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	Specification Reference

	FS301071

	Specification Title

	[bookmark: _GoBack]Behaviour and Compliance - Motivators and Economic incentive drivers in the UK Meat Industry.

	Contract Duration

	September 2018 – March 2019




This specification, which forms part of the Invitation to Tender (ITT), comprises of three individual sections: -

A. SPECIFICATION: An outline of the requirement

B. PROCUREMENT TIMETABLE: An estimated timetable for the procurement of the proposed requirement

C. TENDER REQUIREMENTS AND EVALUATION CRITERIA: Provides guidance to applicants on the information that should be included within tenders and on the evaluation criteria and weightings used by appraisers when assessing and scoring tenders

Tenders for FSA funded projects must be submitted through the FSA E-sourcing and contract management system, ECMS, using the following link: https://food.bravosolution.co.uk/web/login.html.  Failure to do so may result in the tender response not being processed by the system or the response being automatically disqualified during the evaluation stage of the tender process.




	

THE SPECIFICATION, INCLUDING PROJECT TIMETABLE 
AND EVALUATION OF TENDERS

GENERAL INTRODUCTION
The Food Standards Agency (FSA) is a non-ministerial government department governed by a Board appointed to act in the public interest, with the task of protecting consumers in relation to food. It is a UK-wide body with offices in London, Cardiff, Belfast and York; and Food Standards Scotland (FSS) in Scotland.
 
The Agency is committed to openness, transparency and equality of treatment to all suppliers. As well as these principles, for science projects the final project report will be published on the Food Standards Agency website (www.food.gov.uk ). For science projects we encourage contractors to publish their work in peer reviewed scientific publications wherever possible. Also, in line with the Government’s Transparency Agenda which aims to encourage more open access to data held by government, the Agency is developing a policy on the release of underpinning data from all of its science- and evidence-gathering projects. Underpinning data should also be published in an open, accessible, and re-usable format, such that the data can be made available to future researchers and the maximum benefit is derived from it. The Agency has established the key principles for release of underpinning data that will be applied to all new science- and evidence-gathering projects which we would expect contractors to comply with. These can be found at http://www.food.gov.uk/about-us/data-and-policies/underpinning-data

This work is cross-cutting and will support all of the FSA’s strategic outcomes by ensuring that appraisal, evaluation and assessment of food safety policy has the most robust and credible evidence underpinning decision making around those polices. This will help ensure the FSA’s strategic plan outcomes represent value for money and are economically efficient. 

A. THE SPECIFICATION 
Background
The FSA regulates the UK meat industry by ensuring compliance with interventions, principles and guidance that govern the conduct of approved meat establishments. By establishing and enforcing meat hygiene safety standards, the FSA facilitates UK trade by ensuring that businesses are aware and compliant with EU regulations and by enabling firms to trade within EU markets and third countries. The meat industry is currently worth £4.4bn[footnoteRef:2] to the UK economy, with exports valued at £1.82bn[footnoteRef:3] in 2017.  [2:  Meat and Meat Products (Gross Value Added (GVA) 2016 – Source: Food Statistics in your pocket 2017: Food Chain - https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/food-statistics-pocketbook-2017/food-statistics-in-your-pocket-2017-food-chain ]  [3:  BOP:EX:SA: Meat: SITC 01 - https://www.ons.gov.uk/economy/nationalaccounts/balanceofpayments/timeseries/bogs/mret ] 


EU legislation requires meat official controls[footnoteRef:4] to be delivered in all approved meat establishments; their aim is to protect public health, animal health and animal welfare. The FSA and Food Standards Scotland (FSS) are the central competent authorities in the UK in relation to meat hygiene. Although official controls are not unique to the meat industry, the scope of the commission will focus on the UK meat sector as a test case[footnoteRef:5].  [4:  Official controls are carried out in a wide range of premises and embrace a variety of functions, including inspections, approvals and certification.  ]  [5:  For example, the FSA is also directly responsible for the official controls on shellfish, wine and dairy. The local authority inspections of food and feed premises are official controls. However, meat official controls are different because in addition to auditing the operators’ controls they require the presence of Official Veterinarians (OVs) and Meat Hygiene Inspectors (MHIs) to carry out ante and post-mortem inspection and the verification of animal welfare controls at slaughterhouses, both required by law.] 


Recent non-compliance issues identified at various cutting plants, has led the FSA/ FSS to undertake a review of approved meat cutting premises and cold stores. Moreover, the FSA/ FSS are keen to broaden its scope and gain a better understanding of what influences and drives the level of compliance in the UK meat industry. 

