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Objectives of Evaluation Award Criteria

The aim of the competitive dialogue procurement procedure is to allow a contracting
authority to “identify and define the means best suited to satisfy its needs” (Public
Contracts Regulations 2006). It has been specifically developed for use on complex
projects where a number of solutions are possible. The dialogue is generally
conducted in successive stages (ISOS, ISDS and ISFT)' to reduce the number of
solutions being discussed by applying the contract award criteria at each stage. The
award criteria must follow the Most Economically Advantageous Tender (MEAT)
principles, thus determining best value for money for the contracting authority. The
following extract is taken from the Public Contracts Regulations 2006:

“The contracting authority shall assess the tenders received on the basis of the award
criteria specified in the contract notice or descriptive document and shall award the
contract to the participant which submits the most economically advantageous tender.”

Regulation 18 of Public Contracts Regulations 2006 also expects that the criteria and
weightings to be used for the award of the contract should feature in the early
contract documentation thereby providing a guide for perspective bidders on the
Partnership’s key objectives for the contract.

The evaluation criteria are used as a means to differentiate between bidders and
their proposed solutions. The process is designed to be transparent and fair, and
maintain competition amongst the bidders.

The following paper sets out how the evaluation criteria were developed through
Partnership engagement, workshops and sensitivity modelling and also how they
address the key objectives of the Project.

Evaluation Criteria Development

The following key decisions and documents that drive the project objectives have led
to the development of the evaluation criteria

e The Joint Working Agreement (JWA) agreed by each of the Partner Authorities
in September/October 2008.

e The Bedfordshire Authority Municipal Waste Management Strategy
(BAMWMS) updated in 2006.

o The agreement of the Affordability Envelope by each of the Partner Authorities
in September/October 2008.

e The provision of a “Technology Neutral” approach during the agreement of the
Outline Business Case in September/October 2008.

e The agreement to increase kerbside recycling and composting to high levels
(60% aim) ahead of any treatment taking place by each of the Partner
Authorities in September/October 2008.

"1SOS = Invitation to Submit Outline Solutions, ISDS = Invitation to Submit Detailed Solutions, ISFT
= Invitation to Submit Final Tender
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The project obtained written agreement from all the Bedfordshire Authorities through
the signing of the Joint Working Agreement and agreement to jointly submit the OBC.
The essence of the agreement was for the four authorities to work together to
procure a contractor who will design, build, finance and operate long-term facilities
for the treatment of the remaining residual municipal waste, after each of the
authorities have re-cycled and composted as much waste as is reasonably possible
through kerbside schemes.

The following commentary demonstrates the steps the project team have taken in
developing the evaluation criteria for the project. It explains the process conducted
and the outputs agreed.

Meetings and Workshops

1. Initial workshop held on the 18" of December 2008, attended by the following

people:
- Gary Alderson (Lead Officer - CBC) - Stewart Briggs (Lead Officer - BBC)
- Peter Snelling (Member - CBC) - Rob Gregan (Head of Procurement)
- Mick Wright (Luton Borough Council) - Andrew Smith (AD Waste BCC)
- Ben Finlayson, (Project Manager) - Peter Brown (BEaR Officer)
- Jennifer Watts (BEaR Comms) - Steve Blackburn (Entec)

- Rebecca Cole (Mace)

The group was provided with a detailed overview of the procurement process
and the need for evaluation criteria. They were then asked to :

e Consider what was important to the Partnership in terms of the project’s
objectives

o Agree the split between Price and Quality;

e Propose, review and amend criteria at each level (1 — 4);

¢ Rank the criteria at each level in order of importance to the Partnership
and, finally;

e Assign percentage weightings to the criteria.

