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1. Punpose

To seek approval for the engagement of iiNet Limited to provide free public Wi-Fi

services in public spaces around Canberra.

2. PRoJEcrBacrenouruo

For more project background refer to:
. Approved Procurement Plan Minute at Attachment A; and

. Approved Evaluation Plan at Attachment B.

3. Pnorecr Drrats

Program

The following timetable applies to the Project:

No Tasks Date

1. RFP Advertised s/LLl20L3
2. RFP Closed 28/LL|2013
3. Delegate Approval of this Evaluation Report By no later

than
20/L2/2OL3

4. Award Contract January 2014

5. Debrief U nsuccessful Respondents February 2014

PRoBrry, DrsclosuRr OF CoNFltcrs OF INTEREST & CoNFTDENTIALTTY

A Probity Briefing was conducted by Peter DeGraaff on Monday, 2 December 2013 at
L1:10am, All members of the Evaluation Team (ET)were present.

All members of the ET have been asked to disclose any conflict of interest or association
they might have with the respondents for the Project. No member has disclosed that he

or she has a conflict of interest or association with any of the respondents.

All documents and proceedings of the ET have been treated as confidential.

4.
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5. Pnoposns Receueo

Proposals from the following companies were received:
o iiNet Limited;
o lnfrastructure Logic Pty Ltd;
o SAT Pty Ltd; and
o Telstra Corporation Limited.

These were registered on the Internal Tender Notice at folio 15 of file 2OttlL56L2:

6. EVALUATIoN

Proposals were evaluated in accordance with the approved Procurement Plan Minute
(Attachment A) and approved Evaluation Plan (Attachment B) including applicable
procurement guidelines.

5.1. Evnlunrroru MernooolocY

Stage 1- Conformance and Compliance Check (including Mandatorv Criterion)

- All proposals were assessed for their conformance and compliance using the
Conformance and Compliance Checklist at Attachment C. The outcome of the
Conformance and Compliance Check is as follows:

PROPOSAT: COMPLIANT Yes/No: REASON, if deemed
non-compliant:

iiNet Limited Yes

lnfrastructure Logic Pty Ltd Yes

SAT Pty Ltd No Did not submit a completed
Attachment 2 (Respondent's

Returnable Schedule on
Conformance with the RFP)

or completed Attachment 3

(Respondent's Declaration)

as per the requirements of
the RFP.

Telstra Corporation Limited Yes

The proposal submitted by SAT Pty Ltd was rejected from further evaluation based on the
non-compliance. This was agreed to by the Chair of the ET and all documents and

proceedings of this decision have been treated as confidential and filed accordingly at

folio 20 of file 2OL3lt56L2.
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Staee 2 - Technical and Cost Evaluation

a) Compliant proposals were evaluated by individual team members against the

assessment criterion as listed in Table 1 of the Evaluation Plan. The numerical scoring

scale (Table 2) at Attachment A of the Evaluation Plan was used to assess the

Technical evaluation criteria.

b) The ET noted that, in its evaluation of the technical criterion 'Delivery Agent', any

referee reports obtained would be treated as Testimonials' in accordance with the
Evaluation Plan.

c) The Technical evaluation raw scores of each team member were summed and divided

by the number of ET members, resulting in an average score for each response.

d) Clarification (Clarification 1) was sought from all respondents to obtain the contact

details of their proposed referees who could attest to the respondent's past

performance in delivering similar projects.

e) The ET noted that all respondents provided the requested information within the
required timeframe.

f) The ET then sought comments from referees who could attest to the past

performance of each responding company. All comments were considered by the ET

and are listed at Attachment E Referee Reports.

g) Each individual team member then assessed the Cost (weighted at 20%) of each
proposal using the numerical scoring scale (Table 2) at Attachment B of the
Evaluation Plan.

h) The Cost evaluation criterion raw score of each team member were summed and

divided by the number of ET members, resulting in an average score for each

proposal.

i) Clarification (Clarification 2) was then sought from all respondents. The ET noted that
all respondents provided the required clarification within the allocated timeframe.

j) The ET considered all responses to the clarification and updated their individual
scores accordingly

k) The ET discussed and substantiated any discrepancies between the scores noting any

issues or risks for further consideration.

l) The average raw scores for each criterion were then multiplied by the corresponding
criteria weightings to obtain a weighted score against the Technical and Cost

assessment criterion for each response. The individual weighted criterion scores were
then summed to obtain a Total Weighted Score (TWS)for each proposal.

m) A percentage out of 5% (SME weighting) was then summed for each respondent and

added to the TWS. The final total weighted scores and total costs to government are

as follows:
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n) The ET identified all risks associated with each proposal and an assessment of each
risk was undertaken and documented. This is inclusive of the Technical and Cost
analysis along with any additional risks identified by the ET throughout the evaluation
process.

o) The ET considered the acceptable balance of the Total Weighted Score, potential risk
and whole of life cost of each bid.

p) The ET recommends the preferred Respondent be iiNet Limited based on the best
overall technical quotation, acceptable risks, value for money and that it meets the
requirements of the Territory.

q) During the iiNet Limited evaluation, the ET identified the fotlowing negotiation issues,
noting that this is not an exhaustive list:

o whether option 1 (51.43 million [GST-Exclusive]) or option 2 (52.89 million [GST-
Exclusivel) would provide the best potential value for money to the Territory;

o Access Point Locations and Coverage;

o Key Performance lndicators;

o lmplementation Plan;

o Project Team;

o Security and filtering including levels of virus protection; and

o Supplier of hardware and specifications.

