
PUBLIC WORKSAND GOVERNMENTSERVICESCANADA

AUMT AND REVIEW BRANCH

FINAL REPORT

99-644

Reviewof Bid EvaluationandSelectionMethods

for StandingOffers in theWesternRegion

Audit andReviewCommitteeApproval

ARC Meeting: February,2000

2000/02/01



99-644ReviewofBid EvaluationandSelectionMethods StandingOffers
FinalReport

Tableof Contents

ExecutiveSummary

1 Introduction

1.1 Authority fortheProject

1.2Objective

1.3Background

1.4ScopeandMethodology

2 IssuesExaminedandFindings

2.1 Establishmentofevaluationandselectionmethods

2.2 Articulation andclarity oftheevaluationandselectionmethods

2.3 Compliancewith thestatedevaluationandselectionprocess

2.4 Integrity andadequacyofcommunicationswith bidders

2.5 InappropriateClausein RFSOs

3 GeneralConclusionsandRecommendations

3.1 GeneralConclusions

3.2 Recommendations

PublicWorks andGovernmentServicesCanada
Audit andReviewBranch

i

1

1

1

1

1

3

3

3

5
6

6

7

7

7

18-04-00



99-644Review ofBid Evaluation and SelectionMethods - Standing Offers
ExecutiveSummary

ExecutiveSummary

Authority for the Project

This projectis partofthe 1999/2000Audit andReviewPlan,which wasapprovedby theAudit
andReviewCommittee.

Objective

The overall objectiveof this project is to determinethe extent to which PWGSC policies,
proceduresand controls for bid evaluationand contractor selectionmethodologiesare being
observed.

Scope

The review coveredstandingoffers initiated from April 1998 to March 1999 in the Western
Region.

Specifically, the review focusedon bid evaluationand supplier selectionfrom the time of
procurementplanningthoughto theissuanceofthe standingoffer. Bid evaluationandsupplier
selectiongenerallyencompassesthe following steps: reviewing the requirementsdefinition;
establishingevaluationcriteriaand the selectionmethodology;issuing a bid solicitation which
advises bidders of the evaluation/selectionmethodology; conducting the evaluation; and
selectingthesuccessfulsupplier(s).

Background

TheMinister ofPublicWorksandGovernmentServicesCanadais responsiblefor ensuringthat
the tenetsof prudenceand probity are observedthroughoutthe contractingprocess. The
governingpostulateof integrity andtheprinciple of equaltreatmentareessentialto the process
for bid evaluationandcontractorselection. All activitiesareto be open,fair andhonestandall
potentialsuppliersofaparticularrequirementareto besubjectto thesameconditions.

Any weaknessin the opennessandfairnessof evaluationand selectioncriterialeavesPWGSC
vulnerableto a successfulsupplierchallengebeforethe CanadianInternationalTradeTribunal
(CITT). As this is an importantarea,theAudit andReviewBranch(ARB) hasbeenconducting,
on arotationalbasis,reviewsofsectorandregionalpracticesregardingevaluationandselection
methods.

PublicWorksandGovernmentServicesCanada
Audit andReviewBranch 18-04-00
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Key Findings

Thefollowing findings, notedthroughoutthe WesternRegion,weremorestronglyobservedin
someofficesthanothers:

• In many casesa properlyauthorizedCPAA which addressedtheselectionmethodwasnot
foundonthefile whenrequired.

• In many caseswheremandatoryandpoint-ratedevaluationcriteriawereusedtheywerenot
well articulatedandorganizedin thesolicitationdocument.

• In manycasestheRFSOdid not includeawell articulatedselectionmethodology.

• In someinstancesselectionof thesuccessfulofferor, if challenged,would not be defensible
dueto theapplicationoftheevaluationandselectionmethodologyused. Examplesinclude:
notdocumentingon file the assessmentagainstmandatorycriteria, not convertingpricesto a
common pricing basis, not eliminating bidders who fail to comply with mandatory
requirements,notexplainingwhy aparticularproductwaseliminated,etc.

• In somecasesthe evaluationof thebids wasnot strictly in accordancewith the evaluation
andselectionprocessesenunciatedin theRESO.

