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[bookmark: _GoBack]EVALUATION CRITERIA

HSE/T3225 - PROVISION OF AN INTERNET CONTENT MANAGEMENT SYSTEM

1.	PERFORMANCE STANDARDS & WEIGHTING 

	The following table illustrates how the allocation of marks will be awarded against your tendered response to each question within Schedule A of the Statement of Service Requirements (SSR):

	[bookmark: OLE_LINK1][bookmark: OLE_LINK2]Performance Standard

	Score
	
	Weighting
	Description

	Fully meets HSE requirements 

	4
	
	3
	Critical

	Looks as though it will deliver what HSE wants, but with some minor reservations
	3
	
	2
	Important

	Could deliver what HSE wants, but with major reservations

	2
	
	1
	Standard

	Unlikely to be able to deliver what HSE wants

	1
	
	
	

	Cannot deliver what HSE wants or does not address the requirement

	0
	
	
	



2.	QUALITY EVALUATION 

	Questions 1 to 27 (except 25 & 26) and 31 of Schedule B will be scored using the Performance Standard descriptors identified above.

	The table below indicates the basis on which your responses will be considered and scored.

	Each question is designated a specific weighting.  The score for each response will be multiplied by the relevant weighting to determine a weighted 	score.  The weighted scores will then be added together to determine an overall weighted score.

	HSE considers that the requirements with a weighting of 3 are critical to successful delivery of the required services, therefore if a score of 2 or less 	(prior to the weighting being applied) is awarded in respect of these requirements, bidders will be ruled out of further consideration.

	Responses to Questions 28, 29 and 30 will not be scored but they will inform HSE’s consideration of the acceptability of your submission.	

	Schedule B – Part 2 Response
No.
	Considerations to be taken into account when awarding a score
	Weighting

	1
	How well does the proposed Content Management System (CMS) solution look as though it will meet HSE’s needs and high level requirements as stipulated in the bullet points in Schedule A?  How well it include the features requested by HSE?
	3

	2
	How suitably is the solution compatible with HSE range of browsers and devices?  Is it optimised for viewing on mobile devices?
	3

	3
	How suitably robust are the mechanisms for ensuring Search Engine Optimisation?
	3

	4
	How suitable is the solution’s search functionality?  Can it operate across multiple data stores, is it appropriately capable of being configured using agreed taxonomies and is it able to intelligently rank content; provide real-time metrics and auto complete entries?

	3

	5
	How well does the functionality offered for content authoring meet HSE requirements?  Are there any limitations?
	3

	6
	How well does the functionality offered for content publishing meet requirements?  Are there any limitations?
	3

	7
	How detailed and robust is the development framework sufficiently?  How well does it enables configuration of the web capabilities identified by HSE?
	2

	8
	How adequate and suitable is the detail provided around the e-commerce requirements?  Have relevant examples been provided?
	3

	9
	How well does the CMS solution have the necessary capability and functionality to meet HSE’s analytics requirements?
	3

	10
	How well does the proposed platform meet the requirements to enable the deployment of and integration with various technologies; be compatible with multiple operating systems; can integrate with HSE’s active directory; can integrate with HSE’s design pattern library, interoperate with various APIs and data formats (as a minimum  Soap/XML, RESTful/JSON), and 3rd party solutions; integrate with the design pattern library, HSE business applications and social media platforms as detailed in requirement CMS10 of Appendix A, and more generally, is it compatible with HSE’s proposed operating environment.? Are the approaches to doing so practical?  Are there any limitations?
	2

	11
	How suitable are the details provided and confirmation on how they can meet HSE’s accessibility standards?
	2

	12
	How suitable is the detail provided on how the solution can provide innovation to HSE and assist HSE’s digital journey?
	2

	13
	How suitable is the evidence of appropriate accreditation?  If not provided, how suitable is their proposed approach to managing the service appropriate and consistent with a recognised standard (ISO27001 or equivalent).
	3

