AGENDA ITEM

EXECUTIVE

DATE: 30" MARCH 2009

SUBJECT: BEDFORDSHIRE ENERGY AND RECYCLING (BEAR)
PROJECT: EXECUTIVE APPROVAL OF
PROCUREMENT EVALUATION CRITERIA AND
WEIGHTINGS

REPORT BY: HEAD OF STREET SERVICES

CONTACT OFFICER: BEN FINLAYSON — 01234 228927

IMPLICATIONS:

LEGAL v STAFFING
EQUALITIES v COMMUNITY SAFETY
FINANCIAL v RISKS

OTHER v (ENVIRONMENTAL)

CONSULTATIONS:

COUNCILLORS CONSULTED Vv SCRUTINY COMMITTEE v
CONSULTED

STAKEHOLDERS CONSULTED OTHER

WARDS AFFECTED: E’.

LEAD EXECUTIVE MEMBER(S): E_R.DON WORLDING

PURPOSE

1. The purpose of the report is to update Members on developments of the
BEaR Project and to seek approval of the Procurement Evaluation Criteria
and Weightings to be used in the selection of a potential Contractor for the
proposed residual waste treatment facility, subject to any views or comments
made by Environment and Non Executive Functions Scrutiny meeting of 26"
March 2009. A similar report is being considered by all Partnership
Authorities, Bedfordshire County Council, the Shadow Executive of Central
Bedfordshire and the Transitional Executive of Bedford Borough Council.

RECOMMENDATION(S)

2 The Executive is recommended to:
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gearya
Please fill in

gearya
Please fill in


(i)
(i)

(iii)

Note and accept the update of the BEaR Project and

Agree, subject to any views or comments from Environment and Non
Executive Functions Scrutiny Committee meeting of 26™ March, 2009
and approval by all Partner Authorities, to the proposed criteria, sub
criteria and weightings to be used to evaluate bidders’ submissions
during the procurement for the long term residual waste treatment
contract.

Authorise the Director of Environment & Regeneration onsultation
with the Portfolio Holder make any future minor and—ctonsequential
amendments to the Evaluaoon Criteria.

BACKGROUND

3.

The Partnership is working to deliver a residual waste management solution
that:

e |s sustainable;

e Reduces the Partnerships global warming impact compared to current
waste management activities; and

e Aims to deliver/utiise both heat and power from the chosen
technology.

Since submitting the Outline Business Case (OBC) in October 2008, as well
as continuing to work with DEFRA on the PFI bid, the Project Team have
focussed on creating the extensive documentation to take the project through
the procurement phase. One key element of this documentation is the
Evaluation Criteria. The Partnership is going out to the market technology
neutral basis (no preferred technology choice). The evaluation criteria have
been developed to enable all technologies to be evaluated on an equal basis.

This report details the proposed evaluation criteria to be used during the
evaluation of tenders for the contract. It also covers the approach undertaken
in creating the criteria and the scope of the contract to be let by the
Partnership. The production of the Evaluation Criteria is a complex process
following tight timescales. Due to the amount of work involved and the
constantly changing market conditions the criteria and weightings for each
stage of the procurement are not yet finalised. The criteria and weightings
must be provided to bidders ahead of each procurement stage and the Team
would work to ensure that they were finalised ahead of this time. This report to
the Shadow Executive along with the attached Appendices’ details the high
level criteria and weightings which are unlikely to change.

In approving the OBC for submission in September/October 2008, each
Executive authorised the BEaR Project Board to prepare the procurement
documentation including the evaluation criteria to be used to deliver the
residual waste treatment contract. This report provides an update on the
project and specifically outlines the evaluation criteria that, in accordance with
the Joint Working Agreement, are a reserved matter for Executive approval.
Item 8, Section C of the Joint Working Agreement (JWA) identifies the
approval of the evaluation criteria as a “Reserved Matter” for agreement by
each Executive Committee.
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gearya
Please fill in the correct job title

gearya
Please fill in the correct job title


10.

11.

12.

Concerns over the impact on the environment and decreasing landfill void
space have resulted in new European and National legislation driving rapid
change to existing waste management practices. These new laws have
resulted in escalating costs for continuing to landfill through the Landfill
Allowance Trading Scheme (LATS) which levies heavy financial penalties on
Authorities that exceed strict landfill limits.

