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This matter is before the Chief Procurement Officer (CPO) pursuant to a protest filed by 

Otis Elevator Company (Otis) under authority of South Carolina Code Section 11-35-4210. By a 

request for quotations sent to four vendors, the University of South Carolina (USC) attempts to 

procure an interim agreement on an emergency basis for elevator maintenance and repairs at its 

Columbia Campus. After evaluating the bids received USC issued a purchase order to Oracle 

Elevator Company. Five months later, Otis protested the award of the emergency contract to 

Oracle, alleging Oracle's quote was submitted late and complaining of other irregularities in the 

solicitation, evaluation and award of the emergency contract. 

In order to resolve the matter, the CPO conducted a hearing August 14, 2013. Appearing 

before the CPO were Otis, represented by John E. Schmidt, III, Esquire; Oracle, represented by 

Jeremy Hodges, Esquire; and USC, represented by George Lampl, Esquire. At the beginning of 

the hearing, USC moved to dismiss the protest as untimely. Oracle joined in the motion. For the 

reasons discussed below, the CPO grants the motion to dismiss. 

NATURE OF PROTEST 

The letter of protest is attached and incorporated herein by reference. 



FINDINGS OF FACT 

The following dates are relevant to the protest: 

1. On December 19, 2012, USC sent an email to four vendors, requesting quotations for 
elevator maintenance and service on a monthly basis. [Protest Letter; message from Jerome 
Provence toR. Bailey, S. Dempsey, D. Allen, and D. West, attached to Protest Letter) 

2. By January 2, 2013, USC determined to award an emergency contract to Oracle. 

3. On May 13, 2013, Otis filed its protest with the CPO. 

4. On June 18, 2013, Otis appealed this case to the Procurement Review Panel, stating "Otis 
herewith appeals the CPO's constructive denial of its protest dated May 13, 2013 .... " The 
appeal letter is attached and incorporated herein by reference. 

5. By order dated July 30, 2013, the Panel dismissed Otis' appeal, stating: 

On July 22, 2013, Otis's counsel notified the Panel via email that Cannon had 
decided to withdraw its appeal based on assurances from the Chief Procurement 
Officer that he would schedule a hearing on Otis's original protest. 

DISCUSSION 

There are over two hundred "vertical transportation" devices--elevators, escalators, 

dumbwaiters and lifts-at the University of South Carolina's Columbia campus. The University 

contracts for preventative maintenance service and repairs on a multi-year basis. The contract 

includes regularly scheduled maintenance services at a fixed monthly rate. Neither USC nor its 

service vendor can anticipate the exact scope of repairs that may be required during the contract 

term, so that work is paid for on a time and materials basis. 

Near the end of 2012 the incumbent maintenance contractor declined to renew its 

contract for an additional term. To bridge the period between the end of that contract and an 

award under a new solicitation, the University determined an emergency procurement was 

appropriate. There is no challenge to the University's finding an emergency exists, nor to the 

propriety of an emergency procurement for maintenance services on a temporary basis. 
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Jerome Provence is the Safety Manager for USC's Facilities Department. On December 

19, 2012, Mr. Provence sent an email to four elevator contractors, including Otis, with a list of 

elevators to be serviced, a monthly service agreement, and a bid schedule. Mr. Provence 

requested pricing by the end of the day on December 19, and announced the University's 

intention to award a purchase order for January 2013 and, if necessary, February. Four vendors 

responded. Mr. Provence evaluated the bids and recommended USC accept Oracle' s bid. USC 

subsequently issued a purchase order to Oracle for maintenance and repairs. Oracle has 

performed these services under the emergency contract since. 1 

According to Otis' Appeal Letter, its manager contacted the University on January 2, 

2013, to inquire about the emergency contract. Mr. Provence told him on that day that the 

contract had been awarded to another vendor. On January 3, Otis' senior account manager 

emailed USC requesting the hourly rate, unit pricing and final pricing that was submitted by all 

bidders for the interim contract. [Ex. 1] Later that same day USC responded with the base bid, 

hourly rates, and total bid for each of four vendors. The tabulation shows that Oracle's base bid 

and total bid were lowest of the four offerors. [Ex. 2] 

In April 2013, while preparing for a hearing on a separate protest, Otis requested USC 

produce documents relevant to the emergency procurement. Because that material was not 

furnished until May 9, Otis contends it had no knowledge of the irregularities it now claims 

1 On January 14, 2013, USC issued solicitation no. USC-BVB-2360-LW. It sought best value bids for 
elevator maintenance and service for a one-year term, renewable to a maximum period of five years. On March 21, 
2013, USC posted its intent to award the contract to Oracle. Otis protested this award on Aprill. The CPO heard the 
protest on May 14. On May 17, USC requested the CPO cancel the BVB pursuant to S.C. Code Ann. Regulation 
19-445.2085(C). The CPO posted his determination canceling the solicitation on June 24, 2013. No appeal was 
taken. According to the USC Purchasing website, it issued solicitation USC-BVB-2485-MR on July 25, 2013. The 
latest amendment sets the opening date for September 6 and award posting for September 19, 2013. See 
http://purchasing. c.edu/ adownload.php?sid= l438&g= olicitations (last viewed August 23 , 2013). 
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existed in USC's emergency procurement. It is undisputed, though, that by January 3, 2013, Otis 

knew at least the following: 

• USC requested quotes for an interim contract to service and maintain the elevators on the 
Columbia campus 

• After receiving the quotes, USC determined to award the contract to another than Otis 

• USC provided Otis with a tabulation of quotes received, including base bid, hourly rates, 
and total pricing 

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW 

The Panel has held in the past that a protestant does not need to know every minute fact 

involved in his protest in order to start the ten-day time limit running; it is enough that a party 

have reasons sufficient to support a protest. In Re: Protest of Computer/and of Columbia, Case 

No. 1988-4. It has restated its position many times. For example: 

In this case, it is undisputed that PEBSCO learned of the award on June 14 when 
Mr. Murphy's secretary telephoned State Procurement and then notified Mr. 
Murphy. At the very least, PEBSCO was notified of the award on June 21 when 
State Procurement officials read Mr. Murphy substantially all of the contents of 
the Final Award Report. The Panel holds that PEBSCO's actual knowledge that it 
was not going to receive the contract and that Johnson was satisfies the 
"notification of award" requirement and starts the thirty-day time limit running. 

Protest of Public Employees Benefit Services Corporation, Panel Case No. 1990-11 (decided 

under former§ 11-35-4210, requiring protest within thirty days of when it "knew or should have 

known" of facts giving rise to protest). This position has survived changes to the Code: 

Precedent of the Panel is clear on this issue. We turn to In re: Protest of' Atlas 
Food Systems and Services, Inc.; Appeal by Atlas Food Systems and Services, 
Inc., Case No. 1997-6, for previous consideration of this issue. It is for the most 
part a finding on the same set of facts. Atlas filed a timely protest, but then after 
receiving information as a result of a Freedom of Information Act request, they 
filed an amendment to the appeal. The Panel said the statute does not allow it. 
Section 11-35-4210 clearly states an appeal must be made within 15 days and 
state with particularity what issues it is appealing. The ruling of Atlas was 
affirmed again by the Panel in In re: Protest of Transportation Management 
Services, Inc., Appeal by Transportation Management Services, Inc., Case No. 
2000-02. Therefore, the Panel upholds the CPO's decision not to consider those 
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issues in the Supplemental Notice of Protest and further dismisses those grounds 
from this appeal. 

Appeal by Venturi Technology Partners, Panel Case No. 2004-1. While the Panel has 

acknowledged the difficult position a protestant may find itself when time constraints prevent 

gathering sufficient information to develop a protest, those difficulties do not extend the time to 

file: 

Although the Panel is bound by the statute, the Panel finds that the way the law is 
currently written is patently unfair to bidders who seek to protest. The 
Procurement Code allows fifteen days for a protest to be filed that states with 
'particularity" the grounds of the protest. See S.C. Code Ann. § 11-35-4210(2). 
Also by statute, the State is given fifteen days to respond to any requests for 
docurnents·pursuant to the Freedom of Information Act. See S.C. Code Ann. § 
30-4-30. A protestant is therefore precluded from using information gained from 
its Freedom of Information request in drafting its protest if this information is 
received after the fifteen day limit has passed as occurred in this case. However, 
until such time that there is an amendment to one of the statutes, the issue is one 
of jurisdiction and the Panel is bound by the law as written. 

Appeal by Atlas Food Systems and Services, Inc., Panel Case No. 1997-6. 

Otis contends this precedent has no application in its case, because Section 11-35-4210 

can only be triggered by posting a notice of award. Since USC never posted its award of the 

emergency contract, Otis argues the protest period has not begun. 

Section 11-3 5-421 0 was last amended in 2006. Its relevant provision currently reads: 

Any actual bidder, offeror, contractor, or subcontractor who is aggrieved in 
connection with the intended award or award of a contract shall protest to the 
appropriate chief procurement officer in the manner stated in subsection (2)(b) 
within ten days of the date award or notification of intent to award, whichever is 
earlier, is posted in accordance with this code .... 

S.C. Code Ann.§ 11-35-4210(1)(b). Emergency procurements are provided for in Section 11-35-

1570. A purchase under this section must be justified by a written determination that an 

emergency exists, and "made with as much competition as is practicable under the 
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circumstances."2 Additionally, the Board promulgated S.C. Code Ann. Regulation 19-445.2010 

governing emergency procurements. Neither the statute nor the regulation-nor any other 

provision of the Procurement Code-requires or provides for the State to post notice of the 

award of an emergency contract. 

