COMFIDENTIAL. 27 JANUARY 2014

APPENDIX 4: All proposals considered

Current FTE
up to 30 June 2013

Proposed FTE by
organisation

| PANEL RECOMMENDATION
[
| FTE Distribution

Available
indicative FTE

- REGION

Northland
Northiand
Northland
Northland
Northland

Total

Northland
Northland

| Organisation

i

<

PUBLIC
HEALTH

|
i

[ CLINICAL ‘

il

CLINICAL PUBLIC

HEALTH

| FUND "CLINICAL | PUBLIC

:l Yes /No HEALTH

CLINICAL | PUBLIC
HEALTH

Auckland

Auckland

Auckland

Auckland

Auckland
Auckland
Auckland

Auckland !

Auckland

Auckland

Auckland

Aucklend
Auckland

Total

Waikato

Waikatc
Waikaio

Waikato

Total
|—

Waikato

Waikato
| Waikato

Waikaio [

3.0 2.0

Bay of Plenty

Bay of Plenty

Bay of Plenty

BayofPlenty
Bayof Plenty |

Bay of Plenty | B
Bay of Plenty

Bay of Plenty
Bay of Plenty
Bay of Plenty
Total
Gisborne
Gishormne
Gisborne |
Gisborne

5 % ;%: E See note'/*
r
1.5 1.0

‘_—Hawkes Ba :
| Hawkes Bay !

Hawkes Bay
Hawkes Ba
Hawkes Bay
| Hawkes Bay

Total

Taranaki
Taranaki ; |

Taranaki o R 1.0 1.0
Taranaki

Taranaki I
R ‘ :
Menawatu ‘
| Manawatu -, 1
| Manawatu
| Manawaty | ' ' ! i
Manawatu
Manawatu
Manawaiu

Total

2.0

1.5 2.5
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Wellington !
Wellington b
Wellington
Wellington :
Wellington i _ . . s
Weallington : '
Wellington
Wellington
Wellingion

| Total e

Tasinan Nelson

T
Tasmen Nelson
._Tasman Nelson
| Tasman Nelson

| Total
| Canterbury / WC
|_Canterbury / WG
_Canterbury /WG |
| Canterbury /WC |
" Canterbury /WG |
Cantarbury / WC
Canterbury /WC |

.

Totel

| Otago__ i
Otago |
Oago |
Oiago

| Otago

\Cago

LTowl
[ Southland __
 Seuthiand
|_Scuthiand \ )

Total |

Mote /" Belded providars in Appendix < epresent Pane! supporiad dadisions. A vanands ercupply o TE contzined in proposals idinor modaraiisns have baen applizd

APPENDIX 5: Current Full Time Equivalent U?’;/Eh)(ovider mi@q ¢ Panel recommendations
; g 1 SO.JUW\( g \> FTEs as recommended by Pansl

NN Confirmed o ; = b
(Mw i Clinical Public Heaith

1 ]
— .——..JI
] [ (i Y/\.&llos;'ing previously funded providers up to 30 June 2018 but are not recommended for funding by the Panal, !
! J—, . | i Ciinical } Public Heal, | PanslNot | Clinical FTE Public bealth FTE 1
FroVIGR el Locaticn C al thafic ealin | T | o ey o S ;
i fokaag | OEECT s | s Recommendsd | reguesied in RFP requesiad in RFP
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Appendix 6: Evaluation Methodology

Summary of Criteria Weightings

The table below represents the overall weighting by criteria grouping
Contained within each criteria are specific questions (or sub-criteria).

ommentary:

c
Post summary of the criteria weightings

|
|
|
!

| There is an arror in the Evaluation Workbook in relation

| to the Price: Quality Ratio (PQR). With the PQR, both
Quality and Price weightings must total 100%

o | respectively. This error has had NO EFFECT on the

1 overall total scores and rankings for this RFP.

i ! 1t may appear that the total score is out of 200, but then
| the respective Quality and Price weightings are applied

| (70% and 20% respectively in this case). The Quality

| weightings subtotal to 70% and the remaining 30% wes
| for price

| Price has

[Criteria | Weighting .
‘ Requirementis | 12.5% |
| { Delivery ; 15% |
5 Experience ; 7% !
! Capebiity e i
1. [ E———— SRR
f i |
i Alignment . 10%
i Outputs and Outcomas | s
‘ { l .07
i Purchase Units [ i
| 1 l o7/
Sn T
Price i 30%
. Total . 100%

