Annex I: Scoring criteria

1. Quality and Relevance (0-20 points)

Points

Description

20

The proposal fully meets or exceeds all requirements of the criterion. Itis clear, logical,
well-structured, and demonstrates a deep understanding of the objectives and
context. Methods are actionable, coherent, and effectively integrate gender, inclusion,
and HRBA considerations.

16

The proposal meets most requirements. The approach is clear, logical, and covers the
main objectives. Minor weaknesses in clarity, detail, or integration of cross-cutting
issues, but overall feasible and coherent.

12

The proposal is generally clear and relevant but contains gaps or inconsistencies in
logic, completeness, or methodological detail. Some clarification is needed for full
understanding.

The proposal has several weaknesses in reasoning, structure, methodological
robustness, or integration of cross-cutting issues. Significant clarifications or revisions
needed.

The proposal is unclear, inconsistent, or incomplete. It shows limited understanding of
objectives and low relevance to the assignment.

The proposal does not address the criterion or provides no credible methodology.

1. Completeness and Feasibility (0-20 points)

Points Description

20 The work plan and the technical proposal are complete, realistic, and fully aligned with
the assignment. Timeline, milestones, deliverables, and resource allocation are clear,
feasible, and well justified. Responsibilities are well defined.

16 The plan and proposal meet most requirements. Timeline and activities are clear and
mostly feasible. Minor gaps exist in detail or justification of resources, but overall the
planis coherent and implementable.

12 The plan and proposal are generally understandable but contains gaps in feasibility,
sequencing, or resource allocation. Several elements lack clarity or sufficient
justification.

8 The plan and proposal show multiple deficiencies in feasibility, logic, timeline, or
resource allocation. Significant clarification would be required for implementation.

4 The plan and proposal are unclear, unrealistic, or incomplete, with major
inconsistencies that hinder implementation.

0 The plan and proposal do not address the criterion or is not viable.

2. Contextual Understanding (0-20 points)

Points

Description

20

The proposal and references demonstrate deep understanding of last-mile
connectivity challenges, opportunities, and actors in Central Asia or comparable
regions. Previous assignments are highly relevant and show strong analytical and
contextual capacity.

16

Shows solid understanding of the regional or thematic context. Previous assignments
are relevant and demonstrate good capability, with minor gaps in coverage or depth.




12 Demonstrates general understanding of the context, but with notable gaps or limited
depth. Previous assignments are somewhat relevant but not fully aligned with the
scope.

8 Shows limited contextual knowledge and insufficient understanding of regional
dynamics. Previous assighments demonstrate weak relevance.

4 Very limited or incorrect understanding of the context, with little or no relevant past
experience.

0 No contextual understanding demonstrated; examples are irrelevant or missing.

3. Expertise and Qualifications (0-20 points)

Points

Description

20

The proposed team fully meets or exceeds all requirements. Key experts have highly
relevant technical expertise, strong experience in Central Asia or comparable
contexts, and an excellent track record in similar studies. Roles and time allocations
are well balanced.

16

Team meets most requirements with solid qualifications and relevant experience.
Minor gaps exist but do not undermine feasibility. Roles and workloads are generally
appropriate

12

Team is generally suitable but shows gaps in expertise, regional experience, or balance
of roles. CVs indicate some relevant experience but not fully aligned with the
assignment.

Team shows significant deficiencies in key expertise, regional experience, or allocation
of effort. Weak alignment with assignment requirements.

Team lacks the required expertise or regional experience. CVs do not demonstrate
capacity to deliver the assignment.

No relevant expertise presented or experts missing.

Disclaimer: The scoring descriptions are intended as guidance. Evaluators may assign intermediate
scores when a proposal meets parts of the criterion strongly but shows weaknesses in other areas.
Scores should reflect the overall balance and quality of each proposal.