2. A second workshop was held on the 22nd of January 2009. Its main
objective was to explore the mechanics of the evaluation model and seek
clarification from the adviser on the Level 3 and Level 4 criteria. Present at
the meeting were the three Authority advisors: Bevan Brittan (Legal), Entec
(Technical), Grant Thornton (Finance), the Project Team and the Authority’s
internal procurement team. The external advisors were asked to review and
discuss the model from the perspective of their specific discipline ahead of
the meeting. Bevan Brittan discussed in detail the legal technicalities of the
procurement process and evaluation timetable. They reflected on areas of
possible challenge, the dialogue process and robustness of criteria and
weightings.

During the workshop:

e The team worked with the advisers to agree if and how the weightings
should change throughout the procurement process
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o The scoring methodologies to be used to assign a score against each
criteria were also developed, these were a series of scored ranges with
associated descriptive terminology.

3. A third meeting was held on the 26th February 2009 with all external advisors
and the project’s internal team. The aim of this meeting was to resolve any
uncertainties that remained with the evaluation model. @ Fundamental
questions were asked such as the robustness of the Price/ Quality split
between the ISOS and ISDS stages. All avenues were explored in order to
produce the most attractive evaluation model for the Partnership and the
market. The legality of the process was also discussed. Following this
meeting a draft evaluation matrix was produced.

4. Following the production of the draft evaluation criteria, Entec ran a sensitivity
test on the technical section to ensure that the evaluation delivered the
“Technology Neutral” approach that the partnership had agreed upon
submission of the OBC. The results showed that the criteria and weightings
had been produced in such a way that they were not unduly biased towards a
specific technology and allowed a range of technology’s to score well.

Certain technologies will score higher on some criteria and lower on others,
for example an Energy from Waste (Incinerator) plant is likely to score higher
than an Mechanical Biological Treatment (MBT) plant with regard to diversion
of contract waste from landfill, it is however likely to score lower than MBT
with regard to recycling & composting performance. The sensitivity testing
has ensured that in total the technologies are as much as possible on an
equal footing.

Rationale Overview

The purpose of this section is to explain the rationale for the decisions made on the
evaluation criteria. The criteria follow the MEAT principles and adhere to the Public
Contract Regulations 2006. The following tables set out the agreed position following

the above meetings and ratification at the Project Board.

Level 1 Criteria

ISOS ISDS ISFT

Price 20 —40% 40% 40%
Quality 60 — 80% 60% 60%
Total 100% 100% 100%

The decision to split the criteria 60% Quality and 40% Price is due to the complexity
of the project.  Supply only contracts, or service contracts which do not require
technical or professional skills or expertise where the requirements can be fully
specified could consider using a price weighting of 100%. For complex projects
where a range of solutions, methodologies and options could be delivered and
dialogue with bidders is required, the quality weighting should be high.

The BEaR project is considered a complex project and therefore requires a higher
quality weighting.

As well as this, although the affordability of the project is a key concern, the quality of
the final solution was deemed to be a more important element of the evaluation.
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The final Quality/price split at the ISOS stage has not quite been finalised and so a
range is included in the table above. Competitive Dialogue assumes that bidders will
develop their solutions throughout the procurement process. At ISOS bidders will not
have had an opportunity to fully cost or develop the proposed technical solution;
however they will have some indicative costs from their work on other contracts in the
waste industry. Therefore, Price may be given a lower weighting at the ISOS stage.
A higher weighting is given to this criterion later in the procurement process when
each bidder will have had a better opportunity to develop the underlying costs. The
split will be finalised ahead of issuing the contract documentation to bidders.

Level 2 Quality Criteria

Quality ISOS ISDS ISFT
Technical 36 — 48% 36% 36%
Funding and Commercial 18 - 24% 15% 15%
Legal and Contractual 6-8% 9% 9%
Total 60 — 80% 60% 60%

The Level 1 Quality criterion is broken down in to three elements at Level 2, these
are technical, funding and commercial and legal and contractual. Competitive
dialogue consists of three stages, ISOS, ISDS and ISFT and it common practice for
weightings to change at the different stages to reflect the fact that different aspects
become more important during negotiations.

