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SCRUTINY PANEL − 4 February 2015

Motherwell, 4 February 2015 at 10 am.

A Meeting of the SCRUTINY PANEL

PRESENT

Councillor Brooks, Convener; Councillor McNally, Vice−Convener; Councillors Burrows, Curley, Hume,
Johnston, Jones, Shields and Stevenson.

CHAIR

Councillor Brooks (Convener) presided.

IN ATTENDANCE

C. Philip, Committee Services Manager, Corporate Services: L. Johnston, Corporate Service Improvement
Manager and S. Lawrie, Service Improvement Officer, Chief Executive's Office, and A. McKenzie and
T. McGowan, Regeneration and Environmental Services.

APOLOGY

Councillor Curran.

DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST IN TERMS OF THE ETHICAL STANDARDS IN PUBLIC LIFE ETC.
(SCOTLAND) ACT 2000

There were no declarations received.

The Chair exercised his discretion to vary the order of business as hereinafter Minuted.

BEST VALUE − WASTE MANAGEMENT ENQUIRY

2. There was submitted a report dated 30 January 2015 by the Head of Environment and Estates (1)
advising of an allegation received in relation to the recent award of a Waste Management contract to
Viridor Waste Management Limited; (2) explaining that the decision to award the contract had been
made by the Environmental Services Committee at its meeting on 12 August 2014; (3) intimating that
the tender evaluation exercise had been conducted, in the terms of the Council's Contract Standing
Orders for Contracts by an Evaluation Panel, which had been assisted in the process by officers from
both the Legal and Procurement Sections of the Council; (4) informing (a) that five tenders had been
received by the due date of 11 February 214 and, after they had been evaluated, only one tender met
the basic licensing and technical requirements of the specification, and (b) that three of the five
submissions had failed the selection stage by not having an appropriate Waste Management Licence
and the fourth submission, whilst meeting the licence requirement, had failed to meet the minimum
score in two of the other key selection criteria; (5) indicating that, following the tender being accepted,
one of the unsuccessful bidders had expressed its concern that it had not received a fair and
equitable treatment during the tender process; (6) enclosing, as Appendix 1 to the report, a copy of
the report dated 12 August 2014 which had been considered by the Environmental Services
Committee which had recommended, for the reasons detailed therein, that the tender be awarded to
Viridor Waste Management Limited, and (7) detailing, in Appendix 2 to the report, a copy of allegation
received and the subsequent responses by the Waste Minimisation Officer to the specific points and
allegations which had been made.
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Thereon, A. McKenzie and T. McGowan, spoke to the report and provided a full and detailed
explanation (1) as to how the gate fee and mileage rates were calculated, and (2) why thenon−compliant

tenders had not been evaluated confirmed. They then (a) confirmed that the company
making the complaint, like all tenderers, had been advised of the proposed new operating hours
weeks in advance of the tender being issued; (b) pointed out that notwithstanding that advice, the
company had only applied for the extension to its operating hours, two days prior to tender closing
date; (c) indicated that the modification of the licence hours generally took considerably less than the
eight/nine weeks alleged by the company; (d) outlined, in great detail, how the tender evaluation
procedure was carried out and how the scorings had been applied; (e) indicated that all of the
unsuccessful tenderers had been advised why they had failed and were given the opportunity of a
debrief; (f) referred to and fully answered the various allegations made; (g) pointed out that the tender
had been open for a six week period; (h) confirmed that the tender had been invited, scored and
awarded fully compliance with the Contract Standing Orders, and (I) stressed that their Service had
worked very closely with procurement and legal at all times during the tender process.

A very lengthy discussion thereafter took place, during which both officers answered numerous
questions posed by Members of the Panel.

Arising from that discussion, the Panel considered that the Service had demonstrated best value for
money and had fully complied with Contract Standing Orders.

Decided: that the contents of the report be noted.

CONTRACT STANDNG ORDERS − REVIEW

3. Arising from consideration of the item of business contained in the immediately preceding paragraph,
the Panel considered that a review of Contract Standing Orders should be undertaken to investigate
whether there was any way that tenders could be invited in the future that would assist more local
companies successfully bid for contracts.

Decided: that the Head of Corporate Property and Procurement submit a report thereon to a
future meeting of the Panel.

MINUTE OF THE MEETING OF THE SCRUTINY PANEL HELD ON 5 NOVEMBER 2014

4. There was submitted the Minute of the meeting of the Scrutiny Panel held on 5 November 2014.

Decided: that the Minute be approved and noted.

PERFORMANCE REVIEW 2013114 − INTERACTIVE PRESENTATION AND DEMONSTRATION

5. With reference to paragraph 3 of the Minute of the meeting of this Panel held on 5 November 2014,
the Corporate Service Improvement Manager and Service Improvement Officer (1) gave a
presentation on the scrutiny of performance, and (2) gave a demonstration of PerformNL, the
Council's Performance Management System, and an overview of the benefits to be gained from using
PerformNL at future Panel meetings. Thereon, an example of the type of performance information
available on the system was tabled, which showed how the system could be used to drill down for
specific information that would enable the Panel to better understand why Performance Indicators
were regularly failing or exceeding targets.

Thereon, L. Johnston and S. Lawrie answered a number of questions posed by the Panel.
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Decided:

(1) that the benefits of using PerformNL at future Panel meetings be noted;

(2) that PerformNL be used at future Panel meetings to consider the overview of performance
and look at significant Performance Indicator variations and failures, and

(3) that it be noted that appropriate training on the system would be given to Members.
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