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1.0 Introduction 

1.1 Background 

Campus Infrastructure and Services (CIS) have established robust and competitive panels for the 

provision of Consultancy and Contractor Services (CCS).  

The Architectural Panel is one of the key and most fundamental panels that have been established 

and is now in operation. 

The key objectives for establishing this panel are; 

 consolidation of the number of firms undertaking these services with a view to reduce 

inefficiencies and duplication; 

 having a panel of appropriately qualified service providers covering the spectrum of work 

that CIS can utilize in order to optimise the delivery of its program; 

 standardisation of number and consistency of deliverables; 

 reduction in multiple procurement activities; 

 reduction in the costs associated with administering ad-hoc contracts and arrangements; 

 ensure a consistent approach to delivering value for money, and; 

 improve and communicate pipeline of activity to the benefit of CCS providers 

1.2 Overview 

Following the recommendations from the Procurement Strategy PS/2013/022 the University 

engaged in multiple Open Request for Tender (RFT) processes in line with the University’s 

Procurement Policy in order to establish panels for the following categories of work: 

1. BCA & PCA 

2. (WH&S) and Risk 

3. Ecologically Sustainable Design (ESD) 

4. Accessibility 

5. Quantity Surveying 

6. Land Surveying 

7. Community and Communications 

8. Architects 

9. Landscape 

10. Urban/Town Planning 

11. Services Engineering 

12. Structural 

13. Civil and Traffic 

14. Geotechnical 

15. Services Engineers 

16. Contractors (September/October 2014) 

The size of each panel was carefully determined to support the University’s requirements while 

ensuring maximum opportunity of work for those selected. 

Reserve panels were also established where required with Tenderers that are placed in the second 
tier of responses during the RFT. Tenderers considered to be highly specialised in an area of 
expertise (relevant to the University) may have been selected onto the Reserve Panels, regardless 
of their suitability against all other criteria listed. Reserve Tenderers can be invited to join the Panel 
should the existing members become unavailable, no longer able to perform the Services as 
assessed against Key Performance Indicators or demand increases. 

It is important to note that the open tender process followed was in accordance with the University 
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of Sydney Procurement Policy which has been created from the amalgamation of the following 3 
documents: 

1. NSW Government Procurement Policy – Policy and Guidelines Paper 
2. NSW Government Code of Practice Procurement 
3. NSW Government Tendering Guidelines 

This policy has been endorsed and approved by the University of Sydney Senate (comprising 
Executive Level External Representatives and Internal University Representatives nominated by 
peers). 

Therefore, despite being a Semi-Government institution, the University of Sydney has adhered to 
NSW Government Regulation and Policy. 

 

 

 

 

 

For each of the above services including the Architecture Panel the following process was followed 

(Please refer to Appendix A for the Official Probity Report to endorse the below process): 
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Specifically, the Architects Panel has the following sub categories: 

New Builds (<$10M), New Builds ($10M+), Refurb(<$10M), Refurb ($10M+), Specialist Labs, 

Specialist Health, Heritage 

Please refer to Appendix B for Evaluation Criteria and Tender Evaluation Plan for the Architects 

Panel. 
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1.3 Objective 

Post the execution of the open tender process the operation of the panel will result in a number of 

key benefits: 

 Increased competition among suppliers due to aggregated demand contributing to 

improved pricing, terms and conditions. 

 Familiarity with the terms and conditions of supply, pricing and rate structures, and in terms 

of quality and performance. 

 Ability to readily access suppliers to meet business needs, including where there may be a 

conflict of interest or volume of work in excess of a supplier’s capability. 

 Ability to build effective working relationships with suppliers who are familiar with the 

University’s needs and preferences. 
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2.0 Structure of Panels and Principles of Operation 

2.1 Rationalisation 

The table below shows the number of suppliers used before panels were established and the 

number of suppliers after RFT completion. 

 

Panel 
Pre-Panel 

Number 

Post-

Panel 

Number 

BCA/PCA Consultants 14 7 

WHA & Risk Consultants 10 5 

Accessibility Consultants 8 3 

Quantity Surveyors 14 5 

Land surveyor 14 5 

Community and 

Communications 6 4 

Landscape Architects 15 7 

Town Planners 15 7 

Geotechnical Engineers 8 4 

ESD Consultants 10 4 

Structural Engineers 26 7 

Civil Engineers 18 5 

Traffic Engineers 8 4 

Architects* 29 22 

Building Services Engineers* 57 28 

Total 252 117 

   Number Reduction 135 

 
% Reduction 53.57% 

 
 
*Pre-panel numbers are approximate values 
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2.2 Panel Operating Methodology 

Figure 1 below illustrates in blue how procedures for procurement from within the panel and 

management of the panel continue to deliver value for money for the University as a continuation of 

the work done establishing the panel. 

 

 

The open RFT to establish the Architects panel was the first phase of a longer term 5-year 

framework in which the panel will operate and perform. The below diagram outlines the framework 

from inception, tender selection, operating requirements, performance management, off / on 

boarding requirements and ultimately creating strong industry partnerships with our service 

providers to supplement the internal resources as an integral part of the capital works delivery 

model. 

 

 

Tenderers successful through the RFT process have been appointed to the panel for a 3-years’ 

engagement terms, with 2 one year extension period. 

As the Panel matures and there is a turnover of service providers, either due to non-performance 

term expiry or workload increase, the Reserve Panel or introduction to new members may be 

utilised to refresh the panel to provide the University with depth in resourcing, flexibility and 

dynamic to grow for increasing future workload. 

2.3 Principles of Allocation of Work - General 

Post-establishment of the Panel, work will be competitively quoted between members on the panel 

and appointed thereafter on submitted resources and fixed fee structure. 

Based on the successful implementation and efficient operation of the Panel, it is envisaged that in 

the 4th and 5th year of the Contract (or a period determined sooner) the members on the Panel be 

potentially reduced to establish partnering suppliers that will be able to deliver the relevant projects 

with maximum efficiency due to the knowledge and experience developed in the prior years. This 

stage will need to be considered in conjunction with past performance and forecasted work.  

Supplier Panel 

Selection 

Supplier Panel 

Structure 

Allocation of 

Work 

Performance 

Management 
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2.4 Principles of Allocation of Work – Architect Panel 

The University of Sydney has two overarching protocols for the allocation of work to the Architects 

Panel: 

a) Competitive Proposals 

Proponents are selected from the appropriate sub panel and are requested to respond to Request 

for Quote/Proposal document and lodge the submission to the Quotation Register or an online 

Tender Portal (eValua). This document and supporting material would encompass but is not limited 

to the following: 

 Quotation/Proposal Terms and Conditions 

 Project Brief 

 Design Criteria 

 Appendices and Reference Documents (customised for each project) 

 Draft Agreement 

 Returnable Schedules 

 

This method is utilised for projects that do not have a transformational impact to the University and 

generally fall in the $10,000 to $10,000,000 range in line with the below requirements: 

 

i. Evaluation Methodology & Endorsement 

The proposals for each respective project are assessed by the Project Manager and key 

technical representatives in line with pre-approved evaluation criteria and weightings based 

around Personnel, Fee Structure and Design Philosophy.  

This evaluation can be conducted on via excel template or via the Online Tendering Tool 

(eValua) and both methods will provide a clear ranking. 

Each Architects rates and key personnel have all been nominated in the tender responses 

to be successful on the overall Architects Panel. 

Value of Order / Agreement / 

Contract Life (including GST) 

- Standard activities – CIS 

Requirement 

 

Approver 

$200,000 and above 

3 or more written proposals as 

determined by Authorised 

Project Manager/Director 

 

DCIS 

$50,000 to $199,999 3 written proposals 
DCIS, Divisional Manager or 

Operations Manager 

$10,001 to $49,999 2 written proposals 

DCIS, Divisional Manager, 

Operations Manager, Supplier 

Performance Manager or 

Project Manager 

$10,000 and below 1 written proposal 

DCIS, Divisional Manager, 

Operations Manager, Supplier 

Performance Manager, Project 

Manager, > HEO5 
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Upon identifying the successful Architect, the Project Manager will draft a recommendation 

and seek approval for engagement from an individual with the appropriate financial 

delegation to execute the contract with the respective Architect. 

b) Design Competitions 

The University of Sydney conducts Design Competitions for Transformational Projects. These 

projects usually have a significant University wide impact with respect to research and teaching 

and have a significant level of spend (<$10M - $200M+).  

