2010 REGIONAL ASSESSING STUDY

Background 

Barnstable County consists of fifteen towns.  Given these trying economic times, many towns have expressed an interest in regionalizing assessing services to improve levels of service while potentially reducing future municipal costs.  The towns of Bourne, Brewster, Chatham, Dennis, Eastham, Harwich, Mashpee, Orleans, Provincetown, Sandwich, Truro, Wellfleet and Yarmouth have expressed an interest in participating in the study commissioned under this RFP.

The Cape Cod Commission (the “Commission”) is a regional land use planning and regulatory agency with a robust GIS department.  The Commission is seeking to promote the MassGIS plan for creating state-wide standardized electronic assessor maps to benefit individual towns and the region as a whole.

Finally, Cape assessing representatives have noted that establishing a regional, Cape-wide standard for some functions, such as personal property valuation for second homes, will benefit individual towns and the region as a whole.

Project Description/Scope of work

At a minimum, the analysis will take into consideration impacts of consolidation on levels of staffing and potential transition costs (i.e. step-up costs associated with merging personnel), levels of service, financial impacts, labor and employment issues and costs, alternative forms of governance, and potential local, state and federal legislative measures necessary to achieve shared assessing service goals.

1. Identify impediments to standardizing electronic assessor parcel maps and data on a regional level, consistent with MassGIS efforts to implement the 2007 Strategic Plan for Massachusetts Spatial Data Infrastructure, and identify solutions and potential costs for overcoming those impediments.  Identify a preferred conversion path and a detailed cost estimate to achieve standardization. 

2. Examine current Massachusetts laws and Department of Revenue, Bureau of Local Assessments (DOR) policies and procedures and identify instances in which regional standards (i.e. regional depreciation tables, regional exemption tables, allowing the use of appropriate ‘comparable’ values across town lines) will improve the efficiency and accuracy of assessing functions.  Examine potential benefits to DOR establishment of a uniform certification date (and annual certification date) and standards for the Cape region, taking into account local billing cycles and town charter provisions. Examine benefits of a regional standard for personal property valuations for second homes and commercial property. 

3. Identify opportunities for improving, and potentially consolidating, certain municipal assessing functions and services and identify potential financial savings and other benefits from these opportunities. The study will include an analysis of consolidating personal property valuation functions.  Identify state laws and DOR policies and regulations that may prohibit or inhibit regionalization of assessing functions. Examine the current levels of service and costs of services, as well as projections for maintaining current service levels for at least five (5) years. Identify how assessing services may be conducted more cost effectively and more efficiently between two or more municipalities.  

Deliverables:

1. Provide a preferred method and associated costs for achieving standardization of electronic assessor data;

2. Provide a qualitative and quantitative analysis of benefits of DOR adoption of regional standards for the Cape Cod region;

3. Provide an outline of specific actions or steps that municipalities must take to achieve a given level of consolidation, including identification of impediments and potential solutions to identified impediments, and recognizing and delineating needed and resulting level of service;

4. Provide data and analysis to support the proposed consolidation options;

5. Summarize report information in an easy to read format, such as a matrix comparing options for consolidation with decision-making factors (i.e. financial, personnel, physical plant, governance, etc.), backed up by text, data, analysis and associated costs;

6. Provide draft agreements to accomplish preferred consolidation options; and,

7. Provide a system of benchmarks to measure outcomes such as improvements in levels of service and/or cost efficiencies anticipated from consolidation.

8. Provide draft final report by 12/15/2010.

9. Provide final report by 12/31/2010.

Screening Proposals: Submission Requirements and Quality (Minimum) Criteria

Utilizing the proposal submission requirements and the minimum criteria incorporated herein, the Evaluation Committee, to be designated by the Chief Procurement Officer, shall screen proposals as to their responsiveness, and identify those which are responsive. 

· Any proposal which, in the opinion of the Evaluation Committee, fails to include the information or documentation specified in the submission requirements shall be determined to be non-responsive and shall be rejected. 

· Any proposer who fails to meet any of the standards set forth as quality criteria shall be determined to be non-responsible and shall be rejected. 

All proposals meeting both the Submission Requirements and Quality Criteria shall be considered qualifying proposals and will be evaluated based upon the Comparative Criteria.

Use of the Comparative Evaluation Criteria

The remaining responsive proposals shall be evaluated using the comparative evaluation criteria incorporated herein. Each proposal shall be assigned a separate rating for each criterion and a composite rating. Proposal ratings and accompanying written explanations shall be forwarded to the Chief Procurement Officer.

PROPOSAL CRITERIA

Quality/Minimum Criteria

a. A complete proposal that includes all the items listed under Submission Requirements, including all required documentation and certifications.

b. A succinct non-cost technical proposal that shows a clear understanding of the purpose and scope of the work being requested along with a proposed organization and staffing structure, work plan and timetable in sufficient detail for reviewers to ascertain the Proposer’s ability to conduct the work set forth herein.

c. The Proposer has within the past five years been involved in the preparation of a written document that involved the collection of data and the reporting of findings and recommendations to the public.

d. The Project Manager designated by the Proposer to this project shall have a minimum of five (5) years experience with municipal assessing.

e. The Proposer has within the past five years been involved in a project that involved the consolidation of municipal services.

f. Satisfactory references.

Comparative Criteria

Project Management

Highly Advantageous – The proposed project manager has more than five years of recent relevant experience and has been the team leader in the analysis of consolidation of assessing functions, standardization of assessor maps, and development of region-wide standards to improve assessing functions.

Advantageous – The proposed project manager has more than three years of recent relevant experience and has been the team leader in the analysis of consolidation of municipal functions and standardization of assessor maps or development of region-wide standards to improve assessing functions.

Not Advantageous – minimum experience outlined in Quality Criteria.

Presentation Skills 

Highly Advantageous – The proposed project manager has five or more years of recent relevant experience in presenting technical information, findings, and recommendations in a format that is understandable to the general public.

Advantageous – The proposed project manager has three or more years of relevant experience in presenting technical information, findings, and recommendations in a format that is understandable to the general public.

Not Advantageous – minimum experience outlined in Quality Criteria.