The technical element is given a higher weighting due to the technical and complex
nature of the project. Funding and Commercial has a significant weighting due to the
large project value and the requirement for the bidders to demonstrate their ability to
fund the project. The Legal and Contractual elements are afforded a lower weighting
as the contracts are generally based on the Treasury’s Standardization of PFI
Contracts (SOPC 4) documentation and hence, a standard legal procedure is there
to follow. The weighting of this element is slightly lower at the ISOS stage as the
majority of issues will surface during the latter stages of dialogue.

Level 2 Price Criteria

Price ISOS ISDS ISFT
Price and Affordability 6—12% 24% 24%
Sensitivity Testing 12 - 24% 12% 14%
Payment Profile 2-4% 4% 2%
Total 20 - 40% 40% 40%

The Level 2 Price criteria examine the bidder’s proposed price and financial model.
This is distinct from the Funding and Commercial criteria evaluated under Levels 3 &
4 of the Quality criteria, which assesses how the bidder arrived at their proposed
price, its justification, rationale and their appetite towards risk transfer.

Within the Price Criteria, Price and affordability and Sensitivity Testing have the
highest weightings assigned to them as they evaluate the price of the bid against the
overall affordability envelope. Due to the reasons discussed above under Level 1, the
Price and Affordability criterion is given a lower weighting at the ISOS stage and a

E:\mgTest\Data\published\Intranet\C00000577\M00002937\Al00015474\itemSC1cbObjectivesofEvaluationCriteriaF|
NALO.doc
4 of 11



higher weighting later in the project when each bidder will have had a better
opportunity to develop the underlying costs.

In the Payment Profile Criterion, the Partnership will be looking to ensure that there
are no significant steps in the Unitary Charge post full service commencement, to
ensure that Council tax can increased by around inflation each year. Affordability
over 25 years is more critical; however the weighting recognises that the Authority
would rather a 'smooth cost increase profile' to a 'lumpy cost increase profile'.

As full pricing has not been undertaken at ISOS the Sensitivity Testing will focus on
assessing the impact on bidder’s proposals of changing landfill tax, LATS, inflation
and other key macroeconomic assumptions. As more detailed affordability and
technical solutions are progressed this reduces in importance, as the guaranteed
performance of the facility will be better understood. The Partnership wants to ensure
that the assumptions used by bidders are realistic and any changes will not cause
serious financial risk.

The Level 3 & 4 Quality criteria are detailed on the following pages.

E:\mgTest\Data\published\Intranet\C00000577\M00002937\Al00015474\itemSC1cbObjectivesofEvaluationCriteriaF|
NALO.doc
5 of 11



L1409
20p"0TVNIdels)ouolen|eA3j0saAl0a[qOg0 L OSWBIY.FG L 000IV\.E6Z0000N\.LS00000D8UEU\PaYsIignd\ejequsa L Bun:3

ale paje|jal douewlopad |BJUBSWUOIIAUS 8 0} palapisuod aq Aew

1By} SjJusWdId JO JAqWINU B ey} pajou aq p|noys }| |00} JUBWISSOSSe
a]9A00y1| Aousby JuswuoaAug By} ‘T 1Y Buisn passasse

aq Ajuewd im sjesodoud Jo 10edwl [BJUSWIUOIIAUS 8y UOIIN|oS
[ea1uyoa] [jeJano ay} apisbuoje Bunybiam doj jenba sey pue jo9foid ayy
Joy Ayuoud ybiy A1en e aq 0) palapisuod si souewlIoNad [BJusWUOIIAUT