An aggrieved bidder may protest the award of an emergency contract. Protest of Homer 

L. Spires, Masonry Contractor, Panel Case No. 1988-6; Appeal by Morganti National, Inc., 

Panel Case No. 1995-11. Here, the issue the CPO must decide is, where no posting of the award 

is required "in accordance with [the] code," when does the protest period begin? There is no 

"starting gun" as there is with protests of a posted award. Accepting Otis' position means the 

protest clock may never start. 3 The Code does not provide a clear answer: it has not attempted to 

balance the needs of the State for certainty in contracting, against fairness to vendors whose 

rights may expire without sufficient notice. 

In this case, though, the CPO need not perform any balancing analysis. Otis had notice of 

the award of the contract to another more than four months before it filed its protest. It had a bid 

tabulation by January 3, 2013. And actual knowledge is certainly an adequate substitute for the 

notice left undefined by the Code. See Hannah v. United Refrigerated Services, Inc., 312 S.C. 

2 In a December 20, 2012 internal memorandum justifying an emergency, Don Gibson of USC included 
this sentence: 

We are using competitive bidding to afftrm that the contract if (sic) is fair and reasonable. 

Otis argued that this language bound USC to conduct the emergency procurement by competitive sealed bidding, 
pursuant to Code Section 11-35-1520 and its accompanying regulations-including posting notice of the award, 
Section 11-35-1570 expressly relaxed competitive provisions of the Code in recognition that exigent circumstances 
giving rise to an emergency renders them impractical. The CPO does not agree that the language in an email 
message asking for quotations transforms an emergency solicitation into a competitive sealed bid. See Protest of 
Homer L. Spires, Masonry Contractor, Panel Case No. 1988-6 ([T]he Panel agrees that, in an appropriately declared 
emergency situation, the operation of the usual competitive bidding procedure is suspended.") 

3 Even if USC had posted a notice of award, one could argue that it was not "posted in accordance with this 
code," since there is no such provision to be found. 
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42, 430 S.E.2d 539 (1993) ("A person who knows a thing has notice thereof."). Like PEBSCO 

(Panel Case No. 1990-11, supra), Computerlarid (Panel Case No. 1988-4, supra), and Venturi 

Technology Partners (Panel Case No. 2004-1 , supra), Otis actually knew all information it 

needed to protest USC's award on January 3, 2013. Its failure to protest until May means that the 

CPO has no jurisdiction to hear the matter. 

DECISION 

For the foregoing reasons the protest is dismissed. 

For Supplies and Services 

Columbia, S.C. 
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STATEMENT OF RIGHT TO FURTHER ADMINISTRATIVE REVIEW 
J 

Protest Appeal Notice (Revised June 2013) 

The South Carolina Procurement Code, in Section 11-35-4210, subsection 6, states: 

(6) Finality of Decision. A decision pursuant to subsection (4) is final and 
conclusive, unless fraudulent or unless a person adversely affected by the decision 
requests a further administrative review by the Procurement Review Panel pursuant 
to Section 11-35-4410(1) within ten days of posting of the decision in accordance 
with subsection (5). The request for review must be directed to the appropriate chief 
procurement officer, who shall forward the request to the panel or to the Procurement 
Review Panel, and must be in writing, setting forth the reasons for disagreement with 
the decision of the appropriate chief procurement officer. The person also may 
request a hearing before the Procurement Review Panel. The appropriate chief 
procurement officer and an affected governmental body shall have the opportunity to 
participate fully in a later review or appeal, administrative or judicial. 

I 

Copies of the Panel's decisions and other additional information regarding the protest process is 
available on the internet at the following web site: http://procurement.sc.gov 

FILE BY CLOSE OF BUSINESS: Appeals must be filed by 5:00PM, the close of business. Protest 
of Palmetto Unilect, LLC, Case No. 2004-6 (dismissing as untimely an appeal emailed prior to 5:00 
PM but not received until after 5:00PM); Appeal of Pee Dee Regional Transportation Services, et 
al., Case No. 2007-1 (dismissing as untimely an appeal faxed to the CPO at 6:59PM). 

FILING FEE: Pursuant to Proviso 108.1 of the 2013 General Appropriations Act, "[r]equests for 
administrative review before the South Carolina Procurement Review Panel shall be accompanied by 
a filing fee of two hundred and fifty dollars ($250.00), payable to the SC Procurement Review Panel. 
The panel is authorized to charge the party requesting an administrative review under the South 
Carolina Code Sections 11-35-4210(6), 11-35-4220(5), 11-35-4230(6) and/or 11-35-
4410 ... Withdrawal of an appeal will result in the filing fee being forfeited to the panel. If a party 
desiring to file an appeal is unable to pay the filing fee because of financial hardship, the party shall 
submit a completed Request for Filing Fee Waiver form at the same time the request for review is 
filed. [The Request for Filing Fee Waiver form is attached to this Decision.] If the filing fee is not 
waived, the party must pay the filing fee within fifteen days of the date of receipt of the order 
denying waiver of the filing fee. Requests for administrative review will not be accepted unless 
accompanied by the filing fee or a completed Request for Filing Fee Waiver form at the time of 
filing." PLEASE MAKE YOUR CHECK PAYABLE TO THE "SC PROCUREMENT REVIEW 
PANEL." 

LEGAL REPRESENTATION: In order to prosecute an appeal before the Panel, business entities 
organized and registered as corporations, limited liability companies, and limited partnerships must 
be represented by a lawyer. Failure to obtain counsel will result in dismissal of your appeal. Protest 
of Lighting Services, Case No. 2002-10 (Proc. Rev. Panel Nov. 6, 2002) and Protest of The Kardon 
Corporation, Case No. 2002-13 (Proc. Rev. Panel Jan. 31, 2003); and Protest of PC&C Enterprises, 
LLC, Case No. 2012-1 (Proc. Rev. Panel April2, 2012). However, individuals and those operating as 
an individual doing business under a trade name may proceed without counsel, if desired. 
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South Carolina Procurement Review Panel 
Request for Filing Fee Waiver 

1105 Pendleton Street, Suite 202, Columbia, SC 29201 

Name ofRequestor Address 

City State Zip Business Phone 

1. What is your/your company's monthly income? 

2. What are your/your company' s monthly expenses? 

3. List any other circumstances which you think affect your/your company's ability to pay the filing fee: 

To the best of my knowledge, the information above is true and accurate. I have made no attempt to 
misrepresent my/my company' s financial condition. I hereby request that the filing fee for requesting 
administrative review be waived. 

Sworn to before me this 
___ day of , 20 __ _ 

Notary Public of South Carolina Requestor/ Appellant 

My Commission expires: ----------

For official use only: Fee Waived - --- ____ Waiver Denied 

Chairman or Vice Chairman, SC Procurement Review Panel 

Thls ____ dayof __________ ~ 20 __ __ 
Columbia, South Carolina 

NOTE: If your filing fee request is denied, you will be expected to pay the filing fee within fifteen 
(15) days ofthe date of receipt ofthe order denying the waiver. 
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ScHMIDT .. · ·: . 

CoPELAN'b LLc 

Attorneys and Counselors at Law 

Mr. Voight Shealy 

May 13,2013 

Chief Procurement Officer for Goods and Services 
Material Management Offiee 
1201 Main Street, Suit~ 600 
Colwnbi~ South Carolina 29201 

John E. Schmidt. Ill 
tm.iJ48.298.4 

Jotin.Si:hmkft' • . 111eSCt.awfirm.eoin 

Mellssi! J, CoP.'elincl' 
80U09.o4686 

~S'j,Co,dandOT~$Ct,aWftrm~!<Om 

RE: PrQt~s.t of A ward re~ E.lllergency SolicitatiQn, lssued December 19, 2012 for USC~ Elevator 
Pre"lentative Maintenance. and Repair Services of the Vertical Transportation Equipment for the 
Col~bia CampU$. Notice Of Award Not Postecl. 

Dear Mr. Shealy: 
This firm represents Otis: Elevator Company. ("O~s") in connection with the contract and a~d 
of a contract to Oracle Elevator Co. as to the above referenced Emergency' Invitation for Bid 
S~licitation. Beca~e there has never been a Notice of Intent to Award i~ued or PQsted as 
required by law, Otis' protest is timely. 

Otis hereby protestS the award of a contx:act to Oracle Elevator Co. ("Oracle") 1.tt1der the above 
Emergcncy:Solicitation. Otis has standing as an actual, aggrieved bidder. The grounds of this 
protest are ·set fOrth below. 

This procurement involves an IFB to qbtain EmeJ:~ency·.Eievator Preventative Maintenance and 
Repair Services of the Vertical Transportation Equipment for the Columbia Campus. The 
$0llcitatiQn issuance date was December 19, 2012. Bid! were expressly due by "end of business 
(SPM)" the same day. Bidders~ not notified of the award by way of any formal notice. 

Otis protests the award of a contract tq Oracle because Olacle~ s bid was not submitted until after 
the time that bids were due. Oracle submitted its bid at 5:08 PM on December 19. USC proVided 
to Otis. ye.sterday, on May 9* 2013, documents tequesttd by proper FOIA, which show that Otis 
waa in fact the CQmpany that submitted the lowesi timely* .responsive bid. No other bid was 
submitted by the deadline that was lower. 

Although the Simple .reSolution of the abOve i8sue is certainly enougJ:t to cancel and replace the 
eurrent, improper contract with a proper ·c.onttaet with Otis, there are D1her issues which Oti$ 
would poirit to as well. 