• The WorkforceReductionProgramclauseincludedin theRFSOrequiresthat acertification
be completedandsignedasa mandatoryrequirementwhenprofessionalfees for a former
public servantmay be involved. There were instanceswhen the clausewas included
inappropriatelyin theRFSOandinconsistenttreatmentwasobservedthroughouttheWestern
Regionwhensuppliersfailed to completeand sign the certification. Sinceit is understood
that theEarly RetirementIncentiveProgramendedin March 1998, andtheEarlyDeparture
Incentive Programendedin June 1998, the appropriatenessof continuingto include the
WorkforceReductionclausesin thesolicitationdocumentsis questioned.

Conclusions

The importanceof providing all relevant information, through a properly authorizedCPAA
needsto becommunicatedandreinforced.

Thereare opportunitiesto improvethe mannerin which mandatoryandpoint-ratedevaluation
criteriaarearticulatedandorganizedin thesolicitationdocument.

Thereis aneedto includeawell articulatedselectionmethodologyin the solicitationdocument.

PublicWorks andGovernmentServicesCanada
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ii
Thereis opportunityto improvethedegreeto whichtheWesternRegioncomplieswith thestated
evaluationandselectionprocess.

Recommendations

It is thereforerecommendedthat:

1. theRegionalDirector General, WesternRegiontakeaction through guidelinesand/or
training to ensurethatofficerswithin the WesternRegioninclude aproperlyauthorized
CPAA on file when required, that all solicitation documentscontain clearly stated
evaluationcriteria and selectionmethods,and that all standing offers be issuedin
accordancewith thesolicitation document.

2. the ADM-SOSBreview the continuing needfor the use of the Worl~force Reduction
Programclauseandtakeappropriateaction.

PublicWorksandGovernmentServicesCanada
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1 Introduction

1.1 Authority for theProject

This projectis part ofthe 1999/2000Audit andReviewPlan,which wasapprovedby the Audit
andReviewCommittee.

1.2 Objective

The overall objective of~thisproject is to determinethe extent to which PWGSCpolicies,
proceduresand controlsfor bid evaluationand contractorselectionmethodologiesare being
observed.

1.3 Background

TheMinister ofPublicWorksandGovernmentServicesCanadais responsiblefor ensuringthat
the tenetsof prudenceand probity are observedthroughoutthe contractingprocess. The
governingpostulateof integrity andthe principleofequaltreatmentareessentialto the process
for bid evaluationandcontractorselection. All activities areto be open,fair andhonestandall
potentialsuppliersofaparticularrequirementareto be subjectto the sameconditions.

Any weaknessin the opennessand fairnessof evaluationand selectioncriterialeavesPWGSC
vulnerableto a supplierchallengebeforethe CanadianInternationalTradeTribunal (CITT).
GivenPWGSC’srole ascommon-serviceproviderfor governmentprocurement,the Audit and
ReviewBranch(ARB) hasbeenconductingrotationalreviews of the practicesrelatingto bid
evaluationandselectionmethods.Reviewsin theScience,InformaticsandProfessionalServices
Sector(SIPSS),the Aerospace,Marine and ElectronicsSystems(AMES) Sector, the Atlantic
Region, and the Industrial and CommercialProductsand StandardizationServices(ICPSS)
Sectorhavebeencompletedto date. In addition,a surveyof all procurementstaff involved in
competitivecontractingwasconductedin thefall of 1997.

1.4 Scopeand Methodology

This audit coveredthe procurementprocessfor standingoffers carried out by the Western
Region. Specifically,thefocusofthereviewwasonbid evaluationandsupplierselectionfrom
thetime ofprocurernent~planning throughto issuanceofthe standingoffer. Bid evaluationand
supplier selectiongenerally encompassthe following activities: ensuring adequacyof the
requirementsdefinition; establishingevaluationcriteriaandthe selectionmethodology;issuing
a Requestfor Standing Offer (RFSO) which advisessuppliers of the evaluation/selection
methodology;conductingtheevaluation; andselectingthe successfulsupplier(s). In thecaseof
muhiple standingoffers issuedpursuantto one RFSO, this audit did not examinehow the
supplierwasselectedfor thecall-up, from amongthestandingoffer holders.