The following flow chart outlines the process and methodology behind the University’s Design 

Competitions: 

 

Documentation Development The project team (Campus Planning Manager 
(CIS), Project Director, Project Manager) 
develops a Request for Proposal 
(RFP)document including but not limited to the 
following:  

 Proposal Terms and Conditions 

 Project Brief 

 Design Criteria 

 Appendices and Reference Documents  
o SITE PHOTOGRAPH 
o SITE SURVEY  
o SITE CONSTRAINTS & 

OPPORTUNITIES 
o SITE ROAD ALIGNMENT 
o IN-GROUND SERVICES PLANS  
o  INDICATIVE BUILDING 

ENVELOPES 
o CONSERVATION MANAGEMENT 

PLANS 
o DRAFT CONSULTANCY 

AGREEMENT 
o ARCHITECTURAL DETAILS AND 

HISTORICAL BUILDING 
DOCUMENTATION 

 Draft Agreement 

 Returnable Schedule 

 All documentation to be endorsed by 
Director of Campus Infrastructure Services 
(CIS) 

Selection of Architects  The project team (Campus Planning 
Manager (CIS), Project Director, Project 
Manager) determine appropriate sub 
Architect Panel  

 Initial assessment is made with respect to 
the panels experience, past performance, 
capacity and personnel 

 Architects (4-5) are selected to partake in 
the Design Competition 

 Proposed Architect List is endorsed by 
Director of Campus Infrastructure Services 
(CIS) 

 

Request for Proposal (RFP)  Final RFP documentation to be endorsed by 
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Project team and Director of Campus 
Infrastructure Services 

 Project Director or Project Manger liaises 
with the Procurement Manager to release 
the documentation via eValua (Online 
Tendering Tool) 

 All Architects register interest via this tool 
and download all documentation 

 Any relevant questions are answered via the 
tool and all addendums are also released 
via the tool 

 Architects submit an online response via the 
tool prior to the close date and time 

 Hard copies are also handed to the 
Procurement Manager prior to the closing 
date (these are not accepted if there is no 
concurrent submission on the tool) 

 No submissions are accepted via email 

Evaluation  Project Director recommends the members 
of the Evaluation Panel (Campus Planning 
Manger, Senior Architect (Internal), Internal 
Representative, Faculty Representative and 
Independent (‘Internal and External’) 
Technical Advisors  

 Project Director in conjunction with the 
Procurement Manger develops the 
Evaluation Plan with relevant criteria and 
weightings (Qualitative and Quantitative). 
Please refer to Appendix C for an executed 
Evaluation Plan 

 Evaluation Plan is signed off formally 
including an Conflict of Interest Declarations 
and Conflict Management Plans and 
Confidentiality Agreements 

 Evaluation team conduct assessment 
individually on the tool 

 Evaluation Meetings are conducted to 
discuss scoring and any clarification 
required 

 Proponents are short listed and interviews 
are conducted 

 Successful Architect is recommended and 
endorsed by all members of the Evaluation 
Panel 

Recommendation  Project Director to draft a recommendation 
and seek approval for engagement from 
DCIS execute the contract with the 
respective Architect 

 Should the University require the services of 
an independent probity advisor prior to the 
submission of the recommendation report it 
has the right to do so via the NSW 
Government Pre-Qualification Scheme. This 
advisor will review the process followed and 
provide an independent endorsement 
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2.4.1 Design Competition – The University of Sydney v City of Sydney 
 
The Sydney Local Environment Plan 2012, Division 4 Design Excellence, 6.21 Design excellence 
section (5) (d) reads as per below: 
 

(5) Development consent must not be granted to the following development to which this 
clause applies unless a competitive design process has been held in relation to the 
proposed development: 

 […] 

(d) development for which the applicant has chosen such a process. 

The above clause has a direct impact to the University as is conducts its own design completion for 
Transformational projects (please refer to above section 2.3.1, section 2 – Design Competition).  
 
Although there is limited direct requirement by the University to gain approval from the City of 
Sydney for the undertaking of Design Competitions most Transformational Project applications are 
lodged with the Department of Planning and Environment, it is essential to demonstrate that the 
University’s Design Competition process is rigorous, probity rich and derives value for money and 
is directly comparable to the process stipulated by the City of Sydney. 
 
The below table provides direct comparisons between the two processes: 
 

City of Sydney The University of Sydney 

(4) Competitive design process means either: 
(i) An architectural design competition; or 
(ii) The preparation of design alternatives on 
a competitive basis; 

2.3.1 Section 2 – Design Competition outlines 
that a competitive process is followed 

(5) A competitive design process must be 
undertaken in accordance with an approved  
Design Excellence Strategy. 

The University has Design Guidelines that are 
required to be followed for all capital projects 

Provisions – 1.2 Design excellence strategy, 
2.1 Three types of competitive design 
process, 2.2 Documentation requirement and 
costs, 2.3 The competitive process brief 

2.3.1 Section 2 – Design Competition – 
Documentation Development, Selection of 
Architects and Request for Proposal sections 
directly correlates with the City of Sydney’s 
requirements. 

The Request for Proposal (RFP) documentation 
will outline the key requirements and duration of 
the process with pertinent dates, the selected 
Architects will be invited to submit a proposal 
(post endorsement of the DCIS), the 
documentation is released via the Online 
Tendering Tool (post endorsement of the DCIS 
and Project Team) and an audit trail is 
maintained as all proponents must interact via 
the tool from proposal open date to close date. 

3.1 Architectural Design Competitions (Open 
and Invited), 3.2 Judging the competition 
entries – jury establishment, 3.3 Heritage-
related applications, 3.4 Assessment and 
decision, 3.5 Architectural Design 
Competition Report, 3.6 Procedure where 
there is an outstanding resolution of a 
preferred design, 3.6 Procedure where there 
is an outstanding resolution of a preferred 
design, 3.7 Completion of the architectural 
design competition process 

2.3.1 Section 2 – Design Competition – 
Evaluation and Recommendation sections 
directly correlates with the City of Sydney’s 
requirements. 

The University ensures integrity and due 
diligence with respect to the Assessment of 
proposals by appointing a panel of key internal 
and external stakeholders with adequate 
representation to ensure that the technical and 
commercial needs of the University are met. 
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 The evaluation criteria and weightings are 
signed off in a formal evaluation plan and the 
assessment is conducted via the Online Tender 
Tool. 

Post the conduction of all evaluation meetings 
and shortlist meetings, a recommendation 
report is produced with the endorsement of all 
Evaluation Members. This report is then 
officially approved by the DCIS. 

4.1 Competitive Design Alternatives Process, 
4.2 Assessment and decision, 4.3 
Competitive Design Alternatives Report, 

2.3.1 Section 2 – Design Competition – 
Evaluation and Recommendation sections 
directly correlates with the City of Sydney’s 
requirements. 

The University documentation allows for 
alternative submission and the process for 
submission of such proposals. 

These alternative submissions can only be 
assessed only if a conforming submission is 
present by the proponent. If this is the case, the 
Evaluation Team will assess the viability of the 
proposal and process the recommendation 
accordingly. 

5.1 Design Integrity, 5.2 Design Integrity 
Assessment 

The successful Architect of the Design 
Competition will be engaged in two phases – 
Concept Design and Design Development. 

The two phases are designed to ensure the 
University can efficiently manage the 
programme, ensure cost certainty and develop 
key milestones to be reached. 

2.5 Value for Money 

When sourcing services under panel arrangements, a value for money outcome must be achieved. 

The establishment of panels ensured several requirements for Value for Money are met, including 

fit to the University requirements, efficient use of resources through reduced open tender 

requirements, fitness of contract options and risk assessment of suppliers. 

Procurement from those panels requires users to continue to enhance Value for Money by: 

 encouraging competition: the Quotation/Proposal Process detailed above indicate 

minimum requirements and users are encourage to seek multiple quotes even at lower 

thresholds. Furthermore prices listed in responses to original RFT are considered 

maximum rates and users are encouraged to seek to improve upon these rates where 

possible when procuring services from panels. 

 promoting the use of resources in an efficient, effective and ethical manner: users should 

be aware of the panel scope (what can and cannot be procured through it), the panel term 

and conditions and contractual options for engagement. 

