ADDENDUM #2








Reference is made to Request for Proposal dated 5/5/98 and Addendum #1 dated 5/19/98 due by 5:00 PM, 6/16/98 for APPLIANCE SERVICE REPAIR PROGRAM (ASRP).





The following, the City’s responses to questions from prospective proposers, shall be made part of the Request for Proposal.








Question #1:    Past claims have averaged 3,800 to 4,500 since 1991.  Please provide a breakdown of the claims by year by appliance, count and dollars.  Please also provide a monthly count of eligible customers.





Answer:   As stated in the RFP, there are approximately 15,000 customers eligible for rate assistance at any given time.  This number has remained stable for a number of years.  All of these customers do not necessarily have all or any of the qualified appliances.  As this is an “on-demand” program, the best  indicator of future repair call levels are the historical records.  Attached are various call statistics for the years 1991 through 1997.  These services were provided by utility employees and were not “claims” as envisioned by your request for dollar breakdowns.  Therefore we will not be providing any breakdowns in dollars.








Question 2:  Is Seattle City Light going to pay the monthly fees for the eligible customers?  May we have a copy of any existing agreement with the customers on this program?





Answer:    Seattle City Light is paying for whatever costs are involved in this program.  Whether it is a monthly fee or some other arrangement depends upon the pricing structure of the proposal presented by the successful proposer.  There is no written agreement.








Question #3:  3.2A   Are gas appliances not covered?   Is this something that could be offered?





Answer:    No.   Gas appliances are not covered and no expansions to the program are anticipated.








Question #4:    3.2C   May the TDD service and assistance for customers whose primary language is not English be provided by a third party?   Do you require the technician visiting the house to have the same capabilities?





Answer:    Yes.   The TDD services and language translation services may be provided by a third party.  Technicians should have the capability to access whoever is providing such services when they are in the home (by telephone for example), when such assistance is required to successfully perform the repair.








Question #5:    3.4B    It is not uncommon for customers to have a neighbor or other relative at the home at the time of a repair because the husband and wife both work.  Is it your intention to not allow this and require the homeowner to be present?  Is the servicer supposed to ask for some sort of identification to verify that it is the homeowner who is there and not someone else?





Answer:    Since this is a social service program with specific eligibility criteria, it is our requirement that the eligible customer MUST be at home.  This has always been a requirement of the program.  Few of these customers are employed. Over 90% of these customers are either disabled or over 65 years of age.  Yes, servicers are expected to verify the identity of the customer.  Seattle City Light will provide the eligibility lists to the successful proposer.








Question #6:    3.4C    Service work on the entrance panel and internal wiring is not covered under this plan.  If problems in these areas, is phone notification satisfactory?   If not, do you have a sample form?





Answer:    Telephone notification may be satisfactory.   No, we have no sample form.








Question #7:    3.4F    If the appliance is not repairable we typically offer money towards a new appliance.  Is this a repair only program?   If the furnace breaks down and cannot be repaired (rusted out for example) the quick way to get a replacement unit is to allow the servicer out there to make a quote for a new furnace.  Are you saying the services who is out there may not try to help the customer  with the acquisition of a new furnace until 90 days has passed?





Answer:    Yes, this is a repair-only program.  Yes, we are saying that the servicer who provides the repair call is not able to make direct retail sales to these customers in their homes as a result of this contact.








Question #8:    3.5     It says that parts will be “reimbursed consistent with the agreed upon pricing policy.”   Does this mean there will be a separate pricing schedule for parts between the two parties?





Answer:      There may or may not be a separate pricing schedule for parts between the two parties.  It will depend upon the structure of the successful proposer’s pricing proposal.








Question #9:   3.6D    What are the insurance requirements required by the State of Washington?





Answer:    Information on Industrial Insurance Requirement as required by the State of Washington may be obtained by contacting the Department of Labor and Industries at 300 W. Harrison Street, Seattle, Washington, 98119.  Telephone number is 206-281-5475.











Question #10:      3.7A   We can train, instruct and have servicers agree not to make appliance sales.  How are we to certify on a monthly basis that this is not happening?





