
 EXECUTIVE
  
YOU ARE REQUESTED TO ATTEND A MEETING OF THE EXECUTIVE TO BE HELD IN THE 
PRINCIPAL COMMITTEE ROOM, THE DEANE HOUSE, BELVEDERE ROAD, TAUNTON ON 
TUESDAY 20TH MARCH 2007 AT 19:00. 
 
 
 
 
AGENDA 
 
1. Apologies 

 
2. Minutes of the meetings of the Executive held on 26 February and 7 March 2007 

(attached) 
 

3. Public Question Time 
 

4. Declaration of Interests 
 

5. Improving Services in Somerset (ISiS) 
Report of Strategic Director and Programme Manager (attached) 
 
 

 
 
G P DYKE 
Member Services Manager 
14 March 2007 



 
 



 
 
 

 

Members of the public are welcome to attend the meeting and listen to the 
discussion. Lift access to the main committee room on the first floor of the 
building is available from the main ground floor entrance. Toilet facilities, with 
wheelchair access, are also available.  There is a time set aside at the 
beginning of the meeting to allow the public to ask questions 
 
 

 
 

 

An induction loop operates to enhance sound for anyone wearing a hearing 
aid or using a transmitter.  If you require any further information, please 
contact Greg Dyke on: 
 
Tel:     01823 356410 
Fax:   01823  356329 

 E-Mail:        g.dyke@tauntondeane.gov.uk 
 
 
Website:  www.tauntondeane.gov.uk  (Council, Executive, Review Board & Review 
Panel Agenda, Reports and Minutes are available on the Website) 
 
 

mailto:rcork@westminster.gov.uk
http://www.tauntondeane.gov.uk/


Executive – 26 February 2007 
 
Present: Councillor Williams (Chairman) 
 Councillors Bishop, Mrs Bradley, Cavill, Clark, Edwards, Hall, Leighton 

and Mrs Lewin-Harris 
 
Officers: Mrs P James (Chief Executive Ms J Wishlade (Strategic Director), Ms 

S Adam( StrategicDirector), and Mr G P Dyke (Democratic Services 
Manager) 

 
Also Present: Councillors Paul, Wedderkopp and Mrs Whitmarsh 
 
(The meeting commenced at 6:20 pm.) 
 
24. Declarations of Interest 
 

 Councillor Paul declared an interest as a member of Somerset County 
Council 
 

25. The Somerset Waste Board Administering Authority 
 
 The Executive/Cabinet Committees of each of the partner Authorities had 

agreed to adopt a Joint Committee Administering Authority model for the 
Somerset Waste Board. Subsequently, the Directors Implementation Group 
(DIG) at its meeting on 9 January 2007, had agreed a process for the 
appointment of one of the partner Authorities to act as Administering Authority 
on behalf of the Somerset Waste Board.  

 
 On 25 January 2007 DIG unanimously agreed that Somerset County Council 

should be recommended to become the Administering Authority.  This 
decision was subsequently unanimously endorsed by the Somerset Chief 
Executives Group at its meeting on 26 January 2007.   

 
 Both Somerset County Council and Sedgemoor District Council had formally 

submitted bids to become the Administering Authority.  Their submissions had 
been independently evaluated as to their capacity, experience and skills to 
undertake this role to the satisfaction of the other partner Authorities and also 
to minimise any associated risks either to themselves or the partnerships as a 
whole.  An outline of the role of the Administering Authority was submitted.   

 
 All the partner Authorities had engaged positively and constructively in this 

process. The Section 151 Officers had also been involved because of the 
nature of the financial issues and responsibilities associated with becoming 
the Administering Authority.   

 
 RESOLVED that: 
 

 1. the recommendation of the both the Directors Implementation Group and 
the Somerset Chief Executives Group to appoint Somerset County Council 
to act as Administering Authority on behalf of the Somerset Waste Board 
be agreed. 



 
 2. it be agreed that this decision was in the best business interests of the 

Somerset Waste Board and the community of Somerset and would be 
promoted as a partnership decision which placed responsibility on the 
Administering Authority to implement the decisions of the Board and not 
use the role to promote its own individual interests. 

