
POL00090473 
POL00090473 

P 'KP4-41 I~ESTRIC,TBD CONTRACTS ACTS.

Bringing  c olo y to Post ces and Ben , t?t.P tft e tr 

PROGRAMME VALUE F. cTOR ASSESSMENT w 2h APRIL 1996 

Author: :Derek Sei f, 

Authortty: Derek SeLW(:,? ?€,s. 

Reference. PWK.: 4n41. 

To update Contents. Edit. Select A%, and press FS. 
Contents 

Version: L0 
27 April 1996 

Page 

2. BACKGROUND....................<.,,..,.,.,...,,...,.....,..,,,,,...,.....,,,.<......,.,....................,,.........,,,...,.,..,,.........2 

3. PRO ,Al.MM SUMMAR° ..,,,.<...,,,...<„>...,,,,......<,.,.,«,...,,,,,,,<..,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,..,........,...,..,,,,,,........... 

4.1. Introduetion ...........,<..,.,....<.,.., ........................,..........,....................................... 4 
4.2. Value Factor 1 - Customer Acceptability  ..................... 4 
43, alue. Factor 2 
4,4. Value Factor 3 -- Fraud Free Method of 1 ay ent.......,,.,,.,,...,.... .....................,...,.........,.....,.....,...... 
4.5. Value Factor 3a - Fraud Free Systems for POCL ..............<,.,.,,.,,.,..<..,,,,.......,,,,........,,., ,,<..,..,,,,,..... 
46. Value Factor 4 e Credibility of delivery in Steady State .................................. ... ..,...,.,...........,.. .. 
4 ~ < 1u : Factor 5 - Start UP 
t,,S, ', , ~ . Fac tear 6 - la nov do ...... ..._ ... .................... «..,.. ,....... .,,,,,.........., 8 
4.9.
4.11. V;gue Factor 8 : "Managem€eet Capability ............... ......... ............ ......,,,,.-. 9 
4.1 1. `r ,zk Factor 9: Reliability mid Srrpporr ............ .......... .,,.... ..,,,. . ..._,,,,,........,..... 10 

~dec. s actor 10 , Stability/Coherence .....................<,...,..,,,,....,...,..,,<<....,.......................,............ 11 

L PURPOSE 

1.1. This paper is an addendum to P` 1 4'22, version 2.3, and PWKP433, version 2.0b. 
lodged with the Programme iavyers prior to receipt of tenders and rete dens 
respectively. It provides a. summary of the Programme Value, Factor assessment of 
25 April 1996. This followed assessments completed by the Contracts and 
Demonstrator strands to take aunt of evidence gathered from the start of fa .., el'

negotiations  with Service Providers on 29 March to examination of the  :. '. 
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2, BACKGROUND 

2i. Following receipt of retenders on 22 April. lyre-  allocated teams carded out assurance 
activities from a Contracts, Demonstrator and Partnership standpoint 0r1. the retender 
material. The activities consisted of reviewing the retenders against the pre-11". . 
position considering whether any changes had been made and., if so, the impact of 
hose changes. The full results of the assurance activities are described elsewhere, 

X.$. In the course of the assurance activities terheicci and contracts reviewers concluded. 
that, notwithstanding their exposure to the pricpricing content of tenders and retenders 
since the last review, they should have the opport!.rnit ° to revisit the existing Value 
Factor assessments in view of the more recent relevam experience and the changes .in 
Service Providers' positions in sonic areas evidenced by the content of the .retenders. 
The tennis held formal reviews on 24 & 25 April to bring together reviewers' 

23. .A Programme Review took place on 25 April to reconsider the Programme scores 
and validity markings in the light of the three stream reviews referred to in para 22. 
A sun. mart' of the results is given in section 

H 
and the detailed changes and rationale 

are set out in section 4. 

2.4.. The scores for factors :l 10 (i.e. exelndi c !A, l r ud tier systems ier OC) were 
led into the evaluation in accordance with the jreoredures q creed it, 1'W P4.5,, Issue 
3.0. 

27 April :I t Page 2op'11 
I 



POL00090473 
POL00090473 

K}'4  RESm:cTED CONTRACTS 

3. PROCRAMME SUMMARY 

3.1. . The following table shows the lYrefaaramme scores for the Value Factors. Where there 
have been changes in scores or validity rrrark€ n;-s €ai p e €ous score/marking, is 
shown in brackets. 

