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1 OVERALL EVALUATION
1.1 Introduction
1.2 The underlying principle of the Evaluation Methodology is to select the most economically advantageous tender that meets the Authority’s requirements.  The Evaluation Methodology is designed to provide a structured and auditable approach to evaluating Tenders submitted by Bidders.
1.3 The Evaluation Methodology set out in this Appendix (  ) will be used to evaluate the Tenders submitted by Bidders in response to this Invitation to Tender (“ITT”).
1.4 The Tender evaluation process is set out in section 7 of the ITT. Following the Compliance Check, a detailed evaluation exercise will be conducted by the Authority.  Tenders will be scored against criteria detailed in the Evaluation Methodology contained in this Appendix (  ).
1.5 Evaluation of Tenders
1.6 The Authority has allocated a maximum score for the following headline criteria to reflect the relative importance attributed by the Authority to that criteria as follows:
· Price – 60%
· Quality – 40%
1.7 The Quality criteria has been divided into sub-criteria as set out in section 2.  The lowest level criterion for the Quality criteria will be scored by the Authority using the scoring frameworks contained in this Appendix (  ).
1.8 Each of the Price and Quality criteria shall be scored separately. Following conclusion of the evaluation, the Price score and Quality score for each Tender shall be combined to determine the Overall score for each Tender.



	
	




2 QUALITY EVALUATION
2.1 Introduction
2.2 The Quality evaluation of responses will account for a total of 40% of the evaluation points, based on the three criteria set out in Table 1. 
	Table 1:  Quality criteria
	Criteria
	Percentage Weighting


	Technical
	25%

	Quality
	10%

	Health & Safety
	5%

	Total
	40%



2.3 Each of the three criteria set out above will be broken down into the following sub-criteria set out in Table 2. 
	Table 2: Quality sub-criteria
	Sub - Criteria
	Percentage Weighting


	Technical (25%)

	Reception Point procedures
	5%

	Reliability and effectiveness of Load Acceptance Procedures
	5%

	Proposed Opening Hours
	2.5%

	Operation of the Facility
	2.5%

	Site Visit Assessment 
	2.5%

	Product management 
	2.5%

	Residual Waste Management
	2.5%

	Contingency and emergency planning
	2.5%

	Quality (10%)

	Managing the contract
	2%

	Management Systems
	1.5%

	Certification
	1.5%

	Mobilisation
	1.5%

	Liaising with the Authority
	1%

	Social Value
	2.5%

	Health & Safety (5%)

	Health & Safety Procedures
	3%

	Monitoring and Reporting
	2%

	Total
	40%



2.4 To derive a score that will be incorporated into the overall evaluation methodology, each sub-criteria will be evaluated to determine a score from 0 to 5 in accordance with Table 3.
     Table 3: Marking Scheme
	0
	Unacceptable Response – No information provided or response does not address the requirement.

	1
	Poor Response – The response contains material omissions and / or is supported by limited evidence / examples.  Major concerns that the Tenderer has the potential to deliver / that they have failed to meet a reasonable standard.

	2
	Fair Response – The response contains some omissions and / or is not well supported by evidence / examples. Some concerns about the Tenderer’s ability to deliver / that they have failed to meet a reasonable standard.

	3
	Good Response – There is adequate detail / supporting examples giving a reasonable level of confidence in the Tenderer’s experience and ability.  The Tenderer appears to have the potential to deliver as required / has met a reasonable standard and there are only minor concerns about the Tenderer’s experience.  

	4
	Very Good Response – The level of detail / supporting examples gives a high level of confidence in the Tenderer’s experience and ability. The Tenderer clearly has the potential to deliver and / or has clearly met an acceptable standard.

	5
	Excellent Response – A comprehensive well evidenced submission, clearly demonstrating expertise and knowledge incorporating value added benefits/social value attributes & other points of innovation. The response is deemed to offer little or no risk and fully captures the understanding of the steps involved to deliver the aspects of the question posed, giving a very high level of confidence in the Tenderer’s experience and ability.



2.5 Individual evaluators will mark using whole numbers only (i.e. 0, 1, 2, 3, 4, and 5). Half numbers (i.e. 0.5, 1.5, 2.5, 3.5, and 4.5) or any other number format will not be used.  
2.6 Tenderers are advised that in some cases their final mark may not be a whole number, due to the process of averaging marks provided by individual evaluators.      


