AppendixB2  	Explanatory Notes 
2nd Edition April 2017	 (Discard this page)

	
Consultant’s Particulars Details:

	Consultancy Discipline:
	

	Name  of Firm:
	

	Address:
	

	Email Address:
	
	Phone Number:
	



	Service Contract:

	Title:
	

	Short Description of Project:
	

	Location:
	

	Date of commencement of Service:
	
	Date of Substantial Completion:
	

	Form of Service Contract:
	

	Role of Consultant in delivery of project:

	

	Construction Contract Value (ex VAT)
	€
	Final/Anticipated Final Account Value (ex VAT):
	

	Form of Construction Contract:
	



	Contracting Authority [CA] Details:

	Contact Person:
		(Name of person dealing with project)

	Organisation:
		

	Address:
	

	Email:
	
	Phone Number:
	



	1.	QUALITY OF DESIGN:	 (U= underperformed/unsatisfactory; B =below average; C = compliant)

	1.1
	Compliance with Requirements of Brief
	

	
	

	1.2
	Completed Construction Project fit for Intended Use.
	

	
	

	1.1	(Comment) 
1.2	(Comment)


	(U = underperformed; B = below average; C = competent; VG = very good; E = exceptional)
	

	1.3
	Overall quality of Design	(Not applicable to QS)
	

	
	

	1.3	(Comment)




















	2.	COST:	 (U = unsatisfactory/well outside cost limits; B = below average/outside cost limits; C = Cost compliant/within cost limits)

	2.1
	Design Team’s Pre-tender Cost-Estimate is within Agreed Cost
	

	
	

	2.2
	Tender outcome within agreed Cost Limits
	

	
	

	2.3
	Final cost of Construction within Authorised Expenditure Limits.
	

	
	

	
Provide the following cost history:
	Stage
	Cost €including VAT
	Comment

	Stage 1 approved cost
	
	

	Stage 2a approved cost
	
	

	Stage 2b approved cost
	
	

	Stage 3 approved cost
	
	

	Stage 5 approved cost
	
	



2.1	(Comment)
2.2	(Comment)
2.3	(Comment)





	3.	DELIVERY:	 (U = underperformed; B = below average/behind programme; C = completed on programme/satisfactory)

	3.1
	Completion of Project to agreed programme
	

	
	

	
Provide the following programme history:
	Stage
	Performance Period (months)
	Actual Duration (months)
	Comment

	Stage 1
	
	
	

	Stage 2a
	
	
	

	Stage 2b
	
	
	

	Stage 3
	
	
	

	Stage 4
	
	
	

	Stage 5
	
	
	



(Comment)



	4.	SERVICE:	 (U = underperformed; B = below average; C = competent; VG = very good; E = exceptional)
	

	4.1
	Standard of Service during Design Stage (including Contract Documentation)
	

	
	

	4.2
	Standard of Post-Contract Service/Contract Administration
	

	
	

	4.3
	Standard of Service during Defects Period
	

	
	

	4.4
	Communication with Contracting Authority and other Stakeholders
	

	
	

	
4.1 	(Comment)
4.2	(Comment)
4.3	(Comment)
4.4	(Comment) 














	OVERALL PERFORMANCE: 

	Comments (if any):

	





(If self-certified by consultant enter Consultant’s details here, not those of the Contracting Authority)
	Evaluation completed by:

	Name:
		(If Contracting Authority, person dealing with project)

	On behalf of which organisation?
	

	Position in Organisation:
	

	Signature:
	

	Email Address:
	

	Phone Number:
	
	Date:
	




Where applicable, details and signature of Appeals Body/Body auditing evaluation:
	Evaluation audited by:

	Name:
		

	On behalf of which organisation?
	

	Position in Organisation:
	

	Signature:
	

	Email Address:
	

	Phone Number:
	