,est Office eox 11547 C:Oiunitila, S\1lllh Ca'~Rrta 29211 
Capitol C.litatt, U&i M.aJn.Street. SUite 1100· Columbli, SOuth Catalina 29201 

at~3.74~H142{ph;,rie) soa-7'\a.t.UO (fu} 
www.TheSCI:Awflrm;com 
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1. The emergency wa,s made on a few, hours notice. for bid submi~ion at 5 PM on Decembec 
19,2012, even though mote time could have been given. Further, USC in~xplicably 
accepted two bids, including the awarded bid, after the deadline. Hence, USC was 
rilisapplying the dead.l.ine~ 

2. There. are two "Emergency Justificatioo" Memoranda to file that have different dates~ 
language and amounts, but boih are signed. One i!!l Oecember 20, which states that they 
are using "competitive bidding to affirm that th'e contract is fair and reasonable." Then, 
the "Estimated cost per month is in the $40,000 range." The other is dated January 2, 
2013~ which states rhat "We req'-lested quotes fr.Qm 4 vendors to affmn that the contract is 
fair and ·reasonable/1 and that the "Estimated cost per mon-th is between $35,000 -
$40.000. USC's numbers were ~hitting. 

3. It appears that:the USC Facilities Department issued, assessed and awarded 'this 
emergency contract We question whether the USC Fac.ilities Department is authorized 
under USC policy to i5s.ue and award solicitations o.ftbis m~tud.e. 

4. There were two alternate bid &egments of the Emergency Bid. One was base bid (Oil and 
Ore.ase or "OG") the other was Alternate 1 (parts, oil and grease, or ~POG,). There was 
als.o an ,area for vendors to quote their hourly ra:tes for emergen~y after hours servic~. The 
solicita,tion did not ~xpressly state how, if at all, the homly rates would be considered in 
calculating a total bid amowt.t, if at all. In ,an explailation memo of Dec 2.0, 2012, Jerome 
Provence, the Safety Manager for USC Facilities Department, states that even though 
Oracle'sprice in its late bid for the monthly service under the POG Alternate. was 600 
higher than that of Carolina Elevator's late bid price for the same Alternate "we would 
like to a~ Ute PO for the ''parts .. oil imd grease" alternate to Ora.cle." His rationale was 
that he felt that Oraele's hourly rates were lower tM.n. Carolina's .. However, Otis' timely 
bid for the POG alternate was also lower than the untimely bid -of Oracle. DocumentS 
disclosed yesterday also reveal that La,na Widener of USC's purchasitlg department 
received the memo of Mr. Provente, and on its she wrote in handwriting a note which 
state.s that 11 only the b~ bid w~ accepted" beQaqse Jerome [Provence] stated that "USC 
would provide the material. 11 Hence, USC's method of award/award criteria- were 
changed, inexplicably. 

5. The Emergency bid handling was also suspect in that while the procurement file does 
show that Mr. Provence received a copy of Carolina Elevatar•s bid on December 19, 
(albeit late) Mr. Provence;s eo-worker, Ron Mufield. repQrted to Carolina E!evatpr that 
Mr. Provence did not receive that bid. Accotdingly, Carolina Elevator sent another copy 
of i~ submission the next day. It is puzzling how a vend()l''S emergen(:y bid carne to be 
mislaid. It is a grave insult to the procurement process for the agency to lose track of1 or 
lose, a bid. It is a grave. error of prooess for the bid not to have been logged in. USC was 
losing the bids~ and on the date of decision. did not even. know who sent them in and wh~ 
did not. 

6. There is a serious appearance of impropriety a,nd. f~tvQri:tism toward Oracle in regard to 
the acceptance of Oracle's late bid, the mishandling C)fCarolina Elevator"s.lost, late, but 
lower bid, and the changing methods applied tc determine how award of the contract 
oould go to Oracle. during a single day. Why did usc at first write a formaJ no.te that it 

PDSt Office Bl)it 11547 Ci:llilmbla, South Clrolln.a 292:11 
Capltol Ctm'ler, 1:101 M.aitn Street. Suite 1100 i:orvmbla, SOuth t:aronna 29201 

BQH4"'1342 (phone) BDH48-1210 (fiiCJ. 
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wished to award a contract to Oracle for Parts Oil and Gtease. (based on unspecified 
adjustments l>y USC to the bid pdce$, which show~d ttu-.t Oracle's late bid had actually 
been third lowest)~ then on the same day, change the preference to (Per handwritten n9te) 
''USC will provide the parts" and an award to Oracle for Oil and Grease, not parts? 

7. Also, there,are ~wide ;range of numbers assQciated with the p~,~Iported bid ~fOracle and 
award in the note8 in the purchasing tile- 26;KOO/inon1h (OG);. 27,895/mc:mth (OG plus 
rates x I ho.ur each), 3Q,2()Q/ntQnth (POO) as shQWn in the dual signed Purchase 
Requisition, SSt.OOO for two months which Mi'. Provence states "will cover a fair number 
of after hour calls and some parts and repairs," and 5-1,988/two months, as stated to David 
West of Oracle by Jerome in an e-~ail (25 ,994/mo ). Indeed, there is a hand~Ucn note 
on the Purchase Order revising_ the amount Of the two month- order from 55.000 to 
80.000, with no explanation. The number does appear to not equal any two or three 
month numbers in the file. And the docmnent does not show aity change in tenn. The 
amount ofthe formal ~ustification for Emergency Procurement (dated Jan 2. 2013 well 
after the procurelilelit was done) is $55,000. The bid price of Oracle shown in that 
document is 27~895. Bue bid plus Iate!f@ 1 h.our. The memo attached to the justifi~tion 
states an expected cost is 35,000- 40,0QO. USCs documents show'the relevant numbers 
constantly changing throughout the process, inexplicably. 

With bids lost. numbers changing, acceptance of late· bids~ failure to log bids, failure to read and 
lUmOUDce bids pu,'blicly, fallurc to. pO$ a notice of int~nt to award. jusuf1CS.Uons changing, aw~d 
criteria changing, and the other extreme issues wi1h the :emergency contract, it simply ~nnot be 
allowed to stand under any circumstances. Otis requests a stay of any contract and award 1Q 

Oracle, a hearing on this matter .. and that the intent to award and contract and purchase order to 
Oracle be cancelled, and that the contract be re·awarded to Otis - the lowest responsive and 
resp.onsible vendor that submitted a tim~Jy bid. 

very truly yours, 

~Gl~~~ 
John E. Schmidt, Ill 

PostOffl'l! Bore 11~7 Colum1!1it, Seuth ·atolrna ~11 
Capitol Center,l2<11 Marn-'Stra.t,: Slllte 1100 Columb~, South Carolina 29-201 

8QH4fH34~ lphone) 803>o~ii•l21QI~M) 
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Bailey, Rpnni~ (Ronnie.Bailey@Otis.com] 
W~ne~c1ay, Deeernber 19, 20t2 3':12 PM 
PROVENCE, JEROME 
Vanairsdale, Chris J 
RE: Reque5t for Quotation 
POG Maintenance OTIS.Response.pdf; POG Maintenance SpecY.pdf.pd( 

Jerome. 

Otis Elevator Company respectfully submits the attached quotat{on for'tlie POG Maintenance Speclflcatisn. 

Please let me know if you require any additional information. 

Regards, 

Ronnie Bairey 1 Account Manas&r 
Otis Elevator Company 
2557 Oseal' .Johnson Drive 1 North Cha-rleston, sc 29405 
T 843 529 9502 K-1 g I F tl43 529 9504 I c 843 296 332.5 
ronnie,b@ilev@otjs;com 1 www. ctis . .com 

From: PROVENCE, JEROME [maflto:JCP®fmj;.g,edu] 
Sent· Wednesday, December 19, 2012 9:07AM · 
To: Bailey, Ronnie; 'Steve Dempsey'; 'Allen, Dave'; 'david.we5t@atlanticcoastelevator.:c.om' 
Cc: MAXFIELD, RONALD; WIDENER,. LANA; GIBSON, bON 
Subject: R~uestfor Quotation 

Sir: 

Attached .:are a monthly seN ice agreement and an Inventory listing of units to be serviced under the agreel'r1ent. The last 
page of the PDF document Is a ptlcing st.tted~le. 

ease prlnUhe agreement.. fiU o!:lt y!J._.r pricing and submit the. agreement electronically to me as a q_umation 
e"d of busines,s (S:OO.PM} today, December 19, 2.012 .. A purchase order will be awarded tomorrow to the vendor with 
the best quotation. = _, . 

This agreement wi.ll be in effect for the months of January and possibly extended thr:-ough February-of 2013. 

Please ~all me at 803-315-3103 with questi<ms. 

Many thinks, 

Jerome P'rovence 
Safety .Ma~ger 
facilities Department 
The Univer-sity of So~ Carolina 
70.0 Pendleton Stre.et 
<:.illumbia, sc 29208 
80-3.777;-6:793 
fax: 803.7n.3990 
jcp@-sc:edu 

l. 



WIDENER, lANA 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
SUbject: 
Attachments; 

Jerome; 

David West <david.west@E:nacle levator.c(:') > 
Wednesd!ly, December 19! 2012 5:08PM 
jtp@sc;edu 
WIDENER, LANA; GIBSON, DON 
Oracl~ ElevatQr Bid 
Orade Elevator Bid.pdf 

Ple~se see the att._<:hed bid ~m Oracle Elevator for the 0 and G contract far January. l~t me know if you have an\f 
questions. 

