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1. INTRODUCTION  

The purpose of this document is to facilitate the work of the members of the Evaluation 

Committee (the “Evaluators”) in preparing the advisory opinion for awarding the Contracts at the 

conclusion of the Mini-Competitions held in Stage 2 of the Dynamic Purchasing System (DPS) 

for Cloud Services ( DIGIT/A3/PR/2018/035 – CLOUD II DPS 1).  

The DPS is a two-stage procedure. Mini-Competitions (MCs) are launched during Stage 2 of 

the DPS in order to conclude new Contracts for the procurement of Cloud Services.  

The present evaluation methodology is applicable to all the Mini-Competitions launched 

under DPS 1. In case a different or a more specific evaluation methodology is required for a 

particular Mini-Competition, a separate evaluation methodology can be established for that 

purpose. 

 

2. COMPOSITION OF THE EVALUATION COMMITTEE 

The composition of the Permanent Opening and Evaluation Committees for DPS 1 was 

approved on 23/11/2019 by decision ref. Ares(2019)7246006 (as may be amended). 

Additional members can be specifically appointed for the evaluation of each Mini-

Competition. As specified in the appointment decision, each Mini-Competition must be 

evaluated by at least three members of the Permanent Evaluation Committee, with at least one 

member from unit DIGIT A.3 and at least one member from unit DIGIT C.1.  

 

3. PROCUREMENT GOLDEN RULES, CONFIDENTIALITY AND ABSENCE OF CONFLICTS OF 

INTERESTS 

3.1. Procurement Golden Rules 

The Evaluators should carefully uphold the Procurement Golden Rules: 

˗ genuine competition 

˗ open market 

˗ value for money 

˗ equal treatment 

˗ non-discrimination 

˗ proportionality 

˗ accountability and traceability 

˗ sound financial management 

˗ confidentiality 

 

https://webgate.ec.testa.eu/Ares/documentInfoDetails.do?documentId=080166e5c97c2573&amp;_f=ext
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3.2. Confidentiality and absence of conflicts of interests 

The Evaluators have signed the “Declaration of confidentiality and absence of conflict of 

interests”. The signed declarations are attached to the authorising officer's decision appointing 

the Evaluators. 

The results of the Evaluators’ work are confidential. During the evaluation stage, information 

about the evaluation process must not be shared with anyone outside the Evaluation 

Committee, except in duly justified cases. This includes tenderers, contractors, and the 

Evaluators’ hierarchy who should not ask for any information about the evaluation or the 

award process.  

Cases that justify communication of information outside the Evaluation Committee during the 

evaluation stage (i.e. before the signature of the award decision by the authorising officer) 

include: 

˗ Contacts with tenderers (for example, communication in order to clarify the tenders or 

to correct obvious clerical errors) are possible when they are made in writing and 

exclusively via Unit DIGIT A3. Therefore, some information in this respect may be 

exchanged between the Evaluators and the staff of DIGIT A3; 

˗ Before the signature of the award decision by the authorising officer, a number of 

procedural steps are taken, aiming to ensure that the procedure is conducted according 

to the rules. The results of the procedure are presented to the authorising officer and to 

other persons and bodies assisting him/her in the process of checking the compliance 

of the work of the Evaluation Committee with the applicable rules and taking the final 

decision on behalf of the Contracting Authority. Internal procedures are established 

both within DIGIT and with the participation of other Commission DGs (such as the 

procedures concerning the presentation of the files to GAMA – “Groupe d’Analyse 

des Marchés Administratifs”). In following the established procedures, the Evaluators 

may communicate some information outside the Evaluation Committee to the extent 

necessary for the performance of the functions of the persons and bodies assisting the 

authorising officer. 

The Evaluators are reminded that after the end of the evaluation stage they are still bound by 

the general prohibition for unauthorised disclosure of information. 

 

4. EVALUATION PROCESS 

4.1. Evaluation overview 

In Stage 1 of the DPS, economic operators submit their Applications in Negometrix. 

Assessors appointed for Stage 1 assess the submitted Applications and admit to the DPS 

Candidates that have access to procurement, that satisfy the selection criteria and that are not 

in an exclusion situation (during that stage, check of exclusion criteria is made on the basis of 

the submitted Declarations on Honour and on the basis of EDES). 
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In Stage 2 of the DPS, Participants in the DPS (i.e. the tenderers) submit their tenders for 

Mini-Competitions in Negometrix.  