If required, communication with the CIS Procurement Manager or Supplier Performance Manager 

will facilitate understanding of Value for Money factors such as the supplier’s fitness for purpose 

(for example, they may have necessary specialist expertise); their performance history (for 

example, based on the experience of previous panel users); their availability to complete the 

services in the required timeframe; and their pricing relative to other panel suppliers. 
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1) Are the services required part of 
the scope of services of the panel? 

2) Do you require niche specialist 
services that cannot be delivered by 
the panel members? 

3) Does the panel have enough 
capacity to satisfy the quotation 
policy or provide the required 
competitive tension? 

It is mandatory to buy from 
suppliers within the panel 

Yes 

No 

Yes 

2.6 Buying outside of the Panel 

The panels established through the open RFT are exclusive and users are required to buy from 

suppliers from within the panel. 

Exceptions exist where: 

 The user requires niche Specialist services that are not available within the panel; 

 There are limited capacity / availability from panel suppliers (e.g. not enough suppliers 

available to satisfy quotation policy) 

 Introduction of reserve or new member as benchmark can be inserted into the process for 

competitive pricing if approved by Operations Manager.  If the Reserve or new member is 

successful, their engager doesn’t qualify then to the panel and is limited by Procurement 

Policy Process followed.  I.e. if 3 quotes are obtained, maximum engagement would be 

$200k inclusive of GST.  Their performance will contribute to future assessment of panel 

refresh processes. 

In such instances the user is required to the Reserve Panel where possible. Indeed the Reserve 

Panels have been designed specifically for those needs and extend the benefits available through 

the regular panel (pre-qualified suppliers, agreed terms and conditions, reduced supplier risk, 

understanding of the University requirements). 

If there is no Reserve Panel or the Reserve Panel does not satisfy the user’s requirements then 

sourcing can be done from the extended market. In such cases all the rules of Procurement Policy 

apply. 

The checklist below summarises the conditions for buying outside the panel: 

Communication with CIS Procurement Manager is essential to determine whether buying outside of 

the panel is justified. 
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3.0 Performance Management 

3.1 Principles of Performance Management 

Explicit measures for performance in terms of service delivery (Time, Quality, and Cost), 

minimisation of risk and increased value are used to evaluate suppliers in the panel. A simple and 

transparent process has been developed to collect and communicate performance data on a 6-

monthly basis to ultimately determine if service providers are removed from the Panel. 

The performance management methodology considers aspects such as; 

 compliance with the scope of work deliverables (Standard Consultant Brief); 

 stakeholder management; 

 consultant and contractor management; and 

 delivery of projects on time, within agreed budgets and to the expected quality. 

Continued poor performance against these requirements will ultimately mean that a proponent is 

removed from the Panel. Depending on the market engagement, reserves or new members will be 

retained to supplement the panel, as required. 

Additionally, the next key step in implementing improved control measures is the introduction of an 

online contractor induction. This phase of the overall performance management plan is to partner 

with a specialist contractor management software vendor   to deliver a comprehensive compliance 

monitoring and tracking mechanism, as well as an automated performance assessment tool. All 

consultants and contractors engaged by the University will be able to be managed through this 

software. This system will be is mandatory for all consultants and contractors to be familiar and fully 

versant with as part of their respective contract. 

3.2 End of Project Performance Assessment 

As part of a supplier engagement through the panel arrangement users are required to complete a 

performance assessment at the end of each project. 

This performance assessment will be done based on a series of KPIs agreed with the supplier at 

time of engagement. 

Those KPIs should be relevant to the services provided and cover the following Performance Areas: 

1. Finance; 

2. Operation; 

3. Relationship, and; 

4. Risk. 

Some KPIs will be recurrent throughout projects (e.g. Invoice accuracy, Spend over budget, 

Attendance to meetings, On-time completion, Staff turn-over, Compliance to WH&S regulations) and 

other will be tailored to type of services and nature of project (E.g. Cost reduction activities, 

Reporting accuracy, Quality of deliverables, UAT, Stakeholder review) 

Note that some general KPIs were included in the original RFT and included in draft Contract Service 

Agreement sent as part of the Panel Agreements. Those KPIs are draft only, they can be used as a 

basis to develop final KPIs but the University is not required to use them. 

All End of Project Performance Assessment results need to be properly documented and 

communicated to the Supplier Performance Manager no later than 10 days after project completion. 

3.3 Project Performance Master File 

The Supplier Performance Manager will collect and file all End of Project Performance Assessments 

into a master file with the double objective of communicating sub-par performance to the Steering 

Committee on an ad-hoc basis and conducting a Panel Performance review on a 6-monthly basis. 
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4.0 Panel Membership Review 

4.1 Principles of Membership Review 

Composition of panel must be reviewed and eventually modified at regular interval in order to 

ensure efficiency, effectiveness or value for money provided by this arrangement. 

Sometimes, during the term of a panel, some members may no longer be able to supply the 

services included in the original scope or the University has new recurring specialty needs that are 

not covered in the original scope. This situation may result in 'gaps' in services or locations, or an 

insufficient number of panellists to service the requirements of the University. 

Because the selection process for panel members will have already been completed when this 

situation arises, a new procurement process may be required to fill the gaps. 

In the first instance members of the Reserve Panels (if they exist) should be considered for 

inclusion in the Panel otherwise a procurement process must be conducted in accordance with the 

requirements of the Procurement Policy and current panel members can participate in this new 

process. 

Where a new procurement process is required to fill gaps in a panel, The University can use 

request documentation and panel agreement terms for the new suppliers that are similar to the 

initial procurement process. It will be easier for the Supplier Performance Manager to integrate the 

information regarding new suppliers into the existing panel instructions, making the administration 

of the panels seamless for users. 

In addition, suppliers under the new arrangement should have the same end date in their panel 

agreement as the existing panel agreements with current panel members. In this way, all of the 

services in all locations covered by the concurrent agreements cease at the same time, and the 

services can be included together in a procurement process for a new panel, rather than staggered 

over a number of procurement processes. 

The Supplier Performance Manager is responsible for ensuring reviews are held in a timely manner 

to ensure continuous panel efficiency. Those reviews can be either recurring and scheduled in 

advance according to an agreed timeframe (Panel performance reviews and panel extension 

reviews) or organised when changes in circumstances occur (Ad-hoc panel reviews). 

The figure overleaf summarises the methodology for panel reviews: 
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4.2 Monitoring and Reporting 

Monitoring and reporting of procurement activity under the panel will help to identify and investigate 

procurement risks, and where necessary to take corrective action to support compliance with the 

University’s needs and requirements. Understanding the nature, value and spread of their 

procurement, and the contributions of different suppliers, also assists the University to adopt more 

efficient ways to approach the market and achieve better value for money. Common mechanisms 

the University should use to monitor and review procurement activities under the panel include: 

 12-monthly panel performance review; 

 Panel extension review; 

 Ad-hoc panel review; and  

 internal audits.  

The Supplier Performance Manager may also routinely report to CIS senior management or 

executive on procurement activities undertaken under the panel. 

The effectiveness of monitoring and reporting is impacted by the nature and quality of available 

data on procurement activity. The University may elect to monitor and review a range of 

procurement data. For example, in relation to panel procurement, the Supplier Performance 

Manager could capture information on:  

 contracts entered into under the arrangement; 

 the spread of use of suppliers within individual panels; 

 the performance history of suppliers; and 

 the extent to which services have been purchased outside established panel 

arrangements. 

This information is available through existing and future University systems. 