Bedfordshire County Council in conjunction with its Partner Authorities and in
consultation with the financial advisers appointed for the project has
investigated several funding routes. Work to date suggests that private sector
funded procurement would be most appropriate and levering in PFI credits
should deliver a more affordable project for the partnership. It has been
demonstrated in the OBC which was approved by all Partner authorities in
September/October 2008 that the value of PFI support would significantly
reduce each authority’s anticipated affordability gap.

In September/October 2008 the Bedfordshire County Council Executive along
with the Shadow Executive of Central Bedfordshire Council, Transitional
Executive of Bedford Borough Council and Executive of Luton Borough
Council approved the:

e Joint submission of an Outline Business Case to DEFRA and HM Treasury
for £110 million of PFI credits to support the delivery of a residual waste
treatment contract; and

e Joint Working Agreement between the Partnership Authorities of
Bedfordshire County Council, the Shadow Executive of Central
Bedfordshire Council, the Transitional Executive of Bedford Borough
Council and Luton Borough Council and the associated Governance
Structure.

The approved OBC was submitted to DEFRA on the 31* October 2008.
DEFRA and HM Treasury are now in the final stages of considering this
document with the aim of taking it to the Project Review Group (PRG) on the
17" March 2009. It is at this meeting that a decision will be made as to
whether PFI credits will be awarded. Feedback from DEFRA suggests that
the OBC meets the funding requirements and PFI credits should therefore be
awarded.

In accordance with DEFRA’s procurement timetable the Project Team must
be in a position to publish a contract notice shortly after the notification of the
award of PFI credits has been received. This contract notice, as well as
setting out details of the contract to be let, should also provide bidders with a
clear indication of the evaluation criteria to be used in the assessment of the
tenders.

The agreement of the evaluation criteria to be used for the procurement of the
long term residual treatment contract, as detailed under Item 8, Schedule C of
the Joint Working Agreement, is a reserved decision for each of the
Partnership Executive Committees.

REPORT

13.

This section of the document provides:
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14.

15.

16.

17.
18.

19.

20.

e A summary of work carried out since the OBC approval in October 2008
(13 to 18 — Project Update).

e An overview of the next steps in the delivery of the Project (19 to 20 — Next
Steps);

e An summary of the key objectives of the contract to be let (21 to 26 —
Contract Objectives); and

e An overview of the proposed criteria to be used to evaluate submissions
from bidders throughout the procurement exercise, detailing how the
evaluation criteria was arrived at and each criteria’s respective weighting
throughout the procurement process (27 to 46).

BEaR Project Update

Recruitment of Project team — Following an internal recruitment drive involving
all of the Partnership Authorities the majority of the posts within the Project
Team have been filled on a permanent basis. An interim Project Director has
been appointed whilst the permanent position is recruited using a specialist
consultancy. Any remaining posts will be filled through the re-deployment
process.

Procurement of advisers — Between December 2008 and February 2009 the
Project Team along with the BCC procurement department sought to procure
financial, technical and legal advisers to assist the Partnership authorities
through the procurement process. The successful companies will be notified
during March 2009.

Production of procurement documentation - The project team are currently

preparing the required procurement documentation, including:

e OJEU Notice

e Output Specification

e Pre-qualification Questionnaire (PQQ) and associated evaluation
methodology

e Descriptive document

e Instruction to Participate in Dialogue documentation

e Instruction to Submit Outline Solutions questionnaire and evaluation
methodology

Market Sounding Day — see para.50 below

Site Visits — Opportunities have been arranged for Members to visit a
Mechanical Biological Treatment (MBT) Plant, on 18" March [DL5]9.

Website — the BEaR pages of the BCC website have been updated and links
are available from all Partnership authority websites.

Next Stages

The programme for the project is that procurement will commence in April
2009 following the award of PFI funding expected to take place in March
2009'. The competitive phase of the procurement is expected to last
approximately 2 years and be complete by spring 2011. Construction will

! Subject to any conditions that maybe set by HM Treasury
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21.

22.

23.

24,

25.

