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CAPITAL FACILITIES AND 

INFRASTRUCTURE (CFI)
CFI Tender Evaluation Pack

Contents:

1. Tender Evaluation Protocol
2. Probity Protocols

3. Applicable Evaluation Annex from PDDP

4. Scoring Sheets

5. Ten Point Evaluation Scoring and Risk Guide

[NOTE: If no external probity Adviser has been engaged, the approved CFI Probity Protocols at Annex A to the approved Evaluation Plan are to be used.  If an external Probity Adviser has been engaged, the external Probity Adviser’s Probity Protocols are to be used and should be distributed with the Tender Evaluation Pack]
[DELETE THE PARAGRAPH WHICH DOES NOT APPLY]
The Probity Protocols at Annex A of the approved Evaluation Plan apply to the evaluation process.  

OR
The Probity Protocols supplied by [INSERT NAME OF EXTERNAL PROBITY ADVISER] apply to the evaluation process.  These Probity Protocols are attached.
Please read the Probity Protocols before commencing individual evaluation of the ITR/RFT/RFP responses.

[DELETE HIGHLIGHTED GUIDANCE TEXT PRIOR TO ISSUING TENDER EVALUATION PACK]
[NOTE: A separate scoring sheet for each weighted evaluation criterion should be provided in this Tender Evaluation Pack.  Update each scoring sheet for each weighted evaluation criterion relevant to the procurement process]
Each Board member should record his/her detailed comments in relation to each weighted evaluation criterion and record a score using the Ten Point Evaluation Scoring and Risk Guide (Annex B of the approved Evaluation Plan).  Each Board member should record a whole number score for each weighted evaluation criterion.
	EVALUATION CRITERION
	SCORE 

	[INSERT DESCRIPTION OF INDIVIDUAL WEIGHTED EVALUATION CRITERION, INCLUDING SUBCRITERIA (IF ANY), AS DESCRIBED IN ITR/RFT/RFP]
	

	Individual Comments:

Strengths
Weaknesses


	Additional Comments/Observations (Strengths & Weaknesses):




Ten Point Evaluation Scoring and Risk Guide

Note: When determining which score should apply to a weighted evaluation criterion, Evaluation Board members should note it is not essential that all of the elements of the word picture set out under the “Characteristics” column apply. Rather, Evaluation Board members should select which word picture, based on selected elements of that word picture, best aligns with the identified strengths and weaknesses of the submission, and the level of risk to Defence. Evaluation Board members are expected to align the word picture with the identified strengths and weaknesses of the submission before assigning a score. 

	Rating
	Characteristics (word picture)
	Score

	Exceptional
	· Extremely convincing and credible. 
· Exceeds requirements in many areas and offers value-added services.
· All claims are fully substantiated. 
· The response demonstrates a comprehensive understanding of the requirements. 
· No identifiable weaknesses or deficiencies.  
· The solution offered represents nil or negligible risk to Defence.
· Where referee reports have been sought, they are entirely positive.  
· Exceptional probability of success. 
	10

	Outstanding
	· Highly convincing and credible. 

· Exceeds requirements in some areas, and meets all other requirements to an excellent standard.  
· All claims are substantiated. 

· The response demonstrates a superior understanding of the requirements. 
· Negligible weaknesses or deficiencies.  
· The solution offered represents negligible risk to Defence.  
· Where referee reports have been sought, they are entirely positive. 
· Outstanding probability of success. 
	9

	Very Good
	· Very convincing and credible. 

· Meets all key requirements to a very good standard.  
· Most claims are fully substantiated. 

· The response demonstrates an extensive understanding of the requirements. 
· Deficiencies, if any, are very minor, or do not affect essential aspects of service delivery. 
· The solution offered is sound and represents a very low, manageable risk to Defence.  
· Where referee reports have been sought, they generally provide strong support for the Applicant or Tenderer.  
· Very good probability of success. 
	8

	Good
	· Convincing and credible. 