Miiilt'lOeNsaiMSYela(NimMh~i~welavAkww.w~< *x ____ - 

CustomerAcceptability B 5.3 B. 5,.3 ., 

Stai1-•Agent Acce,:ptability, 0 14..€.. 5.0 B 5,5 

3 'Fraud Free: Payment I t xd :fi 

3A FraudFree Systems forPOCL 5.7 B 5.9 B 5,.1 
13... 

4 Credibility (f Delivery 5.7 B 5.5 B 4,1 

5 5tart4.<p 5.4 B. 5.1 B.. 4.4 I3.. 

6 Innovation 5.3 B 5.8 B 5.4 B 

7 Flexibility 4.7 B 4,2 13 4.4 B 

1araagement C Lpabili 43 C± 4.5 .II 17 I 

9 Reliability and Support 5.3 C- 5.2 C . 4.5

1ijtahilitv and Coherence 6.2 B 6.0 B 4.4 Li 

.I`his mark refers to iI» ..€' r vrin.e 441 a.a $ € is aloe IT, 

3.2. Theneed Value a €; 4€' '1
j

i€
(

enti eti laftc- the issue of df Tails of i1€ , Icli ~T~3r 

$g
tkctor~Rs t

c

o

Y

c:7 Pv..H1 tlt~ f~ S l_ i.:€ "

f

' (. I,\ €t., ~,'<ia l„ .41 €?.J£, , ,....., ,.. ~o;ii_ .€€v. 1;, C, ,.$,`i Eg.:L

j

l. I e 
they offer a et'. S Z 3_F?l I.3S 3 > a respect ' i1H _I .1 r L t .f i, 'c 1r _ de; . Il 

njt proposed 1. c: s V. € .ee of the evaluation, 

m+ w»uoPwoumnw»vmw»ww+.swow++euwoo».o: rowoo»r 
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4. ...J T.I .Y< ̀:l IO1 

4,L trttraductio 

4.1.1. The outcome of the reviews by the Contracts and Demo Streams' can be summarised 
as follows: 

(a) the Contracts Stream revised their marks for factors 3. 4, 8, and. 1€1. The 
resit and a swnm.nr £ th a ;so> rated rationale are given later in this paper.; 

(b the .t)emo Stream only s o'•.: _ . a change necessary to factor 3: in some 
other factors their view on some of the ub-factors caged to a degree, but not. 
enough to alter the factor score, 

4.1.2.. The revis ri scores (and rationa>e for the factors where scores charged) are given in 
the paras below. 

442. Value Factor - Customer Acceptability 

4,2. l No change from previous review. 

27 April :1996 Page 4 of 11 NO
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4.. Value Factor 2 - Staff . ent Acceptability 

4.3..1, N 4 1 $£ ;f: horn poo rcoew. 

4.4. Value Faewr 3 - Fraud F me Method of Payment 

The measures proposed to make the service E: " henefi vta.'aent fraud lree and to 
maintain that fraud free leve1. 

u

t t 4 T.< 1r3 5r4 I;, ti , 

Partnership

Contracts 2 B 

_)) (2 5)

Demonstrator 6.? A 6.3 A 4,3

(7.1 '► (7, 1.) (4,4) 

(7M) .r ` .>.• ..#F 

*'R e.frrs to their Lion-compliaint bid against the ITT 

4.4.1,

4.4<2. Contracts Stream considered that as a result of the d ,, ,iorati{fin in the Ca link 
position in. their .retender, the Pathway bid now represented the best deal in terms of 
transfer of fraud risk. heir position in the negotiations  and retender was unchanged 
from their non-compliant bid against the ITl', so their score should remain at 3„0, 
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4.4.:3. Cardlink and IB M. were equal in their nornacceptance of cardholder vehf thm 
fraud., but .inferior to Pathway. On other .fraud, however, the cover from 'Wink 
was bettc - thou from IBM. On this basis the Cardlink score should be 25 ai::a,n dh%: 
IBM score 2.0. 