	Date:
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GENERAL INFORMATION:
Certificate of Satisfactory Completion – Services 
The Certificate of Satisfactory Completion – Services is an Evaluation form. It can be used by the relevant consultant as a Certificate of Satisfactory Completion when tendering for work under the Open Procedure or when applying to be included on a short-list under the Restricted Procedure or on a Framework
Self-Certification
If the Consultant wishes to rely on a Project (for which a performance evaluation has not already been carried out) as evidence of previous experience satisfactorily completed, the Consultant may self-certify their performance using the Certificate of Satisfactory Completion – Services (Form B2) and include that evaluation with their application/tender for the service. 
Where a Consultant elects to self-certify their performance on a project, that evaluation is subject to verification by the Contracting Authority issuing the Contract Notice/Tender Documentation. 
Where a Consultant provides false, inaccurate or misleading information in the form, that Contracting Authority (in accordance with Article 57 of Directive 2014/24/EU (and Regulation 57 of SI No 284 of 2016)  may rely on under Section 3 (h) of the Suitability Assessment Questionnaire - Part 2 to exclude the applicant/tenderer from the competition.
For this reason the applicant/tenderer should make sure that the self-evaluation is a robust and critical assessment of the service provided.
Contracting Authority Certification
A consultant may also seek an evaluation from the relevant Contracting Authority/Funding Agency for that project (as long as a Certificate of Satisfactory Completion has not previously been issued or declined). There is however no obligation on a Contracting Authority to carry out an evaluation or issue a certificate of satisfactory completion.
If the Contracting Authority is willing to carry out such an evaluation, the consultant must anticipate a reasonable period of time before the process is completed as (to ensure equity and fairness) the process includes consultations with the consultant and other parties to the service. The Contracting Authority cannot commit to completing the evaluation process within a specified time.
Evaluation Process
Whether the consultant seeks an evaluation or the Contracting Authority elects to carry out an evaluation, the Contracting Authority should ask the consultant to complete an unsigned draft of the form. This provides the Consultant with an opportunity to record any issues or facts they consider relevant before the evaluation is commenced.
Once the consultant’s own draft of the form has been received by the Contracting Authority, the Authority will prepare a draft based on their own knowledge of the project, information from the funding authority where appropriate, and information received from other consultants for the same project in addition to information supplied by the relevant consultant. Guidelines for the Contracting Authority on completing the form are provided overleaf.
Having prepared their own draft, the Contracting Authority should then communicate with the consultant and seek to agree a final draft. Subject to any audit requirements of the relevant Funding Authority, where agreement is reached on the wording and evaluation, the form can be signed and dated by the Contracting Authority.
Where agreement cannot be reached on the evaluation, the Contracting Authority and the Consultant may agree to a 3rd party review (normally the relevant Funding agency). Where such 3rd party review has been carried out, the Contracting Authority may elect to complete (and sign) the evaluation in accordance with the recommendations of that body (even where the Consultant does not agree with the evaluation).
Suitability Assessment Standards
The minimum requirements and standard of performance required in a procurement process may vary from service to service and will normally be specified in the relevant Contract Notice/Suitability Assessment Documentation. 
Procuring Agencies may for example give a greater level of importance to one aspect of that performance than another depending on the relative importance to the project being procured (e.g. if speed of delivery is critical, a minimum standard of “C” for “Completion of the Project to the agreed programme” might be included). 
The Certificates of Satisfactory Execution are a measure of performance on a project (either by the Contracting Authority in question or if self-certified by the Consultant), but the marks ascribed are determined by the Procuring Agency in accordance with the marking methodology stated in the relevant Suitability Assessment documents.
Verification
[bookmark: _GoBack]On receipt of Certificates of Satisfactory Completion certified by the Consultant, it is anticipated that a Procuring Agency will seek to verify the validity of the assessment by contacting the Contracting Authority in question. Where there is a significant variation between the self-assessment and the view of the Contracting Authority in question, the Procuring Agency may determine that false, inaccurate or misleading information was provided and exclude the consultant under Section 3 (h) of the Suitability Assessment Questionnaire - Part 2. Where the self-assessment is substantially accurate but, in the view of the Procuring Agency, the standard of performance was less than that recorded by the consultant the Procuring Agency may ascribe a lesser rating for the purposes of the procurement process.
Likewise where Certificates of Satisfactory Completion (signed by the Contracting Authority) are received with very good or exceptional performance ascribed to the consultant in one or more section, the Procuring Agency may seek to verify the validity of that assessment. Unless substantiated by the Contracting Authority in question with particulars, the Procuring Agency may reasonably determine that the standard of performance was less than that recorded and may ascribe a lesser rating (e.g. satisfactory) for the purposes of the procurement process.

