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Essential issues of procurement procedures.  

Selected supplier refuses to sign the contract awarded during the 
procurement procedure using commercial offers scoring technique 
 
The logical procurement procedure completion is contract with the selected 

supplier. However it is possible that the selected supplier refuses to sign the 
contract for any reason. There are various situations in this case.  

First in most cases the customer determines the steps order for procurement 
procedure of in that situation. And if that step order is already uniquely determined 
the customer is obliged to act in accordance with the procedure. In most cases the 
customer provides the following situation. If selected supplier refused to sign the 
contract the customer offers the contract to participant who has offered the best 
conditions from the remaining participants. 

However if selected supplier refused to sign the contract during the 
procurement procedure using commercial bids scoring it means the possibility of 
different points distribution in case if selected participant’s offer wouldn’t be 
considered while scoring. 

Let’s explain this situation with a simple example. There are the results of all 
participants commercial bids scoring which was carried out directly during the 
procurement procedure. For example, the first place with the highest score was 
given to company A. The second place with the second score value won the 
company B. The company A refuses to sign the contract and its commercial bid is 
not taking into account anymore. In most cases in such situations, the customer 
offers contract to the company B because it scored the highest points number from 
the remaining participants. 

However there are practical calculations showing that there are cases when 
the company B does will not obtain the largest score and will not take the first 
place. Such situations are possible and quite frequent. 

The following situation is such case example. Let’s make calculations on the 
basis of methodology presented in the «Practical Guide to contract procedures for 
European Union external actions» developed on the basis of EU and EDF 
Financial Regulations, hereinafter - the methodology of the EDF EU. This 
technique is also used by the majority of companies in procurement at their own 
expense. 

The methodology provides the need to develop criteria for commercial bids 
evaluation with the specific weight coefficient definition for the each criterion, the 
need for each supplier commercial bids scoring for each criterion, as well as the 
need to determine the total commercial bids score. 

This method provides calculation of the j-th indicator for the i-th supplier 
scoring under the following formulas: 

- in case, when the worst index value is less than his best values: 
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where: 
Bij - j-th index scoring for the i-th supplier; 
Nij - evaluated j-th indicator value for the i-th supplier in physical units; 
Nbesj  -  the best evaluated  j-th indicator value among all suppliers in 

physical units. 
 
- in case, when the worst index value is greater than his best values: 
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Thus common criteria list, criteria weighting factors and all participants 

natural indicators for each criteria will be the source data for this example. Input 
data are presented in the table below. 

 
Criterion Weighting 

coefficient Company А Company В Company С Company D 

Price, USD 0,7 125 250 140 100 
The delivery 

time, day 0,2 16 25 15 30 

The warranty 
period, month 0,1 12 15 24 6 

 
We will get the following results when calculating scoring of each criterion 

for each supplier. 
 

Criterion Company А Company В Company С Company D 
The score according to «The 

Price» criterion 8 4 7,143 10 

The score according to «The 
Delivery Term» criterion 9,375 6 10 5 

The score according to «The 
Warranty Period» criterion 5 6,25 10 2,5 

 
Next let’s find the scoring in accordance with criterion weighting 

coefficient, the final score calculated as the score sum taking into account criterion 
weighting coefficient and each of the participants place. 

 
 
 



The scores according to 
weighting coefficients Company А Company В Company С Company D 

The score according to «The 
Price» criterion 5,6 2,8 5 7 

The score according to «The 
Delivery Term» criterion 1,875 1,2 2 1 

The score according to «The 
Warranty Period» criterion 0,5 0,625 1 0,25 

Final score 7,975 4,625 8 8,25 

Rating 3 4 2 1 
 
Thus the highest score has company D, which corresponds to the first place, 

the second place was given to company C with 8 points, and the third place was 
taken by the company A with 7,975 points.  

According to this situation the company D refuses to sign the contract and 
withdraws its offer. 

Now we need to answer the following question. Will the company C take the 
first place when three commercial bids rescoring? 

Let’s make rescoring. 
Input data table in this case will look as follows. 
 