PublicWorksandGovernmentServicesCanada
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In the periodApril 1998 to March 1999, 899 standingoffer files werehandledin the Western
Region. This numberdoesnot includestandingoffer files issuedon behalfof RPSsincethat
informationwasnotcapturedin theAutomatedBuyerEnvironment(ABE) systematthetime.

During the audit, 117 standingoffer files were reviewedfrom five Westernregionaloffices:
Brandon,Calgary,Edmonton,ReginaandWinnipeg. Giventhe sampleof 117 files reviewedout
ofapopulationof899theresultsoftheaudit areaccurate+1- 10%, 19 timesout of20or 95%of
the time. The majority (101 files) of the files selectedincluded a lowest price responsive
selectionmethodologyin the RFSO.Approval authoritieson the 117 files reviewedwerethe
following:

Levelof Approvalauthority Numberoffiles

RegionalDirectorGeneral 1
Director 9
Manager 24
ProcurementOfficer •83
Total 117

PublicWorksandGovernmentServicesCanada
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2. IssuesExamined and Findings

2.1 Establishmentof evaluation and selectionmethods

• In the 71 files wherea CPAA/ProcurementPlan was requiredtherewere 21 caseswhere
properlyauthorizedCPAAs which addressedthe selectionmethod werenot found on the
files whenrequired. In themajority of thosecases,a CPAA approvedby the procurement
officer shouldhavebeenon thefile. In one case,thefile wasat Directorapprovallevel and
should havebeensubmittedto the ProcurementStrategyCommitteebecauseit wasgreater
than$2 million.

• For the CPAAs that were approvedat a level higher thanthe procurementofficer, little
informationwasprovidedon the CPAA, particularlywith respectto evaluationcriteriaand
theselectionmethodology.

• When required,therewas evidenceof review by the RegionalProgramAdvisor (Quality
Control in Edmonton).

Conclusion

The importanceofprovidingall relevantinformation,througha properlyauthorizedCPAA, on
all procurementsvaluedat $50K ormore,especiallywhenapprovalis requiredat a levelhigher
thanthe procurementofficer, needsto becommunicatedandreinforced. Considerationshould
begivento eitherprovidingtheRFSO documentto theapprovalauthorityfor reviewalongwith
the CPAA, or providingmore specificdetailsaboutthemandatoryand ratedcriteriaaspartof
the CPAA.

2.2 Articulation and clarity of the evaluation and selectionmethods

In several instancesthe evaluationcriteria could have beenclearer and better articulated.
Examplesare:

• Of the84 fileswhichcontainedmandatoryrequirements,thesewereclearlyidentifiedin the
majorityoffiles (59 files). Nonethelessasignificantnumberoffiles (25)contained

mandatoryrequirementswhichwereconfusing,unclearand/orincomplete. In someofthose
casesthe confusionrelatedto thefactthattheRFSOsdid not specifically identify mandatory

requirementsby listing themorby statingclearlythat certificationshadto beprovided(i.e.
Work ForceReduction,CanadianContent,EmploymentEquity).

• In othercasessomestatementsweremadethatcouldhave.beenconsideredmandatorycriteria
asit wasnot clearwhethertheywouldbeusedto determinetheresponsivenessofthebid,or

whethertheywereconditionswhichwouldbemetthroughtheperformanceofthework.

PublicWorksandGovernmentServicesCanada
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Thereis aneedto differentiatebetweenmandatoryrequirementsfor evaluationpurposesand
mandatoryrequirementsfor theperformanceofthework.

• Key statementsusingwordssuchas“must”, “shall” in the“SpecialConditions”or
elsewherein theRFSOwerenot specificallyincludedasmandatoryitems in a listing of

“mandatory”requirementsfor evaluationpurposes.

