PCT Tender Project
Voluntary Action Calderdale - First Report
Executive Summary

Introduction
The PCT Tender Project has allowed VAC to provide evidence around the issues faced by VCS groups who are new to the tendering process.  It is hoped that this evidence will be used to inform both the PCT and other statutory partners of how unfamiliar this process is within the VCS, for small, medium and large groups, and how protocols may be developed to ensure that the VCS engage in the tendering process more effectively.

Grant Breakdown

The PCT provided £25k for this project to be delivered.  It was felt that the maximum benefit from this funding should be passed straight onto groups and therefore the funds were divided as follows:

£5k per successful group + access to £500 for training and development needs arising from the project activities.  

£2.5k management fee to VAC.  The remaining £500 will be used to cover project overheads.  

Tender Specification detail
The content and wording of the specification was designed to be slightly vague as often in EU tendering, the documents released provide a great amount of detail about the tendering process itself but very little about how the service should be delivered.    This is very different to grant applications where, sometimes, specific priorities are given, alongside a large amount of detail about what will and won’t be funded teamed with very tight, specific eligibility criteria.  

The eligibility criteria chosen for this tender specification were based on a discussion with the PCT, who wished to support smaller groups at this time, and elements that you would find in tendering processes (length organisation established, activities of your organisation, and status of organisation).   Within the tender specification we provided information regarding how payments would be made to groups, basing this on previous contract methods.

Applications were asked to be supplied in a very short format.  Again this method was chosen as often in tendering processes you are limited to the information you can supply.  The VCS still needs to grasp the idea that in the future they will need to ‘sell themselves’ in a short and succinct manner and this was our aim in this specification.
A budget breakdown was requested in this specification as some tenders ask for this amount of detail.  We also hoped that it would allow us to see the diverse ways groups were intending to use the funding if they were successful, given that we had said it could be used towards anything the group needed.

Supporting information was not required at this stage of the project.  
How the Specification was delivered to the VCS
It was agreed to use the EU process for putting out tenders, but in a fashion tailored to suit the resources of the VCS.  Therefore the specification was sent out electronically using email, rather than on a web-based system.  We allowed a minimum 40 day period to respond in line with EU tendering.  All applications were also to be returned electronically via email as most EU procurement is dealt with in this manner.  It was decided to send out the specification via the Health Network only, as this is a health related project.  
As EU tendering processes are highly confidential and rules exist where potential applicants are not allowed to ‘lobby’ providers, we decided to give our process a level of confidentiality.  We nominated one member of the team to deal with enquiries in the tendering period, providing this person with stock answers that would given to any enquirer i.e. the same information was given to all.  Sometimes this caused a delay in receiving answers, but this is normal practice with EU tendering so we felt it was appropriate for groups to experience this in this project.

Issues arising from details within the Specification 

VAC has collated the issues raised during the tendering period that relate directly to the specification.  

Key Findings
During tendering stage:
5 groups queried the criteria – all were told that they did not need to meet them all but higher priority would be given if they did.

After tender closed VAC has also surveyed the Health Network email group again to enquire why groups did not apply.

Key findings

Lack of capacity to deliver a project
Did not meet the criteria

Missed the deadline

Selection of successful groups - short listing
In order to select the final four successful groups, VAC continued to follow tendering processes.  This meant that all applications received were scored against the eligibility criteria and the priorities to be met.    We received 10 applications that needed to be scored and shortlisted for interview against the criteria.  

Selection of successful groups – interviews

Eight groups that progressed to this stage were invited to an interview with the panel.  These interviews were very short, lasting a maximum of 30 minutes each.  

The initial questions asked were:

Please tell us a little bit more about your application.  This question was designed to see if the person(s) present really understood how to deliver project they were proposing.

How will this project support your organisation in the longer term?  How sustainable would it make you?  One aim of the project is to ensure that this funding helps groups sustain in the longer term.  Although the amount of funding is small it can be used to pump-prime groups and organisations long-term financial health.

Please talk us through your budget in more detail.  We wished to check that the budget they were proposing would actually meet the aims of their project.

Conclusion and next steps

The project has chosen its final four: Shopmobility, Samaritans, Healthy Minds and HTTC.  Each organisation/group has very different projects to deliver with this funding so we will be able to see a wide range of outcomes in the coming months.  

Author:  Dr Soo Nevison – Chief Officer Voluntary Action Calderdale.
Item 3