The FSA is seeking to commission a study to examine the socio-economics of the UK meat industry by exploring a range of factors including economic incentives, governance, social, cultural and behavioural issues that affect compliance and food safety. The scope of the study would look to encompass the whole of the UK meat supply chain from ‘Farm to Fork’.

Strategic need

Businesses are responsible for producing food that is safe and is what it says it is. This project is designed to draw on economic and behavioural insights to examine the underlying incentives that drive levels of compliance in the UK meat industry for the purposes of identifying ways in which there is closer alignment of food safety culture with that of the FSA, under the Regulating our Future (ROF) programme[footnoteRef:6]. As the FSA looks to modernise the way food businesses are regulated, the FSA needs to better understand the sectors it regulates if it is to develop a system that is modern, risk-based, proportionate, robust and resilient. [6:  Regulating our Future (ROF) programme https://www.food.gov.uk/about-us/regulating-our-future] 




Research aims

The aim of this study is to develop complements from economics and behavioural economics as a way of identifying underlying drivers influencing compliance levels and food safety culture in food business operators (FBOs), using the UK meat industry as a test case.

The overarching aims of the research are:
1. To understand the complexities and dynamics of the UK meat industry in terms of incentives, drivers, governance, controls, culture and behavioural issues.
2. Outline a methodology that can assess the relationship between how the value chain is structured and rates of compliance.
3. Implement the methodology in order to, based on how the value chain is structured, to assess how this impacts compliance rates by sector i.e. poultry (chicken, turkey etc.), red meat (beef, lamb, pork etc.)  game handling (venison, duck, rabbit etc.) and horse meat.	
4. To draw on conventional and behavioural economics to explain the role of incentives, drivers and behavioural biases on compliance performance in the meat industry.
5. To produce evidence the FSA can use to explore the efficacy of deterrence approaches against alternative incentive-based approaches that would achieve compliance while enhancing the value chain of FBOs. 
The overarching aims are addressed through four specific research questions set out below. In answering these questions, the study should include a thorough review of the relevant published literature on behaviour and compliance in industry, drawing parallels to the UK meat industry. 
The research should seek to address the following questions:
· What are the key economic incentives that motivate the UK meat industry and how do they differ by size, sector (poultry, red meat, game handling and horse meat) and UK country (England, Wales, Scotland and Northern Ireland)? 
· How do perceptions of risk inform the way in which the meat industry is motivated to improve food safety cultures? 
· How do non-compliant FBOs compare with the meat industry as a whole?
· How can regulation motivate/ influence a good food safety culture in the industry?
· To what extent, if any, is there misalignment in incentives between the UK meat industry and the food safety regulator -  FSA? 
· Are the priorities of FBOs out of kilter with those of food regulators with respect to food safety management?  Is this inherent throughout the industry and are there examples of good practice where the FBO’s and regulators priorities are aligned?

The Specification
The FSA now wishes to commission a study based on a case study approach to examine the core underlying economic and behavioural drivers of the UK meat industry with a view to understanding its complex supply and value chain and how this affects compliance with meat hygiene controls and food safety. 

The scope of the study would encompass the entire UK domestic meat supply chain, involving production, processing, wholesale, retail, consumer, management and governance; coordinated with existing frameworks for understanding food safety culture in general. 

Specific research objectives are to:

1. Conduct a thorough review of relevant published literature drawing on disciplines from economics and the behavioural sciences (psychology, behavioural economics etc.) to understand the social and cultural complexities, including the economic dynamics, of the UK meat industry. The review should look to examine the relationship between incentives and compliance in an organisational context including its application to the meat industry (see evidence base for details).  
2. Value chain analysis of  the whole of the UK domestic meat supply chain (livestock producers, marketers, slaughter and cutting plants, by-product and waste processors, value-added processing (e.g. sausage, bacon etc.), distributors, wholesalers, retailers, food service and consumers) by sector (poultry, red meat, game handling and horse meat) for each of the product markets (e.g. venison, poultry, beef, lamb, pork etc.) and their corresponding business models i.e. create a generic value chain for meat and meat products with a view to identifying all actors in the value chain. This will provide the FSA with a systematic tool to understand the processes in the industry/firm and know the costs related to the various steps in the chain.
3. Analyse the regulatory regime, social system and cultural factors within the meat supply and value chains. The analysis will focus on the rules, regulations, controls and governance imposed on the meat sector, looking at what is set out in principle and what happens in practice to determine the extent of non-compliance and associated food safety risks. This part of the study should look at the role of institutional and cultural factors that influence and shape the meat industry. 
4. Map out the entire eco-system for the UK domestic meat trade showing the dynamics, interactions and interdependencies between sectors and stakeholders - the scope of which should look to encompass objectives 2 and 3 above.
5. Comparative Analysis -   compare compliance levels in meat hygiene official controls by sector (poultry, red meat, game handling and horse meat) and scale of operation (micro, small, medium, large, very large).  Identify factors or drivers that could potentially explain differences in compliance performance between sectors and scale of plant. 
6. Recommendations on designing an effective regulatory model that enables the FSA to identify vulnerabilities and compliance risks in the domestic meat supply and value chains, which ultimately poses a risk to food safety.

