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1. Introduction

This Methodology is intended to assist a Contracting Authority to evaluate Tenders in conformity with a Standard Documents used for EC co-financed projects based on PRAG (Practical Guide) Evaluation Methodology. 
The Methodology offers information related to a Tenders Evaluation Procedure, its implementation in practice, issues and cases. The Methodology describes only Evaluation Procedures, Tendering Procedures and related documents are described in a separate document “Guidelines and Methodology on Pre-construction Works”. The provisions of the Methodology should be observed by all parties involved in public infrastructure construction.
Objectives of the Methodology

The document is primarily intended for Public Procurement practitioners, providing them with a suitable tool to ensure an efficient and consistent practice of the Evaluation Procedures. The Methodology will also serve as training material in the context of Training for Trainers (ToT) for strengthening knowledge of Staff associated with the Public Procurement Procedures.

The Guidelines establishes high and significant benchmarks and encourages high ethical standards for Contracting Authorities, managed construction projects in order to achieve better Procurement Practices, higher productivity, high-quality construction Works, better working conditions and the avoidance of malpractice, with significant benefits to the entire Contracting Authority. All other entities and local municipalities are therefore encouraged to apply the principles outlined in these Methodology taking specific conditions of their project into consideration. 
It should be appreciated that the Methodology is an attempt to bring to the attention of public entities important provisions in the Evaluation Documents. However, it is our expectation that by reading these Guidelines, public entities will find it easy to understand the relevant Evaluation Procedures also for specific requirements in construction infrastructure projects which they are participating.

However in some cases it might to be confusing for practitioners having experience from previous projects based on Bosnia and Herzegovina Public Procurement Law in some wording (Employer/Contracting Authority etc.) - consequently glossary from EBRD and/or EU shall be taken and used. 

Hence, the Guidelines can only be applied as an additional tool to the Procurement Law and regulations in force.
Content of the Methodology
The Methodology consists of three Sections, which are presented below. The Methodology generally is not focusing the related Tender Documents (TD) for Tender Procedures.
Section 2. describes Evaluation Procedure of Design Works and Site Supervising which are practically identical primarily due to a fact that both Tender Documents used a same structure, Contracts and other related documents. It comprises also templates used by PRAG Manual and short explanation to them. 
Section 3.  describes the different methodology for Evaluation of Works to be used for EC co-financed construction infrastructure projects using also PRAG Manual and his recommendations. 
Section 4. is focusing the Evaluation Committee Requirements primarily for establishing Evaluation Committee, declaration of their Member regarding impartiality and confidentiality and general requirements on Methodology for Evaluation for Works, Supervising and Design Works to be used for EU co-financed construction projects. Based on different modalities for project financing evaluation methods for direct management, indirect management with ex-ante controls as well as indirect management for ex-post control were taken into consideration. A related Templates follows consequently practice of the EU methodology.

Note

Due to a continuously development of local Laws, Decrees as well as Documents of International Financial Institutions, the last version of Documents shall be always taken by Employer into consideration. NISPAcee documents based on a version EU TD January 2016.

    2. Evaluation of Design Works and Site Supervising Tenders 
Due to a fact that Tender Documents (TD) for Design Works and Site Supervising are similar (there are only changes regarding Scope of Works and ToR), a following evaluation will be used for both Procedures of assessment and evaluation. 

A Methodology based consequently and strictly on PRAG conditions with a minimum modification will be expected from Members of the Evaluation Committee. For requirements on Evaluation Committee please refer to a Section 4. of related Methodology.
2.1.  Evaluator´s Grids 

Two types of Evaluation Grids will be used depends on type of Service Contracts: either fee-based Contracts or Global Price Contracts Tenders will be evaluated. Instructions how to work with Evaluation Grids are presented below with an appropriately Templates. 
Service Tender Opening Checklist

Service Tender Opening Checklist shall be prepared by the Secretary to the Evaluation Committee. 

Evaluation Grid for fee-based Contracts
	
	Maximum 

	Organisation and methodology
	

	[Rationale]
	[10] [<other>]

	[Strategy]
	[30] [<other>]

	[Back-up function] 
	[5] [<other>]

	[Involvement of all members of the consortium]
	[5] [<other>]

	[Timetable of activities, including the number of expert days proposed]
	[10] [<other>]

	Total score for Organisation and methodology
	[60] [<insert a score between 60 and 40>]

	
	

	Key experts
	

	<Key expert 1> (Max [20] [<other total>] points)
	

	[Qualifications and skills]
	[5] [<other>]

	[General professional experience]
	[5] [<other>]

	[Specific professional experience]
	[10] [<other>]

	
	

	<Key expert 2> (Max [20][<other total>] points)
	

	[Qualifications and skills]
	[5] [<other>]

	[General professional experience]
	[5] [<other>]

	[Specific professional experience]
	[10] [<other>]

	Total score for Key experts
	[40] [<insert a score between 40 and 60>]

	Overall total score
	100


	Strengths
	

	Weaknesses
	


NB:
 Only tenders with average scores of at least 75 points qualify for the financial evaluation.

How to use and fill in evaluation grid: 

The categories to be used to assess the Organisation and Methodology (i.e. Rationale, Strategy, Back-up function, Involvement of the consortium members and Timetable of activities including the number of expert days proposed) and each of the key experts (ie, Qualifications and skills, General professional experience & Specific professional experience) may be modified as required and the division of scores must be adapted according to the requirements of the specific tender procedure.

The number of key experts must correspond to the number of key expert profiles identified in the Terms of reference and must not exceed 4 key experts. The total scores of the key experts shall be comprised between 40% and 60%. 

The overall total score should remain 100. 

The strengths and weaknesses in this evaluation grid must reflect the commonly agreed by the Committee amongst all those pointed out by the evaluators in their individual grids.  

The Evaluation Committee must evaluate tenders on the basis of this evaluation grid, which includes maximum scores. Those maximum scores cannot be modified after the deadline for informing potential tenderers of any clarifications.

Evaluation Grid for Global Price Contracts

	
	Maximum 

	Organisation and methodology
	

	Rationale
	[20] [<other>]

	Strategy
	[40] [<other>]

	Back-up function 
	[10] [<other>]

	Involvement of all members of the consortium
	[10] [<other>]

	Timetable of activities
	[20] [<other>]

	Overall total score
	100


	Strengths
	

	Weaknesses
	


       NB Only tenders with average scores of at least 75 points qualify for the financial evaluation.
2.2.  Service Tender Opening Checklist

Service Tender Opening Checklist will be prepared by the Secretary to the Evaluation Committee according following Template. 
2.3.  Tender Opening Report, Summary of Tenders Received, Evaluation Report, Award Decision
A Documents according Template will be prepared by Contracting Authority (CA) based on evaluation procedure of tenders for Services received for tendering procedure. CA shall consequently follow up related Templates and submit to EC Award Decision based on Evaluation Procedure.
2.4.  Evaluator´s Grid and Instructions to Evaluators
To provide qualify evaluation Members of Evaluation Committee shall used related Templates and read carefully Instructions and Guidelines before providing Evaluation Procedure.

Timetable for all Evaluations

The evaluation committee must be formed early enough to ensure that the members (and any observer appointed by the European Commission) are available in time to prepare and conduct the evaluation process. The tenders must be evaluated in time to allow the procedure to be completed within the validity period of the tenders. Extending the validity of tenders should be avoided. It is very important that all tenderers, whether successful or unsuccessful, receive information without delay.
Once the evaluation has been completed, the contracting authority is required to promptly approve the evaluation report and take the award decision in annex to the evaluation report. Any failure of the contracting authority to approve the evaluation report or to follow any recommendations and conclusions contained in the report must be subject to a detailed and reasoned written explanation.
SERVICE TENDER OPENING CHECKLIST

PUBLICATION REFERENCE: _______________________
	Step
	(

	1. All tender envelopes are handed over to the Chairperson.
	

	2. All tender envelopes must be numbered according to the order in which they have been received.
	

	3. Chairperson verifies that all tender envelopes which have been received are available at the tender opening session.
	

	4. Chairperson verifies that all tender envelopes were sealed and in good condition.
	

	5. Chairperson and Secretary open the outer tender envelopes in order of receipt to:

· Mark the tender envelope number on all copies of the technical offer and the envelope containing the financial offer.

· Initial the first page of each original document and the envelope containing the financial offer.
	

	6. For each tender envelope, the Chairperson and Secretary check that the summary of tenders received correctly records:

· The registration number on the envelope

· The name of the tenderer

· The date (and time, for those received on the last date for submission of tenders) of receipt

· The condition of the outer envelope

· Whether or not the technical and financial offers have been submitted in separate envelopes

· Whether or not the tenderer has included the tender submission form including the declaration 

· Whether or not statements of availability and exclusivity for the tender are included for all key experts

· The overall decision as to whether or not the tender proposal has complied with the administrative requirements during the opening phase.
	

	7. The Chairperson reminds the Committee members of the following:

Participants in this evaluation, who might be, by any reason or mean, in a situation of conflict of interest, direct or indirect, actual or potential, please let us know and withdraw from this procedure. 

Shall be considered as being in a situation of conflict of interest any person having "shared interest" with one or more of the tenderers and partners if any, and subcontractors, which may compromise the objective and impartial exercise of his/her functions as member of this Committee. Shared interest might result inter alia from reasons involving family, emotional life, political or national affinities, economic interest – such as an employment contract.
If any person points out a conflict of interest to the Chairperson, the Chairperson shall ask him/her to withdraw from the procedure.

Once these persons have withdrawn from the Committee, the Chairperson continues reminding of the following:

All the participants in the evaluation of this tender procedure must guarantee impartiality and confidentiality in order to avoid any conflict of interest that may distort and condition the sound and fair progress of it.

Declarations of impartiality and confidentiality are signed by all members of the Evaluation Committee and any observers.
	

	8. Chairperson signs the Summary of tenders received.
	

	9. Chairperson instructs the Secretary to keep the financial offers in a safe place.
	

	10. The Tender opening report is signed by all members of the Evaluation Committee.
	


< Letterhead of the Contracting Authority >

TENDER OPENING REPORT
PUBLICATION REF: <insert ref.>

Rehabilitation and Extension of WWTP, Bosnia and Herzegovina
[Lot number and lot title: <insert number and title>]

Maximum budget: [EUR] [<ISO code of national currency> only if indirect management] <amount >

Contents:
Timetable
Observers
Minutes
Conclusion
Signatures

Annexes:
Summary of tenders received
Declarations of Impartiality and Confidentiality 
[Clarification correspondence with tenderers]

1.
Timetable

	
	DATE
	TIME
	VENUE

	Letters of invitation to tender sent on
	
	
	

	Deadline for submission of tenders
	
	
	

	Tender opening session
	
	
	


2.
Observers

	Name
	Representing

	
	

	
	


3.
Minutes

The tender opening session was based on the register of tenders received from the short-listed Candidates which was prepared using the information on the envelopes. Each tender envelope had been given a sequential number by the Contracting Authority upon receipt.

The attached Summary of tenders received was completed by the Chairperson and Secretary during the tender opening session. Only tenders contained in envelopes received by the deadline for submission of tenders were opened. Tenders received beyond the deadline were rejected without opening them. Tenders received already open were rejected without examining their content.

All members of the Evaluation Committee (and observers) signed Declarations of Impartiality and Confidentiality, which are attached to this report. The tender envelope number was marked on all copies of the technical offer and on the envelope containing the financial offer. The Chairperson and the Secretary initialled the front page of each original document and the financial envelope.

