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[bookmark: _Toc490145693][bookmark: _Toc350174611]Evaluation Methodology and Criteria
A common evaluation method will be used to compare solutions. The authority will evaluate in four stages when considering the supplier to appoint:
Stage 1: Mandatory Requirements
Stage 2: Quality evaluation of Desirable Requirements
Stage 3: Price Evaluation
Success at each stage will determine a tender’s progress to the next stage. Tenders that do not meet the minimum requirements for each stage will not progress in the evaluation process, and that bid will be deemed unsuccessful.

[bookmark: _GoBack]These requirements are outlined in Schedule1-Specification_and_Response-Cloud-HCON01365-1-v2.0.

At Stage 1, Mandatory - require full compliance with the information request and requirements is necessary to progress to the next stage. 

At Stage 2, Quality - scores for the quality evaluation must reach a minimum threshold of 60% of the available quality points to progress to the final stage.
 
At Stage 3, Pricing - a pricing evaluation will be undertaken and scored in acordance with the criteria outlined in this document. 

Tenders that complete the evaluation process will be given a final score made up on a basis of: 60% Quality / 40% Price. 

The tenders will be considered by an Evaluation Panel consisting of representatives from the Authority.

[bookmark: _Toc490145694]Stage 1: Mandatory Requirements
All Tenderers must complete the Mandatory Requirements in either one or both of the above specified requirements and response documents dependant on the solution offering.

Failure to provide the requested information or to meet any of the requiremets will result in a ‘fail’ mark, and that tender will be disqualified. 

MANDATORY requirements:

The MANDATORY requirements are essential mandatory requirements and Tenderers responses will be assessed on the following basis. The MANDATORY requirements are identified in Tab 1 of the above listed Specifcation and Response documents for Cloud and On-Premise solutions.

The MANDATORY requirements will be marked using the scoring mechanism below.  
 

	 Score 
	Description

	Fail
	(Fails To Meet Requirements): poor / incomplete response, with limited confidence of requirement(s) delivery

The evidence offered suggests (as appropriate):
· Serious gaps in necessary information; 
· Limited understanding of the issues and requirements of the Framework Agreement; &/or
· Clear misunderstandings of the objectives.

	Pass
	(Fully Meets Requirements): reasonable response with confidence of majority of the requirement(s) being delivered

The evidence offered suggests (as appropriate):
· A reasonable level of detail with an understandings of the objectives; &/or
· A suitable, appropriate and fully worked-up methodological approach.



Any Tenderers who fail to respond to or meet any of the MANDATORY requirements may be disqualified.


[bookmark: _Toc490145695]Stage 2: Quality Evaluation
For tenders that progress through Stage 1, the Evaluation Panel will award marks against each of the individual criteria outlined in Tab 2 of the above listed Specification and Response document.

Quality accounts for 60% of the overall evalaution and the individual weightings for each of the quality elements is outlined in Specification and Response documents.

Using the methodology shown below a total quality score of 
228 points
is available tenderers scores will be translated into a overall percentage score using the methdology outlined in this document

Tenderers who fail to respond to any of the individual elements or scores Zero (Unsatisfactory) in any element may be rejected.

Tenderer Responses will be evaluated individually and independently by each member of a pre-appointed Evaluation Panel based on the criteria set out below, and then as a group in order to arrive at a collective/consensus recommendation.

Scores that fail to reach a minimum threshold of 60% of the full marks available for quality at this Stage will mean that bid is eliminated from the evaluation process.




Assessment of Quality – 60% of total available marks

Responses will be evaluated individually by each member of the Evaluation Panel, and then as a group in order to arrive at a collective/consensus recommendation.

The Evaluation Panel will award marks against each of the sub-criteria stated in the evaluation criteria, as set out in the table below, all scores will be rounded up to the nearest whole number.

	Score
	Description

	0
	(Unacceptable): poor / incomplete response, with no confidence in delivery of requirement(s).

The evidence offered suggests (as appropriate):
· Serious gaps in necessary information; 
· Clear misunderstandings of the objectives.


	1
	(Major Deficiencies): lacking in substance with limited confidence of requirement(s) delivery.

The evidence offered suggests (as appropriate):
· Low level of relevant information and detail provided; &/or
· Concerns around the practicality, resource, methodology and expertise of the proposals.


	2
	(Weak): lacking in sufficient detail with only some confidence of adequate requirement(s) delivery.

The evidence offered suggests (as appropriate):
· A limited understanding of the objectives; &/or
· A poor methodological approach.