 
26. The Somerset Waste Board Draft Heads of Terms for the Constitution 

and Inter-Authority Agreement 
  
 The Somerset Waste Partnership (SWP) was working towards the creation of 

a Somerset Waste Board (SWB) which would manage all waste collection and 
disposal services on behalf of the six Authorities.  A new single integration 
waste collection contract for the whole of Somerset was currently under 
procurement.  

 
 The Executive/Cabinet Meetings of each of the partner Authorities had agreed 

that in the short term the legal form of the Somerset Waste Board should be a 
Joint Committee with an Administering Authority and that it then apply to 
create a Joint Waste Authority in accordance with the appropriate legislation.   

 
 Consideration was given to the basic constitutional structure of the SWB.  

Details were submitted of the proposed constitutional structure together with 
the draft Heads of Terms.  This provided an initial overview of how the SWB 
would be established and would operate. 

 
          Once finalised these would be used to prepare the necessary constitution and 

inter-authority agreement that would formalise the role of the Somerset Waste 
Board and the responsibilities of each of the partner Authorities.   

 
 In preparing the draft Heads of Terms details of which were submitted 

consideration had been given to those constitutional principles for the 
operation of the Somerset Waste Board that had previously been agreed by 
each of the partner Authorities together with emerging good practice from 
other Authorities across the Country.   

 
 The constitution and inter-authority agreement would provide a clear and 

accountable framework within which the Somerset Waste Board, the 
Administering Authority and single client group could work together in order to 
respond in an effective and co-ordinated way to the development and 
implementation of an integrated waste management strategy in Somerset.  

 
 The Somerset Waste Board would be a legally constituted body and the 

constitution and inter-authority agreement would be legally binding 
documents.  The draft Heads of Terms details of which were submitted 
provided an overview of the constitution of the SWB and the roles and 
responsibilities of the single client group, the Administering Authority and the 
partner Authorities.  These details were by no means complete and further 
work was required to finalise them.  Further detailed schedules would be 
attached to the constitution in relation to the more complex issues such as the 
budgetary arrangements, scrutiny and inter-authority agreement.  The draft 



Heads of Terms had been considered both by the legal sub group 
representing the partner Authorities and the SWP’s external legal advisors.  
They had also been approved by the Directors Implementation Group.   

 
 The next step would be the drafting of the documents in detail by both the 

external legal advisors and the legal sub-group.  Once this was completed, 
details would be submitted to each partner Authorities Executive/Cabinet.  
This important and complex task would need to be substantially completed in 
advance of the commencement of negotiations with any nominated preferred 
bidder. 

 
 RESOLVED that  

1. the proposed constitutional structure of the Somerset Waste Board and the 
Heads of Terms as detailed in the report be agreed in order that they could 
be used to prepare the detailed constitution and associated inter-authority 
agreement for the Somerset Waste Board; 

2. final details be submitted to the Executive for approval 
 
(The meeting ended at 7.06 pm.) 
 



Executive – 7 March 2007 
 
Present: Councillor Williams (Chairman) 
 Councillors Bishop, Mrs Bradley, Cavill, Clark, Edwards, Hall, and Mrs 

Lewin Harris 
 
Officers: Mrs P James (Chief Executive) Ms S Adam (Strategic Director),   

Mr S Murphy (Principal Accountant) Mrs E Collacott (Principal 
Accountant), Mr S Kendal (Economic Development and Regeneration 
Manager), Mr B Yates (Building Control Manager) and Mr G P Dyke 
(Democratic Services Manager) 

 
Also Present: Councillor Wedderkopp. 
 
(The meeting commenced at 6.15 pm) 

 
28.     Apologies 
 
          Councillor Leighton 
 
29. Treasury Management and Investment Strategy 2007/08 
 
 Submitted report which gave an update on Treasury Management and 

Investment Activities for 2007/2008.  The current level of Council debt 
together with outstanding investments were noted.  It was expected that short 
term interests rate would peak by the Summer of 2007 and fall again by 
December 2008.  Long term rates were anticipated to remain more stable. 