Methodology
We expect the tenderer to outline an approach they deem appropriate to answer the research questions and that appreciates the challenges of conducting this research. It is not expected that a complete methodology be outlined in the tender application. Instead, the tenderer should include a roadmap of the concepts they expect to apply and research they intend to build upon to achieve the outcomes outlined in the specification. Where assumptions are made, these must be explicitly stated along with the rationale behind their application. 

Evidence Base
To be effective, regulators need to ensure that firms comply with the rules they set. Compliance in practice depends on a range of factors, including incentives, governance, controls, culture and behavioural issues. A paper by Iscenko, Pickard, Smart and Vasas (2016), considers how regulators can complement an incentive-based ‘credible deterrence’ approach with an approach that uses insights from psychology to change the way that firms make compliance decisions. This involves analysis of behavioural biases, morality, culture and social norms, which have tended to be studied in the context of consumer decision making. However, their implications for compliance are less well understood.
Standard economic models see regulation as a principal-agent problem, in which the regulated firm – the agent – may have an incentive to act in a harmful way (see Laffont and Tirole (1993)).  The firm has private information that the regulator – the principal – cannot access, which limits the regulator’s ability to prevent the firm from doing harm – imperfect monitoring (see Alchain and Demsetz (1972) and Fama (1980)). The sorts of harm that are of concern to regulators include the exploitation of vulnerable consumers, market integrity issues and market failures, which occur when profit-maximising behaviour on the part of firms reduces the welfare of society as a whole. These models have had a significant influence on regulators’ approaches to compliance, with ‘credible deterrence’ tending to focus on using detection and punishment to change firms’ incentives, alongside strengthening the quality of firms’ governance and internal controls.
Iscenko et al (2016) discuss how behavioural biases occur when decision making departs from the benchmark of strict rationality. They explain that such biases can affect people’s/ firms’ preferences, their beliefs, and the way they make decisions, all of which are important for the way that people/ firms respond to compliance incentives. Biases in preferences affect the way that people/ firms weight the costs and benefits of non-compliance, with present bias increasing the perceived benefits of non-compliance and endowment effects resulting in firms becoming excessively attached to existing, potentially poor, compliance processes.

Iscenko et al (2016) also highlight that contextual factors help to determine the weight that people/ firms attach to such moral considerations, and therefore affect the interaction of people’s/ firms’ internal and external incentives. If ethical considerations are made salient when firms make decisions, it is more difficult to rationalise wrongdoing. For instance, making people/ firms recall moral codes before they have the opportunity to break rules can make wrongdoing less likely (see Marzar, Amir and Ariely (2008)).

In addition to monetary incentives, reputation, can also drive individuals’ behaviour (see Busuoic and Lodge (2015)). Firms and individuals therein are concerned about their standing with their networks of audiences, which include regulators, potential employers, competitors and consumers. While in the principal-agent view firms’ private information is a benefit that they would not wish to give up, the reputational view suggests that they might do so if it enhanced their standing with their audiences. The way in which firms respond to compliance incentives will also be subject to reputational considerations, as being seen to have engaged in wrongdoing is likely to affect firms’ and individuals’ standing with the audiences. Within this framework, reputation damage could feature as an addition to punishment in the event that wrongdoing is detected. Alternatively, if wrongdoing is known to actors other than the regulator, reputational damage could be thought of as reducing the benefits of non-compliance.
Some studies have found that increasing the probability of detection is more effective at discouraging rule breaking than increasing punishments. The effectiveness of increasing the probability of detection also depends on the nature of the infringement, tending to be more effective for rule breaches such as tax evasion and fraud than violent crimes (see Entorf (2012)). Some evidence from behavioural experiments has called into question the effectiveness of both certainty and severity. These experiments suggest that people tend to break rules by a modest but consistent amount, regardless of the level of reward or the probability of detection (see Ariely (2012)). 

