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Tendering round report
1. Overview of tendering round
1.1 Introduction

This is the fourth tendering round of the 2007-13 London Councils ESF programme, and the second using contributions from individual boroughs or borough partnerships as the source of match funding.  
The London Councils ESF Co-financing Programme 2007-13 will work under ESF Priority 1.1: improving the employability and skills of unemployed and economically inactive people and ESF Priority 2.1 Increasing the Number of Employees with Improved Basic Skills. London Councils specifically aims to fund projects which promote the employability of excluded individuals in the community.  Projects should equip individuals with the personal and occupational skills they need to access and compete effectively in the labour market.
The purpose of this report is to inform London ESF partners of the recommendations relating to Croydon, Enfield, Kingston, Lambeth and Southwark’s ESF programmes. Partners are asked to:

· Note the contents of this report

· To state whether they are content the scoring process has been carried out fairly

· To support the recommendations of this report (or where they cannot to provide an explanation of why)

1.2 Programme structure

Tenders were invited against 21 specifications (Table 1) over 14 boroughs. 3 further tender specifications will be launched in January, these are not listed here.  

Table 1 - Project specifications

	Borough(s)
	Spec.
	Title
	Available amount (£)

	Barking & Dagenham
	1.1.1
	Community-based delivery of employment services
	£ 1,954,184

	Barnet
	1.1.1
	WorkFinder
	£ 389,500

	The City of London Corporation 
	1.1.1
	City-focused job-search service and improved job brokerage developed and implemented in partnership with City businesses
	£ 173,600

	The City of London Corporation
	1.1.2
	Supporting enterprise start-ups and self-employment using City employee expertise
	£ 158,500

	The City of London Corporation
	1.1.3
	Supporting City residents into employment
	£ 44,950

	Croydon
	1.1.1
	First steps to success
	£ 142,500

	Enfield
	1.1.1
	Improving the employability and skills of the unemployed and economically inactive
	£ 570,000

	Enfield
	2.1.1
	Increasing the number of employees with improved basic skills levels
	£ 190,000

	Hillingdon, Ealing, Hounslow

(combined specification)
	1.1.1
	Heathrow Academy
	£ 855,000

	Hounslow
	1.1.1
	Hounslow Construction
	£ 232,005

	Hounslow
	1.1.2
	Employment related training and support into work for Hounslow residents
	£ 444,788

	Kensington & Chelsea
	1.1.1
	Support into employment
	£ 114,000

	Kensington & Chelsea
	1.1.2
	Construction Foundations
	£ 114,000

	Kingston
	1.1.1
	Supporting people with health conditions to return to work or get into work
	£ 684,000

	Lambeth
	1.1.1
	Improving the Employability and Skills of unemployed and economically inactive people
	£ 589,140

	Lambeth
	2.1.1
	Increasing the number of employees with improved basic skills levels
	£ 57,000

	Lewisham, Southwark

(combined specification)
	1.1.1
	Self-employment through Business Support
	£ 285,000

	Southwark
	1.1.1
	Mental Health Employment Advisers
	£ 220,000

	Southwark
	1.1.2
	Bermondsey and Rotherhithe Employment Outreach
	£ 110,000

	Southwark
	1.1.3
	Sector-Focused Route to Work
	£ 240,000

	Westminster
	1.1.3
	‘Out of work to Self-Employment’ Services
	£ 101,333

	
	£ 7,669,500


148 Tenders we received by the deadline of 12noon on the 31st October 2011. (Table 2)

5 Tenders were received after the deadline and were not considered for scoring.

Table 2 – Tenders Received

	Borough Base
	1.1.1
	1.1.2
	1.1.3
	1.1 Total
	2.1.1
	2.1 Total
	Grand Total

	Barking & Dagenham
	18
	 
	 
	18
	 
	 
	18

	Barnet
	4
	 
	 
	4
	 
	 
	4

	City of London
	4
	3
	1
	8
	 
	 
	8

	Croydon
	9
	 
	 
	9
	 
	 
	9

	Enfield
	20
	 
	 
	20
	4
	4
	24

	Hillingdon, Ealing Hounnslow
	9
	 
	 
	9
	 
	 
	9

	Hounslow
	4
	7
	 
	11
	 
	 
	11

	Kensington & Chelsea
	9
	3
	 
	12
	 
	 
	12

	Kingston upon Thames
	3
	 
	 
	3
	 
	 
	3

	Lambeth
	11
	 
	 
	11
	4
	4
	15

	Lewisham & Southwark
	11
	 
	 
	11
	 
	 
	11

	Southwark
	4
	6
	9
	20
	 
	 
	20

	Westminster
	 
	 
	4
	4
	 
	 
	4

	Grand Total
	107
	19
	14
	140
	8
	8
	148


1.3 Programme Plan

The London ESF Programme 2007-13 is divided in to two planning periods, 2007-10 and 2011-2013.  The 2011-15 round of funding therefore falls under one planning period, but will extend beyond it into 2015.  
London Councils will update its CFO plan to reflect this new round, but also to reflect the direction of the grants programme following the decision of relevant London Councils committees and executive bodies. 
The target numbers of (standardised) outputs and results, for the whole programme is shown below (Table 3). 
London Councils pays providers on the basis of outputs and results delivered, rather than on cost.

