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Tender acceptance recommendation (multiple tenders)

Background

	Project name:
	Ettamalonga Health Services
New Mental Health Facility 

	RFT/Contract number:
	0601462

	Description of services:
	Architect & Subconsultant Services 

	Client agency:
	Department of Services

	Work category:
	203 (Architecture – Health)

	Estimate:
	$180,000 (GST inclusive) at 29 June 2006

	Estimate of reimbursable expenses:
	$9,520 (GST inclusive)

	Funds:
	$225,000 (including 10% contingency) are available

	Time for completion:
	21 months

	Tender method:
	Selective

	Date of Tenderer Selection Committee meeting:
	3rd July 2006

	Two-envelope system applicable:
	Yes

	Tender closing date:
	8th August 2006

	Tender closing office:
	Health Services, Dubbo

	Contact person:
	Bon Aluska
Telephone: (02) 8764 5321

	Managing office:
	Provident Project Managers


Details of work

Health Services propose a new Mental Health Facility at Ettamalonga with a construction budget of $2,750,000 (excluding GST) including:

· new secure dormitory and facilities;

· alterations and additions to Beldham House;

· relocation of Admissions to the new facilities;

· additional car parking facilities;

· extended enclosed landscaped gardens.

Services for this engagement include: 

· liaison with all project stakeholders to finalise user requirements and assist in feasibility budget review; development of concept designs; completion of Development Application for submission to the Local Government Authority; design , design documentation, and preparation of tender documents;

· advice during evaluation of construction tenders;

· provision of information and recommendations during construction, relating to requests for information and design clarification.

A provisional sum of $20,000 is included in the estimated fee to cover investigation and documentation for underpinning of Beldham House if found to be needed during alterations and additions.

Specialist services for which subconsultants may be required include design of the underpinning, and advanced security features.

In a letter dated 27th July, 2006 the Ettamalonga Historical Society notified the discovery of historical records which show a coach-staging cellar on the site. The Society requested heritage preservation. A backhoe was engaged and proved its existence. On 7th August 2006 the Regional Procurement Officer approved a provisional sum of $15,000 for design and documentation of heritage restoration, but this timing was too late to issue an addendum and defer closing of tenders. The estimated fee was revised in the amount of $195,000 accordingly.

Pre-evaluation actions

A tenderer panel of three prequalified consultants and a local consultant
 was selected by the Tenderer Selection Committee (Department of Services, Technology & Administration).

A reserve tenderer, Beta Services, was included when one of the tenderer panel declined to agree to tender.  The following consultants agreed to submit a tender:

· Alpha & Associates

· Beta Services

· Delta and Partners

· Omega Consultants

A mandatory pre-tender meeting held on 10th July 06 was attended by the four consultants.

The following tenders were received at the nominated time, date and place for closing:

	Tenderer
	ABN
	Tendered fee

	Beta Services
	53004085616
	$181,655

	Delta and Partners 
	35123456789
	$191,080

	Alpha & Associates
	53987654321
	$212,700


Omega Consultants withdrew prior to closing of tenders citing recent award of another major project and lack of resources as the reason.

The tender evaluation plan (Attachment 1) was followed. 

Two-envelope system

Envelope 2 remained under tender box security until assessment of the non-price criteria was completed and the evaluation team’s signed report was forwarded to the Regional Procurement Officer.

Cull of late and non-conforming tenders

All three tenders were complying, and acknowledged receipt of the two addenda.

Evaluation of non-price criteria

The tendered documents were evaluated on their merits for non-price criteria. The scores are recorded at Attachment 2 (one sheet for each tenderer).

Evaluation of price criteria

Assessment of qualifications and departures

On initial review of tendered prices, Beta Services had the lowest tendered fee of $181,655. However, this tendered fee did not include the provisional sum of $20,000 for underpinning. 

The tender from Alpha & Associates stated that it did not include for landscape design, which is part of the specified services. The value was assessed at $10,150 after consultation with the Landscapers Association.

Beta Services did not identify allowance for Local Aboriginal Land Council costs for Aboriginal involvement as requested at the mandatory pre-tender meeting and confirmed in Addendum No 2. The assessed value of these costs is $5,000. 

Delta and Partners offered services for the car park design which do not comply with the specified requirements. The cost to comply was assessed at $2,500.