  [If any tenderers withdrew their tenders:

The following tenderers withdrew their tenders:

	Tender envelope number
	Tenderer name
	Reason (if known)

	
	
	


]

       [If clarifications were requested for the submissions from any tenderers:

With the agreement of the other Evaluation Committee members, the Chairperson wrote to the following tenderers whose submissions required clarification, offering them the possibility to respond by fax or e-mail within a reasonable time limit fixed by the Evaluation Committee (all correspondence is attached in the Annex indicated):

	Tender envelope number
	Tenderer name
	Annex number of exchange of correspondence


	
	
	


]

4.
Conclusion

The following tenders are suitable and regular, and can be submitted to further evaluation:

	Tender envelope number
	Tenderer name


	
	

	
	


5.
Signatures

	
	Name
	Signature

	Chairperson
	
	

	Secretary
	
	

	Evaluators
	
	


SUMMARY OF TENDERS RECEIVED 
           Contract title: Rehabilitation and Extension of WWTP, Bosnia and Herzegovina
 Publication ref: <reference>
	Tender envelope number
	Tenderer name
	When received

	Received by (Initials)
	Number of packages
	Received in time?

(Yes/No)
	Tender package(s) duly sealed?

(Yes/No)
	Financial offer in separate envelope? (Yes/No)
	Tender submission form included?
(Yes/No)
	Tenderer's declaration(s) included ?

(Yes/No)
	All other elements supplied?

(Yes/No)
	Overall decision

(Accept / Reject)

	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	2
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	3
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	4
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	5
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	6
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	7
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	8
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


	Chairperson's name
	

	Chairperson's signature
	

	Date
	


< Letterhead of the Contracting Authority >
EVALUATION REPORT

PUBLICATION REF: <Ref>

Rehabilitation and Extension of WWTP, Bosnia and Herzegovina
[Lot number and lot title: <number and title>]

Maximum budget: <amount and currency>
Contents:
Timetable
Observers
Evaluation
- Technical evaluation
- Financial evaluation
Conclusion
Signatures

Annexes:
Tender opening report
Administrative compliance grid
[Correspondence concerning clarification sought from tenderers]
Evaluation grids completed by the individual evaluators
Summary of average scores, technical and financial score and conclusion
[Interview records]

1.
Timetable

	
	DATE
	TIME
	VENUE

	< Meeting 1 >
	
	
	

	< Meeting 2 >
	
	
	

	< Interview session 1 >
	
	
	

	   Etc.
	
	
	


2.
Observers

	Name
	Representing

	
	

	
	


3.
Evaluation

Administrative compliance

The Evaluation Committee used the Administrative compliance grid in the tender dossier to assess the compliance of each tender with the administrative requirements of the tender dossier.

       [If any tenderers were asked to provide clarification:

With the agreement of the other Evaluation Committee members, the Chairperson wrote to the following tenderers whose tenders required clarification, asking them to respond by fax or email within a reasonable deadline set by the evaluation committee (all correspondence is attached in the Annex indicated): 
	Tender envelope number
	Tenderer name
	Summary of exchange of correspondence

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	


]
The completed Administrative compliance grid is attached. On the basis of this, the Evaluation Committee decided that the following tenders had not met the administrative requirements and should be rejected:

	Tender envelope number
	Tenderer name
	Reason

	
	
	[The tenderer is in an exclusion situation.] 

	
	
	[The tenderer has misrepresented or failed to supply the information required.]

	
	
	[The tenderer was previously involved in the preparation of procurement documents, this entailing a distortion of competition which cannot be remedied otherwise.]

	
	
	[For procedures other than the international restricted one: The tenderer does not meet the selection criteria.]

	
	
	[<Other reason>]


Technical evaluation

All voting members of the Evaluation Committee used the evaluation grid in the tender dossier to assess the technical offers of the tenders that met the administrative requirements, as listed in the Tender opening report. The completed evaluation grids are attached to this report, together with a summary of the evaluators’ comments on the strengths and weaknesses of the technical offers.
[If clarification were requested for the submissions from any tenderer: With the agreement of the other Evaluation Committee members, the Chairperson wrote to the following tenderers whose tenders required clarification, asking them to respond by fax or email within a reasonable deadline set by the evaluation committee (all correspondence is attached in the Annex indicated):

	Tender envelope number
	Tenderer name
	Summary of exchange of correspondence

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	


]

[If interviews were provided for in the tender dossier:

Based on the provisional average scores given by the Evaluation Committee to the technical offers, the key experts of the following tenderers (which achieved a provisional average score around 75 points or more) were called for interview:

	Tender envelope number
	Tenderer name
	Provisional average score

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	


The interviews followed the standard format agreed by the Evaluation Committee. The records of the interviews are attached to this report.

On completion of the interviews, the members of the Evaluation Committee considered whether or not it was necessary to adjust the provisional scores given to the experts. Any changes are clearly indicated by the members on their evaluation grids with a note explaining why the change was made.]
[If references are verified:

Based on the provisional average scores given by the Evaluation Committee to the technical offers, the references of the key experts proposed by the following tenderers (which achieved a provisional average score around 75 points or more) were verified:

	Tender envelope number
	Tenderer name
	Provisional average score

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	


The references which were verified are diplomas and documents proving experts' professional experience of EU projects, as mentioned in their CV, and/or other references provided by the tenderer. 

On completion of the verification, the members of the Evaluation Committee considered whether or not it was necessary to adjust the provisional scores given to the experts. Any changes are clearly indicated by the members on their evaluation grids with a note explaining why the change was made.]

The evaluators discussed their comments and their scores on the technical offers. 

The main strengths and weaknesses commonly agreed by the evaluators for each tender were as follows:
	Tender envelope number
	Tenderer name
	Strengths
	Weaknesses

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	


The final average scores of the administratively compliant tenders and the technical scores of the tenders that were subject to the technical evaluation were as follows:

	Tender envelope number
	Tenderer name
	Final average score
	Technical score
(score/rejection)
	Reason for rejection

	
	
	
	
	[The tender does not comply with the minimum requirements specified in the procurement documents.]

	
	
	
	
	[For tenders awarded less than 75 points: The tender does not meet the minimum quality levels.]


Only tenders with final average scores of at least 75 points qualify for the financial evaluation.

Financial evaluation
The envelopes containing the financial offers of the technically accepted tenders were opened and all copies were initialed by the Chairperson and Secretary. The Evaluation Committee checked that the financial offers met the formal requirements of the tender dossier.

[For fee-based contracts:

The Evaluation Committee checked the financial offers for arithmetic errors and that the provision for actual expenditure included in the tender dossier was correctly inserted in the budget breakdown. Any such errors were corrected.

For each financial offer, the contract value was compared to the maximum budget available for the contract. ]

[If any financial offers were found not to meet the formal requirements, including exceeding the maximum budget available:

The following financial offers did not meet the formal requirements indicated (and were rejected on these grounds as shown):
	Tender envelope number
	Tenderer name
	Formal requirement(s) not satisfied
	Rejected?
(YES / NO)

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	


]
[For fee-based contracts:

The Evaluation Committee compared the total fees [and  lump sums] in the remaining financial offers to calculate their financial scores:

	Tender envelope number
	Tenderer name
	Total fees [and lump sums]
[EUR] [<ISO code of national currency> only for indirect management]
	Financial score

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	


]

[For global price contracts:

The Evaluation Committee compared the global prices quoted in the remaining financial offers to calculate their financial scores:

	Tender envelope number
	Tenderer name
	Global price
[EUR] [<ISO code of national currency> only for indirect management]
	Financial score

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	


]

[If a tender appears to have an abnormally low price in relation to the services in question:

The tender submitted by <Tenderer name> appeared to have an abnormally low price in relation to the market for the services in question. Consequently, the Chairperson of the Evaluation Committee wrote to <Tenderer name> to obtain a detailed explanation for the low price proposed.

On the basis of the response of the tenderer, the Evaluation Committee decided to [accept the tender because [the tenderer used an economic production method] [of the nature of the technical solution used] [the financial offer reflected exceptionally favourable conditions available to the tenderer.]]

OR [reject the tender as the abnormally low price could not be justified on objective grounds.]
4.
Conclusion

The composite evaluation of the technically compliant tenders was as follows:

	Tender envelope number
	Tenderer name
	Overall score (Technical score x 0.80 + Financial score x 0.20)
	Final ranking

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	


[EDF only: If preference rules are used:
In respect of service contracts other than the European Commission's Framework contracts, when technical offers are evaluated, preference shall be given to tenders submitted by legal or natural persons of ACP States, either individually or in a consortium among them.

If two tenders are equivalent (overall scores are equal), preference is given:

a) To the tenderer of an ACP State; or

b) If there is no such tender, to the tenderer who:

· allows for the best possible use of physical and human resources of the ACP States;

· offers the greatest subcontracting possibilities to ACP companies, firms or natural persons; or

· is a consortium of natural persons, companies and firms from ACP States and the EU.

Application of these rules produced the following results:

	Tender envelope number
	Tenderer name
	Overall score
	Final ranking

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	


]

Verification of documentary evidence for exclusion and selection criteria

The Evaluation Committee checked that the documentary evidence for exclusion and selection criteria for the tender with the highest overall scores were submitted. 

        [If clarifications of documentary evidence were requested from the tenderer:

With the agreement of the other Evaluation Committee members, the Chairperson wrote to the tenderer offering them the possibility to respond by fax or email within a reasonable time limit fixed by the evaluation committee (all correspondence is attached in the Annex indicated):

	Tender envelope number
	Tenderer name
	Summary of exchange of correspondence

	
	
	


]
The Evaluation Committee verified the documentary evidence for exclusion and selection criteria for the tender with the highest overall scores and the documents were found [admissible] [not admissible]. 

If the documentary evidence is not found admissible the evaluation committee shall proceed to the second best technically and financially acceptable tender and verify their documentary evidence. If the documents are found admissible the conclusion may be to propose to award the contract to them.

The Evaluation Committee has ensured that there is no detection of a recommended tenderer or members in their consortium in the Early Detection and Exclusion System. [In indirect management if the contracting authority does not have access to the Early Detection and Exclusion System this must be verified by a representative of the European Commission]

Consequently, the Evaluation Committee recommends that < tenderer name > is awarded the contract with a contract value of [EUR] [<ISO code of the country of the Contracting Authority> only for indirect management] <amount>.

5.
Signatures

	
	Name
	Signature

	Chairperson
	
	

	Secretary
	
	

	Evaluators
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	


Approved by the Contracting Authority:

Name & Signature:
Date:                           
	[Approved by the European Commission only in the event of ex-ante control by the European Commission

	Name:
	

	Title:
	

	Signature:
	

	Date:]
	


Not to be used for competitive negotiated procedures where only one tender was received

< Letterhead of the Contracting Authority >
AWARD DECISION

PUBLICATION REF: <Ref>

Rehabilitation and Extension of WWTP, Bosnia and Herzegovina
[Lot number and lot title: <number and title> ]

Maximum budget: <amount and currency>

The Contracting Authority, having examined the evaluation report prepared by the Evaluation Committee on the <date>, acknowledges that the Evaluation Committee recommends that <tenderer name> is awarded the contract with a contract value of [EUR] [<ISO code of the country of the Contracting Authority> only for indirect management] <amount>.


The Contracting Authority


[approves the evaluation report. 

Choose an option:

[Following the Evaluation Committee's recommendation, the Contracting Authority takes the decision to award the contract to <tenderer name>, the latter being the tenderer who provides the most economically advantageous tender while meeting the selection criteria.] 

Or: [However, the Contracting Authority cannot follow the Evaluation Committee's recommendation for the following reason(s): <explain>. Therefore, the Contracting Authority takes the decision to award the contract to <tenderer name> which, while meeting the selection criteria <insert the reasons>.]

