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L PURPOSE

[N This paper sets out for Evaluaton Board 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 lawyers prior
o veceipt of tenders and used tn the final evaluation and selection process.

2. BACKGROUND

2L The concept of evaluating on 2 combination of monetary and non-monetary {value)
factors is deseribed in PWKP3-18 “Bealuation Post Shortlist”,  The factors were
notified 1o suppliers by letter frow the Programme on & November 1995, and are
reproduced for convenienve at Annex A.
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Paper PWEP4-3 "Use of Value Factors in final evalogtion & selection” described
how suppliers would be assessed against the value fackors, and PWEPE12 *Value
Assessment Model” set owt how the scores would be built up from an individual level
to a Programme view,

2.3 BA, 55A and POUL each nominated a member of siaff to perform 2 quality
assurance cheok on the results of the Programme reviews,
24, The names of those participating at the various levely are shown at Annex B

3 THE PILOT REVIEWS

A1 it was thought prudent 1o hold g “pilot” review at sach level to test the effectiveness
of the provess. The subsequent live’ reviews took account of feedback from the
pilots in general, but also of the specific points noted below,

S
b

At the pilot Demo Stream review (8 Decermber 1995} # was realised that fraud-free
services for POCL were not covered by the Value Factors, factor 3 covering only the
benefit payment service, By that time the factors had been notified to suppliers. It
was decided that this ares should nevertheless be tncluded in the Demo Btream
reviews as Factor 3A0 Frand-Free services for POUL, and views and scores in
respect of supplier perfurmance were subsequently recorded. The handling of this &s
dealt with at para 5.5, The Contracts Stream had no evidence on which to base any
marking for this factor,

it

33, The shortage of evidence available to the Contracts Stream with respect o some of
the factors led its pilot review to conclude that # should apply a validity marking 1o
113 seores, 0 reflect the amount of evidence on which the scores were based. The
vatidity yoarkings and meanings adopted were:

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

* B Very well qualified to comment, with a few gaps

. C Reasonable amount of evidence on which 1o sssess

» 15 Some evidence, adeguate for an indicative gasessment only
» B Mo evidence at all - no seore can be given

This system was adopted for all subsequent Contracts, Demo and Programme
PEVIEWS,

34 Al the pilot Coniracts Stream review it was recognised that provision should be made
for taking account of the assessment of suppliers” Parinership capability, on which
David Miller, the head of UNT, had taken the senior role within the Programme on a
personal basis, It was thought inappropriate to consider # at Coniracts Strean level,
given that the other two members of that stream bad had no involvement in the
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partnership discussions, 11 was therefore decided 1o consider it at the Progranune
rEVIEWS,

CONDUCT OF THE REVIEWS

Each review took the outpit from the previous one as its slarting point and
considered the evidenve that had become available since then It highlighted any
areas where further evidence was required, so that this could be specifically pursued
prios 1o the next review.

in the case of the Dlemo Stream the basis of assessment was the evidence from the
meraction of the team with suppliers up o carly January, from the work of
colleagues in the Reguirements/Solutions Stream thereafler and from the work
mvolved in the latter stages of T dralfting. The Contract Stream evidence derived
from the Core Megotiating Team meetings with suppliers up to the end of Febroary,

Bach Group Leader within the Domo Stream identified a number of lowerdevel
topies and thelr relationship o sach factor; the matrix of topios 1o value fuctors is
shown ot Annex O Prior to each Demo Stream assessment review, the six Oroup
Leaders seored ench of thelr topics in relation o each relevant value factor. Pre-
agreed weightings were applied to these 1o produce an initial score for cach factor for
each Group Leader and the six resultant scoves for cach factor were averaged to
produce a provisional Stream soore. At the review the markings of each Group
Leader were subjected fo quality assurance by the others and any resultant changes
werg invorporated into the model, The amended factor scores were then reviewed by
the Btream 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,

At the Contracts reviews cach attendee put forward thelr mark for vach factor (where
appropriate ~ see below) and a discussion then ensued, lesding to production of an
agreed score for the Stream with accompanyving rationale. Members felt '%‘%wv had no
evidence on which to mark factors 1, 2, 3A and 5. Validity markings of 'E' {= no
evidence at all - no score can be given) were therefore recorded in respect of these
factors,

At the Programme reviews the Siream which had most evidence relating o a
particular factor wag the first to put forward 3 scores and supporting rationale. The
other Stream then either put forward #s pwn score and rationale or performed a
purely QA fmetion {factors 1,2, 3A and 5 - soe para 4.4}, After this, the sttendees as
a whole agreed a score and associated rationsle that took account of the relative
weight of evidence from each siream (including the partnership stream -see para 3.4}
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4.6, The full Bst of reviews held was ag bllows:
5 December 1995 () - -
1819 January 3 Ianuary () 2 February {P)
7 - % February 19 Febroary 20 February
4 ~ & March i March 7 March

(P signities pilot review

4.7, The Quality Assurance team received the output from the Programme review of 20
February and thelr comments were considered during the review of 7 March, Two of
the team attended the 7 March review and exercised 8 A role during the mesting.