Tha"nks 

DQ.vi4West 
~:Bl~ator. 
Offiee·:9lZ-35I-9536 
.FQx: t}12-354-"!4D7 
cel1.:9l2-7.55-5264 
david.wnt@oraqlmdevarnr.oom 

1 



PROVENCE, JEROME 

From: 
Sent: 
to: 

$teve D!9m~ey· (S~J091m: 
Wednesday, De 
jcp@sc.edu 

Subject: · 
Attachmenta~ 

(SpamSCore: ~sss) C Temporary Service Bld 
USC Temporary SeNice Bld.pdf 

fmportln~~ High 

Hello Jerome. 

Thank you for the opportunity tc bid our service to you. 
Attached {s our bid per your request. 
Please. dO. not hesitate to ask If you have any questi0rt5. 

Steve 

Steve Detn~ey 
caroiiM Elnator Servlc. IM
Sen!Q'r ViC1HJ~~ent of Oper-ations 
P.o. Box 206 
Ets.ln. sc 29045 
Woric: 803-438-9599 
Fax:803-t3~9544 

Cell: 1.03~9~2347 

1 



WIDENER. LANA 

From: 
Sent 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

Jerome, 

Steve Dempsey <SteveDempsey@caroJinaefev.atorservh:e.eom~ 
Thursday, December.@-2 8:28AM 
PROVENCE, JEROME 
MAXFIELD, RONALD; WIDENER; LANA; GmSON, DON 
RE: Request for Quotation 
USC Temporary Servic;e Bid.pdf 

I am resendlrig this beca~;~se Roh said you had not ~eiv~d it. 

Steve De.rttp$ey 
Carolina Elevator Servfce Inc. ----------
senior VIce--President ofQperatfon~. 
P. 0. Box206 
Elgin, SC 29045 
Work: 803--438-9599 
Fax:803~38-9544 

Cell: 803-669-2347 
Steve.Dempsey@carolinaelevatorserylce.cgm 

CAR~,& 

From: PROVENCE, JEROME [mallto:JCP@finc.sc.edU] 
Sent~ Wednesday, December 19, 2012 9:07AM 
To: 'Baller, Ronnie'.~ 'Steve Dempsey; 'Allen, Dave'; 'dav1d.west@atlantittoastelevator.com' 
Cc: MAXFIELD, RONALD; WIDENER, LANA; GIBSON, DON 
Subject: Reque$t for Quotation 

Sir: 

Attached are a monthly servlc~ agreement and an inven~ary listing of units to be serviced under the agreement. The last 
page of the PDF docu.ment Is a pricing sehedule. 

Please print the agreement, fill out yourprfcfng and submit the agreement electronically to me B$ a quoti~tlon by the 
end of ~usiness (5:00PM) today, December 1.9, 2012 •• A purc;hase order will be awarded tomorrow to the vendor with 
the best quotatbm. 

This agree:ment will be Jn effect for the months of January and possibly extended through Febn,~ary of 2013. 

PteiJSe call me at 80~315-3103 with questions. 

Many thanks, 

Jerome Provence 
Safety Manqer 
Facilitle$ Department 
THe University of South Ca.roJJna 
700 Pendleton Street 
Columbia, SC 29208 

1 



PROVENCE, .JEROME 

Prom: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 

Subject! 
Attachm•nts: 

Good morning lana: 

PROVENCE, JEROME 
Th.ursd19y, ~emb(!r2.0, 2012 ~24 AM 
WIDENER, LANA 
AOAMS, MICHELLE; CAMPBE'LL, MElANIE; GIBSON, DONi KATZ, RICHARD; 
DEMAREST, JAMES 
Emergency Elevator Seivice PR 
POG Maihtem:inee Sj)edY.pdt; ELEVATO:R LISTIN.G.xls; Quotatlornq?df; Letter PR.pdf 

Attached are scanned documents related to a r.equestto purchase elevator maintena11ce and rep!Jirservic~s. A 
j!Jstlfication memorandum, four quotatl~ms, a purc~s.e reql.lisition~ the:.agreement"and an elevator inventory are 
lnduded. 

The purchase requisition Is for Ora'de Elevator out of Charlotte, Their quotatian far "p.arts~ :0 i1 and grea.se" serv~e is 
about $.600 higher than Carotin a Elevator, but their labor ti'tes are signifi~nt.fy lower. We project a potential for several 
repairs during the agreement. We believe that we would recoup the $600 differenc~ In th~ c;ourse Qfone ortWG r¢p-atr 
orders, thus, we wo.uld like t~ .award the 1'0 for the "part$, Qil lind greue't .aJtemate to Oracte. 
Please contact rrie with questions or concerns. 

We would like to notify Oracle today with a PO number if possible. 

Many thanks, .as alw.ays. fot your most acoom-rnodating assistance and p8tience during thi~ prQce_ss. 
Jerome 

Jerome Provence 
S~fety Manager 
Facilities Department 
The UnNersltyofSOut.h Carolina 
700 Pendleton Street r 

Columbia, SC 29208 
so3~m.6193 
lax: .8.03.777.~99.0 
!cc@sc.edu 



REQI 
DATE 
Pet 

01/14/2013 

'CAROLINA 

VENDORN.O. 521'70 
(203452855V) 

PURCHASE OF 

No. s19a9 
SHOW THIS NUM8EA 
!~VOICES, PACKAGE$. I 
IN .CONNECTION WIT 
PURCHASE ORDER. 

PLEASE DELIVER THE FOLLOWING TO: 

r 
OkACLE ELEVATOR CO 
519 ENTERPRISE DR 
CWUU.OTTB 

-----
NIA 

T 
0 NC 28206 

L 
ANVQUESTIONCONCERNINGTHISP,O.CALL (803) **'*777-4115 AND ASK EOR LANA W;J:DENER 

DEPT-NUMeER FUN() ClA"Ss ANAt '(TICAL /AMOUNT "'-~ _, AEOUISrTIONEO B\1' 

50010 AOOO 52070 LW/S~2 ~00. 00 J JEROME PR<>VENCE 
- J.. '$ .-J~ ~OIJ,Ob 803-777-6-793 

ITEM QU~NTITY DESCRIP110N 

l 

01 1.00 LOT 

BLANKET. ORPSR 
BFFECTra 1/l/13 'l'HRU 2/28/13 

PROVIDE OIL ~ GREAsE E~VATOR 
MA.tNTENANCE SERVYCE, CALLBAC'lt 
SERVICE AND JtgPAXRS AS PD 'l'BE 
ATT~CJQ:D A.QlU:EMBN'l AND PRICE 
SCRBDtJLE, FOR THE MONTH OF 
JAN'O'ARY 2013/ 
(BASE BID = ~26,800/MO) 

CP0036'779l 
J'M0041507l. i : .. : . 

• . . : . • • ·, ;. ·, • I . t 
oo NOTr :Exc:E$> ~5 ~ .~o·o o "· \ 

t l ~ I • 

TERMS ~T.-:'i ~\ .. · ·;: / \_: 

DO NGT ADD SALBS TAX TO 
l;NVOICE~. WE ACCEPT LIAI$ILI'l"Y 
FOR S.C. GALZS TAX UNDER 
EXEMPT. CER'l'IF. # 7358 '(19-) • 

SEND ALL INVOICES TO ACCOUNTS PAYABLE DEPARTMENT 
1. s~bmll ~a IN DUPLICATE to ACCOUNTS PAYABLE DEPT., Uol*1l!yoiSGull 

Ctralr.._, Cdu!ntlo. S.c ~206. 
2 Plo1te ret!Otl' 6~9 tnvo'lcl1 lo cowr Nth Purcnue Otcfur Numlxu. 
3. C«11•CI Ao:ollnll Paylb:O [)epL, U!IIYit&lly Q! SoUl~ C.rcrlllt, Pt.cne/clo. {8031 ?T/"'818 101 any 

QUill tot\$ CQIII:IIltllng ltiw!cn 

UNIT PRICE EXTffNSIOI 

550'00.00 55000, 

55000. 

UNIVERS1TY OF SO.UTH CAROUNA 



MEMORANDUM OF RECORD - -------DATF. (~20J 
THROUGH: Vcilis Miuqgo 

Procut"ement 

TO: 

FROM: 

SlJBJECI': 

Helen Zeigler 
Business Affi"Jra' r 1...~ 

D G
'b . . /0,-

on 1 son 

Eluergency jusijfication for interim ElevatOr servite eontrwn 

The last week ofN<Wtmber, our Elevator maintenance and safety service provid~ gave us notice 
that they were terminating their egrccment as of December 31st of2012. USC is in the process 
of llW3lding a new contract. Due to the short notice we have a need for an interim agreement to 
provide basic elevator maintenance and adjustment to Insure safe operation of 196 Columbia 
campus elevators. The agreement includes all manner of cm~cy on-citll service at tlle same 
levci of <>UJ' expiring contract. Failure to have this service creates a life-safety risk. This interim 
service will be provided in one-month blocks until a permanent contract is required. ·~ 
using com~tive bidding to affirm that the comract if fair and reasonable. Estimated cost per 
month is in e $40.000 range. 



MEMORANDUM Oli' RECORD 

DATE: 

THROUGH: Venis Manigo 
Procurement 

TO: Helen Zei&Ier 
Business AffiUt1 t b V"-
Don Gibson~~ rROM: 

SUBJECT: Emergcriey justification for in-im Elevator servico contract 

The last week ofN~ber, wr Elevator maintenance and safety service provider' ~ve us notice 
that they were terminating their agreement as of December 31 '' of20 12 aftM the 2 year of a 
total 5 year term contract. We immediately began plans to solicit for a new S year t.enn QOntract. 
We realized that the contract would not be in place before December 3 t •. 

