Tender
Assessment
Solution

Ken Jackson
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mm) o Tender Assessment versus Systems
Engineering

e QSS solution and experience to date
e Process, concepts and organisation
e Implementation of Tender Assessment tool
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L Systems Engineeri
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L Tender Assessment Information

ITT
Commercial System
Issues Requirements

Assessment
Criteria

l

Selection
of supplier | Assessment
Results
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L Tender Assessment problems

Global Problemsj

Haphazard unrepeatable process
Inconsistent results

Subjective decisions

No training for individuals

No corporate learning or maturity
Not auditable
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Presentation Structure

e Tender Assessment versus Systems
Engineering
mm) ¢ QSS solution and experience to date
e Process, concepts and organisation

e Implementation of Tender Assessment tool
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L SS Solution

e Configurable process definition

e Tool support

e Process training
Tool skills training
(Templates)
(Metrics)
Professional services
Support services

Built around:
MACE method
MoD Requirements
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L Features of QSS Solution

Well defined process (UML notations)

Process applied in repeatable, consistent manner
Efficient objective selection

Decision supported by retained information

Acquisition information integrated with other
Information in DOORS

DOORS provides vehicle for issuing ITT and
returning Tender
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L Experience to date

e Pilot projects in MoD:

m Used for AWE project
O Large project £2.2B
O Team of 26 people

m Currently in use on several projects including:
O Army ILS
O Satellite Communications
O Submarine escape vehicle

e Other projects:
m Canadian ATC Communications
m Canadian Forces Medical Group
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Presentation Structure

e Tender Assessment versus Systems
Engineering
e QSS solution and experience to date
mm) ¢ Process concepts and organisation

e Implementation of Tender Assessment tool
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L Tender Assessment

ITT
Tenders
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L Tender Assessment - the process

Prepare Respond to
ITT gueries
Tender

preparation

Prepare for Assess Make Negotiate
evaluation Tenders decision contract
Respond to Respond to
qgueries challenges
Acquisition ITT Tenders Decision Contract
approved issued submitted made let

Acquirer process
Supplier process
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L Tender Assessment - Concepts

e How can we discriminate between the Tenders?
m Criteria

e How can each criterion be measured?
m Measurement Scales

e How can we get an overall result?
m Aggregation
m Normalisation functions

e Are all criteria of equal importance
m Weights

e Are there any show stoppers?
m Criticality
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L Concepts : Criteria

ITT
(RFP)

Tenders
(Proposals)
Criteria
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L Concepts : Criteria

e \What is the overall task?
m Select the best Tender

e What do we mean by “the best”?
m Technically sound
m Capable contractor
m Acceptable price

e What do we mean by capable contractor?
m Experienced
m Good track record
m Good and stable staff
m Stable and Reliable

e and soon........
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L Concepts : Criteria

Technical Comimercial

Physical Performance T aahility Price Tertns &  Mamntenance

Conditions  Contract
Weight Fobusthess Battery E-Mal Storage  Legihility Secreen

Life Capacity DIz

m Criteria are chosen to discriminate between
competing tenders

m The hierarchical structure divides the criteria into
groups
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L Concepts : Criteria

e The tender assessment criteria form a hierarchy
e Each tender is assessed against all tip criteria

e Each tip criterion has a measurement scale and a
normalisation function

< Overall criterion

N Grouping criteria
/ Criterion group

<—Tip criteria
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L Concepts: Measurement scales

e A tender Is assessed against a criterion by
awarding marks on a measurement scale

e Scales can be ...
B numeric e.g. 0.0to0 10.0 in steps of 0.1
m symbolic e.g. Bad, Poor, Average, Good, Excellent

e Scales should cover all probable rather than all
acceptable values

e Each criterion is measured by exactly one scale
e Need only a few scales to cover many criteria
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Concepts:

normalisation functions

e A normalisation function converts the mark awarded
INnto a normalised mark between 0 and 100

100 / 100 S 100
0 o|—._ 0 l
i i X i
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L Concepts: Weights

e Each criterion Is given a weighting which reflects its
relative importance to the overall decision

e Each criterion is weighted on a scale of 0-100
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L Concepts: Aggregation