Assessed fees allowing for these qualifications and departures are shown at Attachment 3 (one sheet for each tenderer).

Application of preferences

Tenderers with a quality management system certified as meeting the requirements of AS/NZS ISO 9001: 2000 receive a 10% price preference over those without a quality management system so certified.  Delta & Partners are not so certified.

Fees for tender evaluation

The fees for tender evaluation were calculated allowing for the assessed values of qualifications and departures and the application of preferences. See Attachment 4.

Selection of preferred tenderer

Normalised total non-price scores and weighted price scores were totalled, as shown at Attachment 4.

Alpha & Associates scored highest, but all tenderers were found to be “equal” highest scoring (being within four points). Beta Services had the lowest fee for tender evaluation and so became the preferred tenderer.

However, because enquiries of referees revealed problems with Beta Services in recent work, recent performance was checked with the Department of Services, Technology & Administration (the Department) who advised that this tenderer was on the Review List. After subsequent consultation with the Department, it was decided the tender from Beta Services should be passed over.

The tender with the next lowest fee for tender evaluation was from Delta and Partners who then became the preferred tenderer.

Commentary on preferred tenderer

· Delta and Partners were then approached. They offered to withdraw the qualification for car park design and comply with the specification for an additional amount of $2,500; 

· They agreed to the provisional sum of $15,000 for design and documentation of heritage restoration;  

· Their letter dated 17th August 2006 (Attachment 5) confirms agreement and increase of their tendered fee by $17,500 to the adjusted amount of $208,830.  This amount is within 10% of the revised estimated fee of $195,000 and is considered reasonable;

· Schedule of Prices amounts (Attachment 6) for early payment items may be loaded for early cashflow, but conform reasonably with market prices; 

· Hourly rates for variations (Attachment 7) are reasonable and conform with market prices. A sensitivity analysis showed no change in relativity of tender scoring, even if the estimated quantities were increased fivefold;

· Requirements of the Tender Document have been satisfied;

· Qualifications and departures have been resolved, and the adjusted tender complies with the Tender Document; 

· Delta and Partners have the resources and ability to successfully complete the engagement;

· Referees report that Delta and Partners recently delivered similar services satisfactorily. They have a very good record in the key requirement of local consultation.

Supporting documents

Documents supporting the evaluation report and recommendation are:

	Attachment 1
	Tender Evaluation Plan 

	Attachment 2
	Non-price criteria scores 

	Attachment 3
	Assessed fees

	Attachment 4
	Scores calculations 

	Attachment 5
	Delta and Partners letter of 17th August 2006

	Attachment 6
	Schedule of Prices 

	Attachment 7
	Hourly rates for variations 


Recommendation

It is recommended that:

1. the tender from Beta Services be passed over, and 

2. the tender from Delta and Partners in the adjusted lump sum amount of $208,830 (including GST) plus reimbursable expenses be accepted.

John Voller

John Voller

Health Services Area Director

21 August 2006

Charelle Pastu

Director Supplier Systems

Department of Services

Attachment 1: Tender Evaluation Plan

For the purposes of this worked example, the document which would otherwise be included may be found at Tender Evaluation Plan – worked example. 

Attachment 2 (1 of 3): Non-price criteria scores

	Tenderer’s name:
	Alpha & Associates

	Project name:
	Ettamalonga Health Services
New Mental Health Facility 

	RFT/Contract number 
	0601462

	Description of services:
	Architect & Subconsultant Services 


	Assessment criteria and elements
	Score

(out of 100)
	Comment

	Understanding of the engagement
	85
	

	· Identification of key issues
	90
	Addresses all of the key issues

	· Management of key issues
	80
	Gives good explanations in demonstrating how key issues would be managed

	Personnel
	75
	

	· Experience and qualifications of key personnel to perform services
	80
	Personnel in architecture, civil engineering, security and design of Government institutions but with limited demonstrated experience

	· Division of responsibility and authority of the key personnel
	70
	Division of responsibility appears sufficient but lacking in authority

	Recent experience in similar engagements
	80
	Has a good record of engagements for similar facilities at Woop Woop and Alluwindi

	Method statement
	70
	

	· Programming and resources for the services
	60
	The program supplied is basic but shows completion within the required time showing four of the key activities with suitable personnel

	· Means to achieve sustainable development objectives
	60
	Sufficient understanding of the principles, but no examples

	· Demonstrated ability to research and incorporate innovative solutions
	80
	Shows a good understanding of principles of research, with innovative solutions in dormitory security

	· Knowledge of and experience with the standards and guidelines
	60
	Not fully convincing with the extent of knowledge of the standards and guidelines

	· Procedures for inspection of work in progress for compliance with design intent and quality
	50
	Does not fully address inspection against design quality and intent 

	· The CADD system to be used.
	80
	Good CADD system offered with two examples of recent use

	Methodology for managing subconsultants
	80
	Has a good record of managing subconsultants but does not explain well how it will be done.


