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Tendering round report
1. Overview of tendering round
1.1 Introduction

This is the (deferred) 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.
1.2 Programme structure

Tenders were invited against 3 specifications (Table 1) over 3 boroughs. 
Table 1 - Project specifications

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

	The City of London Corporation 
	1.1
	Square Mile Jobs
(City-focused job-search service and improved job brokerage developed and implemented in partnership with City businesses)
	£173,600 

	Hammersmith & Fulham
	1.1
	Our Ambitions
	£1,900,000

	Westminster
	1.1
	Westminster estate employment programme
	£665,000 

	
	£ 2,738,600


16 Tenders we received by the deadline of 12noon on the 24th October 2012. (Table 2)

No Tenders was received after the deadline.
Table 2 – Tenders Received

	Borough Base
	

	City of London
	5

	Hammersmith & Fulham
	6

	Westminster
	5

	Grand Total
	16


1.3 Programme Plan

The London ESF Programme 2007-13 is divided in to two planning periods, 2007-10 and 2011-2013.  The 2012-15 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 1 exception for the City Legacy Element) 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

	Number of participants
	1.1 
	1982

	Participants achieving a Vocational qualification
	1.1
	630

	Participants achieving a qualification at NVQ level 2
	1.1
	50

	Number of participants in work on leaving
	1.1
	763

	Number of participants sustaining  work six months after leaving
	1.1
	530

	Number engaged in job-search activity or further learning
	1.1
	20


*Please note that the City specification is a modified retender and these figures shouldn’t therefore be added to the previous round launch report to get the cumulative total.
1.4 Tenders and scoring

Five tenders were received for City of London Corporation’s 1.1 Specification. These were scored between the 31st October 2012 and the 20th November 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 initial scores differed by more than 10%, tenders were moderated by an experienced third party. Where tenders were moderated, the moderator’s score was used as the final score. Three tenders required moderation.
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.
For 1.1 City of London Corporation - focused job-search service and improving job brokerage developed and implemented in partnership with City businesses (Square Mile Jobs)
Five tenders scored above the minimum quality threshold of 50%

1. Community Links





(84)

2. Prospects Services




(82)

3. Kaleidoscope





(62)m
4. Islington Council





(59)
5. Remploy






(59)

Of these, all passed the gateway questions.  

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

	City of London Corporation 1.1
	1
	5
	5
	5
	5

	Total:
	1
	5
	5
	5
	5


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, LCs 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


For 1.1: (City of London Corporation - focused job-search service and improving job brokerage developed and implemented in partnership with City businesses (Square Mile Jobs):
The checks did not reveal any major concerns with the recommended projects.

However for 7549 Kaleidoscope and 7546 Islington Councils both organisations had current liabilities exceeding current asses in the last financial year, though the Council has significant fixed assets, Kaleidoscope does not. In addition for Kaleidoscope the Grant to turnover ratio would reflect a high proportion of their work at a level of risk which we would be uncomfortable recommending to the panel. 
The complete due diligence checks are presented in Annex 2
2.  Initial recommendations
London Councils staff have put together a package of initial recommendations for the internal appraisal panel to consider.  
Table 7 – initial recommendations

	Borough
	Spec
	Organisation Recommended to Panel
	Joint Score

	City of London Corporation
	1.1
	[7547] Community Links
	84%

	or
	
	
	

	City of London Corporation
	1.1
	[7548] Prospects Services
	82%


[7547] Community Links
Community Links received the highest score of any bidder being 2 points clear of the next highest scoring tender (Prospects Services). 
Scorers commented that the tender made good links to organisations and City businesses along with a good understanding of the needs of the projects. They felt that it offer a good value for money providing worthwhile additional provision – ‘work-tasters’ and mentors.
The scorers did however have concerns about:

· Where participants would be assessed given the location of Community Links’ offices.
· Clarity around how many legacy roundtables were being proposed – 3 or 5 (as specified)).
· How disabled participants would be targeted for the project.
· What effective outreach method or experience Community Links have beyond the London Boroughs of Newham and Tower Hamlets
References have been requested.

Community Links have named two partners on the project, these are presented here.
	Named Partners:
	Activity on Project
	Value of Work


Fusion People
	
	Job brokerage to city firms.

3 x Round table legacy events with employers and city fringe agencies. 
	£45,874.50


Urban Lynx
	
	Evaluation and development of good practice
	£12,630


[7548] Prospects Services.

Prospects Services came second in scoring.  The Scorers felt that the project had good activities and training on offer and added value to the project by offering support to 200 participants (100 specified). They also commended participant tracking methods alongside assistance offered to employers. The project delivery plan offered suitable reassurance of fore-planning and expertise.
The scorers were concerned that there was not a partnership approach and there didn’t appear to be a history of delivery in the City of London, however equivalencies from other boroughs are an acceptable substitute.

The scorers did however have concerns about:

· The amount of work allocated to CREA.
· Clarity regarding the number of employers committed to the project.
· How the provider would manage the ‘legacy’ element of the project.
The project did not declare any named partners for sub-contracting.

See Annex 1 for all bidders and their respective scores.
References have been requested.
2.1 Equalities targets

London Councils’ 2012-15 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 7, together with the indicative figures submitted by the recommended project.
Table 9 - equalities targets
1.1:
	Equalities group
	Target proportion
	Recommended project
Community Links
	Recommended project
Prospects Services

	Women
	51%
	51%
	51%

	Older people
	18%
	18%
	18%

	Ethnic minorities
	60%
	60%
	70%

	Disabled people
	22%
	22%
	22%

	Lone parents
	12%
	12%
	12%


Both project meet our programme targets, The College has chosen to exceed them
2.2 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:

Table 8 – Outputs and results
	2.3 Outputs and results


	Target number
	Recommended project
Community Links
	Recommended project
Prospects Services

	Number of participants receiving 6+hrs of support
	100
	100
	116

	Number of participants into further job-search and training
	20
	*
	28

	Number of participants in work on leaving
	30
	30
	35

	Number of participants sustaining  work six months after leaving
	20
	30
	22


       As reported in delivery plans
· Not included in delivery plan
3. Conclusions

The recommended projects 

· meet the geographical criteria for the programme

· does meet the equalities targets for the programme
The panel are requested to consider funding one the recommended projects in light of the findings above.  
Scorers wished to add that neither of the projects provided as satisfactory description of the legacy element of the specification and recommended that further clarity be sought.

� Cross-cutting themes were also scored (equalities and sustainable development were gateway criteria).
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