26.

commence on an anticipated 36 months build and commissioning programme
in spring 2013 with completion scheduled for spring 2016. The two year
period from spring 2011 to spring 2013 will be used for the contractor to
mobilise on to the site and obtain a planning permission for the plant which
will require a detailed Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) to be prepared
during the procurement period.

The contract is anticipated to continue for a further 25 years under the
management of the contractor with the plant expected to come under the
ownership and control of the Partnership Authorities at the end of the contract
in 2041 if it is constructed on land owned by the Partnership® The evaluation
criteria will incorporate an assessment taking into account the possibility of a
bidder proposing a site not owned by the Partnership with its attendant risks
and advantages. In addition bidders will be asked to consider whether
alternative contract periods create greater cost efficiency for the Partnership

The Contract Objectives

The contract objectives and project scope are set out below and form the
basis of the output specification. The output specification is being developed
in accordance with DEFRA's Waste Infrastructure Development Programme
(WIDP) guidance for waste projects.

The output specification has been developed such that a range of
technologies are capable of delivering the requirements of the Council and
this has been tested through market sounding meetings with potential bidders.

The key service objectives are to deliver:

e The diversion of municipal waste from landfill in order to contribute to the
achievement of the Partnerships landfill diversion targets whilst having
regard to the waste hierarchy (reduce, reuse, recycle);

e An environmentally sustainable service;

e An effective, efficient, economic and affordable service that delivers Best
Value.

As shown above, the contract's primary aim is for the treatment of the
Partnership’s municipal waste that is not reduced, reused or recycled. As an
authority we confirmed our aim to achieve the statutory recycling/composting
targets laid down in the Waste Strategy 2007 (50%) and where possible
exceed the targets set in this and in the Councils Waste Minimisation &
Landfill Allowance Trading Strategy, with the aim of achieving the 60%
recycling target set by Defra for PFI Projects by 2020. This will ensure that
50% or less of municipal waste from Luton will be sent to the facility. The
output specification will require that the contractor, in dealing with this waste,
meets the Partnership’s targets for the diversion of Biodegradable Municipal
Waste (BMW) from landfill, thus ensuring that no LATS penalties are incurred,
and will set a minimum overall landfill diversion level.

The contract does not cover the collection of waste, nor the processing of
recycling streams segregated for recycling by householders or through other

? Potential option to include a 5 year extension to 25 year contract term
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27.

28.

29.

30.

31.

32.

33.

34.

front-end initiatives. However, the evaluation framework incentivises any
additional recycling and recovery that can be achieved through the treatment
of residual waste.

The Partnership is proposing to offer a site for the residual waste treatment
technology to bidders. The preferred site as agreed by the Bedfordshire
County Council Executive in October 2007 is Rookery Pit South near
Stewartby. However, it is emphasised that the Partnership is neutral on sites,
and bidders will be invited to submit their own sites if available. Any proposed
sites will be assessed in terms of their location, suitability for the particular
technology and the likely success of any planning application. In addition the
assessment will cover the risks in respect of service continuity through the
contract and after contract completion in 2041.

Evaluation Strategy

The evaluation strategy has been designed to ensure that it assesses bids on
the basis of the Partnership’s objectives and allows the decision making body
to take decisions on a reasonable basis taking into account all relevant
factors.

The procurement will be undertaken using the competitive dialogue process
under the EU procurement rules and the evaluation will be on a MEAT (Most
Economically Advantageous Tender) basis.

Once issued, the Partnership's procurement scope or stated objectives cannot
be changed without the need to re-advertise, which has the potential to delay
the project, impact on costs and increase risk. Additionally, once the criteria
for award of the contract are published, the Partnership may only amend
these in very limited circumstances.

The evaluation of bids received for the project is proposed to be carried out
using an evaluation model which is designed to be neutral on technology
alternatives but seeks to use proven technology solutions. The objective of
the evaluation will be to ensure the Partnership is provided with the most
appropriate solution, delivered in a way which minimises environmental
impact and is located on a suitable site.

The evaluation approach will, in general, be to assess bids in a manner which

will:

e Conform with all relevant statutory and regulatory requirements and best
practice;

e Be robust, objective and transparent;

e Provide a framework that will facilitate a comprehensive review of each
bid; and

e Provide a clear audit trail.

