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Worked example: Tender Evaluation Plan


Worked example:
Tender Evaluation Plan

	Project name:
	Ettamalonga Health Services
New Mental Health Facility 

	RFT/Contract number 
	0601462

	Description of services:
	Architect & Subconsultant Services 


Background

This Tender Evaluation Plan (TEP) is for the evaluation of tenders for Architect & Subconsultant Services for the design and documentation of the Ettamalonga Health Services – New Mental Health Facility to close on 8th August 2006 in the Health Services tender box at Dubbo.

The following consultants have agreed to submit a tender:

· Alpha & Associates

· Beta Services P/L

· Delta and Partners

· Omega Consultants

The estimated fee is $180,000.

The TEP

The TEP complies with the NSW Government Procurement System for Construction and the Tender Document.

Neither the TEP nor any of its contents will be made known to tenderers.

Tender evaluation objectives

The tender evaluation team (the Team) will:

· use its professional skills and experience to identify the preferred tenderer for Ettamalonga Health Services;

· evaluate tenders in accordance with this TEP;  and

· produce an evaluation report, and recommendation for approval to award of a contract, and/or to pass over any or all tenders.

The two envelope system

The two envelope system applies.

The Team will complete evaluation of Envelope 1 (non-price) contents before receiving Envelope 2 (price).

Evaluation criteria

The weighting ratio for price:non-price is 60:40.

The price criteria are: 

· the tendered fee,

· rates for variations.

The non-price criteria and their relative weightings are:

	· Understanding of the engagement
	10

	· Personnel
	5

	· Recent experience in similar engagements
	5

	· Method statement
	15

	· Methodology for managing subconsultants
	5

	Total non-price weighting
	       40


Evaluating tenders

Where the TEP does not provide for a particular eventuality, the NSW Government Tendering Guidelines Section 4 - Tender Evaluation, and Procurement Practice Guide Tendering process for consultancy services engagements Section 5 - Tender evaluation will be followed as required.
Passing over a tender 

If a tender does not comply with requirements of the Tender Document:

· the tenderer may be approached to make good the non-compliance, subject to principles of probity and fairness to other tenderers, or

· it may be passed over.

Reasons for passing over will be documented and included in the tender recommendation. 

Scoring of a tender that is to be passed over will be completed, if practicable, for inclusion in the scoring calculations.

Withdrawn tender

If a tender is withdrawn but it is practicable to continue scoring and assessment to include it in the scoring calculations, then this will be done.

Contact with tenderers and referees

Clarification of any information provided in a tender may be sought by the Team to assist in the evaluation process.  Contact with tenderers will be through the Contact Person. 

The Team may approach referees. 

Approaches and responses will be recorded. 

Scoring non-price criteria 

Team members will score each tender for each criterion, based on the standards set out in this TEP. The Team will reach consensus on scores.
Each non-price criterion will be scored out of 100 using the following scaling:

100
Meets all requirements of an ideal tender.

90
Meets most requirements of ideal tender.

80
Meets many of the requirements of ideal tender.

70
Meets a number of the requirements of ideal tender.

60
Meets the minimum requirements but only just satisfactory for this criterion.

< 60
Fails to meet the minimum requirements. May pass over this tender.

A detailed description of how the scaling will be applied to each criterion is provided in detail in the appendix “Guide to scoring non-price criteria”.

Scores will be recorded using the attached form “Non-price criteria scores”.

Weighted scores will be calculated by multiplying the score for each criterion by its weighting. The weighted scores will be totalled for each tender. The totals will be normalised so that the normalised highest total equals the weighting (40) for the non-price criteria. 

The scoring procedure is illustrated in the following example: 

	
	
	Tender 1
	Tender 2
	Tender 3

	Criterion 1, weight 20
	Score
	90
	90
	80

	
	Weighted score
	18
	18
	16

	Criterion 2, weight 10
	Score
	70
	70
	80

	
	Weighted score
	7
	7
	8

	Criterion 3, weight 10
	Score
	90
	70
	60

	
	Weighted score
	9
	7
	6

	Total weighted score (maximum 40)
	34
	32
	30

	Normalised total non-price score
	34 x (40/34)
	32 x (40/34)
	30 x (40/34)

	
	40
	37.6
	35.3


The scores calculations spreadsheet provides for these calculations. 

Schedule of Prices

A spreadsheet based on the Schedule of Prices tender schedule will be used to compare the tendered amounts against the estimates and to check totals.

Rates for variations

A spreadsheet based on the Hourly Rates for Variations tender schedule will be used to compare the tendered rate for each item against the estimates and do sensitivity analyses. 