%6 %6 %cCl -6 SdUBWIOLSd [EjuswuoliAug Viv

‘(paJainbas sjuswadueyua [BJNjodNYDIE JO

exe 6-9) Asuop 1oy anjep Buiaaiyoe 0] uole|al Ul UoiUS)al/Iajsue.)
)sS1 pajenobau jo eale Aay e sjuasaidal AjjeaidAy ) se Z' LY

uey) Bunybram saybiy Apybiis e usalb s1 uousllo sIy| “suswalinbal
nwuad pue ysu Buiuueld jo seaue Aay (Ul pa1sod pue) payebiiw | %4'g %Y'S %2 . —¥'S Bunwisad pue Buiuue|d [A4

pue pasiubooal aaey o} pue Bunywuad pue Buiuueld Jo swwesboid
a|geJaAldap pue dfsijeal e apiaoid o} pajyoadxa ale siapplg "108loid
8y} JO 1S09 ||eJaA0 pue a|gelawi} Alaalap joafoid sy 0} Juepodwii

aq |m Bunyiwuad pue Buiuueld Jo Juswanalyoe ay} Z LY YIm Sy

‘uoneooads aolaes

8y} pue saAoalqo 2109 jo AiaAlap ay) ueyy aouepodw 19ssa| UaAIb
S| Ing passasse a( 1snw syIom ay} Jo Aaalap pue Ajjenb ‘wsijeas sy
‘(uanup 821AI8S “9°1) paseq Indjno ale saAoalqo j0sfoid ayy ybnoylly | %9°¢ %9°¢ %8V —9°¢ Buluoissiwwo) pue SYIoAA rAlA "/
"S9OIAIBS UOI}09]|09 sdiysiauped sy} Yim adepaiul [Im jey (seonoeld
uononiisuod Ayjenb Buisn ying) saniioe; Ayjenb jo uononuisuod

8y} pue a|npayos Asanlap 10aloid ayj jo sws} ul Jueoplubis si siy |

‘alay pajsa}
ale sanoslqo joaloid 8109 ay Jo Alaadp ay) se bBunybiam 1saybiy
|[enba ay} sey uouao sIy| abueyd ainjnj a)epowiliodde o) ANjIgIXal}

pue aouels|o) Buipiroid 1sjiym ‘1o8loid By Jo Wi 8y} 10} 8|gelaAlep %6 %6 %ch—6 UONNIOS [EANUYOS L JIBISAO Vv
A|BUIDUIAUOD puE 1SNCoJ ‘BAISBY0D 8 p|noys uolnjos sy "108foid
8y} jo sjuswalinbai Jndino Asy 8y} JoAIISP ISNW UOIIN|OS [EDIUYDS) BY |
%9¢€ %9€ %8V - 9¢ AVOINHO3L -V
coAdT | ¢ 19AaT € [9ADT el K9y € [9AaT sbuipesay
ajeuoney G Z 19Aa1
14SI sasi SOsI

BLIOIID € [9A9 ] AjIenD




L1340 L
20p"0TVNIdels)ouolen|eA3j0saAl0a[qOg0 L OSWBIY.FG L 000IV\.E6Z0000N\.LS00000D8UEU\PaYsIignd\ejequsa L Bun:3

11 01 anp ssa20ud uswainodoud ay) buninp Bunybiam [enbs uaAIb si
SIY] ‘8]ewlo 21LIOUO098 Jualind ay) ul Ajjeioadse {(sHDd Jo juaixe ‘qds
Aunbapgap ‘ainjonyys “6°8) 108loid ayy Joj Buioueuly pasinbal ayj uieyqo
0] pasn a( [|Im Jey) sessaoo.d ay) ul paysalalul si diysisuned ay |