7. WoRKpLAcE Genoea EeuALtry Acr 2072 (Crn).

The ET confirms that the preferred Respondent is not listed on the following website:

http : //www.wsea. gov.a u /

8. DEBR!EFING OF UNSUCCESSFUL RESPONDENTS

Letters will be sent to all unsuccessful respondents and will include:

. appreciation for submitting an offer;

. regret that they were unsuccessful on this occasion;
o advice of public notification on the "Contracts Register" which is available from the

Sh ared Services Procu rem ent Website at www. procu rement. act. gov.a u ;

. an offer to debrief; and
o the encouragement to submit offers in the future.

9. RecouurruDATroN

The ET recommends that iiNet Limited be approved as the preferred Respondent, and
that the ET be authorised to enter into contract negotiations on the following issues:

o Whether Option 1 (S1.43 million [GST-Exclusive]) or Option 2 (52.89 million [GST-
Exclusivel) would provide the best potential value for money to the Territory;
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. Access Point Locations and Coverage;

.' Key Performance lndicators;

o lmplementation Plan;

o Project Team;

o Security and filtering including levels of virus protection; and

o Supplier of hardware and specifications.

H | 'c-Mark Lightfoot
rS te r\

David James

rB l\l t9

10. DELEGATE APPROVAL

10.1. RgcOMMENDATION

It is recommended that you:

1. APPROVE iiNet Limited as the Preferred Respondent at a total cost of 51.43
million (GST-Exclusive) for Option 1 or at a total cost of 52.89 million (GST-

Exclusive) for Option 2 subject to contract negotiations to ascertain the best

potential value for money to the Territory.
2. APPROVE the ET to enter into contract negotiations with iiNet Limited on the

issues at7.L. q. above, and to provide a post-negotiation report to you priorto
contract finalisation.

@, Not Approved / Requires clarification.
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The ET is authorised to:

1. Advise the preferred Respondent. d
2. Enter into contract negotiations with the preferred

Respondent within the parameters outlined in their
recommendation.

w

3. Arrange for a contract to be prepared between the Territory
and the preferred Respondent, provided the outcomes of the
contract negotiations are successful as outlined in the ETs
recommendation.

tr

OR

Report the outcomes of the contract negotiation back to me
for approval prior to arranging for a contract to be finalised
between the Territory and the preferred Respondent.

d
4. Arrange public announcement (as applicable) following

contract execution.
f,

5. Provide a debriefing to unsuccessful Respondents following
contract execution.

EI

signature: .P2------

Name: Dave Peffer

Date: 18 December 2013

Deputy Director-General
Position: Policy and Cabinet Division
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11. DInECTOR GENERAL APPROVAL FOR CONFIDENTIAL TEXT

[To be completed following contract negotiations].

As part of the RFP process, (insert preferred Tendere/s nomel has requested under section

3AA)k)& b) @se as applicoble) of the Government Procurement Act 200L (GPA) that
selected contents of their tender including provide detoils of information to be kept
confidenti o/ to be kept confidential.

ln accordance with section 35(1)of the GPA the responsible Territory entity must not agree

to any part of the contract being confidential text, unless satisfied that -
(o) the disclosure of the text would -

(i) be on unreasonable disclosure of personal information obout a person;

or

(ii) disclose a trade secret; or

(iii) disclose informortion (other than a trade secret) hoving a commercial
value thot would be, or could reasonobly be expected to be, destroyed or
diminished if the information were disclosed; or

(iv) be an unreasonable disclosure of information about the business offairs of o
person;

(v) disclose informotion that may put public sofety or the security of the Territory
at risk; or

(vi) disclose information prescribed by regulotion for this section; or

(b) a requirement imposed under law requires a porty to the controct to keep the
text confidential

(use as oppropriate) then the Confidentiality request may be granted.

Shared Services Procurement is satisfied that the exemption is allowable in accordance with
the provisions of the legislation. Therefore, it is recommended that you agree to the request

v from the Contractor/Consultant to omit from the public text of the proposed contract the
(insert os appropriate) as contained in their tender response, and treat this as confidential
text in accordance with section 35 of the GPA.

* NOTE: The confidential text version of the contract will include all information
pertaining to the Agreement.

Signature: Date: 18 December 2013

Name: Dave Peffer
Deputy Director-General

Position: Policy and Cabinet Division
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Attochment A - APPROVED PROCUREMENT PLAN MlNllTE

ACT
Govemment

Commerce and Wo*s

Procurement Plan Minute

PROCUREMENT OVERVIEW

To Mr Dave Peffer

Alg-t{eadffil }r1^r.-r -;-r},g.,J,, - 1;*,**., i

Chief Minister and Treasury Directorate (CMTD)

Name of Project Free Public Wi-Fi Capabilities.

Purpose This Minute seeks your agreement to procure free public WiFi services for
thE ACT.

Estimated value ($) The estimated total value ofthis procurement overthe proposed 5 year

Term of the contract is to a maximum of $300,000.00 (GST-lnclusive).

Timing/urgency lndicative timeframe:

lndustry Consultation Advertised 19 October 2013

lndustry Consultation Closes 1 November 2013

RFP Advertised 9 November 2013

RFP Closes 28 November2013

Proposal Evaluation By NLT 6 Dec 2013

Approval of Evaluation Report 13 December 2013

Negotiations 16 - 31 Dec 2013

Contract Awarded Jan - Feb 2014

lmplementation Jan -Jul 2014

DebriefUnsuccessful Respondents March 2014

(Note: timings are estimates and may change after the Procurement Plan is signed)

Tender Number 2013.23t79.110

ls Government
Procurement Board sign

off required?

No.

ls ACT Government
Solicitor consultation
required?

Yes.

This Procurement activity will include an element of information and

communications technology (lCT) and will involve a non-standard

contractual arrangement such as PPPs and combined a goods/services

contract.

