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1.0
Evaluation Methodology
1.1
It is proposed that any Contract placed will be awarded on the basis of MEAT (Most Economically Advantageous Tender). Tenders will be scored on both price and quality aspects.
1.2
The ‘high level’ award criteria are to be apportioned as follows:
· 60% quality/technical.
· 40% price/commercial.
1.3
The ‘low level’ award ‘sub-criteria’ weightings for quality/technical are to be apportioned as follows:
· Service delivery and operational management – 40
· Contract management – 20
· Performance management – 20
· Exit management – 10
· Clinical Governance – 10 

1.4
Evaluation of quality – 60 ‘points’ will be allocated to the bidder who achieves the highest number of quality ‘marks’. Subsequent points will then be awarded to the remaining bidders based on their quality marks as a percentage of the highest quality marks. This calculation is subsequently converted to a quality score to reflect that this carries 60% of the total score. A minimum compliance ‘hurdle rate’ for the quality/technical marks will be set at 300 (or above) out of a possible 500. Bidders who fail to achieve this target will automatically be excluded from the remainder of the evaluation process.
1.5
Evaluation of price – 40 ‘points’ will be allocated to the bidder who submits the lowest total price in accordance with the pricing construct detailed at Schedule 2. The lowest total price will be calculated using the estimated list of requirements (Annex A to Schedule 2/Pricing Schedule) using the following methodology:

· Tenderers sessional rate multiplied by the number of clients, multiplied by the average number of counselling sessions for each year (3 years).
· Please note that this evaluation calculation will not be the value of the contract. This is an Enabling Contract (Framework Agreement), with the contract value set as a limit of liability.

· Subsequent points will then be awarded to the remaining bidders based on their total price as a percentage of the lowest total price. This calculation is subsequently converted to a price score to reflect that this carries 40% of the total score.
· As this is an Enabling Contract (Framework Agreement) it is not subject to a minimum order quantity.
Bidders are required to read and fully understand this methodology. Should a bidder require any further clarification, they are requested to contact Proc Team NI Army Commercial in the first instance prior to submission of their bid.

1.6
Contract award is then made on the basis of the tender that has attained the highest points score once Price and Quality aspects have been combined. A worked example is at Appendix 1.
1.7
If the situation arises whereby 2 or more bids are equally scored at the completion of the evaluation, the award decision shall be based on the tender with the higher quality points score.
1.8
The quality/technical Requirements of Response is as detailed at Annex E to DEFFORM 47. Evaluation of these aspects will be based primarily on the production of method statements by the bidders. It is intended that these method statements will subsequently form part of the final Contract document.
1.9
Terms and Conditions – Standardised Contracting (SC3) conditions are non-negotiable.
1.10
Variant/Part Bids – It has been agreed that variant/part bids will not be accepted as part of the tendering process.

2.0
Evaluation Process
2.1
Bidders will be required to provide mandatory information as part of their tender response. Failure to provide this information will result in automatic exclusion from the process.

2.2
The qualitative evaluation by the Authority’s Subject Matter Experts will be undertaken independently without sight of pricing information. Qualitative includes, but is not restricted to, technical, delivery and quality aspects.
2.3
The commercial evaluation will be undertaken by Proc Team NI Army Commercial. Commercial includes, but is not restricted to, price, cost, risk and legal aspects.
2.4
On completion of the process, a combined evaluation will be undertaken by a Joint Evaluation Team (JET) to select the best Value for Money solution. This will include a final review of the scores, including the use of moderation and consensus where appropriate, and agreement on a recommendation to be presented to the Senior Responsible Officer. The over-riding principles governing the recommendation shall include, but not be limited to:
· Assurance that a quality service will be provided.

· Risk is minimised.

· The proposal is affordable and represents best Value for Money.