The evaluation methodology will consider bids on a quality and price basis
with a combination of these assessments being employed to rank the bids
received at each bidding phase.

In order to ensure the evaluation process is neutral and not prejudiced in
favour of any one technology option, detailed testing of the different
technology solutions likely to be offered by the market has been undertaken.
This testing has involved the hypothetical scoring of a range of technologies
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35.

36.

37.

against the technical, sustainability and price criteria within the evaluation
matrix using data provided by the project's advisors, based on their
knowledge of the marketplace, to ensure a representative range of scenarios
have been covered.

The testing has shown there to be no appreciable bias towards any particular
technology. However, the evaluation framework has been designed to ensure
that the Partnership selects the MEAT based on proven, deliverable
technology. It will also encourage bidders to investigate opportunities to
deliver the most sustainable solutions through the use of Combined Heat and
Power (CHP) technologies.

Evaluation Methodology

The evaluation of bids through the competitive dialogue process is split into a
number of stages, with each stage involving the evaluation of a reduced
number of bidders as they are de-selected at previous stages.

The procurement stages are as follows:

PQQ — Pre-Qualification Questionnaire. This stage is used to assess a
bidder’s technical capability and their financial and economic standing. It is
backwards looking (i.e. it looks at their history) and does not take into
consideration their proposed solution (as this will not have been identified at
this stage of the procurement). Pre-qualification documentation is issued to
any company that responds to the contract notice issued in the Official
Journal of the European Union (OJEU) within the specified period. Due to the
nature of the assessment the evaluation criteria used at this stage are
significantly different to those used to assess the proposed solutions later in
the procurement. An overview of the structure of the PQQ, type of questions
asked at this stage and approximate criteria weightings is included in
Appendix A. The Project Team along with any supporting officers will assess
each of the returned PQQs with a view to taking no more than eight bidders
through to the ISOS stage.

ISOS — Invitation to Submit Outline Solutions. This stage involves the
evaluation of outline solutions provided by the bidders shortlisted in the PQQ
stage. Bidders solutions are evaluated against the criteria discussed below.
The focus of evaluation at this stage is on the bidders’ technical ability as very
little financial information is provided by the bidders at this stage. The
evaluation of ISOS submissions will allow the Partnership to take no more
than four and no less than two bidders through to the ISDS stage.

ISDS — Invitation to Submit Detailed Solutions. This stage involves the
assessment of detailed technical and financial solutions provided by each of
the remaining bidders. The criteria for this stage are detailed below. In
recognition that there will now be more specific financial information to assess
the criteria, weightings may change to those used at the ISOS stage.

ISFT — Invitation to Submit Final Tenders. This stage involves the assessment
of the final bids by the leading bidders (usually 2). It uses the same criteria as
the ISOS and ISDS stages but again the weightings may change slightly. This
stage leads to the selection of the preferred bidder.
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38.

39.

40.

41.

The evaluation criteria enable bids to be scored against one another and
ultimately allow the project team to de-select the least compliant bids to
ensure the procurement exercise delivers the MEAT. Bidders will be made
aware of the criteria and approximate weightings at an early stage in the
process to enable them to develop a solution that best meets the
Partnership’s needs or alternatively to allow bidders who may not be able to
offer a compliant bid to withdraw from the process.

The evaluation criteria are split in to a number of levels:
Level 1 Criteria — This is the initial high level split between Quality and Price

Level 2 Criteria — This is the further split of Quality and Price in to more
detailed sub-criteria.

Level 3 Criteria — This is the further split of the Quality sub criteria in to more
detailed sub criteria. The Price sub criteria are not broken down in to this level
of detalil.

A number of workshops with officer and member attendees have been held
which have led to the formulation of the criteria discussed below. The criteria
have also been presented to Members ahead of this Executive meeting at
dedicated seminars to provide a level of understanding and input.

The Evaluation Criteria

Table 1 below shows the proposed high level evaluation criteria to be used at
the ISOS, ISDS and ISFT stages and the associated weightings of each. A
detailed explanation of exactly what is assessed at each stage is contained in
Appendix B. Table 2 identifies the level 3 sub criteria of the quality evaluation.
The weightings of the level 3 criteria are not proposed to change through the
procurement process. The technical sub criteria shown in Table 2 break down
one further level to level 4 and are shown in Appendix C.

