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REFERENCE NUMBER: IM63295I         

REQUEST UNDER THE FREEDOM OF INFORMATION ACT 2015 (“the Act”) 

Thank you for your request dated 04 October 2016. 

Your request 

Your request stated:  “In the context of procurement by government departments and statutory 
bodies, I would like to have or read Procurement Practice Note 8, as set out on page 24 of the 
attached [Attachment: financial-regulations-april-2016.pdf]. That hyperlink appears to be to an 
intranet site, as it does not function when clicked.” 

Response to your request  

We are pleased to be able to provide the attached a copy of “Procurement Practice Note 8 – Tender 
Evaluation” in response to your request.  

Your right to request a review 

If you are unhappy with this response to your Freedom of Information request, you may ask us to 
carry out an internal review of the response, by completing a complaint form and submitting it 
electronically or by delivery/post to the FOI Co-ordinator, Cabinet Office, Government Office, 
Douglas, Isle of Man, IM1 3PN.  An electronic version of our complaint form can be found by going 
to our website https://www.gov.im/about-the-government/freedom-of-information/freedom-of-
information-review-request/, and a paper copy can be requested by contacting the Cabinet Office 
direct.  

Your review request should explain why you are dissatisfied with this response, and should be made 
as soon as practicable.  We will respond as soon as the review has been concluded.   

If you are not satisfied with the result of the review, you then have the right to apply for a review 
of decisions by the Information Commissioner, for a decision on; 

1) Whether we have responded to your request for information in accordance with Part 2 of 
the Act; or 

2) Whether we are justified in refusing to give you the information requested.   

In response to an application for review, the Information Commissioner may, at any time, attempt 
to resolve a matter by negotiation, conciliation, mediation or another form of alternative dispute 
resolution and will have regard to any outcome of this in making any subsequent decision.      
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More detailed information on your rights to review is on the Information Commissioner’s website at: 
https://www.inforights.im/ 

Should you have any queries concerning this letter, please do not hesitate to contact me. 

Further information about Freedom of Information requests can be found at: www.gov.im/foi. 
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Procurement Practice Note 8 – Tender Evaluation  
 
This practice note gives guidance to Government Departments, Offices and Statutory Bodies 
(designated bodies as defined in the Government’s Financial Regulations) on how to evaluate 
competitive tender bids. 
 
Most economically advantageous tender approach 

 
The Isle of Man Government’s standard method of evaluating tenders is the most economically 
advantageous tender (MEAT) approach, which sees the designated body applying criteria other 
than just price when evaluating a tender.   

 
In applying the MEAT approach the designated body has to determine the weighting split between 
quality and price. 
 

 For low value, easily defined requirements where there are many existing alternative 
products or service providers, typically for requirements associated with support functions, 
and/or where there is a very restricted budget a quality to cost ratio of 10:90 (10% 
quality/90% cost), or higher in favour of cost would be appropriate. 
 

 Where a requirement is more detailed, yet still relatively easy to define or where the quality 
of the product or service is key to the designated bodies function, typically requirements 
associated with frontline service delivery would be more suitable for a higher quality 
weighting in the region of 20:80 to 30:70 in favour of cost. 

 

 Where the requirement is complex and/or difficult to define or where the level of service to 
be delivered is critical to the designated bodies, such as consultancy services or strategic 
advice and support, it is likely that quality would have the higher weighting such as 40:60 
to 50:50.   

  
Quality criteria are not permitted to prevail over cost without the prior approval of the Treasury. 
Treasury will on occasion grant permission for a 40% cost 60% quality ratio subject to a case 
being made to Treasury, through the Head of Procurement, prior to the commencement of the 
tender exercise.  Under no circumstance will retrospective approval be granted. 

Possible criteria to assess quality 
 
There is no definitive list of quality criteria that should be applied to all tenders, but they must be 
linked to the subject matter and be directly related and proportionate to the designated body's 
requirements.  The following may be appropriate: 
 

 Capability. 

 Capacity. 

 Technical merit. 

 Aesthetic and functional characteristics. 

 Performance standards, quality control, self monitoring and complaints. 

 Sustainability issues and environmental characteristics. 

 Skills level of the workforce. 

 After sales service. 

 Technical assistance. 
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 Delivery date or period and ability to deliver. 

 Direct exchequer benefits. 

 Local employment. 

 Equal opportunities. 

 Continuous improvement. 

 Customer care policies. 
 

Advance disclosure of criteria  
 
The quality to cost ratio and the quality criteria being used to assess the tender bid should be 
clearly and unequivocally disclosed in the tender documents.   Each of the main criteria should 
ideally be broken down to set out what it is that the designated body is looking for to ensure 
consistent scoring is applied.  The quality to cost ratio and the quality criteria must not be altered 
once they have been disclosed. 
 
Use of "pass or fail" hurdles 
 
If some aspects of the requirements are fundamental, the designated body may want to include a 
pass or fail hurdle to these criteria.  For example, a waste disposal operator must have appropriate 
licences in place or a particular aspect of the service must be to a specified ISO standard.  Again 
this should be set out clearly in the tender documents; both that such a hurdle will be used and 
how it will be applied. 
 
Alternatively, a scoring hurdle can be used where only bids which score a specified minimum on 
clearly identified and specified key aspects would be considered.  For example, using the 0 to 5 
scoring system (explained below), the designated body could specify that only those bids scoring a 
minimum of 3 in every requirement will be considered.  This avoids the risk of a winner which 
scored very highly in one or more areas but very poorly in another. 
 