	14
	How well has the bidder provided confirmation that the CMS can be hosted on the chosen e2e Assure PaaS and align with HSE’s requirement for the provision of a 24/7/365 highly available web services platform?  Are there any technical limitations?
	3

	15
	How suitable are control measures in place to ensure that the proposed CMS solution is controlled to ensure that it is only accessed by authorised staff to undertake the role for which they have been approved?
	3

	16
	How well does the proposed solution implement the NCSC Cloud Security principles (https://www.ncsc.gov.uk/guidance/implementing-cloud-security-principles).  
	2

	17
	How appropriate and intuitive is the proposed Information Architecture?  Is the approach to  allowing for modification based on user needs acceptable?
	2

	18
	How sufficiently detailed and robust is the products, services and development roadmap?  Is sufficient detail provided around the potential for innovation?
	3

	19
	How suitable are the proposed training and knowledge transfer packages?

How suitable are the proposed training materials and arrangements for accessing them?

How suitable are the proposed arrangements for post-training support?
	3

	20
	How suitable is the project plan, how robust and achievable is it?  How well does it include appropriate milestones, checkpoints and deliverables.  How well does it identify who will work on the programme, the activities they will be responsible for delivering and the total number of days that they will be deployed on the task(s)?  How suitable are the individuals, tasks and the amount of time allocated to those tasks appear to be sufficient to deliver the required work?  How suitable are the CVs provided and do they indicate that the individuals have sufficient experience and capability to undertake the tasks to which they have been assigned?
	3

	21
	How suitable are the proposed project management arrangements – are they robust and appropriate?   How suitable is the proposed project manager’s CV and does it indicate that the individual has sufficient experience and capability to manage the project and deliver what is required?
	3

	22
	How suitable is the bidder’s proposal for meeting HSE’s IPR and access requirements?
	2

	23
	How suitable are the bidders incident and problem management processes – are they robust and consistent with good industry practice?  How well has the bidder confirmed that they will accept support calls directly from Sopra Steria?  Is their approach to working with Sopra Steria acceptable?  Is evidence of ITIL accreditation and ways of working given?
	2

	24
	How well do the proposed service support hours meet HSE’s requirements? Are the proposed response times and service levels acceptable?
	2

	25
	How well do the range of available migration options appear to be reasonable and practical?  Are there any specific considerations which may cause HSE issues?  Is the proposed level of support for the migration process sufficient and appropriate?
	For information only – not scored

	26
	How suitable are the initial details provided around website re-design sufficient?   
	For information only – not scored

	27 & 28
	How well do the three contract examples provided by the bidder indicate that they have experience of delivering solutions and outcomes similar in scale, scope and nature to HSE – particularly the knowledge transfer aspect of service provision?

If they have not provided at least one example, does their response to Question 28 indicate that they have the necessary skills and experience to deliver what is required?
	3

	29
	Has the supplier confirmed that they have, or will have, the appropriate insurances in place?
	Y/N

	30
	Are the proposed terms and conditions of contract reasonable?  Consider whether any aspect of them present HSE with any issues.
	Y/N

	31
	Do you fully understand how the costs of delivering this service are constructed?  Is there any aspect of the costs which seem excessive or give you cause for concern?
	Y/N

	32
	To what extent does any of the information provided in the bidder’s responses to the requirements detailed in Schedule 3 Annex A conflict with the narrative responses given in Schedule B?  Do the responses give you any cause for concern about the suitability of their proposed solution/approach to deliver HSE’s requirements? 
	1



How the Evaluation Process will Work

Subject to affordability and HSE and the preferred bidder agreeing mutually acceptable contract terms and conditions HSE intends to award the contract for this opportunity to the Most Economically Advantageous Tender (MEAT) which will be determined on the basis of 60% Quality and 40% Cost.

Quality

Your tender submission will initially be evaluated by a minimum of two evaluators and scored independently of each other.

