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TENDER EVALUATION REPORT 

Aims 

1. The aims of this Tender Evaluation Report (TER) are to:

• Detail and document the results of the evaluation of tenders received in response to the

Request for Proposal ‘TN/22/12 Oral Fluid Testing (OFT) Equipment’

• To provide recommendations for consideration and approval by the OFT Equipment

Procurement Project Governance Board, and the National Procurement Group.

Background 

2. New Zealand Police is seeking to purchase oral fluid testing devices able to be used to test

drivers to detect the presence of drugs.

3. The key outcome is to establish and contract a source for supply of goods and services

necessary to sustain OFT processes that support NZ Police’s legislative requirements of the

Land Transport (Drug Driving) Amendment Act 2022.

Procurement Method 

4. In accordance with the Procurement Plan (reference A), the proposed procurement method

was an open tender Request for Proposal (RFP). The Procurement Plan and the RFP (reference B)

were endorsed by the National Procurement Group and the OFT Equipment Procurement Project

Governance Board. The Request for Proposal (RFP) was released on 23 March and tenders closed 27

April at 1700hrs.
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DUE DILGENCE: INDEPENDENT REVIEW OUTCOMES 

 
54. The three shortlisted devices were laboratory tested by an external provider (Racing Analytical 

Services Ltd), with results reviewed by an independent scientific expert  

 

55. The scope of the independent report covers; 

a. The expert was requested to provide a report that covers; 

i. Alignment to the NZ Standards in respect to the term ‘recent’, how this relates to the 

specific oral fluid device, if it’s possible to determine this. 

ii. Are there any issues with the specific devices testing in the identification of the 

specified drugs 

iii. Comparison and evaluation of the stated specificity and sensitivity to real world 

performance. Paying specific attention to the likelihood of false negatives and worse, 

false positives. 

b. In addition, the following was requested from the expert:  

i. Having undertaken an independent laboratory evaluation of the device, with the 

provision of certificates of compliance where appropriate, please provide the results 

of the evaluation and your expert opinion on how these correlates to meeting the 

required criteria as specified in Appendix C of the AS/NZ 4760:2019 standard, noting 

this covers specificity, sensitivity and dilution. 

ii. Provide a qualified expert opinion on how the results and device would meet the 

meet the evidential test under the New Zealand Solicitor General’s Prosecution 

Guidelines. 

56. All of the six drugs listed within the RFP were tested for in the laboratory test, for families, the 

key drug identified by the manufacture was tested.  

57. The report concluded that all three shortlisted devices did not meet the verification criteria as 

set out in the AS/NZ Standards 4760:2019,  

 

58. The report was also reviewed by the Manager of Research and Evidence at the National Road 

Policing Centre who verified the outcomes indicate the devices are too sensitive, therefore, 

don’t meet the legislative requirements. 

59. Consequently, the TET and the Probity Auditor regrouped to reassess the evaluation outcomes 

of the other four devices that didn’t get initially shortlisted, with the aim of seeing which had 

the potential to be reconsidered, therefore independently tested. 

60. The following five devices were chosen to be independently reviewed on the following basis: 
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68. Whole of life costs include the costs of the package required to conduct oral fluid testing, 

which includes the cartridges, electronic reader and calibration where required but excluded 

training and any accreditation which it expected to be delivered internally. 

 

Ranking after price –
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RECOMMENDATIONS 
77. The recommendations are as follows: 

a. Once outcomes on considerations of accuracy and qualifying drug have been 

completed, be formally notified they are joint preferred 

vendor status for the provision of the supplies; 

b. All unsuccessful tenderers be offered formal debriefings prior to commencing contract 

negotiations with the format for the debriefings to be in accordance with National 

Procurement Group procedures; 

c. NZ Police's next step is to proceed to negotiations with both organisations subject to 

commitment to proceed based on current legislation. 

 

Approval: Tender Evaluation Report [TN/22/12 ORAL FLUID TESTING EQUIPMENT] 

I declare that I have reviewed the Tender Evaluation Report including its recommendations. I am 

satisfied that the procurement process has been followed in accordance with New Zealand 

Government (Crown) Policies and Guidelines and that the recommendation will provide best value for 

money. 

The Tender Evaluation Report is approved subject to the amendments and caveats stated below (if 

any). 

John (Dan) Mattison Manager, Strategy & 

Relationships, National 

Road Policing Centre 

CHAIR OF EVALUATION 

TEAM 

31/10/22 

 

Marty Howe                          Acting Manager Procurement and Contracting 

                

01/11/22 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Appendix A: Justification of scoring for Stage 1 – Evaluation of Non-Price criteria  

 

OFT Tender 

Evaluation Summary
  

 

Appendix B: Trial Plan 

 

OFT Equipment - 

Trial Plan v0.6.docx
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Appendix C: Justification of scoring for Stage 2 – Trials  

 

OFT Tender 

Evaluation Summary 
 

 

Appendix D: Additional questions following trial 

 

OFT Shortlisted 

Q&As.docx
 

 

Appendix E: References 

 

 
 

Appendix F: Probity Audit Reports 

 

OFT Probity Auditor 

Report July 2022 v1.0.
 

OFT Probity Auditor 

Report October 2022  
 

 

Appendix G: Independent Expert Report (Draft) 

 

IFC Expert 

Report_220227_DRA  
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