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ANNEXURE B
DESKTOP EVALUATION SCORECARD





The proposers will be evaluated according to the technical evaluation criteria in the scorecard below

RATING SCALE TO BE APPLIED

	SCORE
	DESCRIPTION
	Rating

	0
	Nil or inadequate response
The evaluator is of the view that the response demonstrates that the respondent does not understand the requirements and/or will not be able to meet the requirements
	Unacceptable

	1
	Response is partially relevant but general very poor
The response addresses some elements of the requirement but contains insufficient/limited detail or explanation to demonstrate how the requirement will be fulfilled
The evaluator is not confident that the respondent understands the requirements and/or will be able to meet the requirements
	Very Poor

	2
	Response is partially relevant but generally poor.  
The response addresses some elements of the requirement but contains insufficient/limited detail or explanation to demonstrate how the requirement will be fulfilled.
The evaluator has some reservations as to whether the respondent understands the requirements and/or will be able to satisfactorily meet the requirements
	Poor

	3
	Response is relevant and acceptable. 
The response addresses a broad understanding of the requirement but may lack details on how the requirement will be fulfilled in certain areas.
The evaluator is reasonably confident that the respondent understands the requirements and/or will be able to satisfactorily meet the requirements
	Acceptable

	4
	Response is relevant and good.
The response is sufficiently detailed to demonstrate a good understanding and provides details on how the requirements will be fulfilled.
The evaluator is confident that the respondent understands the requirements and/or will be able to satisfactorily meet the requirements
	Good

	5
	Response is completely relevant and excellent overall. 
The response is comprehensive, unambiguous and demonstrates a thorough understanding of the requirement and provides details of how the requirement will be met in full.
The evaluator is completely confident that the respondent understands the requirements and/or will be able to satisfactorily meet the requirements
	Excellent






TECHNICAL SCORECARD
PROPOSER: ………………………					

	
	Technical Evaluation Criterion
	Weight
	Reference in RFQ
	Reference in Proposal
	Comments

	DESKTOP EVALUATION
	100
	
	
	

	1
	Track record component
	20
	Section
	
	

	1.1
	· Bidders demonstrates their capability to provide professional and timely services.  
· Is there sufficient evidence provided for the evaluator to assess the bidder’s capability, capacity, competitive advantage (in-house skills, previous experience in performing internal audits services).   
	10
	(Section 12.7)
	
	

	1.2
	· [bookmark: _Toc511331803]Reference letters from at least three (3) contactable, existing, recent (within past three (3) years) audit clients (in the public and private sector). The reference letter must indicate the nature, the value of and the number of years the audit services was provided.
	10

	(Section 12.7)
	
	



	2
	Management component
	10
	Section
	
	

	2.1
	· Is the bidder (or the bidder’s partners) being investigated or subject to public or private reprimand/warning of a professional association.
· Organogram or list of partners, managers, specialists, and clerks in the company.
· Proposed audit team, in terms of job positions in the firm.
· Staff members who will direct and review audit work 
· Staff members responsible for planning, directing, and conducting fieldwork or reporting. 
· Staff rotation plans 
· Names of outside specialists and consultants
·  Educational background/detailed resumes
	6
	(Section 12.6)
	
	

	2.2
	· Membership of external quality control organizations (Professional membership held by proposed team).
	2
	(Section 12.6)
	
	

	2.3
	· Continuing professional experience (Staff training and development policies and procedures)



	2
	(Section 12.6)
	
	

	3
	Technical component
	20
	Section
	
	

	3.1
	· Bidder’s independence   - relationship of proposed audit team to employees of the Tribunal and/or members of the Tribunal’s Audit and Risk Committees. 
	3
	(Section 12.5)
	
	

	3.2
	· Experience and expertise regarding auditing public sector entities with specific reference to section 12.3.1 and section 12.3.2.
	10
	(Section 12.5)
	
	

	3.3
	· Proposal demonstrates the value add the bidder can provide.  
	7
	(Section 12.5)
	
	

	4
	Proposed Internal Audit Plan
	50
	
	
	

	4.2
	· Creativity reflected in proposed plan including the proposed hours
· First three years of the rolling plan must be drafted with reference to the scope of work detailed in Section 12.3 of this RFQ 
	30
	(Section 12.8)


	
	

	4.3
	· Plan specifies the activity/service to be performed, the designation of the staff member to be assigned to each activity/service, estimated total hours per activity/service, timelines, and sequences for audit procedures. 
· Staff designations used are as indicated in section 12.8 
· Percentage hours allocated to certain staff designations in any one year and for the total three-year period the percentage hours not exceeded
	20
	(Section 12.8)


	
	





Signature: __________________				Date: _________________				


								
Print name of signatory: _________________________________								


							
Designation: ___________________________________________
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