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Lengthy RFP processes appear to be the norm for complex
technology procurement processes. Not only planned long,
but with extensive overruns.

In addition, the resulting agreements are often mediocre
in the quality of requirements as well as agreement text.

This document sets out an approach that in practice has
shown execution in half the time of normal industry prac-
tice with better end-results.
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This short paper aims to address a number of challenges in procurement processes for IT
and technology related targets. Focus is on defining requirements without writing out every
detail and on reducing time and effort without jeopardizing the protection of the buying

party.

The method upholds the formality of the process but accelerates it through standardization
and automation. Further, it addresses the specification trap through a specific set of tech-
niques, including in particular the principle of partial specification.

1 Introduction

The motivation for the paper is experience from
multiple sourcing processes with extensive dura-
tion, far beyond what was originally expected. This
reflects a consistent frustration on both customer
and vendor side that major sourcing processes reg-
ularly have durations of 12-24 months or even
longer.

Furthermore, the resulting agreements are often of
mediocre or even poor quality, measured as clarity
of obligations and split of responsibility and risk.
Our experience is that even large companies with
dedicated sourcing organisations often suffer from
this challenge.

The procurement tasks in focus for this paper are
medium to complex IT and telecommunications
equipment, software and services. We believe the
principles to be applicable for other scenarios too,
but the focus here is where the principles have been
applied in practice.

The method has in practice shown the ability to ex-
ecute procurement for full scale core network or
core IT system in around 6 months, which in our
experience is less than half of industry standard.

The structure of the paper is as follows:

Section 2 introduces the problem in more detail

and outlines some of the key solution elements at a
high level.

Section 3 discusses in which scenarios the method
is applicable.

Section 4 outlines the principles and techniques
applied in the method.

Section 5 describes the method, including more de-
tails on addressing long-running RFPs.

Section 6 discusses how the principles can be ap-
plied to smaller projects.

Section 7 discusses the role of system integrators in
the procured solutions.

Section 8 is a short summary of the main points of
the paper.

A note of terminology: we use “RFP” as the process
for securing a proposal, including a price. Some
term this an “RFQ” where the “RFP” is more of a
high-level proposal. We do not make this distinc-
tion.

2 Problem statement

This section outlines the problems that the method
sets out to address. They are:

1. The challenge of writing detailed specifications
for a complex sourcing target.

2. The fact that the original desired outcome fre-
quently drowns in detailed specifications.

3. The typical excessive duration of RFP pro-
cesses.

4. Avoiding the lure of skipping an RFP process
for speed or “partnering”.

The last point is only indirectly related to the meth-
odology: an efficient methodology makes it less
tempting to skip the process.

The first three points of the problem statement,
jointly with a summary of the remedy proposed in
the method, are briefly discussed individually be-
low.

2.1 Writing detailed specifications

The industry has generally accepted that writing
detailed specifications is very challenging. Not-
withstanding this recognition, no universally ac-
cepted alternative exists. Agile methods do, in part,
address it, but from a sourcing perspective the con-
tract terms degenerate to time and material with no
or limited commitment from the vendors.

The method here attempts to address the challenge
through embracing and addressing the inherent
partiality of specification in the process and the
contract. This is not a magic fix — a partial specifi-
cation is a challenge from a contractual perspec-
tive. However, embedding the recognition of the
challenge in the contract can reduce risks for the
buyer significantly.
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Addressing the issue of specifications is, jointly
with the business outcome focus, discussed in sec-
tions 4.

2.2 Focus on business outcomes

Losing focus on the desired business outcomes can
be the result of these never being fully articulated
in the first place or it being lost in the complexity of
executing a large project.

The proposed countermeasure to this is to contract
explicitly for the outcome. Like above, this is not a
magic fix. If attempted to its full, vendors will ob-
ject either through rejecting or pricing excessive
risk. But it still pushes the desired outcome to be
top of mind of the project and engages the vendor
in its fulfilment.

Addressing the issue of outcome focus is, jointly
with the specification issue, discussed in sections 4.

2.3 RFP timeline

Long RFP timelines are usually the result of delays
in every step in the process. Once delayed, the pro-
cess loses credibility and the vendors, being used to
such delays, often reduce their focus, causing even
longer delays.

Typical main steps of an RFP process are set out
below with brief discussion on duration drivers and
ways of speeding up.

Material development where the scope, require-
ments and contract are drafted. Typically, some re-
use takes place, but documents are still drafted for
each process. This means that it often is shared
with the vendors before it is truly ready, which has
significant timeline impact later in the process. An-
other typical challenge is the tendency to
crowdsource the documents with each participant
providing a small bit.

The method here counters this by starting with
standardized material that embeds the principles
laid out here and working in a smaller, but highly
focused team. The best results are achieved if the
team is familiar with the structure and content of
the standard material before the process starts.
This supports delivery of high-quality material in
the sense that it is clear, consistent and coherent.

Permitted vendor responses tend to be response to
a list of requirements and a mark-up to a contract.
The mark-up makes it difficult to normalize the re-
sponses and legal staff from the vendors tend to
make “clarifications” that shifts risk balance and
takes a long time to discuss.

The method here counters this by converting the
text documents (typically in Microsoft Word) to

spreadsheets (typically Microsoft Excel) and hav-
ing responses in the same form as to the require-
ments. Any clause with “compliant” marking is un-
changed in the process. This also counters the ten-
dency for vendor legal staff to make further “clari-
fications” in the final editing round.

Normalization is normally a manual and quite sub-
jective process. Scoring spreadsheets tend also to
be subjective and does not distinguish significantly
between vendors.

The method here counters this through the use of
Excel responses for both contract text and require-
ments. These are easily normalized and some of the
normalization can even be automated.

Negotiation is normally challenged by having mul-
tiple markups of the same contract where the nego-
tiating team on the customer side needs to remem-
ber the different variations. Later in the process,
when the competitive pressure is lower, vendors le-
gal staff may start doing further “clarifications”
causing further rounds of discussions and edits.

The method here counters this by limiting ability
for vendors to edit documents through the use of
Excel sheets for contract responses and doing the
edits on the customer side.

The final contracting can drag out for months if
permitted. This can be caused by poor quality of the
initial documents, edits by the vendors that typi-
cally take up new discussions when they have ex-
clusive negotiations and lack of time pressure.

The remedy of the method is use of standardized
material to provide high-quality initial documents
as well as the limited editing approach.

