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EVALUATION BOARD REPORT

Executive summary

1. The Tender Evaluation Board (TEB) for [insert project name] was held on [insert date].  The evaluation was based on the Tender Evaluation Plan (TEP) approved by DS-[insert region] on [insert date].
2. All members of the TEB individually evaluated the tenders received, and agreed scores were developed.  The TEB then compared the agreed scores against the tender price to assess value for money.  Overall the TEB rated the three tenderers as follows:

Table 1 – TEB Evaluation Results

	Firm
	Technical Score
	Total Lump Sum Price 

(Incl. GST) 
	TEB Value for Money Ranking

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	


3. [insert preferred tenderer] represented the overall best value for money.  Based on the value for money and their technically sound submission, this TEB report recommends that [insert preferred tenderer] be awarded [insert project name].  Note: no allowance has been made for unforseen contract variations.
Time frame

4. The proposed time frame submitted by [insert preferred tenderer] is within the nominated commencement date of [insert date] and completion date of [insert date].
Description of the project

5. The purpose of the project is to progressively remove and remediate all Asbestos material from Defence facilities in the region.
Method of delivery of the works 

6. In accordance with the approved TEP, the works will be delivered using the Short Form Facilities Contract for Minor Works $80-250k.
Selection process

7. As outlined in the approved TEP, tenderers were selected from the existing CMS Subcontractor Panel.  There were three companies nominated to tender for this project:
a. ,

b. , and

c. .

 ….. declined to submit a tender. 
Tender receipt and opening

8. The tender closed as scheduled on the [insert date].  Tenders were opened in accordance with tender advertising, submission and receipt contained in the Defence Procurement Policy Manual Section 5 – Chapter 5.5 on, [insert date] at the [insert location].  The opening panel members were [insert names].  Details of the tenders received are included at Annex A.  
Tender assessment

9. The TEB membership comprised the following:
Table 1

	Serial
	Name
	Appointment

	(a)
	(b)
	(c)

	1
	
	TEB Chairperson

	2
	
	TEB Member

	3
	
	TEB Invited Member

	4
	
	TEB Invited Member (non-evaluating)


Disclosures

10. Members of the TEB stated that they had no “Conflict of Interest” in relation to the tenderers for this project. 

Tender assessment procedure

11. A copy of the approved tender evaluation criteria and weighting and tenderers submissions were issued to the Board Members, prior to the meeting, to allow for individual evaluations to be conducted.  Annexes B and C show the evaluation and assessment criteria utilised for evaluations.

Evaluation
12. Stage One – Individual Evaluations. Members of the TEB independently completed individual score sheets for the tenders prior to the Board convening as shown in Annex D.

13. Stage Two – Consolidated Evaluations. The Board met to consider the tenders and to agree on a Board Agreed Score for each of the selection criteria.  The Board discussed the individual scores and agreed on the final scores at Annex D.

Basis of agreed score

14. The TEB discussed each criterion for the following tenders to determine an agreed score.  A summary of the Board’s assessment is as follows:

a.
Joe Bloggs Construction Pty Ltd:

(1) Current Capacity, Capability & Past Performance. Joe Bloggs Construction Pty Ltd’s submission was clear and well presented providing all the necessary information. They supplied a comprehensive organisational chart indicating full commitment to this project with good available resources. All subcontractors were nominated and customer details provided. Bloggs Construction Pty Ltd demonstrated that they have the capacity to perform the works sufficiently with a low level of risk. The agreed Board score for Bloggs Construction Pty Ltd was 4.0 and is therefore deemed very good.
(2) OH&S Management Systems.
(3) Task Appreciation and Methodology. The Board noted that Bloggs Construction Pty Ltd’s submission clearly showed that they had a good understanding of the scope requirements. However they did fail to provide details on their asbestos handling procedures and did not have enough detail regarding the vacant possession of the property.  They addressed OH&S and Environmental issues as well as locality and industry issues providing key issues and solutions.  They provided an excellent works program, nominating twenty Saturday’s, which enables them to complete the project two-weeks earlier than the nominated completion date.  The agreed Board score for Bloggs Construction Pty Ltd was 3.5 and is therefore deemed satisfactory to very good.
(4) Environmental Requirements.

