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ANNEXURE C - DESKTOP EVALUATION SCORECARD

ER-RFQ/2024-2025/011/ Update of Competition Tribunal Handbook of Case Law



Proposer Name:

Date:





The proposals submitted 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



ANNEXURE C: DESKTOP EVALUATION SCORECARD


TECHNICAL SCORECARD

Service providers must indicate the relevant section in their proposal that addresses each criterion in the column headed Reference in Proposal and additional comments can be included in the column headed Comments.   

	
	Technical Evaluation Criterion
	Weight
	Reference in RFP
	Reference in Proposal
	Comments

	DESKTOP EVALUATION
	100
	
	
	

	1
	Expertise and Qualifications of proposed personnel 

This would be based on the service provider being a senior lecturer/competition law practitioner with a minimum of seven (7) years’ experience in competition law and/or economics. 
	40
	Section 4 
	
	

	2
	Quality of portfolio of evidence 

This will be evaluated based on the portfolio of work provided for the past 3 years. Bidders must submit sampling for the work done previously. Samples should relate to the specific requirements listed in section 4 
	20
	Section 4
	
	

	3
	Ability to edit and review journal articles/ chapters, textbooks in competition law
	40
	Section 4
	
	



Signature:				
						
Print name of signatory:								
					
Designation: 

Date:
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