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1. [bookmark: _Toc104879722]Introduction
1.1. [bookmark: _Toc104879723]General Introduction

1.1.1. This section sets out the methodology that will be used to evaluate tenders received for the Procurement of a “Project Manager”, “Cost manager” and “Multi-Disciplinary Design Team”. Pirbright Innovations Limited (the “Authority”) will conduct a qualitative and price evaluation of the tenders received. The contract award decision will be made on the basis of MEAT as described in this methodology.

1.1.2. The evaluation criteria comprise of four elements:

1. Supplier Suitability Questionnaire (SQ)	Pass/Fail
1. Quality (Written Response) 			50%
1. Quality (Presentation)			20%
1. Price					30%
TOTAL				100%
1.1.3. Tenderers are advised that the Authority is committed to meaningful stakeholder participation in the development and award of this Contract. Throughout the development of this process, key stakeholders have been involved in the content and formulation of the tender documentation and may participate either in an evaluation or observation capacity during the evaluation of responses.

1.2. [bookmark: _Toc104879724]The Evaluation Team

1.2.1. An evaluation team has been assembled to undertake a comprehensive, systematic and consistent evaluation of each tender received. The evaluation team will comprise of two separate panels: one to evaluate quality and one to evaluate price. These panels will comprise of representatives of The Authority and its wider consultant team.

1.3. [bookmark: _Initial_Compliance_Checks][bookmark: _Toc104879725]Initial Compliance Checks

1.3.1. Tenders will be subject to an initial compliance check to confirm that:-
a. tenders have been submitted on time, are completed correctly and meet the requirements of the SQ and ITT.
b. tenders are sufficiently complete to enable them to be evaluated in accordance with this methodology.
c. tenderers have not contravened any of the terms and conditions of the tender process – as described in the ITT.
d. tenderers have confirmed acceptance of the Contract.

1.3.2. Tenders that do not meet a – d above may be rejected at this stage.

1.3.3. Tenders that pass the initial compliance check will be subject to a detailed evaluation in accordance with the criteria and weightings set out in this methodology. The Authority reserves the right to call for further information or clarification from Tenderers, as appropriate, to assist in its consideration of their Tenders.

1.4. [bookmark: _Toc104879726]Irregular Tenders

1.4.1. Tenders which are incorrectly completed, or do not comply with the Instructions to Tenderers in any particular way may be rejected by The Authority whose decision in the matter shall be final. Tender offers must be submitted in accordance with the requirements of this Invitation Document.

1.4.2. Tenderers are reminded of their obligations to notify and keep notified the Authority of any concerns relating to the following:-
· Commercially sensitive information provided within their submission
· Conflict of interest
· Ownership changes of the company throughout the procurement which may affect your company’s ability to tender
· Use of the e-procurement solution to submit your tender within the time stated

1.4.3. For reference, tenders:-
· Which do not comply with the procurement documents;
· Which are received late;
· Where there is evidence of collusion or corruption, or
· Which have been found by The Authority to be abnormally low;
· Which have been submitted by tenderers who do not have the required qualifications shall be considered irregular ad will not be evaluated further
1.5. [bookmark: _Toc104879727]Overall Evaluation Weighting

1.5.1. The evaluation criteria for selection for each lot is set out below:-

	Document
	Weighting

	SQ
	Pass/Fail

	Quality (Written Response)
	50%

	Quality (Presentation)
	20%

	Price
	30%

	Total
	100%




1.5.2. Detailed evaluation criteria in relation to quality and price is set out as follows:-
· Appendix C – Standard Selection Questionnaire Evaluation (see 2.0 Standard Selection Questionnaire)
· Quality Evaluation (see 3.0 Quality Evaluation and 5.0 Presentation)
· Price Evaluation (see 4.0 Price Evaluation)

2. [bookmark: _Supplier_Suitability_Questionnaire][bookmark: _Toc104879728]Standard Selection Questionnaire (SQ)

2.1. [bookmark: _Toc104879729]About the SQ

2.1.1. This document sets out a series of suitability questions to ensure that tenderers have the appropriate financial, economic and technical capacity that are relevant and proportionate to the contractual and service requirements of the Contract.

2.1.2. Questions are largely based on “self-certification”, see Appendix C.

2.1.3. Failure to complete the SQ in full and/or achieve a “Pass” in all the “Pass/Fail” questions set out within the SQ will lead to your tender being rejected as it does not meet The Authority’s minimum requirements. Accordingly, no further evaluation will take place.