• Inthe 13 caseswhereratedcriteriawereused,the following wasobserved.In ninecases
theratedevaluationcriteriawerelogical andprovidedin sufficientdetailto advisebidders
howtheirofferswouldbeevaluated.In theotherfourcases,theratedcriteriain theRFSO

lackedclarity andwerenot in sufficientdetailto advisebiddershowtheirproposalswould
beevaluated.Examplesinclude:amiscalculationin themaximumnumberofpoints

availableandthecorrespondingminimumpassmarkin theP150;thepoint-ratedcriteria
werevery broadlyexpressedin theRFSObutdid notprovideadditionaldetail(sub-criteria)
regardingtheevaluation;and,therequirementto provideanarrativecomponentaboutthe

firm andits employeeswasidentifiedbutnomethodwasprovidedin theRFSOto evaluate
this information.

• In onecasewheredesirablecriteriawereused,thesewerealsolisted asratedcriteriaand
wereincludedin thepass/failevaluation. Generally,desirablecriteriaareusedonly for

bonuspointsonceasupplierpassestheminimumratedthreshold.

In several instancesthe selectionmethod could have been clearer and better articulated.
Examplesare:

• Of the 117 files reviewed,60 containeda selectionmethodwhich wasclearlyexpressedin
theRFSO,21 did notcontainanystatementin theRFSOwith regardsto theselection

method. In theremaining36 files theselectionmethodwasuncleardueto eitherthe
formulationofthestatementorto thefactthatthestatementwasincludedamongstother
statementsall listed underclausestitledas ‘EvaluationCriteria’, or ‘SpecialConditions’.

• In someinstanceswhenmandatorycriteriawereincludedin theRFSO,theselectionmethod
did not indicatethatin orderto beconsideredresponsive,biddersmustmeetmandatory

criteria. (e.g. It is anticipatedthatanawardwill bemadeto theSupplierwhich submitsthe
lowestaggregatepricebasedontheestimatedquantitiesandevaluationtotal).

• In someinstanceswheretherewasapossibility ofissuingmorethanonestandingoffer, the
methodologyto do so,andthenumberofstandingoffersto be issued,werenotclearly

enunciated.In somecasesthe RFSOstated“... shouldit be in theinterestsofthe Crownto
do so,therequirementmaybedividedbetween2 ormoresuppliers”.

• In onecasethreeselectionmethodologieswereprovided,(e.g. lowestpriceperitem and/or
destinationorgroupofitemsand/ordestinationor lowestaggregate).

PublicWorks andGovernmentServicesCanada
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Conclusion

Thereareopportunitiesto improvethe mannerin which mandatoryandpoint-ratedevaluation
criteria(including mandatorycriteriaofanadministrativenature)arearticulatedandorganizedin
the solicitation document. Also, there is a need to include a well articulated selection
methodologyin thesolicitationdocument.

2.3 Compliancewith the statedevaluation and selectionprocess

In severalinstancesthemethodologyfor selectionofthe.successfulbidder,if challenged,would
notbe defensible.Examplesare:

• Itemsthat shouldhavebeenconvertedto acommonpricingbasiswereeliminatedfrom the
evaluation,orcomparisonsweredonewithoutusingacommonunit pricingbasis(e.g.kg

comparedto gramswithout conversion,quantitiescomparedto lb.)

• A minimum deliveryrequirementof21 dayswasusedto disqualify thelowestbidderwho
bid 50 daysdeliverytime. Therewasno statementin theRFSOwith regardto anacceptable
numberofdaysdeliverytime.

• TheRFSOidentifiedcertainitemsthatwouldbesubjectto priceevaluation.The
procurementofficernoted.significantvariancesbetweensuppliersin thepricesquotedfor

thoseitemsbutdid notconfirm thelow priceswith the suppliers. Insteadtheofficer
removedfourofthetwelveitemsfrom thecalculationbecauseofthediscrepancyin the
pricerange. Errorsweremadein therecalculationofthetabulationwhichresultedin an

incorrectselectionofthebidders.

• Theestimatedusagestatedin theRFSOwasnotstrictly appliedin theevaluationofthebids.

• Therewasno justification on file explaining specifically why a particularproductdid not
meettherequiredspecificationwhich resultedin thebid beingconsiderednon-compliant.