Aspects of the tenderer that were already assessed during Stage 1 are not evaluated in Stage 2. 

The evaluation of tenders is entirely electronic and takes place on the Negometrix platform. 

The evaluation is based on the information and documentation submitted by the tenderers. In 

addition, other information from public or specialist sources may be also used for the purposes of 

the assessment. 

Tenders received in conformity with the submission modalities are subject to the following 

assessment: 

 Identification and role 

o Check if the composition of the tenderer remains identical to their composition 

upon admission in the DPS and assess changes to the composition, in case such 

changes are introduced. Changes will be accepted if they fall into one of the 

scenarios listed in the Tender Specifications of the Mini-Competition. 

 Administrative compliance 

o Verify that the tender is drawn up in one of the official EU languages. 

o Verify that the requested documents are signed by duly authorised 

representative(s) of the tenderer (if applicable). 

 Exclusion grounds  

o Verify compliance of the evidence regarding the exclusion grounds for the 

tenderer (and each Group Member in case of a joint tender), in case such check 

was not performed previously (e.g. in the context of a past Mini-Competition)  

and the documents are no longer valid upon tender submission in the current 

Mini-Competition. 

o Consult Early Detection and Exclusion System (EDES) for the winning 

tenderer. 

 Minimum requirements 

o Verify compliance with the minimum requirements specified in the 

procurement documents. 

 Award criteria 

o Evaluate tenders on the basis of the award criteria. 

The Evaluation Committee can evaluate the abovementioned elements in the order that it 

considers the most appropriate. The order of the sub-sections below is therefore not 

necessarily the chronological order in which the evaluation will take place.  

If the evaluation of one or more elements demonstrates that there are grounds for rejection, 

the tender will be rejected and will not be subjected to further full evaluation. In particular, 

tenders that do not meet the minimum technical requirements stipulated in the Knock-Out 

questions (KO questions) in Negometrix will be rejected without further evaluation. 
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4.2. Organisation of the work of the Evaluators 

Organisation of the work 

 Before they start evaluating the tenders, Evaluators should set up their access to the 

Negometrix platform and acquaint themselves with the documents available in 

Negometrix at the level of the DPS and at the level of the Mini-Competition. They 

should in particular review the latest versions of the procurement documents 

published in the “Administrative” section of the Mini-Competition, and the 

questions and answers in the “Questions & Answers” sections of the DPS and of the 

Mini-Competition.  

 Regular meetings, video and telephone conferences and e-mail exchange may take 

place to discuss the evaluation process, as well as any specific issues or problems 

that may occur during the evaluation period.  

 Each Evaluator assesses independently the respective parts of the tenders considered 

compliant for the evaluation. Evaluators can be assigned with assessing specific parts 

of the tenders. Evaluators assigned with a specific task will present their findings to 

all the members of the Evaluation Committee.  

Place of evaluation 

 Evaluation meetings among the Evaluators will generally take place remotely via 

videoconference or, if conditions allow, in DG DIGIT’s premises in Brussels. 

 Secured access to the electronic copies of the submitted tenders will be provided to 

Evaluators via Negometrix. 

Individual evaluations by the Evaluators 

 There are two types of questions in Negometrix: open questions and closed questions. 

Closed questions, such as for example Yes/No or multiple choice questions, are 

automatically scored1. Open questions require an evaluation from the Evaluation 

Committee. 

 Each Evaluator may use the comment and score fields (“evaluation fields”) in 

Negometrix for the part of each tender s/he is assessing. The individual evaluation 

fields are used only to ease and frame the work of the Evaluation Committee and to 

help Evaluators with their own reflection and bringing contribution to the common 

discussions. They should be considered as working documents only. The individual 

evaluation fields are used as working tools in order to homogenise the assessment of 

the tenders by the members of the Evaluation Committee and facilitate their 

exchange of views and do not have any legal value. They reflect the personal views 

of the Evaluators at stages prior to the establishment of the summary evaluation by 

the Evaluation Committee. 

                                                 

1 Note: KO questions are a specific type of Yes/No question which answer may lead to the rejection of the 

tender. 
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 For the sake of delivering a comprehensive Evaluation Report, each Evaluator who is 

in charge of evaluating the technical merits of the tenders (“Technical Evaluator”) 

must provide details about the evaluation such as tender’s merits and weak points 

with regard to the technical evaluation criteria. 