Team signatures: J Voller, Keith Dyke, Bon Aluska, G. Bedford

Date: 9th August 2006

Attachment 2 (2 of 3): Non-price criteria scores

	Tenderer’s name:
	Beta Services

	Project name:
	Ettamalonga Health Services
New Mental Health Facility 

	RFT/Contract number 
	0601462

	Description of services:
	Architect & Subconsultant Services 


	Assessment criteria and elements
	Score

(out of 100)
	Comment

	Understanding of the engagement
	65
	

	· Identification of key issues
	70
	Has addressed three of the key issues

	· Management of key issues
	60
	Shows a limited understanding of how key issues would be managed

	Personnel
	60
	

	· Experience and qualifications of key personnel to perform services
	60
	Lists personnel for architectural, civil engineering, and security with limited demonstrated experience

	· Division of responsibility and authority of the key personnel
	60
	Varied division of responsibility with suitable authority

	Recent experience in similar engagements
	65
	Has a good record for a similar facility at Bullamukanka but a poor record for the more recent Bandiwollup

	Method statement
	60
	

	· Programming and resources for the services
	60
	The program supplied is basic, showing completion within the required time, showing many key activities but no allocation of personnel

	· Means to achieve sustainable development objectives
	40
	Fails to show an understanding of sustainable development objectives

	· Demonstrated ability to research and incorporate innovative solutions
	50
	Does not show a good understanding of principles of research. No examples of innovative solutions offered

	· Knowledge of and experience with the standards and guidelines
	60
	Not fully convincing on the extent of knowledge of standards and guidelines

	· Procedures for inspection of work in progress for compliance with design intent and quality
	70
	Has a reasonable approach to inspection against design quality and intent 

	· The CADD system to be used.
	70
	Appears to have a CADD system compatible with that specified, but  examples of recent use are very basic

	Methodology for managing subconsultants
	75
	Good coverage of procedures but a varied record of managing subconsultants 


Team signatures: J Voller, Keith Dyke, Bon Aluska, G. Bedford

Date: 9th August 2006

Attachment 2 (3 of 3): Non-price criteria scores

	Tenderer’s name:
	Delta and Partners

	Project name:
	Ettamalonga Health Services
New Mental Health Facility 

	RFT/Contract number 
	0601462

	Description of services:
	Architect & Subconsultant Services 


	Assessment criteria and elements
	Score

(out of 100)
	Comment

	Understanding of the engagement
	75
	

	· Identification of key issues
	80
	Addresses four key issues 

	· Management of key issues
	70
	Has demonstrated how some key issues would be managed with a good account of local community consultation

	Personnel
	70
	

	· Experience and qualifications of key personnel to perform services
	70
	Lists personnel for architectural, civil engineering, and mech/elec  with demonstrated experience

	· Division of responsibility and authority of the key personnel
	70
	Division of responsibility not always clear but specific in authority

	Recent experience in similar engagements
	70
	Has a good record of engagements for a similar facility at Monga Munga and a primary school at Ettamalonga

	Method statement
	75
	

	· Programming and resources for the services
	80
	The program supplied is competent and shows completion within the required time showing many key activities with suitable personnel

	· Means to achieve sustainable development objectives
	80
	Shows understanding of the principles, with two recent examples

	· Demonstrated ability to research and incorporate innovative solutions
	70
	Shows a good understanding of principles of research, with innovative solutions in car park security

	· Knowledge of and experience with the standards and guidelines
	80
	Shows good of knowledge of the standards and guidelines with examples of use highlighted in samples of work

	· Procedures for inspection of work in progress for compliance with design intent and quality
	75
	Does not have a formally approved quality management system but shows principles of inspection against design quality and intent 

