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Eligibility and Selection of Proposals 
Evaluation of the Raoul Wallenberg Institute Kenya Programme 2015-19 

 
 
 
All proposals submitted will be examined and evaluated by two representatives of RWI, and 
assessed according to the following steps and criteria: 
 
If the examination of a proposal or other relevant information received reveals that the 
proposal does not meet the eligibility criteria (see below), the proposal will be rejected on 
this sole basis.  
 
The proposals that pass this check will be further evaluated on their quality, including the 
proposed price and the capacity of the applicants. They will be evaluated using the 
evaluation criteria in the evaluation grid below.  
 
There are two types of evaluation criteria: selection and award criteria. The selection criteria 
evaluate the applicants' capacity and are used to verify that they have the professional 
competencies and qualifications required to successfully implement the assignment.  
Proposals that do not meet a stated minimum standard in this respect will be reject on this 
basis.  All criteria, including the selection criteria, are then considered as award criteria, 
which evaluate the quality of the proposals in relation to the objectives and priorities set 
forth in the Terms of Reference.  
 
The contract award will be considered on the basis of the most economically advantageous 
proposal according to the best price-quality ratio, whereby the weighting for price is 25% 
and for quality 75%.  From the proposals submitted, a median price will be established 
which will represent 25% of the total sum in this respect. 75% will be represented by the 
quality criteria in the evaluation grid below, which in turn will be divided between the 
different quality criteria based on their importance in view of points that can be obtained for 
each criteria. Any deviation from these points will result in a cost (quality deficiency) added 
to the price offered. The service provider exhibiting the lowest sum applicable to each 
proposal, as averaged between the evaluations of the two RWI representatives, will be in 
first consideration as regards awarding the contract, while RWI retains the right to further 
negotiate fees and other aspects of the assignment as relevant. 
 
An example of to illustrate the method for evaluating proposals is available here. 
 
  

LUND | BEIJING | NAIROBI | JAKARTA | ISTANBUL | AMMAN | PHNOM PENH 

 

http://rwi.lu.se/app/uploads/2019/06/example_to_illustrate_method.pdf
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I. Eligibility Criteria 
 
1) Proposal in accordance with requirements of Terms of Reference (annex 1) and Form for 

Submission of Proposals (annex 2), submitted by 16 July 2019. 
 

2) All team members fully independent of the reviewed activities and with no stake in the outcome 
of the evaluation. 
 

3) Service Provider and all team members have not been, and are not, subject to any international 
sanctions or restrictive measures with which RWI is required to comply according to Swedish 
law. 
 

4) Service Provider available for the entire duration of the contract. 
 

5) More than one gender represented in evaluation team. 
 

6) RWI only partners with suppliers that respect and comply with all relevant and applicable human 
rights as well as ethical business, social responsibility, health, safety, environmental, 
employment and fiscal regulations. Any known violations in this respect, or inability to provide 
appropriate evidence, if and as requested, shall disqualify a service provider from (taking part in) 
the procurement process. 
 

7) In addition, a service provider shall also be excluded from taking part in the procurement 
process if: 
a) it is bankrupt, subject to insolvency or winding-up procedures, where its assets are being 

administered by a liquidator or by a court, where it is in an arrangement with creditors, where 
its business activities are suspended, or where it is in any analogous situation arising from a 
similar procedure provided for under national laws or regulations; 

b) it has been established by a final judgment or a final administrative decision that the supplier 
is guilty of grave professional misconduct by having violated applicable laws or regulations 
or ethical standards of the profession to which the supplier belongs, or by having engaged in 
any wrongful conduct which has an impact on its professional credibility where such 
conduct denotes a wrongful intent or gross negligence, including, in particular, any of the 
following: 
i) fraudulently or negligently misrepresenting information required for the verification of the 

absence of grounds for exclusion or the fulfilment of selection criteria or in the 
performance of a contract; 

ii) entering into agreement with other economic operators with the aim of distorting 
competition; 

iii) violating intellectual property rights; 
iv) attempting to influence the decision-making process during the procurement; or 
v) attempting to obtain confidential information that may confer upon it undue advantages 

in the procurement process. 
c) it has been established by a final judgment or a final administrative decision that the supplier 

is in breach of its obligations relating to the payment of taxes or social security contributions 
in accordance with the applicable law; 

d) it has been established by a final judgment that it, or persons having powers of 
representation or decision-making control over it, is guilty of any of the following: fraud; 
corruption; involvement in a criminal organisation; money laundering; terrorist financing; child 
labour (or any other forms of trafficking in human beings); or any other illegal activity 
detrimental to RWI’s interests; 

e) the supplier has shown significant deficiencies in complying with main obligations in the 
performance of a contract financed by RWI or any donor to RWI, which has led to the early 
termination of a legal commitment or to the application of liquidated damages or other 
contractual penalties or which has been discovered following checks and audits or 
investigations. 

 
  



Raoul Wallenberg Institute of Human Rights and Humanitarian Law 
3rd Floor, Lenana Towers, Lenana Road, Hurlingham | P.O. Box 1590-00606, Nairobi, Kenya | Phone +254 796 730518 | Email nairobi@rwi.lu.se 

II. Evaluation grid regarding quality 
 
The evaluation grid is divided into Sections and subsections. Each subsection will be given 
a score between 1 and 5 as follows: 1 = very poor; 2 = poor; 3 = adequate; 4 = good; 5 = 
very good. 
 

Section Maximum 
Score 

1. Capacity (Selection Criteria) 20 

1.1. Does the service provider have sufficient experience of reviews/evaluations in the area 
of administration of justice and human rights? 

5 

1.2. Does the service provider have sufficient experience of reviews/evaluations when it 
comes to projects in the field of international development cooperation? 

5 

1.3. Does the service provider have sufficient experience of work relating to the Kenyan 
context? 

5 x 2* 

1.4. Does the service provider have sufficient experience of work with/regarding correctional 
services, including assessment and classification of offenders? 

5 x 2* 

2. Understanding of Terms of Reference 10 

2.1. Does the service provider demonstrate a good understanding of the requirements of the 
assignment, as described in the Terms of Reference?  5 x 2* 

3. Relevance of the proposal 20 

3.1. How relevant is the proposal, i.e. methodology, to the objectives and priorities in the 
Terms of Reference and for achieveing the expected results of the evaluation? 

5 

3.2. How relevant is the quality assurance mechanism/s propsed in relation to the evaluation 
needs and possible constraints? 

5 

3.3. How relevant is the proposal to the context of the work? 5 

3.4. Does the proposal contain particular added-value elements (e.g. innovation, best 
practices)? 

5 

4. Implementation approach 25 

4.1. Is the plan for implementing the evaluation clear and feasible? Is the timeline realistic? 5 

4.2. Is sufficient provision made for inclusion and participation of stakeholders? 5 

4.3. Is the organisation and division of responsibilities clear and purposeful? 5 

Maximum total score 75 

*: this score is multiplied by 2 because of its importance 

If the total score for Section 1 (capacity) is less than 18 points, the application will be rejected. If the 
score for at least one of the subsections under Section 1 is 1 (2 in the case of subsections 3 and 4), 
the application will also be rejected. 