Specific weighted quality criteria (by sub-criteria / question)

Criteria

] Weight | Sub-criteria N | Aplate FTE rates were speciﬁeq in th_e
et ) | questiop/, . h 95 of the RFP. As such, the following score ]
Requirements 125% | Governance - \\%Lv 8 gh e Was ggreed {o by panel members at the outset of
Management {H 3 N valuaiion process:
L Zmanpml ianiity = Q\ \76 e i Score | (fuo?ed_pﬁtgéubmriteria conditions
o onflicts of Interest P \ 15 \\N \ ¢ | a0 T8 4 4 L
| 5, \/ _below the total RFP maximum price
& SO 10NN |8 latth dn ics set in the RFP
Delivary 15% [ Viable Organisational Strugidie. S/ | I~ N\ 19 B = '}‘a*'R‘F”i;“ picesetinibe AFE
Innovative practice of spMgiats, \ 70 N1 { & [|aboveihe maximum set price B
Understanding rec;t?;g‘g%\)) > \¥<\ >v 17 |
Knowledge of the Ol ghg 17 .
Work with Maoii & <7/ AV O\ g || Seoring System
o wgth Pacio NS/ AN J’B 18 Evaluators scored the response using a 10-point
e wfth W\\/ / <,A 5 18 scoring system (only even numbers were used in
Work with Disabilitigy aNTL 5 19 accordance with the table below)
Dem rvices are erg 20 1821 |
Innovativesenvjee delivenim 10 20 [ Score | Response [ Description_
//A \ ( . \\§\ 100% | 1! Fully “answers the question, ‘ ]1
Experience 7% [ EAherionsd NN 1 60 22 * | 4o |exceeds requirements and excellent |
| [epéséiul priopexperience | 40 2 || tengible additional benefits | 1
A§\ \/ —» _____:_71(291/0 - . éc!ﬁtevabli. ——
Capability 15% N\ Zchnical abilly "\ - 7 23 11} L /tser‘f;’;;_‘ ;nets question. | g, perior i
ecruit any R~ 30 2425 | ‘ E el B S = - |
e \ — — 00 | i \ fost\,./ meats requirements: | : i
‘ . ? , £ \ — ! LA —l] B or will meet requirements Good
| Alignment / abwin eddiction treatment sector | 40 | 26 B . with some furtherwork ||
i Afiarmentill strategic plan | 30 | 28 | ‘ ’ _‘ Will only meet requirements . | |
I \A)‘Gnmkdt with provider colleciive | 15 29 | l - with extensive fu{fher v:grk. B - 3
1 i /)Q igrmeAt with Whanau Ors collective | 15 30 Voo General assumptions without o E
- / 100% 2 substance, or i too vague 0 Very Poor |
At = = | | he meaningful interpreted. |
Outputs and Vi“/( | Qfality measures 50 32| Fiop ey :
I Outcomes A | Performance measures 50 31 | { 0 ! poor " | Unaccsplable |
e e 100% | M . |
[Purchase Upiis- ~\K \3% [ Deliver all purchase units across a region 100% 27 ]!
(L {y ™ 100% ’
| [ Price W/ 30% | Deliver clinical and PH 25 Region B & E l
| Ability to deliver as sole provider 18 Region
' Price per F1E 60 Region D & G i g
| 100% | !
]
Minimum standards ‘
Have or will obizin insurance to cover any liabilities that may arise Yes/No 13 ]
t@a—aﬁd justified logic for holding any information as confidential Yes/No 15
Arrangements in place to ensure client confidentiality Yes/Ne 16
The evaluation panel unanimously agresd to auiomatically excluds proposals that did not meet the i
minimum standards. ! N
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Appendix 7: Panel moderation methodology and process

Summary

Having evaluated all the individual regions and proposals, the panel wers in e
position to understand how regional and national providers reflect the service
mix and need. The panel reviewed the outcome comparing the result of the
regional and national providers.

A moderation process was undertaken to enable the Panel to review the
preferred provider(s), first for appropriateness to the region and. secondly
whether a national provider was able to provide the same or better service for
that region

The following principles were important dynamics that assisied the discussion
and balancs reached in the final recommandation set out in Appendix 1:

| irrespective of

Features
s Regional providers can range in size but often will have a localised focus.

s Some regional providers have significant infrastructure and support
networks to sustain a significant local presence and profile.

