does the contract suffice to adjust that amendment or to amend that original authorization.  It’s sort of a legal question. 
Attorney Poole stated when Council authorizes a contract such as this they’re being asked for two items.  One is for authorization to enter into a contract that is above $150,000 for services, contracts and consulting agreements and then second is to set a dollar amount of authorization for that contract.  So, there are two separate items, but they can run together they don’t necessarily need to run together.  What he understands IT is seeking and what Administration is seeking with the amendment is to extend Administration’s authority to expend City funds under the master leasing agreement with IKON from the original, not to exceed over the four-year term to $1,632,000. 
Mr. Gaylord stated we already exceeded the original authorized amount should we not change that authorization to the ultimate predicted maximum amount so that…for example there is…the next amendments are going to be $37,000 and $95,000...$9,500.  If there’s two predicted future amendments should that “not to exceed” amount authorization from Council not grow to that total anticipated amount. 
Attorney Poole stated Mr. Gaylord was reading from something he had not seen, He stated his question would be to IT staff is whether the $1,632,000 is the total expected value after paying the projected roll out or the amount that they feel would be required in the future. 
Mr. Rand stated the $408,000 includes the Amendments 1, 2, and 3 and the estimated Amendments 4 and 5. 
Attorney Poole stated to get back to the Chair’s earlier question, he thinks in this scenario what would be sought is the authorization to expand the overall IKON engagement relating to the leasing of the devices to the $1.6 million dollar figure and any incremental increases up to that $1.6 million would not come back to Council for individual authorization.
Attorney Poole stated he thought what they are seeking is officially the authorization to expand the contractual relationship up to the $1.6 million.  It’s at the point that they go over the $1,632,000 that they will have to come back seeking further authorization.

Mr. Gaylord stated it does, it does appear based on the previous amendments that the “not exceed” was a exceeded without the Council approval which appears may be have a clerical or administrative error in exceeding that without having to treating it as a separate authorization not just a contract peace, but that original authorization on February 1st was a not to exceed.  It was then exceeded and now we’re somewhat retroactively treating that and bringing that into compliance I guess from a legal perspective that we have the various Council authorization and the contracts meet that Council’s authorization.  So, it’s just the two pieces that need to be treated as part of this action correct.

Attorney Poole stated he thought what is being requested is permission to expand the overall budgetary obligation of the leasing contract to the $1,632,000 for how ever many amendments will be required to get to that point through the replacing existing devices on the Eplus lease.  They would have to individually come back because of up to the $1,632,000 would be provided for.  Now what you’re indicating it sounds like the “not to exceed” the current as what is the current dollar amount obligated between the City and IKON.  Mr. Rand stated he does not have that number before them.

Attorney Poole stated without that number I think given to your question is that number is currently above what the Council authorization included.  This could also be a request to ratify the increase up to this point.  What has been authorized and how much the “not to exceed” has been exceeded was discussed.  What went to Council and what action is needed was talked about.

Mr. Gaylord stated the contract has already exceeded the original authorization so there is a need to reconcile that from a Council authorization.  He stated we need to adjust the “not to exceed” and then go back and add the $1.6 to make it so that all future changes are within the scope of the Council’s “not to exceed authorization.”

What needs to occur to correct the situation and give guidance on future amendments was vetted.

Ms. Roper stated it is really two separate budget items.  It’s transferring money from one to another and extending the “not to exceed” amount, but there is no budget impact.  There is no budget overall budget increase.  Mr. Gaylord stated it’s a protocol issue of making sure that the specific authorization speaks to that original authorization, it’s expanding that and ratifying the previous authorization.  I don’t think the net budget impact appears to be advantageous.  It really it’s just a matter of protocol.

Mr. Stephenson questioned the need to have some discussion about whether there needs to be some additional Council policy action to keep us from having to do these ratifying things that have been done without authorization again.   Is that what you’re saying or are you saying look we made a mistake, lets move on.

Mr. Gaylord stated he feels this is an isolated incident.  

Ms. Roper stated she thinks part of the rational around this is that because of the implementation and the removal of the printers it’s some of it is guessimation and we did not actually know the numbers until we got in and, and found out what the necessary requirements are within the organization so.  We say that the new “not to exceed” is going to be $1,632,000.

