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Abstract

Due to the national environmental change and the constantly increasing requests from
public, Taiwarese government is experiencing tremendous pressure of managerial
performance. In recent years, decreased national budget and increased governmenta deficit
revea the urgent need on governmental procurement efficiency. The fairness and
reasonableness of procurement process are thus essential for selecting suppliers.

Building up adequate evaluation criteria and constructing robust evaluation process are
of importance in the process of the most advantageous tender when selecting the most
reliable suppliers. In this study, related literature of supplier selection was reviewed and
consideratiors which experts have proposed on the evaluation process were analyzed. The
Analytic Hierarchy Process (AHP) was applied to construct evaluation criteria and to
calculate significance for each criterion. In short, the objectives of this research are as
follows: (1) to assess the current operation of the most advantageous tender in the
governmental procuring operations, (2) to establish collaborative evaluation criteria of the
advantageous tender supplier providing environmental protection equipment utilizing AHP,
and (3) to construct evaluation processes according to the set of criteria.

The findings of this research are as follows. (1) Performance, service, delivery and
price, with the significance values of 0.39, 0.23, 0.21 and 0.17, respectively, were four main
criteria on the evauation processes. (2) An operationa instruction for the most
advantageous tender was developed, which can be used as a reference in the governmental
procurement processes.

Keywords: The Most Advantageous Tender, Anaytic Hierarchy Process, Supplier Selection,
Evduetion Criteria
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