PS Aggregation IS performed by: Calculated by thetoolj

m applying normalisation function to the marks awarded by
the assessors for each tip criterion

m multiplying the normalised value by the tip’s weight/100
m adding the normalised scores for each criterion group
m repeating steps 2 and 3 for all criterion groups

.......................... / Criterion group
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L Features of “marking scheme”

e Each criterion has relevant scale

e All scores can be automatically converted to
normalised value in range 0-100

e Contributions from each leaf criterion aggregated
to give overall result

e All criteria have weight to indicate relative
Importance

e \Weights automatically influence aggregation
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L Organisation: Roles

e Preparers
m Responsible for creating Marking Scheme

e Specialist Assessment Teams
m Assigned to set of leaf criteria
m Team members make own assessments
m Team Leader enters Consensus
m Can raise Requests For Clarification (RFCs)

e Manager and Assistants
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L OJge-1aI Iz ale1all Additional topics

e Manager and
Assistants
m Track Tender Status  Tender states and | mporting Bids
m Nominate Assistants
m Nominate Preparers
m Nominate Assessors
m Construct Teams
m Appoint Team Leaders
m Create Scorecards Scoring
m Manage RFCs RFCs
m Analyse Results Analysis
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Tender (Bid) Status

Start

Expected

<on meets
IS0 submission _ N
time conditions is sanitised
Received Validated Sanitised scoring
complete
Scored

does not
comply

is late
(or no bid)
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ITT Issue and

Tender preparation

Suppliers build Tenders

|

: * Supporting k

. Information U

Issued to I Tec_h_nlcgl :
Bidders I Specification :

I T T T " s ~ ~ T
* Supporting

Assessment Information

Criteria I I Technical

vesuneel b | Specification
| Specification | -

* Supporting

_ Information
Technical

Specification
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L Tenders submitted

e
e

l ,

I * Supporting
l

I

_ Information
Technical

Specification fender

* Supporting
_ Information
Technical

Specification

* Supporting

_ Information
Technical

Specification
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L Importing tenders

Supporting
Information

ITT Tender Tender Tender
Evaluati ‘,/”)" Supporting
va_ua_lon ¢ Information
Criteria

Technical
Specification

Tender Tender Tender

Supporting
Information
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L Scoring

e Score card concept

e Scoring
m Individual
m Consensus
e Viewing progress
m Individual
m [eam
m Overall
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! Score cards
Iy

@ Score cards required for:
m each team member

m each team leader

m each tender

m each criterion allocated

Scores for Assessor A
Tender A | Tender B | Tender C

Criterion 1

Criterion 2

Criterion 3

Criterion 4

Criterion 5 |
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i

Awarding Marks

m “Face Value” F
m Optimistic O
m Likely L
m Pessimistic P

@ Marking information requested:

@ Presentation of marks:

- | | o

0 0 A 0

P L @) F A

|« > < > <—>|

Uncertainty Uncertainty Credibility All scores
Gap? identical

< >
Min Measurement scale M ax
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L Scoring - 1

e Team members supply:
m FOLP marks
m Verdict (Pass/Fall)
m Rationale
e Rationale can be preset to prompt assessors
e Team members can:
m supply one or more of the FOLP marks
m If one supplied - rest initially set to same value
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L Scoring - 2

e Team leaders also supply consensus in terms of:
m FOLP marks
m Verdict (Pass/Falil)
m Rationale
e In addition Team Leaders can:
m see all team members’ scores
m see Mean Value for scores
m set Consensus to mean
m set different Consensus score
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L Scoring - Progress

e Team members can see:
m what has been done
m what iIs still to do

e Team leaders can see:
m team members’ scores
m Who’s work is still outstanding

e Manager has overall view
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L Benefits of scoring and progress

e Score cards automatically tailored to teams
e Measurement scale automatically selected
e Rationale can be preset to assist assessors