Due to the short notice terminati~. we ha-ve a Deed for an interim agreement to proVide basic 
elevator maintenance lllid acljlJ8tlllCilt to ~ safe operatj,on of 196 Columbia campu~ clevaf9rs. 
The agff.Jemcnt includes alliDIIDJ1er of emergency on-call serv.ice at the same level of out 
expiring contract. Failure to have this service creates ~ Iifc.safety risk. This interim service will 
be provided in one-month blOCks. We r;tuested quote$ from 4 vend that tb.c 
con1r~ i$ fair and reasonable. EstimatE oost pet moritb is $35,000· 0,000. 



Attorneys and Counselors at Law 

June 18, 2013 

Hand Delivered (with check) and Via Email to QIOtt2_~~)]:!_mLyi.l,mmQ .. ~~:JSQV 

Mr. Voight Shealy 
Chief Procurement Officer for Goods and Services 
Material Management Office 
1201 Main Street, Suite 600 
Columbia, South Carolina 29201 

John E. Schmidt, Ill 
803.348.2984 

John.Schmidt@TheSCLawfirm.com 

Melissa J. Copeland 
803.309.4686 

Missy.Copeland@TheSCLawfirm.com 

RE: Appeal regarding Protest of Award re: Emergency Solicitation, Issued December 19, 2012 
for USC, Elevator Preventative Maintenance and Repair Services of the Vertical Transportation 
Equipment for the Columbia Campus. Notice Of Award Not Posted. 

Dear Mr. Shealy, 

This firm represents Otis Elevator Company ("Otis") in connection with the contract and award 
of a contract to Oracle Elevator Co. ("Oracle") as to the above referenced Emergency Invitation 
for Bid Solicitation. Because there has never been an Award or a Notice of Intent to A ward 
issued or posted as required by law, Otis' protest was timely, and this appeal is likewise timely. 

Otis herewith appeals the CPO's constructive denial of its protest dated May 13, 2013 as to the 
above referenced award of a contract in violation of law, University of South Carolina Policies, 
Rules and Regulations and in violation of the emergency solicitation itself. 

Otis' protest was timely submitted on May 13, 2013. Otis made an oral request for a hearing on 
May 14, 2013, due to the fact that the contract in question is an "emergency" contract, yet no 
hearing was set. On June 6, 2013, Otis requested a hearing to be set in writing, and yet as of 
today, no hearing has been set, and no response has been given of any kind, though it has been 
well over a month since the protest was filed. 

Accordingly, Otis raises this appeal to the Panel, as the CPO's failure to set a hearing in regard to 
this matter constitutes a constructive denial of the protest. 

This matter is simple. An emergency solicitation, a bid invitation, was issued for certain Elevator 
Preventive Maintenance Services, with vendor responses by 5pm the same day as the solicitation 
was issued. (See attachments to Protest Letter, Exhibit A, attached). A number of vendors 

Post Office Box 11547 Columbia, South Carolina 29211 
Capitol Center, 1201 Main Street, Suite 1100 Columbia, South Carolina 29201 

803-748-1342 (phone) 803-748-1210 (fax) 
www.TheSCLawfirm.com 
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participated, including Otis. Internal USC documents revealed shortly before the protest was 
filed that Otis was actually the lowest timely bidder. However, the award was made to a bidder 
whose bid was submitted after the deadline. USC has never explained why the award was issued 
the award to a bidder whose bid was late, when there were a number of timely bids submitted, 
including Otis' bid which was only slightly higher than the late awardee bid. The award of a 
contract to a vendor whose bid was late under the emergency solicitation was clearly erroneous, 
arbitrary, capricious and contrary to law. 

The bid invitation was issued December 19, 2012 at around 9 am, for responses the same day by 
5 pm. This deadline was explicit and a number of vendors complied with it. The documents 
disclosing that the award was made to a late bid were revealed only shortly before this protest 
was filed. Otis' protest is timely because this solicitation and award were never posted in 
accordance with S.C. Code Ann.§ 11-35-1520 (10). The statutory deadline for a protest under 
11-35-4210 (l)(b) is within ten days ofthe date award or notification of intent to award, 
whichever is earlier, is posted accordance with this code." Until such posting is made, the time 
for protest does not expire under the statute. Here, the irregularities of this emergency 
procurement require close inspection of the matter. See In re Protest of Homer L. Spires, SCPD 
1988-6 (1988). 

Otis and other vendors had made requests for appropriate bid information during and since 
January of2013, but until shortly before the protest was filed, the documents showing that the 
awarded contractor Oracle, had submitted an untimely, late bid, were not released. Otis protested 
promptly after that release of documents, because the documents showed that Otis was indeed 
the lowest on time bid, and should have been awarded this contract, which to Otis' knowledge is 
still ongoing. Otis asks that the Panel issue an immediate stay order as to performance of the 
unlawful contract. 

The solicitation at issue was conducted as an emergency solicitation, and was evidently issued, 
evaluated and awarded by Jerome Provence, who is the Safety Manager of the Facilities 
Department at USC, rather than by the Purchasing Department at USC. 

There was no publishing or posting of the solicitation, or of the intent to award or award. Mr. 
Provence had informed Otis in December 2012 that Otis would be contacted promptly about an 
award, but no such contact was made. In fact, Otis was unaware that the award had already been 
made to another vendor until much later, (January 2, 2013), when Otis called Mr. Provence to 
inquire when an award was expected. 

Because the CPO has constructively denied the protest, this appeal states and incorporates all 
issues raised in the appeal, specifically: 

This procurement involves an IFB to obtain Emergency Elevator Preventative Maintenance and 
Repair Services of the Vertical Transportation Equipment for the Columbia Campus. The 
solicitation issuance date was December 19, 2012. Bids were expressly due by "end of business 
(5PM)" the same day. Bidders were not notified of the award by way of any formal notice. 

Post Office Box 11547 Columbia, South Carolina 29211 
Capitol Center, 1201 Main Street, Suite 1100 Columbia, South Carolina 29201 

803-748-1342 (phone) 803-748-1210 (fax) 
www.TheSCLawfirm.com 
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Otis protests and appeals the award of a contract to Oracle because Oracle's bid was not 
submitted until after the time that bids were due. Oracle submitted its bid at 5:08PM on 
December 19. USC provided to Otis on May 9, 2013, documents requested by proper FOIA, 
which show that Otis was in fact the company that submitted the lowest timely, responsive bid. 
No other bid was submitted by the deadline that was lower. 

Although the simple resolution of the above issue is certainly enough to cancel and replace the 
current, improper contract with a proper contract with Otis, there are other issues, which Otis 
would point to as well. 

1. The emergency was made on a few hours notice for bid submission at 5 PM on December 
19, 2012, even though more time could have been given. Further, USC inexplicably 
accepted two bids, including the awarded bid, after the deadline. Hence, USC was 
misapplying the deadline. 

2. There are two "Emergency Justification" Memoranda to file that have different dates, 
language and amounts, but both are signed. One is December 20, which states that they 
are using "competitive bidding to affirm that the contract is fair and reasonable." Then, . 
the "Estimated cost per month is in the $40,000 range." The other is dated January 2, 
2013, which states that "We requested quotes from 4 vendors to affirm that the contract is 
fair and reasonable," and that the "Estimated cost per month is between $35,000-
$40,000. USC's numbers were shifting. 

3. It appears that the USC Facilities Department issued, assessed and awarded this 
emergency contract. We question whether the USC Facilities Department is authorized 
under USC policy to issue and award solicitations of this magnitude. 

4. There were two alternate bid segments of the Emergency Bid. One was base bid (Oil and 
Grease or "OG") the other was Alternate 1 (parts, oil and grease, or "POG") .. There was 
also an area for vendors to quote their hourly rates for emergency after hours service. The 
solicitation did not expressly state how, if at all, the hourly rates would be considered in 
calculating a total bid amount, if at all. In an explanation memo of Dec 20, 2012, Jerome 
Provence, the Safety Manager for USC Facilities Department, states that even though 
Oracle's price in its late bid for the monthly service under the POG Alternate was 600 
higher than that of Carolina Elevator's late bid price for the same Alternate "we would 
like to award the PO for the "parts, oil and grease" alternate to Oracle." His rationale was 
that he felt that Oracle's hourly rates were lower than Carolina's. However, Otis' timely 
bid for the POG alternate was also lower than the untimely bid of Oracle. Documents 
disclosed yesterday also reveal that Lana Widener ofUSC's purchasing department 
received the memo of Mr. Provence, and on it, she wrote in handwriting a note which 
states that "only the base bid was accepted" because Jerome [Provence] stated that "USC 
would provide the material." Hence, USC's method of award/award criteria were 
changed, inexplicably. 

5. The Emergency bid handling was also suspect in that while the procurement file does 
show that Mr. Provence received a copy of Carolina Elevator's bid on December 19, 
(albeit late) Mr. Provence's co-worker, Ron Maxfield, reported to Carolina Elevator that 

Post Office Box 11547 Columbia, South Carolina 29211 
Capitol Center, 1201 Main Street, Suite 1100 Columbia, South Carolina 29201 
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Mr. Provence did not receive that bid. Accordingly, Carolina Elevator sent another copy 
of its submission the next day. It is puzzling how a vendor's emergency bid came to be 
mislaid. It is a grave insult to the procurement process for the agency to lose track of, or 
lose, a bid. It is a grave error of process for the bid not to have been logged in. USC was 
losing the bids, and on the date of decision, did not even know who sent them in and who 
did not. 

