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AMPLIFA PROCUREMENT GLOSSARY

Bid evaluation rating scales: evaluating bids
in a structured and transparent manner
Bid evaluation rating scales are defined gradations within an evaluation scheme, used by buyers to

systematically classify supplier bids against criteria such as price, quality, delivery performance and

service. They create an objective, comparable basis for supplier selection and subsequent contract

award. In practice, they are used primarily in public tenders, framework agreements and complex

capital goods procurement. Those who define rating scales clearly reduce scope for discretionary

decisions, increase transparency and strengthen their negotiating position.

Key facts
• Bid evaluation rating scales divide evaluation schemes into usually three to five gradations, often

from 'very good' to 'unsatisfactory'.

• They typically combine price weighting with technical, logistical and commercial criteria.

• In practice, price shares of the overall evaluation often range between 30 and 60 per cent,

depending on the procurement item.

• Clear level definitions minimise subjective evaluations and facilitate documentation towards auditors

and management.

• Rating scales should be defined before the opening of bids to rule out manipulation.

• They form the basis for bid review and the subsequent order release.

Definition: bid evaluation rating scales
Bid evaluation rating scales are fixed grade or point levels to which the results of individual evaluation

criteria are assigned. Each level is linked to a clear description so that different evaluators classify a bid

consistently. The summed and weighted points lead to a ranking of bidders.

Distinction from the evaluation scheme

The evaluation scheme defines the criteria and their weighting; the rating scales determine how a

concrete manifestation of a criterion is scored. A criterion such as 'delivery time' may, for example,

contain the levels 'earlier than required', 'exactly as required' and 'later than required'. Only the interplay

of scheme and levels produces a robust overall evaluation.

Typical level models

Five-level models (very good, good, satisfactory, adequate, unsatisfactory) or point scales from 1 to 10

are frequently found. In practice, levels with described thresholds prove effective, such as 'price below

reference' or 'delivery time more than five per cent above the target value'. Pure grades without

definition guidance, by contrast, often lead to evaluation dispersion between multiple evaluators.
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Methods and approach for defining rating levels
Defining the levels follows a logical sequence: deriving criteria, weighting them, defining thresholds and

documenting them. What matters is that the levels are fixed before the opening of bids and transparent

to all participants. This allows the subsequent supplier selection to be carried out free of discussions

about retrospectively added evaluation rules.

Deriving criteria and weighting

The starting point is the specification: evaluation criteria such as price, technical conformity, delivery

time, capacity assurance and service levels are derived from the requirements. The weighting should

reflect the procurement strategy – for serial parts, cost and logistics often dominate; for capital goods,

technology and lifecycle costs. A cost driver analysis helps identify the most powerful criteria.

Objectively defining thresholds

Each level needs measurable boundaries: for example, point deductions per per cent of price deviation

from the reference price or per day of delivery delay. Where measurement is difficult, such as with

quality or innovative strength, indicators such as certification status, complaint rates or applications from

innovation incentive models help. Subjective levels should be limited to a few criteria and confirmed by

at least two evaluators.

Process within the procurement workflow

Typically, the process goes through the following steps: creation of the evaluation scheme, approval by

the specialist department, opening of bids, scoring-based bid review and final decision. Documenting

the level assignment is mandatory, particularly in public tenders, and serves internally as evidence for

compliance audits.

Important KPIs and evaluation criteria in practice
Which criteria feed into the rating scales depends on the procurement item. A mixture of quantifiable

hard criteria and qualitative soft criteria with a clear measurement specification has proven effective.

The following areas cover the majority of evaluation reality in practice.

Commercial and logistical criteria

Price, price structure and total cost of ownership are usually the most heavily weighted criteria. For price

offers with additional items – such as an energy price surcharge or variable Incoterms such as EXW or

DDP – the rating level must be based on the comparable total price, otherwise distortions threaten.

Logistically, delivery time, delivery reliability and the ability to handle changes to call-off orders and

short-term volume fluctuations count.

Technical and qualitative criteria

Technical criteria are frequently assessed in binary fashion (met/not met) or on a graded scale, derived

from specification management. Quality can be mapped via certifications, inspection equipment and

previous performance records such as supplier evaluations from ongoing business. Capacity reservation

and responsiveness during the bid process itself also frequently feed into the level evaluation.

Strategic and sustainability-related criteria

For strategic categories, category intelligence and supplier market analyses provide inputs for levels



Amplifa Marketplace · Procurement glossary amplifa-marketplace.com/en/glossary/angebotswertungsstufen

relating to innovative strength, financial stability and sustainability. Creditworthiness indicators as well as

evaluations from supplier master data can be objectified. Sustainability evidence and compliance

declarations are increasingly assessed in practice as minimum or additional criteria with their own

levels.

Risks and controls in bid evaluation rating scales
The biggest risk factor is subjectivity: unclear level definitions lead to divergent evaluations and potential

risks of supplementary requests or challenges. Further risks arise from later adjustments to the scheme,

incomplete documentation and from bids that do not formally meet the level criteria.