Currently the University maintains a Quote Register on Sharepoint that is being updated with new 

Timeline Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5

Legend:

Panel 

Tender

On-

going 

reviews

Panel 

life 

cycle

End of project performance reviews

Panel 
performance 
reviews

Main agreement term
3 years

Extension 1
1 year

Extension 2
1 year

Min.
6 months

Panel reviews

Agreement term

Activities

Panel 
extension
reviews

Min.
6 months

Ad-hoc panel 
reviews
(as required)

Small ad-hoc tender to fill panel gaps (as required)

Or

Or

Full panel
tender
(Depending on extension reviews)
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features to allow easier panel management. Those features will allow the Supplier Performance 

Manager to run standardized reports on the usage of each panel. Those reports should include the 

following fields: 

 Panel name 

 Quote number 

 Service description 

 Budget 

 Invited suppliers 

 Successful supplier 

 Accepted price 

4.3 Panel Performance Review 

On a 12-monthly basis a Panel Performance Review will be conducted by an assessment team 

comprised of the following representatives: 

 Supplier Performance Manager 

 Divisional Manager 

 Strategic Procurement Manager 

 Precinct Manager 

For each of the panels the Supplier Performance Manager needs to prepare reporting that will 

allow to assess the following: 

 Usage of the panel: 

o Number of contract entered into 

o Budget of contracts and variations 

o Quotation method elected and results 

o Number of procurement activities outside of panel 

o Compliance from panel users to panel operating model 

 Performance history of suppliers 

o End of Project Performance Reviews 

o Number of quotations submitted and bids won 

o Changes in supplier capabilities (E.g. key personnel leaving, closure of office, 

partial or total acquisition of businesses, diversion of specialty department) 

 University requirements 

o Forecast for upcoming procurement 

o Changes in service needs or resource qualification 

o Changes in regulation requirements (legislation requirements, procurement policy 

changes, probity requirements) 

The outcome from this review will allow the University to improve the panel operation by taking the 

following possible actions: 

 Terminate and off-board panel members for changes in capabilities and/or poor 

performance 

 On-board reserve panel members to fill identified gaps 

 Communicate with panel users to update them on panel operating methodology 

 Communicate with panel members to update them on the University coming needs and 

requirements 

 Start a procurement activity to fill gaps where reserve panel cannot satisfy needs 
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4.4 Panel Extension Review 

Panel agreements terms are for 3 years and include 2 extension options of 1 year each. When a 

panel is coming to the end of its period of operation, any remaining extension option included in the 

panel arrangement should be considered on the basis of whether it would provide value for money. 

The agency may decide to exercise an extension option for only some of the members of the 

original panel arrangement. Indicators such as timeliness, quality of service and/or quantity of 

services would contribute to the value for money assessment. 

The Supplier Performance Manager has the responsibility of keeping track of panel agreement 

expiry (through the contract register) to ensure a panel extension review is held on time (usually at 

least six months before the contract end date). Under the “Option to extend” clause of the panel 

agreements the University needs to give notice to the panel member no later than 1 month prior to 

the expiration of the Term, if it wishes to extend the Term by the Option Period. 

Furthermore should the option to extend not be exercised and a new procurement activity be 

required the Supplier Performance Manager needs to ensure enough time is allowed for this 

procurement activity to be run and new agreements set in place for a seamless transition between 

arrangements. Panel extension reviews that start late can place the University in an inferior 

negotiating position. 

Key issues to consider when deciding to exercise an option to extend a panel arrangement include: 

 the comparative value for money of exercising the option and continuing the contract 

versus re-approaching the market under a new procurement process, including with regard 

to the costs of tendering; 

 the performance of the current panel members and the management of the panel; 

 the timeframes involved (for example, whether there is sufficient time to run a new 

procurement process); 

 the current market conditions; 

 whether any coordinated procurement arrangements that may impact on the exercise of 

the option have been announced; and 

 the changing needs or requirements of the University. 

4.5 Ad-hoc Panel Review 

Under certain circumstances the Supplier Performance Manager should have the ability to call for 

an ad-hoc panel review to take place. Such circumstances can be as follows: 

 Continuous negative performance reviews from a panel member 

 Legal actions being taken against a panel member 

 Inability of panel member to provide scoped services (E.g. Bankruptcy, change in staff) 

 Drastic changes to the needs of the University, (E.g. scope or forecasted workload) 

 Significant change in the market offering (E.g. significant new entrant or service alternative) 

4.6 Internal Audits 

The panels that have been established are subject to the University Internal Audit Requirements as 

conducted by Audit and Risk Management. 

4.7 Documentation 

As with all aspects of procurement, the University must keep adequate records of decisions made 

during reviews. In addition to all documentation for the establishment of the panel; formal 

documentation should include evaluation reports, decisions regarding the exercise of extension 
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options, record of usage of the panel and records concerning transition at the conclusion of the 

arrangement. Records should be kept of what decisions have been made and the reasons behind 

them. The records should be able to demonstrate that the panel is not being used to avoid 

competition or to discriminate against suppliers. 

5.0 Outcomes of Panel Reviews 

5.1 Off-boarding 

Under certain circumstances it may be required to off-board panel members to maintain efficiency 

within the panel and ensure it meets the University’s requirements. The results from the various 

panel reviews will determine whether off-boarding of one or several of the panel members is 

necessary. 

Prior to issuing a recommendation for the off-boarding of a panel member the assessment team 

should make sure that either of the following circumstances is verified: 

 The panel member has been continuously under-performing as demonstrated in end-of-

project performance reviews; 

 The panel member has been unable to win bids for any of the following reasons: 

o They are consistently non-competitive on price criteria; 

o They are unable to provide resources to complete the work when the University 

requires it; 

o They have declined to bid to all or most of the bids; 

o The users are reluctant to issue Requests For Quotes (RFQ) to this member. In 

that case rationales need to be obtained from users to understand the reasons 

behind it. 

 There is a change in the University forecast for work for this specific panel and it does not 

require to have as many members. In such case members with the lowest ratings in terms 

of performance and bid-winning ratio should be considered for off-boarding; 

 The panel member has communicated changes in their capability (E.g. staff departure) that 

makes them unable to complete work under the scope of services. 

The assessment team should be able to demonstrate that every opportunity has been given to the 

panel member to improve on the circumstances prior to issuing a recommendation to off-board. 

The team should exercise caution in its recommendation and investigate reasons behind under-

performance and low bid-winning ratio such as exceptional circumstances, lack of communication 

in regards to resource requirements or lack of user information of the supplier’s capability. 

5.2 On-boarding 

In the same way some panel member may need to be off-boarded, new panel member may require 

to be on-boarded to meet the University’s requirements. 

Requirements to on-board a new panel member should not be confused with buying outside the 

panel. Buying outside the panel can happen on occasional basis when circumstances detailed in 

section 3.5 occur. On-boarding of a new panel member responds to University needs that are 

deemed recurrent and should be considered only if and when it will benefit users of the panel from 

a value-for-money perspective. 

There are three main reasons for which on-boarding of new panel members should be considered: 

1. Replacement of another panel member that has been off-boarded and where the work 

forecast for the University require to maintain the same number of members in the panel; 

2. Increased demand forecast by the University that cannot be met by the existing panel 

members; 
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3. Change in the usage frequency for niche specialist services where the University’s need 

becomes recurrent. 

When on-boarding new panel members, just as for buying outside of panel, the assessment team 

is required to consider members of the reserve panel (if there is one) in the first instance. Members 

of the reserve panel have already been evaluated for value for money during the panel 

establishment phase and are consider offering the best value after panel members at the time of 

submission. They also represent the most efficient procurement process as they have already 

executed a reserve panel agreement. The University is therefore only required to issue a letter of 

appointment signifying the replacement of all references to reserve panel in the agreement. 

If the reserve panel members do not have the capability or capacity to be appointed to the panel 

then the broader market can be considered. In order to leverage the work done during the 

establishment of the panel it is recommended to consider the submissions made by unsuccessful 

suppliers and their scoring at the time of RFT. 

Whether a reserve panel member or a submission from an unsuccessful supplier is considered it is 

mandatory to then engage in a due diligence phase to ensure that their circumstances have not 

changed (E.g. staff, services, price, ownership, financials, insurances) and that they continue to 

represent good value for money for the University. 

If those suppliers do not satisfy the University’s requirements a new procurement activity needs to 

be started to appoint new members to the panel in line with the University’s procurement policy. 

Any new agreement issued to new panel members needs to align with the terms of the current 

panel members, especially in terms of commencement and end dates. 

5.3 Off-boarding and On-boarding Recommendation Approval 

Any recommendation to off-board or on-board panel members needs to be approved by the tender 

board. 