 
 Borrowing and debt restructuring was outlined in order to take advantage of 

prevailing low long term rates.  Investment maturities were to be extended in 
light of current relatively high rates whilst maintaining liquidity of cash.   

 
           RESOLVED that the Treasury Management Strategies outlined in the report 

be agreed.   
 
30. Quarter Three Budget Monitoring Update 
 
 Submitted details of the Council’s budget position at Quarter three.  It was 

anticipated that the Council’s budget would be overspent by the end of the 
financial year.  Details were submitted of the reasons why this was so and the 
action that had been taken to minimise its effect.  This report had also been 
considered by the Review Board at its  meeting on 22 February 2007. 

 
 RESOLVED that the predicted financial outturn position and the steps taken 

to minimise the impact on the Council’s General Fund Reserves be noted.   
 



31. Increases in Building Regulation Fees 
 
 Under the Building (Local Authority Charges) Regulations 1998 the Council 

was authorised to fix a scheme of charges to recover the cost of providing a 
Building Regulation service.  Income from fees should be sufficient to recover 
the cost of providing the service when considered over a three year 
accounting period (the break even target).   

 
 Budget forecasts for 2007/08 indicated a potential shortfall in income against 

expenditure.  Consideration was therefore given to an overall increase in fees 
charged for Building Regulation Services in order to address the forecast 
imbalance.  In setting the revised scale of fees consideration was given to 
fees proposed to be charged by neighbouring authorities.  The proposed fees 
would be a little above South Somerset and Sedgemoor charges but below 
Mendip whilst West Somerset were expected to follow this Council’s lead.   

 
 Under the Local Government Association Model Scheme for Fees, charges 

were broken down into three principal categories.   
 
 New Dwellings 
 Domestic Extensions 
 And all other works 
 
 RESOLVED that the new scheme of charges as set out in the Appendix to the 

report to the Executive be agreed with effect from 1 April 2007.   
 
32. Somerset Inward Investment Company 
 
 Proposals to establish a Somerset Inward Investment Company had been 

under discussion for some time.  The proposed company was intended to 
develop a countywide marketing presence specifically to address the 
mismatch between the perceptions that businesses in the South East and 
Midlands currently had of Somerset as a place to holiday but not to do 
business.   

 
 In addition through marketing the company would work to attract new 

business relocations together with supporting expansion plans for all local 
companies and those based outside of Somerset but within the South West. 

 
 A specialist consultancy had been engaged by the County Council to work 

with partners to develop a business plan and a detailed business case.  The 
company would operate as a partnership between the Local Authorities in 
Somerset, business representative organisations, individual business 
stakeholders, academic institutions and the Regional Development Agency.   

 
 Details were submitted of the funding proposals for the new company together 

with a number of matters that remained to be resolved.  These included 
issues of governance and proposed remuneration for the staff group. 

 
 Allocation of the costs of the Council’s contribution for each of the first three 

years of operation could be contained within existing budgets.   



 
 RESOLVED that:- 
 
 (1) this Council become a founding partner of the Somerset Inward 

Investment Company;  
 
 (2)     a financial contribution be made to the costs of the first three years of 

operation of the company in the sum of £12,500.00 a year in 2007/08, 
£25,000.00 in 2008/09 and £25,000.00 in 2009/10; 

 
 (3) the Executive Portfolio Holder for Economic Development and Property 

be authorised to decide upon representation on the proposed 
Somerset Inward Investment Company Board of Directors. 

 
33. Local Authority Business Growth Initiative Awards 2007/08 
 
 In 2006/07 the Council had received £138,000.00 in the first round of awards 

made by Government in recognition of the growth in income from business 
rates achieved in the previous year.   

 
 Indicative amounts for the second round award of LABGI for 2007/08 had 

initially been advised by the Government.  However the initial indication 
provided by the Government had proved to be wildly inaccurate and the figure 
now notified had been significantly reduced from that originally stated. It would 
therefore be necessary to consider further how the revised amount would be 
allocated.   