Subjectivity and evaluation dispersion

If multiple evaluators classify the same bids differently, acceptance of the decision suffers. Described

level criteria, binding measurement specifications and a calibration discussion prior to evaluation

provide a remedy. Where evaluations diverge, a written justification should be documented for each

deviation.

Formal defects and interpretation issues

Bids with incomplete prices, open alternative proposals or deviating Incoterms make level assignment

difficult. Here the bid review provides clarity: clarification questions are documented, comparability is

established where necessary through normalisation of boundary conditions. Deviations from the

specification are treated either as rectification or as an evaluation deduction – the rule must be

established in advance.

Governance and control

The four-eyes principle, minuting of evaluation decisions and traceability of the weighting are minimum

standards. The opening of bids should be minuted and the evaluation scheme archived in a

version-secure manner. For recurring procurements, a periodic validation of the levels based on actual

supplier performance is recommended, for example from stock analysis and delivery reliability metrics.

Current developments: digitalisation and extended evaluation logic
Bid evaluation rating scales are increasingly mapped digitally: e-sourcing and tendering platforms

calculate the level assignment automatically and document every evaluation in an audit-proof manner.

At the same time, the criteria sets are expanding to include sustainability, resilience and supply chain

topics.

Automated scoring models

Digital tools automatically convert defined thresholds into points and reduce manual errors. Price

models with dynamic components – such as indexation of energy or material costs – can be mapped in

level logic if reference and calculation rules are clearly defined. This accelerates bid comparison and

shortlisting in large bidder rounds.

Multi-stage and dynamic award models

In complex tenders, multi-stage procedures are becoming established: a first qualification stage checks

basic suitability, the second evaluates bids using level logic, and a third negotiates. Dynamic models

additionally consider overall relationship performance – such as historical delivery reliability or the
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quality of forecast management collaboration – rather than just the unit price. This promotes suppliers

that create value beyond the individual deal.

Sustainability and compliance as rating levels

Supply chain due diligence requirements, CO2 data and human rights due diligence are increasingly

entering as their own evaluation criteria with levels. Legal obligations regarding their consideration vary

depending on the procurement context; the specific design should be examined on a case-by-case

basis. It is important that sustainability levels require verifiable evidence, otherwise sham evaluations

threaten.

Typical metrics
Price share of overall evaluation: 30–60 %
Typical guideline value, depending on the procurement item and strategy.

Evaluation consistency: > 90 %
Share of criteria with uniform level assignment by all evaluators; often a target figure in practice.

Number of rating levels: 3–5
Common level of practice; more levels increase documentation effort without accuracy gains.

Shortlist hit rate: > 80 %
Share of top-ranked bidders who are also contract-capable after detailed review; usual target figure.

Practical example
A medium-sized mechanical engineering company is tendering a framework contract for

precision-manufactured assemblies. Previously, bids had been compared within the procurement team

on gut feeling, which led to understandable disagreements with the engineering department and later

quality problems. For the new tender, the team defines a scheme with five criteria and described rating

levels for each.

• Price weighting 40 per cent: levels based on deviation from internal target cost, including a

standardised Incoterms comparison basis.

• Technology 25 per cent: level assignment based on degree of specification fulfilment and verifiable

sample evidence.

• Delivery performance 20 per cent: levels according to delivery time, flexibility in changing call-off

orders and the supplier's historical delivery reliability.

• Quality and sustainability 15 per cent: certifications, complaint metrics and documented

sustainability evidence as level criteria.

Conclusion
Bid evaluation rating scales transform a subjective supplier selection into an objective, documentable

process. Their value arises from clearly described levels, measurable thresholds and a weighting that

matches the procurement strategy. What matters is the discipline of application: fixing the levels before

the opening of bids, documenting the evaluation and regularly benchmarking the models against actual

supplier performance. Those who achieve this decide faster, justify better and build more stable supplier

relationships.
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Frequently asked questions

What are bid evaluation rating scales?

Bid evaluation rating scales are defined gradations within an evaluation scheme, used to score bids

against criteria such as price, quality, delivery time and service. Each level has described thresholds so

that multiple evaluators can classify consistently. The weighted results lead to an objective ranking of the

bidders.

How many rating levels are sensible?

In practice, three to five levels have proven effective – fewer levels lead to coarse distortions, more

levels to false precision. The number matters less than a clear, measurable definition of each level. In

complex tenders, technical and commercial scoring may use separate scale models.

What price share of the overall evaluation is usual?

Typically, the price share ranges between 30 and 60 per cent depending on the subject of procurement.

For serial parts and commodities it tends towards the upper end, for capital goods and critical

components towards the lower end. What matters is that the weighting is defined in advance and

matches the procurement strategy.

When must rating scales be defined?

As a rule, before the opening of bids and ideally already during the enquiry phase. This rules out

manipulation risks and prevents evaluators from subsequently contesting adjusted rules. In public

procurement, fixing the criteria in advance is also a documented requirement of fairness.

How are qualitative criteria rated on a scale?

Qualitative criteria are objectified using proxy indicators: certifications, complaint rates, references,

capacity data or previous supplier evaluations. Each level receives measurable anchor values, such as

minimum certifications or upper limits for complaint rates. Dual evaluation by at least two people

increases reliability.