Table 1 — Level 1 and 2 criteria and associated weightings at each stage of the
procurement

- EEn 3 2 |k

Level 1 A 0 %) Level 2 A ? %)

Technical 36-48 36 36

) 60- Funding & Commercial 18-24 15 15
Quiality 60 | 60

80

Legal & Contractual 6-8 9 9

Sub Total - Quality 60-80 60 60

Price & Affordability 6-12 24 24

, 20- Sensitivity Testing 12-24 12 14

Price 40 40 | 40 Payment Profile 2-4 4 2

Sub Total - Price 20-40 40 40
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| Totals | 100 | 100 | 100 | | | | 100 |

The Options Appraisal used in the production of the OBC was based on a
60% Price / 40% Quality Level 1 split. The change from this earlier ratio to the
current ratio (shown in Table 1) which will be used for bid evaluation is a
result of a number of the qualitative elements of price now being assessed
under the quality element. An example of this is the assessment of the carbon
impact of technologies, which during the Options Appraisal was assessed in
terms of cost (Shadow Price of Carbon) within the Price element and will now
be assessed under the Quality element. A number of other qualitative price
elements are now also assessed under the Quality level 2 sub criteria
‘Funding and Commercial’ element (detailed in Appendix B). The Price
element for the purposes of bid evaluation purely focuses on assessing the
cost of the solution in Net Present Value (NPV) terms using a number of
methods.

Table 2 — Level 3 criteria and associated weightings

Level 1 Level 2 Level 3 1ISOS ISDS ISFT
Ovwerall Technical Solution 9-12% 9.0% 9.0%
Environmental Performance 3.6-4.8%| 3.6% 3.6%
Senvice Operations 54-72%| 5.4% 5.4%
Technical Planning & Permitting 9-12% 9.0% 9.0%
Works & Commissioning 7.2-9.6%| 7.2% 7.2%
Management Systems 1.8-2.4%| 1.8% 1.8%
Sub Total - Technical 36 -48% | 36.0% 36.0%
Financial Robustness 6 - 8% 3.0% 1.5%
Quality Funding & Deliverability & Fuqding 6 - 8% 5.0% 5.0%
Commercial Payment Mechanism 2.4-32%| 2.0% 3.5%
Risk Mitigation 3.6-4.8%| 5.0% 5.0%
Sub Total - Funding & Commercial 18 -24% | 15.0% 15.0%
Compliance with BEaR Project Agreement & Schedules| 1.8 - 2.4% 2.7% 2.7%
Legal & Contractual Compliance with SOPC4 and DEFRA Derogations 3.6-4.8%| 5.4% 5.4%
Contract Structure/Consortium Support 0.6-0.8%| 0.9% 0.9%
Sub Total - Legal & Contractual 6 - 8% 9.0% 9.0%
Sub Total - Quality Sub Total - Quality 60.0% 60.0% 60.0%
Price & Affordability
Price Sensitivity Testing
Payment Profile
Sub Total - Price
Totals Not applicable (No Lewel 3 Price Criteria)

42.  As shown above in Table 1, the Price element of the evaluation will make up
40% of the evaluation score at the ISDS and ISFT stages, however at ISOS
stage it will make up 20-40%°. The Price weightings may be lower at 1ISOS
stage because at this stage firm pricing information is not usually available.

CONSULTATIONS

43. A similar report to this one will be taken for approval to Bedfordshire County
Council Executive (10th March 2009),the Shadow Executive of Central
Bedfordshire, and the Transitional Executive of Bedford Borough (19th March
2009).

® The exact weighting of Price at the ISOS stage is still being considered and is subject to market
testing.
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44,

45,

46.

47.

48.

49.

Ahead of the Executive meetings a series of seminars have been carried out
with all Members being invited to feed in to the creation of the criteria and
weightings. The seminars aimed to:

e Give an update on the project;

e Outline the purpose of the evaluation criteria;

e Detail how the evaluation criteria were derived; an

e Explain the methodology for applying them when assessing bids.