Procuremenl Plan Minutc
Draft

Page I of4
3 I October 2013
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2013.23179.110 - Free Public'i/ifi Capabilities.

SME Opportunities
Statement

To qualify as a regional

SME a business may have

no more than 2@ full
time equivalent (Fl-E)

employees and have a

registered business office

and/or principal place of

business within the ACI'

and South East Region of
Councils (5EROC).

The scope, statement of requirement and assessment criteria documents

have been developed to provide reasonable opportunities for regional SMEs.

PROCUREMENT REQUIREMENTS

Objective or scope of
work or services to be

provided

This is a new procuiement for free Wi-Fi services for the ACT. For more

details on the scope of works refer to the Statement of Requirements at

Attachment A.

Type Funding Agreement.

Funding The funding amount for this project will be determined by lndustry

following a response to the formal RFP.

Refer to Approved Minute at Attachment B.

lndustry Consultation

and Technical

Consultation.

The Territory advertised a DRAFT Statement of Requirements on

19 October 2013, requesting lndustry comments by no later than

1 November 2013.

An external expert in this field will be engaged to review the
recommended proposal for technical viability.

PROCUREMENT RISK

Risk I Risks associated with this procurement have been identifie d as Medium.

Refer to the Risk Register at Attachment C.

PROCUREMENT METHODOTOGY

Description of the
procurement method to
be used

Request For Proposal.

Evaluation For Evaluation Methodology and Criteria refer to the Evaluation Plan at

Attachment D.

ls this suitable to be a

Social Procurement?

No. The services described in the Statement of Requirements require the
involvement of specialists in the field of telecommunications.

Procuremeil Plan Minute Page 2 of 4
5 November 2013
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2013.23179.110 - Free Public Wifi

EVALUATION TEAM

Name Position Role Area/Directorate

Roger Rooney Senior Manager Chair Chief Minister and Treasury

Directorate (CMTD)

Mark Lightfoot Senior Policy

Officer
Member Chief Minister and Treasury

Directorate (CMTD)

Geoffrey Rutledge

or

Claire Barbato

Director

/
Manager

(Social Policy and

lmplementation

Branch)

Member Chief Minister and Treasury

Directorate (CMID)

Hannah Gill ICT Procurement

Officer
Evaluation Facilitation

and Routine Probity

Advice

Shared Services

Procurement

Peter DeGraaff Senior Manager

ICT Procurement

Evaluation Facilitation

and Routine Probity

Advice

Shared Services

Procurement

Statement on team
composition

The CMTD has established a team of three internal government officers to
evaluate responses in relation to the procurement of a free public WiFi
service for the Territory. Other Specialist Advisors may be called upon to
support the Evaluation Team where needed.

CONTRACT MANAGEMENT

Number of contracts It is anticipated that one Funding Agreement will be entered into with the
preferred respondent; however there may be need to enter into a second

to provide access on buses.

Contract management TAMSD after implementation phase.

Period of contract(s) It is anticipated that the contract Term will be 5 years. CMTD for L2

months implementation, then fAMSD.

AUSTRALIAN FREE TMDE AGREEMENTS (FrAs)

I Does the AUSFTA /
I Australia-Chile FTA

AUSTRALIAN GOVERNMENT FU NDING

ls there Australian I l,f o.
Government funding
attached to this

?

Procurcment Pltm L,linute Page 3 of 4
5 November 2013
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2013.23179.1I0 - Free Puhlic Wifi Capabilities.

\,

Project Officer Hannah Gill Signature

and Date

Phone Number {021, 6207 0t7t

Manager Peter DeGraaff Signature and Date

AGENCY ENDORSEMENT

Name Roger Rooney Phone Number (02) 620s s327

Position Senior Manager - Performance and Analysis, CMTD.

Signature Date{ltrltj
AGENCY ENDORSEMENT\J

Name Brook Dixon Phone Number (02) 62os 0468

Position Direclor- Economic, Regional and Planning Branch, CMTD

Signature Date

AGENCY ENDORSEMENT

Name Dave Peffer Phone Number (02) 6207 6135

Position Deputy Director-General- Poliry and Cabinet Division, CMTD

Signature ,r':tr:'* p3gs 5;tt.l r 5

Name Dave Peffer

Position A/g Head of Service and Director General - CMTD

Statement The Procurement Plan and Attachments A, C and D are approved, and

Attachment B is noted,

Signature
\ ,.|
/:7.tt**- Pslg lrlri;/-r 3

Procurement Plan Minute Page 4 of 4
5 November 21t13
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A(T
Govemment

M IftI UTE

To

Chief Minister and Treasury

Date November 2013

Deputy Director-Gen era I

From Director, Economic, Regional and Planning rlo'

Subject Free public Wi-Fi evaluation team

Critical date and reason
28 November 2013: to allow for evaluation of free public Wi-Fi proposals to begin work

tomorrow.

Purpose
Your approval is sought to:

o change a member of the evaluation team;
. include short-listing in the evaluation methodology; and

r send shortlisted proposals to an independent technical review provided by a third
party.

Background
On 6 November 2013, you approved the Evaluation Team would be comprised of the

following members:
. Roger Rooney, Choir;

r Geoffrey Rutledge, Member or Claire Barbato, Memben

. Mark Lightfoot, Member;

o Hannah Gill, Evoluotion focilitation ond routine probity odvice; and

r Peter DeGraaff, Evoluation facilitation and routine probity odvice-

lssues
Members Unavailable

On 6 November 2013, you agreed the Evaluation Team would provide a recommendation to

you no later than 13 December 2013. ln order to achieve this timeframe, evaluation will need

to commence this Friday, 29 December 2013'

Unfortunately, Geoffrey Rutledge will not be available to perform his function as a member of

the evaluation team as he is currently on leave.