 
Members felt that it was regrettable that the level of disparity between the 
indicated award in early February and the final “capped” award advised later 
in the same month was so great. This called into question the value of the two 
part process. 

 
 RESOLVED that:- 

(a) the Executive Portfolio Holder for economic Development and Property be 
authorised to agree the final distribution of LABGI monies for 2007/08 in 
line with the revised award figure that had now been indicated.; 

(b) the DCLG and LGA be informed of this Council’s concern over the way in 
which this matter has been handled. 

 
34. Exclusion of Press and Public 
 
 RESOLVED that the press and public be excluded from the meeting for the 

following item because of the likelihood of exempt information would 
otherwise be disclosed relating to Clause 1 of Schedule 12(a) of the Local 
Government Act 1972.   

 
35. Property Services Management Changes 
 
 Considered report which gave details of a proposal to release the Property 

Services Manager and carry out a minor adjustment to the staffing structure.   
 



 Details were submitted of the financial implications of this proposal. It was 
noted that the costs would be recovered in less than one year.  Ongoing 
annual savings would then be £49,459.00.  However in order to achieve these 
savings £32,616.00 would be needed from reserves.   

 
 RESOLVED that the proposed restructure of Property Services be agreed and 

a Supplementary Estimate of £32,616.00 from reserves be approved. 
 
(The meeting ended at 7.37pm) 



 
 
 
TAUNTON DEANE BOROUGH COUNCIL 
 
EXECUTIVE 20 MARCH 2007 
 
Report of Strategic Director (Shirlene Adam) and Programme Manager (Jill Sillifant) 
 
(This matter is the responsibility of Executive Councillor T Hall) 
 
IMPROVING SERVICES IN SOMERSET (ISiS) PROGRAMME  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
1.  Background and Introduction 
 
1.1 In early 2005, Somerset County Council and Taunton Deane Borough Council 

jointly embarked on an ambitious and revolutionary programme to transform public 
services in Somerset. The programme was developed so that the two councils 
could realise their shared ambitions to transform the way that the public access 
(and receive) the services we deliver.  In order to achieve this, the councils also 
recognised the need to transform the way the two organisations work so that we 
focus on, and are driven by, how closely our customers’ expectations of us are 
matched with their practical experiences.   

 
1.2 This programme is known as Improving Services in Somerset – “ISiS”.  

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
This report outlines the process towards the development of a major strategic 
services partnership.  The Partnership will cover corporate and transactional 
services and organisational transformation and is being undertaken jointly by 
Taunton Deane Borough Council and Somerset County Council. The report also  
confirms the possibility of the Avon and Somerset Police Authority joining the two 
councils and the private sector provider as a founding partner in the new strategic 
partnership. 
 
The final confidential version of the report’s recommendations, with named 
bidders, will be provided on the day of the meeting. 
 
The purpose of this report is to ask the Executive to recommend the Council 
appoint a preferred bidder, with whom further negotiations can take place, with a 
view to contract award in June.  This paper sets out the background to the ISiS 
programme and the procurement and evaluation process that has been followed.  
However, the scoring of the bids will not be complete until Friday 16 March.  It is 
intended that a set of confidential appendices regarding specific aspects of the 
bids will be circulated to members prior to the meeting.  The final scores and 
recommendations regarding the appointment of preferred bidder will be tabled 
and presented to members on the day of the meeting. 



Broadly, the ISiS Programme has 3 major strands.  It aims to achieve: 
 

 A world class customer service infrastructure; 
 

 Modernised support services – finance, HR, IT, property, facilities 
management, procurement, revenues & benefits; 

 
Transformational capacity – accessing experience and skills (that we currently do 
not possess) to help us transform all parts of the Councils. 

 
2. The Drivers For ISiS 
2.1 The rationale and detailed outcomes for the ISiS programme can be found in the 

outline business case (referenced as a background paper).  The drivers, both 
internal and external, remain valid and have been given more strength by the 
recent White Paper. This business case was discussed and accepted in principle 
by the Executive Board in April 2006. 