The assessment team will complete a briefing note including documentation from the panel review 

which will cover the following: 

 Substantiated rational to off-board, as per paragraph 6.1 

 Substantiated rational to on-board, as per paragraph 6.2 

 Proposed approach to market and rational 

This briefing note should be approved by the CIS operation manager and submitted to the Tender 

Board for final approval. 
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APPENDIX A – PROBITY REPORT 
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APPENDIX B – TENDER EVALUATION PLAN 
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APPENDIX C – TRANSFORMATIONAL PROJECTS 

(DESIGN COMPETITION) EVALUATION PLAN 

 

To be provided upon request due to the commercial sensitivity of the information contained, as 

evaluations have not yet been finalized. 
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Dear Greg,  

 

Probity Report: University of Sydney – procurement process for Consultancy and Contractor Panels 

– Architecture and Heritage Specialist Consultant Services Panel (eRFT/2013/231) 

O’Connor Marsden & Associates (OCM) was engaged to provide probity services to the University of 

Sydney in relation to the procurement strategy for establishing the Consultant and Contractor Panels. 

As detailed in our engagement letter of 13 March 2013, OCM provided its services in accordance with the 

terms and conditions of the NSW Pre-Qualification Scheme: Management and Performance Services. 

OCM has set out its report below regarding probity aspects of the Consultancy and Contractor Panels – 

Architecture and Heritage Specialist Consultant Services Panel (eRFT/2013/231). This probity report 

covers the period from 13 March 2013 to the date of this report. 

If you require any further information or wish to clarify any matters, please contact Sarah Mullins on (02) 

9252 2565. 

 

Yours sincerely 

 

Andrew Marsden 

Director 

O’Connor Marsden & Associates 
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About the Services 

The services described in this document are of an audit and internal risk management nature only and 

are not intended to be of a financial services nature. 

The engagement was performed in accordance with the Australian Auditing Standard on Assurance 

Engagements ASAE 3000, Assurance Engagements Other than Audits or Reviews of Historical 

Financial Information issued by the Australian Government Auditing and Assurance Standards 

Board. 

Further information in relation to the extent and nature of the procedures performed is detailed in the 
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used or disclosed in any way without our prior consent. 

© O’Connor Marsden & Associates, June, 2014.  All rights reserved. 
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1 Executive Summary 
1.1 Introduction 

The University of Sydney (the University) owns and manages, through Campus and Infrastructure 

Services (CIS), a substantial property portfolio to support the University’s core education and 

research operations. CIS identified the potential to achieve efficiencies and cost savings to the 

University’s capital works program through the establishment of a Consultants and Contractor 

Services (CCS) Panel
1
. 

The University identified the following key objectives for establishing a CCS: 

 Consolidating the number of firms undertaking these services with a view to reduce inefficiencies 

and duplication; 

 having a panel of appropriately qualified service providers covering the spectrum of CCS that CIS 

can use to optimise the delivery of the capital works program; 

 standardizing the number and consistency of deliverables; 

 reducing the current multiple procurement activities; 

 reducing the costs associated with administering ad-hoc contracts and arrangements; 

 ensuring a consistent approach to delivering value for money; and  

 improving communication of the pipeline of activity to the benefit of CCS providers. 

The University, through a number of service category based, open market Requests for Tender (RFT), 

is now establishing panels of external services providers to CIS supplemented by a pre-qualification 

scheme for providers of building works. The CCS Panel will enable CIS to access providers across a 

number of service packages that have been identified as being high value, highly reactive and 

currently generate high levels of engagement with CIS.
2
 It is anticipated that in addition to potential 

cost savings, CIS will benefit from leveraging the early engagement of pre-qualified suppliers in a 

reactive environment, saving significant time and resource. 

The Architecture & Heritage Specialist Services Panel is an integral part of the CIS operating model 

for provision of services for Capital Works, Facilities Management, Planning and Operations. 

Historical expenditure patterns highlight the continued utilisation of Architecture & Heritage 

Specialist services for repeatable work but not necessarily predictable work. The intent of establishing 

the Panel (over a 5 year timeframe) is to eliminate some of the uncertainty that is inherent when 

procuring services of this nature and which in turn leads to greater overall costs due to the greater than 

expected time taken to complete the services. It is also anticipated a panel will provide CIS greater 

flexibility when allocating work. 

Tenderers successful through this RFT process have been recommended for engagement either on a 

Primary or Reserve panel, depending upon the Tenderer’s ranking during the evaluation phase. In 

addition, the University will offer different levels of engagement terms, i.e. three (3) year, two (2) 

year and one (1) year terms, staggering the end dates to ensure a level of continuity and provide a 

mechanism to trial unknown (but potentially suitable based on assessment of submissions received) 

service providers on 1 year terms. As the Panel matures and there is a turnover of service providers, 

either due to non-performance or term expiry, the Reserve Panel will be utilised to refresh the panel to 

                                                      

1 Panel Establishment for Consultant and Contractor Services Strategy (PS/2012/022) 
2 Architectural Services, Quantity Surveying, Service Engineering, Structural Engineering, AV Consultancy, Electrical 

Engineering, Heritage Consultancy,  Infrastructure Works, Mechanical Engineering, Early Works Package, Civil 

Engineering, Urban Planning, OHS, Building works, BCA Compliance, Signage 
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provide the University with depth in resourcing, flexibility and dynamic to grow for increasing future 

workload. Post-establishment of the Panel, works will be allocated to panel members either:  

 Directly awarded on submitted rates and agreed resources for undefined projects, scoping 

exercises, ad-hoc works or emergency resources; or  

 Once viable, the on-going engagement would be either directly or competitively quoted between 

members on the panel and appointed thereafter on submitted resources and fixed fee structure.  

Also, the Panel will comprise a mix of firm sizes, to cater for the widest range of work package types 

and values generated by the University. In the RFT firm sizes were identified as: 

 Small Firm: 1-5 employees OR an annual turnover of more than $500,000 and less than $2M.  

 Medium Firm: 6-20 employees OR an annual turnover of more than $2M and less than $10M. 

 Large Firm: more than 20 employees OR an annual turnover of more than $10M. 

The Panel will comprise the following work categories, as identified in the RFT: 

 New Build under $10M; 

 New Build $10M and over; 

 Refurbishment & Fitout under $10M; 

 Refurbishment & Fitout $10M and over;  

 Specialist – Laboratories; 

 Specialist – Healthcare; and  

 Heritage Architecture. 

An open market Request for Tender (RFT) was released on 7 May 2013 and closed on 27 May 2013, 

through the University’s On-line Tender Box. 82 submissions were received from 90 parties 

registering interest.  

RFT submissions were assessed by a Tender Evaluation Committee (TEC) using the University online 

tender evaluation tool (eValua), including interviews with Shortlisted Tenderers, held between 27 

March 2014 and 1 May 2014. Following the interviews, the TEC completed its evaluation, 

culminating in the TEC report Consultancy and Contractors Services Panels, Architecture and 

Heritage Specialist Consultant Services Panel eRFT/2013/231, (draft received by OCM on 16 May 

2014) with recommendations for engagement, for approval by the University’s Tender Board. 

1.2 Objectives 

As detailed in our engagement scope dated and approved on13 March 2013, the overall objective of 

our engagement was to provide a conclusion based on the work performed on whether anything came 

to our attention to indicate that the evaluation process did not comply with the probity principles in all 

material respects. 

1.3 Scope 

The scope of our engagement covers the provision of probity services in relation to the University’s 

procurement strategy for the establishment of the Consultant and Contractor Panels, with specific 

reference to the Architecture Panel.  

As the University is a NSW body corporate established under and subject to the University of Sydney 

Act 1989 (NSW) and the University by-laws and regulations, and the Senate of the University is a 

statutory body pursuant to Schedule 2 of the Public Finance and Audit Act 1983 (NSW), OCM notes 

that: 
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 The NSW Government Procurement Policy is implemented as a Treasurer’s Direction under 

section 9 (1) of the Public Finance and Audit Act 1983 (NSW). Section 9(4) of that Act states that 

directions under section 9 do not apply to universities. 

 University officers are bound to the policies and directives approved by the University Senate or 

their delegated authority, in this instance the Vice Chancellor.  In terms of procurement, the 

officers are bound by the University Finance and Accounting Manual - Procurement Policy (15 

March 2012) (the Policy).  The Policy references the University’s Code of Conduct, Corruption 

Prevention Strategy and Reporting Wrongdoing Policy 2012 as well. 

In accordance with the probity principles stated in clause 3 of the Policy, Principles of procurement, 

we have focused on the University’s evaluation management systems and processes, particularly in 

regard to: 

 value for money, being the benefits achieved compared to the whole-of-life costs (e.g. price, 

quality, reliability, service, delivery, payment terms, and strategic suppliers);  

 probity and equity;  

 transparency; and 

 effective competition, including ethical behaviour and fair dealing. 