She stated we’re far enough along in the cycle now that, that will probably be right.  I guess my point is that this was done because of the magnitude of the project and not having concrete numbers up front.  We started as no base line on this because there never has really been any strong auditing and documentation of how printers were used and how they were purchased in the organization and the needs requirements in the organization.  So, we hope that it won’t happen again.

Mr. Stephen stated it sounds like we had contracts with the previous vendor for all of these.  I’m not sure how you could not know what you had under contract.  Ms. Roper stated we knew what we had under contract, but from the consumable there was no auditing of consumable and when we did the analysis different kinds of printers being used in different departments the way we were able to rationalize that is the part that is the problem.

It was pointed out under the previous contract consumables were separate but are a part of the current contract.  Mr. Stephenson stated he was a little bit confused how if the contracts were only based on the hardware and we have contracts for all that hardware how we could not know the final cost of the leases which are only for the hardware not for the consumables with Ms. Roper explaining it wasn’t a centralized effort.

How the contracts and services were handled previously and how it works now was discussed with it being pointed out it was handled through Public Affairs because Public Affairs was responsible for the Print Shop.  It was explained part of going to the IKON contract was to consolidate that function within the IT Department.  The nature of the leases with Eplus and how that was handled was touched on.  

Mr. Stephenson stated he cold not understand why there was confusion about contract dates and terms and questioned who held the contracts.  A good amount of time working with the vendor trying to get an idea of when the termination dates were because it was unclear from the contract documentation and we mutually agreed upon one interpretation and called that the day that the service was going to be terminated in anticipation of the contract coming on board.

Mr. Gaylord questioned the $1. stating if there is a little bit of potential flexibility in terms of the authorization explaining that authorization is the piece that is important to adhere the contract amendments are going to be less scrutinized because they were basically if its approved that the assumption from Council’s table is going to be that those initial contracts within that prior authorization are going to be reasonable.  If there is a desire to amend that to a higher number, just anticipate in the future changes rather do that now than have to amend in the future.

Attorney Poole stated as just a little bit more background on the original “not to exceed” number that was sought and incorporated some amounts since the contracts were being executed before the Eplus copiers were going off lease then IT would have the exact numbers, but my recollection was it was projected that the original true value of the contract under the initial product schedule was going to be under a million, but a little bit of flexibility was built in for the type of scenario your suggesting where as they discovered there was an increased need for more expensive machines or additional machines as to what would have been under the  contract to avoid the department having to come back to the Council for authorization in each individual case.

In the original contract a cushion was built into that authorization to allow for expansion of the devices being pulled down by the City without having to come back to the Council and, and burden the Council with having to oversee adding one or two copiers at a time, but also allow flexibility of administration to grow the contract as necessary.  Ms. Roper indicated because they had more experience dealing with the vendor now they’ve gone through the initial roll out, some flexibility would certainly be helpful I think for Administration going forward.  He thinks the need for a percentage of contingency required would be less now because they have more certainty with the experience of the contract.  Whether the estimate has growth built in was discussed briefly.

Ms. Baldwin stated she is not sure why this item is in this Committee.  This could have been easily handled at the table it’s a very simple explanation.  She stated she is not into micromanaging.  We need to trust staff when a good explanation is given why do we continue to beat up on staff.  Mr. Gaylord stated he did not think there is no lack of trust per staff.  I think there is an authorization and what we’re charged to do that is doing our jobs to make sure that we take care to shepherd the City along the way it’s designed.

Mr. Gaylord moved to prepare to say approve the request for an adjustment of the not to exceed authorization, approve the contract or the amendment.  It’s the adjustment of the authorization and to ratify the previous contracts made in excess of the originally authorized not to exceed.

Discussion took place on the proper motion and Mr. Gaylord stated the motion would be to approve the expansion of the contract to not to exceed figure including ratification of any amendments to date that exceeded the past action by Council back in February of last year.  His motion was seconded and passed unanimously.

Adjournment.  Mr. Gaylord adjourned the meeting at 4:40 p.m.

Gail G. Smith

City Clerk
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