	· The CADD system to be used.
	80
	The CADD system as specified is supported by limited examples of recent use similar to that required 

	Methodology for managing subconsultants
	65
	Good working relationships developed with subconsultants on the primary school at Ettamalonga


Team signatures: J Voller, Keith Dyke, Bon Aluska, G. Bedford

Date: 9th August 2006

Attachment 3 (1 of 3): Assessed fees

	Tenderer’s name:
	Alpha & Associates

	Project name:
	Ettamalonga Health Services
New Mental Health Facility 

	RFT/Contract number 
	0601462

	Description of services:
	Architect & Subconsultant Services 


	No.
	Qualifications & departures
	Assessed value ($)
	Comment
	Action
	Tenderer's action
	Adjustment to tendered fee ($)

	1
	Tendered fee does not include for specified landscape design
	10,150 
	Assessed value based on advice from the Landscapers Association
	Not
preferred tenderer
	Not
preferred tenderer
	Not
preferred tenderer

	2
	New provisional sum for cellar
	15,000 
	Not specified in the Tender Document
	Not
preferred tenderer
	Not
preferred tenderer
	Not
preferred tenderer

	
	Total
	25,150 
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Tendered fee
	212,700 
	
	
	
	

	
	Assessed fee
	237,850 
	
	
	
	


Attachment 3 (2 of 3): Assessed fees

	Tenderer’s name:
	Alpha & Associates

	Project name:
	Ettamalonga Health Services
New Mental Health Facility 

	RFT/Contract number 
	0601462

	Description of services:
	Architect & Subconsultant Services 


	No.
	Qualifications & departures
	Assessed value ($)
	Comment
	Action
	Tenderer's action
	Adjustment to tendered fee ($)

	1
	Provisional sum for underpinning not included in tendered fee
	20,000
	Pre-tender estimate
	Not
preferred tenderer
	Not
preferred tenderer
	Not
preferred tenderer

	2
	Cost of Aboriginal involvement not identified in tender
	5,000
	Aboriginal involvement is Government policy. Tenderers were requested at the mandatory pre-tender meeting to separately identify the amount allowed
	Not
preferred tenderer
	Not
preferred tenderer
	Not
preferred tenderer

	3
	New provisional sum for cellar
	15,000
	Not specified in the Tender Document
	Not
preferred tenderer
	Not
preferred tenderer
	Not
preferred tenderer

	
	Total
	40,000
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Tendered fee
	181,655
	
	
	
	

	
	Assessed fee
	221,655
	
	
	
	


Attachment 3 (3 of 3): Assessed fees

	Tenderer’s name:
	Delta and Partners (preferred tenderer)

	Project name:
	Ettamalonga Health Services
New Mental Health Facility 

	RFT/Contract number 
	0601462

	Description of services:
	Architect & Subconsultant Services 


	No.
	Qualifications & departures
	Assessed value ($)
	Comment
	Action
	Tenderer's action
	Adjustment to tendered fee ($)

	1
	Design carpark with gravel surface instead of sealed surface
	2,500
	Estimated amount
	Tenderer was advised that specified sealed surface is required
	Agreed to comply at additional cost of $2,750
	2,750

	2
	New provisional sum for cellar
	15,000
	Not specified in Tender Document
	Tenderer was requested to include the new provisional sum in an adjusted tendered fee
	Agreed to include the provisional sum of $15,000 in an adjusted tendered fee
	15,000

	
	Total
	17,500
	
	
	
	17,500

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Tendered fee
	191,080
	
	Tendered fee
	191,080

	
	Assessed fee
	208,580
	
	Adjusted amount
	208,8380


Attachment 4: Score calculations
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Non-price and price total


Attachment 5

17th August 2006

Delta and Partners
1 Binalondis Street
Ettamalonga NSW 2999

Bon Aluska
Contact person
Provident Project Managers
Level 4
1001a Castlereagh St
SYDNEY NSW 2000


Ettamalonga Health Services, New Mental Health Facility

Tender for RFT Number 0601462


Dear Bon Aluska,

I confirm agreement to design the carpark with sealed surface for the additional fee of $2,750.

I agree to inclusion of the provisional sum of $15,000 to design and document heritage restoration of the cellar. 

My adjusted fee of $208,830 is confirmed.

