
Tender Evaluation Panel’s Individual Scores and Comments on HaskoningDHV UK Ltd’s Technical tender submission 

C190/2019/2020 - Evaluation of European Regional Development Fund (ERDF) Road Projects 

 

Evaluator: [information redacted] 

NB. Financial element (20%) will be evaluated after the technical bids have been moderated / finalised / agreed. 

Supplier 
name: 

HaskoningDHV UK Ltd         

Question No / 
Title 

Question Description Weighting Score Weighted 
% 

Comments 

1 Demonstration of a clear understanding 
of the policy context and need/ 
requirements of the evaluation. 

15 40 6 Bidder does not provide 
convincing in depth 
understanding of the policy 
context. The bidder reiterates the 
key documents referenced in the 
specification but does not 
consider them in any detail. While 
there is an attempt to address the 
role of this evaluation it is 
somewhat generic and lacks 
credibility in terms of 
understanding more generally 
and lacking detail or recognition 
of the specifics of this evaluation. 



2 Proposed methodology, which clearly 
outlines a detailed research design and 
demonstrates how the aims of the 
contract will be met. 

30 20 6 The bidder reiterates the basic 
method and sequencing set out in 
the specification. Beyond that the 
response is incoherent and lacks 
credible evidence that the bidder 
is able to meet the requirements 
of the project.  The response 
provides superfluous commentary 
against most of the points in the 
response guidance and does not 
provide convincing detail on the 
nature and scope of the research 
they intend to carry out and how 
this will address the research 
objectives. This includes a lack of 
information on: data sources and 
analysis, recruitment approaches, 
sample sizes, timing and 
sequencing of activities. For 
example the bidder references 
undertaking qualitative and 
quantitative research but it is not 
clear who is this is with, how 
many people, what research 
questions it will address or what 
point in the evaluation it takes 
place. Where more detail has 
been provided the bidder 
demonstrates a lack of knowledge 
and understanding of the process 
of research conduct and its 
associated challenges e.g. 



Suggestions of postal or e-survey 
unfeasible – unsuitable  method 
in terms of nature of project, not 
clear where e mail/ addresses 
would be obtained from in 
addition to evidence gaps 
identified above. 

3 Staff roles and suitability of staff for 
those roles. 

20 40 8 Bidder proposes a well-resourced 
team and approx. 105 days on 
input. While the team appears to 
be experienced in terms of 
undertaking transport appraisals 
they offer less convincing 
evidence in terms of experience 
of undertaking social research 
and policy evaluation of this 
nature. The rationale for including 
RML is unclear (nb potential 
conflict of interest given their role 
in consulting on the three 
projects). The relevant social 
research experience of their 
proposed contractors is not clear 
(RML is a planning consultancy; 
Cogitamus a public affairs 
consultancy). The identity and 
relevant experience of the 



individual/s who will undertake 
any aspect of the fieldwork in 
Welsh is not clear.  

4 Understanding of, and ability to meet, 
project timetable and 
dependencies/risks 

15 40 6 Bidder reiterates timetable from 
specification but does not provide 
any further detail on the timing of 
key research tasks. Approach to 
managing report turnarounds set 
out although allowing for only one 
round of comments unrealistic 
given the complexities of the 
evaluation. 
 
Project management and quality 
management referenced but lack 
clarity on processes applied to 
this project. Information on data 
management limited no detail on 
how personal and commercially 
sensitive data will be transferred, 
stored and managed.  
 
Risk register covers key risks and 
mitigating actions. 

            

    80 140 26 Total Weighted Score 

 



 

Evaluator: [information redacted] 

NB. Financial element (20%) will be evaluated after the technical bids have been moderated / finalised / agreed. 

Supplier 
name: 

HaskoningDHV UK Ltd         

Question No / 
Title 

Question Description Weighting Score Weighted 
% 

Comments 

1 Demonstration of a clear understanding 
of the policy context and need/ 
requirements of the evaluation. 

15 60 9 At no point here are the individual 
operations mentioned. Some of 
the relevant policy documents are 
listed, but I don't feel evidence of 
understanding of these and why 
they are relevant to the research 
are really evidenced.  

2 Proposed methodology, which clearly 
outlines a detailed research design and 
demonstrates how the aims of the 
contract will be met. 

30 40 12 There is a lack of specifics in the 
methodology. No description of 
what information would go into 
the logic model. An economic 
model is mentioned but there is 
litte specifics mentioned about 
what would go intot his. When 
discussing a survey they do not 
specify who whit, how many 
people etc. The process 
evaluation element really seems 
to have been lost in this 
methodology. The paragraph on 
Welsh Language Standards was 
good and showed they had an 
understanding of this.  



3 Staff roles and suitability of staff for 
those roles. 

20 60 12 I think there is a good size of 
team, but there is not a 
designated person responsible for 
Quality Assurance.  

4 Understanding of, and ability to meet, 
project timetable and 
dependencies/risks 

15 60 9 Ambitious start date. Welsh 
version is mentioned for final 
report, but not interim report. 
Estimated risk level/impact not 
mentioned. I think operation 
delivery delays could have been 
mentioned here too.  

            

    80 220 42 Total Weighted Score 

 

 

Evaluator: [information redacted] 

NB. Financial element (20%) will be evaluated after the technical bids have been moderated / finalised / agreed. 

Supplier 
name: 

HaskoningDHV UK Ltd         

Question No / 
Title 

Question Description Weighting Score Weighted 
% 

Comments 

1 Demonstration of a clear understanding 
of the policy context and need/ 
requirements of the evaluation. 

15 40 6 No mention of the individual 
operations and although they 
reference  WG and WEFO 
obectives I don’t feel that they 
have evidenced an understanding 
of the relevance of these for the 
research required for an 
evaluation. 



2 Proposed methodology, which clearly 
outlines a detailed research design and 
demonstrates how the aims of the 
contract will be met. 

30 40 12 Little evidence provided of a 
detailed research design and how 
they would achieve the contract 
objectives. 

3 Staff roles and suitability of staff for 
those roles. 

20 60 12 Good team of individuals with 
transport knowledge. Little ERDF 
experience. 

4 Understanding of, and ability to meet, 
project timetable and 
dependencies/risks 

15 40 6 Little detail provided on the 
timetable. Only Welsh version of 
final report mentioned.  

            

    80 180 36 Total Weighted Score 

 

 

 