Claire Barbato, his alternate, has been taken offline to assist with the Royal Commission into

Child Sexual Abuse.

Replacement Member
Mr David James has offered to stand in Geoffrey's place. The Evaluation Team supports David

in this role.

GPOBoxl5SCanberraACT260l I phone:132281 I www'act.gov'au
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Short-listine and Technical Review

ln order to ensure that proposals we may recommend to you can be delivered, when needed,

we plan to engage an external technical expert to review shortlisted proposals.

Short-listing is a usual part of the evaluation purpose, however it was not mentioned directly

in the original Procurement Plan Minute that you approved on 6 November 2013.

Your agreement is sought to include short-listing to:

r mitigate the risk of the Evaluation Team failing to comply with the Evaluation Plan;

r mitigate the risk of recommending a proposal that may have technical flaws; and

. ensure value for money for the Territory.

Next Steps

Should you agree:

e David James will be included in the Evaluation Team;

o short-listing will be included as part of the Evaluation Plan; and

r short-listed submissions will be reviewed by a technical expert.

Recommendations
That you:

. agree to the addition of David James as a Member of 
PEytluation 

Team;

(aeneea I ILEASE Dtscuss
u/

o agree to the inclusion of short-listing in the Evaluation Pla4; and/
(fltgeltlEAsE Dlscuss

. agree that short-listed submissions will be reviewed by a technical expert.

Ggig.DLEAsE 
Drscuss

./1 / -/-)

{r,;/,,( --' *-
Contact Officer: Mark Lightfoot

Phone: 52735
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Attochment B - APPROVED EVALIJATION PLAN

COMM BRCIAL IN CONFI DEn. CE

ATT
6overnment

Commerce and Works

Evaluation Plan

For the provision of
Free Public Wi-Fi Capabilities

No. 2013.23t79.2L4

On behalf of

Chief Minister and Treasury Directorate

COMMERCTAL IN CONFIDENCE

1
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Evaluation Plan - 2013.23179.ZLO Free Public Wi-Fi Capabilities.

COMMERCIAL IN CONFIDENCE

1 SERVICE

1.1 Free Public Wi-Fi Capabilities Proiect (Proiect).

The Territory represented by the Chief Minister and Treasury Directorate (CMTD) seeks to

establish a single contractor to provide free public Wi-Fi services in public spaces around

Canberra. The Contractor will be responsible for the build, ownership, operation and

maintenance of wireless broadband network(s) using Wi-Fi technology'

1.2 Background
On Saturday, 19 October 2013, an lndustry Consultation Paper, including a draft Statement

of Requirements (SoR), was published in The Canberra Times and on the Shared Services

Procurement website, which closed on Friday, 1 November 2013. Five responses were

received by the Territory.

Following Industry Comments in response to the lndustry Consultation Paper and draft SoR,

CMTD issued a Request For Proposal (RFP) on Saturday, 9 November 2013 with a view to
close on Thursday, 28 November 2013.

1.3 Aim

l. The aim of this Evaluation Plan is to detail the Evaluation Team (ET) and their
responsibilities, the evaluation methodology and evaluation criteria by which proposals

received will be evaluated.

?. The ET has been formed to evaluate the proposals for the above Project. All members

of the ET are aware of their responsibilities and obligation to demonstrate impartiality
and equity to all respondents.

L.4 Evaluation Team

Rotes and Responsibilities

The ET will be responsible for:

(a) maintainingprobity;

(b) evaluating the proposals in accordance with the criteria and methodology;

(c) documenting the evaluation process;

(d) preparing an evaluation report;

(e) seeking Director General or Delegate approval to proceed with a contract
with the preferred respondent; and

(f) debriefingunsuccessfulrespondents.

1.5 Specialist Advice and Support
The ET may, as required, utilise specialist advice to assist in the evaluation process.

The areas of experience may include:

(a) Technical analysis;

(b) Financial assessment;

COMMERCIAL IN CONFIDENCE
Final 3 December 2013
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Evaluation Plan - 2013.23179.210 Free Public Wi-Fi Capabilities.

COMMERCIAL IN CONFIDENCE

(c) Probity;

(d) Risk assessment; and

(e) Legal issues.

EVALUATION METHODOLOGY AN D CRITERIA

2.L General

1. The ET will have overall responsibility for the evaluation process for both Technical
Worth and Cost consideration.

2. Throughout the evaluation the ET will establish and maintain a 'risk, issue, and
negotiation register' (Risk Register) which will record evaluation and negotiation risks
and issues.

3. Regional Small to Medium Enterprise jsrvlel srpport
Application

Evaluation Poliry and

To support regional small to medium enterprises (Regional SME), the Territory will
weight Regional SMEs or respondents who subcontract to Regional SMEs through
evaluation criteria. A Regional SME is defined as a small to medium enterprise with up
to 200 FTE employees based within the South East Region of Councils (SEROC)-

Respondents will be asked to confirm, when completing the Respondent's Declaration
of the RFP, if they are a Regional SME, or alternatively if not a Regional SME, whether
the respondent intends to subcontract a component of any contract to a Regional SME

in the event the respondent is selected as the preferred Respondent. A 5% weighting is
reserved for application of SME status for each respondent, and will be applied at each
relevant point where scoring may influence decisions.

lf the respondent is not a Regional SME but will subcontract a component of the work
to a Regional SME, the evaluation score will be calculated upon the proportion,
expressed as a percentage, ofthe total work under contract with the respondentto be

subcontracted to a Regional SME.