6. There is a serious appearance of impropriety and favoritism toward Oracle in regard to 
the acceptance of Oracle's late bid, the mishandling of Carolina Elevator's, lost, late, but 
lower bid, and the changing methods applied to determine how award of the contract 
could go to Oracle, during a single day. Why did USC at first write a formal note that it 
wished to award a contract to Oracle for Parts Oil and Grease (based on unspecified 
adjustments by USC to the bid prices, which showed that Oracle's late bid had actually 
been third lowest), then on the same day, change the preference to (per handwritten note) 
"USC will provide the parts" and an award to Oracle for Oil and Grease, not parts? 

7. Also, there are a wide range of numbers associated with the purported bid of Oracle and 
award in the notes in the purchasing file- 26,800/month (OG), 27,895/month (OG plus 
rates x 1 hour each), 30,200/month (POG) as shown in the dual signed Purchase 
Requisition, 55,000 for two months which Mr. Provence states "will cover a fair number 
of after hour calls and some parts and repairs," and 51 ,98 8/two months, as stated to David 
West of Oracle by Jerome in an e-mail (25,994/mo). Indeed, there is a handwritten note 
on the Purchase Order revising the amount of the two month order from 55,000 to 
80,000, with no explanation. The number does appear to not equal any two or three 
month numbers in the file. And the document does not show any change in term. The 
amount of the formal Justification for Emergency Procurement (dated Jan 2, 2013 well 
after the procurement was done) is $55,000. The bid price of Oracle shown in that 
document is 27,895. Base bid plus rates@ 1 hour. The memo attached to the justification 
states an expected cost is 35,000- 40,000. USC's documents show the relevant numbers 
constantly changing throughout the process, inexplicably. 

In regard to all of the above matters, the conduct of USC was clearly erroneous, arbitrary, 
capricious and contrary to law. As stated by this Panel in In re Protest of Morganti National, Inc, 
Appeal by Morganti National, Inc, SCPD 1995-11 (1995), "An emergency procurement under S. 
C. Code Ann. Section 11-35-1570 is clearly subject to review .... " The Panel also stated in that 
case that "The Panel takes this opportunity to reiterate the Panel's position as stated in 
Procurement Review Panel Case No. 1988-6, In re: Protest of Homer L. Spires, which expresses 
the Panel's belief that emergency procurements are subject to very close scrutiny." 

In In re Protest of Homer L. Spires, SCPD 1988-6 (1988) the Panel stated that: 

The Procurement Code has as two of its stated purposes the assurance of 
"fair and equitable treatment of all persons who deal with the procurement 
system of this State" and the provision of "safeguards for the maintenance 
of a procurement system of quality and integrity with clearly defined rules 

Post Office Box 11547 Columbia, South Carolina 29211 
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for ethical behavior on the part of all persons engaged in the public 
procurement process." S.C. Code Ann. § 11-35-20 (1976). Section 11-35-
30 further provides that every contract imposes an obligation of good faith 
in its negotiation, performance and enforcement. 
The emergency regulations themselves recognize that even in 
an emergency such competition as is practicable must be obtained. Reg. 19-
445.2110(E). 

The existence of an emergency, therefore, does not justify the wholesale 
suspension ofthe basic policies and safeguards built into the Procurement 
Code. Even in an emergency, an agency must act fairly and ethically 
towards all parties concerned. 

Here, with bids lost, numbers changing, acceptance of late bids, failure to log bids, failure to read 
and announce bids publicly, failure to post a notice of intent to award, justifications changing, 
award criteria changing, and the other extreme issues with the emergency contract, it simply 
cannot be allowed to stand under any circumstances. Otis requests a stay of any contract, award 
to Oracle and performance of this unlawful contract, a hearing on this matter, and that the intent 
to award and contract and purchase order to Oracle be cancelled, and that the contract be re
awarded to Otis - the lowest responsive and responsible vendor that submitted a timely bid. 

cc: Christie Emanuel 
Rivers Stilwell 
George Lampl 

Very truly yours, 

~t~~~ 
John E. Schmidt, III 

Post Office Box 11547 Columbia, South Carolina 29211 
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~~~~~~~-~~c 
Attorneys and Counselors at Law 

May 13,2013 

Mr. Voight Shealy 
Chief Procurement Officer for O.oods and Services 
Material Management Office-
1201 Main Street, Suite 600 
Colwnbi~ South Carolina 29201 

John E. 'Schmidt, Ill 
803.348.2984 

Jotin.SChmidi"@TheSCLawfirm .• coin · 

Metis~ J, Copel;md' 
&o3.309.468fi 

Mlssy_,Capetand®TI1:e'$Cl;ilwfirm.:com· 

RE: Protest-of Award re: Emerg~cy Solicitation, Issued December 19,2012 for USC, Elevator 
Preventative M'aintena:rtce and Repatt Services of the Vertical Transportation Equipment for the 
C.ol~biaCampm:t. Notice OfAwardNotPo~te4. -

Dear Mr. Shealy: 
This firm represents Otis Elevator Company. ("Otis") in connection with the contract and award 
·of a contract to Oracle Elevator Co. as to the above referenced Emergency Invitation for Bid 
Solicitation. Becal.l$e there has never been a Notice of Intent to Award is~ued or posted as 
required by law, Otis' protest is timely. 

Otis hereby protests the award of a con~ct to Oracle Elevator Co. e·oracle") under the above 
Emergency Solicitation. Otis has .standing as an actual, ag·grieved bidder. The ·grounds of this 
protest are set forth below. 

This procurement involves an IFB to obtain Etnergency~Elev.ator Preventative Maintenance and 
Repair Services of the Vertical Transportation Equipment for the Columbia Campus. The 
solicitation issuance date was December 19, 20i2. Bids were-expressly-due by "end of business 
(5PM)" the same day. Bidders were not notified ofthe·awardby way of any formal notice. 

Otis protests the award of a contract tQ Oracle because Or.acle1 s bid was not submitted until after 
the time. that bids were due. Oracle submitted its bid at 5:08 PM on December l9. USC provided 
to Otis yesterday, on May 9, 2013, documents requested by proper FOIA, which show that Otis 
was in fact the cpmpany that submitted the lowest time.ly~ .. responsive bid. No other bid was 
submitted by the deadline that waS lower. 

Although the simple resolution of the above issue is certainly enough to cancel and replace the 
current~ improper contract with a proper c.ontraet with Otis, there are other issues which Otis 
would poirit to as well. 

Pest Office ~ox. 11547 Columbia, South Ca-rolina ·29211 
capitol Center, lZ(}l Maln,5tree~ Sulte-1100· Columbia: SOuth Carolina 29201 

803,74~:!.342 (phCilrie} 803·748-1210 (fax) 
www .TheSClllwfirm:com 
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1. The emergency Wa$ made on a few hours notice for bid submil)sion at 5 PM on December 
19, 20 12 .. even though mote time could have been given. Further, USC inexplicably 
accepted two bids, including the awarded bid, after the deadline. Hence, USC was 
rilisapplying the deadline, 

2. There. are two ''Emergency Justification11 Memoranda to file that have different dates, 
language and amounts, but boih.are signed. One is December 20, which states that they 
are using "competitive bidding to affinn that the contract is fair and reasonable." Then. 
the "Estimated cost per month is in the .$40,000 range." The other is dated January 2, 
2013 '·which .states that 11 We req:uested quotes fr()m 4 vendors to affirm that the contract is 
fair and reasonable," and that the "Estimated cost per month is between $35,000 -
$40,000. USC's numbers w~re shifting. 

3. It appears that the USC Facilities Department issued, assessed and awarded this 
emergency contract. We question whether the USC Facllities Department is authorized 
under USC policy to issue and award solicitations of this magnitUde. 

4. There were two alternate bid segments of the Emergency Bid. One was base bid (Oil and 
Grease or "OG") the other ml8 Alternate 1 (parts, oil anq grease, or ''POG"). There was 
also an area for vendors to quote their hourly rates for emergency after hours service. The 
solicitation did not expressly state how, if at all, the hourly rates would be considered in 
calculating, a total bid amount. if at all. In an explanation memo of Dec 20, 2012, Jerome 
Provence, the Safety Manager for USC Facilities Department, states that even though 
Oracle's. price in its late bid for the monthly service under the POG Alternate was 600 
higher than that of Carolina Elevator's late bid price for the same Alternate ''we would 
like to award the PO for the 'l'artsi oil and grease" ~ternate to Or®le." His rationale was 
that he felt that Ora.Cle's hourly rates were lower th~ Carolina's .. However, Otis' timely 
bid for the POG alternate was also lower than the untimely bid -of Oracle. Documents 
disclosed yesterday also reveal that Lana Widener of USC's purchasit1g department 
received the .memo of Mr. Provence, and on it, she Mote in handwriting a note which 
state.s that "only the bas.e bid w~ accepted" beca-qse Jerome [Provence] stated that "USC 
would provide the material. n Hence, USC's method of award/award criteria were 
changed, inexplicaply. 

5. The Emergency bid handling was also su~pect in that while the pro.curement file does 
show that Mr. Provence received a copy of Carolina Elevator's bid on December 19, 
(albeit late) Mr. Provence's co-worker, Ron Ma,xfield~ reported to Carolina Elevator that 
Mr. Provence did not receive that bid. Accordingly, Carolina Elevator sent another copy 
ufi~ submission the next day. It is puzzling how a vend~r's emergency bid came to be 
mislaid. It is a .grave insult to the procurement process for the agency to lose track of, or 
lose, a bid. It is a grave. error of proceSs fo:r the bid not to have been logged in. USC was 
losing the bids:, and on the date of decision, did not even know who sent them in and who 
did not. 

