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1, PURPOSE 

1..I.. This paper sets out for Evaluation :}card consideration the suppliers Value Factor 
scores arising from the Programme Review- held on. 7 March 1996, The Board is 
invited to endorse the scores, which will be lodged with the Programme me lawyers prior 
to receipt of tenders and used in the dial evaluation and selection process. 

> BACKGROUND 

2.1. The concept of evaluating on a combination of monetary and non-€ onetaty (value) 
factors is described in PWK.P148 

Evaluati

on 

Post Shordist`, ,The factors were 
notified to suppliers by letter from the Programme on 6 November 1995, and are 
reproduced for convenience at Annex A. 
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2.2. Paper P = :.P4-5 use se Value Factors in final 5; a lua on. & selection' described 
how suppliers would be assessed against the. value facto.€rr , and P 'KP4-12 'Value 
.Assessment Model' set out how the scores would iw built up tIom an individual level 
to a Programme view. 

23. BA. SSA and FOCI, each nominated a. member of staff to perform a quality 
,assurance check on the results of the Programme ramme revie s 

2,4, The names of those participating; at the various levels are shown at Annex B. 

39 THE PILOT REVUWS 

31.1. It. was thought prudent to hold a °pilot' review at each level to test the effectiveness 
of the process. The subsequent 'live' reviews took account of feedback from the 
pilots in general, but also of the, specific points noted below. 

3.2. At the pilot Demo Stream review (5 December 1 € s '= it was realised, that fraud-free 
services for POC'L were not covered by the VaLeT rt t t:sa factor 3 covering only the 
benefit payment service, By that time the Leans had been notified to suppliers. ft 
was decided that this area should nevertheless he included in the Demo Stream 
reviews as 'Factor 3A: Fraud-Free services for POLL', and views and scores in 
respect of supplier performance were subsequently recorded, The handling of this is 
dealt with at Para 5.5. The Contracts: Stream had no evidence on which to base any 
marking for this factor, 

3.3. 'The shortage of evidence available to the Contracts Strca n' with respect to some of 
the factors led its pilot review- to conclude that it should apply a validity marking, to 

its scores, to reflect the amount of evidence on which the scores were based. 1hhc 
validity .markings and meanings adopted were: 

A Assessors totally in the picture regarding supplier's capability, full 
confidence in score 

Very well qualified to comment, with a few g,aps 

C Reasonable amount of evidence on which to assess 

01 D Some evidence, adequate for an indicative e assessment Only 

t No evidences = t Di no acme e can be en 

t rn b`o'as adopted ;t__ cli Ls~; ` .< pee_ ?1 'n 'nes. lkC nl,-, and

'VP. ',,1, llepil;ot Z€fit$';  s tn inn .re 1  ;_3" 4_.,< u~:. nu'uI i:hat provsions11C1L€It31:?e made 

>t' taking aE . u €€^:_; E,# the ssess xlent v=i . ijmh i"'  Partnership capability, on t' ,rl ,t l 

David Miller, the heed P ;NT, had an._., tin _; ica- m4e within the Progv t .€a: on a 
personal basin It we theaght.inapprop ul,rs. .n caoDiGt i t Contracts td eon ?Ce\ci. 
given that do aLes Von nonhers at .na! en 123 2t 1 ,I no axtvai eaiet€1, 1€1 a 
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partnership discussions. It was therefore decided to consider it at the Programme 
reviews. 

4. GONDUCT OF THE REVIEWS

4.1. Each review took the, output from the previous one as its starting point and 
considered the evidence that had become available since then. It highlighted d and 
areas where further evidence was required. so that this could be specifically pursued 
prior to the next review, 

4.2. In the case of the Demo Stream the basis of assessment was the evidence from the 
interaction of the team with suppliers tip to early January, from the work of 
colleagues in the Requirements/Solutions Stream thereafter and from the -work. 
involved in the latter stages of ITT drafting. The Contract Stream evidence derived 
from the Core Negotiating Team meetings with suppliers tap to the end of February. 

4.3.. Each Group Leader within the Demo Stream identified a number ;r of lower -level 
topics and their relationship to each factor; the matrix of topics to value factors is 
shown at Annex C. Prior to each Demo i c Cream assessment review, the six Group 
Leaders scored each of tholr tray cs in relation to each relevant value factor. Pre-
agreed weightings 'were applied ts these.  to :produce an initial score for each factor for 
each Group Leader and the ox resultant scores for each factor were averaged to 
produce a provisional Stream score. At the review the markings of each Group 
Leader were subjected to quality assurance by the others and any resultant changes 
were incorporated into the model. The amended factor scores were then reviewed by,
the Stream to take account of the varying amount of evidence brought by each Group 
Leader to each factor and final scores agreed together with the supporting rationale. 