(For example, where a respondent who is not a Regional SME confirms it will
subcontract to a Regional SME 25% of the total work under contract, that respondent
should be awarded an evaluation score of 1.25% (ot the possible 5% maximum) against
the weighted Regional SME criteria.)

lf the respondent is not a Regional SME but will subcontract a component of the work
to a Regional SME, the respondent must provide to the Territory;

(a) the legal entity details ofthe proposed subcontractor;

(b) satisfactory evidence of the proposed subcontracting arrangement, which
specifies what proportion, expressed as a percentage, of the total work the
subcontracted component comprises; and

(c) at least two referees for the proposed subcontractor in relation to the
same or similar work as that proposed in the respondent's proposal.

COMMERCIAL IN CONFTDENCE
Final 3 December 2013
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Evaluation Plan - 2013.23L79.210 Free Public Wi-Fi Capabilities.

COMMERCIAL TN CONFIDENCE

2.2 Clarification
7. Clarification is permitted throughout the evaluation process if information provided in a

proposal is not capable of evaluation because it is uncertain, ambiguous or
inconsistent. Respondents must be informed that the request for clarification is not an

opportunity to materially amend their proposal.

2. Clarifying questions will not be used to enable a respondent to provide new
information or improve their bid. Any additional information submitted by a

respondent will need to be assessed to determine whether it is truly a clarification of
proposed information, or whether it effectively amounts to the submission of late
material that seeks to vary the existing respondent.

3. Clarification must be sought from a respondent in writing or via email, and the
question(s) must be cleared in advance hy the Chair and the Procurement Advisor. The
Chair may require that answers to clarification questions be reviewed by the ACTGS or
Procurement Advisor prior to the release of answers to the ET.

4. Requests for clarification must specifically identifu the aspects of the proposal that
require clarification. Respondents will be advised that if they do not respond to the
clarification question, the sections of the proposal in respect of which clarification is

sought may not be taken into consideration as part of the deliberations.

5. To maintain the integrity of the process, clarification will not be allowed to be used as
an opportunity for respondents or the Territory to revise, modify the scope of the RFP

or change a proposal (including the proposed cost to Territory).

2.3 Unintentional Errors of Form

L. An unintentional error of form is an error that the ET is satisfied:

(a) represents incomplete information not consistent with the respondent,s
intentions; and

(b) does not materially affect the competitiveness of the respondent,s bid.

2. Examples include:

(a) the accidental omission of declarations; and

(b) an attachment referred to in the body of a proposal is unintentionally
omitted from the proposal.

5.

Where one or more submitted proposals appear to contain an unintentional error(s) of
form, the Chair may, between the opening of the proposals and any decision by the
Delegate, provide the opportunity for all respondents that have made that error(s) of
form to correct the error(s).

Where the Territory considers that there are unintentional errors of form in a single
proposal, it may, at its complete discretion, request a Tenderer to correct or clarify the
error.

The Territory should first ask the respondent to confirm whether or not their apparent
error was unintentional, lf the apparent error was unintentional the Territory may
accept the omitted material or pursue clarification in a manner consistent with this
Tender Evaluation Plan.

COMMERCIAL IN CONFIDENCE
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4.
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3 EVAIUATION MFTHODOLOGY AND CRITERION

3.1 Evaluation Methodology
The evaluation of proposals will be conducted in a Staged Process as follows:

Staee 1- Conformance and Compliance Check (includins Mandatorv Criterionl

(a) Proposals will be assessed for formal conformance and compliance with the

requirements of the RFP.

(b) The Conformance and Compliance Check will include checking the following:

. receipt of electronic responses prior to the closin8 date and time;

o provision of the requested electronic copy of the response;

r submission of a completed Attachment 1 (Technical and Cost Returnable

Schedule for responses to the RFP);

r submission of a completed Attachment 2 (Respondent's Returnable Schedule on

Conformance and Compliance with the RFP);

o submission of a completed Attachment 3 (Respondent's Declaration); and

. in the instance where a respondent is named as non-compliant under the Equol

Opportunity for Wamen in the Workplace Act 1999 (Cwlth)in the period of twelve

months prior to the date and time for closing of responses and subsequently

becomes compliant under the Act, the respondent shall submit a letter of

compliance from the Equal Opportunity for Women in the Workplace Agency with

the response.

(c) A response may be deemed non-conforming where:

. a response is at variance with or does not respond to or does not fully conform

and comply with any requirement of the RFP;

o i r€sponse is submitted by a respondent currently in breach of the Eguol

Opportunity for Women in the Workplace Act 7999 (Cwlth); or

. a response contains erasures or is illegible-

(d) The Territory may, in respect of a response that is nonconforming or which has been

deemed by the Territory to be non-conforming:
. reject and not further consider the response;

. ignore any non-conformance in the response; or

. if possible, without impacting on the probity of the RFP process, allow the

respondent to correct the non-conformance'

(e) Late responses and incomplete responses may be admitted to evaluation at the

absolute discretion of the Territory. ln deciding whetherto admit a late response to

evaluation, the Territory may take into account any factors it considers relevant,

including without limitation:
r whether the late response is likely to have had an opportunity to obtain some

unfair advantage from late submission;

. how late the response is, the reasons given for lateness and evidence available;

r whether the response was mishandled by the Territory, by an official postal

service or by a reputable delivery service; and

r evidence of unfair practices.

COMMERCIAL IN CONFIDENCE
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(f) The Conformance and Compliance Check will include checking that the respondent
meets the Mandatory Criteria for the proposed system using the RFP Technical and

Cost Returnable Schedule (Attachment 1) 2.1 Mandatory Requirements.
(g) lf a proposal is not compliant with the Mandatory Criteria, it will be excluded from

further consideration in the evaluation process. Proposals that are found to comply
with all of the Mandatory Criteria for that system will proceed to Stage 2 Technical
Evaluation.