In a detailed evaluation of several models, frameworks, and approaches to studying food safety culture in FBOs, Jespersen, Griffiths, and Wallace, (2017) present a synthesis of previous work in the food safety culture domain. This, along with other behavioural economic models (Dynamic-Value-Effort Decision-Making Model) designed to account for FBO behaviour point to the same core properties as ways of depicting food safety culture along five core dimensions: Values & Mission, People systems, Adaptability, Consistency, and Risk awareness (see FSA report – “How can we make businesses more compliant?” FSA January 2018).

The evidence base reviewed and discussed above should be a starting point for tenderers to build on; drawing on relevant expertise, experience and the on best available evidence on methodologies and approaches for identifying motivators i.e. behavioural (ethical, risk-based, cognitive-constraint-based) and economic incentives that influence compliance in the meat industry with respect to food safety management and food safety culture.
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Deliverables

Output 1: A literature review exploring behavioural and social factors, and how they dynamically interact with economic factors in the UK meat industry This should directly address the core question: What are the relationships between incentives and compliance in an organisational context such as the meat industry?

Output 2: Schematic mapping of the entire eco-system for the UK meat trade showing the dynamics, interactions and interdependencies between sectors, institutions and stakeholders in relation to the supply chain, value chain and regulatory system. 

Output 3: Comparative analysis of compliance levels in meat hygiene official controls by sector and scale/ size of FBO operations.

Output 4: A draft final report with key findings, including outputs from any workshops/interviews. FSA’s preferred reporting format is 1:3:25, where 1 refers to a one-page project summary, 3 refers to the executive summary and 25 refers to the full report (excluding annexes). Tenders are asked to comment on this format, if the format is not suitable for the research being proposed. FSA expects all reports to include a project summary and executive summary. The report should contain an executive summary and be provided in electronic format (word).

Output 5: Agreed final report using the 1:3:25 format as stated above (excluding annexes). The report should contain a project summary, an executive summary, full report, and be provided in electronic format (word and PDF):
· The executive summary should refrain from simply bulleting the points in the main report, but should consider what the findings mean in a wider policy context; 
· The main body of the report should include a detailed assessment of the UK meat industry in its operation across the whole supply chain in addressing each of the research questions. 
· PowerPoint presentation summarising the key research findings and recommendations; and 
· Electronic files of the underpinning data, including the modelling tool.

Usually reports require two rounds of substantive comments by FSA officials for clarification (and any other parties involved in the project as appropriate) and a final round to finalise minor outstanding comments. Unless otherwise agreed, the project manager will co-ordinate comments and provide them to the contractor and all responses will be recorded. The final report will be subject to external peer review, following which further amendments may be required. Contractors should agree the timetable for reporting and publication with the project officer but should note that FSA normally expect three weeks to provide a co-ordinated response per round of substantive comments. Please confirm in your proposal how you will meet FSA’s requirements for reporting.

The Agency is committed to openness and transparency. As well as the final project report being published on the Food Standards Agency website (www.food.gov.uk), we encourage contractors to publish their work in peer reviewed scientific publications wherever possible. Also, in line with the Government’s Transparency Agenda which aims to encourage more open access to data held by government, the Agency is developing a policy on the release of underpinning data from all its science- and evidence-gathering projects. Underpinning data should also be published in an open, accessible, and re-usable format, such that the data can be made available to future researchers and the maximum benefit is derived from it. The Agency has established the key principles for release of underpinning data that will be applied to all new science- and evidence-gathering projects which we would expect contractors to comply with. These can be found at http://www.food.gov.uk/about-us/data-and-policies/underpinning-data

As required on a project by project base UKAS accreditation, ISO 9001 etc. 
Quality management considerations should be given as to whether any particular standards need to be met.  