2.5
A bidder’s ability or inability to meet these principles will be reflected in their overall evaluation score and ultimately impacts on whether the JET recommends them to be awarded a Contract.
3.0
Evaluation Phases
3.1
It is intended to make use of an ‘intermediate’ down-select as part of the evaluation process for this requirement.
3.2
The evaluation ‘phases’ for this requirement will be as follows:
· Phase 1 – Compliance Check. Upon receipt, tenders will be checked for completeness and compliance in accordance with the instructions issued in the Invitation to Tender. Should a bidder not provide a positive response to any of the requirements, or alternatively provide a detailed justification, as to why a positive response cannot be given, the Authority reserves the right to either exclude the bidder from the evaluation process or, at its discretion, seek clarification. In the case of the latter, a failure by the bidder to provide a satisfactory response within the deadline specified in the request for clarification will result in disqualification from the evaluation process.
· Phase 2 – Mandatory Requirements. A nil response to any of the mandatory requirements will result in automatic disqualification from the evaluation process.
· Phase 3 – Compliance with Terms and Conditions. Refer to 1.9 above.

· Phase 4 – Technical Evaluation. Refer to 1.4 and 2.2 above.

· Phase 5 – Commercial Evaluation. Refer to 1.5 and 2.3 above.

· Phase 6 – JET Meeting. Refer to 2.4 above.

· Phase 7 – Evaluation Report and Recommendation. Refer to 3.3 below.

· Phase 8 – Approvals. Refer to 2.4 and 2.5 above.

3.3
A full Evaluation Report will be produced for this procurement exercise. This report shall document the reasons why, where applicable, a tender is deemed successful/unsuccessful. It shall also be of sufficient detail so as to support additional de-briefing where requested by an unsuccessful bidder.
4.0
Scoring and Weighting Methodology
4.1
It is intended to adopt the following scoring and weighting methodology for this procurement exercise:

	Assessment
	Score
	Interpretation/Rationale


	Excellent


	5
	Exceeds the requirement. Exceptional demonstration by the bidder of the relevant ability, understanding, experience, skills, resources and quality measures required to provide the services. The response identifies factors that will offer potential added value, with evidence to support the response.



	Good


	4
	Satisfies the requirement with minor additional benefits. Above average demonstration by the bidder of the relevant ability, understanding, experience, skills, resources and quality measures required to provide the services. The response identifies factors that will offer potential added value, with evidence to support the response.


	Acceptable


	3
	Satisfies the requirement. Demonstration by the bidder of the relevant ability, understanding, experience, skills, resources and quality measures required to provide the services, with evidence to support the response.


	Minor Reservations


	2
	Some minor reservations of the bidder’s relevant ability, understanding, experience, skills, resources and quality measures required to provide the services, with little or no evidence to support the response.


	Serious Reservations


	1
	Major reservations of the bidder’s relevant ability, understanding, experience, skills, resources and quality measures required to provide the services, with little or no evidence to support the response.


	Unacceptable


	0
	Does not meet the requirement. Does not comply and/or insufficient information provided to demonstrate that the bidder has the ability, understanding, experience, skills, resources and quality measures required to provide the services, with little or no evidence to support the response.



N.B.
The allocation of ½ marks will not be permitted.
	Quality/Technical ‘sub-criteria’
	Weighting
	Maximum Marks
(scale of 0-5)

	Service delivery and operational management


	40
	200

	Contract Management


	20
	100

	Performance Management


	20
	100

	Exit Management


	10
	50

	Clinical Governance 


	10
	50

	Maximum ‘technical’ marks available


	500




5.0
TUPE (if applicable)
5.1 It is the Authority view that the TUPE Regulations 2006 do not apply to this requirement. 

5.2
If you have a contrary view to that of the Authority on the applicability of TUPE you are strongly encouraged to submit both a TUPE and a non-TUPE tender, providing a full explanation to support your view. If the Authority is satisfied by your explanation, the non-TUPE tender will be considered, otherwise the tender conforming to the Authority’s view will be considered.