3 Applicability

The method outlined here is suited for many IT and
telecommunications sourcing tasks. However, it
utilizes certain techniques that in their turn builds
on certain assumptions about the problem at hand.

This section outlines the main assumptions and
with that the applicability of the process.

3.1 Project size

Any non-trivial RFP process will have a significant
cost both on the customer and on the vendor side.
Long and complex processes can run into millions
of EUR, in particular if the duration becomes very
extensive.

The objective of the method set out here is to limit
the effort required on the vendor side and in par-
ticular on the customer side. Even so, the costs of
running a sourcing process are still significant,
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typically at least half a million EUR on the cus-
tomer side. In order for the vendors to engage in
the process with the necessary effort, the target
scope must have a reasonable magnitude.

For smaller projects, many of the principles can
still be applied and a scaled-down version of the
process can be adapted. Some thoughts on this are
in section 6.

3.2 Standardized services

The process assumes that the target scope can be
delivered materially through applying standard-
ized components. This is central in the principle of
partial specification discussed in section 4.3.

All projects include adaptation of the standard
components, and such adaptation can include cus-
tomized integration or even limited customized
functionality. Such limited adaptation implies lim-
ited risks and can be handled in the process.

On the other hand, the nature of complex, custom-
ized projects, in particular within IT, is that the risk
of overruns and poor fit to actual requirements are
overwhelming. Part of the inherent nature of
sourcing processes is an attempt to outsource risk.
When the risk is overwhelming, the sourcing pro-
cess becomes challenged. This has been the experi-
ence of many classical specification-first IT pro-
jects.

The method outlined here utilizes that a number of
risk items are easier to distribute when standard
services can be applied. Hence, the advantages of
the method are reduced significantly when highly
customized solutions are required.

3.3 Turnkey deliveries

The method has turnkey deliveries as its primary
focus. The thinking is originated from implement-
ing a standard IT system or network element: the
vendors typically have unique capabilities in terms
of technical and implementation competence that
are difficult to replicate. Furthermore, the corre-
sponding capabilities are rarely available on the
customer side with sufficient depth and volume.

The turnkey solution scope does not need to be all-
encompassing but should ideally be comprehen-
sive within the scope of the solution targeted. The
turnkey solution may or may not include subse-
quent operations.

In a similar manner that the method can be
adapted to smaller scope (see section 6), the prin-
ciples can also be applied to combined deliveries.

3.4 Vendor landscape

Underlying any RFP process lies the assumption
that the object of the RFP can be delivered by a
number of competent vendors. This very natural
assumption is also a requirement for the method
set out in this document.

In addition, the method assumes a certain maturity
with the vendors. Essentially that they are pre-
pared for a accustomed to responding to RFP ma-
terials.

An finally, that multiple vendors have products or
services that with limited adaptation can fulfil the
requirements set out in the RFP.

3.5 Services

The method was originally developed to source IT
software and implementation but has proven quite
versatile in applicability to different types of IT and
network solutions and services.

This is reflected in the types of services that the
method has been applied to. These include:

IT core systems.

Radio access networks.

Network monitoring tools.

Mobile core networks.

IT operations services.

Core and radio operations services.

SUp P

4 Sourcing principles

This section outlines the rationale for a sourcing
process as well as some of the key principles of the
suggested methodology.

In this paper, the sourcing process is described
stand-alone. Complex sourcing processes, in par-
ticularly in IT, often coincide with major business
transformation initiatives. The white paper on BSS
transformation that can be found on the RA Advi-
sory web page (www.ra-advisory.dk) goes into de-
tail of how such a joint purpose may be managed.

Apart from section 4.1, which sets out rationale for
executing an RFP in the first place, the majority of
this section 4 is concerned with how formulation of
requirements can be managed, including the busi-
ness outcome focus.

4.1 Rationale for the RFP
The core rationales for the RFP process include:

1. Finding a good solution for the procurement
task at hand.
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2. Securing joint expectations on responsibilities,
including in particular limiting responsibility
on the customer.

3. Securing joint expectations on how the risks of
the project are distributed.

4. Securing predictable cost for implementation,
license and subsequent operations.

5. Securing legal terms that embed the agreed
balances and protect the value the customer
has contracted for.

These reasons are, in our view, important enough
that an RFP process is merited whenever the scope
has a magnitude that permits it. Our consistent ex-
perience is that the results from executing an RFP
are better than skipping or shortcutting it. And the
costs of the RFP are invariably recouped through
lower and more predictable prices as well as better
preparation for executing the implementation pro-
ject.

This is not a universal belief. With regular inter-
vals, there are voices, in particular on the vendor
side, that advocates for "alternative approaches" as
the RFP is "obsolete".

We do not agree with this perspective. In our expe-
rience, the need to protect the customer interest is
as strong as ever, and the RFP process is a formi-
dable way to secure this. Halving the initial offered
price and securing substantial contractual protec-
tion is not unusual.

The extent of the RFP should be adapted to the task
at hand. Obviously, it does not make sense to exe-
cute a sourcing process of 1-2 million EUR for a
sourcing target of 3 million EUR. However, we find
that merely shortcutting the process tends to fail;
the better approach is to prioritize the risks that
one needs to address and adjust the process ac-
cordingly. This is further discussed in section 6.

4.2 The specification trap

This section outlines the concept of the specifica-
tion trap, which is the dilemma of how to contract
a delivery that is not fully specified yet getting a
predictable pricing. This dilemma and its (partial)
resolution are defining for the method outlined in
section 5.

t An example taken from the airline industry can serve to illus-
trate the difference. The example is from when “free” meals and
drink were still a standard part of most flights. An airline cater-
ing company supplying to both traditional airlines, that in-
cluded free drink and meals in their fares, and low-cost airlines
where everything was payable. Their relationship with the tra-
ditional airlines was generally fine but burdened by the fact that

4.2.1 Partnering

Before diving into the specification trap itself, a
note on the relationship between a vendor and a
customer: not infrequently, the notion of “partner-
ing with the vendor” comes up as an alternative to
running a sourcing process, in full or in part. Ven-
dors often promote this notion.

The perspective taken here is that the interests of a
vendor and a customer are fundamentally opposed.
The relationship can be fine, constructive, even
friendly and beneficial for both. But coming down
to essentials, the customer has an interest in get-
ting as many services for as small a cost as possible.
And the vendor has the opposite interest.