Summary evaluation by the Evaluation Committee 

 All individual evaluations will be consolidated by the Evaluation Committee in the 

summary evaluation fields. The Evaluation Committee’s proposals and decisions 

are collective, and its deliberations, as well as opinions expressed by individual 

members (in written or oral form) must remain secret and confidential. 

 The Technical Evaluators will discuss and compare their evaluations. Evaluation 

should start with agreeing on comments for the open questions, and scores will 

follow. The discussion should enable to reach a consensus on each open question of 

each tender. 

Evaluation report 

 All decisions of the Evaluation Committee at each stage of the evaluation process 

should be taken by consensus. The Evaluation Report is based on the consensus of 

the Evaluation Committee members. 

 The Evaluation Report will also include conclusions of the assessments made during 

Stage 1 of the DPS.  

 The Evaluation Report is drafted under the responsibility of all the members of the 

Evaluation Committee and will be signed by each Evaluator who participated in the 

evaluation. If for any reason, an appointed Evaluator does not complete the 

evaluation of a Mini-Competition, he/she will not be required to sign the Evaluation 

Report. 

 The Evaluation Report provides an advisory opinion from the Evaluation Committee 

to the Contracting Authority. The definitive decision on award of the Contract will 

be taken by the authorising officer on behalf of the Contracting Authority, in 

accordance with point 30.3 of Annex I to the Financial Regulation. 

 

5. EVALUATION OF COMPLIANCE WITH THE MINIMUM REQUIREMENTS 

A non-exclusive list of minimum requirements is indicated in the Questionnaires in 

Negometrix in the form of KO questions. Failure of the submitted tender to satisfy the 

minimum requirements set out in the Tender Specifications for the DPS and for the Mini-

Competition will lead to the rejection of the tender. 
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6. EVALUATION OF AWARD CRITERIA 

Tenders will be evaluated in relation to the award criteria provided in the section on “Award 

Criteria” of the Tender Specifications document for the Mini-Competition. The objective of the 

award criteria is to evaluate the tenders with a view to choosing the most economically 

advantageous tender. 

6.1. Technical evaluation 

The technical evaluation will be based on the tenderers’ answers to the technical evaluation 

questionnaires in Negometrix. An overall technical score for each tender will be established 

by taking into account the individual scores of the different criteria.  

The technical criteria are split into Business Cases and Technical Criteria questionnaires. 

Each criterion is evaluated through a number of questions. A specific weight is assigned to 

each question within a criterion. The weight per question is indicated in Negometrix. 

Additionally, each Business Case and each Technical Criteria is assigned a specific weight 

that is defined in the Tender Specifications of the Mini-Competition and indicated in 

Negometrix. A global minimum threshold for all the criteria is fixed and minimum thresholds 

may be applied to each criterion. These thresholds are defined in the Tender Specifications of 

the Mini-Competition and indicated in Negometrix 

It is permitted for an answer to contain a reference to another answer (or answers), if the 

answer contains new substantive information/content extending the information/content 

already provided in the referenced answer (or answers). Each question should, however, be 

answered individually and an answer should not comprise only a cross-reference to another 

answer (or answers). 

To facilitate and harmonise the work of the Evaluation Committee, as an intermediary step 

before granting the respective points for each question, questions may be given marks from 0 

to 20 (no decimals may be used), according to the following table: 

 

Mark Meaning 

0  No answer given or the answer provided is totally inadequate 

1-6 The answer is unsatisfactory 

7-9 The answer is insufficient 

10-13 The answer is adequate 

14-17 The answer is good 

18-20 The answer is excellent  

Table 1 - Scoring guide 

 

The lowest mark (0) is given when no answer is provided or the provided answer is totally 

inadequate.  

The highest marks (18 to 20) are given when the provided answer is excellent (without 

necessarily being perfect in every possible aspect). This will be a concise and clearly drafted 
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answer relevant to the question asked with excellent understanding of the question, coverage 

of the issues and/or effectiveness of the solution proposed, and with no negative comments of 

substantial character by the Evaluation Committee.  

The remaining marks (1-17) will correspond to the overall balance of the positive and the 

negative elements of the answer (respectively the positive and the negative comments of the 

Evaluation Committee) – the more positive the balance, the higher the mark given. Tenders 

must be assessed against the requirements of the Mini-Competition but not compared with 

each other. 