· Meets most key requirements to a good standard.  
· Most claims are well substantiated. 

· The response demonstrates a good understanding of the requirements. 
· Some minor weaknesses, but the solution is sound in most key areas and represents a low, but manageable risk to Defence.  
· Where referee reports have been sought, they provide support for the Applicant or Tenderer with few reservations. 
· Good probability of success. 
	7

	Fair
	· Credible but not completely convincing. 

· Generally meets requirements, but some requirements are not addressed in sufficient detail, or suggest that the Applicant or Tenderer has not put sufficient thought into the solution offered.
· Most claims are substantiated. 

· The response demonstrates an adequate understanding of the requirements. 
· Some weaknesses which could indicate a low to moderate risk to Defence in the Applicant or Tenderer meeting contract requirements in all areas.  
· Where referee reports have been sought, they provide some support for the Applicant or Tenderer but with some reservations.  
· Fair probability of success.
	6


	Acceptable
	· Mostly credible but not convincing in all areas. 

· Meets minimum requirements but generally to a low standard.  Requirements are not addressed in sufficient detail, or suggest that the Applicant or Tenderer has not put thought into the solution offered.  
· Only some claims are substantiated. 

· The response demonstrates a partial understanding of the requirements. 
· The solution is workable, but has weaknesses in some significant areas, resulting in a moderate risk to Defence.  
· Where referee reports have been sought, they are mixed, or provide only limited support for the Applicant or Tenderer.  
· Acceptable probability of success. 
	5

	Marginal
	· Barely convincing. 

· Meets minimum requirements to a marginal standard.  
· Claims are generally not substantiated. 

· The response demonstrates a quite limited understanding of the requirements.  
· The solution offered is generally unworkable, with weaknesses in key areas, or is unable to be properly understood.  
· The solution represents a moderate to high risk to Defence.
· Where referee reports have been sought, they provide only limited support for the Applicant or Tenderer and note some reservations about the Applicant’s or Tenderer’s performance or abilities.  
· Marginal probability of success. 
	4

	Poor
	· Generally unconvincing. 

· Requirements are poorly addressed, or in some areas not addressed at all.  
· Claims are largely unsubstantiated. 

· The response demonstrates a poor understanding of the requirements. 
· The solution offered is unworkable, with major deficiencies in key areas, resulting in a high risk to Defence.  
· Where referee reports have been sought, they provide only limited support for the Applicant or Tenderer and note some reservations about the Applicant’s or Tenderer’s performance or abilities.  
· Low probability of success. 
	3

	Very Poor
	· Unconvincing. 

· Requirements are very poorly addressed, and in some areas not addressed at all.  
· Claims are almost totally unsubstantiated. 

· The response demonstrates a very poor understanding of the requirements. 
· The information provided is insufficient to allow any proper judgment of the Applicant’s or Tenderer’s proposed solution, or the solution shows a very poor understanding of Defence requirements.  
· The solution represents a very high risk to Defence.  
· Where referee reports have been sought, they disclose significant reservations about the Applicant’s or Tenderer’s performance or abilities.

· Very low probability of success. 
	2

	Unacceptable
	· Completely unconvincing. 

· Requirements are addressed to an unacceptable standard.  
· Claims are totally unsubstantiated and the proposed solution represents an extreme risk to Defence. 

· The response demonstrates an unacceptable understanding of the requirements. 
· Little or no information has been supplied in relation to the proposed solution, or the proposed solution fundamentally misunderstands Defence requirements.    
· Where referee reports have been sought, they disclose significant shortcomings.   
· No probability of success. 
	1

	Non-Compliant
	· The Applicant or Tenderer has completely failed or refused to provide a response, or 
· the response is entirely non-compliant with the requirements or demonstrates no understanding of the requirements, or 
· the information provided is clearly incorrect, false or misleading.
	0
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