Scoring price

Where a tenderer has advised that it wishes to enter into a Voluntary Agreement for withholding Pay as You Go taxation, a 10% loading will be applied to the tendered Fee.

If a tenderer has not shown on the Tender Schedule: Schedule of Information on Quality Management System that it has a quality management system certified as conforming to AS/NZS ISO 9001:2000, a 10% preference will be applied to the tendered fees of those tenderers who are so certified.

If a tender contains qualifications and departures, their value will be assessed and applied to the tendered fee. This assessed fee is the amount upon which any loading or preference will be applied to result in a fee calculated for tender evaluation.

The fee for tender evaluation will be normalised and weighted for comparison as follows: 

where:


Pc
=
fee calculated for tender evaluation (allowing for any



qualifications and departures, preference and loading)


Pav
=
average of all fees (as above)

Ps
=
price score = 200 –  ( EQ \f(100,1)  x   EQ \f(Pc,Pav) )


Pn
=
normalised price score =  EQ \f(Ps, Highest Ps)   x   EQ \f(100,1) 

Pw
=
weighted price score = Pn   x   EQ \f(percentage weighting,100) 
The lowest fee achieves the maximum score, which is equal to the weighting for price criteria (60).  

The scores calculations spreadsheet provides for these calculations.

Where the assessed fee for the preferred tenderer is more than 10% higher or lower than the estimated fee, the estimate will be reviewed.

Total score

The normalised non-price score and weighted price score for each tender will be added to give a total score out of 100 and identify the highest scoring tender.

Close or equal highest scoring tenders

Any tenders that have a total score within four points (10% of the non-price weighting) of the highest scoring tender will be considered as representing “equal” best value for money.  

Where two or more tenders are considered to represent “equal” best value for money, the “equal” tender with the lowest fee for tender evaluation will be recommended.

Approval to award 

The Director Supplier Systems, Department of Services has the authority to pass over tenders and approve or not approve award of a contract.

Supporting documents

The following documents to be used in the evaluation of tenders are part of this TEP:

· Code of Conduct for a Tender Process

· Spreadsheet for Schedule of Prices, and Spreadsheet for Hourly Rates for Variations

· Appendix: Guide to scoring non-price criteria

· Non-price criteria scores

· Scores calculations spreadsheet

Concurrence with TEP

The Team concurs with the TEP and agrees to sign the Code of Conduct for a Tender Process:

	Name
	Position
	Signature

	Mr John Voller
	Health Services Area Director
	

	Dr Keith Dyke
	Manager, Ettamalonga Health Services
	

	Ms Bon Aluska
	Contact person, Provident Project Managers 
	

	Mr Grant Bedford
	Manager Contracts, Department of Goodlife
	


Code of Conduct for a Tender Process

Include copies of the Code of Conduct for a Tender Process signed by the Tender Evaluation Team:  The Code is available at:

http://www.nswprocurement.com.au/psc/service_provider_selection/sm_sf_code_of_conduct.aspx
	Spreadsheet for Schedule of Prices

Estimated

Alpha & Associates

Beta Services

Delta And Partners

Omega Consultants

Role

Amount ($)

Amount ($)

Amount ($)

Amount ($)

Amount ($)

Master planning

20000

 

 

 

 

Schematic design

35000

 

 

 

 

Design development

50000

 

 

 

 

Documentation

45000

 

 

 

 

Construction support

10000

 

 

 

 

Provisional sum

20000

 

 

 

 

TOTAL

180000

0

0

0

0


	
	
	
	
	
	
	


Spreadsheet for hourly rates for variations

	
	Estimated
	Alpha & Associates
	Beta Services
	Delta and Partners
	Omega consultants

	Role
	Rate ($)
	    Hr
	 Am'nt ($)
	Name
	Rate ($)
	Am'nt ($)
	Name
	Rate ($)
	  Am'nt ($)
	Name
	Rate ($)
	 Am'nt ($)
	Name
	Rate ($)
	 Am'nt ($)

	Principal
	180
	10
	1800
	 
	
	 
	 
	
	 
	 
	
	 
	 
	
	 

	Chief designer
	130
	20
	2600
	 
	
	 
	 
	
	 
	 
	
	 
	 
	
	 

	Architectural draftsman
	70
	70
	4900
	 
	
	 
	 
	
	 
	 
	
	 
	 
	
	 

	Quantity surveyor
	100
	5
	500
	
	
	 
	
	
	 
	
	
	 
	
	
	 

	Security subconsultant
	150
	5
	750
	
	
	 
	
	
	 
	
	
	 
	
	
	 

	TOTAL
	 
	 
	10550
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	


Appendix: Guide to scoring non-price criteria

	Non-price criteria
	Meets all requirements of an ideal tender
	Meets most requirements of an ideal tender
	Meets many requirements of an ideal tender
	Meets a number of requirements of an ideal tender
	Meets minimum requirements but is only just satisfactory for this criterion 
	Fails to meet the minimum requirements. May pass over this tender.