Yours sincerely

Vic Delta

Victor Delta
Delta and Partners

Attachment 6: Schedule of Prices

	Project name:
	Ettamalonga Health Services
New Mental Health Facility 

	RFT/Contract number 
	0601462

	Description of services:
	Architect & Subconsultant Services 


	
	
	Alpha and Associates
	Beta Services
	Delta and Partners

	Role
	Estimated Amount $
	Amount $
	Amount $
	Amount $

	Master planning
	20000
	26000
	18500
	27000

	Schematic design
	35000
	44000
	43055
	43500

	Design development
	50000
	57200
	52000
	51180

	Documentation
	45000
	49500
	50100
	40400

	Construction support
	10000
	16000
	18000
	9000

	Provisional sum (Underpinning)
	20000
	20000
	0
	20000

	Tendered Fee
	180000
	212700
	181655
	191080


Attachment 7: Hourly Rates for variations

	Project name:
	Ettamalonga Health Services, 
New Mental Health Facility 

	RFT/Contract number 
	0601462

	Description of services:
	Architect & Subconsultant Services 


	Role
	Estimates
	Alpha & Associates
	Beta Services
	Delta and Partners

	
	Rate
$/hr
	Hr
	Amount    $
	Name
	Rate
$/hr
	Amount
$
	Name
	Rate
$/hr
	Amount
$
	Name
	Rate
$/hr
	Amount
$

	Principal
	180
	10
	1800
	John Doe
	215
	2150
	Ishuk Haands
	170
	1700
	Teresa Green 
	250
	2500

	Chief designer
	130
	20
	2600
	RU Handy
	150
	3000
	Dee Light
	120
	2400
	Bill Posters
	130
	2600

	Architectural draftsman
	70
	70
	4900
	UPN Adam
	90
	6300
	CU Latta
	70
	4900
	Bea Goode
	90
	6300

	Quantity surveyor
	100
	5
	500
	I Dunnoe
	150
	750
	Rick O’Shay
	90
	450
	Abrik Wall
	110
	550

	Security subconsultant
	150
	5
	750
	Max Headroom
	180
	900
	WC Plenty
	140
	700
	Max Headroom
	180
	900

	Totals
	
	
	10550
	
	
	13100
	
	
	10150
	
	
	12850


� Set out in Procurement Practice Guide �HYPERLINK "http://www.nswprocurement.com.au/psc/ppg/selective_tendering.aspx"��Selective Tendering�.
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		Scores calculation spreadsheet

		RFT No 0601462

		Ettamalonga Health Services, New Mental Health Facility

		Architect & Subconsultant Services

		Non-price scoring						Tenderers' Names

		Criterion		Maximum score		Weighting		Alpha & Associates				Beta Services				Delta and Partners

								Score		Weighted score		Score		Weighted score		Score		Weighted score		Score		Weighted score

		Understanding the engagement		100		10		85		9		65		7		75		8				- 0

		Personnel		100		5		75		4		60		3		70		4				- 0

		Recent experience		100		5		80		4		65		3		70		4				- 0

		Method statement		100		15		70		11		60		9		75		11				- 0

		Management of subconsultants		100		5		80		4		75		4		65		3				- 0

				0						- 0				- 0				- 0				- 0

				0						- 0				- 0				- 0				- 0

		Total non-price weighting				40

		Weighted total non-price score								31				26				29				- 0

		Normalised total non-price score								40.00				33.17				37.72				- 0

		Price scoring

		Tendered fee								$   212,700				$   181,655				$   191,080

		Assessed fee (allowing for qualifications and departures if applicable)						Y/N		$   237,850		Y/N		$   221,655		Y/N		$   208,580		Y/N

		10% preference for quality management						Yes		-$   23,785		Yes		-$   22,166				$   - 0				$   - 0

		10% loading on Voluntary Agreement for withholding PAYG taxation								$   - 0				$   - 0				$   - 0				$   - 0

		Pc = Fee for tender evaluation only								$   214,065				$   199,490				$   208,580				$   - 0

		Pav = Average of fees for tender evaluation				$   207,378

		Ps= Price score								96.78				103.80				99.42				- 0

		Pn = Normalised price score								93.23				100.00				95.78				- 0

		Price weighting				60

		Pw = Weighted price score								55.94				60.00				57.47				0.00

		Non-price and price total

		Total of normalised total non-price score and weighted price score								95.94				93.17				95.19				0.00