%G %G %8—9 sebexoed Buipund jo Ayjiqessalieg zzga

‘paonpai ale

sbunybram ay) aloym sabejs | 4S| pue SAs| 1. ‘sisod bulAjuapun ayy ul
9ouspluod alow Ajddns |im alojaiay) pue ‘(Mainal SIOSIAPY |eloueUl
0] 108[gns aq ||IM pue) $SBUISNQOJ Ul 8sealdul [|Im Buljjapow [eloueuly
JI8Y} UIyIm apnjoul ueo Aayy S1sod ay} jey} sueaw siy| 'ssaooud
anbojeiq aannadwod ay) ybnouyy ssaiboid Aeyy se uonn|os |esiuyos)
ay} Buidojansp Ajlenunuod aq |m siapplg "1appiq ayl Aq paliddns
uoljewloul [eloueuly 8y} Jo ssaua}a|dwod sy} sajen|eAd UoLIdIID SIY |

%S’} %€ %8 —9 Ss8uisnqoy [efdueuld l'cd

%S 1 %S| %V - 81 TVIO™UIWINOD ANV ONIANNd - 9

'saAoalgqo a109/sjuswalinbal 10aloid ay) jo Alaalsp a|qeyipne

ay} pue Ajljigeiunoooe joafoid ‘suoneoiuNwWWwoD aAI088 apiroid

0] |enjuassa ale jey) sjuswsalinbau 108loid aue Buiuodas sosuewlopad
pue diysiauped ay; yum juswabebus ‘yJuswabeuew adlAlas

aAI0aye asnedaq Bunyblam Jamo| Jng Jueoiiubis e sey Siy]  palanod
0S|e ale SuOlje}Ipaldde pue adUBINSSE ‘S|0JU0D Ajllend "sjuswadinbal
sdiysiauned ay} jsuiebe alay passaippe Os|e ale sjuswalinbal
Bunodal pue Jajsuely ‘Buipiodal eyep jo spoyely “(Ayjenb ‘syH "69)
Alanljep s1o9foud ayy Jo sjoadse snoliea 10} sainjons juswabeuew
pue sanljigisuodsal JUsWNIOop JSNW Swa)sAs juswabeuew ay |

%8’} %8’} %Vv'C—8'1 swa)sAg Juswabeue|y 9LV

-oseyd |euoneliado ay} Bulinp a21AI8S 8y} JoAIBp

ued Aay) jey) aieljsuowap 0} 9|ge aq isnwl Jappig ay | Bunybiom
ajelidosdde ue sey pue diysisuped ay) Aq paaiadal 821AI8s Jo Ajjenb
pue ssauala|dwod ay} uo Ajealb ypedwi |Im syoadse asay] ‘(010
suswsalinbai Buiybram ‘sawi) punole uin} 3oIYaA “6'8) uoneoyoads | 9%z . %2 . %96—2. suoneltadQ 9918 S LY
92IAIBS B} Ul 1IN0 }8s sjuswalinbal ay} Bunesw jo ajqeded
Ajgesisuowap aq 1snw ad1Al1es ay | Juepodwil AiaA osje sijoslold ay} Jo
pouad ay} 4o} S891AI8S AJLIOYINE U0I}08[|0D 8y} UM Ajjusiolla saoeuajul
1By} 92IAI8S BAI}08)0 pue padinosal ‘pasiueblo |[am e Jo AisAlldp sy

(") suonesado
90IAI8S JapuUN passasse sI yoiym soueldwod pue Buuoyiuow Buiuueld
pue |eluswuodIAUg, SI SIY} JO S|dwEXd Uy “BLIBILIO J18Y]0o Ul PaIapISuod




L1408
20p"0TVNIdels)ouolen|eA3j0saAl0a[qOg0 L OSWBIY.FG L 000IV\.E6Z0000N\.LS00000D8UEU\PaYsIignd\ejequsa L Bun:3

‘wisiueydssw adouewlopad S,)0BJU0D By}

Japun Jajsuel) ysu aleudoidde ainsus siaquisaw WNILOSUOD Ud9aM]a(q o - o - o/ o — o uoddng .
sjuawaalbe aoepsjul pue aoe|d ul ale sasjuelsenb Auedwoo |eyuslied 7060 7060 7%80-90 WINIJOSU0Y / 8INJONJIS [BNJORIIUOD €10
ainsua 0} ureyd Ajddns wniuosuod pasodoud ayj Jo asuabijip anQg