This is not to say that partnerships do not exist. But
such deals are not commonplace and almost un-
heard of in the space of services targeted by this pa-
per.1

The implication of this point is that one must se-
cure oneself commercially or the vendor may take
advantage of the situation. Not all vendors will do
so at all times, but people and ownership changes,
financial pressure fluctuates, and relying on part-
nerships can be fragile in such situations.

The point is amplified by recent examples of price
increases by certain SaaS and infrastructure ven-
dors. Further discussion specific on SaaS terms can
be found in a white paper discussing SaaS contract-
ing on the RA Advisory web page (www.ra-
advisory.dk).

4.2.2 Waterfall

Now for the specification trap. In a traditional wa-
terfall approach to system procurement, the RFP
process attempts to specify all requirements in de-
tail, sometimes in fairly extreme detail. This ap-
proach is not employed frequently anymore but
serves as illustration of the specification trap. The
principle for specifying requirements in this way is
illustrated below:

Point of specification

What Response Contract
How Tender 1 and > :
. signature
Terms evaluation

Figure 1: Traditional waterfall point of specification

discussions always focused on reducing cost (and thereby at
some point the quality of the offerings). Whereas with the low-
cost airlines, the focus was on how to sell as much catering as
possible, as both the catering company and the airline benefited
from such sales. The former relationship was fine, but the latter
had more characteristics of a partnership.
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The point of specification refers to the point in the
process where the specification of the require-
ments is fixed.

The process above is intuitively fine: the customer
asks the vendors for a specific solution, vendors re-
spond, and the best fit is chosen.

There are two important problems with this. The
smaller problem is that it does not facilitate use of
standard systems. The vendor signs up to specifi-
cations irrespectively of whether it is standard or
not.

The larger problem is that in almost all cases, it in
is not in practice possible. The amount of detail
that needs to be written down is prohibitive in na-
ture due to the sheer size of exhaustive require-
ments for complex solutions. It is never right in the
first place, and it is quickly outdated, sometimes al-
ready at the time of submission.

In addition, it is wasteful since one must specify re-
quirements so standard that they are trivially ful-
filled by any competent vendor.

Therefore, the intuition is wrong — for most real-
life technical RFP processes, the classical waterfall
method simply does not work.

4.2.3 Analyse - build

An alternative model is to engage with a vendor,
typically a system integrator, and run the process
as follows:

Point of specification

Tender and
“What” selection Agreement for
1 Analyze implementation
Terms Agreement phase.
for analysis

Figure 2: Point of specification after contracting

Here, the vendor is selected before the point of
specification and assists in the analysis that leads
to an agreement for the implementation. From a
content perspective the model can be fine, but it
causes the customer to lose commercial leverage
almost immediately. Essentially, it becomes a time
and material agreement and therefore the protec-
tion targeted by an RFP process is materially lost.

4.2.4 Agile to the rescue?

Some vendors would argue that the answer to the
dilemma lies in an agile approach. While there are
many advantages to an agile approach, from a com-
mercial perspective it still boils down to payment
based on time and material. The point of specifica-
tion is therefore merely dragged out, but still after

contracting. In a picture similar to the ones above,

it looks as follows:
| Point of specification :

What Response Contract ) 4
How 1 Tender " and 1 - ()
. signature
Terms evaluation

Figure 3: Point of specification in agile

Essentially, the specification is not really final until
the project is done.

Agile methods certainly have a role in many pro-
jects, in particular within IT. Most vendors will use
agile methods in their implementation, and that
makes a lot of sense. But fixed-price contracts that
protect customers adequately are in their essence
not agile.

4.2.5 Addressing the specification trap

The method set out in this document, in particular
section 5, attempts to address the specification
trap. The idea is to embrace the challenge of the
specification trap through a multistage specifica-
tion. This is illustrated below.

Point of specification

What Response
How |—{ Tender and
Terms evaluation

Contract
signature

Detailing

Figure 4: Multiple points of specification

The approach is to define the requirements
through the process in co-operation with the ven-
dor before and after contract signature.

The detailing that happens after the responses and
evaluation step and before the signature step (mid-
dle circle in Figure 4: Multiple points of specifica-
tion) include:

1. A solution description delivered by the vendor
as part of the response to the tender.

2. The scope clarification document that supports
the principle of partial specification as set out
in section 4.3.

3. The architects’ competition that demonstrates
the proposed solution based on use cases de-
fined by the customer as set out in section 4.6.

That such detailing will take place should be clari-
fied to the vendors in the invitation, explicit pro-
cess rules and introductory meetings.
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The detailing that happens after contract signature
needs to be subject to a set of rules set out in the
contract.

4.3 Principle of partial specification
The principle of partial specification can be applied
in sourcing processes where the procurement task
can be covered by competent vendors, i.e., vendors
who can deliver standardized functionality in simi-
lar settings.

The principle is illustrated below.

o o

.. ®e0 o
L]

® e .'f‘ at'on. - Resulting.

epecgicat Solution

o %oy o
o' & « °
°

o

+

Full scope Vendor system

[

Figure 5: The principle of partial specification

The principle is, reading from left to right:

1. There is a full, but unknown scope. Unknown
in the sense that it cannot be described, not
that it is non-existent.

2. The vendor has a system that supports similar
businesses with materially the same scope.

3. In order to run the process, a specification is
written. The specification is, as the dots illus-
trate, only a small proportion of the full scope.
In the illustration it is shown as random dots,
but of course, the focus should be on key pro-
cesses and differentiating capabilities.

4. The resulting solution materially fulfils the full
scope — exceptions as illustrated with the white
dots must be handled either through worka-
rounds or other systems. Or by simply just
abandoning the requirement.

This can be contracted in the sense that the risk of
completeness, at least in part, can be sourced to the
vendor.

An important mechanism supporting the approach
is the use of a scope clarification document in the
contract. The vendor should have the opportunity
(and obligation) to ask the necessary clarification
questions in order to take responsibility for the out-
come. This is part of the middle point of specifica-
tion set out in Figure 4: Multiple points of specifi-
cation.

As this principle is important to addressing the
specification trap, extra care is required if the
method is applied to highly customized solutions.

4.4 The principle of outcome-based
delivery

For the projects targeted by the method set out
here, there is always a risk that the resulting solu-
tion will be a mediocre fit to the desired outcome.
This risk must be shared between the parties, and
an important part of the RFP process is to make the
risk sharing explicit.

The vendor will always push for the scope in the
contract to be based on specific items, e.g., a set of
system modules, hardware and a (finite) list of ac-
tivities. The customer should, countering this, push
for an outcome.

