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~~STRICTER COMMERCIA~ ··-
PURPOSE 

fhe purpose of th1s report is 

a. to briefly expla in the process adopted for evaiL,atlrl~J the tender return 
submitted by Serco Aerospace and Defence and n 
response to the Invita tion to Negotiate ( !TN) issued for the Campus Integrator 
con tract. and 

~J to recommend , for endorsement by the Project Boa rd , the company to be 
se lected as Provisional Preferred Bidder (PPB)1 and taken forward to f inal 
negotiation and con tract award . 

BACKGROUND 

2. Three co mpan ies, Serco , ~nd - ere sel_ccted 
through U1e Pre-qual ification Questionnaire (PQQ) process to receive the ITN" ITN 
rlccuments were issued in two stages : support services on 23 Jul 04 and works on 24 
August A bidders· briefing was held on 30 Ju l 04 and site orientation tours for each 
;·ornpany were held during the period 3- 5 Aug 04. 

3 During the !TN bid period a series of workshops were held wi th each of the 
~11dde rs . replacing the convergence workshops that were removed to maintain the overall 
orog rarnme . The workshops covered support service del ivery. construction projects anrl 
cornmerc1al issues. The aim of each workshop was to ensure bidders understood every· 
aspect of the !TN, ou r requirements and the information they were required to su!Jmit n 
<heJr r'e turn . 

4 At the start of the workshops ~pressed concerns over the1r ability to 
respo nd to the !TN in our time frame due to the complexi ty of tt1e documer 1ts iJnd he shcrt 
respo nse time req uested . Following an exchange of letters - formally w1thcirew 
from tr1e co mpetition on 27 Aug 04 . 

5 Bids were returned in two parts , wi th Support Ser11ces Method Statements anc! 
MaiPtenance Plan returned on 14 Sep 04 and the fu ll submission re urned on 28 Sep 04 

EVALUATION 

C E valuation was carried ou t in accordance with the Fva l 8!1on Strategy- and the:! 

Evaluat ion P lan 4
. Techn ical Evaluation was sp lit into two -strands. suppori services and 

works services with two further strands covering commerc1c.1l and finan cial issues 
fV>ternoers of the Technical Evaluation tea m s were prohibited from sce1ng he finann al 
;nforrnation until their evaluation was com plete. Tearn members for nach strand are listerJ 
111 tne individual strand reports . Whenever possible mternal expert1se has been used. 
s' 1pp!emented by MOD experts and external consu ltants used fo r specia l 1st areC:Js . 

· Pr;•;e·rcc R doer IS conferred oy lAB her.ce the use of 'ProviS IOtlal· 
CUI POO evaluation repon endorsed by D1rector DA on 23 Mar 04 
C:'; I [ •;;-.,t.at,on Strategy ref D/DEFACICDT/530:12 O<Jtcd L'4 Aug 04 

':;, ,; :-. cvc.J.U8~tun Plan ref Annex 8 to DtDEFAC/CD /530/12 d<l!Hci /4 /l.ug Orl 
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Te'--ctm,c,al Evaluation 

7 The 2 Technical Eva luation strand~ were run as parallel activities as they used t'lG 

same evalua tion methodology and there was an overlap with individual evaluators Tne 
conclu sions fro m the reports are as follows: 

~!d.QQO rj _§~ !YI C~? 

a. ~i_Qder X. Although being generally compliant (a score of at least 5) l'lere 
were a signi ficant number of method statements that gave insuffJcJent detail tn 
enable the eva luFJtion pa nel to recommend a higher score than 2. On mar;y 
occasions Bidder X missed the opportunity to include specific statements of in tcn· 
and method in their tender return , and on occasion no method statement at z1! 

b. Bidder Y . Their method statements were in general terms the mom 
echnically and commercially compliant when compared against the Statement n· 

Requirement (SOR). They attempted to answer all SORs with a method 
statement tha t were both technically and commercially acceptable . On occcJSIO'"' 
they missed opportunities to demonstrate specific service intents and method::, t~"· 

there was no failu re to respond to each SOR. 