Use of tie-breakers 
 
Although a tie is highly unlikely it can happen therefore, consideration should be given to building 
potential tie-breakers into the evaluation model and disclosing to bidders upfront how such a 
mechanism may be used if there is a tie. For example, this may be by: 

 Setting additional questions to be answered. 

 Re-valuing (up or down) previously specified points. 

 Asking for an oral presentation or demonstration. 

A tie does not have to be an exact tie but a statistical tie (that is, a tie within acceptable margins 
of error) making it difficult, if not impossible, to differentiate between two or more bids. 
 
Evaluation methods 
 
Upfront consideration must also be given to the methods that will be used to evaluate the award 
criteria and these methods must be set out in the tender documents so that all bidders have a fair 
and equal opportunity of presenting the designated body with the appropriate information.  
Possible methods include: 

 Written tender -for example a response as to how the bidder will meet each of the 
requirements of the specification. 
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 Method statements - as above, but the questions will generally be on thematic lines and 
one question may cover a number of requirements. 

 Presentations, demonstrations or interviews - typically used to demonstrate a product, for 
example a software solution.  Interviews may also be used to assess softer criteria, for 
example communication skills and working with the designated body, or, in a social or 
health care context, its service users. 

 References - as these refer to past experience they should generally be taken at PQQ 
stage, though they may be used at award stage to support the bidder's proposal for the 
tendered service. 

 Site visits. 

 Sample products. 

Consideration will also need to be given in order to decide what percentage of the overall scores 
each of the criteria carry and how these will be built into an evaluation.  For example, an interview 
or presentation could be used to assess a different part of the technical requirements from the 
written tender or it might be a means of adjusting the written tender scores.  In any event, 
presentations must be scored as part of the quality evaluation, not added to the final overall 
quality or price mark, which would risk distorting the evaluation process. 
 

Awarding a score for quality 
 
The standard approach to ensuring that the evaluation of quality is done consistently is to mark all 
questions out of a set figure, normally five.  If applicable the relevant weighting would then 
normally be applied to that score and therefore the weighted score for the criteria is obtained.   
The normal method for marking out of five is set out below: 
 

Score Criteria for awarding score 

0 
Completely fails to meet required standard or does not provide a proposal. 

1 
Proposal significantly fails to meet the standards required, contains significant shortcomings and/or 

is inconsistent with other proposals. 

2 
Proposal falls short of achieving expected standard in a number of identifiable respects. 

3 
Proposal meets the required standard in most material respects, but is lacking or inconsistent in 

others. 

4 
Proposal meets the required standard in all material respects. 

5 
Proposal meets the required standard in all material respects and exceeds some or all of the major 

requirements. 

 
In applying this model a bidder meeting the specification in full will only score 4 out of 5 (or 80%) 
for each assessed requirement.  By allowing the fifth mark (20%) for added value the designated 
body is leaving some scope for the bidders to improve on the specification and demonstrate to the 
designated body what else they can provide.   In such cases, the tender documents should make 
clear that bidders are expected not only to meet the required standard but to exceed them, if they 
are to obtain the maximum available score.    
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Awarding a score for price 
 
The purpose in applying a scoring model to the price element of the bid is twofold, firstly to create 
a comparable figure across all bids and secondly to facilitate the combination of the quality and 
price scores into one overall score for the tender bid. 
 
The two most common methods of evaluating price are:  

 Award 100% to the lowest (cheapest) bid, and then compare that lowest figure as a 
percentage of the other bids, for example (Lowest price / price you are evaluating) x 100 = 
price score for that bidder. 

 Disclose a threshold price to bidders, which scores zero, and all bids under that threshold 
are scored comparatively, for example, if the threshold is £100, a bid of £60 would score 
40% and a bid of £70, 30%. 
 

Combining price and quality scores 
 
Through applying the scoring models set out above, the quality and price scores are converted 
into percentages in accordance with the pre-set weightings to create a combined score in order to 
identify the winning bidder.    By way of example a tender being evaluated on a price/quality ratio 
of 60% price and 40% quality would be evaluated as follows: 

• Lowest priced tender bid would be awarded the maximum percentage score for price, in 
this case 60%.  The remaining bids would then be expressed as a % of the lowest priced 
bid (lowest price bid/ price of the next bid being evaluated) x 60.   

• The tender bid scoring the highest marks for quality would be awarded the maximum 
percentage score for quality, in this case 40%.  The remaining bids would then be 
expressed as a % of the highest scoring bid (the quality score of the next bid being 
evaluated/the quality score of the highest scoring bid) x 40. 

• Both of these scores would then be combined to identify the bid with the highest overall 
score, which is the winning bid. 

 

Abnormally low bids 
 
An abnormally low bid would be one that raises a suspicion with the designated body that the 
tenderer would not be able to perform the contract as proposed, due to the price or terms offered.  
The designated body should not necessarily reject a bid for being abnormally low even if the 
tendered prices are so low as to be absurd.  In such circumstances Procurement Services would 
write to the tenderer, on behalf of the designated body, requesting an explanation of the offer or 
of those parts of the offer which the designated body considers contribute to the offer being 
abnormally low.  The explanatory request must not be general or vague in nature but must set out 
clearly and unequivocally the specific concerns of the designated body.     
 
Only after the designated body has taken account of the information provided and verified that, in 
light of such information, the bid (or those parts of the bid that it has investigated) remains 
abnormally low, could the designated body proceed to reject that bid. 
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