A balance between the two positions must be
found; ideally, risk should be owned by the party
that can address the risk most effectively as that
will overall be the cheapest solution. For example,
the vendor will know the capabilities of their sys-
tem and what activities are required in order to se-
cure fulfilment of the requirements. Therefore, a
substantial proportion of that risk lies naturally
with vendors. On the other hand, changing busi-
ness environment, regulatory changes, security
and redundancy issues are more natural with the
customer.

This is illustrated below:

Vendors
secure fit

What we

want to High-level

4 5 Finite
specifications

customer
responsi-
bilities

for
purpose

achieve

Figure 6: Outcome-based delivery

Reading from left to right:

1. The circle illustrates the desired outcome, ar-
ticulated as objectives and target state in the
agreements.

2. The rectangle illustrates the high-level specifi-
cations, utilizing the principle of partial speci-
fication.

3. The triangle illustrates the finite set of cus-
tomer responsibilities that the vendor must de-
fine in the agreement.

4. At the end, illustrated by the cloud, the target
is that vendors secure that the solution fulfil
the desired outcome.

The approach should be subject to the risk alloca-
tion principles set out above — otherwise it is likely
to be too expensive. The concept is also one that
typically meets some resistance from vendors.

The principle suggested is to document the objec-
tive and desired outcome and conclude it in the
contract.
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4.5 A note on RACI matrices

A normal approach, typically preferred by the ven-
dors, is to produce a RACI matrix, where the re-
sponsibilities of the parties are outlined. This has
several disadvantages:

1. Itdrives the contract towards an activity-based
commitment, rather than an outcome based
one (the vendors will claim that the list in the
RACI matrix is the scope).

2. It is a duplicate of the responsibility descrip-
tion set out in the rest of the contract, creating
ambiguity. And given that the RACI matrix is
often developed outside main contract discus-
sions, it shifts risk balance outside the main ne-
gotiation focus.

3. It can be a quite extensive task to define and, if
going this way, it is important to match the
vendors effort.

The suggested approach here is to source for an
outcome and ask the vendor to list exhaustively
what is required from the Purchaser in order for
the vendor to secure the outcome. This is the item
illustrated in the triangle in Figure 6: Outcome-
based delivery. This approach circumvents the
challenges with the RACI matrix and supports the
outcome-based approach.

4.6 The architect’s competition

A final step in addressing the specification trap is
the architects’ competition. This is part of the mid-
dle point of specification set out in Figure 4: Mul-
tiple points of specification.

The architects’ competition works through defin-
ing a set of use cases (or other structure of specify-
ing relevant scenarios) and asking vendors to
demonstrate how their solution handles these sce-
narios. The use cases, the responses and a record-
ing of the demonstration goes into the contract,
hence adding to the specification.

In addition to being part of the solution to the spec-
ification trap, the approach has proven remarkably
efficient in practice in revealing whether a vendor
is capable of executing according to the promises
made. In several processes, we have applied the use
case approach to two apparent competent and ma-
terially equal vendors. In some situations, both
demonstrate capabilities, and the use cases do not
differentiate significantly (but still contribute sig-
nificantly to the specification). In other situations,
it becomes very evident that one vendor is incapa-
ble of executing in accordance with promises made.
We are not aware of any other method that so ef-
fectively reveals actual capabilities during an RFP
process.

The use cases depend on the procurement task, but
can for example include:

1. Product support cases, e.g., how products are
configured and how options to avoid excessive
product catalogues.

2. Process support cases, e.g., how efficient pro-
cesses are configured and maintained.

3. Major end-customer use cases like self-service,
customer support and billing.

4. Operations use cases, e.g., structured around
ITIL processes.

As for other parts of the RFP process, it is im-
portant to balance the desired outcome with the ef-
forts required, both on customer and vendor side.
For example, the vendors obviously cannot be ex-
pected to do a full system configuration for the RFP
process.

5 Sourcing process

This section sets out the process implementing the
sourcing methodology.

5.1 Speeding up the process

This section discusses main causes of long duration
of sourcing processes as well as the key items to
have in place for a fast execution. It elaborates on
the key topics and remedies set out in section 2.3.

5.1.1 Quality of RFP material

It is quite common for larger procurement tasks
that the customer issues a full set of documents, in-
cluding draft contracts and extensive require-
ments. This approach has the clear advantage that
the starting point for contract edits is satisfactory
from the customer perspective. Frequently, the
team on the customer side also has experience with
the material.

It is, unfortunately, also common that such mate-
rial is issued in poor quality. Even in companies
with large internal procurement organisations, it is
quite common that the templates are not updated
or that it is merely the latest similar contract being
used.

Issuing a poor-quality document set to 3-5 vendors
will cause all vendors to start asking the same ques-
tions and make similar edits. Very quickly, the doc-
uments will have diverged substantially, demand-
ing continuous and difficult context switching in
the team of the customer.

The suggested remedy is to use a standard set of
documents that are adjusted marginally to the spe-
cific sourcing process. Updating the documents af-
ter each procurement process can add to the
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quality over time. Note that the updates should not
just be copies — it should be a reflected considera-
tion of learnings embedded into the contract tem-
plates.

5.1.2 Slow and extensive edits

Most large RFP processes result in quite extensive
material, and turnaround of edits can take long
time, both on the vendor side and the customer
side. This is more pronounced in case the RFP ma-
terial has marginal quality.

The suggested remedy is to transfer the RFP mate-
rial to Excel and get responses there only. Provided
that the documents are in an appropriate format,
such conversion can be done automatically. Disa-
greements should be resolved in updates to the Ex-
cel files in sufficient detail that the final update of
contract is straightforward from the Excel files.
This minimizes the edits.

Securing speed in the process can be achieved
through a combination of a focused team with the
customer and suitable motivation with the vendor.
One such motivation is to communicate the rule
that the process moves on as soon as sufficient
quality responses have been achieved from the tar-
get number of vendors.

5.1.3 Lengthy normalization

When vendors have free hands in editing the mate-
rial provided, the resulting variations can be exten-
sive. This is particularly true in case of poor quality
of the initial RFP material.

The suggested remedy is to keep responses in Excel
and having a predefined structure in the price an-
nex. This way normalization is very easy:

1. First step is to graph the responses (compliant,
partially compliant, not compliant) per docu-
ment. This gives a very quick first view of the
challenges; normally vendors with many non-
compliant responses also are non-compliant
on the most challenging topics.