(h) During Stage 1, a Risk Register will be created in order to record possible risks or
contract negotiation issues as the evaluation progresses.

Stage 2 -Technical Evaluation

(a) Each proposal will be evaluated by individual Members against each Weighted
Criterion and Weighted Sub-Criterion for the proposed system and a raw score out of
10 (using the Scoring Regime at Attachment A) will be awarded for each criterion;

(b) When determining the raw score for each Weighted Criterion and Weighted Sub-
Criterion, individual Members will take account of the relevant proposal in the
Technical and Cost Returnable Schedule;

(c) Members may request the advice of Specialist Advisors when determining their score;
(d) Each individual Member's raw score for each Weighted Criterion and Weighted Sub-

Criterion as appropriate will be summed and divided by the total number of individual
Members, resulting in an average raw score for each Weighted Criterion and Weighted
Sub-Criterion as appropriate. The average raw score will then be weighted in
accordance with the weightings in Table 1 below, The weighted scores for each
Criterion will then be summed to obtain a total technical weighted score for each
proposal;

(e) The Evaluation Risk Register will be established at the commencement of the
evaluation and identified risks with each proposal will be progressively added to the
Evaluation Risk Register for reference throughout the evaluation, and, if appropriate,
during contract negotiations.

(f) For SMEs, the ET will determine whether or not the respondent is an SME and allocate
the appropriate weightings; and, if there is a nominated subcontractor which is an
SME, determine and allocate the appropriate weighting. The SME weighting will not
be applied until after the Cost evaluation.

Staee 3 - Cost Evaluation

(a) The cost for each proposal will be evaluated by the individual ET members against the
weighted criterion and awarded a rawscore outof ten (10) usingthe scoring regime at
Attachment B.

(b) ET individual Member's raw scores for the Weighted Criterion as appropriate will be
summed and divided by the total number of ET individual Members, resulting in an

average raw score for the Weighted Criterion as appropriate.
(c) The average raw score will then be weighted in accordance with the approved

weighting, resulting in a Pricing Weighted Score for each proposal.
(d) The Risk Register will be updated.
(e) As appropriate, sensitivity testing will be undertaken by the ET.

Total Weiehted Score

The Total Weighted Score (TWS) for each proposal will be attained by adding the Total
Technical Weighted Score, the Price Weighted Score and the SME weighting (from Stage 2)
for each proposal.
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(c)

(a)

(b)

(c)

(d)
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Staee4-RelativeRisks

A risk (technical, pricing and other risks) evaluation of each compliant proposal will be

undertaken taking into account the (now) current Evaluation Risk Register.

Following the risk evaluation the ET may decide to shortlist proposals before
progressing to the value for money assessment.

The Risk Register will be updated.

Staee 5 - Value For MoQev (VFMI

Value for money will be assessed by the ET in a comparative assessment using the
relative Technical Worth scores, the respondents' proposed cost to the Territory and

the associated risks and issues.

The best potential value for money will be represented by the respondent(s) which has

a relatively high Technical Worth score, at a competitive price with minimal relative

risks.

Early in the value for money.assessment, and in order to provide an indication of best

potential value for money amongst respondents, the ET will develop a Value for
Money lndex (VFM) for each shortlisted proposal.

The VFM index is based on the ratio of Cost to Technical Worth. ln interpreting the

VFM index, a lower VFM index is considered to be relatively better potential value for
money, representing a lower price (money) for the same level of Technical Worth
(value). ln determining the VFM index for each proposal the following formula will be

applied:

VFM (S) = Proposed Cost

TW Score (%)

Another way to interpret the VFM lndex is that it provides a 'price' for each point of
Technical Worth, with the lowest price per point of Technical Worth indicating the best

potential value for Money - subject to relevant risks flowing from stage 5, also being

considered.
Following its value for money deliberations the ET will decide on the preferred

Respondent which provides the best potential Value for Money. The proposal

submitted by the preferred Respondent will be reviewed by a Technical Advisor. The

ET will place the 1-2 next ranked best potential Value for Money proposals on a list in

the event that the preferred Proposal is deemed not technically'viable by the Specialist

Advisor. The ET will request that the Specialist Advisor review the 1-2 next ranked best

potential Value for Money proposals if required.

Stage 6 - Referees (Referees can be approached at anv Stage durinF the evaluationl

At any stage in the evaluation process, the ET may decide whether or not to seek initial

or additional referee comments, including that the ET Chair will decide whether or not

to seek nominated referee comments or to seek referee comments from referees who

have not been nominated.
To reflect information received from referees, the ET may revisit, and adjust if
necessary, the comments and/or scores from the evaluation to date.

lf referee comments are sought, the Evaluation Risk Register will be updated as

appropriate and the ET may decide to shortlist respondents further based on the

analysis of referee comments.
The Risk Register will be uPdated.

COMMERCIAL IN CONFIDENCE
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(h)

(i)

(i)

Final 3 December 2013 Page 7 of 13

Final 18 December 2013 COMMERCIAL .I N-CONFI DENCE 220f 41.



Evaluation Report - Free Public Wi-Fi Capabilities 2013.23179.210.

Evaluation Plan - 2013.23179.210 Free Public Wi-Fi Capabilities.

COMMERCIAT IN CON TDENCE

Staee 7 - Tender Evatuation Report

(a) The ET will then finalise the Evaluation Report (ER) which will have been drafted
progressively during the evaluation reflecting the outcomes from the various evaluation
stages.

(b) The final draft ER will be submitted to the Delegate.

(c) The ER will provide the Delegate with a recommendation on the preferred
Responde nt(s) for approval.

Stage 8 - Best and Final Offers

All shortlisted proposals may be invited to submit a Best and Final Offer (BAFO) at any stage

during the RFP process.