e Team members can see:
m Wwhat has been done
m what is still to do

e Team leaders can see:
m team members’ scores
m who's work is still outstanding

e Manager has overall view
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L Managing RFCs

e Raised by assessors

e Progressed by Assessment Manager
m validate / approve
m send out to bidder
B receive response
m iImport response

e Response acted on by assessors

e Scoring inhibited whilst RFC response awaited
e Status view drives manager / assistant(s)

e Easy to see where progress is held up
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L Analysis Facilities

m Aggregation

m Margin

m Sensitivity Analysis
m Team Consensus

m View Scores
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L Analysis views

e Can determine whether winner:
m comes top on each criterion
® IS never top on any criterion
m COmes top on important criteria

e Can detect extent of
m team consensus for each team
m uncertainty of evaluators
e Provides useful information for:
m debriefing bidders
m supporting purchase case
m contract negotiation
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Presentation Structure

e Tender Assessment in Smart Procurement
e QSS solution
e Process and concepts
mm) ¢ Implementation of Tender Assessment tool
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Tool Facilities

Preparing

Assessing

Deciding

Track tender status

Prepare marking scheme

Completing

Define teams and
responsibilities

Manager
role
V' N
Acquisition ITT
approved issued

Preparer role
Assessor
and
Import Team Leader
7 roles
Tenders /
Scoring
Manage Analyse Provide
RFCs results information
Tenders Scoring Decision  Contract
submitted complete made let
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I}tarking Scheme: Measurement Scales

Current set of defined

1 DO0ORS: Prepare Measures measurement scales
Scales: |Battery Life « | Criteria: *
Cegibiity =
100 ‘Weight az Carried .
Stability of tenderer
Cosgt per unit
Normalised Value function
value — (user defined)
Measurement
range
Scale can be ol /
assigned to 00 10.0
one or more \ '
criteria T ——m
—_———
Create Scale... Delete Scale Bz=ign to Criteria I nazsign from Criteria | Close |
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L Marking Scheme: Weights

e Assess the Sensitivity of each criterion.
e Does it make sufficient difference to the result?

e Is the overall balance right

Importance of this criterion
compared to its siblings

TA
Criteria

| )y

EE YA T

Sensitivity of total score
to score awarded
on this criterion

I

CRT-2
CHT-3
CHT-4
CRET-A
CRT-B
CRT-7
CRT-3

T4 Criteria

1.1 Technical

1.1.1 Battery Life

1.1.2 Screen Legibility
1.1.3 Weight as Carried
1.2 Commercial

1.2.1 Stability of Bidder

12.2 Cost

50

50

40
30

40
fill

g | ‘feight 0 Senzgitivity

a0
40
30
30
a0
40
a1l

&00 / 1000
200 /1000
150 /1000
150 /1000
&00 / 1000
200 /1000
300 /1000

30—\'

Weights can
also be viewed in
graphic mode
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n
s

Marking Scheme: Criticality

e Are any leaf criteria show stoppers?
e Critical branches and leaf criteria are shown in red

Critic:ality

TA
Tender
Critena

Whole branch is
critical if it contains
any critical criteria

A critical
leaf Criterion
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L Manage Teams

¥t DO0ORS: Manage Teams _ O] %]

-\'" .
Mame Teams W Marme Assessors Build Teams 1

Teams

Finance

Azsezzorz in Team:

E dith [Leader] - I E dith -
E dward _l — Edward _l
Ernie Ernie

I Felicity
— Felix
;I Frederick ll

Criteria; @ Current Object € Current Object “With Hierarchy € Dizplay Set

Set Leader I Azzign | Unhaszzign | Clogze |
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Horizontal arrows Vertical arrows
move between Tenders move between Criteria

I n d iVi d Ui (for same Ciriterion) (for same Tender)

Current Criterion

M avigation: Criteria; © Critical ¢ Mon Critical © Al
- |
—! o ‘ I - Tender: |Acme
\\
Critenion: ; x
1.1.1: Battemy Life
Current Tender
R ationale;
Werdict: " Undecided ™ Passed ¢ Failed Meazurement scale: |Eatter_l,l Life
Archie v, . I I
L L