[For contracts awarded following a competitive dialogue: The recourse to the competitive dialogue was justified by the following circumstances <insert>.] 


]



[has decided not to award the contract for the following reason(s): <explain>.]

Name and signature:


Date:

	[Approved by the European Commission only in the event of ex-ante control by the European Commission

	Name:

	Title:

	Signature:

	Date:]


The maximum scores must correspond to the evaluation grid included in the tender dossier

EVALUATOR'S GRID (fee based Contracts)

To be completed for each tender by each evaluator

	
	Maximum 
	Initial assessment
	Revised assessment [before interviews/references *]
	Revised assessment [after interviews/references]*

	Organisation and methodology
	
	
	
	

	[Rationale]
	[10] [<other>]
	
	
	

	[Strategy]
	[30] [<other>]
	
	
	

	[Back-up function] 
	[5] [<other>]
	
	
	

	[Involvement of all members of the consortium]
	[5] [<other>]
	
	
	

	[Timetable of activities, including the number of expert days proposed]
	[10] [<other>]
	
	
	

	Total score for Organisation and methodology
	[60] [<insert a score between 60 and 40>]
	
	
	

	Key experts
	
	
	
	

	<Key expert 1> (Max [20][<tot.>] points)
	
	
	
	

	[Qualifications and skills]
	[5] [<other>]
	
	
	

	[General professional experience]
	[5] [<other>]
	
	
	

	[Specific professional experience]
	[10] [<other>]
	
	
	

	<Key expert 2> (Max [20] [<tot.>] points)
	
	
	
	

	[Qualifications and skills]
	[5] [<other>]
	
	
	

	[General professional experience]
	[5] [<other>]
	
	
	

	[Specific professional experience]
	[10] [<other>]
	
	
	

	Total score for Key experts
	[40] [<insert a score between 40 and 60>]
	
	
	

	Overall total score
	100
	
	
	


* In the case that interviews are held and references are verified

	Strengths
	

	Weaknesses
	


      Evaluation performed by:

	Name
	

	Signature
	

	Date
	


INSTRUCTIONS AND GUIDELINES TO EVALUATORS FOR A FEE BASED CONTRACT
Each evaluator must make an initial assessment of the technical offers and award scores on each sub-criterion according to his/her assessment. 

To this end, all evaluators should independently from each other carry out the evaluation of the technical offers in a consistent manner by applying the same methodology, interpretation and understanding. This does not necessarily mean that the scores of two different evaluators are expected to be identical, but rather that each evaluator applies the same standards and provides a well substantiated opinion supporting his/her individual scores. To their assistance the guidelines below should be used.
Each evaluator should be able to justify his/her assessment and scores in a meeting of the Evaluation Committee. The justifications must relate to the description of the project needs in the terms of reference and, for the key experts, to the profile descriptions included in it. Evaluators must therefore make comments in the strengths and weaknesses boxes.

The assessments made will be discussed in the evaluation meeting(s) and each evaluator may make adjustments to the initial assessments after this discussion.

If interviews are held and/or references are verified, each evaluator may revise his/her assessment of individual key experts on the basis of these.

Any adjustments or revised score must be justified and recorded in the evaluation report.
Evaluation of the involvement of all members of the consortium
The tender shall include a description of the input from each member of the consortium and the distribution and interaction of tasks and responsibilities between them. If a tender is made by an individual company and not by a consortium, the maximum points should be allocated to "involvement of the consortium". 
Evaluation of the back-up function

The tenderer shall give a description of the support facilities (back-stopping) that they will provide to their team of experts during the implementation of the contract.  
The description of the back-up function should include a list of staff, units, capacity of permanent staff regularly intervening as experts on similar projects, provision of expertise in the region/country of origin as well as partner countries, organisational structure, etc. which are supposed to ensure that function, as well as the available quality systems and knowledge capitalisation methods and tools, within the respective members of the consortium.
A permanent capacity of staff regularly intervening as experts on similar projects should be considered as an advantage for providing support to experts on the ground. By contrast, a service contractor which is exclusively employing free-lance experts (i.e. non-permanent) should be considered to have a less robust backstopping capacity.  

If the tenderer is providing expertise in its region/country of origin as well as in partner countries it may be considered as an ability to disseminate innovation. 

If the tenderer has design, research, laboratory or even innovation function, or whether it collaborates with academic research centre, it may be considered an advantage. 

Evaluation of experts
The summary table below should be understood as a guideline for the evaluator’s judgement on an individual line of the evaluation grid.
Note that civil servants and other staff of the public administration of the partner country shall only be approved to work as experts if well justified. The justification should be submitted with the tender and shall include information on the added value the expert will bring, on any potential interference or conflict of interest of the proposed expert in his/her function as expert and his/her present or previous functions working as civil servant, as well as proof that the expert is seconded or on personal leave.

Key-experts should be scored against the requirements stated in the Terms of Reference. The tenderers must provide documentary proof for the key experts proposed. This includes copies of the diplomas referred to in the CV and employers’ certificates or references proving the professional experience stated in the CV. If missing proofs are requested, as a clarification of the technical offer, it should only be for the relevant experience and diplomas which are among the requirements in the Terms of Reference. Only diplomas and experience supported by documentary proof should be taken into account.
For the key experts, the 60% could serve as a guideline. This means that when an expert is technically acceptable on a particular criterion (when he/she fulfils the minimum requirement for that criterion), 60% of the maximum score foreseen for that criterion should be allocated. If the expert exceeds the minimum requirement for that criterion, a percentage between 61 and 100% of the maximum score foreseen for that criterion should be allocated, depending on by how much the expert exceeds the minimum requirement. 
The key experts must fulfill the minimum requirement for all of the criteria. If any of the key experts do not fulfill the minimum requirements in any criterion after the revised assessment (that takes place after the interviews, if any) the offer should be rejected. 
The Evaluation Committee should as standard practise proceed to check the past experience of key experts (including checking references of employers or Contracting Authorities included in the CVs) in order to confirm the information provided in the CV with regard to the award criteria (e.g. that the services provided in the past were successfully completed). 

The Contracting Authority (and first, the evaluators) must ensure at all times an objective evaluation of the tenders and the principles of equality of treatment and non discrimination must be respected. For that reason, these contacts will only be used to confirm the accuracy of the information provided by the expert relating to his past experience and will not be used to introduce subjective elements in the evaluation of the experts/tender. 
When as a consequence of these checks, it is proven that the CV does not reflect reality and hence these may affect the evaluation of the key expert by the Committee, e.g. by deducting points for the concerned award crite​rion, evidence that these checks have been carried out and its result must be duly substantiated (e.g. minutes of phone conversations and exchange of letters or e-mails; evaluations in database) and reflected in the report of the Evaluation Committee.

For the non-key experts the only aspect to be considered is whether the number of working days estimated for each month for each type of expert proposed in the Organisation and Methodology are sufficient for the requirements of the Terms of Reference to be achieved. This is judged on the basis of the profiles identified in the Terms of Reference and/or the Organisation and Methodology.
Note that only tenders with average scores of 75 points or more are considered technically acceptable and qualify for the financial evaluation.[image: image1.wmf]
The maximum scores must correspond to the evaluation grid included in the tender dossier

EVALUATOR'S GRID (global Contracts)
To be completed for each tender by each evaluator

	
	Maximum 
	Initial assessment
	Revised assessment 

	Organisation and methodology
	
	
	

	Rationale
	[20] [<other>]
	
	

	Strategy
	[40] [<other>]
	
	

	Back-up function 
	[10] [<other>]
	
	

	Involvement of all members of the consortium
	[10] [<other>]
	
	

	Timetable of activities 
	[20] [<other>]
	
	

	Total score for Organisation and methodology
	100
	
	

	Overall total score
	100
	
	


	Strengths
	

	Weaknesses
	


       Evaluation performed by:

	Name
	

	Signature
	

	Date
	


INSTRUCTIONS AND GUIDELINES TO EVALUATORS FOR A GLOBAL PRICE CONTRACT

Each evaluator must make an initial assessment of the technical offers and award scores on each sub-criterion according to his/her assessment. 

To this end, all evaluators should independently from each other carry out the evaluation of the technical offers in a consistent manner by applying the same methodology, interpretation and understanding. This does not necessarily mean that the scores of two different evaluators are expected to be identical, but rather that each evaluator applies the same standards and provides a well substantiated opinion supporting his/her individual scores. To their assistance the guidelines below should be used.

Each evaluator should be able to justify his/her assessment and scores in a meeting of the Evaluation Committee. The justifications must relate to the description of the project needs in the terms of reference. Evaluators must therefore make comments in the strengths and weaknesses boxes.

The assessments made will be discussed in the evaluation meeting(s) and each evaluator may make adjustments to the initial assessments after this discussion.

Evaluation of the involvement of all members of the consortium
The tender shall include a description of the input from each member of the consortium and the distribution and interaction of tasks and responsibilities between them. If a tender is made by an individual company and not by a consortium, the maximum points should be allocated to "involvement of the consortium".

Evaluation of the back-up function
The tenderer shall give a description of the support facilities (back-stopping) that they will provide to their team of experts during the implementation of the contract.  The description of the back-up function should include a list of staff, units, capacity of permanent staff regularly intervening as experts on similar projects, provision of expertise in the region/country of origin as well as partner countries, organisational structure, etc. which are supposed to ensure that function, as well as the available quality systems and knowledge capitalisation methods and tools, within the respective members of the consortium

A permanent capacity of staff regularly intervening as experts on similar projects should be considered as an advantage for providing support to experts on the ground. By contrast, a service contractor which is exclusively employing free-lance experts (i.e. non-permanent) should be considered to have a less robust backstopping capacity.  

If the tenderer is providing expertise in its region/country of origin as well as in partner countries it may be considered as an ability to disseminate innovation. 

If the tenderer has design, research, laboratory or even innovation function, or whether it collaborates with academic research centre, it may be considered an advantage. 
Evaluation of experts
Even if exceptionally key experts are required there is no specific evaluation criterion for the key experts but the assessment is part of the strategy. The key experts shall generally not be interviewed.

Note that civil servants and other staff of the public administration of the partner country shall only be approved to work as experts if well justified. The justification should be submitted with the tender and shall include information on the added value the expert will bring, on any potential interference or conflict of interest of the proposed expert in his/her function as expert and his/her present or previous functions working as civil servant as well as proof that the expert is detached or on personal leave. 
The summary table below should be understood as a guideline for the evaluator’s judgment on an individual line of the evaluation grid.
Note that only tenders with average scores of 75 points or more are considered technically acceptable and qualify for the financial evaluation.
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2.5.  Notification Letter for a Service Contract, Letter to second best Tender, Letter to unsuccessful Tenderers and Service Contract Award Notice
All above-mentioned Templates will be prepared based on Service Tender Procedure and will be prepared by Evaluation Committee of related infrastructure municipal projects. Appropriately details are to be fund in each presented Template and will be fill in from Chairman of Evaluation Committee.

Regarding Service Contract Award Notice there are two modifications due to a financial modalities of Contract.
How to complete this standard Notification Letter: Please insert the information requested between the <> brackets, as appropriate for each tender procedure. Square brackets [ ] and parts shaded in grey indicate options to choose: they should be included when applicable and should only need to be amended in exceptional cases, depending on the requirements of particular tender procedures. All other parts must be left unchanged. In the final version of the notification letter, please remember to delete this paragraph, any other text with yellow highlighting and to suppress all brackets.