2. Second step is to graph the cost profile. With a
standard format, this is also a very straightfor-
ward process.

3. Third step is to filter in the actual documents
to look at non-compliant answers. This can
give a quick overview of whether vendors are
compliant to the more important items.

Typically, a presentation with comparison and
comments can be produced in single day.

5.1.4 Challenging negotiation phase

When vendors edit in the documents, the baseline
for negotiation shifts and material from the differ-
ent vendors quickly diverges. This makes it very
challenging for the negotiation team on the

customer side to keep track of which issues are with
which vendor.

There are various techniques to deal with this, in-
cluding focusing on one vendor at a time or having
several negotiation teams. The former can work
well, also with the methodology suggested here,
whereas the latter leads to other significant chal-
lenges.

The suggested remedy is to stick with the Excel files
and keep edits with the customer. This way the
baseline is clearer, and the customer controls the
pace.

5.1.5 Extensive contract finalization

When contract documents have been edited jointly
in a negotiation phase, they typically need finaliza-
tion. When a vendor gets exclusive negotiations,
they tend to have questions to the text and suggest
“clarifications”, essentially challenging what has al-
ready been agreed, more or less explicitly.

The suggested remedy is again the use of the Excel
sheets for edits, including in particular that all
compliant paragraphs are unchanged. Also, it is
most efficient to keep edits with the customer.

5.1.6 Vendor delays

In spite of expressed eagerness from vendors, they
are often a major source of delay. It can be difficult
from the outside to ascertain the root causes, but

typical symptoms include:

1. Staff availability.

2. Extensive internal review processes.

3. Long turn-around time for document edits.

4. Complex edits requiring extensive consequen-

tial discussions.

Use of standard material in contracts or other-
wise that conflicts with submitted material in
the RFP.

Typically, the situation is worsened towards the
end of the process where the competitive pressure
is lower, the required effort is higher and the de-
mands in cost and contractual terms are more dif-
ficult.

o

Vendors are by nature out of control of the cus-
tomer team, but a couple of things can be done to
motivate priority:

1. Secure vendor understanding of process so
they can plan for relevant participation.

2. Do as you say you will do — including in partic-
ular sticking to the communicated plan. This
will give the process a credibility that permits
vendor's internal prioritization.

3. Select vendors at each down select gate that
reach a satisfactory result the fastest.
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In particular item 3 must be managed carefully. It
only works if one executes strictly. But it can be re-
markably effective in securing fast turnaround.

5.1.7 Organisational considerations

This section sets out certain internal organisational
considerations, both on the project organisation
and the surrounding line organisation.

5.1.7.1 Team and structure

The ideal team is a small, experienced one, focused
exclusively on the RFP process. The team should
have a reasonable mandate and ready access to the
proper level of management in order that fast deci-
sion making is possible. The core team should be
supplemented by an extended team that can partic-
ipate for reviews and discussions on ad hoc basis.

Frequent challenges include:

1. Crowd-sourcing of material, resulting in une-
ven quality and without ability to discuss in a
small core team.

2. Insistence of full review by senior architects
with inadequate time, causing a bottleneck.

3. Insufficient capacity in core team, e.g., through
lack of full allocation.

A related challenge is when the team is working in
silos, causing for example the legal terms in the
main agreement to be partly disconnected from the
scope descriptions.

More details on the team structure is set out in sec-
tion 5.3.

5.1.7.2 Priority
An efficient sourcing process requires focus from
the core team and from management. This pro-
vides fast turnaround on decisions and commit-
ment of resources.

The absence of focus will cause delays from impact
on items set out in this section 5.1, on decisions not
being made in a timely manner as well as the indi-
rect impact on the commitment from vendors.

5.1.7.3 Decision making

Through the sourcing process, there are decisions
to be taken. Long turnaround time will cause pro-
cess delays.

This section outlines a few typical decision-making
challenges.

Requirements. Agreeing on initial requirements
and on which requirements that can be waived dur-
ing the process is obviously necessary. If this re-
quires extensive consultation or decision material
for executives, such decisions can be delayed.

Terms. Similar to requirements, agreeing on the
terms floated as well as their importance in the pro-
cess is necessary.

Vendor down select. During the process, vendors
need to be down selected, which means that other
vendors are deselected. Not infrequently, different
stakeholders have different preferences. And such
preferences can be very firmly held beliefs, empha-
sized by out-of-process communication between
vendors.

There is no simple solution to this problem, but se-
curing mandate with the core team as well as access
to a steering structure with final mandate will go a
long way.

5.1.7.4 Narrow methodology

Most sourcing departments have a gate model or
similar process description on how the sourcing
part takes place. The methodology is normally fo-
cused on the sourcing bit only, with the assumption
that other material is produced somewhat inde-
pendently and can fit readily into the sourcing pro-
cess.

One typical challenge with such methods is that
they assume that the requirements can be fully de-
scribed. Under this assumption, it is possible to
"normalize" the solutions, which again makes it
possible to decouple the solution discussion from
the sourcing discussion. Unfortunately, this as-
sumption does not hold as requirements cannot be
fully described; this point is discussion in more de-
tail in section 4.2.

Another typical challenge is that these methods de-
fine a siloed approach, e.g., sourcing, legal, tech-
nology, security, functionality in different streams.
This organisation causes disconnect between the
different documents.

In practice, most discussions on contract and con-
tent are interlinked and using a joint methodology
and a small, cross-functional, focused team, in our
experience, gives better overall results.

5.1.8 Negative circle

Delays in a sourcing process creates a negative cir-
cle. When issuing initial invitation, standard text
almost invariably includes that the customer can
change the timeline at the discretion of the cus-
tomer.

While there is nothing wrong with this statement
in isolation, it often reflects that timelines are con-
sidered flexible and that deadlines are not really
taken seriously. When they in fact start to slip, the
vendors will react. They will typically keep the front
people close and active, but the architects, bid
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managers, legal staff and others outside the front
sales line will be reallocated to other work.

Deadlines not taken seriously also results in lack of
trust in the process on the customer side.

The process may slip once or twice without signifi-
cant consequence, but if it consistently is delayed,
or directions are changed, focus will suffer from all
participants.

5.2 Methodology

The methodology proposed has two main ele-
ments: the sourcing process including logistics and
the RFP material and logistics. These are described
in detail below.

5.2.1 Process

This section describes the process of the methodol-
ogy through a walkthrough of the individual steps.

