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Introduction and Rationale: 
 
On March 27, 2017, Mountain Regional Water District (the District), posted on its web page a request for 
proposals and bids on a comprehensive meter replacement program for the District. All proposals were 
due at 5:00 PM on April 10, 2017. The District received 3 bids by the deadline and they were opened and 
reviewed the following day.  
 
Five categories of review were evaluated for each bid, and each category evaluation was weighted as to 
importance to the District. The categories and weights were as follows: 
 

1. Quality of Vendor    10 
2. Meter Reading System Functionality  30 
3. Warranty     10 
4. References     10 
5. Price      40 

TOTAL POSSIBLE POINTS 100 
 
After the committee and financial review of the bids, the final scoring of the bids were as follows: 
 

 Quality Functionality Warranty References Price TOTAL 
Bid A 9 30 10 6 40 95 
Bid B 5 10 10 8 18.75 51.75 
Bid C 1 1 10 2 25 39 

 
Value Analysis: 
 
Quality.  Bid A submitted data that best represented the quality needs of the District. They have a long 
history, are local, easy to access and can deliver the product on the time schedules requested by the 
District. Bid B had good quality as well but did not provide as much of the information the District needed. 
The Bid C product was from suppliers which do not have a local presence and are out of state, and the 
meters are made in a foreign country and thus have the longest lead time for delivery. 
 
Functionality.  All of the meters proposed had very good accuracy. Bid A met all of the qualifications listed 
in the request for bids by the District and desired for operation within the rugged terrain of the District, 
including interconnection with the District billing system. Bid B met some of the qualifications but 
required a meter programing system which staff did not like, as well as the lack of a cloud hosted meter 
reading system. They also did not provide a customer phone app that is compatible with most 
smartphones. Billing system interconnection was also not provided as well. Bid C was totally lacking in the 
functionality field, to due the fact that the system required at least 14 radio towers, which in our 
environment would be next to impossible to get approved. Bid A and B used local cell service for data 
collection and did not require additional antenna structures. 
 
 
Warranty. All of the bids offered a similar and acceptable warranty, and were thus ranked the same. 
 



References. Bid B provided the most references, although not all were in Utah. Bid A provided the next 
level, with some in Utah and one using the very same billing system as utilized by the District. Bid C 
provided the fewest with no local references. 
 
Price. Bid A was the lowest priced. The other two bids were ranked according to their relative position to 
the lowest bid on the weighted scale of 0-40 points. 
 
Conclusion: 
 
Given the above evaluation criteria, the Bid A was chosen because it provided the most overall value to 
the District and to its public customers. The vendor chosen was Hydro Specialties Company. 
 


