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1 Introduction

1.1 This section sets out the methodology that will be used to evaluate Tenders received.

1.2 The Council will evaluate the tender submissions using a weighted evaluation model of 50:50 in favour of price.
1.3 The award recommendations will be made on the basis of most economically advantageous tender (MEAT).  
2 Evaluation stages
2.4 Evaluation will be in stages:  

· Stage 1 – quality assessment

· Stage 2 – price assessment 
· Stage 3 – recommendation for award
3 The Evaluation Team

3.5 An evaluation team has been assembled to undertake a comprehensive, systematic and consistent evaluation of each Tender.  The team will be made up of officers of the Council experienced in culture services and wider leisure provision..
4 Initial Screening Assessment

4.6 Tenders will be subject to an initial compliance check to confirm that:

· Tenders have been submitted on time, are completed correctly and meet the requirements of the Invitation to Tender.

· Tenders are sufficiently complete to enable them to be evaluated in accordance with this Section.

· The Tenderer has not contravened any of the terms and conditions of the Restricted Procedure or the tender process – either provided in the Public Contracts Regulations 2006 (as amended) and/or the Invitation to Tender

· The Tenderer has confirmed the acceptance of the terms and conditions of the Contract.
· The Tender is capable of acceptance.

4.7 Tenders that do not meet these requirements may be rejected at this stage.
4.8 Tenders that pass the initial screening assessment check will be subject to a detailed evaluation in accordance with the criteria and weightings set out in this document.

4.9 The Council reserves the right to call for further information or clarification from Tenderers, as appropriate, to assist in its consideration of their Tenders.
5 Stage 1 - Quality Assessment (written Method Statement submissions)

5.10 The quality assessment will be based on the Method Statements received from the Tenderers in the Response Documents in section 4. 
5.11 Each Method Statement has been weighted according to its importance to the Council’s running of the contract.  Tenderers are required to submit responses to all Method Statement questions and responses to each will be assessed against the Council’s requirements.

5.12 The 50% weighting for quality has been sub weighted across 6 key elements as contained in Table 1.
5.13 Quality Criteria

The Criteria for the quality evaluation is contained in the Table below: 
	Evaluation Criteria 
	Criteria  Overall Weighting
	Question Reference

	Staffing structure
	9
	1.1

	Artistic vision
	8
	1.2

	Addressing cultural strategy theme 3
	9
	1.3

	Addressing cultural strategy theme 5
	9
	1.4

	Approach to marketing & communications
	7
	1.5

	Approach to health & safety
	8
	1.6

	Total
	50 marks
	


5.14 Quality Scoring

Scoring of Tenderers responses for the purposes of Quality will be based on the following scale shown in Table 2 below:
Table 2

The Table below shows the standards required for each possible score.
	Score
	Criterion

	0
	Failed to submit examples or a method statement or address the question in full.

	1
	A limited answer with poor supporting evidence and lacks clarity.

	2
	Answer meets some, but not all, of the method statement requirement or provides some examples which have similar aspects. Lacks convincing evidence and understanding of the requirement.

	3
	Acceptable answer to the method statement or relevant examples.  Answer is comprehensible.

	4
	Above acceptable – answer demonstrates real understanding and gives much more detail to the method statement or provides good examples of similar experience.

	5
	Excellent answer – gives real confidence that the statement provides much more added value, is realistic and achievable and gives greater understanding than that of an acceptable answer.


5.15 A maximum score of 50 can be achieved for responses to the quality evaluation criteria contained in Table 1.

5.16 The response to each question will be scored from 0 to 5 using the guidance in the Table 2 above.   These scores will then be divided by the maximum score available (5) and then multiplied by the sub weightings shown in Table 1 for each element.  A final quality score (out of 50 points) is achieved by adding all weighted scores together.
5.17  Tenderers evaluation scores will be based on their written responses to method statements [1.1 to 1.6]. 
5.18 The Council reserves the right to clarify this (and its veracity and accuracy verified) by the following   methods:

· Clarification meetings and by responses to clarification questions raised by the Council (if any)
· Validation visits (this will involve a small team of Council officers with the expertise of these services visiting the Provider’s premises in order to validate Provider responses to any chosen method statements.)
· Obtaining references from previous or current contracts.
5.19 The initial score will be based on the evaluators’ review of the Tenderers’ response document and may be updated following further clarification of the response ascertained in the other methods outlined above. The final scores therefore may differ from the initial scores to reflect the full evaluation process undertaken by the panel. Overall scores will be calculated to ascertain the Tenderer’s overall percentage score. 
5.20 In respect of all method statement responses, there must be a clear distinction between clarifications and omissions; this process is not about providing an opportunity to address something that has not been included in a tender, as this would be unfair to other Tenderers.  