The core process is a reasonably standard sourcing
funnel with some important adjustments set out
below. It can be illustrated as follows:

Process rules

NDA etc. Business requirements

Contract draft

Pricing template Customer:

“Desired result”

Feedback
Use cases

Last push/H2H

Presentation
Vendor-1
Vendor-2
Vendor-3
Vendor-4
Vendor-5

Dialogue ]

Vendor-1 Vendor-1
Vendor-2 Final contract
Vendor-3 ]

Response

Updates

Updates

Vendor

Response (mainly in “How”

Accept of Excel)
process rules

Figure 7: Procurement process

Many vendors enter the funnel, and one eventually
emerges as the selected and in that it is a com-
pletely standard procurement process. But it also
has important differences; it is designed to develop
the solution jointly with the vendor through the
sourcing process, addressing the specification trap.

In the illustration, the customer actions are at the
top and the vendor responses at the bottom. So, for
instance at the start, the customer publishes the
“process rules” and the vendors “accept rules” (as-
suming, of course, that they actually do accept the
rules).

At each ring of the funnel, the vendors can be eval-
uated and sorted. The process is flexible with re-
spect to the number of participants except for the
last phase where the number of vendors should be
down to two. Similarly, the process is flexible with
respect to number of down select steps.

5.2.2 Process rules

A preliminary step is to invite vendors including
setting out a set of process rules. The process rules
should explain how the process works, including:

1. Description of the process, timeline, contacts.
Rules governing the communication, e.g., who
it is permitted to speak with, process for ques-
tions.

3. Rules governing the negotiation process, in-
cluding specifically that answering “compliant”
to contract terms means that they will not be
subject to further discussion or editing.

4. Any response during the process shall become
part of the final agreement. This includes that
minutes and recording of use case presenta-
tions commit the vendors and become part of
the final agreement.

5. Adherence to the principle of partial specifica-
tion (see section 4.3) and the outcome-based
approach (see section 4.4). This is truly crucial
as it permits outsourcing, at least in part, of the
“fit for purpose” risk.

In our experience, communicating expectations
and process clearly to the vendor is received well by
vendors and facilitates a successful process. This is
the case even when they are not happy with the
content of the communication.

5.2.3 Business requirements

Part of the first real step is to develop and publish
the business requirements. The business require-
ments describe the business to be supported. The
actual content of the business requirements obvi-
ously depends heavily on the procurement task at
hand.

The balance on how much to actually write down is
one of the most challenging items in executing the
process.

For the reasons outlined under the discussion of
the specification trap above (section 4.2), we rec-
ommend not attempting to do a full-scale specifi-
cation.

On the other hand, one of course needs to define
the scope of the task. This can include architecture
scope, functional scope, product scope, infrastruc-
ture or similar.

Techniques to limit the requirements to descrip-
tions are set out in section 4 above.

5.2.4 Contracting basis

The first real step also includes contracting basis.
There are a couple of options for this.

Obviously, one can merely accept the vendor’s
standard contract and negotiate from there in the
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final step. That, generally, is commercially chal-
lenging.

To avoid this, two different approaches can be ap-
plied: writing and submitting a full contract for the
vendors to consider or requesting adherence to key
demands listed in a term sheet.

Writing and submitting a full contract is the most
thorough approach and secures that all pertinent
aspects are covered before final down-selection.
The approach assumes a high-quality contract be-
ing submitted — otherwise the contracting team
will be quality assuring in parallel with multiple
vendors, an almost impossible task. For smaller
procurement tasks, the effort involved from both
vendor and customer side may also be prohibitive.

A lighter approach is to submit a term sheet that
covers the items that are normally contended in
software contracts and ask for compliance. This
will then be incorporated in the contractual mate-
rial. Before submitting the term sheet, the vendor
should also be asked to provide the standard con-
tract so additional terms may be added. The ad-
vantage of the process is that it requires fewer re-
sources (unless an existing template can be used)
and that for smaller sourcing tasks, the vendors are
less likely to feel that the effort is disproportionate
to the potential order. The key disadvantage is that
it leaves many negotiations until the final contract-
ing, where the commercial leverage is non-existent.

Jointly with the contracting input, the vendors are
given feedback on their response, both the content
and the price. The vendors then respond to the con-
tracting basis and reverts with updated pricing as
well as updates to the response to the business re-
quirements, if applicable.

5.2.4.1 Use cases

The second step is issuance of use cases the vendors
must support. The purpose is to ensure a struc-
tured walkthrough of key functionality and capabil-
ities that may be documented as a contractual com-
mitment.

Any reasonable functional description technique
may be applied — use cases is one option that has
the advantage of being fairly easy and efficient to
apply. For operational sourcing, job stories can be
an alternative.

The description does not need to cover all require-
ments, but should as a minimum cover the core
scope of the procurement task. The vendors shall
respond with compliance to the use cases, prefera-
bly including a description of how the use cases are
supported, and potentially submit updated pricing.
Also, the use cases form the basis for the architect’s
competition or proof of concept.

5.2.4.2 Proof of concept

Before entering the third step, the number of ven-
dors should be low, preferably down to two. There
are two main reasons for this. Firstly, it is quite a
bit of effort for the sourcing team to go through a
proof of concept. Secondly, the vendors will need to
put significant effort in a proof of concept, and per-
ception that their chances are good will improve
the quality.

In this step, the vendors demonstrate how their so-
lution will support the business requirements and
the use cases. This should be done through a work-
shop where the relevant use cases structure the
walkthrough and the compliance is recorded, elec-
tronically as well as in minutes.

For further discussion on this principle, see section
4.6.

5.2.5 Contracting

Finally, a vendor is selected, and the concluding ed-
its can take place. Ideally, all terms have been
agreed in the Excel edits, and the final editing is
merely a question of transferring the agreed
changes from Excel to the original word files.

This is particularly important to keep time, since fi-
nal negotiations can last for months once a vendor
has monopoly of negotiation.

5.3 Project organisation and timeline

If you have come this far in the text, it is probably
not a surprise that we recommend a small team for
executing the RFP process. In a planning tool it
may indicate that the process is prolonged, but pro-
vided the right individuals are chosen, our experi-
ence is that the reality is different. Mainly because
the planning tool underestimate the required co-
ordination in a larger team.

Following that, the team structure becomes very
simple as illustrated below:

SteerCo

Include management level
stakeholders on business and
delivery side.

