  

  EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE –   21 JULY 2008
PART   I    DELEGATED 
6.  
A  DVERTISING CONTRACT FOR THREE RIVERS DISTRICT COUNCIL AND FIVE OTHER PARTICIPATING COUNCILS

(  DRCG) 


  
1.
Summary
1.1
  To advise Members on the progress with the tender exercise recently undertaken and to recommend that a contract be awarded to one of the tenderers.
2.
Details

2.1
  At the Executive Committee meeting held on 25 June 2007 it was agreed that the Council continues to use a consortium framework agreement for the procurement of Advertising services. Subsequently a joint tender exercise was undertaken with five other participating Councils: Watford, Hertsmere, Broxbourne, Welwyn & Hatfield and Dacorum. The contract would be a Framework Agreement.
2.2
The appropriate advertisement was placed in the Official Journal of the European Union on 7th October 2007 from which 20 Notices of Interest were received with 8 completed Pre-Qualification Questionnaires returned. A thorough analysis by Three Rivers District Council resulted in 5 contractors being invited to tender and resulted in 5 excellent tenders being received.

2.3
The evaluation team agreed a 40/60 price/quality ratio be used.

2.4
The 3 (E, A & C) highest scoring companies were invited to give presentations. Following the interviews the marks were adjusted in accordance with the evaluation criteria where gaps had been completed or statements reassessed, as noted above.

2.5
All Council participants agreed that each authority should enter into a separate agreement with the chosen contractor.
3.
Options/Reasons for Recommendation
3.1
  The EU Procurement Directives state that it is obligatory to carry out a competitive tender exercise for this requirement.
3.2
It is recommended that the Authority enters into a Corporate contract with tenderer E, for the following reasons:

i) Their rates are lower than all of the other tenderers.

ii) They scored the highest under the evaluation criteria


iii)
At the post tender presentation they demonstrated a clear understanding of our needs and their ability to add significant value to the service.

iv)
Their sustainability policy was advanced and enlightening.

4.
Policy/Budget Implications
4.1
The recommendations in this report are within the Council’s agreed policy and budgets. The contract will be a framework agreement so there is no financial obligation on any participating council if we do not use it.
4.2
The tender that is recommended offers excellent value for money according to quality, environmental and sustainability criteria.  
5.  
Financial, Equal Opportunities, Staffing, Community Safety, Customer Services Centre, Website.
  
None specific.

6.
Legal Implications
6.1
  All authorities will have separate agreements with the supplier and will each be responsible for the management of their contract.
7.
Environmental Implications
7.1
  The recommended contractor has an advanced sustainability policy which was evaluated as part of the tender process.
8.
Risk Management Implications
8.1
The Council has agreed its risk management strategy which can be found on the website at http://www.threerivers.gov.uk.  The risk management implications of this report are detailed below. 

8.2
The subject of this report is covered by the  ASK   \* MERGEFORMAT Strategic Services service plan. Any risks resulting from this report will be included in the risk register and, if necessary, managed within this plan.
8.3
The following table gives the risks that would exist if the recommendation is rejected, together with a scored assessment of their impact and likelihood:
	Description of Risk
	Impact
	Likelihood

	1
	Cost and quality implications if alternative tenderer sought.
	I
	F


8.4
The above risks are plotted on the matrix below depending on the scored assessments of impact and likelihood, detailed definitions of which are included in the risk management strategy. The Council has determined its aversion to risk and is prepared to tolerate risks where the combination of impact and likelihood are plotted in the shaded area of the matrix. The remaining risks require a treatment plan. 
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8.5
In the officers’ opinion none of the new risks above, were they to come about, would seriously prejudice the achievement of the Strategic Plan and are therefore operational risks.  The effectiveness of treatment plans are reviewed by the Audit Committee annually.

9.  
Recommendation
9.1
That   a contract in respect of Advertising be awarded to tenderer E.

Report prepared by:
  Barry Pitt, Head of Performance & Scrutiny
Derek Hatcher, Corporate Procurement Manager, Watford Borough Council

APPENDICES / ATTACHMENTS

  Appendix A – Scoring & Pricing
Appendix A
Scoring

	Contractor
	Score 1
	Score 2
	Score 3
	Average
	Price in
	Grand 
	Position

	
	
	
	
	
	Points
	Total
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	A
	58
	59
	45
	54
	39
	93
	2

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	B
	37
	48
	45
	43
	40
	83
	4

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	C
	45
	60
	58
	55
	38
	93
	2

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	D
	38
	45
	40
	41
	37
	78
	5

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	E
	56
	58
	56
	57
	39
	96
	1

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


Five tenders were received in respect of the above and an evaluation meeting was arranged for Monday 10 March 2008, at 10.00am.

All participating Councils were invited to the evaluation of the tenders and the interviews. Only a representative from Watford, Mark Jeffery, accepted the offer. The representatives from Three Rivers were Chris Sweeney and George O’Sullivan.

The tender evaluation team members marked the tenders in isolation and the pricing element of the tenders was added at the end.

Details of the evaluation criteria are; price 40%, technical ability 10%, Innovation in design 10%, previous experience 10%, understanding L/A requirements 10%, references 10%, Equalities 5%, and sustainability 5%.

The prices were converted into points by taking the total cost as 40 (40 is the percentage of the evaluation attributed to price in the evaluation model) and all of the tendered prices were a percentage of the total. Price is not a major issue because all of the tender prices are between 2 and 4% higher than our current prices and all of the tenderers that were interviewed agreed that the overall cost of advertising would have to be reduced by smarter working.  

It was agreed that the three highest scoring bids under the tender process would be interviewed. 

The final decision of the evaluation team is that the contract should be awarded to Supplier E
Pricing
The Council will achieve a discount of approximately 4% per advertisement placed. This is not determined by spend with the contractor.
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