0.0 1.0 2.0 3.0 4.0 5.0 &.0 7.0 2.0 2.0 10.10
Face 'Value: B 7.1 |
Liely B e ]
Optimistic: [ | N
Pesimistc: - N ]
Cloze Reszet all marksz | Set bomeat | Request clarficatiorn... |

A
-y aviviv ouanty IJySteTTITS o Jorwvar e,y e, vvvvvv.qoolllu.uom 45



L Viewing progress

¥4 DO0ORS: Formal module ‘TA Tender Criteria® current 0.0 [ready to score]
Module Edit Yiew Object  Aftibute  Column Link  Table Tools User Tender Help

HSE S| 5B % v |l W B 7 U e Ewt e w | S ]|
| [My Scores e Tl ik | = === B T2 B8
Object Identifie] Ta Tender e 0 Acme Best -

View interpreted

: for current user
CRITZ © 1.1 Technical

CRIT4  1.1.1 Battery Life v ._|_|| v, ._|_|
o0 1o 20 3040 5080 70 20 20100 o0 1020 3040 5080 70 20 20100
CRITS | 1.1.2 Screen Legibility |_| 1 I I
HDI{Imda OKi.tllt].rpi C'K.:i.‘l:lbrig OKiI]I.FL'IIﬂi NDI{ImdaOKi::Ltypi OKi::Iﬂ:-n'g OK:iIII.FIJIﬂi
CRITE | 1.1.3 Weight as Carried I_. I_.
o0 1020 3040 50 &80 70 20 90100 00 1020 3040 5050 70 20 90100
CRIT3 | 1.2 Commercial
CRIT?  1.2.1 Stability of Tenderer Criterion —
not assigned
to this team
CRITE | 1.2.2 Cost L hd
I Criteria Read Only ]
s B / .
|L|ser narne; Archie |F|ea|:| Ol - when scoring 5

Z—UUT Udiiy oSysSteliis & oUnware, 1. WwWw.USSITTC . CUTTT 20



o« DOORS: Technical Team Scores

Select team member:;

Score for criterion CRIT -4 an tender Acme
: Criteria: €™ Critical © Mon Critical 4l
Verdict [Passed F. [6300000 L [5.200000 O: [5.800000 P [4.400000 ‘ ‘ p ‘ |
. = e I o Tender. |[Acme
R ationale:
Strengths:
] [CRIT-4]
Riisks: 1.1.1; Battery Life
A zeezement bazed o
[ModulesSection/Object]
Strengths: -
(ther comments:
Righa
Azzeszment bazed on;
[ModulesSection/Dbject] _|
" Undecided " Passed { Failed M eazurement zcale: |Batter_u Life
mean 2 —— |
Alan v —— |
L Archie V; —— |
Scrollable area Az v —t
for team’s scores Consensus 4 — |
P L
0.0 20 4.0 &0 2.0 10.1]
Facevaue: [ R |
Likely B ss ]
Get details of Urlplelte | | ]
team scores Pessimistic: [ T B i

RFC

Team Details | Set to mean | Cloze |




Overall Progress

4 DO0ORS: Formal module ‘TA Tender Criteria® current 0.0 [ready to score]

Module Edit “iew Obect Attnbute Colurn Link Table Tools User Tender Help

[ =RE R = el R EEA[E VA TSR AR RS S Sl s i | Scoring held up
||Prngress‘v’iew j”.-’-‘«ll evels Tl e i on | = === £ B Tl | @S| awaiting RFC
H Team Acme - [Mizzing scores in bald] Best - res in bold] |2