= By comparison, an incumbent national provider should have an acute
awareness of the importance of identifying and relating their particular
service delivery model to local conditions.

Regional / local providers

s Consideration was placed by the panel in the first instance on the regional
provider(s) ability, capability and presence in the region.

e For an incumbent provider, the expectation of clear evidence and se
delivery should be taken in the context of additional considerationg su
the accessibility of the region, the population needs and the abili the
provider to service the region.

< For a new provider, there were additional challenges

= By having an enhanced delivery model, co
experienced provider or a thought oyl

o The panel recog be underestimatec

e L
niked
careful consideration.

¢l
iv

e« Where there wa
consider the séw/i

refarred regional provider. the panel moved to
by 2 national provider.

‘ National providers

For national providers. there is 2 competitive advantage with efficiencies.
size and overall resilience.

The panel considered how the national provider would best serve the
local region.

the national providers’ reputation resonate with the local community, couid

{
|
|
|
Examples inciude the ability to connect with the local community, would ]
the service be better or superior tc a local previder? [
|
|
|
i

delivering in the same region,
pecifically described and would

glienis

g &ked for the identification of the regions
bedeliverad Xpe national provider needed to be specific and
e@ ovwthat region was geing to be serviced.

spNs¥mportant as it recognises that while it is expected that

@\)
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Appendix 8: Overview and Rationale for Moderated Recommendations
Key: “CNS Score” = Consensus Score and “MOD Score” is the Moderated Score

Region Provider ‘ CNS l MOD lService }Coverage Rationale
_ | Score | Score | Type
Northiand . ! ‘
|
i ‘ | | ‘
i | | ! ! J
|
i i
]
| L S PR S R
i %,
[ Region 1 Frovider CNS | MOD [ Service | Coverags \ Rationale < |
1 | Score | Score | Type | i A I
{Auckland | 1
| & ((?
| ] : 5 A \./(\ - ‘l!
- AP
| - — ~ \\w T
el A 53 W , e PO |
S— &> O — |
} N o i
{ Region Provider CNS | MOD | Service | Coverage 1Rutio‘<K \\\/ {\\‘
et 1 Score | Score | Type l A i e I = B
Waikaio " e

I

|

L.

GCEE T et

<

=
)
2, %
%

Liiegion 1 Provider I \ TMOD ‘S%r’v% {Coverage ‘ Rationale T ]
tore | Scege | o e T o ]
Bayor ¢ - ~N '
! Plae):ag' | b f i 1
l : ‘
i i I i
! 1 | ! 1.
: ‘ | ! | ‘
! | |
|
| % NS S . ‘
| % L |
| v ! 1 i ' o AT
1 S !
| \ |
1 | \ | | o |
l =
Region l Provider l gons ’L SMOd ?ervi’ce , Coverage i Raticnale = |
core | Score | Type S ton !
Gisborne t |
' |
] L ) _ .
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I
|
|

| I

‘ | i
L -
[Region  [Provider | cus. | MOD | Service | Coverage | Rationale IR 1
| | Srare | Score. | Type {
Hawkes ) o
Bay . i
! ! l |
* ‘ l | !
i

Region ‘ Provider

aranaki i
|
|
|

Region | Provider | GNS | MOD | Service | Coy
IR | score | Score | Type |
Manawatu | : : !

Region | Service | Coverage I Rationale A ST PSSR T T
| re | Tvoa ! WY S _}
Wellington |

Conficarusl Page 1207 13



COHFIDENTIAL 27 JAHUARY 2014

Region Provider CNS

MOD | Service Coverage | Rationale
Score |

Score | Type |

Nelson-
Marlborou
gh

| Region | Provider . CNS ‘ MOD | Service | Coverage | Rationale % 3 &
| | | Score | Score | Type i

| Canterbur
| y [ West

|
‘ . , _
| Coast . i ¥ I

i
| | s e 0 s
| A

— — B A —
Region | Provider CNS | MOD | Service | Coverage | Rationale < ) S\
e Score 1 Score | Type | N—

T L ©

| Region ‘ Provider CNS

l )
S R _LM,A SANZA] @5
D A ice | @ : %Rationale

|
Sco |
Southland
|
Note: In thz iab 4 for sach ragion have baen recommended for funding by the svaluation pansl
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