Please list all specific requirements and insert any specific links 
Examples of standards can be found at:
http://www.iso.org/iso/home/standards.htm

If the project includes any mathematical modelling, the quality assurance considerations need to include how the work will meet the standards in the Aqua Book:

https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/the-aqua-book-guidance-on-producing-quality-analysis-for-government

Will the ‘Joint Code of Practice for Research’ apply to your project?  

https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/joint-code-of-practice-for-research-jcopr 

Timings
Suggested research components and reporting timescales are as follows:

	TABLE 2. REPORTING TIMESCALE
	

	Action
	Timing

	Project Start
	September 2018

	Output 1: Literature Review 
	October 2018

	Output 2: Schematic mapping of the entire eco-system for the UK meat trade
	November 2018

	Output 3: Comparative analysis 
	December 2019

	Output 4: Draft final report
	January 2019

	Output 5: Agreed final report
	February 2019



Tenderers must provide a proposed timetable including, dates for outputs and other key dates as appropriate. Critical dates must be marked accordingly. The timetable must allow sufficient time for the Agency to comment on draft research materials including questionnaires, approach letters, etc. and sufficient time for reporting as detailed above. The timetable should also include indicative dates for a start-up meeting and any interim meetings where necessary.

Personnel 
Details of all key personnel who will be working on this project must be given.  Should any element of this project be subcontracted, this must also be stated in proposals with details of subcontracted companies, their key personnel and working arrangements with subcontractors.  Tenderers should demonstrate previous experience of successful delivery of similar projects. 

The tenderer will be required to appoint a Contract Manager (generally the named Principal Investigator) who will be fully accountable for the delivery of the project against the contract. They will be required to liaise closely with the Agency’s nominated project officer.

Data issues
Tenderers are asked to respond to each of these sections in relation to this project, this information is in addition to that submitted for the framework. In doing so FSA would draw particular attention to the Framework Standard Terms and Conditions on data security and the commissioning authority’s role as the ‘data controller’ and the contractor’s role as the ‘data processor’.

Dataset for analysis
The Agency requires a fully documented non-anonymised dataset which it can use for its own analysis and research purposes. We will also require sufficient documentation (including syntax of main and derived variables) to allow Agency analysts and external researchers to replicate analysis included in the outputs. The dataset will require encrypted identifiers for each record, with a separate file to link these to names and contact details – which would be held securely by the Agency. Tenderers must set out what documentation they would provide to accompany the dataset.

Data security
Please refer to the Framework Standard Terms and Conditions on data security and outline in your tender any specific issues related to this project. The successful tenderer will be asked to complete a Data Security Questionnaire which will be reviewed by the FSA data security team and will form part of the contract. 

Data permissions and referencing
Contractors are responsible for ensuring that all necessary permissions are acquired for the use of data, visuals, or other materials throughout the life of the project that are subject to copyright law, and that the materials are used in accordance with the permissions that have been secured. Contractors are also responsible for ensuring suitable referencing of materials in all project outputs including project data.  

Ethics
Tenderers are asked to identify the ethical concerns for this project and how these issues would be addressed.

Cost
The proposal must identify all anticipated costs of conducting the work, providing a cost breakdown of staff involvement and days dedicated to the project for each staff member, and all other associated overheads and expenses. 

Examples of the costs which should be included in the cost breakdown, in addition to the main analysis, include:
· The charge for presentations and meetings
· Costs for delivering workshops
· A breakdown for any proposed sub-contractor involvement (if relevant)
· Any costs associated with making data available for further use (e.g. archiving)
· Access to other datasets, as necessary

Costs should be provided exclusive of VAT and should clearly state whether VAT will be charged. 

Payments will be made against key milestones and a 20% retention will be held against delivery of the final report. A proposed payment schedule is required, please use the template provided. 



B. PROCUREMENT TIMETABLE
Table 1 details an estimated project timetable for the project.  Tenderers should however be aware that the Agency needs to acquire the evidence outlined in this ITT in a timely manner and you should justify your timings in your work plan.

	TABLE 1. ESTIMATED PROJECT TIMETABLE

	EXPECTED DATE
	INVITATION TO (ITT) TENDER 

	2nd July 2018
	Invitation to Tender (ITT) issued by the Agency 

	2nd July 2018
	ITT Clarification period opens*

	16th July 2018
	ITT Clarification period closes**

	30th July 2018
	Closing date for submission of ITT responses***

	20th July 2018
	Evaluation of ITT responses 


	6th August 2018
	Tenderers contacted with points raised by appraisers for clarification on their tender, with 2 weeks to respond

	20th August 2018
	Appraisal panel meeting held to consider clarified ITT responses

	3rd September 2018 
	Tenderers notified of outcome of appraisal and preferred Tenderer (or Tenderers) identified

	10th September 2018
	Contract awarded and signed


	17th September 2018
	Project initiation meeting takes place and project commences  

	21st March 2019
	Latest date for submission of final report to FSA



* If a Tenderer wishes to raise any points of clarification over the procurement process, the actual project objectives or any other query these must be raised through the ECMS by the date specified.  
** Queries will not be answered after this date.
*** Submissions must be uploaded onto the ECMS before the closing date and time. 
§ These stages are optional

Further Information

For any technical queries or issues regarding the use of ECMS please contact the eSourcing Helpdesk:

Phone: 0800 368 4850
Email: help@bravosolution.co.uk . 