Object Identifief TA Tender Criteria

CRIT2 | 1.1 Technical

CRIT4 1.1.1 Battery Life Technical Alan Alex scores
Anna [Manager] [RFC pending] Archie
Archie Anna Complete
Alex (normal text)
CRIT2  1.1.2 Screen Legibility Technical Alan Aley
Anna [Manager] Archie
Archie Anna [Managet]
Alex Alan
CRITE  1.1.3 Weight as Carried Technical Alan Alex
Anna [Manager] Archie Scores_
Archie Anna [Manager]] outstanding
_ e Aan (bold text)
CRIT3 | 1.2 Commercial
CRITY  1.2.1 Stability of Tenderer Commercial Adam [Manager Anders J
Anders Adam [Manager]
CRITE 122 Cost Commercial Adarn [Manager] Anders
Anders Adarmn [Manager]
hd
| ]
|L|$er name: lan Alexander o
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L Analysis Facilities - Aggregation

e Aggregates Consensus scores

Humber of assezsment criteria; IE

e Can re-use previous aggregation itz

¥ Recalculate aggregation

. PrOVideS VieWing Options = Use existing aggregatian
O in Criteria module incites sl il

Al scores graphically

O in Results module T

In results module...

Sort rezults by

{~ Face value

% Likely walue

" Ophimiztic value
= Pezsimizstic value

Dizplay tenders with verdicts:

[ Paszed | Falled W Undecided

Wiz Cloze |
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Bid 4 comes

first in terms
Of L Va|ue 5: Formal module ‘'TA Result' current 0.0

| Aggregation Numerical Views

cdit iew 0Object Attnbute Column Link Table Tool: Uszer Aszsessment zcenanoz  Help
(ST 5 BR[| WO BT | S | B 2
/n.endersl:u_l,lLVaIue j”.-’-‘-.lllevels j|:?|':|c -ﬂ-ﬂ|§§§§l'ﬁc:@ ?@|Eﬁ?|
ender H Werdict HCriteria for F ' alue HCriteria for F L " alue HCriteria for L 0 % alue RCriteria for O P % alue HCriteria for P
Bid 1 Pagsed 2 (1005 G2 5 (100%) a0 5 (100%) 54 5 (100%) 44 5 (100%)
Bid 2 Fassed 2 (100%) a1 5 (100%) a0 5 100%) B9 5 (100%) 42 5 (100%)
Bid 3 Failed 2 (1005 a1 5 (100%) A5 5 (100%) B3 5 (100%) a3k 5 (100%)
41 DO0RS: Formal module *TA Criteria’ current 0.0
Module Edit Yiew 0Object Atribute Calumn Link Table Tools Uzer Assessment  zcenaros  Help
HEET|s BR[|V (X v (HL[B 7 U = F¥EL |27 |
||.ﬁ.ggregated LM alues j ||.¢‘-.II levels j| - |== -ﬂ | E=== | {:E FEBI N %l | ﬁ L3 |
Criteria E Bid1-L Bid 2 - L Bid3-L Bid 4 - L
Customised
1.1 Technical 23 35 28 35 view showing
1.1.1 Battery Life 0 0 3t 0 only L Values
1.1.2 Screen Legibility 80 B0 40 a0
1.1.3 Weight as Carried 18 85 13 38
1.2 Commercial 71 55 B4 a8
1.2.1 Stability of Bidder B0 B0 30 100
122 Cost 78 70 a8 &0
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Overall
reasonable

o} DOORS: Formal module 'TA Criteria® current 0.0

Module Edit Wiew Object Attibute  Column Link Table Tools

Azzezament  scenarioz Help

Overall
less good
more uncertainty

Technical

hnical poor
Te;oglrca s =l CEVSE ORw more Encertainty
Crlrerra ~_ < 0 Bid 4 \ |Bid3 y/4 lBaz _—~ _— =
1 Overall v | % - ——
WWM;SD 0 10 20 50 40 50 &0 70 =20 20 1
1.1 Technical v — | % 1 | v i |
Dmﬂ Dmﬂ 0 10 20 30 40 50 &0 70 80 20 1]