	3
	(Minor Deficiencies): reasonable response with confidence of majority of the requirement(s) being delivered.

The evidence offered suggests (as appropriate):
· A reasonable level of detail with an understandings of the objectives; &/or
· A reasonable, appropriate and methodical approach.


	4
	(Good): good response with confidence of full requirement(s) delivery.

The evidence offered demonstrates (as appropriate):
· A thorough understanding of the Authority’s requirements; &/or
· Appropriate risk management and mitigation strategies; &/or
· Suitable quality assurance processes and procedures.



Assessment of Price – 40% of total available marks

The respondent who submits the lowest price will be awarded 100% of the available marks for price.  A calculation will then assess by how much each of the other Responses exceed this lowest price and each Respondent will be awarded marks available for price in relation to the lowest priced response. 

The calculation will be carried out on the following basis. The lowest price offered will be awarded 100% of the available marks. All other proposals will then score 100% of the available marks less the percentage of available marks by which their price exceeds the lowest price offered. All proposals that are 100% or more in excess of the lowest response shall be awarded a zero for price.

All marks will be rounded up to the nearest whole number.

Combining Quality and Price scores

The individual quality and price marks will then be converted into percentage scores by applying the 60% Quality / 40% Price weighting. 

These percentage scores will be calculated to one decimal place and then added together to give the final percentage score.

In the event of two or more suppliers having the same percentage score the contract will be awarded to the supplier who scored the highest quality score

A worked example of the evaluation scoring mechanism 
Table 1 - Quality Assessment
	Supplier
	Total Quality Score Achieved
(from an available 270 marks)
	Quality Mark
(to 1 Decimal Place)

	A
	223
	82.6 (223*100/270)

	B
	200
	74.1 (200*100/270)

	C
	180
	66.7 (180*100/270)



Table 2 - Financial Assessment
	Supplier
	Price Offered
	Financial Mark Deduction
(one mark deducted for each percentage point by which the total exceeds that of the lowest)
	Financial Mark
(to 1 Decimal Place)

	A
	£91,494
	8.9
(£91,494/£84,000 = 8.9% above the lowest price)
	91.1

	B
	£94,800
	12.8
(£94,800/£84,000 = 12.8% above the lowest price)
	87.2

	C
	£84,000
	0
	100.0
(the lowest price offered is converted to 100.0)


                        
Table 3 - Overall Assessment – on an 70% quality and 30% price ratio
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7

	Supplier
	Quality Mark (see Table 1)
	70% of  column 2
	Financial 
Bid
	Financial Mark
(see Table 2)
	30% of column 5
	Total Overall Mark 
(column 3+6)

	A
	82.6
	57.8
	£91,494
	91.1
	27.3
	85.1

	B
	74.1
	51.9
	£94,800
	87.2
	26.2
	78.1

	C
	66.7
	46.7
	£84,000
	100.0
	30.0
	76.7



In the above example, Supplier A, who had the highest overall mark, column 7, would be deemed to be the supplier who has offered the most economically advantageous tender.

In the event of two or more suppliers having the same overall mark, the contract will be awarded to the supplier who offered the lowest price, Table 2.   

Where the completed pricing model is deemed to be abnormal by the evaluating panel you may be asked to revise your submission.


[bookmark: _Toc490145697]Supplier Interviews 

Some (or all) of the suppliers may be asked to undertake an interview or presentation to the Evaluation Panel, i.e. evidence may be sought that tenders are both sustainable and affordable.  Failure to provide satisfactory evidence to support this may result in the highest scoring tender being rejected.

There are no additional marks available for presentations; however marks may be deducted if the Evaluation Panel feel that the tenderer has not provided sufficient evidence to support their written tender.

[bookmark: _Toc490145698]Category Weightings 

Any award decision will be made based on the most economically advantageous bid using the following weightings, based upon a 60/40 split between Quality and Cost.

	Requirement
	Requirement Heading
	Requirement Category
	% of Category
	Category Weight
	% of overall score

	4.1.1.x
	Fitness for Purpose including Quality
	Customer Requirements*
	60%
	60%
	42%

	4.1.2.x
	
	Non-Functional Requirements*
	20%
	
	14%

	4.2.1
	
	Maintenance and Support*
	20%
	
	14%

	5.1
	Lifecycle Costs
	Lifecycle Costs
	100%
	40%
	30%


*Further weightings are shown per question within the Specification and Response documents.
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