Criterion Weighting 
coefficient Company А Company В Company С 

Price, USD 0,7 125 250 140 

The delivery time, day 0,2 16 25 15 

The warranty period, month 0,1 12 15 24 

 
We will get the following results when calculating scoring of each criterion 

for each supplier. 
 

Criterion Company А Company В Company С 
The score according to «The Price» criterion 10 5 8,929 
The score according to «The Delivery Term» 

criterion 9,375 6 10 

The score according to «The Warranty 
Period» criterion 5 6,25 10 

 
Next we will find the scoring in accordance with criterion weighting 

coefficient, the final score and each of the participants place. 
 
 
 
 
 



The scores according to weighting 
coefficients Company А Company В Company С 

The score according to «The Price» criterion 7 3,5 6,25 
The score according to «The Delivery Term» 

criterion 1,875 1,2 2 

The score according to «The Warranty 
Period» criterion 0,5 0,625 1 

Final score 9,375 5,325 9,25 

Rating 1 3 2 
 
The calculation results show that the first place with 9,375  points score was 

given to the company A but company C took only the second place with 9,25  
points score. 

These results confirm the assumption that it was wrong to choose company 
C as participant for contract signing in case of company D refusing to sign the 
contract. 

Why there is this "fallacy effect"? 
To begin with let’s consider some features of this scoring method. 
Firstly the above formulas show calculations in case if the worst index value 

is less than its best possible value and in case when the worst index value is greater 
than his best value. 

In the first case variable value Nij stands in the numerator and fixed value 
Nbesj is in the denominator. This means that the dependence is linear. 

In the second case variable value Nij is in the denominator and fixed value 
Nbesj is in the numerator. This means that this dependence is not linear. It has 
hyperbolic curve which is the more pronounced the more the range of Nij values. 

Secondly the company with the best indication which proposal is withdrawn 
from the calculation can have the best, worst or within the range natural indicator 
value. There are three different cases for each situation described in the first 
paragraph depending on what is withdrawn from the calculation. 

Let’s analyze each of the six cases. 
Let’s take our example and his first criterion «The Price». The worst index 

value is greater than his best value for this criterion. Thus we make the calculation 
according to the formula: 
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Let’s tabulate scores calculation results for all the participants. The first 

calculation is for exclusion of a member with the best indication. The second 
calculation is for exclusion of a member with within the range indication. The third 
calculation is for exclusion of a member with the worst indication. 

 



Scores Company А Company В Company С Company D 
Price according to the 

supplier commercial offer 125 250 140 100 

The score according to «The 
Price» criterion 8 4 7,143 10 

The score according to «The 
Price» criterion with 

exclusion of a member with 
the best indication  

10 5 8,929 Excluded 

The score according to «The 
Price» criterion with 

exclusion of a member with 
within the range indication  

8 4 Excluded 10 

The score according to «The 
Price» criterion with 

exclusion of a member with 
the worst indication  

8 Excluded 7,143 10 

 
Let’s construct the dependences in the chart. 
 

 
 

Tabular graphic dependencies data analysis shows the various dependencies 
only for the case when the best indicator is excluded from the calculation. The 
score of the company A increases by 2 points and the company B score increases 
by 1 point. This confirms the non-linear increase in scoring. 

Now let’s take the third criterion «The Warranty Period» from our example. 
The worst index value is less than his best value for this criterion. Thus we produce 
the calculation according to the formula: 
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Let’s tabulate scores calculation results for all the participants as we did for 

«The Price» criterion. The first calculation is for exclusion of a company with the 
best indication. The second calculation is for exclusion of a company with within 
the range indication. The third calculation is for exclusion of a company with the 
worst indication. 

 
Scores Company А Company В Company С Company D 

Warranty Period according to 
the supplier commercial offer 12 15 24 6 

The score according to «The 
Warranty Period» criterion 5 6,25 10 2,5 

The score according to «The 
Warranty Period» criterion 
with exclusion of a member 

with the best indication 

8 10 Excluded 4 

The score according to «The 
Warranty Period» criterion 
with exclusion of a member 

with within the range 
indication 

5 Excluded 10 2,5 

The score according to «The 
Warranty Period» criterion 
with exclusion of a member 

with the worst indication 

5 6,25 10 Excluded 

 
Let’s construct the dependences in the chart. 
 