1.1.1 Battery Life

1.1.2 Screen Legibility

1.1.3 Weight as Carried

1.2 Commercial

1.2.1 Stability of Bidder

122 Cost

0O 10 20 30 40 50 80 70 20 20 100
R I

|.LIJ.L|.LLLL|.LLLL|JJJJ.|JJJJ+LLLI+LIJ.L|.LLLL|JJJJ_|JJJJ.|

0O 10 20 30 40 50 80 70 20 20 100

L PV P L
0 10 20 30 40 50 &0 70 =20 S0 100

v K

10 20 30 40 50

7080 20 100

30 40 50 &0 70 B0 20 100

o

Commercial
very good

0 10 20 30 40 50 &0 7O 20 %0 100

X I I
AL ey
0 10 20 30 40 50 &0 70 20 %0 100

i
AL ey
0 10 20 30 40 50 &0 70 20 %0 100

Ll LV PV LY
0 10 20 30 40 50 &0 70 20 S0 100

0 10 20 30 40 50 &0 70 30 &

0 10 20 30 40 50 &0 70 20 %0 100

AL ey
0 10 20 30 40 50 &0 70 20 %0 100

v -

v —— I

L P
0 10 20 30 40 50 &0 7O 20 S0 ]

|_

L P
0 10 20 30 40 50 &0 7O 20 S0 ]

Ll L L
0 10 20 30 40 30 &0 70 =20 S0 ]

L P
0 10 20 30 40 50 &0 7O 20 S0 ]

0 40 50 a0 70 20 =0 ]

]
UL :
0 10 20 Commercial
less good
more uncertainty

d|

|Jzer name: &lan

Fead Only
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L Analysis Facilities - Margin

e Compares any bid with the rest

m indicates margin against best competitor for each
criterion
O positive = selected bid Is best
O negative = selected bid is not best
= DO0ORS: Yiew Margin M=l E3
- SeIeCt any Of the four Scores Select tender to use as the basis for comparnison:
m select a sorting option EERA—

Select mark far comparison;

i~ Face value
&+ Likely value
" Ophirmistic walue
™ Pessimistic value

Sort results;
& By margin and then by sensitivity
™ By senzitivity and then by maragin

Wigt Cloze
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L Margin views

t4 DO0ORS: Formal module *TA Criteria® current 0.0
Module Edit “iew Object Attnbute Column Link Table Tools

Uzer  Aszessment  gcenarios

Help

HEme

Ea e A A [ A e A g e e e

\ View
sorted by

I Margin

||Standard wigw j ||.-'1'-.|| lervels j| S o o | E=== | & B 7 la Il

] Criteria o Senzitivity Bid 4 Margin [L] g | Best of Rest

CRT-/ 1.2.1 Stability of Bidder 200 /1000 40.000000 Bid 2
CRT-B 1.2 Commercial 500 / 1000 17.500000 Bid 1
CRT-1 1 Overall 1000 £ 1000 11.375000 Bid 2
CRT-2 1.1 Technical 500 /1000 0.750000 Bid 2
CRT-4 1.1.2 Screen Legibility 150 /1000 0.000000 Bid 1
CRT-8 1.2.2 Cost 300 /1000 -7.500000 Bid 3
CRT-5 1.1.3 Weight as Carried 150 /1000 =17 500000 Bid 2
CRT3  1.4.Batterylife =~ 200/1000 30000000  Bid3
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L Margin views

4 DO0ORS: Formal module *TA Crtena' current 0.0

Module Edit “iew Object Attnbute Column Link Table Tools User Aszsessment zcenanoz Help View
[ 5 =7 [ I [ o [ [ sorted by
||Standard view [ ||:‘1'«II evels || e r i | = == = | B 7 la e | Margin
] Criteria o Senzitivity Bid 4 Margin [L] g | Best of Rest
CRT-/ 1.2.1 Stability of Bidder 200 /1000 40.000000 Bid 2
CRT-B 1.2 Commercial 500 / 1000 17.500000 Bid 1
CRT-1 1 Overall 1000 £ 1000 11.375000 Bid 2
CRT-2 1.1 Technical 500 /1000 0.750000 Bid 2
CRT-4 1.1.2 Screen Legibility 150 /1000 0.000000 Bid 1
CRT-8 1.2.2 Cost 300 / 1000 7.500000 Bid 3 Unsorted
CRT-S 1.1.3 Weight as Carried 150 / 1000 -17.500000 Bid 2 LS
CRT3  1.4.Batterylife =~ 200/1000 30000000  Bid3 o

