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Procurement variation – internal memo seeking approval template

	To
	[insert name], P&I manager [insert relevant region]
	

	Cc
	[insert name(s) where relevant, otherwise delete this line] 

	From
	[insert name of NZTA person responsible for handling variation application]

	Date
	[insert]

	Subject
	Procurement procedure variation – Requirements for urban buses - [insert name of approved organisation]


	Purpose

	1.
	To seek the approval of the regional P&I manager for a variation to the vehicle specifications known as Requirements for urban buses in New Zealand: New Zealand’s common standard for urban bus quality (2011), which form part of the procurement procedure in respect of the passenger transport services procured by [insert name of approved organisation]. 

	Recommendations

	2.
	That the regional P&I manager (choose one):
	approves
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	declines 
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	defers
	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	
	a variation to the vehicle specifications known as Requirements for urban buses in New Zealand: New Zealand’s common standard for urban bus quality (2011) for [insert name of approved organisation]  in respect of the services (choose one):

	
	· as set out in this memo
	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	
	· as attached
	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	
	Subject to the following conditions: (delete if this is not needed)]
·      
·      
·      
·      

	
	

	Background

	

	3.
	[Insert a brief description of the named passenger service that is being procured and the reason(s) for the variation being sought].

	
	

	4.
	The passenger services affected by the variation request are:

a. [insert name]
b. [insert name]
c. [insert name]

	
	

	5.
	[use or delete as needed]

	Requested procurement procedure variation

	6.
	[Describe the proposed procurement procedure variation. If it aids the regional manager’s decision (rather than simply adding detail), attach the procedure variation documents or request, as applicable].

	
	

	7.
	The annual procurement spend for this service as a result of this variation is considered to be (choose one): 

	
	· $100 million or less, or
	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	
	· minor or low risk . 
	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	
	Thus, the regional P&I manager has delegated authority under the NZTA-consolidated instrument of sub-delegation from group manager of the P&I group to staff, dated 2 December 2010, to endorse this variation.

	
	

	8.
	[use or delete as needed]

	Assessment of request

	9.
	Insert detail regarding assessment of the variation request. Assessment of the request would usually consider the alternatives of a) declining or b) approving the request, and the consequential impacts of each, if selected. Options, ie variations of approving the request, may also be assessed, if feasible/desirable. The assessment must be made from the perspective of achieving the best outcome for the land transport system.

	
	[inset here]

	
	

	10.
	[use or delete as needed]

	Testing against s25 of the LTMA

	11.
	Section 25(1) of the LTMA requires that the NZTA must approve procurement procedures that are …’designed to obtain the best value for money spent by the Agency and approved organisations, having regard to the purpose of this Act’. In approving a procurement procedure, the NZTA must ‘also have regard to the desirability of a) enabling persons to compete fairly for the right to supply outputs required for approved activities, if 2 or more persons are willing and able to provide those outputs; and b) encouraging competitive and efficient markets, for the supply of outputs required for approved activities.’ The same considerations apply to any variation of a procurement procedure.

	
	Best value for money – describe if and how the requested procurement procedure variation (or your recommended option) achieves best value for money in terms of the use of funds from the NLTF. You may wish to describe this by referring to the alternatives/options assessed above, ie which one (decline or approval or variation on approval) provides the best value for money.

	
	[state here]

	
	Enabling fair competition – explain whether the proposal does enable fair competition for the right to supply outputs required for the affected passenger service(s). Again, a comparison of alternatives/options could be useful.

	
	[state here]

	
	Encouraging competitive and efficient markets for supply – explain whether the proposal will encourage competitive and efficient markets for the supply outputs required for the affected passenger service(s). Where possible, this should be quantified, eg size of local/regional market and the share that a supplier will have under this proposal (if applicable). Again, a comparison of alternatives/options could be useful.

	
	[state here]

	
	

	12.
	In summary, analysing the proposal against s25(1) of the LTMA demonstrates that (choose one): 

	
	· the proposal does meet the requirements of s25(1) in all respects, or
	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	
	· does not meet any s25(1) requirements, or
	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	
	· meets some requirements, namely [XXX]
	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	
	

	13.
	[use or delete as needed]

	Conclusion and recommendation

	14.
	[Sum up – provide recommendation – include conditions (if any). Not all variations will achieve all 3 principles in s25(1). In these cases you need to weigh up positives and negatives and make an ‘on balance’ recommendation].

	15.
	[use or delete as needed]

	Attachments

	16.
	[state here]
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