	Score ranges
	100
	90 
	80
	70
	60
	<60

	Understanding of the engagement

	Identification of key issues


	Shows a good understanding of all the key issues (consultation with community groups, need for novel design, need to blend with existing facilities, Government regulations; and car parking needs).
	Has addressed all of the key issues. 
	Has addressed four of the key issues.
	Has addressed three of the key issues.
	Has addressed three of the key issues but not very well.
	Fails to address more than half of the key issues.

	Management of key issues
	Has demonstrated how all key issues will be managed.
	Has demonstrated how the key issues will be managed with good explanation.
	Has demonstrated how the key issues will be managed with limited explanation.
	Shows an understanding of how key issues will be managed.
	Shows a limited understanding of how key issues will be managed.
	Shows no understanding of how key issues will be managed.

	Personnel

	Experience and qualifications of key personnel to perform services
	Lists all personnel in all five required disciplines with demonstrated experience.
	Lists personnel in four required disciplines with demonstrated experience.
	Lists personnel in four required disciplines, with limited demonstrated experience.
	Lists personnel in three required disciplines with demonstrated experience.
	Lists personnel in three required disciplines, with limited demonstrated experience.
	Fails to list at least three of the personnel in required disciplines.

	Division of responsibility and authority of the key personnel
	Has fully demonstrated in detail that all key personnel will have suitable responsibilities and authorities.
	Has demonstrated that the listed key personnel will have suitable responsibilities and authorities.
	Has demonstrated only sufficiently that the listed key personnel will have suitable responsibilities and authorities.
	Does not very well demonstrate that listed key personnel will have suitable responsibilities and authorities.
	Gives an indication that key personnel will have suitable responsibilities and authorities.
	Has no idea about division of responsibility and authority of the key personnel.

	Experience

	Recent experience in similar engagements
	Very good record of more than three recent engagements over the last three years for similar services.
	Good record of more than three recent engagements over the last three years for similar services.
	Good record of recent engagements with two to three over the last three years for similar services.
	Sufficient record of recent engagements with two to three the over the last three years for similar services.
	Good record of one engagement over last the three years for similar services.
	No engagement over the last three years for similar services.

	Method statement

	Programming and resources for the services
	Has supplied a comprehensive program for completion within the required time showing all activities with suitable persons allocated.
	Has supplied a good program for completion within the required time showing all activities with suitable persons allocated.
	Has supplied a program for completion within the required time showing most activities with suitable persons allocated.
	Has supplied a program for completion within the required time showing many activities with suitable persons allocated. 
	Has supplied a basic program for completion within the required time showing some activities with suitable persons allocated.
	Failed to include a suitable program for completion within the required time showing activities with suitable persons allocated. 

	Means to achieve sustainable development objectives
	Demonstrates a very good understanding of sustainable development objectives with good examples of recent application.
	Shows a good understanding of sustainable development objectives with good examples of recent application.
	Shows some understanding of sustainable development objectives with some examples of recent application.
	Shows some understanding of sustainable development objectives with limited examples of recent application.
	Shows sufficient understanding of sustainable development objectives to demonstrate an ability to apply the principles.
	Fails to show an understanding of sustainable development objectives.

	Demonstrated ability to research and incorporate innovative solutions
	Suitably demonstrates with many examples how it undertakes research to result in innovative solutions.
	Suitably demonstrates with good examples how it undertakes research to result in innovative solutions.
	Shows sufficient understanding of principles of research with good examples of innovative solutions.
	Shows sufficient understanding of principles of research with some examples of innovative solutions.
	Shows sufficient understanding of principles of research and at least one innovative solution developed.
	Fails to demonstrate an understanding of principles of research and/ or no innovative solutions developed.

	Knowledge of and experience with the standards and guidelines referred to under Item 20 (Cl.1)
	Fully demonstrates a knowledge of the standards and guidelines with examples of how these have been applied in recent engagements.
	Demonstrates a sound knowledge of the standards and guidelines with some examples of how these have been applied in recent engagements.
	Demonstrates good knowledge of the standards and guidelines and how these have been applied in recent engagements.
	Demonstrates reasonable knowledge of most of the standards and guidelines and how these have been applied in recent engagements.
	Demonstrates sufficient knowledge of most of the standards and guidelines and how these have been applied in engagements.
	Does not demonstrate sufficient knowledge of most of the standards and guidelines and or how these have been applied in engagements.