4.4,4. The Demo Strewn had ccliv ide d W.., fillctor into two su -fhc tors. 

(a) the physical measures to prevent fraud 

(h) the procedural measures (` gaud &: Risk Management') to back up the physical 
measures. 

4.4,5. Although posit ons on l'I<5 ,icol m _ <ass. r (and thus scores) were unchanged, the 
Demo Stream anted that all tree Service Providers had shifted their position in 
.Varying degtLe' on assumption of hai1r on Benefit Ln a l ment I niud I"i is 

t4ca1mr down their actitties in he Fraud and Ris 

4.4.6, The extent of this down, cal ng was not documented in the responses (Cardlink had 
con:ime.ated that the Security Proposal was ` significantly impacted", and tea ui.red 
updating to be consistent v ith their i .a a huh c i d 'area 

ed. as this oi.ld r nrc additional iit.lcirrnation from and 
: SSi€1~i1 wit l Service PioS,idt r: , ilnweer from the inWrmat16)il held it was 

possible to lbrm the viov tlr,:at the eures of all three w . ild be reduced. 

t 4 7 The l)el o Stream that. in view of the lack of detailed infbrma ion. supplier 
4°c'st• ..; ire tb: rrnerdurul menenes h er should be either the scorn appropriate 

u ':. _ ecnllt % i`:' _t , €t Ihutam dhere urn niojor roservutieru which null re. iit 

i .Ilaficarlt wort: po;t. v , '-axd of co nuct' o:rr the C.'dMiu ; were, wbciwnur was Ike 

1,4W. In derivinu the Programme scores, it was agreed that the 20180 balance between. 
,1.,nir act and F.){enm should he used attain. 

4.4.9. In Ia:: ,stir ,, the Programme review noted. the Contracts view that. whilst their scores 
ucr c fair osanworeuts against the original expectations, experience of the 
negotiations with the three shortlisted suppliers had shown that these were set at a. 
is el which the market was not prepared to meeL f rnate e i 
knekd .::.:.:  g ir re Pathway as ,ii 

4.4.10" The results of such scores at Progranune level, using the 20/80 formula, would be.,: 

Cardlink 5,8 

IBM 5.6 

Pathway 4.4 

27 April 1996 Page to f 1.1 1.0 
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M Value Factor 3a - Fraud Free Systems 1r PO :'`L 

4.5.1. No chance from previous review. 

4. . Value Factor 4 Credibility  of delivery in Steady State 

1.Be01. Ff.. 'LSf 

The ser Y:ke provi«or's designs, procedures, tnohi, methods, resources and 

organisation, n f

e
x

'va G,: :.: :

{

~.t th
at 

th e ': .4:` 412 ai.)t zs-. ,^ei„.~~4i .1 ..., w~ ss ' {,. .ti . 3,.

$

...a

2

.d. ~ ~3 .'o.- s;~ ' d 
 

isye 

qtu i+N , shovvbi,~';. Si ~n W3~e:y quality, 
i~:.~ 

gq 3 
2X~.F etlb..ld Yf aa 34 ~.Eit~..xi.F.l i~, Mlb ths„ 3E -' and. POt. {.s .k••c .̀: y. •..   .i i4... .3 

and. objectives. 

g
g j $ I

Partnership 

Ila d csf ting et { _• 'I, Good Very Good Good 

capability and k t [i¢ z Good :ood OK 

Contracts .3,5 D 3, ) 3,5 D 

(4.0)
.. ...~.... 

( 
A.- e a .tlns ss. za.o€ 

B 
~,. ....,.. 

5.7 B. - 4, t

Programme______ r°amme B 5, B 4x . 

4. ,1.. C e: tray is `qtr s . r: reduced Cardiin 's score to reflect their refusal to accept implied 
requirements in the .. contract. l.ct. 

4.6.2. The Programme noted  the above change. Stir concluded that thee previous agreement 
-in the

j)

 relate  relatOr enp e of the . en ti :s[houid stand. .e.. the Demo scores should 
to a of } 

~ Io th dt'4Y x'Fn:li, ,.`,~ x `'~ the c,ol trxl. t evidence, 
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4.7. Value Favtot - Start Up

.7.L No t P? .vious review, 

4.8. Value Faetur t Innovation. 

lm'Oio , 

The service provider ii'eds, to be pnu-active, c.,iaaii eworientated and demonstrate a 
zeuui.t'It "Cam do" attitude, 

i I : S'Aho a le  grn . a . creative ideas and understand how to apply tochnolog .F . x f ;: i ^, 
bth 1d .aa upon his initial. services, complementing, rather than competing with th . 1
core eompetences. 