CERTIFICATE OF SATISFACTORY COMPLETION (SERVICES) – Completing Form B2
EVALUATION CONSISTENCY
Contracting Authorities completing the form are asked to use this evaluation guidance to ensure that a consistent approach to evaluation is applied both across the range of criteria and by reference to other Contracting Authorities.
As a general principle a “C” (i.e. competent/compliant/satisfactorily completed) would be the normal evaluation for an element of service satisfactorily completed.
If a consultant has met the standard required by the Conditions of Engagement and scope of service for that element but not significantly exceeded it then a “C” is appropriate. No comment is required if a “C” is ascribed to a particular criterion.
A “B” (i.e. below average/less than fully satisfactory) is appropriate where the element of service was completed to a below average standard or part of that element of service was unsatisfactory. The assessing Contracting Authority should explain how the service was below standard in the comment space provided.
A “U” (i.e. underperformance/unsatisfactory) is appropriate where the element or part of that element of service was unsatisfactory, or the consultant significantly underperformed on that criterion. The assessing Contracting Authority should explain how the service was below standard in the comment space provided.
Evaluations of “Very Good” and “Exceptional” are applicable to Quality of Service and Quality of Design only.
A “VG” (i.e. Very Good) is appropriate where the standard of service/design relative to that criterion is significantly above that required by the Conditions of Engagement and Scope of Service. The assessing Contracting Authority should always comment (in the space provided) on why a better than usual assessment was given.
An “E” (i.e. Exceptional) should only be awarded in exceptional circumstances. An “E” should only be given where the standard of service/design is genuinely exceptional. The assessing Contracting Authority should comment (in the space provided) on why an “E” was given and in what way the standard was exceptional.

	PROJECT PARTICULARS 


Consultant’s Particulars
It is important that correct particulars of the consultant are entered, and in particular the right discipline and the correct legal name of the Consultant are entered. It is a matter for the consultant and not the Contracting Authority to make sure that the correct contact details (including e-mail) are used. 
Service Contract
Again it is important to be precise about the project title and description (often multiple projects are carried out on the same site). The description should be a précis of the project rather than the consultancy service provided. The actual service provided should be stated under “Role of Consultant in delivery of Project”.
The date of Commencement of Service is the date of consultancy appointment. The Date of Substantial Completion refers to substantial/practical completion of the Construction Project.
Normally the Final Account sum will be known at the time of making the evaluation, but if not the anticipated sum should be used.
Contracting Authority Details
The Contracting Authority will presumably enter its own details correctly. However, prior to signing off on the evaluation the Consultant should check that these are correct, as a mistake here may prevent a future employer verifying the evaluation with the Contracting Authority and may result in the Consultant failing to get on a short-list.
	QUALITY OF DESIGN


1.1	Compliance with Requirements of Brief	(U= underperformed/unsatisfactory; B =below average; C = compliant)
While full compliance with a Brief, may not be possible (due to conflicting requirements) the Design Team are jointly expected to deliver the schedules of accommodation stated in the manner stated in the brief (including design guidance if applicable). 
Where the brief is developed during the early design stages, the Design Team is expected to get the Contracting Authority’s agreement to any substantive brief change. 
As long as the Design Team designs the project substantially in accordance with the brief (and associated briefing documents) and sign-off on any substantive brief changes during the design stages a “C” (Compliant) is appropriate. If however the Design Team (including the Consultant) ignore the agreed Brief or significantly change the design after sign-off with the Contracting Authority (and Funding Agency where appropriate) resulting in the construction of a building not in accordance with the brief, then an assessment of “B” (below average) or “U” (underperformed/unsatisfactory) may be appropriate.
1.2	Completed Project fit for Intended Use.	(U= underperformed/unsatisfactory; B =below average; C = compliant)
Each Design Team member (including the QS) is expected to pro-actively contribute to the overall design including the choice of materials and performance of those materials. Where a consultant is or should be reasonably aware that the specification of a material or a construction detail may be inappropriate and lead to a future building failure, it is expected that the consultant will have taken steps to register his/her reservations and sought to have the specification/detail amended.
If, the Construction Contract was reasonably administered, and either the standard of specification and detailing for the project was adequate or if the consultant could not have reasonably been aware of the adverse consequences of a particular specification/detail, then a “C” (Compliant) is appropriate. 
If the consultant should have been aware of the adverse consequences of that specification/detail and that failing had significant cost implications or negative implications for the users, then a “B” may be appropriate. If the consultant should have been aware of the adverse consequences of that specification/detail and that failing rendered a building or part of a building unfit for use without substantial remedial works then a “U” (unsatisfactory) may be appropriate. 
1.3	Overall quality of Design		(Not applicable to QS)
(U = underperformed; B = below average; C = competent; VG = very good; E = exceptional)
Each Design Team member is expected to pro-actively contribute to ensure that the standard of Design is satisfactory. In particular it is expected that the Design will substantially comply with the brief (see Compliance with brief above) and specify appropriate materials for the project. If the design does not substantially comply with the brief or the material selection is not appropriate, then a “U” (underperformed) or “B” (Below average) may be appropriate. 
If the consultant has received a “C” for Compliance with the Brief and for Building fit for intended purpose, then it is reasonable that a “C” (competent) be ascribed. 
If the design (and in particular the consultant’s input to the design) complies with the brief, uses appropriate materials and specifications and provides significant additional value by means of the standard of design or layout, then a “VG” (Very Good) may be appropriate. Where a “VG” (Very Good) is recorded, the reason should be stated.
If the design (and in particular the consultant’s input to the design) complies with the brief, uses appropriate materials and specifications, provides significant additional value by means of the standard of design or layout, and is original in its conception and implementation then an “E” (Exceptional) may be appropriate. Where an “E” is recorded, the specific reason why it is exceptional should be stated.
	COST	 (U = unsatisfactory/well outside cost limits; B = below average/outside cost limits; C = Cost compliant/within cost limits)