|| standard view | fanever: Fll e ikt | = === | € B ?M & |

10 Criteria o Senzitivity Bid 4 Margin [L] g | Best of Rest

CRT-1 1 Overall 1000 /1000 11.375000 Bid 2

CRT-Z 1.1 Technical 500 / 1000 0.750000 Bid 2

141 BatteryLife  200/1000 30000000 Bid3

% 1.1.2 Screen Legibility 150 /1000 0.000000 Bid 1

CRT-5 1.1.3 Weight as Carried 150 /1000 -17 400000 Bid 2

CRT-B 1.2 Commercial 500 #1000 17.500000 Bid 1

CRT-7 1.2.1 Stability of Bidder 200 /1000 40.000000 Bid 2

CRT-8 1.2.2 Cost 300 /1000 -7.500000 Bid 3

© 2000 Quality Systems & Software, Inc. www.gssinc.com 54



L Margin views

4 DO0ORS: Formal module *TA Crtena' current 0.0

Module Edit “iew Object Attibute Column  Link  Table Tools User Assessment  zcenanos:  Help View
[ 5 =7 [ I [ o [ [ sorted by
||Standard view [ ||:‘1'«II evels || e r i | = == = | B 7 la - | Margin
I~ T~ . nl- .. [T I~ . -
r{ DO0ORS: Formal module 'TA Criteria® current 0.0 .
Module  Edit Wiew Object Aftribute  Colurnn Linke Table Tools User Assessment  scenario:  Help View
EEEmE e R R s R R sorted by
- Sensitivity
||Standard Wi j ||."1'-.|| levels j| T -ﬁ | e | £ B W7 la EE |
] Criternia 0 Sensitivity Bid 4 b argin [L] g | Best of Rest
CRT-1 1 Overall 1000 /1000 11.375000  Bid 2 Unsorted
CRT-B 1.2 Commercial 500 / 1000 17.500000  Bid 1 view
CRT2 1.1 Technical ~  &00/1000 0760000 Bid2 i ~
CRT-5 1.2.2 Cost 300 /1000 -7 500000 Bid 3
CRT-7 1.2.1 Stability of Bidder 200 /1000 40000000 Bid 2 cEvY M 2 B |
CRT-3 1.1.1 Battery Life 200 /1000 30000000 Bid 3 larginL]_g | Best of Rest
CRT-4 1.1.2 Screen Legibility 1680 /1000 0000000 Bid 1 113 L
CRT-5 1.1.3 Weight as Carried 150 / 1000 -17 500000 Bid 2 Lirbaetl Bl
30000000 B3
CRT-4 1.1.2 Screen Legibility 150 /1000 0.000000 Bid 1
CRT-5 1.1.3 Weight as Carried 150 1000 =17 .a00000 Bid 2
CRT-B 1.2 Commercial s00 4 1000 17.500000 Bid 1
CRT-7 1.2.1 Stability of Bidder 200 1000 40.000000 Bid 2
CRT-3 1.2.2 Cost 300 1000 -7 500000 Bid 3
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L Analysis Facilities - Sensitivity

e Plots a graph for each Tender to indicate how:
aggregated value (at a selected node)
Is affected by

. ] Value of child’s
weight (of a selected child) - weightin
= arking Scheme
' Aggregated 100 ———
VElE o Tender A
- ‘ at 30 /
1 Node 24 I Tender C
ender
Select criterion 60— /./,)\ Tender B
50
40/ \ _ :
If child’s weight
30 exceeds 45
20 result is
10 changed

- - 0 U ! T T T T T T
Select child 0 10 20 30 40 50_ 60 70 80 90 1_00
Weight of selected child



/tnalysis Facilities - Team Consensus

e Select a team
Select tearn: ({aaaete

e Select threshold . EE -
Threzhold: IW

i |=i| LR R T N LR N RN LN R TR TN RN IR TR R TR TR IR T TR TR TR TR

Analyze Cloze |
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,)tnalysis Facilities - Team Consensus