These seminars have provided Members with the opportunity to ask questions
and provide feedback. As many comments as possible will be fed back in to
the criteria and any outstanding issues will be reported verbally to the
meeting. Seminars have been offered to Members of Luton Borough Council
on Friday 6" March at the offices of the new Central Bedfordshire Authority
and also at Environment and Non Executive Functions Scrutiny on Thursday,
26™ March 2009.

The production of the evaluation criteria has taken account of the
Bedfordshire Authorities Municipal Waste Management Strategy which was
created following extensive consultation with the public.

Consultation with elected members about the Project has previously taken
place through the Bedfordshire Authorities Waste Partnership and the BEaR
Project Board. Regular engagement has also taken place with the BCC
Environment Services Overview and Scrutiny Committee (as the lead
authority until 31% March 2009). The Project has been reported to this
Council’'s Executive in July & October 2008 with a report on the Evaluation
Criteria on 30™ March 2009. .

The elected members of all Partnership Authorities, Bedfordshire parish
councillors and residents potentially most affected by the BEaR Project have
had the opportunity to attended tours of operational waste treatment facilities
on a number of occasions with further visits being arranged ahead of
procurement initiation. Visits to modern waste facilities have provided key
stakeholders with the opportunity to experience such technologies first hand
and to ask questions about technologies and operations. Briefings will
continue to be provided to elected members via the Members Bulletin,
workshops, seminars and further visits to waste treatment facilities.

The Communications Strategy provides a comprehensive approach to

informing all stakeholders on the BEaR Project. The key aims of the strategy

include:

e I|dentify key stakeholders and plan the most effective channels for
communicating with them

e |dentify how appropriate consultation shall be carried out

e Ensure that communication activities are carried out in a co-coordinated
and consistent way

e Develop ways of responding to enquiries and information that may arise
during the project’s lifetime

e Identify the roles and responsibilities of people tasked with delivering
effective communications

e Ensure that communications activity is appropriately planned, resourced
and any associated risks and issues are managed
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50.

51.

52.

53.

e Ensure that any reactive communications are properly managed and in
line with the overall strategy.

On the 6th November 2008 a Prior Information Notice was published in the
OJEU notifying the market of the BEaR projects impending procurement
exercise and advertising a project market sounding day on the 1st December
2008. Madeline Russell, Leader for Bedfordshire County Council welcomed
the 38 companies that attended. A summary of the project was provided by
the Project Director and Colin Chick, Corporate Director of Environment and
Regeneration, Luton Borough Council closed the presentation outlining Luton
Borough Council’'s commitment to the project. One to one sessions were
provided for those bidders who registered an interest.

A full public consultation, including road shows was launched in January 2006
to ascertain the public’'s views on how Bedfordshire should manage its waste
in the future. When respondents were asked whether they thought rubbish
remaining after increased recycling should be thermally treated to produce
electricity, 98% of people agreed. A project specific micro-website was also
launched in 2006 and several press releases relating to the project have been
issued and related articles have been placed in the BCC magazine delivered
to all households.

In February 2008 a letter and information sheet was sent to all residents and
businesses in the vicinity of the preferred site advising them of the BEaR
Project. These were supported by presentations to the local Parish Councils
in May 2008. Additionally, in November 2008 the BEaR Project Team held
holding further visits to EfW facilities, inviting members and residents from
Parish Councils close to the proposed site.

Continued open and honest stakeholder engagement and involvement will
strengthen support for the project and contribute to successful project
delivery. Communications will ensure stakeholders are kept informed and
updated with reliable information and will reinforce widespread support from
the residents of Bedfordshire and Luton.

FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS

54.

55.

56.

57.

The financial implications of this project were detailed in the Outline Business
Case (OBC) which was agreed by the Executive on 6" October 2008. The
Evaluation Criteria detailed within this report aim to deliver this project within
the affordability envelope previously agreed by the Executive.

As part of the Executive approval of the Outline Business case in October
2008 members were required to sign off an affordability envelope under which
the cost of the project would be acceptable.

The affordability envelope was based on Energy from Waste with Combined
Heat and Power (the Reference Project).