3,2 Evaluation Criteria

Table 1 below shows the criteria that will be used to assess proposals.

Table 1

COMMERCIAL IN CONFIDENCE

EVALUATION CRITERIA

1. MANDATORY CRITERON 1- Licensed Telecommunications Carrier
Proposals that do not meet the Mandatory Criterion 1 by answering Yes' to
the following will be regarded as non-compliant and will not be considered for
further assessment against remaining criteria.

YES / NO

The respondent must:

lncluding providing the appropriate documentation,
Respondents must hold a Carriers Licence as defined
by the Australian Communications and Media
Authority, or have a contractual arrangement with a

holder of a Carriers Licence.

Documentary evidence as an approved and licensed
Telecommunications Carrier as defined within the
Telecommunications Act 7997 {Cwth) must be
included with their response.

"Corrier" means the holder of a carrier licence.

A Carrier is the holder of a telecommunications carrier
licence granted under the Act. There are no
restrictions on the number of carrier licences that may
be issued. Any corporation, partnership, (where each

member of the partnership is a corporation), or public

body may apply for a carrier licence.

Carriers must be individually licensed by the
Australian Communications and Media Authority
(ACMA). Legislative requirements for granting a

carrier licence include the payment of an application
fee. There are also special provisions concerning

Final 3 December 2013
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d isq ualifi ed applicants.

Carriers are obliged to comply with licence conditions,

including:

r the Telecommunications Act 7997 (for

example, contributing to the net losses

incurred by universal service providers in

fulfilling the universal service obligation); and

o the telecommunications access regime and

related obligations concerning access to
carriers' communications facilities and powers

and immunities, such as some exemptions

from local planning laws.

The respondent must: Respondents must provide free public Wi-Fi access.

The respondent must: Respondents must filter undesirable content from the

free public service.

4.

The respondent must: Respondents must offer customer support for
connection and service issues.

WEIGHTED CRITERIA WEIGHTING

1. Delivery Agent 34%

2. Quality 28%

3. Time t3%

COMMERCIAL IN CONFIDENCE
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4, Cost 20o/o

RegionalSME or
subcontracting to
regionalSMEs

5.
Clause 2, PART 1 of the RFP includes that in order to
support regional SMEs, the Territory will weight

regional SMEs or respondents who subcontract to
regional SMEs through an evaluation criteria.

Scoring Regime for SME evaluation

(a) Award a 5% weighting if the responden! is a

regional SME.

(b) lf the respondent is not a regional SME but will
subcontract a component of the work to a

regional SME, the scoring is linked to the value of
the subcontracted work as a proportion of the
total contract value- For example: Total contract
value is 5200,000, work to be subcontracted has

a value of 540,000 - the score awarded would be

t (7%1. lf the value of the work subcontracted is

5100,000 - the score awarded would be 2.5
(2.5y,).

s%

TOTAT LW%

COMMERCiAL IN CONFIDENCE

Note: The respondents are required to submit their proposals using the 'Technical and Cost

Returnable Schedule'.

COMME RCIAL IN CONFIDENCE

5. Referees Respondents are to provide names/ addresses, phone numbers,
and email addresses of two (2) referees that are able to attest to
the capacity of the respondents against each of the assessment
criteria. The ET may seek reports from referees.

7. FinancialViability The Territory may undertake financial viability assessment of the
shortlisted respondents.

Respondents do not need to submit information with their
proposal. However, a respondent must acknowledge that it may

be required to submit financial information if requested by the
Territory.

8. Risk Any risks inherent in the proposal (Technical, Cost and Other
Risks) such as any actual or perceived conflict of interest, level of
compliance with this RFP, adequary of insurance proposed by the
respondent.

9. Work Health and Safety
(wH&s)

Respondents are to provide a copy of their current WH&S Policy,

or a list of their work procedures, or a work manual that includes
their WH&S procedures.

Final 3 December 2013
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3.3 Scoring Regime for SME Evaluation
Award a 5% weighting if the respondent is a regional SME.

lf the respondent is not a regional SME but will subcontract a component of the work to a

regional SME the scoring is linked to the value of the subcontracted work as a proportion of
the total contract value. For example: Total contract value is 5200,000, work to be

subcontract has a value of 540,000.00 - the score awarded would be 1 (1%). lf the value of
the work subcontracted is 5100,000.00 - the score awarded would be 2.5 (2.5%).

3.4 Evaluation Report (ER)

The ET will prepare the following information for inclusion with the ER.

(a) background to the process;

(b) the evaluation process, including comments and scores against each

criteria;

(c) the order of preference of proposals;

(d) value for money;

(e) proposed methods for management of risks;

(f) identification of any issues which should be resolved by negotiation;
and

(g) recommendations to the Director General or approving delegate.

4 Delegate Approval

Approved / Not Approved / Requires Clarification.

Signature: 2Q/'----'
Name: Dave Peffer

.t IDate: ,t1t2 /tj

-

Position: Deputy Director-General
Policy and Cabinet Division
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4.t Scoring Regime (Technical Evaluation Criterion)
The ET will use a numerical scoring scale (see Table 2 below) against which each team

member will assess the weighted criteria to derive a raw score. The weighting of the raw

scores for the weighted criteria (Delivery Agent, Quality, Time and Regional SME) is

described at Table 1 above.

Table 2

j Descriptor'
l:.'.