5. RESULTS OF THE FINAL FROGEAMME REVIEW

3.1 The final Prograrmme Review (7 March) considered:

{a}  the output from the Contacts Review of 1 March and the Demeo Review of 4/5
BMaroh:

{b} the results of the review of suppliers’ Partnership capability;

{ey  the feedback from the QA am on the results of the Programume Review of 20
February,

52 The results of the review are attached as PWRP4-22 The presentation of 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 26
February,

53 The vesults of the lower-level sssessments within the Demo Siream review of 4/3
BMarch were made gvailable to the QA wam. Purther detail below that level is being
retained for subsequent perusal by sudit teams ete. i reguired.

sS4, A mumber of points geed 1o be borne in mind when considering the results:

{ay  the pre-ITT hundles process esiablished that all three suppliers meet the
rrinimum regquirements set by the sponsors;
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8.2,

6,3,

{by this process also identified a nomber of issues relating to some of the hurdles,
none of which were regarded by the Board at it meeting on 26 February or by
Messrs Peaple and Brown at theilr subseguent “empowered” meeting on 28
February as sufficlently serious to disqualify any of the suppliers;

(v} the Demo Stream breaks down into sin “strands” and 44 topies, many of which
relate to more than one value facter (see Topies ve. Value Factors matrix
reproduced gt Annex ). This means that, within g value factor, low scores on
sovne topies may well be balanced by high scores on others and result in an
overall mark at Prograsune level (which alse takes account of input from the
Contracts Stream} that is not particularly high or low,

{dy it follows from the above that membery should not necessarily expect a low or
high score on fsctors where they have pre-knowledge that 3 supplier was
regarded badly or well on g partioular topie. They should take comfort from
the fact that none of the value factor scorey emanating from the Programme
Review is inconsistent with the hurdles clearances already given.

Para 3.1 referred to the belated realisation that the Value Factors should ideally have
inchuded Fraud-Free Services for POCL. The scores from the Programme review
are:

« Cardiink 5%
» iBM 55

s Pathway 5.1

Since this factor has not been notified o suppliers # s considered that the scores
cannot be used in the evaluation the Board’s endorsement of them 18 not, therefors,
being sought. However, the Programme review felt that the fact that all suppliers
were constdered satisfactory in this ares should be brought o the Board’s attention,

USE OF THE RESULTS IN EVALUATION & SELECTION

The seores emerging from the Board’s consideration of this paper will be lodged with
the Programme’s lawyers before receipt of fenders.

Onee the varicus sssurance reviews of the tenders {eg. technical, contraet) have
taken place the reviewers will consider whether there is reason {o reappraise the
Value Factor scores. 1 there s, roview will take place at succeeding levels of
cumulation. If 4 Programme review is necessary, and resulis in any changed seores,
then the outcoms will be put to the Evaluation Board for endorsement.

The results emerging from the process at para 8.2 will be subjected o welighting and
sensitivity analysis and the outcome presented to the Board in the BEvaliation Team
report as cutlined in PWKP4-S,
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7. RECOMMENDATION

71 The Board is recommended 1o endorse the scores for the value factors for the three
supplicrs as set out in section 2 of PWEP4-22 {except facior 34 - see para 5.6} and
their lodgement with the Programume lawvers.

7.2 The Board is also asked 10 powe the scoves in respect of value factor 3A recorded in
para 5.5,
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ANNEX A - VALUE FACTORS

I Customer
Acceptability

The service provider needs to ensure that the services are viewed
favourably by customers af post offices, and that the benefi pavment
services are seceptable o all benefit customers choosing o be paid at
post offices.

2. StalfAgent
Acceptability

The service provider's services need 1o be Post Office and BA local
office stafl frendly; for example by being easy 1o use, respongive and
supportive of their job functions.

3 Fraud-Free
Method of
Pavment

The measures proposed 1o make the service for benefit pavment fraud
free and 1o maintain that fraud free level,

4. Credibility of
Dielivery

The service provider’s designs, procedures, tools, methods, resouroces
and organisation need to ensure that the steady-state services will be
delivered 1o time and quality, showing wnderstanding of and empathy
with the BA and POCL requivernents and obiectives,

5. Startup

The service provider’s design, development, acceplance and initial
implementation services need 1o he oredible, showing appropriate
confrols, manapement  doterfices and  capability  for  munaging,
controlling and delivering the starbup of the services.