The final score (SCORE) given to a tenderer’s reply to a question will be equal to the highest 

possible number of points (WEIGHT) for the respective question multiplied by the quotient of 

the interim evaluation mark from 0 to 20 (MARK) divided by 20 according to the formula:  

SCORE = WEIGHT*(MARK/20). 

 

The resulting scores for all questions under a given Business Case or Technical Criteria 

questionnaire are summed up to give the result (in points) for this criterion. 

The scoring table is established in the Tender Specifications of the Mini-Competition in the 

section on Award Formula. 

In order to ensure a sufficient level of technical quality, the tenders that do not reach the 

minimum thresholds defined in the Tender Specifications of the Mini-Competition will be 

rejected from further evaluation. 

 

6.2. Financial evaluation  

The financial evaluation will be carried out separately from the technical evaluation and will 

be based on the prices contained in the Pricing Sheet submitted by each tenderer.  

The financial evaluation can be performed in parallel to the technical evaluation.  

The following checks will be performed as part of the financial evaluation: lack of conditions, 

restrictions or reservations made by the tenderers, completeness of the financial offer, and 

lack of arithmetic mistakes. The Evaluators should check that the Pricing Sheet has been 

completed correctly and was not modified by the tenderers otherwise than instructed. The 

Evaluators should also check that the constraints on inputs imposed in the Pricing Sheets are 

observed.  

The Evaluation Committee should verify that the prices are not abnormally low. If the prices 

do not appear to be abnormally low (because, for example, there is no evidence based on 

market research that the offers could appear as abnormally low or because the offers show 

proximity in their values) - no further checks need to be made in this regard. 

If the prices appear to be abnormally low, and the abnormally low prices cannot be explained 

on the basis of the information provided in the Pricing Sheet (and, in case a Price Structure 

document was requested, on the basis of the information provided in the Price Structure 

document), a request for clarification concerning potentially abnormally low offer has to be 
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sent to the tenderer(s). If the requested additional explanations are not satisfactory, the 

tender(s) may be rejected in accordance with point 23 of Annex I to the Financial Regulation. 

This decision has to be duly justified by the Evaluators in the Evaluation Report and rejected 

tenderers must be informed accordingly. 

 

7. AWARD OF THE CONTRACT 

The award method used will be the best price-quality ratio. 

Tenders shall be ranked in descending order based on the best price-quality ratio calculated in 

accordance with the formula below: 

 

Ui = [ (1 – (Qbest – Qi) x N) / Pi ] x Pbest 

 

Ui Utility Index 

Qbest Quality of the tender with the highest quality 

score (expressed as a % of the maximum 

possible score) 

Qi Quality of the tender (expressed as a % of the 

maximum possible score) 

N WQ / WP (quality/price ratio) – as specified 

in the Tender Specifications of the Mini-

Competition 

WQ Weighting of quality (as a %) – as specified in 

the Tender Specifications of the Mini-

Competition 

WP Weighting of price (as a %) – as specified in 

the Tender Specifications of the Mini-

Competition 

Pi Price of the tender (in euros) 

Pbest Price of the tender offering the lowest price 

(in euros) 

 

The Contract will be awarded to the tender ranked first, which complies with the minimum 

requirements specified in the procurement documents and is submitted by a tenderer having 

access to procurement, not in an exclusion situation and fulfilling the selection criteria. 
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8. CALCULATION OF THE VALUE OF THE CONTRACT 

The total financial volume (“final total budgetary ceiling”) of the Contract will be 

determined either by the total amount of the successful tenderer’s financial offer for the 

overall estimated volume of purchases in the Mini-Competition or by the specific amount 

determined by the requesting entity, as the case may be. 

9. CONTACTS WITH TENDERERS 

During the evaluation process, contacts with tenderers will be carried out exclusively via DIGIT 

A3. 

If obvious clerical errors in the tender need to be corrected or confirmation of a specific or 

technical element is necessary, following discussion among the Evaluators, the tenderer may be 

contacted by way of exchange of correspondence in Negometrix. Information received from 

the tenderers at this stage cannot lead to substantial changes to the terms of the submitted 

tender. 

In all cases, where contact is made with tenderers after the opening, these exchanges are 

referenced in the Evaluation Report or annexed to it. 

 

Electronically signed on 09/11/2021 11:54 (UTC+01) in accordance with article 11 of Commission Decision C(2020) 4482
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