Each of your responses to the “weighted” questions above will be considered and awarded a score between 0 and 4 (in accordance with the performance standards in the above table) depending on the degree to which the evaluators consider that your response meets HSE’s requirements.  The Yes/No (Y/N) questions will not be scored but may impact HSE’s consideration of your submission. 

A moderating meeting involving the individual evaluators, which will be chaired by a member of the Procurement Unit who has not been involved in the assessment, will be held to agree consensus scores for each of the responses.  The consensus scores will be multiplied by the relevant weighting to determine a weighted score for each response.  The weighted scores will be added together to determine an overall score.  

If a tenderer scores a 4 for their responses to all of the scored questions, the maximum weighted score achievable is 268.  HSE considers that an appropriate score to demonstrate the minimum required level of quality for the purposes of this procurement is 230.  

Any tender that does not achieve the minimum required quality score of 230, or is awarded a score of 2 or less (prior to the weighting being applied) for any response to a requirement with a weighting of 3 will be excluded from further consideration within the process.  

HSE may seek further assurances in relation to any reservations it has regarding service delivery.

Those tenders submissions meeting the Quality requirements detailed above will be ranked in order of Total Weighted Score.  The highest scoring tender submission will be awarded 60 marks.  The remaining tenders will be awarded a proportion of 60 marks based on their comparative performance to the highest scoring tender submission (see worked example below).  A Financial Evaluation will them be undertaken. 

Financial Evaluation

The costs quoted in your submission will be considered separately from the quality aspects of your response.

For all tenders which meet the minimum quality requirements (detailed above), the cost of service delivery will be calculated and the lowest priced tender will be awarded 40 marks.  The remaining tenders will be awarded a proportion of 40 marks based on their comparative costs in relation to the lowest priced tender.

The scores for Quality and Cost will be added together to determine an overall score.

Up to three tender submissions with the highest combined overall score will be invited to demonstrate their proposed solutions and respond to questions at HSE’s offices in Bootle w/c 25 June 2018.  All other tender submissions will be ruled out of consideration.

Following the demonstrations, HSE may take the opportunity to revise the scores originally awarded following the paper based evaluation and moderation process.  Scores may be revised up or down depending on the panel’s considerations of the tenderers’ clarifications.  Tenderers will be given the opportunity to revise their costings to take into account the clarifications discussed at the presentations.

Following this process the Quality/Cost scoring and ranking process will be repeated for those bids that continue to meet the stated Quality requirements.  The combined overall (Quality and Cost) scores will be ranked in order. Subject to affordability HSE will award the contract for this opportunity to the highest ranked tender submission.  Where the highest ranked tender submission is considered to be unaffordable then HSE reserves the right to award the contract to the next highest ranked tender submission, and if the second highest ranked tender submission is considered to be unaffordable, award the contract to the third highest ranked tender submission.  However HSE will not invoke this provision without first making reasonable efforts to arrange a higher level of funding internally and/or reach agreement on costs with the relevant tenderer       

Where it is considered that the proposed costs are too high, HSE reserves the right not to appoint any organisation to provide the required services. 

Worked example

A worked example of how the scoring process will work is provided below:

Tender A scores 250 for quality
Tender B scores 230 for quality
Tender C scores 245 for quality (but is awarded a score of 2 for their response to one of the questions weighted as a 3.
Tender D scores 200 for quality.

Tender A will cost £ 80,000
Tender B will cost £ 75,000
Tender C will cost £ 70,000
Tender D will cost £ 56,000

Tender C is ruled out of consideration for scoring a 2 for their response to question weighted as a 3 – despite still meeting the minimum required quality score.
Tender D is ruled out of consideration for failing to meet the minimum required quality score.
Tender A is awarded 60 marks for Quality
Tender B is awarded 55.2 marks for Quality ((230/250) x 60)

Tender B is awarded 40 marks for Cost
Tender A is awarded 37.5 marks for Cost

Tender A overall score 60+37.5 = 97.5
Tender B overall score 55.2+40 = 95.2 

Tender A is considered the most economically advantageous tender.
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