4.4. At the Contracts reviews each attendee put forward their mark for each factor (where 
appropriate - see below) and a discussion then ensued, leading to production of an 
agreed score for the Stream with accompanying rationale. ,.embers felt they had no 
evidence on which to friar : factors 1 , 2., 3A and 5. Validity markings of b ' ( no 
evidence at all n no ss,;€:fm eon he fix s) wwere therefore recorded in respect of these 
tuactors. 

4. 5,. At: he Programme reviews the Stream which had most evidence relating to a 
particular factor was the first to put forward its scores and supporting rationale. The 
roPer Stream then either put forward its own score and rationale or perfhnned a 

i 3:r ; v Q /\. :function tfa°act€r I  ` . . a ara~.. . s ; a la 4.41,After this, the attendees as 
a whole agreed. a wore rod awocutod::'ation .,e rho rook account of the relative 

u%`t'w 0 nids°]b: ;i >i 
3 

} 3k t' #€a  deluding t11( .,Ft. t..: ^t c ,:t:t,a .see para 3.4}. 
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4.6. The full list of reviews held was as follows: 

(P) signifies pilot review 

4,7. The Quality assurance team received the output from the Programme review of 20 
February and their comments were considered during the review of 7 March. Two of 
the team attended the 7 Mar review and exercised a QA role during the meeting. 

5. RESULTS OF THE FThAL PROGRAMME RE VIEW 

The .final Programme Review (7 .farc:h) considered; 

(a) the output from the Contracts Review of 1 March and the Demo Review of 4/5 
March; 

(b) the results of the review of suppliers Partnership capability; 

(c) the feedback from. the QA tear .m on the results of the Programme Review of 2..0 
February. 

5,2:,. The results of the review are attached as :1 11 4-2?. `he presentation of_b the 
material takes account of comments on the report of the 20 February results; an 
expurgated  edition of which members saw, following the Board meeting of 3t 
February. 

The results of the lower-level assessments within the Demo Stream review of 415 
March were made available to the QA team. Fresher detail below that level is being 
retained for subsequent perusal by audit teams etc. if required.. 

5.4. A number of points need to be borne in m ind when considering the results: 

(a) the pre4TT hurdles process established that all three suppliren, meet the 
minimum requirements set by the sponsors; 
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b) this process also identified a number of issues relating to some of the hurdles, 
none of which were regarded by the Board at its meeting on 26 February or by.

Messrs Peaple and Brown at their subsequent empowered meeting on 2 
February as sufficiently serious to disqualify any of the. suppliers: 

(c) the Demo Stream breaks down into six " i_ ,aa S n end 44 topics, many of which 
relate to rnc:re than one value factor (s an epics vs. Value Factors matrix 
reproduced at Annex C). This means that, within a value factor, low scores on 
some topics .may %vell be balanced by high scores on others and result in an
overall mark at Programme level (whic' also takes account of input from the 
Contracts Stream) that is not particularly lu h or low, 

(d) it t
.= . ( 2 • P 

me.. d:. . . ov A that members should not necessarily expect a low or 
high scow on rx: ci, ,r s where they have, pre- .. .owled e that a supplier was 
regarded badly or s it ora particular topic. They should take comfort: from 
the fact that none of the , rat re th t€ r scores emanating from the Programme me 
Review is inconsistent with € 1,e luadles clearances already given. 

5,5. Pam a .1 referred to the belated rcaihnaion that the Value Factors should ideally have 
included :drat.€d-Free Services P>r h EcL, The scores from r the Programme review 
are, 

Card.link 5.7 

1IM 5.9 

Pathway 5,1 

5.6. Siren 1 d: dde factor  has of deco mu   .t  o euppflerr it is il. ,.lw'..; ,het wee ores 
:€liir . be used _ _n th ""efta l.•:':x. the .Breath: horsemen: i>:'t, apt them is not, aher'n. e re, 

, o €ght. .However, no. P;" a .urn .,< 

t 

> ", [ ẁ 1I i1Ial no. I1', ;' that $11 , Is =j lice i 
i:P satisfncti  Ei,ouy . rho 8w Board's <ft, Sly

6. USE F THE RESULTS IN EVALUATION & SELECTION

6.1. Tin mores emerging from the Board's consideration of th €s paper t 
wi

lt hr loPped with 
the .l'rapean €se 's lawyer , before receipt of tenders. 