He should seek to do existing things better and Netter new things 

Partnership

=.a:4yO r:r' s ?dfaanitiis Good Very Good O.K 

U:aiatrac-ts 4.0 D

Demonstrator 5.  B 5,4 :t 

4.$1. No change from previous review. 

27 .Ap:r.i.i 1996 Page of i i.t? 
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4,9 'hdoe Frtor 7 - 't \ii iiit 

4,9, 1. thanf?L' : ltYi thet s T't " rs le '" ' €tc %, 

$10. Value Factor 8 ; .Management Capability 

4A O1. l . Tie i)emo wore rcr a.ai .ed uncbanged 

4,102 The Contracts Streams considered that since the previou —r : < i °a;' there had b 1. e 
considerable changes in performance by two suppliers under attic Value Foe r; ,. 
evidenced y behaviour during the negotiations and in dn uhmission o tks 

retend.er, 
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1.10.3. lnhia ay had comn uva as e1 : .l '`_ ivL ;;: .„,`xt and co'ix l?"Ot al tewm since i tT. 

i ng the ne ;tariatUou and r tender procesa 0. , , had shoein a willingness ens to aicot all 
the \ .i.tl.orities' 4€14 iaaation requirements is and had pr vided all that was required 
a.arii33rtably within each deadline. There -was a noticeable improvement in their 
pert rmanec compared with previously: and they were marked up accordingly!. 

4,11.4, t I:dzinh4 s u ;;tu nec h nl a•;::I. lcu c tt,st~8.a,.=mbl)' bdia then p ern;

ruin i €..; h g in 4th w ra corn doe Yi.:`ta andor aped ,ride ced by obvious 

p > in the nc4vrin. nubra fi tted on 4d Apr ti roe , ltl7. t;a t, i? , i.;i3t ,a.,, ta.: o a It€.d€-her of 

€n olicited totters tanpBfingwhat. 3.,s, f, `e . «:id. 
i..
l eir mark was reduced 

accordingly. 

10.5. ivvv: M,shing the Pr .r tvoe sumo it was agreed that the p.re~r r1 isly adopted 
(.t ''>3. tl• e4 aavera.a.i,s ri:iid Iotmd1€1g a arht . .t demo should hi maintained. 

4,11, `aloe aclor 9 > Reliability and ° :apport 

4.11.1, No r: a€ uge: ham the previous review-. 
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4..12. Vthe Factor 10 Stab. ity/Coher°ence 

CT$ ETi__ .. .: ': ia''s'6..{aKc.win»m.:ar'.L.u+m,.,......✓.af3K.,~s. ~. . 

The prime service provdcr and his associated consortium members and/or main 
a u€,  Wral: is n Ih pfro , tehick p a• do S ld . .. .z icca 

he k icothcr L3, w..wL=C.: ati€ ns s1€ add h €. L.in cc aaah other? skil .."" and €an:c ..o

uce.. .I sod h, ,,er the servic . a  nae Service pro " ier Sh CJ show ow his 
Competence to succss.fiilly lead such agroup of organisations to nah'er similar 
services. 

y''4fit re :'€ Z andth ' .:t g'@ b   l € s

Partnership 

LSS.'393's 2[.53 6'j`33ef" -1' 
Very Good Very Good OK 

Contracts 6.0 
E
p

B 6.0 B 5.0 

4.0) 

Demonstr-- lo; , 6.5 C 6.0 C 3.0 
c

Programme me 6.2 B 6.0 

I (3,7) 

4.12.1. The Contracts stream had o had a further period to experience the difference in 
performance generated by, the change in the Pathway company structure made 
immediately prior to issue of the ITT. Their score was increased accordingly. 

4.12.2. In deriving the Programme scares, it was agreed that the :previously adopted bias 
70/30 bias in favour of the Contract Stream scores should he maintained. 
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