Answer:   One suggestion is signed statements from servicers that they have not made any such appliance sales








Question #11:   3.7B    Rather than making copies of every invoice, is it permissible to have them on file and available if you would like copies of specific invoices?   Is it permissible to provide an electronic version of the invoices which provides all the pertinent information, rather than a hard copy?





Answer:      An electronic version would be acceptable, provided that it includes the customer’s signature.  This is to ensure that only eligible customers are receiving repair services.








Question #12:   6.5A    “This must include provision of a cash value rebate to Seattle City Light when equipment is not repaired.”   Are you saying that Seattle City Light receives the money that the contractor would normally reimburse the customer towards a replacement appliance?  Will the customer ever see this money if Seattle City Light gets it?  Is the contractor going to be reimbursed in full for time and materials, plus an administrative fee, or is the contractor to bid a price per customer that includes the time, material and administration of the program.











Answer:      The tenor of the question regarding the cash value rebate would suggest that the proposer did not understand that this is a social service program provided entirely by Seattle City Light.  In a financial sense, it is Seattle City Light who is the customer.  Whether the contractor is going to be reimbursed in full for time and materials, or bid a price per customer is up to the proposer to propose as part of their response to the RFP.








Question #13:    13.2   Please provide a copy of the City’s Standard Terms and Conditions, if it is more than the 17 items on the back of the bid sheet.





Answer:    The City’s Standard Terms and Conditions comprised of 17 items only are attached.








Question #14:     16.0    During the course of a repair, in what situations would you envision an independent service subcontractor causing pollution that would hurt a person or damage property?   Other than insurance for Pollution Liability and the insurance in Addendum #1, what other insurance is required.





Answer:     Some examples of possible pollution:  freon release to the atmosphere; refrigerant oil spillage; damage to the customer’s property by the servicer’s vehicle as a result of a vehicular accident; etc.  








Question #15:   18.0    Please provide a copy of “Title 51 RCW or other enactments.”





Answer:    A copy of Title 51 RCW titled “Industrial Insurance” can be accessed on the internet at http://leginfo.leg.wa.gov/www/rcw.htm








Question #16:    If the contractor is simply a third party administrator that uses local independent service subcontractors for the actual performance of the work, does that present any problems or issues not covered in this RFP that need to be addressed?





Answer:      No, this type of possibility is addressed in the RFP (see section 6.4 for example). So if a proposal is responsive to the RFP, then there are no additional that need to be addressed.








Question #17:     3.2C    “… provision of assistance to customers whose primary language is not English.”    Which languages?





Answer:       At a minimum:  Spanish, Chinese, Vietnamese, Cambodian, Russian, Tagalog.  A third party provider is acceptable (for example the translation service provided by AT&T via telephone).








Question #18:     3.4D.   Require definition of specific observable social needs/conditions.





Answer:      The purpose of the repair program is to assist customers in staying in their own homes.  Seattle City Light should be notified of any condition which compromises the customer’s ability to successfully maintain residence in their home, particularly when it seems evident that the customer has no caretaker, relatives or others who can assist them.  Examples are: evidence that customer is unable to perform basic life functions (such as obtaining or preparing anything to eat);  unsafe or grossly unsanitary conditions, such as rat infestations or great quantities of garbage in the home; evidence of abuse of the customer by others;  lack of any heat in the winter; mental incapacity that prevents successful conclusion of the repair, etc.  








Question #19:      3.7A.   Is requirement to report complaint resolution, customer satisfaction, average time between request and date of repair to be by each individual customer serviced to be overall customer average?





Answer:       Customer satisfaction and average time between request and date of repair may be reported by overall customer average.   Complaint resolution reporting may be made in summary form, as long as records are maintained for each individual complaint and provided that such records will be made available to Seattle City Light upon request











Question #20:     14.0 and 15.0.   Would designating our rate structure as proprietary information result in rejection of the Proposal?





Answer:     Yes.








It should be noted that the due date of this Request for Proposal remains unchanged at 5:00PM, 6/16/98.





In all other respects, the Request for Proposal remains unchanged.
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