6.2. Once the various assurance reviews of the tenders (e.g. technical, contract) have 
taken place the reviewers will consider whether them' is reason to reappraise the 
Value Factor scores, if there is, review will take niece . at succeeding levels of 
cumulation. If a Programme review is necessary., and results in any changed scores, 
then the outcome will be put to the Evaluation Board her endorsement. 

6.3, The results emerging .from the process at para. 6.2 will be subjected to weighting and 
sensitivity analysis and the outcome presented to the Board in the Evaluation Team 
report as outlined in PKP.5. 
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7x RECOMMENDATION 

.., I'the Board is recommended .to endorse the scores for the value factors f'or the three 
Suppliers .. .>m ova€ =s. ,.c It ,.. . of P KP4-22 (e c p >., ,if: t A ss.Q pot SA) an 
their odfeinern with € e Lrfa maune' w y rs. 

2 
....hc_ B i5 e . ;.: F„ €s.; to note the s' no; in erpec. o. ye] ?ts .u,4: - t2> l:A recorded ifl. 
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ANNEX  ., VALUE FACTORS

I. Customer jThe service provider needs to enanre tat the services are viewed 
Acceptability ileeeand '  G z , t2, :a ,,, € <.t;;. of iees and i. ..3,the dane1i payment 

so micra> arc „ , l;; s1 .a. ` to rd berirctit customers c .:. ` ? S to 1e paid. at 

post uIt€c s. 

Staa!f'A ;;e:nt i l in ..tea s r>.:e provider s service: a .ed. to ia. .A. ,a C tzu » id D 1r .t: al 

ticccp ab 1t ' of : s:. ifi friendl `e for €l t P. ti a liVinlc . t 'v to u z : £131; z4€ an1?:. 

supportive of s€ r job ft

`r I l tee Pin € n'en z€ r€:= € e, tl _. >s € , .. Ta1sa .ti 1 e t s }~. ,' is r _t:z cfit pm on
Method of fl and to maintain that fraud free le eL 
Payment tT ent 

4 Credihilnv t of € l r"€~,. .,n v j. ;. >, I w, k,:, t, €S S, t stilt`, 1110, ..f;, s, i ,,s3t;1t' 
E 

x~~~e'l.! ~'r°~i` i aJ~h.:t. at ,(~alC nn tt ci it Ca. n. *..;< Vi c., a3,':Ii~. 

detected t=4 boa. and q a€ 1{ ,t' showing understanding of cc At empathy 

with the BA and POt t . t p{t trements and objectives. 

5. Startup tine serrice provider's deign, development, acceptance and initial 
implementation services need to be credible, showing appropriate 

management inter ikes and capability lbs managing,. 
cone ' it nr; and delivering the statt_up of the services, 

tt, dbl.3 tenth. [he zU. ice provider needs to be 
t 
pm-active, change-orientated and 

t1demo "€' ri;e a genuine 'scan do" attitude. 

lie should t,, ' generate creative ideas and understand ho,,,w to apply 
te;lli At >n profitably bufldhG upon hi ;3 .near ,a rn n P. two::ir 'a. 
rather  than Competing with POC.L's core comps; te. icier .: 

He should seek .o de c?~ ` ti€ tg things bettor and butter new things. . ,w;

}~ Flexibility il1%:, seance r.c provider and ins seances ' ces need the ;.11aci.t :a to react to external 

na?.wn .,a.. ,x

t

r a;4~t. N?Ty:sa?f,ta .t cf9.iR:14~,xt,1">ta  ̀ 1` apy;.,c' :>i, r.. ~a,.> .

g

ear' r id 

delivery 
`tds, 

tl1-.~2.>.. 

.. 

ina imis3.a1 t aine liar 31£S3$~f ~Vi' and #G~~u~t;a+.i ,. ~. eli 3`0,+3. o new 

products and .services. . 