2.1 Pre-tender Cost-Estimate 
On all projects it is expected that the Design Team (collectively) will prepare a design capable of construction within the cost limits agreed. Where a pre-tender estimate is a requirement of the collective Design Team service, it is expected that the Design Team’s pre-tender cost estimate will not exceed the Construction Budget previously agreed. [If there are previously unforeseen costs due to circumstances outside the Design Team’s control, it is expected that the Contracting Authority would have been previously notified and have agreed to an appropriate adjustment of the Construction Budget before the pre-tender estimate was prepared.]
If the Design Team’s pre-tender cost estimate does not exceed the Construction Budget a “C” (Cost Compliant) is appropriate.
If the Pre-tender Cost Estimate exceeds the Construction Budget but the cost overrun is not significant and reasonably justifiable, then a “B” (Below average) is appropriate. If the Pre-tender Cost Estimate exceeds the Construction Budget by a significant amount without prior notification and adjustment to the budget, then a “U” (unsatisfactory) may be appropriate.
2.2 Tender within agreed Cost Limits
On all projects it is expected that the Design Team (collectively) will prepare a design capable of construction within the cost limits agreed. It is also anticipated that the pre-tender estimate (agreed with the Contracting Authority) will reasonably reflect the cost of tendering immediately prior to going to tender. Notwithstanding this a margin of +/- 10% is acceptable to allow for variations in the tender market.
If the Contract Sum is within +/- 10% of the agreed pre-tender estimate, then a “C” (Cost Compliant) is appropriate. If the Contract Sum is more than +/- 10% of the agreed pre-tender estimate, unless there are valid mitigating factors satisfactory to the Contracting Authority (e.g. an excessively volatile market - backed by evidence in the form of the spread of tenders) a “B” (outside cost limits) may be appropriate. If the Contract Sum is more than +/- 10% of the agreed pre-tender estimate, without mitigating factors sufficient to justify the variation, then a “U” (unsatisfactory/well outside cost limits) may be appropriate. 
2.3 Final Cost of Construction
The Authorised Expenditure Limit is the sum of the Contract Sum + the Employer’s Representative’s Authority (or equivalent for other forms of contract) + the sum of all Change Orders (Variations) recommended by both the Contracting Authority (and the Funding Agency if applicable). It excludes variations carried out without the prior knowledge and agreement of the Contracting Authority (and Funding Agency). 
 It is expected that the Design Team (collectively) will implement post-contract cost control procedures to ensure that the Final Account is within that Authorised Expenditure Limit. 
If the Final Account is within the Authorised Expenditure Limit, then a “C” (Cost Compliant) is appropriate. If the Final Account is greater than the Authorised Expenditure Limit, but the cost overrun is not significant and there are valid mitigating factors, then a “B” (outside cost limits) may be appropriate. If the Final Account is considerably greater than the Authorised Expenditure Limit without justifiable mitigating factors, then a “U” (unsatisfactory/well outside cost limits) may be appropriate. 
	DELIVERY	(U = underperformed; B = below average/behind programme; C = completed on programme/satisfactory)


3.1	Completion of Project to agreed programme	
Under Project Delivery, the delivery targets are those in the Original Programme normally agreed at the start of the project, and not any subsequent amendments to that programme. 
A consultant should not be held accountable for delays outside the Consultant’s Control, but the Consultant is expected to be pro-active where there is a problem or issue which is causing or will cause a delay. 
If the Consultant completed his/her section of the work in a satisfactory manner and on time, then a “C” (Completed on programme) is appropriate. For example a project is delayed 6 months due to a vexatious 3rd party planning appeal – delivery is 6 months behind Original Agreed Programme but the delay was outside the consultant’s control. Thus the Consultant did substantially meet the delivery targets (excluding events and circumstances wholly outside the consultant’s control) and merits a “C”.
If the consultant however exceeded the agreed time (or a reasonable time) to complete his/her work or an element of that work and that failure caused a not insignificant delay to the project, then a “B” (below average) may be appropriate.
If the consultant significantly exceeded the agreed time (or a reasonable time) to complete his/her work or an element of that work and that failure caused a major delay and/or other adverse consequences to the Contracting Authority, then a “U” (underperformed /unsatisfactory) may be appropriate. 
Verifiable factual information should be available if necessary to substantiate the evaluation. (This might include e-mail correspondence between the Contracting Authority, the Design Team and the consultant in question.)
	SERVICE	 (U = underperformed; B = below average; C = competent; VG = very good; E = exceptional)