Notification Letter for a service contract

< Letterhead of Contracting Authority >

< Date >

< Official name of tenderer / candidate /contractor>

<Address of tenderer / candidate / contractor >

Our ref: < Publication reference >

Dear < Contact name >,
Rehabilitation and Extension of WWTP, Bosnia and Herzegovina

[Fee based contracts and global price contracts with key experts: The above contract may be awarded to you subject to the availability of key experts, for the amount mentioned in your tender [, as corrected for arithmetic errors as follows: <…>] and on the basis of the conditions stipulated in the tender dossier.]

[Global price contracts without key experts: The above contract will be awarded to you for the amount mentioned in your tender [, as corrected for arithmetic errors as follows: <…>] and on the basis of the conditions stipulated in the tender dossier.]

The contract value is [EUR] [<ISO code of national currency > only for indirect management] <amount>. 

Please complete a new financial identification form if your bank account details have changed since those submitted with your tender.

For your information, please find below your scores as well as those for the next best tender. These scores are based on the average technical points awarded by the evaluators according to the award criteria. You will also find the composite results of the evaluation:

	Composite Results

	
	Org & meth
	[Key exp 1]
	[Key exp 2]
	[Key exp 3]
	[<…>]
	Tech score 
x 0.80
	Final score x 0.20
	Overall score


	Your tender
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Next best tender
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


[Fee based contracts and global price contracts with key experts: Within 5 days from today you are kindly requested to submit a statement that all the Key experts which you proposed in your offer are available at the date of < entre date >, indicative date of entry into force of the contract.

In case any of the key experts you proposed in your tender is unavailable you will within 15 days from today propose replacement experts who shall have at least the same qualifications and experience as the key experts proposed in your tender. A justification for the exchange of the expert shall be given but the acceptance will not be limited to specific cases. For your information the replacement expert may not have been a key expert proposed by any of the other tenderers in this procedure.  Several replacement experts may be proposed for the same position but only one time-period of 15 days will be offered. The Contracting Authority will choose between these proposed experts.  

The replacement expert's total score must be at least as high as the scores of the expert proposed in the tender. It must be emphasised that the minimum requirements for each evaluation criterion must be met by the replacement expert.  

In order to proceed with the preparation of your contract at the earliest, we would like to ask you to send us the requested information within the above specified 15 days delay to the following address:

<Name and address of the Contracting Authority>, for the attention of <address of unit/section>

If you do not propose replacement experts within the time limit or if the replacement experts are not sufficiently qualified the Contracting Authority may annul this award. ] 

[Where evidence documents for exclusion criteria shall be submitted (for shortlisted candidates in a restricted procedure and for the competitive dialogue the evidence documents are already submitted at the tender phase). For contracts with a value of less than the international thresholds (service < EUR 300.000) there is no obligation to submit the above mentioned documents. The Contracting Authority may however, where it has doubts as to whether the tenderer to whom the contract is to be awarded is in one of the situations of exclusion, require him to provide the evidence:

Please submit admissible proof or statement usual under the law of the country in which [you] [your firm] [each consortium member] is established that [you] [your firm] [each of the consortium members] does not fall into any of the exclusion situations listed in Section 2.3.3.1. of the Practical Guide, in accordance with the undertaking in the tenderer's declaration[s] included in your tender. Examples of the admissible supporting documents are provided in Section 2.3.3.3. of the Practical Guide. The date on the evidence or documents provided must be no earlier than 1 year before the date of submission of the tender. [You] [Your firm] [Each consortium member] must, in addition, provide a statement that the situation has not been altered in the period that has elapsed since the evidence in question was drawn up. ] 

[For fee-based contracts: Furthermore, could you please notify us of the auditor[s] you propose for the provision of the expenditure verification reports] 

[To facilitate the contract preparation, could you please confirm that you will request the pre-financing of < amount of pre-financing >.] 

[The contract will be sent to you for signature if you provide the above requested information within the specified delay under the conditions stated above.]

[The contract must be signed by the two parties by <specify date> at the latest.]

Please take note of the possibility – as described in the instructions to tenderers – that the tender procedure may – under certain circumstances – be cancelled by the Contracting Authority. In no circumstances will the Contracting Authority be liable for damages, whatever their nature (in particular damages for loss of profits) or relationship to the cancellation of a tender, even if the Contracting Authority has been informed of the possibility of damage. The publication of a contract notice does not commit the Contracting Authority to implement the programme or project announced.

Implementation of the tasks may not start before the contract is signed by both parties.

< Add any special instructions as appropriate>

Yours sincerely,

< Name >
< Letterhead of Contracting Authority >

< Date >

< Address of tenderer >

Our ref: < Publication reference > / < Letter number >

Dear < Contact name >

Rehabilitation and Extension of WWTP, Bosnia and Herzegovina
Thank you for participating in the above-mentioned tender procedure where the tender submitted by you has been ranked as the second best tender. 

For your information, the Evaluation Committee recommended that the contract should be awarded to <name of selected tenderer>. Your average scores awarded by the evaluators according to the award criteria, as well as those for the selected tender, were as follows:

For global-price contracts delete Key experts columns
	
	Rationale
	Strategy
	Back-up function
	Involvement of consortium members
	Timetable of activities
	[Key exp 1]
	[Key exp 2]
	[Key exp 3]
	[<…>]
	Technical score x 0.80
	Financial score x 0.20
	Overall score

	Your tender
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Selected tender
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


Should the contract not be signed with the notified selected tenderer we reserve the right to notify you of award within the validity period of the tender. 

We draw your attention to the legal remedies available to you to contest this decision, explained in section 2.4.15 of the Practical Guide.
Yours sincerely,

< Name >
Letter to unsuccessful tenderers

Circulation restricted to the Contracting Authority and addressee to protect the individual and privacy and commercial and industrial secrecy 

< Letterhead of Contracting Authority >

< Date >

< Address of tenderer >

Our ref: < Publication reference > / < Letter number >

Dear < Contact name >

Rehabilitation and Extension of WWTP, Bosnia and Herzegovina
Thank you for participating in the above-mentioned tender procedure. I regret to inform you, however, that your tender was not [admissible][only for the last reason: successful] for the following reason: 

[Delete rows not applicable

· your tender did not relate to the subject matter of the contract

	· 
	your tender did not arrive before the deadline

	· 
	your tender was not administratively regular for the following reason(s): < specify>

	· 
	the technical offer was not considered to meet the award criteria sufficiently closely (see table below)

	· 
	the financial offer exceeded the maximum budget available for the contract

	· 
	< to be specified >

	· 
	your tender was not the most economically advantageous of those tenders which were technically acceptable (see table below)].


For your information, the Evaluation Committee recommended that the contract should be awarded to <name of selected tenderer>. Your average scores awarded by the evaluators according to the award criteria, as well as those for the selected tender, were as follows: 

For global-price contracts delete Key experts columns

	
	Rationale
	Strategy
	Back-up function
	Involvement of consortium members
	Timetable of activities
	[Key exp 1]
	[Key exp 2]
	[Key exp 3]
	[<…>]
	Technical score x 0.80
	Financial score x 0.20
	Overall score

	Your tender
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Selected tender
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


We draw your attention to the legal remedies available to you to contest this decision, explained in section 2.4.15 of the Practical Guide.
Although we have not been able to make use of your services on this occasion, I trust that you will continue to take an active interest in our initiatives.

Yours sincerely,

< Name >
Document to be completed by the Contracting Authority and made public after award of a contract
To be used in case of prior publication in the EUOJ
SERVICE CONTRACT AWARD NOTICE

Rehabilitation and Extension of WWTP, Bosnia and Herzegovina


<Location - Area/region and country/countries >, <ISO code>

1. 
Publication reference
< Publication reference of the corresponding prior information notice & contract notice > 
2. 
Publication date of the contract notice
< Date >

3.
Lot number and lot title
< As appropriate >

4. 
Contract number and value
< contract number > 

[EUR]  [<ISO code of national currency> only for indirect management] < Amount >

5. 
Date of award of the contract
< Date >

6. 
Number of tenders received
< Number >

7. 
Overall score of chosen tender
< Technical & financial score >

8. 
Name, address and nationality of successful tenderer 
< Name and address, with the leader shown in bold type in the case of a consortium >

< ISO code of country>

9. Duration of contract

<months>

10. Contracting Authority 

[For direct management: European Union, represented by the European Commission on behalf of and for the account of <the partner country/countries>]
[For indirect management: <The partner country >]
11. Legal basis
[BUDGET: for calls where the CIR applies: Regulation (EU) N°236/2014 of the European Parliament and of the Council of 11 March 2014 laying down common rules and procedures for the implementation of the Union's instruments for financing external action and < (please introduce here the reference of the Regulation or other instrument under which this contract is to be financed) (e.g. DCI, ENPI, ENI, Ifs)> - See Annex A2 of the Practical Guide ]

[BUDGET: for calls where the CIR does not apply (e.g. for IPA I), <Regulation or other instrument under which this contract is to be financed> - See Annex A2 of the Practical Guide]

[EDF: Annex IV to the Partnership Agreement between the members of the African, Caribbean and Pacific Group of States of the one part, and the European Community and its Member States, of the other part, signed in Cotonou on 23 June 2000 as amended in Luxembourg on 25 June 2005 and in Ouagadougou on 22 June 2010. Reference is made to Annex IV as revised by Decision 1/2014 of the ACP-EU Council of Ministers of 20 June 2014.]
Point 12 to be included only in direct management.

[12. DAC code

<code>]
Document to be completed by the Contracting Authority and made public after award of a contract
To be used when no prior EUOJ publication has been made
SERVICE CONTRACT AWARD NOTICE
Rehabilitation and Extension of WWTP, Bosnia and Herzegovina


<Location - Area/region and country/countries >, <ISO code>

1. 
Publication reference
< Publication reference of the corresponding prior information notice & contract notice > 

2. 
Publication date of the contract notice
< Date >

3.
Lot number and lot title
< As appropriate >

4. 
Contract number and value
< contract number > 

[EUR] [<ISO code of national currency> only for indirect management] < Amount >

5. 
Date of award of the contract
< Date >

6. 
Number of tenders received
< Number >

7. 
Overall score of chosen tender
< Technical & financial score >

8. 
Name, address and nationality of successful tenderer 
< Name and address, with the leader shown in bold type in the case of a consortium >

< ISO code of country>

9. Duration of contract

<months>

10. Contracting Authority 

[For direct management: European Union, represented by the European Commission on behalf of and for the account of <the partner country/countries>]
[For indirect management: <The partner country >]
11. Legal basis
[BUDGET: for calls where the CIR applies: Regulation (EU) N°236/2014 of the European Parliament and of the Council of 11 March 2014 laying down common rules and procedures for the implementation of the Union's instruments for financing external action and <please introduce here the reference of the Regulation or other instrument under which this contract is to be financed (e.g. DCI, ENPI, ENI, Ifs)> - See Annex A2 of the Practical Guide]

[BUDGET: for calls where the CIR does not apply (e.g. for IPA I), < Regulation or other instrument under which this contract is to be financed> - See Annex A2 of the Practical Guide]

[EDF: Annex IV to the Partnership Agreement between the members of the African, Caribbean and Pacific Group of States of the one part, and the European Community and its Member States, of the other part, signed in Cotonou on 23 June 2000 as amended in Luxembourg on 25 June 2005 and in Ouagadougou on 22 June 2010. Reference is made to Annex IV as revised by Decision 1/2014 of the ACP-EU Council of Ministers of 20 June 2014.]
Point 12 to be included only in direct management.