100[0.d ye3g oy 0} oyioads S9|NPayds pue Juswaoalby

sl Jeym st siy} se josfoid ayj ynoybnoayy Juepoduwi ysow ayy Buieg | %G %V'S %8V —9¢ soloid se 1M soueidwo Al %o}
se poalbe sem sgnpayos pue Juswaalibe josafoid ay) yum aoueldwo) 109101d ¥eda ui d 2
"9|qIssod se Je} se aoue}dadoe aSIAljuUadUul 0 SIY} 0}
a|geinque aqg 0} spasu Bunybiem a|gelns e 810}818Y) pue 0S aWo029(q suone6oso
Aew jnq Aiojepuew A jou s} "ol10ads a)sem awos pue dsuab si enoq ou) EE mocm_ﬁ_w_u_Eoo pUE
adueleq 8y} JO BWOS JI9ASMOY OdOS 10U SI WIO) PIepuelS daiM @ul | %.L'T %L¢C %¥V'Cc—8'1 ! Amco:mmohmm_ e .\E pepuswe 'L
Jo yony “(Ajoyiny 03 ysi Jajsued) Jey} sasnejo ul ind "a'1) Juswnoop se) .vOn_Ow uum soueydwos
ay} 0] sjuswisnipe Aue axyew 0} Jou pasIAljuUadUl 8g pP|NoYs sJappiq : :
SS9|aylauou Jey) J|8 sem Ji Ing Alojepuewl si $D40OS yim asueldwo)
%6 %6 %8 —9 IVNLOVYLINOD ANV 1vO31- O

"JUSWINJOP [ENJOBIUOD B WO} [|IM I Se ssadoid D

ay} ul Jare| Bunybiam taybiy e usalb si}] Juswaalby 198lold 8y} pue
Jajsuel) ysu usamiaq sabeyul| ay) puelsiapun pue bBuijelp aAneuss)e o o oo — O WwIsIueyo9\ .
asodoud 0} siappig SMO||e YdIym ‘panssi aq [|IM wsiueyoaw juswAed 705 /05 %87 —9'€ swAhed jo aoueydasoy v'ed
[INy B SAS| IV ‘@ouepinb enaq yjim adUepIOdde Ul ‘UoIBIJUSWNI0P [N}
uey} Jayjes passnosip aq |im sajdiouiid auijno Ajuo abejs SOS| 8y I

‘abejs | 4G 9y} Je sasealoul Bulioos ay) aJojaiay}

pue juswaindoid sy} jo sebejs Jsje| 8y} [pun pasijeuly oq skeme | o o 7 — i ainjons .

JOU [|IM 8JNJONJ}s 10exa 8y | Sadjuelenb pue s}oeljuod-gns JUNodde 0} %5'€ %ol HCE—YC uonebiiw }su wniosuo) €ed
ul Bupye) ‘ednjonais ayy Jo ssauajelidoidde ayy Jo uonenjeAs ue si Siy |

ybnos aq pinom Abajess Buipuny ayy Buipunotins sjesodoud
wuly ‘ebejs | 4511y 109loud ayj Jo sjgelanlep Aoy e Buluiewsal




Level 4 Technical Criteria

It should be noted that only the Technical Criteria (Level 2) within the Quality side of
the evaluation break down in to Level 4 criteria. The other Level 2 criteria do not
break down in to this much detail. As seen above, the Price criteria do not break
down past Level 2.

The weightings of the Level 4 criteria were discussed at the Evaluation Criteria
workshop on the 18" December with Lead Officers. Each criterion was assigned a
high, medium or low tag to demonstrate its importance in relation to the other criteria
within the criteria above. Weightings will be assigned to the Level 4 criteria based on
these ratings.