6. There is a serious appeara11ce of impropriety and favoritism toward Oracle in regard to 
the acceptance of OraCle's late bid, the mishandling of Carolina Elevator's, lost, late, but 
lower bid, and the changing methods applied to determine how award of the contract 
could go to Oracle, during a single W!y. Why did USC at first write a formal note that it 

Post Office BQx 11547 CDiilmbla, South C.rolin.a Z92:ll 
Capltol Center, 1201 M.aln Street, Suf.te·uoo Columbia, South carolina i9201 

~3-74a-t34l (phone) .BQ:H48-121Q. (fa>~J: 
www.TheSC:Lawfirm.com 
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wished to award a contract to Oracle for Parts Oil and Gtease. (based on unspecified 
adjustments by (JSC to the bid price$, which showed that Oracle's late ~id had -actually 
been third lowest)~ then on the same day, change the preference lo (Per handwritten note) 
"USC will provide the parts" and an awatd to Oracle. for Oil and Grease, not parts? 

7. Also, there are ~ wide range of numbers assQci~ted with the p~rported bid of Oracle and 
award in the notes in the purchasing file- 26,800/inonth (OG);. 27~895/month (OG plus 
rates xI hour each), 30.,200/month (.POG) as shown in the du~ signed Purchase 
Requisition,. 55~000 for two months which Mr. Provence states "will cover a fair-number 
of after hour calls and some parts and repairs," and 51 ,988/two months, as stated to David 
West of Oracle by Jerome in an e-~ail (25 ,994/ino ). Indeed~ there is a hand\VriUen note 
on the Purchase Order revising_ the amount of the two month: order from 55,000 to 
80,00Q, with no explanation. The number does ap~ar t(} not equal any two or three 
month numbers in the file. And the document does not show ahy change in term. The 
amount ofthe formal Justification for Emergency Procurement (dated Jan .2, 2013 well 
after the procurement was done) is $55,000. The bid price of Oracle shown in that 
document is 27,895. Base bid plus rates ·@ 1 hour. The memo attached to the justification 
states an expected cost is 35,000 - 40,000. USC's documents ~howthe releyant numbers 
constantfy changing throughout the process, inexplicably. 

With bids lost, numbers ·changing, acceptance oflate .bids~ failure to log bids, failure to read and 
announce bids pu,blicly, fail~e to post :a. notice of intent to awardt jus~fic~tjons changing, award 
criteria changing, and the other extreme issues with the :emergency contract, it simply cannot be 
allowed to stand under any circumstances. Otis requests a stay of any contract and award to 
Oracle, a hearing on this matter ,.>and that the intent to award and contract and purchase order to 
Oracle be cancelled, and thatthe contract be re·awarded to Otis -the lowest re:sponsive and 
responsible vendor that submitted a tim~ly bid. 

Very truly yours, 

~J..h\~ 
John E. Schmidt,. III 

Post-Offi'e Box 11~7 :.Columl:!ra, ,So1Jth ·~rollna 2~~11 
Capitol Center,l201 Main 'Street,: S\Jite 1100 Calumbil!, South .Carof!na 29'201 

SQ3~748-114~ (phone) SPN~8-..121U{fa_x} 
www.TheSCY.wflrm:·com 



.llf!VENCE, JEROME 

liiDm: ·-= To.; 

Bailey, Rpnni~ (Ronnie.Bailey@otis.com] 
W~dnesqay, December 19, 2012 3:12PM 
PROVENCE, JEROME 

Cc: 
$abject: 

Vanairsdale, Chris· J 
RE: Reque5t for Quotation 

Altachments: POG Maintenance OTISResponse.pdf; POG Maintenance SpecY.pdf.pdf 

Jerome. 

Otis Elevator Company respectfully submits the attached quotation for the POG Maintenance SpecificatiOn. 

Please let me know if you require any .additional information. 

Regards, 

Ronnie Bailey 1 Account Manager 
Otis Elevator Company 
2.557 Osca.- .Johnson Drive 1 North Charleston, SC 29405 
T 843 529 ·9502 x~ 19 1 F 843 529 95:04 1 C 843 296 332.5 
ronnie.bailey@otis~com I www.otis.com 

From: PROVENCE, JEROME [martto:JCP@fmt.st.edu] 
Sent; Wednesoay, December 19, 2012 9:07AM · 
To: Bailey, _Ronnie; 'Steve Dempsey'i 'Allen, Dave'; 'david.we5t@atlanticcoastelevator;com' 
Cc: MAXFIELD, RONALD; WIDENER,. LANA; GIBSON, OON 
Subject: Request for Qu:otation 

Sir: 

Attached J~re a monthly service agreement and an inventory· listing of units_to be serviced under the a~reement. ihe last 
page of the PDF document is a. pricing sthedule·. 

ease printthe agreement, fiH out yQ~r prJcing and submit the ag·reement elettronica Jly·to rrte as a quotation 
end of business (5:00PM} today,gecember 19, Wl] .. A purchase order will be awarded tomorrow ·to the vendor wfth 
the best quotation. 

This agre.e.ment wi.ll be iri effett for the months of January and possibly extended through February ·Of 2013. 

Please call me at 803~315-3:103 with que.stions. 

Many thanks, 

Jerome Provenc-e 
Safety Manager 
Facilities De.partment 
The University of So IJth Ca ro I ina 
700 Pendleton Stre.et 
c .olumbia, sc 29208 
803.777;6:793 
fax: 803.777.3990 
jcp@sc.edu 

l 



WIDENER# lANA 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
SUbject: 
Attachments: 

Jerome; 

David West <david.west@orad~ levatot.co > 
Wednesday, December 19, 2012 5:"08 PM 
jtp@sc;edu 
WIDENER, lANA; GIBSON, DON 
Oracle. Elevator Bid 
Oracle Elevator Bid.pdf 

Ple~se see the attached bid ·from Orade Elevator for the 0 and G contra.ct for January. let me know if you have any 
questions. 

Thanks 

David West 
Gra.cle :Elevator. 
Olfice:gl2"351-9536 
Far: 912-354-1407 
ce/.1:912-755-5264 
david.west@oracleelevcitor.com 

1 



PROVENCE, JEROME 

From: Steve D~rnp~ey [St . . ,sey@carolinJielevatorservice.com] 
Sent; 
To: 

Wednesday, De ber 19,, 12 8;46 PM 
jcp@Sc.edu . 

Subject: · 
Attachments: 

(SpamS¢ore: ·ssss} ~C Temporary Service Bid 
USC Temporary Service Bid.pdf 

lmportanc.-: High 

Hello Jerome, 

Thank you for the opportunity to bid our service to you. 
Attached is our bid per your request. 
Please. do not·hesitate to ask if you have any questions. 

Steve 

Steve Dempsey 
carolina Elevator Service Inc:. 
Senior Vice--President of Operations 
P.o. Box 206 
Elgin. SC 29045 
VVork:B03~38-9599 

Fax: ·so3-438 ... 9544 
Cell: 803-669~2347 
Stev.e Dempsev@c~lnaelevatorservice.com 

CAA~~.Q 

1 



WIDENER, LANA 

from: 
Sent 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

Jerqme, 

Stev.e Dempsey .<lSteveDempsey@carolinaelevato.rservi(;e.eom)' 
Thursday, De(ember9-2 8:28AM 
PROVENCE, JEROME 
MAXFIELD, RONALD; WIDENER; LANA; GIBSON, DON 
RE: Request for Quotation 
USC Temporary Servi<;e Bid.pdf 

I am resendirig this because Ron said you had not received it. 

Steve Dempsey 
Carolina Elevator Service Inc.-----------
senior Viee~Preslde.lit ofQperation~ _ 
P. 0. Box206 
Elgin, sc 29045 
Work: 803~438-9599 
Fax: 803-438-9544 
Cell: 803-669-2347 
Ste:ve.Oem psey@carolinae leyatorservice .com 

CA-=-~+6J:Pa. 

From: PROVENCE, JEROME [mallto:JCP@fmc.sc.edu] 
Sent: Wednesday, December 191 2012 9:07AM 
To: 'Bailey, Ronnre'; 'Steve Dempsey; 'Allen, Dave'; rdavid.west@atianticcoastelevator.com' 
Cc: MAXF1ELD, RONALD; wtDENER, LANA; GIBSON, DON 
Subject: Reqlle$t for Quotation 

Sir: 

Attached are a monthly servic~a agreement and an inven~ory llsting of units to be serviced underthe agreement. The last 
page ofthe PDF document Is a pricing schedule. 

Please print the agreement, fill out your·pridng and submit the agreement electronically to me as a quot!]tlon by the 
end of ~usiness {5:00 PM) today, December 19, 2012 .. . A purcha$e-order will be awarded tomorrow to the vendor with 
the best quotati.on. 

This agreement will be ·in effect for the months of January and possibly extended through Febf\lary of 2013. 

Ple~se call me at 803-315-3103 with questions. 