The number of outputs and results, and the corresponding unit costs were fixed for each project specification and were not open to negotiation during tendering.  

London Councils has moved away from paying providers for each enrolment made to the project, and instead will be paying (with 2 exceptions) for each participant who receives a measureable number of hours of support milestone.  NB: a result can be claimed against any participant who has been enrolled in accordance with the programme procedures, whether or not they have received the milestone number of hours of support.

Table 3 – planned targets

	Target
	Measure
	Prospectus
	Specifications under consideration

	Number of participants
	1.1 & 2.1
	4653
	2410

	Participants achieving a Basic Skills or vocational qualification
	2.1
	894
	260

	Number of participants in work on leaving
	1.1
	1926
	752

	Number of participants sustaining  work six months after leaving
	1.1 & 2.1
	1845
	678

	Number engaged in jobsearch activity or further learning
	1.1
	660
	281


1.4 Tenders and scoring

The 71 tenders for the five boroughs were scored between the 1st November 2011 and the 4th January 2012. Each tender was scored separately by two scorers using a scoring framework with a maximum possible score of 100. Once each of the scorers had first scored each tender, they undertook a joint scoring exercise to agree on a joint score
. Where/if initial scores differed by more than 10%, tenders were/would be moderated by an experienced third party. Where/if tenders were moderated, the moderator’s score was used as the final score. 

Tenders were subject to a minimum quality threshold of 50%, and additionally there were two “gateway” questions, covering the national ESF cross-cutting themes of equalities and diversity and sustainable development, for which a minimum score was required; tenders scoring below these threshold values were not considered for funding.

Table 4
 summarises the number of eligible tenders received against each specification. A full list of projects by specification is supplied in Annex1 of this report (recommended projects are highlighted).
Table 4 – summary of tenders received

	
	Number of projects to be funded
	Tenders received
	Number above 50% quality threshold
	Number passing gateway questions
	Number of fundable projects

	Croydon 1.1.1
	1
	9
	8
	9
	8

	Enfield 1.1.1
	1
	16
	13
	13
	13

	Enfield 2.1.1
	1
	7
	2
	2
	2

	Kingston 1.1.1
	1
	3
	1
	1
	1

	Lambeth 1.1.1
	1
	12
	11
	12
	11

	Lambeth 2.1.1
	1
	4
	3
	3
	2

	Southwark 1.1.1
	1
	5
	4
	4
	4

	Southwark 1.1.2
	1
	6
	6
	6
	6

	Southwark 1.1.3
	1
	9
	6
	8
	5

	Total:
	9
	71
	54
	58
	52


1.5 Eligibility and due diligence

The eligibility of organisations to receive London Councils funding was checked for all those scoring more than 50% for at least one tender.  All organisations checked fulfilled the basic eligibility criteria of being formally constituted, able to work in the target borough(s) and financially solvent. 

As part of the assessment process, GLE carried out additional due diligence checks to ensure that the organisations recommended for funding are suitable for selection. The checks covered the areas shown in Table 5.
Table 5 – due diligence checks

	Type of check
	How check was conducted
	Reason for check

	Company / Charity registration
	Using Companies House and Charity Commission website
	To establish whether the organisation is registered and meeting its reporting obligations

	Constitution / memorandum
	Using the documents supplied by the organisation 
	To establish that the organisation is able to work in the London borough(s) and with the target group(s).

	Signed accounts
	Using the accounts supplied by the organisation
	To establish that the organisation has a positive net worth position 

To ensure that the certifying accountant has not raised any concerns 

To assess the grant to turnover ratio of the organisation

	Equal opportunities policy
	Using the policy supplied by the organisation
	To ensure the organisation is meeting its legal obligations

	Health and safety policy
	Using the policy supplied by the organisation
	To ensure the organisation is meeting its legal obligations

	Employer’s liability insurance
	Using the policy supplied by the organisation
	To ensure that the organisation’s staff are covered 

	Public liabilities insurance
	Using the policy supplied by the organisation
	To ensure that the organisation’s participants are covered


The checks did not reveal any concerns with the recommended project(s). 
However, the checks have highlighted some issues that will be addressed as part of the pre-contracting process:
Croydon
The checks did not reveal any major concerns with the highest scoring project. However, the checks have highlighted that S&DA Ltd did not provide employer’s or public liabilities insurance documents.