This report has been agreed by the Finance Manager (Environment &
Regeneration) on 11™ March 2009.
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LEGAL IMPLICATIONS

58,

59.

60.

61.

When following the Competitive Dialogue procurement route, the Evaluation Criteria
and weightings must be provided to bidders prior to each procurement stage. The

evaluation methodology and process must be transparent and fair to ensure no legal
challenge occurs. Further details can be found in paragraphs 40 to 42 of this report.

The evaluation criteria and weightings have been reviewed by all of the
Partnership’s advisors. Bevan Brittan the legal advisers have confirmed that
the weightings are compliant with all relevant procurement legislation.

The project has already been subject to the Freedom of Information Act and
The Environmental Information Regulations. This will continue and as such
the project could consider proactive release of certain documentation and
information through the Councils’ publications scheme

This report has been agreed by J. Newman in Legal Services on 13 March
20009.

ENVIRONMENTAL / SUSTAINABILITY IMPLICATIONS

62.

The preparation of the Evaluation Criteria has considered a number of
sustainable criteria, including The Environment Agency tool for sustainable
waste management — WRATE (the Waste and Resources Assessment Tool
for the Environment) the Corporate policies and priorities of Luton BC and the
Bedfordshire Authorities Waste Strategy. The Evaluation Criteria have been
developed to enable the delivery of a proposal in the Central Bedfordshire
submission document as well as supporting Central Bedfordshire’s Vision,
and Corporate Priority 3, Managing Growth Effectively. Further sustainability
implications are detailed in section 63 of this report.

SUSTAINABILITY RISKS

63.

In the development of the evaluation criteria the project team has considered:

e The need for the evaluation to be technology neutral and not provide one
technology with an unfair advantage

e The requirements of Waste Strategy 2007

e The Corporate policies and priorities of the Partnership Authorities

e The Bedfordshire Authorities Municipal Waste Management Strategy
2006.

e The Bedfordshire and Luton Minerals and Waste Local Plan, adopted
2005.

EQUALITIES, COHESION & INCLUSION

64.

The subject of this report does not have direct equality, cohesion and
inclusion implications. However, if the Council were to suffer significant fines
as a result of sending too much waste to landfill, then this financial risk, unless
carefully managed, does have the potential for significant detrimental impact
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on equality, cohesion and inclusion. It is essential therefore that any plan for
managing such risks should include an adverse impact assessment and
consideration of the social inclusion and community cohesion issues. Agreed
by the Equalities Coordinator, Environment & Regeneration 18/03/2009)

CONCLUSIONS

65.

66.

67.

68.

69.

For years, Councils as Waste Disposal Authorities have relied on landfill as a
primary method of disposing of the municipal waste. In order to satisfy the
requirements of the national, regional and Bedfordshire Waste Management
Strategies together with the European Landfill Directive, it is essential that
new waste management facilities are delivered to provide an alternative to
landfill disposal.

In order to deliver new infrastructure Bedfordshire County Council in
conjunction with the other Partner Authorities must let a long term contract to
the most suitable bidder and this must be done as soon as possible to ensure
that fines are avoided.

All of the Partnership authorities have been involved in the production of the
evaluation criteria included in this report that will subsequently be used to
assess the bids. The evaluation criteria attempt to capture all of the elements
that are important to the authorities involved and are weighted to identify the
most important elements.

As the production of the criteria is a reserved decision for each authority as
part of the Joint Working Agreement, it is essential that agreement takes place
to enable the Project to progress in to the procurement phase with the full
backing of each authority and Defra. Failure to agree the evaluation criteria
and weightings to be used could cause significant delay leading to additional
LATS fines and potential loss of PFI funding aid.

The Partnership will engage with the market on a technology neutral basis
inviting bidders to express an interest following the issue of the OJEU notice.
The evaluation criteria will aim to deliver the Most Economically
Advantageous Tender (MEAT) but will also encourage bidders to investigate
opportunities to deliver the most sustainable solutions through the use of
Combined Heat and Power (CHP) technologies.

APPENDICES

Appendix A — Structure of PQQ

Appendix B — Evaluation Criteria Explanatory Notes

Appendix C — Proposed Level 4 Technical Criteria

Appendix D — Glossary
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Outline Business Case
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