[12. DAC code

<code>]
3.  Evaluation of Works Contract Tenders
A Methodology below based consequently and strictly on PRAG conditions with a minimum modification will be expected from Members of Evaluation of Committee. For requirements on Evaluation Committee please refer to a Section 4. of related Evaluation Methodology.
Tender Opening Checklist

Tender Opening Checklist will be prepared by the Secretary to the Evaluation Committee according following Template. 
Tender Opening Report, Summary of Tenders Received, Evaluation Report, Award Decision
A Documents according Template will be prepared by Contracting Authority based on evaluation procedure of tenders for Services received for tendering procedure. CA shall consequently follow up related Templates and submit to EC Award Decision based on Evaluation Procedure. 
Instructions how to work with Evaluation Reports with modalities are presented below with appropriately Templates. Evaluation Report represents a main document based on Evaluation Procedure of Tenders received. Related activities joined with Evaluation Report are divided into preparatory session, tender opening session, administrative compliance, technical compliance, financial evaluation and conclusion.
Tender Opening Check List
Publication Reference: ......................

	Step
	

	Preparatory session
	

	1. Chairperson describes the scope of the proposed contract, identifies the organisations responsible for preparing the tender dossier, and summarises the essential features of the tender procedure to date, including the evaluation grid published as part of the tender dossier.
	

	2. All tender envelopes must be numbered according to the order in which they are received.
	

	3. Chairperson verifies that all tender envelopes that have been received are available at the tender opening session.
	

	Tender opening session
	

	1. Tenderer´s representatives attending the meeting must sign the attendance list (attached to the tender opening report).
	

	2. All tender envelopes are handed over to the Chairperson.
	

	3. Chairperson and Secretary verify that all tender envelopes are sealed and in good condition.
	

	4. Chairperson and Secretary open the tender envelopes in order of receipt. They mark the tender envelope number on the front page of each document. The Chairperson and Secretary initial the first page of all original documents and all pages of the original financial offer. Only envelopes received before the submission deadline should be opened.
	

	5. For each tender envelope, the Chairperson and Secretary announce and check that the summary of tenders received correctly records:

· the registration number on the envelope,

· the name of the tenderer,

· the date (and time, for those received on the last date for submission of tenders) of receipt,

· the condition of the outer envelope,

· whether or not the tenderer has included a tender form for a works contract,

· the total financial offer and any discounts applicable (exact wording as in the tender form),

· whether or not a tender guarantee has been provided, if required,

· overall decision regarding suitability of tenders for further evaluation.
	

	6. The Chairperson reminds the Committee members of the following:
Participants in this evaluation, who might be, by any reason or mean, in a situation of conflict of interest, direct or indirect, actual or potential, please let us know and withdraw from this process. 

Shall be considered as being in a situation of conflict of interest any person having "shared interest" with one or more of the tenderers and partners if any, and subcontractors, which may compromise the objective and impartial exercise of his/her functions as member of this Committee. Shared interest might result inter alia from reasons involving family, emotional life, political or national affinities, economic interest – such as an employment contract-.
If any person points out a conflict of interest to the Chairperson, he/she shall withdraw from the procedure.

Once these persons have withdrawn from the Committee, the Chairperson continues reminding of the following:

All the participants in the evaluation of this tender procedure must guarantee impartiality and confidentiality in order to avoid any conflict of interest that may distort and condition the sound and fair progress of it.
All members of the Evaluation Committee and any observers sign declarations of impartiality and confidentiality.
	

	7. Chairperson signs the summary of tenders received.
	

	8. All members of the Evaluation Committee sign the tender opening report.
	


OPENING REPORT
PUBLICATION REF: ____________________


Contents:
Timetable
Observers
Minutes
Conclusion
Signatures

Annexes:
Summary of tenders received
List of tenderers’ representatives
Declarations of impartiality and confidentiality

1.
Timetable

	
	DATE
	TIME
	VENUE

	Publication of procurement notice
	
	
	

	Deadline for submission of tenders
	
	
	

	Tender opening session
	
	
	


2.
Observers
	Name
	Representing

	
	

	
	


3.
Minutes
The tender opening session was based on the register of tenders received which was prepared using the information on the envelopes. Each tender envelope had been given a sequential number by the Contracting Authority upon receipt.

The attached summary of tenders received was completed by the Chairperson and Secretary during the tender opening session. All tenders received were opened.

[If any tenderers withdrew their tenders:
The following tenderers withdrew their tenders before the end of the tender opening session:
	Tender envelope number
	Tenderer name
	Reason (if known)

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	


]

All members of the Evaluation Committee (and observers) signed Declarations of Impartiality and Confidentiality, which are attached to this report. The tender envelope number was marked on all copies of the tenders. The Chairperson and the Secretary initialled the front page of each original document and all the pages of the original financial offer.

4.
Conclusion
The following tenders are suitable and regular, and can be submitted to further evaluation:

	Tender envelope number
	Tenderer name
	Financial offer
[by lot]
[€] [NC]
	Discount conditions (as stated in item 4 of the tender submission form)

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	


5.
Signatures
	
	Name
	Signature

	Chairperson
	
	

	Secretary
	
	

	Evaluators
	
	


SUMMARY OF TENDER RECEIVED                          Publication ref: ________

	Tender envelope

 number
	[Lead]
 tenderer name
	When received

	Received by
 (Initials)
	Number of packages
	Within deadline?
[Yes] [No]
	Tender package(s) duly sealed?
 [Yes] [No]
	Tender submission form included?
[Yes] [No]
	Other consortium partners1
	Declaration(s) included?
[Yes] [No]
	Tender guarantee included? 
[Yes] [No]
	Overall decision

[Accept] [Reject]

	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	2
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	3
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	4
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	5
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


	Chairperson’s name
	

	Chairperson’s signature
	

	Date
	


PUBLICATION REF: _____________________

	Name
	Representing
	Declaration
[if any]
	Signature

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	


EVALUATION REPORT 
PUBLICATION REF.: ____________________
Contents:
Timetable

Observers

Evaluation

Preparatory session

Tender opening session

Administrative compliance

Technical compliance

Financial evaluation

Conclusion

Signatures

Annexes:
Tender opening report and its annexes
Administrative compliance grid
Technical evaluation grids completed by the individual evaluators, 
[incl Annex III Technical Offer]
Attendance records
[Clarification correspondence with tenderers]

1.
Timetable
	
	DATE
	TIME
	VENUE

	Preparatory session
	
	
	

	Deadline for the submission of tenders
	
	
	

	Tender opening session
	
	
	

	< Meeting 1 >
	
	
	

	< Meeting 2 >
	
	
	

	Etc.
	
	
	


2.
Observers

	Name
	Representing

	
	

	
	


3.
Evaluation

Preparatory session

The Chairperson informed the Evaluation Committee of the scope of the proposed contract, identified the organisations responsible for preparing the tender dossier, and summarised the essential features of the tender procedure to date, including the evaluation grid published as part of the tender dossier.

Tender opening session

The Tender opening report is attached to this report. The Evaluation Committee only considered those tenders, which were found to be suitable for further evaluation following the tender opening session.

3.1  Administrative compliance

The Evaluation Committee used the administrative compliance grid included in the tender dossier to assess the compliance of each of the tenders with the administrative requirements of the tender dossier.

[If clarifications were requested for the submissions from any tenderers:

With the agreement of the other Evaluation Committee members, the Chairperson wrote to the following tenderers whose tenders required clarification, offering them the possibility to respond by <within a reasonable time limit fixed by the evaluation committee> (all correspondence is attached in the Annex indicated):

	Tender envelope No
	Tenderer name
	[Lot number]*
	Summary of exchange of correspondence

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	


        ]

The completed Administrative compliance grid is attached. On the basis of this, the Evaluation Committee decided that the following tenders were administratively non-compliant and should not be considered further:

	Tender envelope No
	Tenderer name
	[Lot number]*
	Reason

	
	
	
	[The tenderer is in an exclusion situation.]

	
	
	
	[The tenderer has misrepresented or failed to supply the information required.]

	
	
	
	[The tenderer was previously involved in the preparation of procurement documents, this entailing a distortion of competition which cannot be remedied otherwise.]

	
	
	
	[For procedures other than the international restricted one: The tenderer does not meet the selection criteria.]

	
	
	
	[<Other reason>]


3.2
Technical evaluation

Technical compliance

Each evaluator on the Evaluation Committee used the Technical evaluation grid included in the tender dossier to assess the compliance of each of the tenders with the technical requirements of the tender dossier. The completed Technical evaluation grids are attached.

[If clarifications were requested from any tenderers :

With the agreement of the other Evaluation Committee members, the Chairperson wrote to the following tenderers whose tenders required clarification, offering them the possibility to respond by <within a reasonable time limit fixed by the evaluation committee> (all correspondence is attached in the Annex indicated):

	Tender envelope No
	Tenderer name
	[Lot number]*
	Summary of exchange of correspondence

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	


]

After discussing the individual conclusions of the Evaluators, the Evaluation Committee concluded that the following tenders were technically non-compliant and should not be considered further:

	Tender envelope No
	Tenderer name
	[Lot number]*
	Reason

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	


[Only very exceptionally, subject to derogation, the technical requirements for the works will limit themselves to minima above which the tenderers can propose own solutions: only in such cases, the offers which comply with those minimum quality levels, should be technically scored. If so, add the following paragraph:

Technical scoring

Subsequently, the Committee evaluated the technically compliant offers in accordance with the technical evaluation grid (setting out the technical criteria, subcriteria and weightings) attached to the tender dossier.

The evaluators discussed their comments and their scores on the technical offers. The main strengths and weaknesses commonly agreed by the evaluators for each tender were as follows:

	Tender envelope No
	Tenderer name
	Strengths
	Weaknesses

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	


The final average technical scores of the tenders subject to the technical scoring were as follows:

	Tender envelope No
	Tenderer name
	Lot no
	Technical score

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	


]
3.3
Financial evaluation


Determination of the amount of the financial offers

The Evaluation Committee checked the technically compliant tenders for arithmetic errors.

[If any arithmetic errors were found:
As stated in the instructions to tenderers, arithmetic errors were corrected on the following basis:

· Where there was a discrepancy between amounts in figures and in words, the amount in words prevailed;

· Except for lump-sum contracts, where there was a discrepancy between a unit price and the total amount derived from the multiplication of the unit price and the quantity, the unit price as quoted prevailed, except where the Evaluation Committee agreed that there was an obvious error in the unit price, in which case the total amount as quoted prevailed;

· Where unconditional discounts applied to financial offers for individual lots, the discount was applied to the financial offer.

The following arithmetic corrections were made:

	Tender envelope No
	Tenderer name
	[Lot number]*
	Stated financial offer
[EUR] [<ISO code of national currency> only for indirect management]
	Arithmetically corrected financial offer
[EUR] [<ISO code of national currency> only for indirect management]

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	


The arithmetically corrected financial offers were compared [for each lot] to identify the technically compliant tender with the lowest price [for that lot].]

[If a tender appears to have an abnormally low price in relation to the market for the supplies in question:

The tender submitted by <Tenderer name> appeared to have an abnormally low price in relation to the market for the supplies in question. Consequently, the Chairperson of the Evaluation Committee wrote to <Tenderer name> to obtain a detailed explanation for the low price proposed.

On the basis of the response of the tenderer, the Evaluation Committee decided to

EITHER [accept the tender because 
[the tenderer used an economic production method] 
[of the nature of the technical solution used] 
[the financial offer reflected exceptionally favourable conditions available to the tenderer.] ]

OR [reject the tender as the abnormally low price could not be justified on objective grounds.]]