 
 

Tabular data and graphic dependencies analysis shows the various 
dependencies again only for the case when the best indicator is excluded from the 
calculation. The score of the company B increases by 3.75 points and the company 
D score increases by 1.5 point.  This also proves the non-linear increase in scoring. 

Thus we can conclude the following. 
The total score consists of the score sum each criterion taking into account 

the weighting coefficient. In case when not the best indicator is withdrawn score 
distribution remains the same for all of the remaining participants. This score 
distribution may be ignored because it cannot influence the participants positions 
changing. 

In case of the best indicator withdrawal participants can change their places 
only when the score increments difference exceeds of available criteria score stock. 

Let’s apply this conclusion to previously reviewed example. 
According to «The Price» criterion indicator of company D equal to 100 

USD is withdrawn from the calculation. This is the best available indicator. 
Let’s find the scoring increment of company A: 
ΔBА = 7 – 5,6 = 1,4 points 
Let’s find the scoring increment of company C: 
ΔBС = 6,25 – 5 = 1,25 points 
Let’s find the difference of participants scores increments: 
ΔBА  - ΔBС = 1,4 – 1,25 = 0,15 points 
Let’s find score stock of all the criteria taken together: 
BСfinal - BАfinal = 8 – 7,975 = 0,025 points 
Therefore the company C has 0.025 points stock in relation to company A.  

Score increment of company A is 0.15 points higher then company C score 
increment during rescoring. This means that the final score of company A 



commercial bid became 0,15 – 0,025 = 0,125 points above the final score of 
company C commercial bid. 

According to «The Delivery Term» criterion company D indicator which is 
30 days is withdrawn from the calculation. This indicator is the worst index from 
available indexes. So the other participants score according to this criterion will not 
change and will not affect the participants places changing. 

According to «The Warranty Period» criterion company D indicator which is 
6 months withdrawn from the calculation. This indicator is the worst index from 
available indexes. So again the other participants score according to this criterion 
will not change and will not affect the participants places changing. 

Thus the final places of participants changed due to "The Price" criterion. 
And the first place was given to the company A instead of company C. 

Calculations analysis shows the conditions under which the places 
distribution will remain unchanged. Zero difference of participants score 
increments will be the necessary and sufficient condition for that places 
distribution. This will lead to the initial balance score conservation. 

As was shown above this condition is not satisfied EDF EU scoring method. 
So let’s consider different scoring methods.  

Let’s consider a method presented in "Methodological recommendations for 
scoring of tender bids and suppliers qualification participating in the orders placing 
contests for goods supply for state needs" according to the Ministry of Economy of 
the Russian Federation letter dated June 2, 2000 №AS-751/4-605 (hereinafter - the 
methodology of the Ministry of Economy of the Russian Federation). 

This method is similar to the EDF EU scoring methodology. 
The principle difference of this method from EDF EU scoring methodology 

is the other formula for j-th indicator scoring for the i-th supplier for quantifiable 
indicators: 
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where: 
Nworj - the worst evaluated j-th indicator value among all suppliers in 

physical units; 
 
For our example let’s calculate six similar tables with possible cases when 

we exclude winning commercial bid value. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Scores Company А Company В Company С Company D 
Price according to the 

supplier commercial offer 125 250 140 100 

The score according to «The 
Price» criterion 8,5 1 7,6 10 

The score according to «The 
Price» criterion with 

exclusion of a member with 
the best indication  

10 1 8,92 Excluded 

The score according to «The 
Price» criterion with 

exclusion of a member with 
within the range indication  

8,5 1 Excluded 10 

The score according to «The 
Price» criterion with 

exclusion of a member with 
the worst indication  

4,375 Excluded 1 10 

 
Let’s construct the dependences in the chart. 
 