&, Innovation

The service provider needs to be pro-active, change-ovientated and
demonstrate a ponuine “ean do” attinde,

He should generste creative ideas and understand how 1o apply
technology profitably building vpon his Initis] services, complementing

rather than competing with POCL s core competencies,

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

7. Flexibiliy

The service provider and his services need the ability to react to external
change and o meet a diverse range of existing and potential needs,
thereby mumamising value for money and faster delivery of new
products and services,

8. Management
Capability

The service provider management needs o he compelent, customer
focused, acooumable, with evidence of well defined internal controls
grmbling a proper external foous. Suitable quality processes must be in
place, and key resources must have skills and experience appropriate to
their roles,

11 Barch 1996
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9. Reliability and
Support

The service provider needs to anticipate and prevent problems, with
robust fallback procedures for benefit pavments and other customer
serviees in the event of system failure, He should regard his first priority
a3 maintaining continuity of service rather than referring to the contract
in the event of unforeseen problems,

The prime service provider and his associated consortium members
and/or matn subeontractors need o have a stable relationship from
which to provide the services. The member organisations should
batance each others” skills snd resources 1o match those needed to
deliver the services. The prime service provider shoudd show his
competence to successfully lead such a group of organisations to deliver
sirpilar services.

11 March 1996
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ANNEX B - MEMBERSHIP OF REVIEW PANELS

Fraogrmmme Review Panel

Andrew Stott
Robert Albright
Dave Miller

Pat Kelsey
Towy Iohnson
Michae!l Berg
Bob King

Sean Johnston
Wayne Stephens
Tim Brown
Derek Sehwood
ichael Purchase

Wick Bichandson

Contracts Stream

Drave Miller
Par Kelsey
Robert Albright
Derek Selwood

Fick Richardson

Jrowi]

Chairman

{lomtract Megotintion Team
Contract Negotiation Team
Contract Negotiation Team
Demo/Requirements/Solutions

Demo/Requirements/Solutions

Demo/Reguirements/Solutions

Cuality Assuranve - B8A
{dunlity Assurance ~ BA
Chuality Assurance - POCL
Facilitator

Facilitator

mecretary

Chairman

BA Chief Negotiator
POCL Chiel Megotiator
Facilitator

Necrelary

11 Blarch 1998
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Demonsivator Siveam

Tony Johoson Chairman

Michue! Berg Stream Leader

Jeremy Folkes Group Leader - POCL Infrastructure

John Meagher {roup Leader - POUL Applications

Colin Oudot Ciroup Leader - Benelits Payment Service

Janis Hatchell Crroup Leader - oplementation & Managoment
Maresh Mohindra Group Leader - End to End Solution

Gareth Lewiy Group Leader - Security

Michae! Purchase Facilitator/Secretary

Devek Sebwood Facilitator/Secretary
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ANNEX C - TOPICE VS, VALUE FACTORS MATRIX {reproduced from PWEKP4-12)

in the teble below ticks {v'} indicate the primary relationships between the Demonsirator
fopies and the Value Factors, while the gaps indicate that issues arising from these topics are

unlikely to atfect the corresponding Vale Factors.

Value Factor

11213 45161718 9110
BPS
Card characteristios v L ¥ ¥
Card distribation » ¥ 1 ¥
Cord usage VAR O A
Card status monitoring ve VA B ¥
Card support services v L ¥ AR A
POCL Tofrastracture
OF Huardware VA I R B R I R R
OF Middleware VN B B BV R A R
WAN VAN I B B EEV ERV ERVA v
This v ¥ ¥ " " ¥ ¥ ¥
Integrated Infrastructure M I B B A A B R IR
Nystem Management S ARG B S T S B B
Techmical Support Services I I B Ry ¢ LY
HOE ¥ N
POCL Applications:
fu} EPOS
Transaction processing 4 I IRV BV
Accoumting 40 I I
Bobust application VD T B RV RV I
Introduction of new products I
Generic approach Vv Y
th Automared Payments
Tramsaction processing - local Vo N ¥
Transaction processing - central W Y '
Dista Integrity VAR IR vy o
Introduction of new clients VAR I A
Introduction of new products A IR
Implementation and Maougement
Training s S IR EEC BRL R «
Roll-owt & VIR B BV BV B
Service Management o ol L L
Card Marketing & Bdueation ¥ ¥ o«
Operationsl Trial ol ¥
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Eaod to End

Prosign Assurance VI O A B I A B
Financial reconciliation & settlem’™t N VR IV vy ¥
Transaction timings e

External interfaces {incl CAPS) ¥ e VAR RV RV BV

oBCs A A B

=,

MIS > i

Seeurity

Card characteristion

Card Production & personalisation

Card and PUN Distmibuiion

Card Usage

Card Support Services

Contingency

iterfaces

Service development

Service transer

XN RS RN A AN R AN A% AN

Fraud & risk management
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