[For each lot] The ranking of the tenders which were not excluded during the evaluation was as follows, in order of the arithmetically corrected financial offers:

	Tender envelope No
	Tenderer name
	[Lot number]*
	Financial offer
[after arithmetical correction]
[EUR] [<ISO code of national currency> only for indirect management]
	Ranking

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	


[If discounts are offered: Application of discounts:

	Tender envelope No
	Tenderer name 
	[Lot number]*
	Financial offer
[after arithmetical correction]
[EUR] [<ISO code of national currency> only for indirect management]
	Discount applicable

[EUR] [<ISO code of national currency> only for indirect management]

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	


* Delete column if there are no lots.]

[EDF only: If preferential rules are to be applied (applicable for works contracts of a value of less than EUR 5 000 000):
Preferences: for works contracts of a value of less than € 5 000 000, tenderers of the ACP states, provided that at least one quarter of the capital stock and management staff originates from one or more ACP states, will be granted a 10 % price preference during the financial evaluation where tenders of an equivalent economic, technical and administrative quality are compared.

[EDF only: (applicable for all works contracts):
Moreover, where two tenders are acknowledged to be equivalent, preference will be given:

(a)
to the tenderer of an ACP State; or

(b)
if no such tender is forthcoming, to the tenderer who:
· allows for the best possible use of physical and human resources from ACP States,
· offers the greatest subcontracting opportunities to ACP companies, firms or natural persons, or 
· is a consortium of natural persons, companies and firms from ACP States and the European Union. 
The application of these rules concluded the following results: 

	[Lot number]*
	Tender envelope No
	Tenderer name
	Financial offer
[after arithmetical correction]
[EUR] [<ISO code of national currency> only for indirect management]
	Financial offer after applying preferential rules


[EUR] [<ISO code of national currency> only for indirect management]

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	


]

          [Only very exceptionally, subject to derogation, if the works offers have been technically scored, add     thefollowing paragraph:

         Financial scoring

The Evaluation Committee compared the financial offers to calculate their financial scores:

	[Lot number]*
	Tender envelope No
	Tenderer name
	Financial offer
[EUR] [<ISO code of national currency> only for indirect management]
	Financial score

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	


             ]

[If any of the tenderers submitting the least expensive financial offer (after application of the preferential rules if any) for any of the lots has submitted a variant solution and provided that variants were allowed in the tender dossier for an amount equal or below to the price of the original tender:

Technical and financial evaluations were carried out of any variant solution submitted by tenderers, which had submitted the technically compliant tenders with the least expensive financial offers for each lot. The arithmetically corrected financial offers of the technically compliant variant solutions were as follows:
	Tender envelope No
	Tenderer name
	[Lot No]*
	Stated variant financial offer
[EUR] [<ISO code of national currency> only for indirect management]
	Arithmetically corrected variant financial offer
[EUR] [<ISO code of national currency> only for indirect management]
	Arithmetically corrected original financial offer
[EUR] [<ISO code of national currency> only for indirect management]

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	


          ]

3.4
Most economically advantageous tender

           [Either:
The most economically advantageous tender is the technically compliant tender with the lowest price.]

           [Or, where exceptionally a technical scoring is given to the offers:

The most economically advantageous tender is the technically compliant tender with the best price-quality ratio. The best price-quality ratio is established by weighing technical quality against price on an for example 80/20, 70/30, 60/40, etc. : <… >basis:

	Tender envelope number
	Tenderer name
	Overall score (Technical score x 0.80 + Financial score x 0.20)
	Final ranking

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	


               ]

          4.
Conclusion

Verification of documentary evidence for exclusion and selection criteria

The Evaluation Committee checked that the documentary evidence for exclusion and selection criteria for the most economically advantageous tender. 

        [If clarifications of documentary evidence were requested from the tenderer:

With the agreement of the other Evaluation Committee members, the Chairperson wrote to the tenderer offering them the possibility to respond by fax or email within a reasonable time limit fixed by the evaluation committee (all correspondence is attached in the Annex indicated):
	Tender envelope number
	Tenderer name
	Summary of exchange of correspondence

	
	
	


        ]

The Evaluation Committee verified the documentary evidence for exclusion and selection criteria for the most economically advantageous tender and the documents were found [admissible] [not admissible]. 

If the documentary evidence is not found admissible the evaluation committee shall proceed to the second best technically and financially acceptable tender and verify their documentary evidence. If the documents are found admissible the conclusion may be to propose to award the contract to them.

The evaluation committee has ensured that the recommended tenderer or the members in the consortium are not in a situation of exclusion in the Early Detection and Exclusion System. [In indirect management if the contracting authority does not have access to the Early Detection and Exclusion System this has to be verified with the representative of the European Commission.]

Consequently, the Evaluation Committee recommends that the contract(s) is(are) awarded as follows:

	[Lot number]*
	Tender envelope No
	Tenderer name
	Financial offer
[after arithmetical correction and discounts]
[EUR] [<ISO code of national currency> only for indirect management]
	[Spare parts and/or consumables]


[EUR] [<ISO code of national currency> only for indirect management]
	Contract value


[EUR] [<ISO code of national currency> only for indirect management]

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	


          * Delete column if there are no lots.

[If the proportion of the contracts the tenderer intends to subcontract is known:

The proposed contractor intends to subcontract to third parties <insert proportion> of the contract.]
5.
Signatures

	
	Name
	Signature

	Chairperson
	
	

	Secretary
	
	

	Evaluators
	
	


[For competitive negotiated procedures where only one tender was received, the following must be inserted and the award decision template a14 is not to be used: 
Approved by the Contracting Authority:

  Name & Signature:
Date:

	[Approved by the European Commission (only in the case of ex-ante control by the European Commission)

	Name:
	

	Title:
	

	Signature:
	

	Date: ]
	


       Not to be used for competitive negotiated procedures where only one tender was received

< Letterhead of the Contracting Authority >
AWARD DECISION

PUBLICATION REF: <Ref>

Rehabilitation and Extension of WWTP, Bosnia and Herzegovina
[Lot number and lot title: <number and title> ]

Maximum budget: <amount and currency>

The Contracting Authority, having examined the evaluation report prepared by the Evaluation Committee on the <date>, acknowledges that the Evaluation Committee recommends that <tenderer name> is awarded the contract with a contract value of [EUR] [<ISO code of the country of the Contracting Authority> only for indirect management] <amount>.


The Contracting Authority


[approves the evaluation report. 

Choose an option:

[Following the Evaluation Committee's recommendation, the Contracting Authority takes the decision to award the contract to <tenderer name>, the latter being the tenderer who provides the most economically advantageous tender while meeting the selection criteria.] 

Or: [However, the Contracting Authority cannot follow the Evaluation Committee's recommendation for the following reason(s): <explain>. Therefore, the Contracting Authority takes the decision to award the contract to <tenderer name> which, while meeting the selection criteria <insert the reasons>.]

[For contracts awarded following a competitive dialogue: The recourse to the competitive dialogue was justified by the following circumstances <insert>.] 


]



[has decided not to award the contract for the following reason(s): <explain>.]

Name and signature:


Date:
	[Approved by the European Commission only in the event of ex-ante control by the European Commission

	Name:

	Title:

	Signature:

	Date: ]


< Letterhead of Contracting Authority >

< Date >

< Address of tenderer >

Our ref: < Publication reference > / < Letter number >

Rehabilitation and Extension of WWTP, Bosnia and Herzegovina
Dear < Contact name >,

Thank you for participating in the above-mentioned tender procedure. I regret to inform you, however, that your tender was inadmissible or unsuccessful for the following reason(s):
[Delete rows not applicable:
	· 
	your tender did not arrive before the deadline

	· 
	your tender was not properly sealed


	· 
	the requisite declarations were altered or were missing

	· 
	your tender was not administratively regular for the following reason(s):< specify>


	· 
	no tender guarantee was provided 

	· 
	the proportion of subcontracting exceeded the maximum allowed

	· 
	your (consortium’s) economic and financial standing was not considered to satisfy criterion/criteria <a/b/…> specified in the tender dossier

	· 
	your (consortium’s) professional capacity was not considered to satisfy criterion/criteria <a/b/…> specified in the tender dossier

	· 
	your (consortium’s) technical capacity was not considered to satisfy criterion/criteria <a/b/…> specified in the tender dossier

	· 
	your technical offer was not considered compliant with the rules of origin specified in the tender dossier

	· 
	your technical offer was not considered compliant with the following aspects of the technical specifications:

	· 
	your financial offer exceeded the maximum budget available for the contract

	· 
	your tender was not the least expensive of the tenders that were technically compliant

	· 
	your tender was not the most economically advantageous of those tenders which were technically acceptable (see following table): 


	
	Technical score x 0.80
	Financial score x 0.20
	Overall score

	Your 
tender
	
	
	

	Selected tender
	
	
	


For your information, the contract has been awarded to <name of successful tenderer> for an amount of < Amount and currency >.

We draw your attention to the legal remedies available to you to contest this decision, explained in section 2.4.15 of the Practical Guide.

I hope that you will continue to take part in the tender procedures that the European Union runs as part of its external aid programmes. [Your original tender guarantee is hereby returned.]

Yours sincerely,
< Name >
How to complete these notification letters. Please insert information between the <> brackets as indicated for each tender procedure. Square brackets [ ] and parts shaded in grey indicate options to choose: they should be included when applicable, but should only be modified in exceptional cases, dictated by the requirements of a specific call for tenders. All other parts of these standard instructions must be left unchanged. In the final version of letter, please remember to delete this paragraph, any other text with yellow highlighting and to suppress all brackets. 
Notification Letter

< Letterhead of Contracting Authority >

< Date >

< Official name of tenderer / candidate /contractor>

<Address of tenderer / candidate / contractor >

Our ref: < Publication reference >

Dear < Contact name >,

Rehabilitation and Extension of WWTP, Bosnia and Herzegovina
The above contract may be awarded to you subject to the eligibility of the proofs when requested, related to the exclusion situations and selection criteria mentioned below, for the amount mentioned in your tender [, as corrected for arithmetic errors as follows: <…>] and on the basis of the conditions stipulated in the tender dossier. The contract value is [EUR] [<ISO code of national currency>only for indirect management] <amount>. 

Please complete a new financial identification form if your bank account details have changed since those submitted with your tender.

[Where applicable depending on the amount of the contract: To facilitate the contract preparation, could you please confirm that you will request the pre-financing of < amount of pre-financing >.] 

[Where evidence documents for exclusion criteria shall be submitted (for contracts with a value of less than the international thresholds works < €5.000.000 there is no obligation to submit the above mentioned documents). The Contracting Authority may however, where it has doubts as to whether the tenderer to whom the contract is to be awarded is in one of the situations of exclusion, require him to provide the evidence:

Please submit admissible proof or statement usual under the law of the country in which [you] [your firm] [each consortium member][each capacity-providing entity] [each subcontractor providing more than 10% of the works] is established that [you] [your firm] [each of the consortium members] [each capacity-providing entity] [each subcontractor providing more than 10% of the works] does not fall into any of the exclusion situations listed in Section 2.3.3.1 of the Practical Guide, in accordance with the undertaking in the tenderer's declaration[s] included in your tender. Examples of the admissible supporting documents are provided in Section 2.3.3.3 of the Practical Guide.  The date on the evidence or documents provided must be no earlier than 1 year before the date of submission of the tender. [You] [Your firm] [each consortium member] [each capacity-providing entity] [each subcontractor providing more than 10% of the works] must, in addition, provide a statement that the situation has not been altered in the period that has elapsed since the evidence in question was drawn up. ] 

The contracting authority may waive the obligation of any candidate or tenderer to submit the documentary evidence referred to above if such evidence has already been submitted to it for the purposes of another procurement procedure and provided that the issuing date of the documents does not exceed one year and that they are still valid. In such a case, the candidate or tenderer shall declare on his/her honour that the documentary evidence has already been provided in a previous procurement procedure and confirm that no changes in his/her situation have occurred.

