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London Councils ESF Co-financing Programme 

Borough Programme 2012-15
External Moderation Panel
Date and time: 23rd November 2012 10:00am
Location: 
London Councils, 

59½ Southwark Street
London, SE1 0AL

Panel Members:

Stephen Boon (London Councils)

David Jones (London Councils)

Neil Wigglesworth 
       (London Borough of Hammersmith & Fulham)

Sue Harry (DWP)
Drew Gallon (GLA)

Apologies:

Sharon Carey (NOMs), Forogh Rahmani (EPMU), Tawhid Qureshi (EMPU), Joyce Roberts (SFA), Tom Harding (City of Westminster)

1. Welcome and introductions
Stephen Boon opened the panel on behalf of London Councils and gave a brief description of its purpose, terms of reference and the agenda. Attendees introduced themselves.

2. Terms of reference and overview of the tendering round
Stephen Boon provided an overview of the tendering round, scoring and selection process.
Aims of the appraisal panel:

· To select a package of projects to meet the specifications laid out in the London Councils ESF Co-financing Prospectus 2012-15 

· To be accountable to the GLA and ESFD;

· To have oversight of the scoring process to ensure that scoring was carried out independently and impartially;

· To ensure that proposed projects have the organisational and financial capacity to deliver the intended activities;
· To ensure that activities are not duplicated across CFOs;
· Where appropriate, to suggest amendments to projects to enable them to deliver the specifications contained in the London Councils ESF Co-financing Prospectus 2012-15.
Project appraisal criteria;

· Project fit with specification

· Value for money

· Innovation

· Added value

· Quality and achievability of outcomes

· Contribution to the cross cutting themes; equal opportunities, sustainable development and health
· Quality of partnerships (where appropriate)

· Links and complementarity with other programmes 
David Jones explained the documents of the pack provided for the panel:

· Borough Panel reports x3

· City of London,

· London Borough of Hammersmith & Fulham

· City of Westminster 

· Annex 1: The scores for all the projects and a raw data and comments from the due diligence checks
Overview on tendering round: 

· 16 tenders received,

· no tenders were received after the deadline so all were eligible
· 14 tenders met the minimum eligibility requirements,
(Meaning that 2 tenders scored less than the minimum quality threshold)
· 3 project specifications,

· 2 tenders recommended for funding

· 2 tenders were recommended for a clarifying interview before awarding funding to 1 of them

The selection criteria and process is detailed in the Tendering round reports.

	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

	The City of Westminster
	1.1
	Westminster estate employment programme
	£665,000 

	
	£ 2,738,600


3. Declaration of interest

All scorers were required to sign declarations of interest and impartiality forms before scoring the tenders.
No declarations of interest from the panel members were made at the meeting.

4. Recommended projects
The panel considered each recommended tender under each specification and discussed the choices made.  

Panel members had to agree on every decision in every specification. Below is a list of the selected projects by specification.

The City of London Corporation
DJ: Summarised the specification and the information presented in the internal panel report which was provided to the panel in advance on the meeting.

The recommendation to the panel was that the two top scoring projects would be invited to interview conducted by officers from the City and London Councils.  Interviews will be used as a means to obtain further clarity on how bidders will deliver the ‘legacy element’ of the project.  It was noted that the legacy element does not include an ESF match funding element and is solely funded by the co-financing borough.
The panel agreed that a scoring framework and weighting for the interview responses would need to be agreed in advance and sent to EPMU before the interviews took place, and that the interview should restrict its scope to the legacy element and not include questions already covered by the tender scoring process. The panel also recommended that due care to the weighting of the interview response should be made, in relation to the received tender responses, and that it should be complementary to the existing scoring framework.

The panel were comfortable with this approach provided it was accepted by EPMU.
The panel agreed that, informed by the interviews the highest scoring (overall) of Community Links or Prospects should be invited to enter negotiations to deliver the contract, and that the project placed in second place should be offered reserve status.
NW: noted that the BBC offered a good example of engaging with the local community and getting work placements for individuals who had not previously considered the BBC as an employer and this this may prove to be a useful model to take best practise from and transfer to City-type businesses
The London Borough of Hammersmith & Fulham

NW: Summarised the specification and the co-financing borough’s aims and objectives for the project.

DJ: Summarised the information presented in the internal panel report which was provided to the panel in advance on the meeting.

Concerns were raised about a number of the partners in the preferred bidders tender. In addition to the partner identification section a small number of additional partners were listed only in budgetary details section. It was agreed by the panel that a full description of their delivery would be requested during contracting. 
The Panel agreed that these concerns should be raised at the contracting meeting with the chosen provider and that project partnerships and delivery expectations could form part of the negotiations. Where necessary, partners would be monitored closely to ensure that delivery was proceeding in accordance with plan.
SH: asked if London Councils were able to monitor partners when contracts are live.

SB: responded that London Councils would and has monitored partners on projects where an element of poor performance or risk has been identified.

The panel agreed that Ealing, Hammersmith and West London College should be invited to enter negotiations to deliver the contract and Seetec be offered reserve status.
The City of Westminster

DJ: Summarised the specification and the information presented in the internal panel report which was provided to the panel in advance on the meeting.

DJ also commented that higher highest scoring tender set out a strong logic for the employers referenced in the bid and it demonstrated good connections through to workplace co-ordinators as well as local skills providers.
The borough (in absentia) raised that they felt PDT’s bid was stronger in terms of what CityWest and Peabody were offering and using intelligence from housing providers to direct targeting and connect with Welfare Reform.

The Panel noted that during contracting further clarity would be sought on the linkages with mental health services that would be available to participants and a breakdown of the supplier costs. 

The Panel noted that the number of lone parents was quite high for the recommended project and were surprised by the gender ratio associated with this.  The recommendation was taken to raise this during contracting.
The panel agreed that Paddington Development Trust should be invited to enter negotiations to deliver the contract with Vital Regeneration offered as a reserve.
5. Conclusions and actions
The external panel has agreed to the list of recommended projects for all specifications. London Councils will consider any information promised by panel members as part of pre-contract negotiations with providers. Where/if contracts are not awarded, London Councils will provide an update to panel members.
The panel asked for a clarification from JCP about the update of the benefit changes for parents, relating to the transfer of parents to JSA when their children read 1 year of age.

The City of Westminster (in absentia) raised the comment that this programme was not running in isolation and all providers should be aware of other provision which operates such as the DWP ‘Families’ provision which is expanding in scope and beneficiaries that can be referred to it. The borough believes that there’s a significant demand in our boroughs for both programmes to operate, but we should assure ourselves in commissioning the programme that what is being offered has a local logic and is designed with other provision in mind and is flexible to changes in the scope and scale of statutory provision. 
The City of Westminster (in absentia) also raised that the ‘value for money’ assessment methodology should be reviewed. London Councils agreed to review the scoring framework in line with this and as part of the on-going programme evaluation.
The panel were thanked for attending the meeting and for their input.
