                      


Individual Consultant

EVALUATION REPORT (on grantee Letter head )

[image: image1.png]THEATRICANGIRGEY | FONDATION R IE RaoRet




Description of Procurement
EVALUATION REPORT


Date……………
[image: image2.png]THEATRICANGIRGEY | FONDATION R IE RaoRet




1.0 BACKGROUND

Insert full back ground to the assignment and the procurement process
The (Name of Project) placed advertisements in the (Name of medium of advertising or solicitation) to solicit for Expressions of Interest from Individual Consultants for the above mentioned consultancy. The advertisement first appeared on the (Name of medium of advertising or solicitation) on (Date). 

The closing date for the receipt of the Expressions of Interest for the Consultancy services was (insert date). At the time of closing, a total number of (insert number) CVs /applicationswere received as shown below:

Table 1: Applications Received

	S/N
	            NAME OF APPLICANT
	COUNTRY OF ORIGIN

	1
	A
	India

	2
	B
	Canada

	3
	C
	Australia

	4
	D
	Montenegro

	5
	E
	Germany/Newzealand

	6
	F
	Ugandan

	7
	G
	USA

	8
	H
	South Africa

	9
	I
	India

	10
	J
	South Africa

	11
	K
	Nigeria

	12
	L
	Cameroon

	13
	M
	Canada/Mali

	14
	N
	Malawian

	15
	O
	USA

	16
	P
	Malawi

	17
	Q
	USA

	18
	R
	India

	19
	S
	Zimbabwe

	20
	T
	Tanzania

	21
	U
	Kenya

	22
	V
	Nigerian


2.0 EVALUATION

An ad hoc Evaluation Panel was constituted to evaluate the received CVs. The panel conducted the evaluation on (insert date/s). 

2.1 COMPOSITION OF THE EVALUATION PANEL
(i)  …………………………… (Chair)

(ii) …………………………………
(iii) ……………………………………….
(iv) …………………………………….. (Secretary)

2.2 PRELIMINARY ASSESSMENT
2.2.1 Eligibility

The request for qualifications was open to individual consultants only, The (insert assignment ) will be conducted by an independent consultant with strong profile in (insert experience  summary). To be eligible the consultant shall have a solid academic profile in (eg development policy analysis and management, with solid experience in academic training at the postgraduate level and skills in monitoring and evaluation).  Desirably, the consultant should be familiar (any other criteria desirable). All the Expressions of Interest and CVs recieved where checked for completeness to ensure that the submission included a detailed CV with all relevant information on past experience and qualifications.
2.3 EVALUATION PROCESS
The panel conducted independent assessments of the candidates CVs before the results were reviewed collectively to agree on the final ranking based on the scores. The panel agreed that if there were serious and material deviations between the evaluators, the panel would meet to collectively discuss and agree on the results as impartially as possible.  The dual process was to ensure impartiality and fairness of the selection process.  Prior to the conduct of the assessment, each member of the panel signed the mandatory form declaration of Impartiality and Non-disclosure. The committee agreed that average qualifying mark was 70% and above, and that the top three ranked candidates would be shortlisted for the assignment. The candidates would be ranked according to total average scores awarded and the best candidate invited for negotiations/contract award. 

The committee was reminded of the importance of providing detailed comments to justify the scores allocated for the candidate, to demonstrate the candidate’s suitability for the post and to demonstrate that due diligence had been done by the committee in ensuring transparency of the evaluation process.

Clear and concise criteria based on the experience and technical capabilities defined in the Terms of Reference (TOR) were agreed among the evaluation panel. Each of the CV’s was given a unique number and subsequently evaluated against the criteria. The following specific criterion and point were agreed on as the basis for the selection: 

Example
Table 1: Evaluation Criteria

	Criteria

	Weighting / Max Points 

	
	

	Academic Education and training, including knowledge of English.
	20

	Professional Training
	5

	Membership with Relevant professional bodies
	5

	Demonstrated successful experience and past performance in accomplishment of similar projects.
	40

	Experience with related International Organisation
	10

	Experience in Academic Training at Post Graduate Level
	10

	Regional experience in Southern Africa.
	10

	Totals
	100%


(this is an example of how points should be distributed depending on the criteria chosen by the panel)
Here insert a brief analysis/explanation of how the evaluation will be done based on the above points
3.0 EVALUATION RESULTS 
The evaluation was carried out in two stages. 
3.1 The preliminary assessment was conducted using a Qualitative Approach, on the basis of Yes or No; Yes where the information is available and No where it is not demonstrated in the CV. Initially, each panel member assessed the expressions of interest of each candidate on the basis of whether the candidate met the various criteria or not.  Meeting the basic requirement of the EOI or more qualified a candidate for a “Yes” and not meeting qualified the candidate for “No”. (For results please refer to Table 1.0 – Preliminary Eligibility Assessment).