Project team

SMEs Project management
Sourcing lead
Broad SME base for selected in- Business architects
depth review. Technical architects
Legal (review)
Security (review)

Figure 8: Team structure

A few key points on the team structure:
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1. Strong management support — depending on
the magnitude of the RFP. In scenarios where
core systems are replaced, this is essential.

2. Small project team with qualified individuals,
ideally less than 10 in the core team. This re-
quires that the individuals to some extent are
cross-skilled.

3. SMEs (subject matter experts) accessible for
specific input and review at selected points in
the process.

If required in the specific session, a reference group
or other means of communicating with a wider au-
dience.

The typical project plan looks as illustrated below.
Grey indicates vendor activities, blue customer ac-
tivities.

Response Present
Negotiation | Negotiation Negotiation
Present UC

Conditional Y Conditional Conditional Finalize
invite invite invite contract

RFP material Use cases (UC)

A A A A A A

Invite Share material Responses 3-4 vendors 2 vendors Final
selection

Signature
Figure 9: Typical project plan

The steps follow the funnel set out in Figure 7: Pro-
curement process and contains the following steps.

1. Develop main material where business re-
quirements and contract material are made
ready.

2. Vendors respond to material. This normally
also includes a few Q&A sessions.

3. Use cases are developed for subsequent
presentation in the architects’ competition.

4. Vendors present their proposed solution.

5. Two step vendor selections with conditional in-
vites. The number of steps can of course be var-
ied, depending on the specific situation.

6. Use case presentation by the vendors.

7. Final selection and contracting.

A note on the conditional invite, which is a tool that
in practice has proven remarkably efficient. Ven-
dors are given the opportunity to move to next
phase if the accept certain changes to their re-
sponses. This tends to move positions quite a bit.
We find that the better approach is to word it posi-
tively, so that it is not an absolute condition.

Before starting the process, vendors must be iden-
tified and the team mobilized. This also includes
the invitation and sharing of the process rules.

5.4 A note on contingency

Part of embracing the specification trap is the
recognition that the requirements will not be com-
plete. And irrespective of how much risk is pushed
to the vendor, in practice there will be risk left with
the customer, causing discussion points and some
of them will cost money. Similarly, delays may have
a cost.

For this reason, it is important that the project has
a contingency to deal with such surprises. The con-
tingency should not be within the project, as it will
then certainly be used, but with the steering group.

This is typically challenging to get allocated and se-
cure that the allocation does not disappear in next
budget round. Irrespective of whether it is allo-
cated or not, it will almost certainly be necessary at
some point.

Not infrequently, we meet the viewpoint that we
need contingency because we do not know what we
are doing. This position reflects a fundamental lack
of understanding of processes as the one described
here. Our counter is that we recommend a contin-
gency precisely because we know what we are do-
ing.

5.5 Summary

The list of actions required to expedite the sourcing
process above is fairly small and most of the items,
we think, are common sense and also generally rec-
ognized as important. A few of the techniques in
the use of Excel files for expediting the edits and
avoiding a full redo of the contractual basis are less
usual, but still fairly straightforward.

The principle of partial specification and the corre-
sponding reflection within the contract text secures
that requirements can be written with reasonable
effort while still securing good fulfilment of target
functionality. This is also an understanding that is
becoming more common.

In spite of each individual technique not being
unique, consistent use of the full approach outlined
above has the ability to cut the execution time of
sourcing processes into half or even less of industry
standard while still securing good quality outcome.

6 Adaptation for smaller scope

As noted, the process set out in the main body of
this document assumes scope of a certain magni-
tude. For smaller scope, it is in our view still valua-
ble to keep the principles in mind.

To illustrate this, a process to find a system for a
smaller scope could be as follows.
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Element Full process Small process

RFP material | Develop require- | Develop term
ments and contract | sheet and key re-

quirements

Fit for pur- |Industry analysts | Direct interaction
pose and vendor self-as- | with references

sessment
Response Vendors respond | Own evaluation
Negotiation | Multiple condi- Key terms discus-
and selection |tional invites sion
Use case Vendors prepare Own prototype

presentation |and present

Contracting | Edit from customer | Minor updates to
contract vendor contract

Figure 10: Adaptation for smaller scope

The process illustrated in Figure 10: Adaptation
for smaller scope is adaptation in the extreme to
illustrate that some of the core principles can still
be upheld for very small sourcing tasks. There are
obviously also positions in between the full process
and the very minimal process set out in the right-
hand column of Figure 10: Adaptation for smaller
scope.

The individual steps are discussed in a bit more de-
tail below.

6.1 Term sheet and key requirements

Even if the vendor does not wish to participate in
the process due to the limited scope, it is still
worthwhile to start by writing down what the pro-
ject aims to achieve and under which conditions it
is preferred to contract.

This can be done through articulating the follow-
ing:

1. Overall business objective.

2. Business processes covered with brief descrip-
tion, preferably also including a use case for-
mat.

3. Critical technical considerations, e.g., resili-
ence, performance.

4. Critical security considerations, e.g., national
autonomy, service locations, staff security
clearance, GDPR and NIS2 compliance etc.

5. Critical terms, e.g., governing law, price pre-
dictability.

6. Other non-functional requirements.

For the critical terms, further inspiration can be

found in the white paper on SaaS contracting on
the RA Advisory home page.

The requirements can be used for an initial review
with vendors, other customers or similar sources.

6.2 Interaction with references

Interaction with references can give an indication
of whether the contemplated systems are fit for
purpose or if they will require extensive adaptation.

The requirements can be used for some structure
in the discussions through defining an agenda and
securing that the most important scenarios are cov-
ered.

6.3 Own evaluation

If no external vendors are willing to respond to the
requirements, internal evaluation is the only alter-
native.

The requirements developed initially can be used
to structure the evaluation.

For the business requirements it can be challenging
to get an understanding of the fulfilment since it re-
quires insight in the potential solutions that are not
readily available. In this case, it must be best guess
based on information available.

For other requirements like compliance, it must be
assumed that the terms available handle these or
the vendors are willing to clarify. If not, this is also
left to internal evaluation. Here, absence of infor-
mation would normally equal non-fulfilment since
these items typically require specific effort on the
part of the vendor.

6.4 Own prototype

In case significant uncertainty of fulfilment of func-
tional requirements, an internal prototype can be
developed for the functional requirements. In
many cases, some external expertise is required.

As the prototypes in the adaptation to smaller
scope do not serve to further competition between
vendors, they can be prioritized and in case the first
priority is adequate, the second is not required.

