A Comparison Checklist:

::...-Ez_l_'l_'ﬂ. L

Multiple Contractors vs .

Single Automation Partner

lUse this checklist to compare the two delivery models and determine
which approach best supports your facility's reliability, efficiency,
compliance and long-term objectives.

BB

Site / Facility:

—h
Date:

EVALUATION FACTOR

8 Completed By:

E‘S‘) Role / Position:

MULTIPLE CONTRACTORS
(Multiple Suppliers / Specialists)

9

for your site.

SINGLE AUTOMATION PARTNER
(One Provider for End-to-End Delivery)

BETTER OPTION
(Tick One)

1. ACCOUNTABILITY + HEEIj'.‘JDHEIbIIIt'_I,I' ca.n be uriclaar . + One point of a?cauntablllty Multiple
O:‘] + Reliant on coordination between parties « Clear ownership of outcomes d
(7)) Whois responsible + Higher risk of finger-pointing = Facter iscue reselution Single
when issues occur? "
Meither
Motes: Motes:
3 COMMUNICATION = Multiple points of contact = Single point of contact Multiple
! + Information can be lost or delayed +  Claar, consistent communication
Hew easily do . - - A Single
+ Increased admin and meetings + Reduced admin and coordination
stakeholders -
eommunicate? Motes: Nates: ARnar
3. SYSTEM INTEGRATION + Risk of incompatibility between suppliers + Designed and built to work together Multiple
Iﬂ\?‘b + Integration challenges = Optimised integration ,
How well do systems « May require additional interfaces « Fewer compatibility issues Single
work together? '
Meither
Motes: Motes:
4. PROJECT DELIVERY + Higher risk of delays = Streamlined project management Multiple
) L + Dependencies between contractors « Fewer dependencies
How predictable is : - T A" Single
- e « Change management is complex = More predictable timelines
delivery and timeline?
Meither
Motes: Motes:
5. COSTCONTROL +  Multiple quotes and invoices = (One contract and pricing structure Multiple
| . i : t Cl and deli bl
% How easy isitto 3‘:‘3_'9: Eﬁl:':;a"' Increase costs * - ZaT sd:;pe. r1. & wsra tes Single
manage costs? = Wariation orders are more common « Reduced variations and extras
Meither
Notes: Notes: '
6. SYSTEM RELIABILITY +  Varies between suppliers = (Consistent quality and standards Multiple
p + Inconsistent quality standard Tested as a complete solutio
@ How reliable and Hn.ch - - knchu rlf‘;' " ar. 7 : Hi hE b |:|] b'li ah Single
CORmIstEi + Higher ris performance issues + Higher system reliability
the outcome? Notes: Meties: Ipeschar
7. MAINTEMANCE + Multiple support contacts = Single support team Multiple
ég & SUPPORT + Differant response times « Faster response and resolution )
How straightforward + More complex fault resolution = Better long-term support Single
. . - Meither
B O PO Meotes: MNotes:
8. COMPLIANCE + Documentation can be inconsistent « Consistent documentation Multiple
| — | & DOCUMENTATIOMN + Harder to track changes + Clear handover and records
= ok easy is itto maintain ~ * Increased compliance risk » Easier audit and compliance Single
ompliance? Meither
pralos b Motes: Motes:
/f g, LONG-TERM VALUE + Higher total cost of ownership + Lower total cost of ownership Multiple
um][l Which option delivers . r\-ilnr.e rework and .rn-eFFlcle nlj:IE'.S . + Continuous improvement Single
+ Limited opportunity for optimisation + Scalable for future needs
better long-term value? s
either

Notes:

MNotes:

The approach with the higher score is likely to deliver greater value,
lower risk and better long-term outcomes for your facility.

SCORING GUIDE TOTAL SCORE

Award points based on which eption
best meets your needs.

Add up your points for each option,

MULTIPLE RECOMMENDED APPROACH
3POINTS  Bestfit Based on your assessment, the recommended approach is:
2 POINTS  Acceptable fit CONTRACTORS f‘27 ——

| | MULTIPLE CONTRACTORS

TPOINT  Poor fit [] SINGLE AUTOMATION PARTNER
O POINTS Mot relevant SINGLE [] MEITHER / OTHER (please specify):

AUTOMATION ,
Total possible score per option: 27 points PARTMER 1"2? Rationale / Next Steps: B T X

@ IMPORTANT: Consider both the immediate requirements and the long-term impact on reliability, safety, compliance and total cost of ownership.