WQI_~Serv1ces 

a. B1dder X. Considenng Bidder X is a major construction company , tn~ir 
response was disappointing. On many occasions they fai led to provide sufficient 
information to convince the evaluators they were capable of delivering the 
construction projects . This may not be a true reflection of the company but the-; 
evaluators could only evaluate on the evidence provided in their response . whic'l 
reflected .the poor quality of their bid . In 3 of the 4 Works evalua tion areas . BJc!de .­
X were deemed to have provided ,only a generic response that had not bee11 
adapted to th is project , and under the specified scoring regime equated to <1 ~)Of;' 

response , and therefore not considered fully compliant. 

b. Bidder Y Bidder Y 1s a major construction company. Their subrrw:s on . 
demonstrated considerable effort in puttmg the bid together and they provJriF;d Hv: 
majority of the evidence the evaluation team were seeking to satisfy thern that the 
compa ny is capable, committed and in position to deliver the construct1on projec~:;. 

Commercial Evalua tion 

8 The Commercial Evaluation considered the bidders' willingness to sign the drc1ft 
con tract 1ssued as pa rt of the ITN, either unchanged (the standard bid) or w1th chanqcs 
marked up in their innovative b1d . One of the aims of the commercial workshop . held 
during ITN . was to reso lve any issues that the bidders highlighted as a difficu lty 1n an er-or; 
to prorluce a standa rrl hid was non-contentious. This evaluation also included a rev,ew ut 
the response to the risk and insurance matrices. The conclusions from these areas <=He :1<; 

fo lows 

a. Bidrler X. Bidder X's bid specifically identified that it was not inclusiv~ ,we 
therefore was di ffi cul t to evaluate, particula rly where it stated there ·may be: or l/v1·! 

be ' further comments. at prefe rred bidder. In addition . the comments proVJ(; .rJ 

were h1gh level anrl not always sufficiently speci fic to be properly evaiuatecJ 
B1cJcler X confirmerl at the final wo rkshop that their method statements were 
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Intentionally constrained to reduce t11 eir exposure to risk, and offered a pnced nsk 
register amounting to a further £6 . 7M5 annually to fully meet the SOR. 

b. Bidder Y. The standard b1d from Bidder Y was submitted on the basis of 
tile draft contract subject to only minor comments about bronds and to the risk 
assumptions. In relation to Bidder Y's variant bid, they offeu.;d a reduction fron" 
their price for the standard bid of £6 .2M in real terms over the l1fe of the contract ,r 
the amendments are accepted as drafted in the variant b1d mark-up, the vast 
majority of required changes were specifically drafted. In general terms the 
likelihood is that most of the changes suggested could be agreed 1f the assoc1ateG 
price reductions were considered value for money. 

F1nanc1a l Evaluation 

9 . Tt1e financial evaluation was carried out in four parts usmg the following experts 

a. Financial Stability of companies- Pricing and Forecasting Group (PFG ). 
part of DPA. 

b. Completeness of response and accuracy of the NPV calculat1ons -
MAS( A). 

c. Works Services assessment (standard OS tender assessment)- Fa1thful 
& Gould (Quantity Surveyor member of the Project BARRINGTON Design Team) 

d. Sensitivity analysis of the pricing model and review of the complete 
submission for compliance with the requirements of the ITN - IBM Business 
Consulting . 

10. Each team member produced an individual report, the conclusions from each were 
amalgamated into the overall strand report to identify wllether or not the compnnics were 
f ,,, ;Jn :~ l ally compliant with the ITN requirements . The summary of th1s report is as follows: 

a. Bidder X. Bidder X only provided a completed Pncing Proformas wnh no 
supporting evidence 7 and a poorly constructed NPV calculation , and failed to 
submit a maximum price for the Pt1ases 2 & 3 projects. ThE-;ir support serv1ces 
indexation rate (HICP8 + 1.9%) will inflate the1r prices increasingly signi ficantly 
faster than Bidder Y (H ICP + .8%) over the duration of the contract. 

b. Bidder Y. Bidder Y completed the Prici ng Proforma with ver; detailed 
supporting information, using their own financial model as the source of the mput 
data . Their NPV model was well designed . 