P. Management 'the service provider management needs to be competent, customer 
Carpa Pity foclr ,.L accountable, with evidenc.e of well defined internal controls 

enabling C;, proper external focus. Suitable quality processes must be in 
place, and key resources must have skills and experience appropriate to 
their roles. 
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9, Reliability and The service provider needs to anticipate and pre ver:t:problems. with. 
Support robust fail back procedures for benefit payments and other customer 

services in the e ent of system failure. FEe shot >3i r ix a '; :his t1r`~t priority 

as maintait"iina oont nul y. of er'r'€ v rather that 7_ , a3'8$E  to th

in the event ot t1Et€f v € tmthkma, 

1,0. Stability The prime service provider wid hi` ,i :bit"3.t £ i°enaoraum ?4 ` tt } r,` 

Coherence and/or  main subcontractors need to have ss <,t<t t.. € .T >.€+E.G  p 1ron:1 

which to provide the services. 
'T lie 

member r f aaraiaotions huld 

balance each others' skills and r so%.trc s a' .mach those oe€ ded to
deliver the services. The prime sera ice pro i 'r should show his 

r t e to c f ess ll lead ra ,h a n nap ;,t :rr ` rzisat:os to deliver 
similar serv=ices. 
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ANNEX B«MEMBFRSHIP OF REVIEW PANELS 

' r; nne Review PnwI

Andrew Stott 

Robert Aibright 

Dave Miller r 

Pat Kelsey 

Tony Johnson 

, Tic h c'' Berg 

1 h; inc 

it ,J brxstnn 

4'a zne Stephens 

Tim Brown. 

Derek. Seiwood 

Michael Purchase 

Nick Richardson 

Co tracts , Y r r 

Chairman 

Contract Negotiation Team 

Contract. Negotiation Team 

"retract Negotiation Team 

Demo! Requirements/Solutions 

I)emo/Rcquirements/Sohitions 

Quality Assurance - SSA 

Quality Assurance - BA 

Quality Assurance a POCL 

Facilitator 

Facilitator 

Secretsrr• 

Dave Miller Chairman 

Pat r

Robert Alb it h€t POCL Chief Negotiator 

Derek Seiwood Facilitator 

Nick Richardson secretary 

coat 
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.fleiortrarS :.a 

£;a y JohnsonJohnson 

MicaeI Berg 

John Meagher 

Colin Oudot 

Jan is ].- atchell 

Naresh .Mo indra 

Gareth ..,ew•ws 

Michael Purchase 

Derek Seiwood 

Chairman 

Stream Leader 

Group Leader - POCL infrastructure 

Group Leader a POCL Applications 

Group Leader - Benefits Payment Service 

Group Leader -- Implementation & Management 

Group Leader m End to End Solution 

Group Leader M  Security 

Facilltatorl ecretary 

Fae l.itotor., Secretary.
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ANNEX  :°. m TOPICS S. VALUE FACTORS  MATRIX (reproduced from 1PW P4 2) 

In the table below ticks (V indicate the p±4r <€r_ relationships between the Demonstrator 
topics and the Value Factors, while the gaps indicete that issues arising from t hese topics are
unlikely to affect the corresponding Value Factors. 

'acre Facto° 
1 2 3 4 14 

BPS 

1:C:a Infrastructure 
OP Hardware V V I I V .° V ., 

I Middle are V V V ✓ V V V I 

IMS 'W a°' V I w ' / 

Integrated Infrastructure E V V V V V 
Ey rt~ r l laraga;rraerat .....~F "R V V V 

Technical Su port Services I V V V V I 

`I .> l. lalicrati€rrrst 
r apt

.

a application 
. _. 

t;a:rodtartion of new pn 

0 . neric approach 
) 4,tomated Pawnee, r_ __._..._.__. _,_ ...............__._ 

Transaction action processing - local V _ V V ; V V I 
Transaction processing - central ,. I V . ' V 

I Data integrity V V I/ V 1 
Introduction of new clients I V V 
Introduction of new products / 1 1 

Implementation and Managewe.nt 
Training I V 1 1 V 

V 
Roll-out  E 

Card Mark , thin L, f. dec ai ?n V I I V 
t. perauoi d "] V
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Vahu Factor 

End to End 

Design A ssurance V I V V I r V .l 
Financial rec in .iii.iitioon s~ tl i `4  V V V V V 
Transaction timings aJ I 

External interfaces (ii cl CAPS) V 
.. „~ 

V 
.._..... 

V 
VV 

I

IT ,' 

Card characteristics V 
Card Production & personal personalisation V 
Card and PUN Distribution 

 

Card Usac . 

Card Supper z .~z V 
Contineeecv

.._. I

r.iiter 'eiC: e : 
m ... V

Service Jevelo,ment 

i r4uci & i sk iian ei kilt 
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