4.1 Standard of Service during Design Stage
This refers to the Standard of Service (not design). If the standard is not specified in the Conditions of Engagement and Scope of Service, the standard required is that which might reasonably be expected by a suitably qualified professional exercising reasonable skill and care.
If the service (e.g. the satisfactory production of the information required) was not completed or was completed but the consultant failed to deliver the service to an adequate standard or to stay within the constraints specified (e.g. cost, design guidance, time, etc.) necessitating revised information being prepared, or having consequences post-tender, a “U” (underperformed) or “B” (Below average) may be appropriate. The assessing Contracting Authority should also explain how the service was below standard (in the comment space provided).
If the Consultant provided their information to an adequate standard, promptly and within the specified constraints, thereby allowing the project to progress in a timely manner without negative post-tender consequences then a “C” (Competent) is appropriate.
The normal performance of the service does not merit a “VG” or “E”. 
A “Very Good” or “Exceptional” assessment is only appropriate if the consultant delivered the service to a very good or exceptional standard (e.g. very high standard of Tender Documents delivered ahead of schedule on a large very complex project within a tight timescale). If a “VG” or “E” was ascribed the reason should be indicated in the comment box. 
4.2	Standard of Post-Contract Service/Contract Administration	
	
This refers to Contract Administration and delivery of the service specified in the Conditions of Engagement and Scope of Service. It is expected that the relevant consultant will deal with site issues (including the provision of reasonable information to the Contractor) promptly in accordance with the Contract.
If the consultant failed to administer the Contract to an adequate standard or persistently failed to visit the site or respond promptly to reasonable information requests relevant to their discipline (particularly where such failures cause financial loss to the Contracting Authority), then a score of “U” (underperformed) or “B” (Below average) may be appropriate. (As above the reasons should be explained in the comment box).
If the Consultant provided their information to an adequate standard, promptly and within the specified constraints, thereby allowing the project to progress in a timely manner without negative post-tender consequences then a “C” (Competent) is appropriate. 
The normal performance of the service does not merit a “VG” or “E”. 
A “Very Good” or “Exceptional” assessment is only appropriate if the consultant delivered the service to a very good or exceptional standard, and the reasons should be explained in the comment box. 
4.3	Standard of Service during Defects Period	
It is expected that the relevant consultant will attend on site and promptly deal with defects and related issues. If the consultant failed to attend on site or make all reasonable efforts to resolve post-completion issues, then a score of “U” (underperformed) or “B” (Below average)  may be appropriate (the reasons should be listed in the comments box).
If the Consultant does attend on site and makes all reasonable efforts to deal with post-completion issues a “C” (Competent) is appropriate. A “VG” or “E” is only appropriate if the consultant went to exceptional lengths to deal successfully with difficult issues (not of his/her making).
4.4	Communication with Contracting Authority and other Stakeholders
The standard of communication should be measured against both what is reasonable and what is required by the Conditions of Engagement and scope of service. If the conditions of Engagement are the Standard Conditions of Engagement for Consultancy Services (Technical), the requirements will be stated in Schedule B under Management Services or any relevant documents referred to in that section.
For example the Management Services might require monthly reports from the Design Team Leader in a particular format. Persistent documented failure to provide such reports is a Communication failure and might merit a “U” (underperformed) or “B” (Below average). Likewise a significant communications failure between Design Team members resulting in the project being delayed and/or causing additional costs may merit the same assessment.
If the consultant communicated in an acceptable way with relevant stakeholders a score of “C” (Competent) is appropriate. A “VG” should only be given if the consultant substantially exceeded the requirements in the Conditions of Engagement and scope of service, and an “E” if the performance level was exceptional.
	OVERALL PERFORMANCE	 


General Comments
It is not necessary to complete this comment space, but it does allow to Contracting Authority to comment on the overall performance if they wish. For example the Contracting Authority may wish to highlight a performance issue (either good or bad) which they feel is not fully reflected in the evaluation criteria above.
	EVALUATION COMPLETED BY: 


Normally this will be completed by the person within the Contracting Authority who dealt with the Project. If the Consultant is self-certifying their performance using this form, the Consultant should put in their own details here not those of the Contracting Authority.