11 Scoring of the financial section was based on a simple mathematical proportion 
•Nith ttle lowest price being awarded 100% and the other bid shown :1s CJ perCt3ntage w 
proportion. These figures were then input into the overa ll we1ghti'lg tab le specif i E~d 1n the 
Evalua tion Strategy to give the final score for finan c1al evaluation 

(; ·, •r.•,<:s t•ga tion some of the pnced risks were erront>nt.> and o!11crs were 1101 annual 

~h' t."~·· t ·· 1c.' 15 b3scd Jn open bock accountll ·~ 

·.r-: r: "··• · _ as ~,.r· • ec! • I:HI ' lOn<scd Index of Const;rncr P'tces (~ICDJ to be 2 ,(. 
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OVERALL RESULT 

12 The scores from each evalua tions were input into the following table to estnbl!sh 
the overa ll score for each bidder: 

_-,; _l $0,~::~~;:_ =- ~~ -~u:~::~·-'-'i~::c__e_l ___ -t-_A_v..::.Sa..:...~~::..:~.c:.~-le _ __ r.' -- 8~~~~~ X 
Statements capability I 

Support Services 40% 14 7% 

2 
Works Serv1ces I '5% 4 1% . . ·-----1 

Support Serv,ccs 
Works Serv1ces 

! Financ.el I 
I Security · 

·--- --- ··-···-··-
1 Oual1ty and 

10% 
15% 

7% 
12 6% 

Bidder Y 
Score 

• 0"1. 
'S \ 

J Conf1gurat1o r Contro l 
and Change • Buslfle ·s 

J Performance 
· Com pany 

10% 4% 1 n"'o 
, Management 

4 i·-Key personnel 
Va lues 

Total 

i 10% I ·········· 2°A. ---1 [lui 

__ .Lt-_ _c1..c_0.:....0°'-.:.Ya_ l-- 44:;Ja --l·_----. 68:2:/o 

13. Other factors that influenced the fina l decision were the ove rall quality of the b'd 
submitted , the att iturle and responsi veness of the bid teams both at formal meetin g~· a'ld 
respond1ng to clarification questions ra ised , an-d the confidence of reaching sat isfa ctory 
contractual pos1tion during the preferred bidder stage . Whilst none of these are scored 
they do have an 1nfluence on the final recommendation. 

PREFERRED BIDDER NEGOTIATIONS 

14 The following issues must be resolved prior to contract award during fina l 
negotiations: 

a . Construction prices - compare prices with Stage C and 0 drawings 

b. R1sk- transfer back to MOD where is shows VfM . 

c. Insurance - reduce to self indemni fication . 

d . Method Statements - legalise. 

RECOMM ENDATION 

15. Havmg completed the full evaluation , strand leaders together with COT TL ,_me 
Commercia l Branch (G lasgow) convened a review boa rd to consider evidence from the 
strand reports and the overall results table , and to agree a recommendation for the 
Defence Academy Programme Board to consider. 

16. The recommenda tion of the Review Board was that Bidder Y shou ld be selected 
as provis1onal preferred bidder for the Campus Integ rator Project. 

17 A Review Note . if accepted by th e Programme Board . should be sent to lAB w 
accordance with the co nd1t1ons set at Initial Gate Approval. Once approved tre pre for:-c~c 
b1dder should be 1nfo rmed 

~----4 
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ENDORSEMENT 

The Defence Academy Programme Board confirms acceptance of the recommendation to 
se ec t Bidder Y as the provis ional preferred bidder for the Cah1pus Integrator ProJect 

Signed ... ........ .. ..... .. .. ... . .. .... ... ....... . .. ... . 

D1rector Defence Academy Board Chair 

Dated .......... .... .. ....... .. ... .. . 
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