These principles as well as the management of conflicts of interest and confidentiality during the 

process are expanded upon in Appendix A. 

1.4 Methodology 

Our methodology, included a review of the RFT evaluation process, and attendance at selected 

activities and sighting certain documentation, as more fully described under Work Performed, in order 

to: 

 Review the link between procurement planning and the selected approach to the market, including 

the RFT; 

 Review the documented probity controls, including conflict of interest, confidentiality and 

security management; 

 Review the evaluation procedures, including alignment with tender documentation, evaluation 

meetings, criteria assessment and scoring methodology; 

 Review the evaluation documentation, including records, scoring and reporting; and 

 Review the communications and meetings between the tenderers and the University, including the 

provision of addenda and seeking of clarifications. 

1.5 Conclusion 

OCM is not aware of any matter to indicate that the evaluation procedures carried out by the 

University for the Request for Tender (RFT) process for the Consultancy and Contractors Services 

Panels, Architecture and Heritage Specialist Consultant Services Panel eRFT/2013/231, as at the 

conclusion of the receipt and assessment of RFTs, were not compliant with the probity principles 

described in the Scope in all material respects. 

OCM has based this conclusion upon the activities undertaken between 13 March 2013 and the date 

of this report and described in the Work Performed section below. This conclusion is also on the basis 

that the final signed TEC assessment results and recommendations have not materially changed from 

the draft version we reviewed on 16 May 2014. 
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2 Work Performed  
In completing our work, we confirmed the following tasks in order to form a conclusion from a 

probity perspective in regard to the evaluation process followed by the University: 

1. Reviewed from a probity perspective, the process for RFT notification and noted (from the 

Tender Evaluation Plan, Part 8) that: 

a. the University invited open market tenders through advertisements in the Sydney 

Morning Herald on 24 March 2013, 6 April 2013 and 13 April 2013; and  

b. The RFT documents (RFT package and schedules) were available for download from 

the University’s eTenderBox system from 7 May 2013.  

2. Reviewed the RFT document titled Request for Tender, Architecture & Heritage Specialist 

Consultant Services Panel eRFT/2013/231dated 7 May 2013 and confirmed that it included 

the following clauses in relation to the management of the principles of probity: 

a. Conditions for Participation - i.e. mandatory requirements describing minimum 

acceptable standards were in place; 

b. The Evaluation Criteria that were to be used to compare submissions were in place; 

c. Rights to amend the evaluation process; 

d. Requirements for confidentiality; 

e. Notification of the limits to the University’s liabilities to the respondents; 

f. Remedies for not complying with the conditions; 

g. Process rules for the RFT, including:  

i. communication process for contacting the University;  

ii. clarifications process for handling late submissions;  

iii. procedures for addenda and subsequent submission modification;  

iv. notification of government, agency, and other procedures and policies 

relating to the evaluation. 

h. Details regarding the establishment of the Panels including a statement that it is 

critical that the panel size, composition and resource experience matches the 

University’s requirements 

i. Information schedules including: 

i. Draft Panel Agreement; 

ii. Draft Consultancy Agreement; 

iii. Response schedules; 

iv. the University’s Design Guidelines; 

v. the University’s Procurement Policies and Procedures; and 

vi. the University’s Standard Consultant Brief. 

3. Reviewed, from a probity perspective, the Tender Evaluation Plan (TEP) and observed that it 

contained the following clauses with regard to the management of the principles of probity: 

a. The identification of the purpose and objectives of the procurement; 
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b. Government and the University’s policies, guidelines and procedures to apply to the 

evaluation process; 

c. Communications management with the market, respondents and TEC members, 

which are consistent with the RFT; 

d. The structure and authority for making decisions; 

e. A description of the resourcing, including the roles and responsibilities of TEC 

members, advisors, review and nominated approval authority where applicable; 

f. Rules for submission of tender responses, registration and managing security; 

g. Confirmation that all TEC members are responsible for ensuring the probity and 

integrity of the process; 

h. Execution of Conflict of Interest Declarations, which included provisions relating to 

objectivity, confidentiality and conflict of interest;  

i. Identification of the engagement and role of OCM as Probity Advisor; and 

j. Protocols for maintaining records of the process, resolving probity and process 

questions as they arise, and identifying and handling conflicts of interest. 

k. Evaluation Management Procedures, including: 

i. A preliminary assessment of the responses to determine extent of compliance 

with RFT requirements; 

ii. Assessment criteria and weightings; 

iii. The scoring methodology; 

iv. Discretion and methodology for the TEC to seek clarifications from 

proponents during the evaluation if required; 

v. The process for seeking advice from expert advisors to enable clarification 

during the evaluation if required; 

vi. The decision making process for the evaluation including that TEC members 

undertake an individual assessment of the responses prior to completing 

consensus scoring and making a recommendation on proposals for 

shortlisting; 

vii. Procedural requirements, including communication protocols for dealing with 

respondents.  

4. Sighted Conflict of Interest declarations signed by the TEC members, consistent with 

Appendix D of the TEP. We also sighted a consolidated Conflicts Register, noting that the 

following TEC members declared potential and/or perceived conflicts of interest: 

a. Gareth Williams: Declaration - managing current USYD projects where some 

tenderers are involved.  

Action taken - that the associations were disclosed on the Conflict of Interest 

disclosure and notified to the Procurement Specialist, the Probity Advisor and the 

Steering Committee. No further action was considered warranted other than recording 

and monitoring each association. 

b. Chris Legge-Wilkinson: Declaration - managing current USYD projects where some 

tenderers are involved.  

Action taken -  that the associations were disclosed on the Conflict of Interest 

disclosure and notified to the Procurement Specialist, the Probity Advisor and the 

Steering Committee. No further action was considered warranted other than recording 

and monitoring each association. 
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c. Juliette Churchill: Declarations - (1) managing current USYD projects where some 

tenderers are involved and (2) formerly employed by one of the tenderers 

(Woodhead). 

Action taken regarding item (1) - the associations were disclosed on the Conflict of 

Interest disclosure and notified to the Procurement Specialist, the Probity Advisor and 

the Steering Committee. No further action was considered warranted other than 

recording and monitoring each association. 

Action taken regarding item (2) - Juliette did not submit an evaluation score for 

Woodhead. 

d. Victoria Bolton: Declaration - formerly employed by the tenderers Woodhead and 

Hayball. 

Action taken - Victoria did not submit an evaluation score for Woodhead or Hayball. 

e. Michael Tawa: Declaration - association with some tenderers through their 

involvement in USYD teaching programs. 

Action taken - the associations were disclosed on the Conflict of Interest disclosure 

and notified to the Procurement Specialist, the Probity Advisor and the Steering 

Committee. No further action was considered warranted other than recording and 

monitoring each association. 

f. Trevor Howells: Declaration - close personal and business associations with a number 

of tenderers. 

Action taken - Trevor ceased to be a TEC member, was not involved in the 

assessment process and did not have access to confidential information.   

5. Observed that the following security arrangements for confidential documentation were in 

place: 

a. All RFT documents and material were filed separately from material related to other 

University business, noting that these documents were stored in eTenderbox, which 

maintains a record of all documents (files) submitted and addenda released and a 

record of from and to whom the submissions were received and addenda released; 

b. Electronic documents were filed in a network folder, with access (through eValua) 

restricted to only those who had signed confidentiality agreements; 

c. All original proposals were kept securely by the RFT Project Manager;  

d. The RFT Project Manager must provide authorisation before any copying or removal 

of a RFT process document and authorisation will only be given where document 

security can be guaranteed; and 

e. RFT documents and material were not left unattended. All notes made during the 

assessment process, all files and other documents relating to the assessment process 

were stored securely when not in use. 

No breaches of the security arrangements to maintain confidentiality were observed by OCM 

or reported to OCM by employees or advisors involved in the project.   