[For contracts over international thresholds (works EUR 5.000.000):
Furthermore evidence of the financial and economic capacity as well as the technical and professional capacity according to the selection criteria specified in the procurement notice have to be submitted for the following references <specify for which references evidence have to be submitted> (note that tenderers should only be asked to submit evidence for the published selection criteria) (see further point 2.4.11 of the Practical Guide). ]
[For contracts with a value of less than the international thresholds (works <EUR 5.000.000) the Contracting Authority may, depending on its assessment of the risks, decide not to require proofs for selection criteria, but then no pre-financing shall be made. The previous possibility to grant in such case pre-financing against a financial guarantee of an equivalent amount, has been erased in the RAP. 
Evidence of financial and economic capacity as well as the technical and professional capacity according to the selection criteria specified in the procurement notice is not obligatory to submit but then no pre-financing shall be made.]

If the documentary evidence submitted is not written in one of the official languages of the European Union, a translation into the language of the procedure must be attached. Where the documents are in an official language of the European Union other than the one of the procedure, it is however strongly recommended to provide a translation into the language of the procedure, in order to facilitate the evaluation of the documents.

The documentary evidences may be in original or copy. If copies are submitted, the originals must be dispatched to the Contracting Authority upon request.

If the nature of your entity is such that it cannot fall into one or more of the exclusion situations and/or cannot provide the documents indicated above (for instance, national public administrations and international organisations), please provide a declaration explaining this situation.

Please use a reliable courier service or registered mail to avoid any delays or loss of the documents. Please submit the requested information within below specified deadline to the following address:

<Name and address of the Contracting Authority, for the attention of <address of unit/section>>
The contract will be sent to you for signature if you provide the above requested evidence documents within 15 calendar days following receipt of this notification of award. Note that the Contracting Authority may not be in a position to honour the contract if the required documents/information is not submitted within the above time limit or if they do not meet the requirements set out above. [The contract must be signed by the two parties by <specify date> at the latest.]
Please take note of the possibility – as described in the instructions to tenderers – that the tender procedure may – under certain circumstances – be cancelled by the Contracting Authority. In no circumstances will the Contracting Authority be liable for damages, whatever their nature (in particular damages for loss of profits) or relationship to the cancellation of a tender, even if the Contracting Authority has been informed of the possibility of damage. The publication of a procurement notice does not commit the Contracting Authority to implement the programme or project announced.

Implementation of the tasks may not start before the contract is signed by both parties.

< Add any special instructions as appropriate>
Yours sincerely, < Name >
Document to be completed by the Contracting Authority and made public after award of a contract
To be used in case of prior publication in the EUOJ
WORKS CONTRACT AWARD NOTICE

Rehabilitation and Extension of WWTP, Bosnia and Herzegovina

<Location - Area/region and country/countries >, <ISO code>
1.
Publication reference
< Publication reference of the corresponding prior information notice & contract notice > 

2.
Publication date of the contract notice
< Date >

3.
Lot number and lot title
< As appropriate >

4.
Contract number and value
< contract number > [EUR] [<ISO code of national currency> only for indirect management] <Amount>

5.
Date of award of the contract
< Date >

6.
Number of tenders received
< Number >

7.
Name, address and nationality of successful tenderer 
< Name and address, with the leader shown in bold type in the case of a consortium >

< ISO code of country>

8.
Duration of contract

<months>

9.
Contracting Authority 

[For direct management: European Union, represented by the European Commission on behalf of and for the account of <the partner country/countries>]

[For indirect management: <The partner country >]
10.
Legal basis
[BUDGET: for calls where the CIR applies: Regulation (EU) N°236/2014 of the European Parliament and of the Council of 11 March 2014 laying down common rules and procedures for the implementation of the Union's instruments for financing external action and <please introduce here the reference of the Regulation or other instrument under which this contract is to be financed (e.g. DCI, ENPI, ENI, Ifs)> - See Annex A2 of the Practical Guide]

[BUDGET: for calls where the CIR does not apply (e.g. for IPA I), -< Regulation or other instrument under which this contract is to be financed> - See Annex A2 of the Practical Guide]

[EDF: Annex IV to the Partnership Agreement between the members of the African, Caribbean and Pacific Group of States of the one part, and the European Community and its Member States, of the other part, signed in Cotonou on 23 June 2000 as amended in Luxembourg on 25 June 2005 and in Ouagadougou on 22 June 2010. Reference is made to Annex IV as revised by Decision 1/2014 of the ACP-EU Council of Ministers of 20 June 2014.]
Point 11 to be included only in direct management.

      [11.
DAC code

<code>]
             Document to be completed by the Contracting Authority and made public after award of a contract


To be used when no prior OJ publication has been made
WORKS CONTRACT AWARD NOTICE

Rehabilitation and Extension of WWTP, Bosnia and Herzegovina


<Location - Area/region and country/countries >, <ISO code>

1.
Type of procedure

< Local open tender, negotiated… >

2.
Publication reference and date of the contract notice

< Date, reference (if applicable) >

3.
Lot number and lot title

< As appropriate >

4.
Contract number and value

< Contract number > < Amount> [EUR] [<ISO code of national currency> only for indirect management]

5.
Date of award of the contract

< Date >

6.
Number of tenders received

< Number >

7.
Name, address and nationality of successful tenderer

< Name and address, with the leader shown in bold type in the case of a grouping (consortium) of tenderers >

< ISO code of country>

8.
Duration of contract

<Months>

9.
Contracting Authority 

[For direct management: European Union, represented by the European Commission on behalf of and for the account of <the partner country/countries>]
[For indirect management: <The partner country >]
10.
Legal basis

[BUDGET: for calls where the CIR applies: Regulation (EU) N°236/2014 of the European Parliament and of the Council of 11 March 2014 laying down common rules and procedures for the implementation of the Union's instruments for financing external action and _ _ _ (please introduce here the reference of the Regulation or other instrument under which this contract is to be financed (e.g. DCI, ENPI, ENI, Ifs)> - See Annex A2 of the Practical Guide ]

[BUDGET: for calls where the CIR does not apply (e.g. for IPA I), -< Regulation or other instrument under which this contract is to be financed> - See Annex A2 of the Practical Guide]

[EDF: Annex IV to the Partnership Agreement between the members of the African, Caribbean and Pacific Group of States of the one part, and the European Community and its Member States, of the other part, signed in Cotonou on 23 June 2000 as amended in Luxembourg on 25 June 2005 and in Ouagadougou on 22 June 2010. Reference is made to Annex IV as revised by Decision 1/2014 of the ACP-EU Council of Ministers of 20 June 2014.]
Point 11 to be included only in direct management.

[11. DAC code

<Code>.]
4.  Evaluation Committee Requirements

Requirements on impartiality and confidentiality 
All members of the evaluation committee and any observers must sign a Declaration of Impartiality and Confidentiality (see below). Any evaluation committee member or observer who has or might have an actual or potential conflict of interest with any tenderer must declare it and immediately withdraw from the evaluation committee. 

There is a conflict of interests where the impartial and objective exercise of the functions of a financial actor or other person, as referred in the previous paragraph, is compromised for reasons involving family, emotional life, political or national affinity, economic interest or any other shared interest with the beneficiary. Should the conflict of interests be proven, the member or observer will be excluded from participating further in any capacity in the evaluation meetings.

A conflict of interest shall be presumed to exist if an applicant, candidate or tenderer is a member of staff covered by the Staff Regulations, unless his participation in the procedure has been authorised in advance by his superior.

The chairperson of the evaluation committee decides whether the evaluation process must be restarted. That decision must be recorded and reasons given in the evaluation report.

During the grant award procedure or during the procurement procedure, all contacts between the contracting authority and candidates, applicants or tenderers must be transparent and ensure equal treatment. Those contacts must not lead to any amendment to the conditions of the contract or the terms of the original tender or call for proposal. 

No information about the examination, clarification, or evaluation of tenders, or proposals, or decisions about the award of a contract, may be disclosed before the evaluation report is approved by the contracting authority (and by the European Commission in indirect ex-ante management). 

Any attempt by a tenderer, candidate or applicant to influence the process in any way (whether by making contact with members of the evaluation committee or otherwise) will result in the immediate exclusion of its tender or proposal from further consideration.

For supplies and works tenders, apart from the tender opening session, which is public, the proceedings of the evaluation committee are conducted in camera and are confidential. For service tenders and calls for proposals, the proceedings of the evaluation committee, from the opening of tenders/proposals to the conclusion of the work of the evaluation committee, are conducted in camera and are confidential.

If its Law conflicts with the confidentiality required, then the contracting authority must obtain prior authorisation from the European Commission before disclosing any information.

In order to keep the proceedings confidential, attendance at evaluation committee meetings is strictly limited to the committee members and to any authorised observer (including assessors in the case of call for proposals see 6.5.7.2.).

Apart from the copies given to the assessors or EU delegations in call for proposals, the tenders or proposals must not leave the room/building in which the committee meetings take place before the conclusion of the work of the evaluation committee. They must be kept in a safe place when not in use.

Responsibilities of Evaluation Committee members 
The chairperson is responsible for coordinating the evaluation process in accordance with the procedures in the Practical Guide and for ensuring its impartiality and transparency. The voting members of the evaluation committee have collective responsibility for decisions taken by the committee.
The secretary to the evaluation committee is responsible for carrying out all administrative tasks connected with the evaluation procedure. These include:

· circulating and collecting the Declarations of Impartiality and Confidentiality;

· keeping the minutes of all meetings of the evaluation committee and the relevant records and documents;

· recording attendance at meetings and compiling the evaluation reports and their supporting annexes.

Any request for clarification requiring communication with the tenderers or applicants during the evaluation process must be conducted in writing. Copies of any such communication must be annexed to the evaluation report.

If a tender or proposal infringes the formal requirements, the evaluation committee may use its discretion to decide whether or not it will still be considered during the rest of the evaluation process, while ensuring equal treatment of tenderers and applicants and upholding the principle of proportionality. Whatever the evaluation committee decides, this must be fully recorded and reasons given in the evaluation report.

Tenders or proposals should not be rejected in the following cases:

· if they are submitted in fewer than the number of copies required;

· if they are submitted in the correct format and provide the requisite information, but the document is organised incorrectly, e.g. information is provided in section X of the form when it should have been provided in section Y;

· if they have not been signed or contain a scanned signature (the signature can be requested later - but if it is not obtained or if the original document provided later is not exactly the same as the one received earlier, the tender must be rejected). The possibility to provide copies cannot be accepted for tender guarantees.

· If candidates, applicants or tenderers can demonstrate that a required document is not available (e.g. under national law, duplicates of a given lost document cannot be obtained from the issuing administration), provided that an acceptable alternative is obtained (e.g. a declaration by the said administration that the document for the candidate, applicant or tenderer is still valid but no duplicate can be issued);

· in a service contract procedure, tenderers who have not submitted all the documentary evidence regarding the exclusion or the selection criteria together with the tender. The necessary supporting documentation may be requested from the successful tenderer giving a reasonable time limit.

· If information is made available to the evaluation committee that a key expert in a service tender procedure is no longer available. Instead the evaluation committee should proceed with the evaluation of the original tender and the awarded tenderer will be given a chance to replace the key expert, see  3.3.12.1. 

