Annex 5 to the Special Procurement Conditions

Methodology for evaluation of economic efficiency

1. Criteria and procedure for evaluation of proposals
1.1. The most economically advantageous proposal shall be selected based on the price-quality ratio.
1.2. Architectural proposals shall be evaluated anonymously and in accordance with the criteria established in Section 7 of the Special Procurement Conditions (the “SPC”). In the protocol signed by the members of the Evaluation Committee, the Evaluation Committee members shall indicate the ranking of proposals based on the relative merits of each proposal, and simultaneously provide comments on matters requiring further clarification, indicating whether the evaluation procedure is suspended (paused) until clarification is received.
1.3. The Evaluation Committee shall prepare reviews for each evaluated proposal, which shall be provided to the participants whose proposals were submitted upon the determination of the winner(s).
1.4. Architectural proposals shall be evaluated by the Evaluation Committee according to the following criteria:

	Item No.
	Name of the evaluation criterion
	Relative weight of criterion, %

	1. 
	P1 – Urban integration
	L1 = 35

	2. 
	P2 – Quality of architectural solutions
	L2 = 30

	3. 
	P3 – Functionality and rationality
	L3 = 20

	4. 
	P4 – Service price 
	L4 = 15

	
	Grand total:
	100



1.5. The final score (P) awarded to the Project Proposal is calculated by adding up the scores for individual criteria (P1, P2, P3, P4).

P = P1+P2+P3+P4

1.6. [bookmark: _Toc74571446][bookmark: _Toc74571523]The values of evaluation criteria P1, P2, P3 are calculated by comparing the criterion value (Rs) with the best value for the same criterion (Rmax) and multiplying by the relative weight of the criterion (L1, L2, L3). 
1.7. The value of evaluation criterion P4 is calculated by comparing the lowest (best) price value (Kmin) with the value KP of the evaluation proposal criterion, and multiplying by the relative weight of the evaluation criterion (L4). 


Project proposals shall be evaluated according to the following criteria:

	Criterion applied
	The value of the criterion is calculated according to the formulas
	Description of the evaluation criterion

	P1
Urban integration
	

	The relationship of the competition project proposal with the urban context and their impact on the cultural landscape, as well as their harmonious integration into the structure of the urban area plan, development and volumetric spatial composition, is assessed. Innovation and environmental quality.
The impact of the planned object on the existing functional and spatial relationships within the site. Compliance of the proposal with spatial planning documents.  If the mean of the Evaluation Committee members’ scores for a criterion is below 4, the Project will be rejected.

	P2
Quality of architectural solutions
	

	The presence or absence of the architectural concept of the structure(s) and its integrity is evaluated; the artistic relationship with the environment (contrast, replication, etc.); means of artistic expression (scale, proportions, relationship between the created elements, materials, colours); contemporaneity, longevity aiming for sustainable construction and building lifecycle, innovation through the use of advanced technologies and materials, promoting a circular economy, climate- and energy-efficient measures, compliance with the principle of sustainable development.  If the mean of the Evaluation Committee members’ scores for a criterion is below 4, the Project will be rejected.

	P3
Rationality and functionality
	

	Assessment of whether the project satisfies the customer’s requirements specified in the competition brief and enables the planned activities in accordance with the intended use indicators. The quality of the building’s functional zoning, conversion and rational functional solutions, compliance of the solutions with long-term investments, and optimisation of the object’s implementation cost are assessed. Adaptation of the environment and the building for all (principles of universal design).
Convenience and accessibility: easy access to spaces, intuitive and convenient internal connections and functional accessibility, comfortable and intuitive circulation paths within buildings, on the site, and to public transport and vehicle parking. Intuitive, clear, and simple wayfinding; universal design adapted for users with special needs.
Strategic distribution of complex user flows; convenient layout and accessibility of technical spaces designed for specific requirements within the building.
Comfort and services: comfortable, multifunctional, and diverse areas (e.g. waiting areas, catering, conference halls, meeting rooms, leisure, sanitary facilities, etc.). General and clear availability of technologies and other additional functions enhancing user comfort and appeal.
 If the mean of the Evaluation Committee members’ scores for a criterion is below 4, the Project will be rejected.

	P4
Price of services


	
	P4 – price of the project proposal (EUR excluding VAT).



NOTES: 
A) Values:
Rs – Average score awarded to the evaluated proposal of the criterion under review.
Rmax – Maximum possible score obtainable for the same evaluation criterion from the Evaluation Committee members.
Kp – price of the Supplier’s proposed services.
Kmin – lowest price among all submitted Supplier service proposals.
B) The evaluation criteria P1, P2, P3 are assessed and scored by the Architectural Competition Evaluation Committee; evaluation criterion P4 is assessed and scored by the Committee.
C) If the mean of the Evaluation Committee members’ scores for the criteria (P1, P2, P3) is 4 or below 4, the Project will be rejected.
D) Proposals are evaluated based on the graphic, visual, and textual materials submitted by the participant and the information provided in the explanatory statement.

1.8. The values R of evaluation criteria P1, P2 and P3 from 1 to 10 points are awarded based on the following evaluation recommendations. The members of the Evaluation Committee expertly assess each Project by assigning scores according to the relevant criterion. 