2.1.4. Evaluation guidance is provided within the SQ.

2.1.5. The Authority intends to assess all SQ submissions against the selection criteria stated in the SQ.

2.1.6. Applicants must answer all questions and provide supporting documentation where indicated to do so. Failure to answer a question or provide relevant supporting documentation will result in you being marked with a “Fail” against “Pass/Fail” criteria. Supporting information should be presented in the same order as, and should be referenced to, the relevant question.

2.1.7. You may also be asked to clarify your answers or provide more details about certain issues.

3. [bookmark: _Quality_Evaluation][bookmark: _Toc104879730]Quality Evaluation
3.1. [bookmark: _Toc104879731]Quality Evaluation (Method Statement Questions)

3.1.1. Tenderers will be required to submit proposals in the form of responses to method statement questions set out in Appendix D. The method statement questions relate to key elements and priorities under the Contract. Tenderers are required to submit responses to all method statements.
3.2. [bookmark: _Toc104879732]Quality Criteria

3.2.1. The Authority has set out its requirements for the delivery of services under the Contract as set out in the scope of services (Appendix A). Furthermore, The Authority has set out a number of areas in which it requires the Tenderer to respond to. These are set out in the Method Statement Questions of this ITT.
3.2.2. The Authority considers that the responses to the method statement questions will seek to provide evidence of the Tenderer’s ability to undertake the required services.
3.3. [bookmark: _Toc104879733]Criteria & Sub-Criteria

3.3.1. Method statement responses submitted by the Tenderers are scored using the scoring system set out at 3.4 Quality Scoring.
3.4. [bookmark: _Quality_Scoring][bookmark: _Toc104879734]Quality Scoring

3.4.1. Scoring of Tenderers’ responses for the purposes of quality will be based on the “Evaluation Guidance” scale provided in Method Statement Questions of this ITT.
3.4.2. There are six scoring categories for each question and further “evaluation guidance” is provided against each question. The “high level” scoring categories are set out below:-

	Score
	Evaluation Guidance

	5
	Response exceeds the requirements

	4
	Response slightly exceeds the requirements

	3
	Response meets the requirements

	2
	Response slightly fails to meet the requirements

	1
	Response substantially fails to meet the requirement

	0
	Response does not meet the requirement, fails to respond or does not provide supporting evidence



3.4.3. Each question will be scored and then the weighting (as set out in the method questionnaire) will be applied to give a weighted score for quality. A Tenderer’s evaluation score will be based on the Tenderer’s written response, but this will be clarified (and its veracity and accuracy verified) by the following methods:-
· Presentation (see 5.0 Presentation)
· Clarification meetings (if required)
· By responses to clarification questions raised by The Authority (if any)
· Verification of previous projects/examples cited in responses via communication with previous clients

3.4.4. The initial score will be based on the evaluators’ review of the Tenderer’s Response and may be updated based on 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 evaluation panel. Overall scores will be calculated to ascertain the Tenderer’s overall percentage score.

3.4.5. There is a possibility that during the verification process there may arise uncertainties in what Tenderers have stated in their submissions. The evaluation process has a built-in opportunity to attend to uncertainties, through a process of clarification. These will be identified by the evaluation team and verified through the clarification process described at 3.5 Clarification Meetings.

3.4.6. Clarifications will be dispatched in written form in a template to each Tenderer. There needs to be a careful distinction between clarifications and omissions and the process is about clarifying ambiguities or uncertain commitments and not about providing an opportunity to address something that the Tenderer has simply failed to address - this would be unfair to other Tenderers. The process is primarily about getting certainty of commitments, i.e. where a potential conflict has arisen in what is being proposed and what is actually stated during clarification meetings.

3.4.7. Tenderers are advised that the quality 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 from the clarification presentations.

3.4.8. A consensus score1 will be agreed by the evaluators for each of the evaluation criteria.


3.5. [bookmark: _Toc104879735]Clarification Meetings

3.5.1. If the quality panel is not satisfied with response(s) provided by the Tenderer including responses to Post Tender Clarifications, then The Authority reserves the right to arrange a clarification meeting with the Tenderer to clarify those elements of the Tenderer’s submission that are not clear. Following any clarification meeting, written confirmation will be sought from the Tenderer. This may result in marks provisionally awarded being adjusted, dependent upon the response provided.

