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ANNEXURE D
TECHNICAL SCORCARD



Proposer Name:

Evaluator: 

Date:


 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 generally 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 of 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


ANNEXURE B: TECHNICAL SCORECARD

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

	Technical Evaluation Criterion
	Weight
	Scoring/Rating

	DESKTOP EVALUATION
	20
	0
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	1
	Ability to provide a complete Annual Report production service (design, layout and managing production and printing) with a proven reputation and track record.
	20
	No information or response 
	Inadequate proof of experience in AR production and/or inability to demonstrate that team has minimum of 4 yrs. experience. 

1 AR produced in the last 4 years.

Reference letters missing confirmation that service included design and layout 

	Limited proof of experience in AR production and/or inability to demonstrate that team has minimum of 4 yrs. experience. 

2 AR produced in the last 4 years

Reference letters missing confirmation that service included design and layout 
.


	Adequate proof experience in AR production and/or inability to demonstrate that team has minimum of 4 yrs. experience. 

3 AR produced in the last 4 years.

Reference letters confirm that service included design and layout 

	More than adequate proof experience in AR production and/or inability to demonstrate that team has minimum of 4 yrs. experience. 

4 AR produced in the last 4 years.

Reference letters confirm that service included design and layout 
 
Clients recommend using the service provider and services rendered to be good.

	Exceptional proof experience in AR production and/or inability to demonstrate that team has minimum of 4 yrs. experience. 

5 AR produced in the last 4 years.

Reference letters confirm that service included design and layout 
 
Clients recommend using the service provider and services rendered to be excellent.


	Technical Evaluation Criterion
	Weight
		Scoring/Rating	

	DESKTOP EVALUATION
	40
	0
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	2
	Creative Excellence 
(Based on AR’s and sample layout submitted)

Creative excellence demonstrated by a clean, uncluttered design and general visual appeal 
	40

	No information or response
	Samples submitted indicate poor service and quality.

No evidence of technical ability. 

Cluttered design.

Little visual appeal.
	Samples submitted indicate mediocre service and quality.

Limited evidence of technical ability. 

Fairly uncluttered design.

Some visual appeal


	Samples indicate required service provided.

Technical ability demonstrated but manageable deficiencies identified

Uncluttered design.

Visual appeal
	Samples indicate more than required service provided.

Technical ability demonstrated with no obvious deficiencies. 
 
Uncluttered design indicates creativity.

Good visual appeal.
	Samples indicate excellent service provided.

Technical ability demonstrated 

Exceptional creativity reflected in uncluttered design.

Excellent visual appeal.



















	Technical Evaluation Criterion
	Weight
	Scoring/Rating

	DESKTOP EVALUATION
	35
	0
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	3
	Technical ability in presenting financial statements and supplied copy

Attention to detail in the accurate representation of supplied financials & sample layout submitted.
	35
	No information or response
	Layouts submitted are of poor quality and not suitable.

Incorrect, inaccurate and/or incomplete information laid out. 

No consistency in information flow and presentation.

No alignment of financial information.

Copy shows poor basic layout principles. 
	Layouts submitted do not demonstrate experience/technical ability in working with financials
 
Inaccuracies evident in information laid out.

Limited consistency in information flow and presentation.

Poor alignment of financial information. 

Basic layout principles demonstrated but lacks creativity. 
	Layouts submitted have minor deficiencies, but these can be managed.

Manageable inaccuracies evident

Inconsistencies evident are manageable (e.g., inconsistent bolding and shading of financials).

Issues regarding alignment of financial information.

Creativity in copy layout is convincing. 
	Layouts submitted are at an acceptable level and would be suitable for use.

Minor inaccuracies evident.

Consistency in    information flow and presentation (e.g., consistent bolding/shading of columns, spacing).

Good alignment of financial information.

Creativity of copy 
layout is at an acceptable level.

	Layouts submitted display technical excellence and will be highly suitable.

High level of technical ability demonstrated.

Financial information is laid out excellently and consistently.

Creativity of copy layout is inspiring, fresh, and potentially award winning. 






	Technical Evaluation Criterion
	Weight
	Scoring/Rating

	DESKTOP EVALUATION
	5
	0
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	4
	Ability to design, layout and print promotional material

	5
	No information or response. 
	Samples submitted indicate poor service and quality.

Cluttered design.

Little visual appeal.
	Samples submitted indicate mediocre service and quality.

Fairly uncluttered design.

Some visual appeal.


	Samples indicate required service provided.

Uncluttered design.

Visual appeal.
	Samples indicate more than required service provided.

Uncluttered design indicates creativity.

Good visual appeal. 
	Samples indicate excellent service provided.

Exceptional creativity reflected in uncluttered design.

Excellent visual appeal.
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