	Item No.
	Evaluation score for the competition proposal
	Description of the award of the evaluation score – compliance of the competition project proposal with the description of the evaluation criterion P1 (Urban integrity)


	1. 
	Very poor
(1 point)
	Does not meet all of the description and adjustments to the solutions would change the content (substance) of the proposal (concept).

	2. 
	Poor
(2 points)
	Does not meet part of the description of evaluation criterion and adjustment of the solutions would change the content (substance) of the proposal (concept).
Fails to comply with spatial planning documents and/or creates a negative impact on the functional and spatial connections established in the territory and/or lacks harmonious integration of the building or urban complex with the existing urban structure.

	3. 
	Weak
(3–4 points)
	Fails to comply with part of the evaluation criterion description and adjustment of the solutions would not alter the content (essence) of the proposal (concept).
Creates a negative impact on existing functional and spatial relationships within the site and lacks harmonious integration of the building or urban complex with the existing urban structure. 

	4. 
	Satisfactory
 (5–6 points)
	Fails to comply with part of the evaluation criterion description and adjustment of the solutions would not alter the content (essence) of the proposal (concept).
Creates a positive impact on existing functional and spatial relationships within the site or establishes appropriate harmonious integration of the building or urban complex with the existing urban structure.

	5. 
	Good
(7–8 points)
	Fails to comply with part of the evaluation criterion description and adjustment of the solutions would not alter the content (essence) of the proposal (concept).
Creates a positive impact on existing functional and spatial relationships within the site or establishes appropriate harmonious integration of the building or urban complex with the existing urban structure.

	6. 
	Excellent
(9–10 points)
	Substantially complies with the majority of requirements specified in the description of evaluation criterion P1. Minor adjustments to solutions are possible without altering the content (essence) of the proposal.

	Item No.
	Evaluation score for the competition proposal
	Description of the award of the evaluation score – compliance of the competition project proposal with the description of the evaluation criterion P2 (Quality of architectural solutions)


	1. 
	Very poor
(1 point)
	Does not meet all of the description and adjustments to the solutions would change the content (substance) of the proposal (concept).

	2. 
	Poor
(2 points)
	Does not meet part of the description of evaluation criterion and adjustment of the solutions would change the content (substance) of the proposal (concept).
There is no coherent architectural concept and/or no favourable artistic relationship with the environment established through means of artistic expression.

	3. 
	Weak
(3–4 points)
	Fails to comply with part of the evaluation criterion description and adjustment of the solutions would not alter the content (essence) of the proposal (concept).
No coherent architectural concept and no favourable artistic relationship with the environment established through means of artistic expression.

	4. 
	Satisfactory
 (5–6 points)
	Fails to comply with part of the evaluation criterion description and adjustment of the solutions would not alter the content (essence) of the proposal (concept).
No coherent architectural concept or no favourable artistic relationship with the environment established through means of artistic expression.

	5. 
	Good
(7–8 points)
	Fails to comply with part of the evaluation criterion description and adjustment of the solutions would not alter the content (essence) of the proposal (concept).
Architectural concept is coherent and a favourable artistic relationship with the environment is established through means of artistic expression. 

	6. 
	Excellent
(9–10 points)
	Substantially complies with the majority of requirements specified in the description of evaluation criterion P2. Minor adjustments to solutions are possible without altering the content (essence) of the proposal.

	Item No.
	Evaluation score for the competition proposal
	Description of the award of the evaluation score – compliance of the competition project proposal with the description of the evaluation criterion P3 (Rationality and functionality)


	1. 
	Very poor
(1 point)
	Does not meet all of the description and adjustments to the solutions would change the content (substance) of the proposal (concept).

	2. 
	Poor
(2 points)
	Does not meet part of the description of evaluation criterion and adjustment of the solutions would change the content (substance) of the proposal (concept).
Customer requirements for conducting planned activities in accordance with intended use indicators are not ensured and/or universal design principles are not applied to the environment and buildings.

	3. 
	Weak
(3–4 points)
	Fails to comply with part of the evaluation criterion description and adjustment of the solutions would not alter the content (essence) of the proposal (concept).
Customer requirements for conducting planned activities in accordance with intended use indicators are not ensured and universal design principles are not applied to the environment and building.

	4. 
	Satisfactory
 (5–6 points)
	Fails to comply with part of the evaluation criterion description and adjustment of the solutions would not alter the content (essence) of the proposal (concept).
Customer requirements for conducting planned activities in accordance with intended use indicators are not ensured or universal design principles are not applied to the environment and building.

	5. 
	Good
(7–8 points)
	Fails to comply with part of the evaluation criterion description and adjustment of the solutions would not alter the content (essence) of the proposal (concept).
User requirements for conducting planned activities in accordance with intended use indicators are ensured and universal design principles are applied to the environment and building.

	6. 
	Excellent
(9–10 points)
	Substantially complies with the majority of requirements specified in the description of evaluation criterion P1. Minor adjustments to solutions are possible without altering the content (essence) of the proposal.