3.6. [bookmark: _Quality_Threshold_(Written][bookmark: _Toc104879736]Quality Threshold (Written Response)

3.6.1. The Authority is keen to ensure that submissions received are of a consistently good level across all areas. In this respect The Authority reserves the right to reject any Tender that fails to achieve a minimum score of 2 (Slightly fails to meet the requirement) in any of the method statement responses and/or fails to achieve an overall minimum score of 50% of the available marks, i.e. 25%. Accordingly, the minimum threshold score permitted is set at 25% (out of 50%). Any Tenderer with a score below this threshold will be excluded. Tenderers should note that the “Minimum Threshold Score” is the score obtained before re- weighting as set out at 3.7 Final Quality Evaluation.

3.7. [bookmark: _Toc104879737]Final Quality Evaluation

3.7.1. The overall available score for the quality submission is 70% and the highest scoring tenderer will therefore receive a final “re-weighted” quality score of 70%. The remaining tenderers scores will then be adjusted on a pro-rata basis as follows:
Tenderer final score = (70% / A) x B

Where: A = the highest scoring Tenderer’s evaluated score B = Tenderer’s evaluated score

An example is shown below:

	Tenderer
	Quality Score from Evaluation
	Re- weighted Score
	Notes

	Tenderer A
	37.12%
	70.00%
	This is the highest scoring submission and therefore achieves a final score of 70%

	Tenderer B
	33.45%
	63.08%
	
The remaining final scores are calculated on a pro-rata basis.

	Tenderer C
	32.44%
	61.17%
	

	Tenderer D
	28.75%
	54.21%
	

	Tenderer E
	26.76%
	50.46%
	

	Tenderer F
	24.55%
	46.29%
	This Tenderer will be excluded for failing to meet the minimum threshold score of 25%.




1 The Authority will not aggregate the scores of individual evaluators; the consensus method will be adopted where a single agreed score is taken forward.


3.7.2. The quality evaluation will be scored using the scoring template attached at Appendix D

4. [bookmark: _Price_Evaluation][bookmark: _Toc104879738]Price Evaluation

4.1. [bookmark: _Toc104879739]Price Evaluation

4.1.1. Tenderers will be assessed on price, based on the cost submitted by the Tenderer. The overall available score for the pricing element is 30%.

4.1.2. Tenderers will obtain the highest possible score by submitting the lowest total tender sum.

4.1.3. The final “Threshold Adjusted Score” is re-weighted to the maximum score so that the highest scoring Tenderer receives the maximum possible score of 30.00% for the fixed price sum.

4.1.4. All remaining Tenderers Threshold Adjusted Scores are reweighted on a pro-rata basis as follows: Final Weighted Score = 30% x Tenderers Threshold Adjusted Score/Highest Threshold Adjusted Score.

4.2. [bookmark: _Toc104879740]Abnormally Low Tenders

4.2.1. Tenderers are advised that The Authority will scrutinise very carefully any Tender that contains a rate or price which appears very low. In this regard, Tenderers’ attention is drawn to The Aurhorities powers under Regulation 69 of the Public Contract Regulations 2015 (as amended) to disregard/reject any Tender that is abnormally low.

4.2.2. The Authority will seek clarification and evidence to support any abnormally low tender. Where such evidence is not forthcoming or does not support the reasons for an abnormally low tender, then The Authority reserves the right to reject the tender outright.

4.2.3. Where a Tenderer is asked to clarify any “abnormally low” rate or price, the Tenderer should note that any adjusted rate or price will be re-computed within the Price Evaluation Model.

4.2.4. Tenderers must note that analysis will include individual provided by the Tenderer in the Pricing Schedule and that Tenderers are therefore encouraged to ensure genuine market rates are submitted for all rates.

4.3. [bookmark: _Toc104879741]Disclaimer

4.3.1. Save for the purpose of comparing Tenders, the quantities inserted in the pricing evaluation model by the Authority, shall not bind The Authority in any way and does not constitute any warranty, representation, indication, estimate or predication of the volumes and quantities of future workloads which The Authority may require or the Consultant may provide under any awarded Contract.
5. [bookmark: _Presentation/Interview][bookmark: _Toc104879742]Presentation/Interview

5.1. [bookmark: _Toc104879743]Minimum Threshold Score

5.1.1. The Authority will invite to interview only those tenderers who meet the following criteria:-

· Achieving on overall score for the quality response that exceeds The Authority’s minimum requirements see 3.6 Quality Threshold
· Submitting a price that is not considered to be ‘abnormally low’ see 4.7 Abnormally Low Tenders
· Obtaining an overall score of not less than 60/80 prior to the interview stage assessment
· The top three scoring tenderers plus any other tenderer with a mathematical possibility of winning overall

5.1.2. Only those tenderers meeting the above criteria will be permitted to attend interview.

5.2. [bookmark: _Toc104879744]Presentation

5.2.1. Tenderers who are invited to the interview will be required to provide a brief presentation to The Authority. Tenderers should note that the presentation is scored. The format for the presentation is set out below and is required to enable The Authority to assess the Tenderer’s suitability, capability and capacity to deliver the required services in support of their responses to the Method Statement Questions.

