
NORTH LANARKSHIRE COUNCIL 

To: SOCIAL WORK COMMITTEE 

From: DIRECTOR OF SOCIAL WORK 

Date: 9 MARCH 2006 Ref: RM/SK 

Subject: MAJOR EQUIPMENT PROVISION: TENDER 
FOR CONTRACT 

PURPOSE OF REPORT /INTRODUCTION 

The purpose of this report is to advise Committee of the outcome of a tender process for 
equipment and seek approval to let contracts. 

BACKGROUND 

2.1 * 

2.2. 

2.3 

2.4 

2.5 

2.6 

2.7 

2.8 

The Joint Equipment Service (JES) has been operational since 2002 and was the 
chief recommendation of the Working Group on Equipment and Adaptations, which 
reported to Social Work Committee in November 2000. 

As part of the JES's remit, provision of major equipment was brought under a 
measured term contract which, following the previous tendering process and 
committee approval, was awarded to Minivator Ltd in 2002. This contract period has 
come to an end and approval was granted at Social Work committee on 25th August 
2005 to extend the contract period to allow a new tender process. 

The original contract covered all major items which either required installation and/or 
servicing and maintenance by an outside company and could not be undertaken by 
staff at the JES. 

There is no single manufacturer that provides the full range of items under the 
proposed contract. In light of this and in order to promote best value, the new 
contract tender was offered in three separate lots: 

Lot 1: 
Lot 2: 
Lot 3: 

Stairlifts, steplifts, throughfloor lifts, lifting cushions 
Mobile and fixed track hoists, stand-aids 
Specialist plumbing items (eg. baths, toilets etc) 

Lot 1 represents the highest volume of equipment purchased and also is of greatest 
value. Companies were able to tender for any combination of complete lots. 

The Central Procurement Section launched the tender in the Official Journal of the 
European Union on 7th December 2005 and eighteen application packs were 
requested. 

Nine companies submitted expressions of interest. Some of these were for 
incomplete lots. Following clarification, a total of seven companies went forward to 
the evaluation stage for shortleeting. 

Only one company bid for all three lots; two companies bid for two lots, and four 
companies bid for one lot. 
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COMPANY Total Bid COST QUALITY 
(One Year) (500) (500) 

3. 

TOTAL POINTS 
(I 000) 

EVALUATION PROCESS AND DISCUSSION 

%airlift Scotland Ltd f 1,407,630 500 359 859 
Minivator Ltd E I, 429,739 492 41 4 905 
Stannah Stairlits Ltd f 1,693,272 399 346 745 

3.1 The evaluation process was undertaken in two stages: 

3.1.1 Stage 1 
A panel of senior officers individually reviewed the submitted application packs and 
evaluated these using a scoring system, 50% of which was based on cost and 50% 
on quality. In addition each item to be scored was given a weighting to reflect the 
priority of the item being scored. A total score was then applied to each application 
(total maximum score of 1000). 

Individual scores were amalgamated for the second stage. A total of five companies 
went to the second stage evaluation. 

3.1.2 The amalgamated score and total value for each of the five companies per Lot bid 
are detailed in the table below: 

3.1.3 LOT 1 (Stairlifts, through floor lifts, steplifts, lifting cushions) 

3.1.4 LOT 2 (Mobile and fixed track hoists, stand-aids) 

Ltd 
Chiltern Ltd f175,645 422 318 739 
Minivator Ltd f193,580 363 414 776 
Munro Ltd f194,940 352 31 7 670 
Liko Ltd f 275,141 296 323 59 1 
Arin I td f 524 482 78 294 372 

3.1.5 LOT 3 (Specialist plumbing eg. baths, toilets etc) 

3.2 Stage 2 consisted of a interview panel, chaired by Head of Social Work Resources, with 
representatives of the shortleeted companies. 

3.3 Discussion 

3.3.1 The key issues covered in the interview process included: 

0 

0 

0 Current performance indicators 
0 

Equipment management - how the company will manage and track equipment to 
ensure it is maintained and serviced timeously. 
Staff knowledge/experience in dealing with equipment from other companies 

Demand on company - eg. how will increased demand for service be managed? 
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3.3.2 The standard of presentation both of the tender packs and during the interview 
process was mixed, which is reflected in the quality aspect of the scores. For some 
of the tendering companies there has been little previous opportunity to bid for work 
in this way in this or any other authorities, and this is reflected in the scores. 

3.3.3 Lot 1 is the most significant element of the contract, in terms of volume and highest 
value. Of the 3 companies bidding for this lot only Stairlift Scotland Ltd are not a 
manufacturer; they proposed using a stairlift unknown to the evaluating officers and 
for which there is no proven track record of reliability. 

3.3.4 The current level of service from Minivator Ltd is good and has improved significantly 
over the lifetime of the current contract. For 2005: 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Equipment was installed within set targets 90% of time (range 61%-100%) 
Average response time to breakdowns was 9 hours (range c 3 hours - 24 hours) 
Total of 57 complaints received which represents 2.3% of the total number of 
items newly installed and existing items 
Total of 47 recommendations to replace existing equipment, which represents 2% 
of the total number of existing items. Further, not all these items were replaced, 
many were repaired. 

3.4 Therefore, following the evaluation process and based on the scoring scheme and 
interview process, it is recommended that Lots 1 and 3 are awarded to Minivator Ltd, and 
Lot 2 is awarded to Stairlift Scotland Ltd. 

4. FINANCIAL/PERSONNEL/LEGAL/POLICY IMPLICATIONS 

4.1. Funding for this contract is contained within the budget for provision of equipment. 

5. Recommend at ion 

5.1. Committee is asked to: 

(i) approve the recommendation to award the contract to Minivator Ltd for Lots 1 
and 3, and to Stairlift Scotland Ltd for Lot 2; 

(ii) note the performance information for 2005 and request that the Director of 
Social Work reports this information periodically to future committees; and 

(iii) otherwise note the contents of this report. 

Jim Dickie 
Director of Social Work 
22 February, 2006 

For further information on this report please contact Ronnie Paul, Head of Social Work Resources or Susan Kelso, Service 
Coordinator, Independent Living. 
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