Table 1.0 – Preliminary Eligibility Assessment.
	No.
	Candidate 
	Criteria 1
	Criteria 2
	Criteria 3
	Criteria 4
	Shortlisted for for Evaluation Stage 2

	
	
	(Y/N)
	(Y/N)
	(Y/N)
	(Y/N)
	(Y/N)

	1
	Candidate 1
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y

	2
	Candidate 2
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y

	3
	Candidate 3
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y

	4
	Candidate 4
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y


3.2 Candidates that met all the key criteria were assessed further, using a quantitate approach based on the criteria in Table 1: Evaluation Criteria, to determine the best candidate and ranking. The individual scores from the panel members were averaged to arrive at the final score on the basis of which the consultants were ranked. As detailed in Table 3: Average Evaluation Scores below, XXXX emerged with the highest score. 

3.3 The most qualified candidate shall be invited for negotiations.  

Table 3 Average  Evaluation Scores
	 S/N
	 Evaluation Criteria
	Max Points 
	Consultants

	
	
	
	Candidate 1
	Candidate 2
	Candidate 3
	Candidate 4

	 
	 
	 
	Average Scores Awarded Per Criterion

	1
	Criteria 1
	10
	10
	10
	10
	10

	2
	Criteria 2
	20
	12
	15
	16
	12

	3
	Criteria 3 
	30
	18
	16
	25
	15

	4
	Criteria 4
	30
	19
	19
	25
	16

	5
	Criteria 5
	10
	6
	5
	8
	5

	
	AVERAGE SCORE
	100
	64
	65
	84
	58

	
	RANKING
	
	3
	2
	1
	4


Notes

(This is a ver important section which must be in suffienct details to justify the marks given per subcriterion.)
The committee recommended that the top 4 candidates be shortlisted and the highest be invited for negotiations. The following points where noted:

 Table 4: Summary Per Candidate

	No.
	Name of Candidate
	Av. Score (%)
	Comments

	1
	A
	39.5
	The candidate has acceptable post graduate qualification but has professional training not directly related to the assignment or development management. The candidate does not have demonstrable experience in providing academic training at post graduate level and also has no experience in the region.

	2
	B
	45.3
	The candidate has a PhD in Political Science with research experience in the field of Public Policy. He is however not a member of any appropriate professional body and his CV does not show adequate details of his evaluation skills and experience. He also has inadequate experience with international organisations

	3
	C
	51
	The candidate has a Masters Degree in International Development and has some experience in managing public sector programs though non in program evaluation. She also has no regional experience in Southern Africa

	4
	D
	25.6
	The candidate has a masters Degree in Law but now membership to professional bodies was noted from the CV submitted. The CV submitted does not have any details of relevant experience relkated to the assignment for which an individual consultant is needed. The candidate does not have experience in Academic Training at Post Graduate Level and alsom lacks Southern African Experience. The above factors gave the candidate a low overage score

	5
	E
	37
	The candidate is more inclided to Agricultural related issues and therefore even the cited experience is more in a assessing agricultural and natural resources projects. The candidate however has no experience with international organizations and in Academic Training at Post Graduate Level. He also lucks the necessary regional experience in southern africa


(i) Highest among the four shortlisted candidates is Professor V. Prof V demonstrated experience in development management. He has experience with major international organizations that include UNDP, NEPAD, ECOWAS Commission, World Bank, EU and ACBF.

3.1.1  RECOMMENDATION

After a critical analysis of the strengths and weaknesses of each individual consultant and the average scores awarded, the committee recommends that the the following four consultants be shortlisted and the highest be awarded or invited for negotiations and should negotiations fail, the next ranked consultant be invited. The following are the recommended consultants according to ranking:

Table 5: Short list
	Ranking
	Name of Candidate
	Av. Score (%)

	1
	Prof. V
	88

	2
	Dr. T
	85.3

	3
	Dr. U
	84.7

	4
	Dr. S
	78.6


	Name
	Signature
	Date

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	Coordinating Secretary

	
	
	





The Technical Evaluation Committee (TEC) was appointed on ………….. with a mandate to review and evaluate CVs submitted by individual consultants for the (name of assignment and project)





The team comprised the following members:





…………………………………… (Chair)


…………………………………… (Member)


…………………………………… (Member)


……………………………………….. Procurement Officer (Secretary)