Overall the board assessed that the proposal submitted by Bloggs Construction Pty Ltd has a very good probability of success showing a full comprehension of the scope of works.  The board deemed that they have enough available resources and good capabilities to satisfactory complete the works with a low-level of risk.  The agreed overall Board score for Bloggs Construction Pty Ltd was 74.0%.

b.
Fred Nurk Building Services:

(1) Current Capacity, Capability & Past Performance. Fred Nurk Building Services submission was very well layed out and professionally presented.  They indicated a very good understanding of the required works with plenty of experience in this field. They nominated subcontractors although failed to nominate a mechanical contractor.  Clarification of the allocation of the plumbing and electrical contractors to the locations associated with this project is to be sought. Fred Nurk Building Services nominated the availability of a project manager with a 100% commitment to this project. They demonstrated they have good capacity and capabilities to complete the work efficiently. The agreed Board score for Flowers Building Services was 3.5 and is therefore deemed to be satisfactory to very good.
(2) OH&S Management Systems.
(3) Task Appreciation and Methodology.  The Board deemed that Flowers Building Services had an excellent understanding of the requirements of the works especially in regards to handling of hazardous material. They provided a good QA plan, as well as acknowledging OH&S, locality and industry issues with key issues and solutions provided. Fred Nurk Building Services mainly concentrated on the removal of the asbestos rather than access issues and the remediation, which the board agreed, could have been elaborated on further. The submission provided indicated they are experts in their field as asbestos removalists.  The agreed Board score for Flowers Building Services was 4.0 and is therefore deemed very good.
(4) Environmental Requirements.

Overall the board assessed that Flowers Building Services submission was very good with a high probability of success. They provided good understanding of the requirements of the works with excellent knowledge of the removal of hazardous material. The board deemed that due to their comprehensive experience, the degree of risk would be minimal with satisfactory results. The agreed overall Board score for Flowers Building Services was 76.0%.

Tender price

15. The tender documents requested a total lump sum price for the overall project from each tenderer to be placed in separate envelopes.  All tenderers complied with this requirement and the respective price of each tenderer is shown in Table 2.  The TEB compared the agreed scores against the tender price to assess value for money.
Table 2

	Serial
	Tenderer
	Price

	(a)
	(b)
	(c)

	1
	
	$

	2
	
	$

	3
	
	$


Referee reports

16. The Board considered sufficient evidence of capability and performance could be gauged from the assessment conducted during the Invitation to Register for the CMS Panel and that further investigation of other nominated referees was not required.

Alternatives

17. There were no alternatives provided.

Value for money considerations

18. The lump sum proposal was assessed and compared to evaluate the best value for money offered.  Both Bloggs Construction Pty Ltd and Fred Nurk Building Services had a very good technical score indicating that both had a high probability of success.  However the price variance was significant making Bloggs Building Services pricing more favourable with a $290,000 cheaper price than Bloggs Construction Pty Ltd.  The board therefore deemed that XXX provided the highest technical score with the lowest price offering overall best value for money with the lowest level of risk.

19. Prior to finalising the recommendation, the board sought further clarification from Flowers Building Services requesting the following information:
a. Certificate of currency of the following Insurance Policies;

b. ……………………………………; and

c. …………………………………..

20. Once received the Board reconvened to consider Flowers Building Services clarification response, which was deemed as acceptable, before reaching a unanimous recommendation.

Decision and recommendations

21.    Based on value for money and satisfactory technical submission, the TEB recommends that [insert preferred tenderer] be awarded [insert project name].
Signature blocks:

	
	
	

	Member:
GEW Project Manager
Base, CMS Name
	
	Invited Member: 
GEW Project Manager
Base, CMS Name

	____ / ____ / ____
	
	____ / ____ / ____


	
	
	

	Chairperson: Mr 

GEW Project Manager, Base, CMS Name
	
	 

	____ / ____ / ____
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ANNEX A TO
TEB REPORT

ANNEXURES

TENDER OPENING SCHEDULE

ANNEX B TO
TEB REPORT

TENDER EVALUATION WEIGHTING CRITERIA
Short Form Facilities Contract for Minor Works $80-250k - Individual Assessment

	TEB:  [insert project name]
Project No: [insert project number]
	Compliant Tender:   Yes    FORMCHECKBOX 

No   FORMCHECKBOX 


	Firm:
	
	


	Criteria
	Criteria Elements 
	Comments

	Schedule A,C & D

Current Capacity, Capability and Past Performance

Weighting     %
________

(Score)
	· Project Description

· Description includes Similar Works

· Contract Completion Dates

· Contract Value

· Value to Complete

· Customer or Client Details

· Customer or Client Contact Numbers

· Resources allocated to nominated works

· % Commitment of Resource to nominated works

· Nature & Extent of Experience

· Current Workload of Resource

· Nomination of subcontractors

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

 FORMCHECKBOX 

 FORMCHECKBOX 

 FORMCHECKBOX 

 FORMCHECKBOX 

 FORMCHECKBOX 

 FORMCHECKBOX 

 FORMCHECKBOX 

 FORMCHECKBOX 

 FORMCHECKBOX 

 FORMCHECKBOX 

 FORMCHECKBOX 

	