• Although the selectionmethod expressedin the RFSOindicatedonly one StandingOffer
wouldbe issued,thereweretwo StandingOffers issuedandthe basisfor doingsowasnot
explainedon thefile.

• Thereweretwo statementsin theRFSO: “Two StandingOffersvaluedat $50K eachwill be
awarded”and“More thanone StandingOffercanbeawarded.”The subsequentselection

methodconflictedwith thefirst statementasthreeStandingOfferswereissued.

PublicWorksandGovernmentServicesCanada
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In a significantnumberof instancesapplicationofthe mandatorycriteria, if challenged,would
notbe defensible. Examplesare:

• Bidderswerenot eliminatedeventhoughtheydid notappropriatelysigntherequired
mandatorycertifications(e.g.Work ForceReductionProgram,Canadiancontent,

Journeyman’sCertificate). In thesecases,bidderseitherprovidedno informationanddid
not signthe certificationortheyprovidedtherequiredinformationbut didnot signthe

requiredcertification.

• In otherinstances,wherethereweremandatorycriteria in theRFSO,therewasnoevidence
onfile thattheywereassessed.Thiswasparticularlynotedin thosecaseswheretherewas

only oneoffer receivedin responseto theRFSO. In somecasesbiddersnotmeeting
mandatorycriteriawerenotrejected(e.g.not signingthefront pageofthe standingoffer).

Conclusion

Thereis opportunityto improvethedegreeto whichtheWesternRegioncomplieswith thestated
evaluationandselectionprocesses.Theneedto adequatelyapplythestatedprocessandproperly
documentthefile in orderto demonstratethe integrity oftheprocurementfunctionneedsto be
reinforced.

2.4 Integrity and adequacyofcommunicationswith bidders

In the 13 files wherebiddersmadeinformation requestswith regardsto some aspectof the
RFSO,theprocurementofficershandledthesevery diligently. Whenamendmentsto the RFSO
wererequiredasaresultof suchrequests,theproperactionsweretakento inform all biddersof
thechangestherebyensuringanequitableandfair treatmentofthe suppliersinvolved.

2.5 InappropriateClausein RFSOs

TheWorkforceReductionProgramclauseincludedin theRFSOrequiresthat a certificationbe
completedand signedasa mandatoryrequirementwhenprofessionalfees for a formerpublic
servantmaybe involved. Therewereinstanceswhentheclausewasincludedinappropriatelyin
the RFSO as the requirementwas for goodsor for serviceswhenno professionalfeeswere
involved. Also, inconsistenttreatmentwas observedthroughoutthe WesternRegionwhen
suppliersfailed to completeandsign the certification. In some casessupplierswere issueda
standingoffer; in othercasestheywererejected. Sinceit is understoodthattheEarlyRetirement

PublicWorksandGovernmentServicesCanada
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IncentiveProgramendedin March 1998, and theEarly DepartureIncentiveProgramendedin
June1998, the appropriatenessof continuingto includethe WorkforceReductionclausein the
solicitationdocumentsis questioned.

PublicWorks andGovernmentServicesCanada
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3. General ConclusionsandRecommendations

3.1 General Conclusions

The importanceof providing all relevantinformation, through a properly authorizedCPAA
needsto becommunicatedandreinforced.

Thereare opportunitiesto improvethe mannerin which mandatoryandpoint-ratedevaluation
criteriaarearticulatedandorganizedin thesolicitationdocument.Thereis alsoaneedto include
awell articulatedselectionmethodologyin thesolicitationdocument.

Thereis opportunityto improvethedegreeto whichtheWesternRegioncomplieswith the stated
evaluationandselectionprocess.

3.2 Recommendations

It is thereforerecommendedthat:

1. the RegionalDirector General, WesternRegiontake action through guidelinesand/or
training to ensurethat officerswithin the WesternRegionincludea properlyauthorized
CPAA on file when required, that all solicitation documentscontain clearly stated
evaluation criteria and selectionmethods,and that all standing offers be issuedin
accordancewith thesolicitationdocument.

2. the ADM-SOSBreview the continuingneedfor the use of the WorkforceReduction
Programclauseandtakeappropriateaction.

PublicWorks andGovernmentServicesCanada
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