We would recommend that this matters should be covered at the pre-contracting meeting and the organisation should prove that it has the required insurance in place before a contract is awarded. 

Enfield
The checks did not reveal any major concerns with the highest scoring projects, however;

For 1.1.1 Reed only provided an environmental policy, not a sustainable development policy and this would need to be discussed with them in contracting.

For 2.1.1: No issues were found with the recommended project, however the Panel agreed that they would also perform checks on the project partners to ensure partnership financial sustainability.

Kingston
The checks did not reveal any major concerns with the recommended project. 
Lambeth
The checks did not reveal any major concerns with the recommended projects. 
However we would need to see partnership agreements and a full sustainable development policy being in place before contracting with Red Kite Learning.

Southwark
For 1.1.1 The checks did not reveal anything which in our opinion would present serious risks to the programme. It is worth noting that South London and Maudsley NHS Foundation Trust (SLaM) is an NHS Foundation and therefore isn’t governed by Companies House or the Charities Commission.

For 1.1.2 Reed only provided an environmental policy, not a sustainable development policy and this would need to be discussed with them in contracting.

For 1.1.3 The checks did not reveal any major concerns with the recommended project
2.  Recommendations
Internal appraisal panels consisting of representatives of the boroughs and London Councils, supported by GLE made the following recommedations.  
Table 6 – initial recommendations

	Borough
	Spec
	Organisation Recommended to Panel
	Joint Score

	Croydon
	1.1.1
	[7221] S&DA Ltd
	82

	Enfield
	1.1.1
	[7286] Reed in Partnership 
	89

	Enfield
	2.1.1
	[7299] 5E Ltd 
	76

	Kingston
	1.1.2
	[7212] Royal Borough Kingston Upon Thames (RBK)
	77

	Lambeth
	1.1.1
	[7314] Tomorrow’s People Trust Ltd 
	89

	Lambeth
	2.1.1
	[7317] Red Kite Learning
	78

	Southwark
	1.1.1
	
	

	Southwark
	1.1.2
	[7330] Reed In Partnership
	76

	Southwark
	1.1.3
	[7338] University of Hertfordshire Ventures
	70


Croydon

[7221] S&DA Ltd’s tender received the highest score of any bidder and was 8 points clear of the next highest scoring tender. 

Scorers commented that the tender was logical and comprehensive.  However, scorers suggested that the following issues be addressed at pre-contracting stage:

· The provider should demonstrate closer links with CALAT and Croydon Council (training and employment referrals)

· More detail required on the organisation’s relationship with employers and local community groups

· The provider should be made aware that it will not be required to work with NEET participants.

Nevertheless, given the clear difference in scores between this bid and the next highest scoring, it was felt that the project best covered the range of activities, outputs and results required by the tender specification.

Enfield

For 1.1.1

[7286] Reed in Partnership, the scorers felt that this tender fitted very well with the specification and represented good value for money. They also praised the innovative use of therapists and “3G mindset”.  However they did raise some concerns that partner management and the risks associated with it would need to be explained more fully.
For 2.1.1

[7299] 5E Ltd, the scorers felt that this tender fitted very well with the tender specification with some strong responses for sustainment.  However the scorers commented that the budget provided contained many inaccuracies and the staffing costs calculations are inaccurate. These would need to be addresses before entering into contract. Additionally the Panel agreed based on previous London Councils ESF delivery experience that the panel meet with 5E before any contract is awarded and discuss project start-up and sustainment strategies. 

Kingston

[7212] RBK’s tender received the highest score of any bidder and was 32 points clear of the next highest scoring tender. 

Scorers commented that the highest scorer wrote a solid tender which fits well with the specification.  However, scorers suggested that the following issues be addressed at pre-contracting stage:

· Issues of accommodation, (where the service will be delivered from) needs to be clarified

· Delineation of the relationship between ‘clinical’ and ‘practical’ service delivery.

Nevertheless, given the clear difference in scores between this bid and the next highest scoring, it was felt that the project best covered the range of activities, outputs and results required by the tender specification.

Lambeth

For 1.1.1 

[7314] Tomorrow’s People Trust scored the highest with 89 marks being 7 points higher than the next highest scorer. The scorers remarked that the tender was clearly tailored to the specification and builds on the ‘Gain Project’ currently being delivered.  They raised minimal concerns with the responses the tender gave.

For 2.1.1 

[7317] Red Kite Learning the tender scored the highest 78, being 7 points clear of the second highest scoring tender.

Scorers commented that is was a good fit for the specification and showed a real understanding of the target group.  However, scorers suggested that the following issues be addressed at pre-contracting stage:

· Clarification on the assistance offered to employers to help maintain participants employment and utilisation of new skills.