Timetable Schedule
The evaluation committee must be formed early enough to ensure that the members (and any observer appointed by the European Commission) are available in time to prepare and conduct the evaluation process. The tenders must be evaluated in time to allow the procedure to be completed within the validity period of the tenders. Extending the validity of tenders (see point 2.8.5.) should be avoided. It is very important that all tenderers, whether successful or unsuccessful, receive information without delay. 

Once the evaluation has been completed, the contracting authority is required to promptly approve the evaluation report and take the award decision in annex to the evaluation report. Any failure of the contracting authority to approve the evaluation report or to follow any recommendations and conclusions contained in the report must be subject to a detailed and reasoned written explanation.

Period of validity of tenders 
Tenderers are bound by their tenders for the period specified in the letter of invitation to tender or in the tender dossier. This period must be sufficient to allow the contracting authority to examine tenders, approve the contract award proposal, notify the successful and unsuccessful tenderers and conclude the contract. The period of validity of tenders is fixed at 90 days from the deadline for the submission of tenders.

In exceptional cases with prior approval by the competent authority of the European Commission, before this period of validity expires, the contracting authority may ask the tenderers for a one-off, specific extension, which may not exceed 40 days. 

The successful tenderer is bound by the tender for a further 60 days, irrespective of the date of notification (i.e. 90 (+40) + 60 days) of the award of the contract. This period can be further extended when the contracting authority has referred a potential case of exclusion to the independent panel mentioned in Section 2.3.3. and for the duration of the procedure before the panel.

Appointment and Composition 
Tenders are opened and evaluated by an evaluation committee formally and promptly appointed by the contracting authority comprising a non-voting chairperson, a non-voting secretary and an odd number of voting members (the evaluators). 

There must be a minimum of three evaluators for all procedures except for calls for tenders for works above EUR 5 000 000, which require a minimum of five of them.

Evaluators must be provided with detailed information regarding the planned timetable and the workload that the evaluation implies. 

The contracting authority shall make sure that evaluators are available during the scheduled evaluation period. The contracting authority will appoint a replacement evaluator for each procedure to prevent delays in case of unavailability.

Every member must have reasonable command of the language in which the tenders are submitted. Evaluators must have the technical and administrative ability to give an informed opinion on the tenders. Their identity is confidential.

	DIRECT MANAGEMENT
Members of the evaluation committee (i.e. the chairperson, the secretary and the evaluators) are appointed on a personal basis 

by the relevant European Commission services which also approve any observer. For procurement procedures, a representative of the partner country may participate as appropriate, either as an evaluator or as an observer. In grant procedures, a representative of the partner country may participate as an observer, or in the case of EDF, as an evaluator.

INDIRECT MANAGEMENT WITH EX-ANTE CONTROLS
The members of the evaluation committee (i.e. the chairperson, the secretary and the evaluators) are appointed on a personal basis 

by the contracting authority and the appointments are submitted in due time to the European Commission in order to get its approval, together with the CVs of those members who are not staff of the Contracting Authority. If the European Commission does not object within five working days, the committee is deemed to be approved. The European Commission must be invited to appoint an observer and is encouraged to attend all or part of the meetings. Independent experts recruited under service contracts may only attend as observers. Attendance by other observers requires prior authorisation by the European Commission.

INDIRECT MANAGEMENT WITH EX-POST CONTROLS
The members of the evaluation committee (i.e. the chairperson, the secretary and the evaluators) are appointed on a personal basis by the relevant services, which also approve any observers. Independent experts recruited under service contracts may only attend as observers. 


Evaluation committee members must attend all meetings. Any absence must be recorded and explained in the evaluation report. 

All evaluators have equal voting rights. 

An evaluation committee must be established for all procurement procedures, with the exception of the single tender one (less than or equal to EUR 20 000) and the cases of negotiated procedure mentioned under Section 2.4.8. For grants procedures, see Section 6.5.7. and Section  6.4.2.
For consultation procedures under a framework contract, the guidelines of that specific framework contract should be followed. In case no such guidelines are set, the present rules and Section 3.4.1. apply.

Declaration of
impartiality and confidentiality

Publication ref:____________________

I, the undersigned, hereby declare that I agree to participate in the evaluation of the above-mentioned [tender procedure] [call for proposals]. By making this declaration, I declare that I am aware of the following: 
1.
Financial persons and other persons involved in budget implementation and management, including acts preparatory thereto, audit or control shall not take any action which may bring their own interests into conflict with those of the European Union.
If such a risk exists, the person in question shall refrain from such action. He or she shall refer the matter to the authorising officer by delegation and inform his or her hierarchical superior. The authorising officer shall confirm in writing whether a conflict of interests exists. Where a conflict of interests is found to exist, the person in question shall cease all activities in the matter. The authorising officer by delegation shall personally take any further appropriate action.

2.
For the purposes of paragraph 1, a conflict of interests exists where the impartial and objective exercise of the functions of a financial person or other person, as referred to in paragraph 1, is compromised for reasons involving family, emotional life, political or national affinity, economic interest or any other shared interest with a recipient.

I hereby declare that, to my knowledge, I have no conflict of interest with the operators who have [applied to participate] [submitted a tender] for this contract, including persons or members of a consortium, or the subcontractors proposed.

I confirm that if I discover during the evaluation that such a conflict exists or might exist, I shall declare it immediately to the chairperson of the evaluation committee. In the case that such conflict is confirmed by the chairperson, I agree to cease from participating in the evaluation committee.

I confirm that I have familiarised myself with the information available to date concerning this [tender procedure] [call for proposals], including the provisions of the Practical Guide relating to the evaluation process. 

I shall execute my responsibilities impartially and objectively. I further declare that, to the best of my knowledge, I am not in a situation that could cast doubt on my ability to evaluate the [tender(s)] [application(s)].

I shall maintain the strictest confidentiality in respect of all information acquired as a result of my involvement in the evaluation process of the above-mentioned call, as well as any information relating specifically to the object of this call.

I undertake neither to disclose such information to any person who is not already authorized to have access to such information, nor to discuss it with any person in any public place or where others could overhear it.

I furthermore undertake to use this information only in the context, and for the purposes of, the evaluation of this specific call.

After the conclusion of the evaluation I undertake not to retain copies of any written information, as well as any templates or models used in the course of my duties.

I understand that any unauthorized disclosure by me will result in the termination of my role as a member of this evaluation committee and may also render me liable to legal action.

I undertake to maintain this duty of confidentiality after the conclusion of my term as a member of this evaluation committee.
	Name
	Function
	Representing
	Signature

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	


   Done at……………… the ……………………
Notifying the successful tenderer 
	DIRECT MANAGEMENT AND INDIRECT MANAGEMENT WITH EX-POST CONTROLS
At the latest before taking the award decision, the contracting authority / delegate body ensures that there is no record of the successful tenderer, including partners, in exclusion situation in the Early Detection and Exclusion System. Before the tenders expire but after the award decision is taken and approved by the European Commission, the contracting authority notifies the successful tenderer in writing that its tender has been accepted (see previous) and draws attention to any obvious arithmetical errors which were corrected as part of the evaluation.

INDIRECT MANAGEMENT WITH EX-ANTE CONTROLS
In addition to the above, the European Commission must formally approve the award before the notification letter is sent.


Notification of the award to the successful tenderer automatically extends the validity of the successful tender for 60 days. At the same time, the contracting authority asks the successful tenderer to submit the evidence substantiating the statements made in the tender within 15 days of the date of the notification letter. The contracting authority must examine this evidence before sending the contract to the tenderer for signing. If a contract is awarded under a financing agreement which is not concluded before the tender procedure is launched, the contracting authority must not notify the successful tenderer before the financing agreement is concluded.

For the restricted procedure and the competitive dialogue, documentary evidence relating to exclusion criteria is submitted as explained in point 2.3.3.
For contracts with a value of less than the international thresholds (services < EUR 300 000, supplies < EUR 300 000, works < EUR 5 000 000) there is no obligation to submit such documentary evidence (see points  2.3.3. and 2.4.11.1.1.). 

For grants, see point 6.5.10.1.
Contract preparation and signature 

When preparing the contract for signature, the contracting authority must proceed as follows:

·  Prepare a contract dossier (if possible printed in double-sided copies) with the following structure:

·  Explanatory note
·  Copy of the financing agreement authorising the project

·  Copy of the call (prior information notice and contract notice, tender opening report, evaluation report, work programme, guidelines for applicants, evaluation reports, list of grants to be awarded, and any other relevant information)

·  The originals of the proposed contract, which is based on the standard contract 

·  Special care should be taken to incorporate all minutes of pre-tender meetings, questions and answers during tender period, clarification requests by the evaluation committee and any minutes of negotiation meetings into the contract intended for signature. 

The standard contract annexes including the general conditions, forms and other relevant documents must be reproduced unchanged in every contract. Only the special conditions (and the budget in the case of grants) need to be completed by the contracting authority.

·  Sign and date all originals of the contract and initial all pages of the special conditions. In the case of grants, the contracts must be signed within 3 months from the date of notification of the evaluation results, save in exceptional cases, in particular for complex actions, calls using 2 budgetary years, calls for proposals launched in the context of facilities, multi-beneficiary contracts, or large number of proposals or where there have been delays attributable to the applicants.

·  Send the signed originals of the contract to the successful tenderer/applicant, who must countersign them within 30 days of receipt. 

·  The tenderer or grant applicant keeps one original and returns the other(s) to the contracting authority together with any financial guarantee(s) required in the contract. If the successful tenderer/applicant fails to do this within the specified deadline or indicates at any stage that it is not willing or able to sign the contract, the tenderer/applicant cannot be awarded the contract. The contract preparation process must be restarted from step 1 with a new contract dossier prepared using the second-best tender (provided that that tender passed the technical threshold and is within the maximum budget available for the contract). In the case of grants, the contract will be offered to the highest ranking applicant on the reserve list (see point 6.5.10.2.).

	INDIRECT MANAGEMENT WITH EX-ANTE CONTROLS
The contracting authority sends the contract dossier to the Delegation of the European Union for endorsement. The Delegation signs all originals of the contract (and initials all pages of the special conditions and the budget) to endorse the EU financing and sends them back to the contracting authority. No endorsement by the Delegation is required in certain cases referred to in the Practical Guide to procedures for Programme Estimates.

DIRECT MANAGEMENT 
On receipt of the signed original(s) from the successful tenderer/applicant, the contracting authority checks that it/they correspond(s) strictly to those sent originally.

INDIRECT MANAGEMENT WITH EX-POST CONTROLS AND INDIRECT MANAGEMENT WITH EX-ANTE CONTROLS

On receipt of the signed originals from the successful tenderer/applicant, the contracting authority checks that they correspond strictly to those sent originally. One original is kept and the other is sent to the Delegation of the European Union.


The contracting autho
The Contracting Authority checks that the natural person who signs the contract for the successful legal entity has the power to represent that legal entity.

The contract takes effect on the date of the last signature. The contract cannot cover earlier services or costs or enter into force before that date, unless in duly substantiated exceptional cases (see point  6.3.8.).

Contracting Authorities must retain all documentation relating to the award and execution of the contract for a minimum period of seven years after payment of the balance and up to the date of prescription of any dispute under the law governing the contract. 

During and after this period, the contracting authorities will treat personal data in accordance with their privacy policy. The documentation referred to above must be made available for inspection by the European Commission, OLAF and the Court of Auditors.[image: image5.png]
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� Time to be recorded only for tenders received on the last date for submissions


� As required by the Tender Dossier (e.g. presence of statements of exclusivity and availability of key experts, if requested)


� For tenders submitted by consortia.


� Time to be recorded only for tenders received on the last date for submissions.


� Name(s) of person(s) receiving tenders.
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