Many thanks, 

Jerome Provence 
Safety Manager 
Facilities Department 
The University of South Carolina 
700 Pendleton Street 
Columbia, SC 29208 

1 



PROVENCE. _JEROME 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 

PROVENCE, --JEROME 
Thursd~y. Deqembe.r20, 2012 9:24AM 
WIDENER, LANA 

Cc; AOAMS, MICHELLE; CAMPBELL, MELANIE; GiBSON, DON;- KATZ, RICHARD; 
DEMAREST, JAMES 

Subject: Emergency Elevator Service PR 
Attachm~nts: PQG Maintenance·speeY.pdf; ELEVATOR LISTING.xls; Quotations.P.df; Letter PR.pdf 

Good rtl'onling lana: 

Attached are scanrted documents related to a request to purchase elevator maintenar')ce and repair services. A 
j1..1stification memorandum, fo.ur quotati0nsf -a purchase reqL!is{tion, the,agreemenfand an elevator inventory are 
included. 

The purchase requisition is for :OraCle Elevator out of Charlotte: Their quotation for "parts~ :eil 1;1nd grease'' servi~e is 

about $600 h ighertha n Ca ro lin a Elevator, but their labor r-~tes are ·signffk:antly Ia wer. We proJect a potential for several 
repairs during the agreement. We -believe that we would recoup the $600 difference in ti'H~ ~;:ourse ofone or two r¢pair 
orders, thus, we would like to award the PO for the "p~rt$., pH and gre_;3se11 .alternate to Orade. 
Please contact me with que-:stio:ns or concerns. 

We wciluld like to. notify Oracle today with a PO number if possible. 

Many thanks, as always. for your most accommodating assistante and patience during thi~ process. 
Jerome 

Jerome Provence 
S<1fety Manager 
Facilities Department 
The UniVersity-of South Carolina 
700 P~ndteton Street 
Columbia, SC_29208 
803 .. 777.6793 
lax: 803.777.~9~0 
jcp@sc.edu 

I 



REQ## 
DATE 
PC# 

01./14/2013-

PURCHASE OF 

No . . 51989· 
SKOW THIS NUMBER 
I~VQICES, PACKAGES. I 
I!I( CONNECTION WIT 
PURCHASE ORDEPl. 

PLEASE DELIVER THE FOLLOWING TO: 

r 
OAACLE ELEVATOR CO 
519 ENTERPRISE DR 
C~LOTTE 

VENbORNO. 52170 
(203452855V) 

N/A 

T 
0 NC 28206 

L _j 

-

-

ANY QUEST! ON CONCERNING THIS P 0 CALL {803~ * * * 7 7 7- 4115_ AND ASK ..EQR LANA WID~R 

DEPT. NUMeER FUND CLASs· ANt~-LYTICAL / AMOUtiJ ~f.-- RE.OUISJTIONE;D BY 

50010 AOOO 52070 LW/Sr~ ~00.00 1 JEROME PROVENCE 
_~IS-/,... "-:.___o oc.ob &03-777-&793 

flfM OVANTITY U/M .<tWit OESC~lPTION UN!iPRlCE EXTENSlP! 

01 1.00 LOT 

BLANKET ORPE:R 
EFFECTIVE 1/1/13 THRU 2/28/13 

PROV!DE OIL ~ GREASE EL~VATOR 
MAINTENANCE SERVICE, CALL:&ACK 
SERVICE AND REPAIRS A.S PER THE 
ATTACHED AGREEMEN~ AND PRICE 
SCHEDULE, FOR ~ MONTH OF 
JAN'C1ARY 20f3 r 
{BASE- ~ID = ,26,800/MO) 

.. 
~· ,t· .. 

·CP003 677'91 
?M00415071 

t ' .: 

. · .. : . . • . . \ '. \ • I 

DO NOTitE!:XCEtlJ $'5~_,-o·oo ;_·, 
. . \'-., i :\'· .... _ .... ·/ \j 

TERMS NET-· ·g 0 · · . . -· 

DO NOT ADD SALES TAX TO 
INVOICE.S .. WE ACCE·PT LI~ILI'i'Y 
FOR S.C. SALES TAX ONDER 
EXEMPT'. CERTIF. # 7358 '(19} • 

55000.00 5500·0' 

55000. 

SEND ALL INVPICesTO ACCOUNTS PAYABLE DEPARTMENT UNIVERSITY OF SOUTH CAROLINA 

1. Submn ti'Miice IN OUJ:'LI~ATE tD ACCO.UfHS PAYABLE DEPT., UnlvOraltyor~ulll. 
C'trc!lna, Cblurnbl8. s.~'l!!j.208 . 

2 Piette r8fi(JSflUii!'tlral~lce& lo CO)'IIr each ~ur:chue e~t~er NU!Tibel. 
3. Conraet Account& Payob!e-Oeill •. Unlv~~~Jhy o1 S0111n Caro~flll , Phone "'o.l603) 7f.7-461B lor My 

QU$SilOn$,4'011Cet>llng'lnvolcG$. 

NUMERICAL FllEiP.U.R:CHASiNG CEI>T.) 



MEMORANDUM OF RECORD 
-- ------.... 

DATE: ( December2Q,2!112 

THROUGH: Veilis Manigo 

ro: 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

Procurement 

Helen Z¢gler 

Business A.ffaiZc. ~ 
Don Gibson·~ l 
Emergency justification for interim ·Elevator service.-contract 

Th.e last week ofNovember:, our Eievator maintenance and safety service_proV}d~ gave us notice 
that they were terminating their agreement as ofDecember 31st of2Ql2. USC is in the process 
of awarding a new contract. Due to the sh9rt notice we have a need for an interim $gl'eement to 
provide basic elevator mainteJUillCe and adjustment to insure safe ·operatio-n of 196 Columbia 
campus elevators. 'the. agree.m:cnt includes all menner-of eme;rgency on--call service at$~ same 
level of our cxpiri:il.g contract. Failure to hayethis service ereates a life-safety risk. This interim 
service will be provided in onc.-month blocks until a permanep.t contract i$ :required. We are 
using c~nt~tj'Ve bidding to. affirm: that the contract if fair and reasonable. EStimated cost ·per 
month 1s m e $40ro-oo range. 



DATE: 

MEMORANDUM OF RECORD 

- · · ·~ 

~~uary2, 2(}13 J 
THROUGH: Vcnis Manigo 

Pro~ent 

TO: Helen Zeigler 
B.usiness Affairs p 'V--
DonGibson~ FROM: 

SUBJECT: Emergcricyjustification for interim Elevator service contract 

The last week ofNovember, oJJr Elevator maintenance and safety service provider~ve us notice 
that they were terminating their agreement as ofDc:cember 31st of2012 af\er the 2 year ofa 
total 5 year term contract. · We immediately began plans to solicit fo:r a new 5 year tenn contract. 
We realized that the contract would not be in place before December 31". 

Due to the short notice termination, we have a need for an futerim.agreement to pro-vide basic 
elevator maintenance and adjustment to insUre. safe operation of 196 Columbia campu!! elevators. 
The agr.eement includes ~ manner of emergency on~ call service at the same level of our 
expiring contract. Failure t9 have· this service ere~ ~ life..sa.fety risk. This interim-service will 
be provided in one-month bloCks. We requested quot~ :from 4 vend . that the 
contract i$ fair· and reasonable. Estima{ed eost per morith is· · · $35,00~ 40,000. 



803-777-2032 (fax) 

From: Yankowitz, Burt [mailto:Burt.Yankowitz@otis.com] 
Sent: Thursday, January 03, 2013 7:54 AM 
To: jcp@sc.edu 
Cc:WIDENER, LANA 
Subject: Otis Elevator Company- USC Maintenance interim bid 
Importance: High 

Jerome, 

Otis Elevator Company is requesting the pricing that was submitted by all bidders for the USC interim maintenance bid. If 
you could include the hourly rate, unit pricing and final pricing I would appreciate it. 

Thank you in advance for this information. 

Burt 

Burt Yankowitz 
Senior Account Manager 

101 Corporate Blvd, Suite 105 
West Columbia, SC 29169 
Tel.: 803-242-5180 (Mobile) 
Fax: 860-353-0438 
Burt. Yankowitz@otis.com 

2 



WIDENER, LANA 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 

Yankowitz, Burt <Burt.Yankowitz@otis.com> 
Thursday, January 03, 2013 1:49 PM 
WIDENER, LANA 
PROVENCE, JEROME 

Subject: RE: Otis Elevator Company- USC Maintenance interim bid 

Thank you 

Burt Yankowitz 
Senior Account Manager 

101 Corporate Blvd, Suite 105 
West Columbia, SC 29169 
Tel.: 803-242-5180 (Mobile) 
Fax: 860-353-0438 
Burt. Yankowitz@otis. com 

From: WIDENER, LANA [mailto:LLW@mailbox.sc.edu] 
Sent: Thursday, January 03, 2013 1:16PM 
To: Yankowitz, Burt 
Cc: PROVENCE, JEROME 
Subject: RE: Otis Elevator Company- USC Maintenance interim bid 

Burt 

Quotes submitted - Base Bid and Hourly Rates are noted below: 

Company Name: 
Oracle Elevator 

Otis Elevator: 

Carolina Elevator: 

Base Bid: 
$26,800 

$27,000 

$27,410 

Hourly Rates 
$155,$80,$235,$225,$95,$305 

$195,$135,$330,$290,$200,$490 

$166,$139,$306,$241,N/A,$528 

Total 
$27,895.00 

$28,640.00 

$28,790.00 

Thyssenkrupp Elev.: $37,660.95 $217, $177, $394, $369 ($434 Sun/Holidays), $301 

Thank you for submitting a quote. 
Sincerely, 
Lana 

-Lana Widener 
Procurement Manager 
USC - Purchasing Department 
1600 Hampton Street, Suite 600 
Columbia, SC 29208 
803-777-7776 

($354 Sun/Holidays), $670 ($788 Sun/Holidays) $39,788.95 

1 