5.2.2. Tenderers should note that presentations and subsequent clarification questions issued and received by The Authority may result in adjustments to the initial desktop evaluation score to reflect the robustness of the Tenderer’s Final Solution and in line with the evaluation criteria set out in 3.4 Quality Scoring above.

5.2.3. The format for the presentation is set out below – weightings and presentation requirements are provided in Appendix D.

	Time
	Subject
	Description of Requirements

	5mins
	Introductions
	The Tenderer is expected to bring no more than 5 key team members, including the project lead

	20mins
	Presentation by Tendering Organisation
	The tenderer is required to give a presentation outlining their approach to the project and in particular addressing the key points detailed in appendix D.

Tenderers will be provided with Presenting facilities and may use these if required but other presentation media including storyboards/portfolios may be used.

	20mins
	Question and Answer session led by Pirbright Innovations Limited
	The Authority will facilitate a questions and answers session relating to the Tenderer’s proposals. The Evaluation panel may also raise questions in relation to responses submitted in the ITT with the purpose of clarifying any elements of the Tenderer’s ITT response.

	5mins
	Close
	Wrap up, way forward, thank-you for attendance. 



5.2.4. Those attending the clarification meeting on behalf of The Authority will comprise representatives from The Authority’s Evaluation Panel.

5.3. [bookmark: _Toc104879745]Scoring of the Presentation

5.3.1. The overall available score for the presentation is 20% and the highest scoring tenderer will therefore receive a final quality score of 20%.  The remaining tenderers scores will then be adjusted on a pro-rata basis as follows:
Tenderer final score = (20%/A) x B 
where:
A= the highest scoring Tenderer’s evaluated score
B= Tenderer’s evaluated score

5.3.2. The presentation scoring template is provided in appendix D.

6. [bookmark: _Overall_Evaluation][bookmark: _Toc104879746]Overall Evaluation

6.1. [bookmark: _Toc104879747]Sequence of Evaluation

6.1.1. The evaluation of Tenders will be undertaken in the following sequence:-

· Step 1 – Compliance Checks (see 1.3 Initial Compliance Checks). Any Tenderer who fails to comply with the instructions to Tenderers will be rejected at this stage. All Tenderers who pass the initial compliance check will then be evaluated against their quality submission;
· Step 2 – Quality Evaluation (see 3.0 Quality Evaluation). Any Tenderer not achieving the minimum quality threshold will be rejected (see 3.6 Minimum Quality Threshold);
· Step 3 – Cost Evaluation – All Tenderers who have achieved the minimum quality threshold will have their cost submission evaluated in accordance with the methodology set out at 4.0 Price Evaluation; 
· Step 4 – Final Summary. All Tenderers who have been evaluated against both price and quality will have their total scores computed and the top scoring Tenderer in each lot will be awarded a Contract (see 6.2 Overall Score).

6.2. [bookmark: _Overall_Score][bookmark: _Toc104879748]Overall Score

6.2.1. [bookmark: _Hlk101945412]The scores achieved overall for quality and price will then be added together to give an overall score. Tenderers will then be ranked according to their total score with the highest score being ranked first.

6.2.2. The scores obtained for price and quality will be taken to two decimal places, rounded. The individual scores for price and quality will then be added together to give an overall score.

6.2.3. In accordance with the requirements set out in Invitation to Tender– Instructions and Background, the Consultant to be awarded a Contract will be based on the relevant ranking.

6.3 [bookmark: _Toc104879749]Tie Break

6.3.1 In the event of a Tie Break2, (where two or more top scoring Tenderers have the same total weighted score including both quality and price), The Authority shall select from amongst those Tenderers the submission of the Tenderer with the highest weighted score for their response to Appendix II. The Authority will not appoint more Tenderers than the number stipulated in this ITT.

2 Tenderers should note that the overall score will be taken to two decimal points.
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