Superior

i outstanding

Adequate

Reservations

i

Sample Commentary
):"'-:

t Rating

lz
I

10

Excellent

i--
I

IiE
I

I

I

the Evaluation Criterion. Comprehensively documented with all claims fully
substantiated.

iidmv.onrt*ingi"a Cieiiore. renoer oemonstrater ortsiJ"oine cipauiriiv, i 
*..- 

I
capaciry and experience relevant to, or understanding of, the requirements of i ^ i9,
the Evaluation Criterion, Documentation provides complete details. All claims ) ' 

I

adequately demonstrated and substantiated. i Ili
renJei iompri;;; ; ffinir,c a.o .i"aiure.llnaer aeronstiri", ;;;"llfii"--I --ir enoer comp[es, 15 convrnctng anq creotole. I enoer oemonslrares exceilenl I j

capability, capacity and experience relevant to, or understanding of, the i - i

requirements of the Evaluation Criterion. Some minor lack of substantiation 
: 8 

i

but the Tenderers overall claim is supported. I i

i Tender complies, is convincing and credible, Tender demonstrates very good i Ij capability, capacity and experience, relevant to, or understanding of, the I - |

j requirements of the Evaluation Criterion. Minor uncertainties and ' 
!

, shortcomings in the Tenderer's claims or documentation. I i!l

Te"de, complies ana is creaiUfe nut notlornpGi"fyi-o."irliry. T"nd;r--'''-- , -- iii
demonstrates adequate capability, capacity and experiencg relevant to, or i . l

understanding of, the requirements of the Evaluation Criterion. Tenderer's
claims have some gaps..

Tender has rninor omissions. Credible but barely convincing. Tender 
I

demonstrates only a marginal capability, capacity and experience relevant to, i 5

or understanding of, the reguirements of the Evaluation Criterion. 
ii vr urrurr>lorrurrrE vr, rrrs rsYurrsrrts 
]L_.-*--. ----_- r----_

I earely convincing. Tender has shortcomings and deficiencies in demonstrating I C

"-l

the Tenderer's capability, capacity and experience relevant to, or
understanding of, the requirements ofthe Evaluation Criterion.

-.-Iu*onul*ing.iendei ha*',Bnincant flaws in demonstrating theienOirefs
Poor capability, capacity and experience relevant to, or understanding of, the

requirements of the Evaluation Criterion.

Very Poor

u";;;i;;G. r*t"' f ;t e,., irdtlt n iwio aii o 

"f, 

" 
Ju, enii r offi 

*. 
re 

*- *^

lacking. Minimal information has been provided to demonstrate the Tenderer's

capability, capacity and experience relevant to, or understanding of, the

requirements of the Evaluation Criterion.

iilff i; i;t.lty ;;.rfi .t G'.rd *q, ii"*6nit nr* 
"ot 

been;il r"tdai 
*-l-

lnadequate
has inadequate inforrnation to demonstrate the Tenderer's capability, capacity

and experience relevant to, or understanding of, the requirements ofthe
Evaluation Criterion.

Not Acceptable

-.-!__.,...,--_-_"l r.;J.rer;;;;G;rlr'rGo as li-aia 
"oi riotide arf"Aueii"o inroimition

I and/or contravened nominated restrictions.
L*_-..
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I

Highly convincing and credible. Tender demonstrates superior capability, 
I

capacity and experience relevant to, or understanding of, the requirements of i
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4.2 Scoring Regime (Cost Evaluation)
The ET will use a numerical scoring scale (see Table 3 below) against which each team
member will assess the Cost weighted criteria to derive a raw score. The weighting of the
raw scores for the weighted criteria (Cost) is described at Table 1 above.

Table 3

COMMERCIAL TN CONFIDENCE

Excellent Value for money will be achievable given the lowest
overall price. lnsignificant Risk.

10

Very Good Value for money is probably achievable given a

lower overall price. Low risk.
8-9

Good Value for money is possibly achievable given a lower
overall price. Moderate Risk.

6-7

Marginal Value for money may be achievable but price is

relatively high. High Risk,

4-5

Poor Tender pricing is considered too high to achieve
value for money. Very High Risk

1-3

Not Acceptable Tenderer has either stated non-compliance,
demonstrated non-compliance, or there is

insufficient information to assess tender, or value for
money will not be achievable because of too high
pricing. Unacceptable.

0
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Attachment C - CONFORMANCE AND COMPLIANCE CHECKLIST

Free Public Wi-Fi
Ca p a b i I ities 2013.2317 9.21O

Tenderer 1

iiNET timited

Tenderer 2
TNFRASTRUCTURE

toctc

Tenderer 3
SAT (Stacey and
Taylor) PTY LTD

Tenderer 4
TELSTRA

Response submitted on
Time: COB (5:00pm)28 Nov
13

Yes No* Yes Yes

Original submitted
Electronically

Yes Yes Yes Yes

Attachment 1 Completed Yes Yes Yes Yes

Attachment 2 Completed Yes Yes Yes

Attachment 3 Completed Yes Yes No Yes

Mandatory Requ. 1: Holds a

Carriers Licence or has a

contractual arrangement
with a Carrier.

Yes Yes Yes Yes

Mandatory Requ. 2: Solution
offered will provide free
public Wi-Fi access.

Yes Yes Yes Yes

Mandatory Requ. 3: Solution
offered will filter undesirable
content from the free service

Yes Yes Yes Yes

Mandatory Requ; 4:
Customer support for
connection and service
issues offered.

Yes Yes Yes Yes

Cost To Government
Completed

Yes Yes Yes

SME Completed Yes Yes No Yes

Completed by 5S ICT Officers Name: Hannah Gill
Date:
1 December 2013

* Receipt of
I nfrastructu re
Logic Pty Ltd

emails (containing
parts of their

proposal)
commenced at

4:59pm and
continued until

6:14pm. lt should
be noted that an

email containing
the entire

proposal (Drop

Box invitation)
was received at
5:15pm to the

lCT.Tenders email
address.
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