 
3 FINANCIAL EVALUATION
3.1 Introduction
3.2 The financial evaluation of responses will account for a total of 60% of the evaluation points. The only criteria which will be evaluated as part of the financial evaluation of responses will be the scoring of Contract Price. 
3.3 Contract Price
3.4 The Contract Price will be calculated for each Tender. This will be based upon the prices bid back by Bidders as set out in the Schedule of Rates using a series of assumptions as set out in Annex 1. The only prices which will NOT be evaluated in the financial evaluation of responses will be as follows:
· The Day work prices bid back for Non Specified Services.
3.5 Using the prices bid back in the Schedule of Rates and the assumptions set out in Annex 1 will derive an Annual Contract Cost for each Tender. This value will then be multiplied by the Contract Term to derive a Total Contract Cost for each Tender.  
3.6 A cost will also be included within the Contract price associated with the location of a Bidder’s proposed Facility. The costs to be taken into account will be the labour (driver), fuel and maintenance costs associated with delivering Mixed Dry Recyclables to the proposed Facility, using the assumptions set out in Annex 1. 
3.7 Evaluation of Tenders and scoring of Price
3.8 The scoring mechanism to be adopted for Price will be based upon a maximum score of 60 points being awarded to the Tender with the lowest Total Contract Cost, with a linear scoring applied to the Total Contract Cost of all other Tenders. The formula to be applied is as follows:
	Lowest Total Contract Cost
	X weighting

	Total Contract Cost being evaluated


	









4 OVERALL SCORING 
4.1 Introduction
4.2 Having completed the separate scoring of Quality and Price, the respective scores for each criteria are brought together for each Tender to determine the Tender with the highest Overall score.
4.3 An example of this is set out in Table 4:
Table 4: Overall Scoring of Tenders
	Tender
	Price Score (60%)
	Quality Score (40%)
	Overall Score (100%)

	Bidder A
	60
	29
	89

	Bidder B
	54
	33
	87

	Bidder C
	57
	35
	92

	Bidder D
	50
	36
	86

	Bidder E
	52
	31
	83



4.4 It can be seen from Table 4 that the Tender from Bidder C achieves the highest Overall Score and would be awarded the Contract.  

 



	
	
	








Annex 1: Assumptions used to determine the Contract Price
General Assumptions:
	Evaluation period: (years)
	5
	

	
	08/01/2018
	07/01/2023

	Landfill Tax 2017/18
	£86.10
	

	Landfill Tax 2018/19
	£88.95
	



Tonnage Assumptions:
	Mixed Dry Recyclables
	11,984 tonnes per annum



Extra Operating Hours (per annum) Assumptions:
	
	M – F 1700 - 2030
	Sat 1300 - 1630
	Sun and Bank Hols 0700 - 1630

	Facility
	20
	5
	5

	Waste Transfer Station
	20
	5
	5



Prohibited Material Assumptions:
	Assumed proportion of Prohibited Materials
	1%

	Assumed tonnage of Prohibited Materials
	120

	Assumed proportion Landfilled
	90%

	Assumed proportion to EfW
	5%

	Assumed proportion to Treatment
	5%



Contaminated Material Assumptions:
	Assumed proportion of Contaminated Materials
	17%

	Contractor Contaminated Materials %age Risk
	15%

	Excess Contaminated Materials %age
	2%

	Assumed tonnage of Excess Contaminated Materials
	240

	Assumed proportion Landfilled
	90%

	Assumed proportion to EfW
	5%

	Assumed proportion to Treatment
	5%



Waste Composition Assumptions:
	MDR Material
	Composition

	Mixed Paper
	33.5%

	Cardboard 
	20.9%

	Glass
	8.3%

	HDPE
	1.3%

	PET
	2.5%

	Mixed Plastics
	4.7%

	Plastic Film
	1.3%

	Steel
	2.9%

	Aluminium
	1.2%

	Textiles
	0.3%

	Fines
	12.1%

	Residual
	11.1%

	TOTAL
	100%



Delivery of Mixed Dry Recyclables to the proposed Facility
Time and mileage for journeys to and from the Facility.
	Driver cost per minute
	£0.34

	Fuel and maintenance cost per mile
	£2.02

	Number of journeys per day
	7

	Number of working days per annum
	260
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