 
 

Table for «The Warranty Period» criterion is presented below. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Scores Company А Company В Company С Company D 
Warranty Period according to 
the supplier commercial offer 12 15 24 6 

The score according to «The 
Warranty Period» criterion 4 5,5 10 1 

The score according to «The 
Warranty Period» criterion 
with exclusion of a member 

with the best indication 

7 10 Excluded 1 

The score according to «The 
Warranty Period» criterion 
with exclusion of a member 

with within the range 
indication 

4 Excluded 10 1 

The score according to «The 
Warranty Period» criterion 
with exclusion of a member 

with the worst indication 

1 3,25 10 Excluded 

 
Let’s construct the dependences in the chart. 
 

 
 

Tabular data and graphic dependencies analysis shows the dependence 
change not only for the case when the best indicator is excluded from the 
calculation. The dependence is changing also for the case when the worst indicator 
is excluded from the calculation that may lead to further "fallacy effect" 
manifestation. 



Let’s consider an advanced method for commercial bids scoring presented in 
the scientific journal European Applied Sciences, № 2/2, 2013 article «Current 
issues of improving of numerical methods of commercial offers evaluation».  

This method is also similar to the EDF EU scoring methodology. 
The principle difference of this method from EDF EU scoring methodology 

is the other formula for j-th indicator scoring for the i-th supplier for quantifiable 
indicators: 
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where: 
Bminj - j-th index scoring assigned to the supplier who offered the worst 
indicator value among all suppliers commercial bids, 0 < Bminj < 10; 

Bminj calculates by the following formulas: 
- when the worst index value is less than his best value Nworj <Nbesj we use 

the following formula: 
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- when the worst index value is more than his best value Nworj >Nbesj we use 

the following formula: 
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For our example according to advanced method let’s calculate the similar 

tables with six possible cases when we exclude winning commercial bid value.  
 

Scores Company А Company В Company С Company D 
Price according to the 

supplier commercial offer 125 250 140 100 

The score according to «The 
Price» criterion 9 4 8,4 10 

The score according to «The 
Price» criterion with 

exclusion of a member with 
the best indication  

10 5 9,4 Excluded 

The score according to «The 
Price» criterion with 

exclusion of a member with 
within the range indication  

8 4 Excluded 10 



The score according to «The 
Price» criterion with 

exclusion of a member with 
the worst indication  

8,214 Excluded 7,143 10 

 
Let’s construct the dependences in the chart. 
  

 
 
Table for «The Warranty Period» criterion is presented below. 
 

Scores Company А Company В Company С Company D 
Warranty Period according to 
the supplier commercial offer 12 15 24 6 

The score according to «The 
Warranty Period» criterion 5 6,25 10 2,5 

The score according to «The 
Warranty Period» criterion 
with exclusion of a member 

with the best indication 

8 10 Excluded 4 

The score according to «The 
Warranty Period» criterion 
with exclusion of a member 

with within the range 
indication 

5 Excluded 10 2,5 

The score according to «The 
Warranty Period» criterion 
with exclusion of a member 

with the worst indication 

5 6,25 10 Excluded 

 
Let’s construct the dependences in the chart. 



 
 
Tabular data and graphic dependencies analysis also shows the dependence 

change for the case when the best indicator is excluded from the calculation. But it 
is only for the case when the worst index value is less than the best value. We can 
see the dependence change also for the case when the worst indicator is excluded 
from the calculation. But it is only for the case when the worst index value is 
greater than the best value. 

In this case when the best indicator is excluded from the calculation and the 
worst index value is greater than the best value the dependence change does not 
occur. We can see the initial dependence parallel graphical offset. This means that 
the difference of participants score increments is equal to zero. 

This material cumulative analysis shows the following. None of presented 
methods can not determine the winner with 100% accuracy during the rescoring of 
participant which took the second place at the initial scoring. However the most 
accurate method in this respect is an advanced method of commercial bids scoring. 
Only this method has zero difference of participants score increments in case of the 
best indicator excluding when the worst index value is more than the best index 
value. This combination is the most important case from the six possible cases.  It 
is because the participant who initially won has the best rate on more than 50% 
criteria according to their weighting coefficients. The most important criteria are 
always associated with the cost which means the case when the worst index value 
is more than the best value. 