The prototype should be structured through the
use cases in order that confidence of fulfilment can
be obtained.

6.5 Minor updates to vendor contract

Depending on the size of scope and the type of ven-
dors engaged, some updates to standard terms may
be achievable.

6.6 Summary

In the example set out in section 6.1-6.5, the as-
sumption was that the scope was so limited that
virtually no commercial leverage was present ex-
cept for potentially a few minor updates to
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standard terms. Nonetheless, articulating key
terms up front still permits an evaluation of what is
acceptable.

As the example illustrates, it is still possible for a
small scope to gradually close in on a scope and un-
derstand its fulfilment prior to going into imple-
mentation. While the options of getting conces-
sions from vendors can be limited or non-existent,
it still provides a structured approach to find a good
solution.

7 System integrators

With the term “system integrators” we refer to
companies that take implementation responsibility
without providing the software or equipment un-
derlying the solution.

Within the method set out here, there are two po-
tential roles for system integrators:

1. They can participate on equal terms with solu-
tion vendors.

2. They can be hired to manage, or help manage,
the project.

These are two distinct discussions, and they are
discussed separately below.

The two discussions are sometimes confused since
engaging with a system integrator instead of a so-
lution vendor (item 1) will make the point of adding
a system integrator later (item 2) irrelevant.

7.1 System integrators as alternative
to solution vendors

When issuing an RFP for a solution, it is a frequent
discussion if the RFP invite should be extended to
system integrators.

The key advantages of including system integrators
are:

1. The challenge of managing the overall program
is dealt with by the system integrator, so the is-
sue discussed in section 7.2 goes away.

2. In case the project at hand requires combina-
tion of two or more turnkey deliveries, the ar-
chitecture, integration design etc. will natu-
rally be part of the system integrator responsi-
bility.

When discussing disadvantages, an important as-

sumption is that the method here sets out to utilize

standard systems, including employing the princi-
ples set out in section 4. With that background, the
key disadvantages are:

1. Even when a system integrator handles the
process, there will be software or hardware

components underlying the solution. Decision

needs to be made if the purchasing party is the

system integrator or the customer.

a) If the purchasing party is the system inte-
grator, the negotiation can be complicated
by several items, e.g., (i) system integrators
taking mark-up; (ii) system integrators be-
ing less concerned over long-term predict-
ability; (iii) system integrators having a
strong preference for systems that can be
implemented with their internal staff; and
(iv) does it imply a lock-in to having the
system integrators maintain the solution?

b) Ifthe purchasing party is the customer, the
system integrator does not take full re-
sponsibility (since they do not decide the
terms).

2. The contracts with the system integrator need
to reflect the totality of the solution, even if
they themselves only account for parts of it.

3. System integrators by nature live from billing
hours, most of them in a pyramid structure
where senior staff competence is leveraged on
junior staff. And the financial model for most
assumes a fairly high degree of leverage. For
many projects with standard components, the
need is the opposite: senior staff managing
vendors.

4. In case the system integrator has a very strong
practice in implementing the solution under
consideration, the staffing issue is less prob-
lematic, but it is still an underlying conflict that
the system integrator is not motivated to keep
to standard.

An alternative approach is for the system integra-
tor to essentially take over an entire technical
transformation with only a high-level outcome as
contracted targets, e.g., process efficiency and cost
levels. This is not a very usual model and the few
times we have seen it attempted it has failed. The
failure has, in those cases, been caused by the cus-
tomer not at the end being willing to relinquish the
control and the vendor not at the end being willing
to take the risk.

7.2 System integrators as addition to
solution vendors

As the management of larger implementation pro-
jects is not the typical skill of an organisation doing
incremental improvements, it is an obvious consid-
eration to add system integrator staff in the project.

Basically, this is a good idea since it addresses a po-
tentially important competence and capacity issue
in the implementation. There are, however, a few
caveats:
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1. It is natural to employ the system integrators
early in order that they can help structuring the
process, assisting with experience architects
and preparing for execution. This has two po-
tential issues:

a) The system integrators are not unbiased:
they will tend to favour systems that fit
their competences in order that they can
have a larger team in the implementation
phase.

b) The system integrators typically have lim-
ited commercial understanding as a buyer,
hence need to be managed by other staff
from that perspective.

2. The typical system integrator expects signifi-
cant leverage of their senior staff. If the project
does not promise such leverage, they will staff
it with junior people, lobby hard for adding a
large team or refuse to take the work. None of
these scenarios are beneficial.

With this, the conclusion is that provided you can
find a competent system integrator who do not
have a requirement to add a large junior team at
some point, this is a good idea. If not, it can still be
a necessity but then it needs to be managed care-
fully.

8 Summary

This section summarizes:

1. The key challenges the method sets out to ad-
dress.

2. How the method attempts to do that.

3. How we have structured our approach to ad-
dressing the challenges.

8.1 Challenge

The challenge we set out to address with this
method is to:

1. Execute RFPs significantly faster than the in-
dustry standard timelines.

2. Secure that the RFP enables adequate protec-
tion on the customer side.

3. Avoid attempts at detailed specifications while
still securing a high confidence in fit for pur-
pose.

8.2 Method

The method applied to address the challenge in-
clude the following key characteristics:

1. Uphold the formality of the RFP but accelerate
the process through standardization and auto-
mation.

2. Embrace the specification trap challenge and
address it through the principle of partial spec-
ification, the outcome-based approach and the
architects’ competition.

8.3 What we have done

The method set out in this document has been de-
veloped gradually over a period of more than 10
years. It started out with some principles and ele-
ments of the methodology and has gradually devel-
oped into this white paper and an accompanying
set of tools. The tools include:

1. Adraft contract embedding the principles.
Templates for requirements and for some
types of scope, a table of content.

3. Tools for automating the generation of re-
sponse files and normalization, fitting the for-
mat of the draft contract.

When engaging in sourcing projects, we try to uti-
lize the principles. This can be in full, leveraging
the toolset or partially by injecting the principles in
the contracts used.

Irrespective of how much the methods are fol-
lowed, there are always learnings from the projects.
We take the learnings from the various processes
back to the draft contract.

9 Contact

The authors of this document are working at RA
Advisory, a niche consulting firm focusing on pro-
curement and implementation of IT and network
equipment.

We can be contacted via: info@ra-advisory.dk or
on +45 5070 0070. This and other white papers
are available free on www.ra-advisory.dk.

This document may be freely distributed provided
its source is referenced.
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