6. Reviewed the RFT closing procedures and confirmed through the TEP and attendance at TEC 

meetings, as well as discussions with the Senior Procurement Specialist, that: 

a. A secure electronic submission box (the University’s eTenderBox system) was 

provided and accessible for the tenders to be submitted between 7 May 2013 and 

closing at 5.00pm 27 May 2013, as specified in the RFT and was used to receive the 

tenders; 

b. From 90 registered parties, 82 RFT submissions were received; 
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c. The RFT Procurement Process Manager downloaded the RFT submissions from the 

University’s eTenderbox system and then filed them in a secured location within the 

University’s internal network (managed by CIS);  

d. Security arrangements ensured no proposal was accessed prior to tender close, and 

distribution of documentation considered confidential was limited on a need-to-know 

basis to authorised parties; and 

e. No late tenders were received in relation to this RFT.  

7. Attended the evaluation meetings for the assessment of the tenders received for the Architects 

Panel which were undertaken across the various categories and observed the following: 

a. All members of the TEC completed an individual assessment of the tender responses 

and entered their scores and comments supporting their scores in eValua 

b. The TEC discussed their individual scores including any scores where there was a 

large range in scores and, where relevant, made amendments to their individual 

scores 

c. The assessment of the responses was completed on the basis of the categories of the 

Panel as described above 

d. The TEC considered the non-price scoring for the ranking of the tenders in eValua 

and considered the pricing as part of the assessment, consistent with the TEP 

8. Undertook a comparison between the evaluation criteria in the Tender Evaluation Plan and 

therefore used for the assessment of the tenders and those communicated to the tenders in the 

RFT document and confirmed that they are consistent.  

9. Attended a meeting with the Manager, Operations, Mr Kevin Duffy, and the University’s 

Senior Procurement Specialist, on 8 October 2013 to discuss the next steps in the evaluation 

of the Architect tender response, including a preference that further due diligence be 

undertaken in relation to the assessment of the tendering organisations. At this meeting it was 

consideration that the interim assessment of the tender responses could be enhanced through 

additional steps in the process. These steps were seeking referee checks and interviews with a 

shortlist of tenderers. It was confirmed that the RFT document anticipated that reference 

checks and interviews may be undertaken as part of the evaluation process.  

Following this meeting, it was agreed that an amendment to the Tender Evaluation Plan 

would be developed which would outline the additional steps to be undertaken in the 

assessment of the tenders, for endorsement by the TEC as well as the Steering Committee.  

10. Attended the following meetings of the Contractors and Consultants Steering Committee and 

observed that the Committee received and considered reports, and made decisions (as 

required) regarding all the various contractor and consultant panels, including the 

Architecture and Heritage Specialist Consultant Services Panel Services Panel:  

a. 29 March 2013; 

b. 29 April 2013; 

c. 13 May 2013; 

d. 27 May 2013; 

e. 22 July 2013; 

f. 5 August 2013; 

g. 19 August 2013; and 

h. 3 September 2013. 
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We are not aware of any minutes of the Steering Committee meetings being maintained and it 

is recommended that, in future procurement processes, the Steering Committee ensure that 

key decisions and advice/direction provided on the procurement process is appropriately 

documented. This is particularly important for key parts of the process including the 

endorsement of the Panel composition as well as the advice provided to the Project Team to 

undertake additional due diligence on the tender assessment, being the referee checks and the 

interviews with shortlisted tenderers. Appropriate record keeping such as maintaining minutes 

of meetings will assist in adhering to the requirements under the TEP for maintaining 

appropriate records as well as adhering to a key probity principle of accountability.  

11. Sighted emails dated 26 November 2013 and 12 February 2014 from the University’s external 

procurement advisor, Mr Sean Beattie, to tenderers who had downloaded the eRFT/2013/231 

documents, advising them of the status of the RFT process (as at the date of each email) and 

next steps, in particular regarding the Supplier Reference Checks, Supplier Interviews and 

Tender Board Recommendations. 

12. Reviewed the Tender Evaluation Plan Amendment signed by the TEC members from a 

probity perspective and observed that it contained the following amendments to the approved 

TEP, noting that the amendments were endorsed by the Steering Committee on 8 October 

2013:  

a. Changes to the TEC, through the addition of Mr Nicolas Francois and Mr Sean 

Beattie as advisors;  

b. Changes to the detailed evaluation and shortlisting, as follows: 

i. Woodhead assessment: Because of the inability of Juliette and Victoria to 

assess due to potential conflict of interest, this supplier was only assessed by 

two members of the TEC which was considered insufficient by the TEC. It 

was therefore requested that one of the Technical Advisors identified in the 

TEP undertake an assessment of this tender response to ensure this tenderer 

received a similar assessment process, as scores from only two TEC members 

had the potential to skew the result.  

ii. Breakdown of ranking by size: Small and Medium size suppliers will be 

ranked separately from the larger suppliers to provide better visibility to the 

quality of their proposal and their possible relevance in the final panel 

selected. 

iii. A number of suppliers will be shortlisted during review meetings involving 

members of the various review committees. This shortlist will be endorsed by 

the Steering Committee prior to referee checks being completed.  

iv. Following the completion of referee checks, the TEC may revisit their scores 

based on information provided in the referee checks. This may result in a 

more refined shortlist of tenderers to be invited to tenderers presentations.  

v. Tenderer presentations to be undertaken. Following the completion of 

tenderer presentations, the TEC will revisit their scores to take into 

consideration information provided by the tenderers at these interviews, 

relative to the evaluation criteria.  

vi. The TEC will make a final recommendation for the composition of the 

Architect Panels across each of the categories for endorsement by the 

Steering Committee.  

13. Attended the following tenderer interviews and observed that the TEC used a pre-agreed set 

of questions, aligned with the RFT assessment criteria,  to guide each interview and ensure 

consistency by the TEC across all interviews: 

a. 2 April 2014: Billard Leece Partnership, Bates Smart, SKM 
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b. 3 April 2014: Scientific Interiors, Architectus, BEM, Tanner Kibble Denton 

Architects, PTW Architects 

c. 4 April 2014: Allen Jack & Cottier, Design Inc, Perumal Pedavoli, Geyer 

d. 7 April 2014: Hassall 

e. 8 April 2014: Cox Richardson, Warren and Mahoney 

f. 9 April 2014: Woods Bagot, Noxon Giffen,  

g. 10 April 2014: NBRS, Hames Sharley, Caldis Cook, Foran Design, Gran Associates, 

Lahz Nimmo, Conybear Morrison, CHROFI 

h. 11 April 2014: Building Studio, FJMT 

i. 29 April 2014: Daryl Jackson Robin Dyke Architects 

j. 30 April 2014: Department of Public Works, Arii Smits, Beraldo Design,  

k. 1 May 2014: Greenbox, Anchor Mortlock & Woolley 

l. 5 May 2014; Group GSA, Figgis Jeferson, Custance.  

OCM Did not attend the interview for Budden Nangle Michael Hudson Architects, but 

confirmed with the Procurement Manager, Mr Sean Beattie, that the interview followed the 

same script and process as the all other interviews and was consistently conducted. 

14. Attended the following TEC meetings following the referee checks and interviews with 

shortlisted tenderers: 

a. 27 March 2014, where the TEC discussed the outcomes of the referee checks, to 

decide which tenderers to invite to interviews. It was noted at this meeting that one of 

the tenderers was proposed to be set aside from interviews on the basis that the 

University was in the process of commencing legal action with the tenderer. The TEC 

agreed that this was a high risk to the University and the justification for not putting 

this tenderer forward would be included in the evaluation report for consideration by 

the Steering Committee and the Tender Board.  

b. 7 May 2014, where the TEC considered their consensus scoring based on the 

assessment of the tenderers, taking into consideration the interviews and the outcome 

of the referee checks. 

c. 8 May 2014, where the TEC sought to confirm its final recommendation the 

composition of both the Primary and Reserve Panels, noting that this reflected the 

TEC’s view that one tenderer should not be recommended for more than two primary 

panels, which was communicated to tenderers in the interviews held between 2 April 

and 5 May 2014. 