4 DDORS: Analyze Team Conzensus [l[=] E4

Select team: [T

e Select a team _

e Select threshold . EE -
Threzhold: IW

r1 DOORS: Formal module 'TA Cntena® current 0.0

Module  Edit iew EII:uiEn:t attrbute Column Link  Table Tool: Lszer Aszsessment  zcenarioz  Help

Eell RN GRS G- Sae S ol Sz R

||5tandardview j“.-‘l'-.lllevels j| b T, Y | E === | & {2 l?%l | L |

] E ngineening team criteria [10% threshold] H Bid3d-F Bid3-L Bid3-0 Bid3-F

SR 1 Overall

CRT-2 1.1 Technical

CRT-3 1.1.1 Battery Life B.000000 {rmean) 4500000 (rrean) 5.000000 {rmean) 3.500000 (rrean)
B.000000 (consensus) 4500000 (consensus) 5.000000 {consensus) 3.500000 {consensus)
B.000000 (Edward) 4.000000 (Edward) 4.500000 (Edward) 3.000000 (Edward)
B.000000 (Ernie) 5.000000 {Ernie) 5.500000 {Ernie) 4.000000 {Ernie})

CRT-4 1.1.2 Screen Legibility 3.000000 (mean) 2.000000 (rmean) 3.000000 (mean) 2.000000 (mean)
3.000000 (consensus) 2000000 fconsensus) Z2.000000 [consensus) 2000000 (consensus)
3.000000 (Edward) 2.000000 (Edward) 2.000000 (Edward) 2.000000 [Edward)
3.000000 (Ernie) 2.000000 (Ernie) 3.000000 (Ermnie) 1.000000 {Ernie)

Bold numbers =

scores above
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L Analysis Facilities - View Scores

4 DOORS: View S... M=l E3
e Select ateam Team: (BTN ~
e Select an assessor T’*dHIE =
(Consensus = Team Leader) EE% =]
e Select one or more Tenders Bi;w El
e Select display style s
e Select/Reject Rationale s st
e Select Graphical/Textual presentation e
View | Close
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L Analysis Facilities - View Scores

e Select a team

GG

JOoc seE

ale

BT 8|3

4 DOORS: View S... M=l E3

Tean: (e

Azsezzol | Conzensus j

Tenderl=1-

Mowszime ™~ e S
g | Edith's marks awarded for criteria:

| CRT-2 1.1 Technical

'|CRT-3 1.1.1 Battery Life

| CRT-4 1.1.2 Screen Legibility

|cRTS 1.1.3 Weight as Carried
CRT-B 1.2 Commercial
CRT-7 1.2.1 Stability of Bidder
CRT-8 1.2.2 Cost

X

Only leaf criteria
have scores

1 eSS RS SRS ! e (Mt eSS USRS RS i)
I T T T T T T T T T 1 I T T T T T T T T T 1
00 1020 3040 50 &0 70 50 20100 00 10 20 30 40 50 &0 70 20 20100
! I ] ] ! ] ! I I ]
WOE  Dark off Momm of Enght of Sunlight MOE  Dark off Norm of Bright of Sunlizht
I.LLLLIJ.LLLIJJ.U.PJJ_LIJ_LU.P.LLLI.LLLLPJJJ.IJJJJ.PJJJ.I I.LLLLIJ.LLLIJJ.U.JJJJ_LIJ_LU.P.LLLI.LLLLPJJJ.IJJJJ.PJJJ.I
0010 2030 40 60 &0 70 50 20100 00 10 2030 40 50 &0 70 50 20100

Scores relate to
Measurement
Scale used
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L Overall Benefits

e Clear well defined process
m distinguishes key roles
m automated by tool

e Information built up systematically
m preparation (teams, criteria, tenders)

m scoring (scorecards automatically created)
m analysis (built in reports, customizable)

e Potential re-use of:
m RFP templates
m Evaluation criteria (e.g. domain specific)
m Measurement scales
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