	Schedule B

OH&S Management Systems

Weighting     %
________

(Score
	· QA Systems

· NCOP Compliance

· Reporting Mechanisms

· Project Safety Plan

· Planning & Management tools
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

 FORMCHECKBOX 

 FORMCHECKBOX 

 FORMCHECKBOX 

 FORMCHECKBOX 


	

	Schedule E

Task Appreciation & Methodology

Weighting   %
________

(Score)
	(a) Task Appreciation

· Understanding of Scope of Work

· Demonstrates Comprehension of Project
· Details provided beyond scope
(b) Methodology

· Detailed Methodology of Sub-Contractor Role and Responsibilities

· OH&S Issues

· Locality and Industry Issues

· Key Issues and Solutions


	 FORMCHECKBOX 

 FORMCHECKBOX 

 FORMCHECKBOX 

 FORMCHECKBOX 

 FORMCHECKBOX 

 FORMCHECKBOX 

 FORMCHECKBOX 

 FORMCHECKBOX 


	


	Schedule F

Undertaking of Compliance

	Contained within Separate Envelope
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	

	Schedule G
Insurance Details

	Contained within Separate Envelope
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	

	Schedule H
Program or Timeline

	Completed and Signed
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	

	Schedule I
National Code of Practice


	· Engagement of employees for project
· Operates in conjunction with Federal or State Awards

· Compliance with Code

· Sanctions Apply

· Completed and Signed
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

 FORMCHECKBOX 

 FORMCHECKBOX 

 FORMCHECKBOX 

 FORMCHECKBOX 

 FORMCHECKBOX 


	

	Schedule J

Environmental Requirements

Weighting   %

________

(Score)
	· Environmental Legislative requirements

· Environmental Policy and Management Systems.

· Environmental Certification

· Environmental Training/Induction

· Waste Management

· Green Building Requirements (if applicable)
· Green Procurement
· Environmental Initiatives
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

 FORMCHECKBOX 

 FORMCHECKBOX 

 FORMCHECKBOX 

 FORMCHECKBOX 

 FORMCHECKBOX 

 FORMCHECKBOX 

 FORMCHECKBOX 


	


Additional Commentary:

Assessor:  _____________________________________
Date: ___/_

ANNEX C TO
TEB REPORT

ASSESSMENT CRITERIA FOR TENDER EVALUATION PHASE
	Quality
	Criteria
	Score

	EXCELLENT

90% - 100%


	Exceeds specified performance or capability and the excess is useful.  Tenderer clearly understands the requirement.  No weaknesses or deficiencies.  High probability of success.
	5

	VERY GOOD

75% - 89%
	Compliant.  Tenderer’s supporting statement indicates a good understanding of the requirement.  No weaknesses or deficiencies.  Very good probability of success.
	4

	SATISFACTORY

56% - 74%
	Compliant.  Tenderer’s supporting statement indicates a general understanding of the requirement.  Further clarification may be needed.  Good probability of success.
	3

	ADEQUATE

45% - 55%
	1. Compliance stated by tenderer. Tenderer’s supporting statement indicates some misunderstanding of the requirements.  Some minor weaknesses or deficiencies.  Low probability of success.

2. Compliance stated by tenderer.  Nil supporting statement to indicate; the Tenderer’s level of understanding of the requirement, and any significant weaknesses or deficiencies.

3. Clauses, which inherently do not require a supporting statement, are to receive this score.
	2

	MARGINAL

26% - 44%
	The proposal indicates a shallow or less than full understanding of the project.  The tenderer fails to demonstrate a reasonable probability of performing the desired task or the tenderer’s approach has an apparent degree of risk.
	1

	UNACCEPTABLE

0% - 25%
	1. Non-compliant.  The Tenderer’s supporting statement indicates a complete misunderstanding of the requirement.  The likelihood of success is nil.

2. The Tenderer has indicated non-compliance without any supporting statement

3. The Tenderer has not supplied any statement regarding compliance with the requirement.
	0


ANNEX D TO
TEB REPORT
TEB INDIVIDUAL AND AGREED BOARD SCORING
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