	Procedures for inspection of work in progress for compliance with design intent and quality
	Demonstrates very well with program and explanations how and when work will be inspected against design intent and quality.
	Demonstrates with program and explanations how and when work will be inspected against design intent and quality.
	Demonstrates a sound approach to how and when work will be inspected against design intent and quality.
	Demonstrates a reasonable approach to how and when work will be inspected against design intent and quality.
	Demonstrates an understanding of how and when work will be inspected against design intent and quality.
	Does not adequately show how and when work will be inspected against design intent and quality.

	The CADD system to be used.
	Fully demonstrates proposed application of the specified system with many examples of use.
	Demonstrates proposed application with a system which is compatible with that specified, with many examples of use.
	Demonstrates proposed application with the specified system, but with limited examples of use.
	Demonstrates proposed application with a system which is compatible with that specified, but with limited examples of use.
	Has a system which is compatible with that specified, but does not  provide examples of use.
	No demonstrated ability to use any CADD system.

	Management methodology

	Methodology for managing subconsultants
	Well documented and explained with demonstrated success managing subconsultants on recent engagements.
	Good documentation and explanation with demonstrated success managing subconsultants on past engagements.
	Limited documentation and explanation but demonstrated success managing subconsultants

on past engagements.
	Good documentation and explanation with limited demonstration of success managing subconsultants on past engagements.
	Sufficient documentation and explanation with some demonstrated success managing subconsultants on past engagements.
	Limited documentation and explanation, and or no demonstrated success managing subconsultants on past engagements.


Non-price criteria scores

	Tenderer:
	


	Assessment criteria and elements
	Score

(out of 100)
	Comment

	· Understanding of the engagement 
	
	

	· Identification of key issues
	
	

	· Management of key issues
	
	

	

	· Personnel
	
	

	· Experience and qualifications of key personnel to perform services
	
	

	· Division of responsibility and authority of the key personnel
	
	

	

	Recent experience in similar engagements
	
	

	

	Method statement
	
	

	· Programming and resources for the services
	
	

	· Means to achieve sustainable development objectives
	
	

	· Demonstrated ability to research and incorporate innovative solutions
	
	

	· Knowledge of and experience with the standards and guidelines referred to under Item 20 (Cl.1)
	
	

	· Procedures for inspection of work in progress for compliance with design intent and quality
	
	

	· The CADD system to be used.
	
	

	

	Methodology for managing subconsultants
	
	


Team signatures:

Date:

Scores calculations spreadsheet
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Pc = Fee for tender evaluation only

Pav = Average of fees for tender evaluation

Ps= Price score

Pn = Normalised price score

Price weighting

60

Pw = Weighted price score 

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

Tenderers' Names

Alpha & Associates

Beta Services

Total of normalised total non-price score and weighted price score

Criterion

Maximum 

score

Weighting

Delta and Partners

Omega Consultants

Price scoring
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		Scores calculation spreadsheet

		Non-price scoring						Tenderers' Names

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

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

		Understanding the engagement		100		10				- 0				- 0				- 0				- 0

		Personnel		100		5				- 0				- 0				- 0				- 0

		Recent experience		100		5				- 0				- 0				- 0				- 0

		Method statement		100		15				- 0				- 0				- 0				- 0

		Management of subconsultants		100		5				- 0				- 0				- 0				- 0

				0						- 0				- 0				- 0				- 0

				0						- 0				- 0				- 0				- 0

		Total non-price weighting				40

		Weighted total non-price score								- 0				- 0				- 0				- 0

		Normalised total non-price score								- 0				- 0				- 0				- 0

		Price scoring

		Tendered fee

		Assessed fee (allowing for qualifications and departures if applicable)						Y/N				Y/N				Y/N				Y/N

		10% preference for quality management								$   - 0				$   - 0				$   - 0				$   - 0

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

		Pc = Fee for tender evaluation only								$   - 0				$   - 0				$   - 0				$   - 0

		Pav = Average of fees for tender evaluation				$   -																		4

		Ps= Price score								- 0				- 0				- 0				- 0

		Pn = Normalised price score								- 0				- 0				- 0				- 0

		Price weighting				60

		Pw = Weighted price score								0.00				0.00				0.00				0.00

		Non-price and price total

		Total of normalised total non-price score and weighted price score								0.00				0.00				0.00				0.00