5.21 The Evaluation Panel shall conduct a ‘consensus scoring process’ where moderation of the scores awarded during the exercise will take place. The moderation shall give regard to any variance in the scores between the evaluators, together with the subsequent assessment following any clarification obtained from the Tenderer.  A consensus score will be agreed by the evaluators for each of the evaluation criteria.

5.22  Threshold for Quality Evaluation
The Council requires submissions received to be of a consistently good level of quality across all areas so Tenderers will be required to achieve a minimum score of [3 in all 6 questions].
Quality scores for submissions meeting or exceeding the thresholds set for quality will be taken forward to the third stage of the process.
6 Stage 2 – Price Assessment

6.23 A 50% weighting for price will apply to the contract.
Table 3
The Table below shows the elements of pricing that will be scored.

	Pricing
	Approach to generating income hire revenue (25%)

Full budget breakdown of contract fee (25%)
	50%


6.24 A: Approach to generating income hire revenue (25%)
6.25 B: Full budget breakdown of the contract fee (25%)
6.26 All prices submitted need to be sustainable for the life of the contract.  To test this, the Council intends to carry out an assessment of both the approach to generating income hire revenue and the full budget breakdown of the contract fee set out in the pricing schedule.  This information will be cross referenced with the Tenderers’ proposals contained in the method statements. 
6.27 Evaluation of the “cost breakdown” will be undertaken to ensure the service provided will meet the specification requirements  (including the London Living Wage) and provide confidence in the financial robustness of the tendered value to reduce the risk of Provider failure arising. 
6.28 The price evaluation panel will review the proposed financial breakdown of costs as provided in the “Pricing Schedule Spreadsheet” as part of its robustness and efficiency evaluation of the Tender to ensure they can meet the needs of the service throughout the life of the contract.

6.29 This section will be marked section and failure in this section will mean a failure of the whole Tender evaluation. In order to Pass this section, Tenderers will need to receive a score of 3 (medium level of confidence) or more in this section.

6.30 Applicant’s responses to this section will be scored as follows:
Table 4

	Score
	Criterion

	0
	Failed to submit examples or a method statement or address the question in full.

	1
	A limited answer with poor supporting evidence and lacks clarity.

	2
	Answer meets some, but not all, of the method statement requirement or provides some examples which have similar aspects. Lacks convincing evidence and understanding of the requirement.

	3
	Acceptable answer to the method statement or relevant examples.  Answer is comprehensible.

	4
	Above acceptable – answer demonstrates real understanding and gives much more detail to the method statement or provides good examples of similar experience.

	5
	Excellent answer – gives real confidence that the statement provides much more added value, is realistic and achievable and gives greater understanding than that of an acceptable answer.


6.31 When assessing the pricing elements the Evaluation Panel will consider factors such as:

· Ensuring that the direct staff rate per hour covers London Living Wage costs; 

· The Panel’s knowledge of current market pricing. 

6.32  Where Tenderers initially receive a score of 3 or less in this section, they will be given the opportunity to respond to the Council’s concerns at a clarification meeting.  The Council will supply a list of its key concerns prior to this meeting.  Responses to clarifications raised will be reviewed and may affect the final score for this section B. 
Abnormally low bids 
6.33 Notwithstanding the scoring methodology referred to above, Bidders are advised that the Council will scrutinise very carefully any Tender that contains a Price which appears very low (having regard, amongst other things, to the Prices submitted in the other Tenders received).  In this regard, Bidders’ attention is drawn to the Council’s power under regulation 30 (6) of the Public Contract Regulations 2006 (as amended) to disregard/reject any Tender that is abnormally low.
Stage 3 - Recommendation for award
6.34 The Most Economically Advantageous Tender meeting the Council’s full tendering and contract delivery requirements will be recommended for award of contract.
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