· The projects ability to identify the impact on and the risks associated with the different equalities groups who would engage on the programme.

Nevertheless, given the clear difference in scores between this bid and the next highest scoring, it was felt that the project best covered the range of activities, outputs and results required by the tender specification.

Southwark

For 1.1.1
[7327] South London and Maudsley NHS Foundation Trust (SLaM)

The panel agreed to proceed with the second highest scoring project (following moderation) SLaM, who were initially the highest scoring bid, but following moderation were reduced from 71 to 61, one point behind Remploy on 60.

The panel made this decision in consideration of the specialist needs of the participants and the superior track record with sustaining employment with these participants that SLaM was able to demonstrate in their tender. Remploy were not able to demonstrate a track record of working in Southwark with Mental health needs participants delivering the required activities.

The Panel also noted that the delivery plan for Remploy did not cover the whole period required and that some of the required participant activities (i.e. appropriate CBT) were not covered in sufficient detail unlike in the SLaM tender, which was a required element of delivery.  The Panel were also concerned that the employer links were not tailored or adapted to participants with mental health needs with appropriate follow up support.

Additionally some sections of the Remploy tender did not refer to Southwark borough.  

SLaM showed its considerable track record of working with the target group clearly demonstrating their ability to adapt delivery to people with mental health needs and supporting them to achieve sustainable work. However: 

Scorers suggested that the following issues be addressed at pre-contracting stage:

· We would question that lack of employer input into project design and the non-identification of employer needs, which the tender tries to justify. 

· Only one route of referral onto the project, from The Trust itself, which would limit participation only to those engaged with SLaM.

· Participant tracking methodology needs greater clarity 

For 1.1.2

[7330] REED in Partnership were the highest scoring bid, being 11 points above the second highest scoring tender.  

Scorers commented that is was a good fit for the specification and showed a real understanding of the target group.  However, scorers suggested that the following issues be addressed at pre-contracting stage:

· More detail was requested on the methodology for how Participants would be assisted in gaining work placements and the support that would be offered to them once in those placements. 

· More detail on how overlap and duplication with Work Programme and Families with multiple problems programmes would be avoided

· How claims reports would be produced and overseen by the project manager if the project manager only works .1 of a week on this project.  
Nevertheless, given the clear difference in scores between this bid and the next highest scoring, it was felt that the project best covered the range of activities, outputs and results required by the tender specification.

For 1.1.3 

[7338] The University of Hertfordshire Ventures was the highest scoring tender, being 2 marks higher than the next tender highest scoring tender.

Scorers felt that the tender was a good fit against the specification, involving the Strategic partners and linking in to the Canada Water development, several innovative elements were identified such as the employability toolkit and employers tool. 

However, scorers suggested that the following issues be addressed at pre-contracting stage:

· Further information should be requested about the organisations history and track record of delivering sustained jobs outcomes.

· The number of staff which will be working on this project (management and delivery) was unclear

· Partnership agreements and roles would need to be clarified

However assuming these issues would be resolved to the boroughs’ and London Councils satisfaction we a satisfied with this recommendation.

See Annex 1 for all bidders and their respective scores.
2.1  Outputs and results

Table 8 below sets out the core outputs and results required by the tender and compares them to the outputs and results that the recommended projects have undertaken to deliver:

	Target
	Measure
	Specifications under consideration
	Recommended projects
	All projects recommend 

(to date)

	Number of participants
	1.1 & 2.1
	2321
	2321
	(6760)

	Number of participants in work on leaving
	1.1
	752
	752
	(2555)

	Number of participants sustaining  work six months after leaving
	1.1 &2.1
	678
	678
	(1972)

	Number engaged in jobsearch activity or further learning
	1.1
	281
	281
	(655)


2.2 Highest scoring tenders

The scored tenders were listed by specification and by score and the top scoring tenders in each specification were considered.  
2.3 Equalities targets

London Councils’ 2011-15 ESF prospectus commits it to achieving a number of equalities targets at programme-level.  Providers were asked to indicate within their tenders how many of their participants were likely to be from each of the equalities target groups.  The targets are set out in Table 8, together with the indicative figures submitted by the recommended projects.
Table 8 - equalities targets
	Equalities group
	Target proportion
	Recommended projects
	All projects recommend 

(to date)

	Women
	51%
	57%
	55%

	Older people
	18%
	18%
	18%

	Ethnic minorities
	60%
	60%
	61%

	Disabled people
	22%
	47%
	29%

	Lone parents
	12%
	17%
	20%


3. Conclusions

The projects recommended for funding: 

· match the programme specifications for outputs and results

· meet the geographical criteria for the programme

· meet the equalities targets for the programme

The panel are requested to consider funding the recommended project in the light of the findings above.
� Cross-cutting themes were also scored (equalities and sustainable development were gateway criteria).
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