For any points of clarification regarding this specification or the FSA’s procurement procedures please submit through ECMS. 


Closing Date
Tenders should be submitted on ECMS by the date specified on ECMS.
Tenders received after this time will not be considered or evaluated. Please allow sufficient time to upload your tender and all supporting evidence before the closing date.
 
Notification of Submission of Tender 
On successfully submitting your tender you should see a popup box appear on the screen indicating that your tender has been successfully submitted. In addition, you will receive an automatic email from ECMS with a reference code.  
C. EVALUATION OF TENDERS
The Tenderers Application consists of the:
· Technical envelope (80% of overall value), in which applicants should detail the approach, the work plan and their ability to undertake the work, and
· Financial envelope (20% of overall value), in which applicants should outline all costs to conduct the proposed work, and 
· Any other relevant supporting information
Tenders will be evaluated by FSA internal appraisers and external experts using a numerical system.  The table below shows the weightings that have been allocated to each section of the application form and these will be used by the appraisers: 

	TABLE 2. EVALUATION CRITERIA FOR SELECTION OF SUCCESSFUL TENDERER

	CRITERIA
	PERCENTAGE WEIGHTINGS

	TECHNICAL CRITERIA – 80% overall Value
	Made up of

	1. Tender summary and objectives and the approach/scope of work, including innovation
	30%

	2.  The plan and deliverables
	10%

	3.  Organisational experience, expertise and staff effort
	15%

	4.  Project management
	10%

	5.  Risk management
	5%

	6. Quality management, ethics, data protection, dissemination and sustainability
	10%

	FINANCIAL CRITERIA – 20% overall value
	20%


The Technical Envelope
The Technical envelope is split in to 7 sections for evaluation.  Guidance on how to complete each section is provided within the actual application form.

A numerical appraisal scoring system will be used to assess the information given in the Technical envelope of the tender.  Appraisers will allocate a score of 0, 30, 60, 80 or 100 to each part of the Technical envelope, depending on the quality and relevance of evidence provided.  The scores will then be subjected to the weightings given in Table 2.

All technical criteria will be evaluated as follows:

	SCORE
	DESCRIPTION FOR SCORE OF EACH CRITERIA

	100
	Tender fully meets or exceeds the criteria set 

	80
	Tender would require minor modification but almost fully meets the criteria with only a few gaps in the evidence remaining 

	60
	Tender would require some modification but addresses most of the criteria, but may not be detailed enough and/or has several gaps remaining

	30
	Tender would require significant modification due to significant gaps 

	0
	Tender does not meet the specification or policy



If the applicant does not reach a minimum score of 30 in the technical evaluation they will be automatically eliminated from the process.
The Financial Envelope

The Financial envelope is split in to 5 sections.  Guidance on how to complete each section is provided within the actual application form.

A numerical appraisal scoring system will be used to assess the information given in the financial envelope of the tender.  Appraisers will allocate a score of 0, 30, 60, 80 or 100 to the financial envelope, depending on the quality and relevance of evidence provided.  The scores will then be subjected to the weighting given in Table 2.




Requirement for the financial envelope
Please complete the Finance template provided. Costs should be quoted excluding VAT for the purpose of comparison of tenders. The Agency’s financial year runs from 1 April to 31 March. All costings should be recorded in line with this timescale. 


Evaluation of the financial envelope

Financial criteria will be evaluated as follows:

	SCORE
	DESCRIPTION FOR SCORE OF THE CRITERIA

	100
	There is full justification for the costs and the overall resources are appropriate.  The tender is the best value for money for the work proposed to meet the specific evidence requirement advertised

	80
	There is some justification for the costs and the overall resources requested.  The tender is reasonable value for money for the work proposed to meet the specific evidence requirement advertised.

	60
	Limited rational is given for the resources requested and/or the tender does not offer very good value for money, but is not poor value

	30
	The tender is relatively poor value for money with little/no justification for costs or resources requested.

	0
	The tender costs are not considered value for money and the applicant provided no rationale for costs or resources requested
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