15. Sighted the draft Consultancy and Contractors Service Panels, Architecture & Heritage 

Specialist Consultant Services Panel eRFT/2013/231, Recommendations for Engagement, 

USYD, which we received on 16 May 2014, and observed that it contained the following: 

a. An overview of the overarching Consultants and Contractors Panel process; 

b. An outline of this RFT process; 

c. The composition of the TEC, including the category-specific roles of TEC members; 

d. An outline of the tender evaluation process, panel structure, work allocation, and 

performance management, noting that there were no clarifications or addenda issued; 

e. A summary of the TEC consensus scores and rankings, including key tender 

evaluation commentary (regarding critical anomalies between tenderers, reference 

checks, interviews, supplier rationalisation and development of recommendations); 
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f. TEC recommendations for the various Building Services Engineering Consultants 

Panels, as follows: 

i. Specialised laboratories  (5 main suppliers/primary panel and 3 reserves); 

ii. Specialised health (5 main suppliers/primary panel and 2 reserves); 

iii. New builds under $10M (6 main suppliers/primary panel and 2 reserves); 

iv. New builds $10M and over (5 main suppliers/primary panel and 2 reserves); 

v. Refurb & fitout under $10M (8 main suppliers/primary panel and 2 reserves);  

vi. Refurb & fitout $10M and over (6 main suppliers/primary panel and 1 

reserve); and 

vii. Heritage (5 main suppliers/primary panel and 1 reserve). 

g. Provision for endorsement of the Recommendations report by the Project 

Management Team and TEC members. 



Appendix A:  Key Probity Principles 

 
Page 15 

11 June 2014 

 

Appendix A:  Key Probity 

Principles 
Value for money  

This is demonstrated by the use of an open competitive environment in which the market is tested 

regularly, and tenderers can make attractive, innovative proposals with the confidence that they will 

be assessed on their merits.  Value-for-Money is not necessarily achieved by accepting the lowest 

available price.  The process should include: the evaluation of non-price criteria (such as the quality of 

the goods or services offered, the experience and past performance of the providers, the financial 

strength of the companies, the differing risk factors, the quality of the personnel, etc.); cost-benefit 

analysis against a target outcome or budget; and the assessment of the total cost over the proposed life 

of the project;     

Probity and equity  

Individuals and organisations involved in preparing and submitting proposals are entitled to expect 

impartial treatment at every stage of the process.  If they do not consider the process to be fair, 

impartial and honest they may withhold valuable ideas or be deterred from bidding in the future.  Any 

form of bias, whether driven by personal interests or not, could jeopardise the integrity of the project.  

Procedures that include multiple person panels, independent members and observers mitigate this risk. 

Transparency 

Transparency refers to the preparedness to open a project and its processes to scrutiny and possible 

criticism.  This also involves providing reasons for all decisions that are taken and the provision of 

appropriate information to relevant stakeholders. 

Effective competition, including ethical behaviour and fair dealing. 

Accountability involves agencies being able to justify the use of public resources to an appropriate 

authority by allocating and taking responsibility for past and expected performance.  This includes 

aligning the decision making process with the appropriate delegated authority, and keeping adequate 

records that will leave an auditable trail.   

Effective competition assists with demonstrating a value for money competition. A fair process is 

achieved through ensuring that all tenderers are provided with the same opportunity during the 

procurement process and access to information.  

Management of Conflicts of Interest 

A conflict of interest is a conflict between the public duty and private interests of a public official 

where the public official has private interests which could improperly influence their official duties 

and responsibilities.  The community and potential tenderers have a right to expect that public 

officials will make decisions that are not influenced by private interests. Similarly, when the private 

sector is engaged to perform public sector duties, there is an obligation to ensure that conflicts of 

interest are disclosed and effectively managed. Perceived or potential conflicts of interest can be as 

damaging as actual conflicts, and procedures should be implemented to mitigate the effect. 

Maintenance of confidentiality and ensuring security 

Although accountability and transparency are fundamental to the work of public sector organisations 

and public officials, there is some information that needs to be kept confidential, at least for a 
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specified period of time, in order to protect the integrity of the process and give tenderers the 

confidence to do business with government.  This information can include the content of proposals, 

intellectual property and tenderers’ pricing and profit structures.  Importantly, much of the 

information relating to the project needs to be kept confidential up to the point where a contract is 

executed with the successful tenderer.  However, once this has happened, government guidelines 

require that certain information be released, consistent with the fundamental principles of public 

sector accountability and transparency, as discussed above.  Procedures must be implemented to 

ensure that no unauthorised release of confidential information occurs. 
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Appendix B:  Statement of 

Responsibility 
Management’s responsibility for the evaluation process 

The management of the University of Sydney is responsible for the design and implementation of the 

evaluation process controls in accordance with Government and the University of Sydney’s policies.  

This responsibility includes establishing and maintaining processes relevant to the evaluation process 

to ensure that the process meets appropriate probity policies, laws and regulations; and leads to 

selecting the most appropriate tenderer or tenderers under the prevailing circumstances. 

Assurance practitioner’s responsibility 

Our responsibility is to express a conclusion on the Evaluation Process based on our review.  We 

conducted our review in accordance with the Australian Auditing Standard on Assurance 

Engagements ASAE 3000, Assurance Engagements Other than Audits or Reviews of Historical 

Financial Information issued by the Australian Government Auditing and Assurance Standards Board, 

in order to state whether or not, on the basis of the procedures described and witnessed where 

appropriate, we have become aware of any matter that makes us believe that the evaluation process is 

not in accordance with the principles described above. 

A review consists primarily of making enquiries, primarily of persons responsible for undertaking the 

evaluation process and its underlying documentation, applying analytical and other review 

procedures, and examination of evidence for a small number of transactions or events.  A review is 

substantially less in scope than a reasonable assurance audit conducted in accordance with ASAE 

3000.  Accordingly, we do not express an audit opinion.  Had we performed a reasonable assurance 

audit as defined by ASAE 3000 or an audit as defined by the Australian Auditing Standards, 

additional information may have come to our attention, which would have been reported to the 

University of Sydney. 

While conducting our review and/or in our report we may provide advice and/or recommendations in 

relation to the mitigation of risk of challenge to the processes undertaken by the University of Sydney.  

In these cases, our responsibility is limited to providing such advice and/or recommendations, based 

on our experience and knowledge of the subject matter of the project.  For the avoidance of doubt, the 

procedures performed in providing advice and/or recommendations do not constitute an assurance 

engagement in accordance with the Australian Auditing Standards for Assurance Engagements, nor 

do they represent any form of audit under the Australian Auditing Standards.  We therefore do not 

express any form of assurance in relation to the advice and/or recommendations, and none should be 

inferred from any such commentary in this report. 

Inherent limitations 

Our Work is subject to the following limitations: 

 Owing to the inherent limitations of any internal control structure, it is possible that errors or 

irregularities may occur and not be detected.  Our procedures were not designed to detect all 

weaknesses in control procedures as they were not performed continuously throughout the period 

and the tests performed are on a sample basis. 

 Any projection of the evaluation of the control procedures to future periods is subject to the risk 

that the systems may become inadequate because of changes in conditions, or that the degree of 

compliance with them may deteriorate. 
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 The matters raised in this report are only those which came to our attention during the course of 

performing our procedures and are not necessarily a comprehensive statement of all the 

weaknesses that exist or improvements that might be made.  We cannot, in practice, examine 

every activity and procedure, nor can we be a substitute for management’s responsibility to 

maintain adequate controls over all levels of operations and their responsibility to prevent and 

detect irregularities, including fraud.  Accordingly, management should not rely on our report to 

identify all weaknesses that may exist in the evaluation process, or potential instances of non-

compliance that may exist. 

Advice and/or recommendations for improvement should be assessed by the University of Sydney 

management for their full commercial impact before they are implemented. 

Limitations on use 

This report is made solely to the Management of the University of Sydney in accordance with your 

engagement scope dated 22 March 2013, for the purpose of providing assurance to senior 

management on the appropriateness and robustness of the evaluation process and should not be 

quoted in whole or in part without our prior written consent.  We disclaim any assumption of 

responsibility for any reliance on this report to any person other than the management of the 

University of Sydney, or for any purpose other than that for which it was prepared. 

We disclaim all liability to any other party for all costs, loss, damages, and liability that the other 

party might suffer or incur arising from or relating to or in any way connected with the contents of our 

report, the provision of our report to the other party, or the reliance on our report by the other party. 

Independence, Competence, and Experience 

All professional personnel involved in this engagement have met the independence requirements of 

the Australian professional accounting bodies.  
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APPENDIX B – TENDER EVALUATION PLAN 
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APPENDIX C – TRANSFORMATIONAL PROJECTS 

(DESIGN COMPETITION) EVALUATION PLAN 

 

To be provided upon request due to the commercial sensitivity of the information contained, as 

evaluations have not yet been finalized. 