The weightings of the Level 4 criteria have yet to be fixed due to the remaining
documents that need to be produced for the procurement. Fixing the criteria and
weightings at this stage could prevent the Partnership from having the flexibility it
requires to produce an ISOS questionnaire that reflects the latter stages of the
procurement.

The following Level 4 criteria should therefore be considered as provisional criteria.

As well as being defined in terms of importance, the High, Medium and Low ratings
should also be looked at in terms of:

High = High rankings would apply where there likely to be high levels of variability
between solutions.

Medium = Medium rankings would apply where there likely to be medium levels of
variability between solutions.

Low = Low rankings would apply where there likely to be low levels of variability
between solutions.

A1.1 Overall Technical Solution Rating
Robustness of technology proposals

Reference Projects (proven track record, reliability and deliverability)
Flexibility of solution (waste volume, composition and legislative change)
Products and end markets (incl CHP)

Management of residues to landfill

Emission control systems

Robustness of mass balance

A1.2 Works and Commissioning Rating |
Design principles (e.g. vehicle logistics, reception, storage, architecture)
Sustainable design issues (materials, water, energy)

Construction management and community communications during works
Quality and robustness of contract specifications (eg. EPC, Civils, M&E)
Works Programme

Mobilisation Plan

Testing and Commissioning Plan

A1.3 Planning and Permitting Rating
Land ownership/acquisition

Quality of planning strategy, methodology and risk management
Site specific policy/strategy consistency, development impact etc
Approach to permitting issues, methodology and risk management
Realism planning/permitting timetable

r—<IT
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A1.4 Environmental Performance Rating

Contract Waste Diversion from landfill M
Diversion of Biodegradable waste from landfill (LATS compliance) H
Recycled/Composted % L
Environmental impacts (WRATE) M
A1.5 Service Operations Rating

Operating Plans (e.g. opening hours, turnaround times, waste handling, security)
Maintenance arrangements

Contingency Plan

Nuisance minimisation procedures

Environmental and planning monitoring and compliance

Waste Transport and Haulage (off-site)

Data information systems

Third Party Waste Protocol

Emergency arrangements

Hand back Plan and procedures

Best Value (benchmarking, market testing, continuous improvement, indexation)
Client Reporting and meetings

Performance monitoring

Complaints management

Visitors Centre

Ongoing Community Liaison

A1.6 Management Systems Rating
Management Systems QMS & EMS
Resourcing & management arrangements
HR, Equal Opportunities and Social Cohesion
Health, Safety And Welfare

ErrrrrrrIrrTIII

S Ir

Environmental Performance

Following comments that the weighting assigned to the Environmental Performance
of the solution was low, the following section provides the rationale for this decision.

Firstly it should be noted that certain elements of a bid may be assessed under more
than one criterion. For example, Environment Performance has an overall weighting
of 9%, however, other criteria within the evaluation also take the environmental
performance of the facility into account. The environmental performance will also be
evaluated under certain elements of the other Level 3 criteria such as:

e Overall Technical Solution — (Emission control systems, Management of
residues to landfill),

e Works and Commissioning — (Sustainable design issues - materials, water,
energy),

e Planning and Permitting - (Site specific policy/strategy consistency,
development impact, Permitting Risk etc),

e Service Operations - (Environmental and planning monitoring and compliance,
Waste Transport and Haulage (off-site)).

¢ Management Systems — (Environmental Management Systems (EMS))

In conclusion, although the weighting specifically assigned to the elements within the
Environmental Performance Criterion is 9%, Environmental performance will actually
be taken into account in a much wider sense within all of the technical evaluation
criteria which accounts for a total weighting of 36%.
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These criteria have been thoroughly tested by the Projects external consultants to
ensure that they do not favour or discriminate against any particular type of waste
processing facility in accordance with member decisions. Any changes made to the
criteria are likely to lead to certain technologies gaining an advantage which would be
against the established policy of the Partnership authorities.
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