 
2.2 The ISiS Vision 

The ISiS vision is to transform both Somerset County Council and Taunton Deane 
Borough Council into strikingly modern and progressive organisations capable of 
delivering high quality local services across Somerset through excellence in 
customer experience 

 
2.3 Better for Less 

A specific aim of the programme is to deliver ‘better for less’. Our aspiration is that 
this programme will provide an improved service for customers that can be 
quantified in measurable terms, and which will make a significant contribution to 
future efficiency savings targets. 

 
2.4 ISiS Programme Objectives and Benefits 

The high level deliverables of ISiS are summarised in the table below and are 
contained in more detail at Appendix 1.   

 
Objective The End Goal The Culture 
To improve access 
to and delivery of 
customer–facing 
services 

 

•  Customers experience real 
excellence in both access to and 
provision of service, through ways 
which best meet their needs 

•  Customers have a choice of how 
they access services with 90% of 
service enquiries resolved at initial 
point of contact 

•  Customers experience excellence 
through personalized and localised 
services, including through local 
‘hubs’ – eg village halls/ ’clubhouse’ 
model 

 

•  Customer driven and 
customer focused 
(not inward looking) 

 
•  We get it right first time, 

every time 
 

To modernise, 
reduce the cost of 
and improve 
corporate, 

•  Integrated support services and 
transactional services which meet 
the precise needs of front line 
services and represent Industry best 

•  Flexible 
(not bureaucratic) 

•  Open and inclusive 
•  Information sharing 



transactional and 
support services 
 

practice across whole organisation –  
•  ‘Better for less’ 
 

•  Continually improving 
•  Multi-skilled 
•  Process efficient 
•  Cross fertilisation 
 

To help modernise 
and transform the 
overall workings of 
the County Council 
and Taunton Deane 
Borough Council 
 

•  A refreshingly modern organisation 
that puts the needs of customers 
first and delivers services in the 
most effective way 

•  A market leader partner 
 

•  Delivery focused,  
(not service led) 

•  Innovative and 
challenging 

•  Accessible and flexible 
•  National /International 

reputation 
•  A UK HQ? 
 

To invest in new 
world class 
technologies to 
improve productivity 
 
 
 

•  Open new markets 
•  Investment in: 

 Shared service infrastructure 
 People through skills 

development and training 
 Business process re-

engineering 
 ICT infrastructure 
 Buildings – a property 

infrastructure to support local 
service delivery 

 

•  Able to diversify and 
expand to incorporate 
new business 

•  Flexibility to support 
local area working 

•  Supporting multi-agency 
working 

To create an 
excellent working 
environment  and a 
more sustainable 
employment future 
for staff 
 

•  A Somerset business centre based 
in Taunton Deane providing excellent 
support services to public authorities 
in Somerset and across the Region 

 

The best employer around 
(not just the local choice) 

To generate 
economic 
development by 
attracting a partner 
willing to invest in 
Somerset 

•  Economic regeneration, investment 
and employment opportunities 

A culture of compromise in 
control and support to the 
partnership which may 
challenge some areas of 
public sector ethos 

 
 
2.5 The business case for ISiS has a number of key features, against which bidder 

submissions have been measured. One such criteria is the affordability 
“envelope”, which has been set by both councils as being the budgets currently 
associated with in scope services. Bidders have been, however, encouraged to 
look more creatively to see where service improvements and efficiencies might lie 
outside the initial scope of service. Even so, the bottom line has been very clear - 
there should be net savings and benefit to the council tax payer from any proposal 
made. In addition, whilst investment levels alone would not be a factor in deciding 
the Councils’ commercial partner, there is an expectation that the successful 
bidder would be prepared to make the appropriate investments required to deliver 
the Council’s ambitions and accept the delivery risk associated with these benefits. 

 
3. The Strategy for Delivering this Programme 
 
3.1 Both councils considered a range of different models for delivering this 

Programme and its associated benefits.  Members, officers and trade unions from 
both councils were involved in appraising these options which ranged from 



delivering the programme in house, through to outsourcing. Following these 
appraisals, the Joint Venture Strategic Partnership model was identified by both 
councils, independently, as being the model best placed to deliver the Programme.  

 
3.2 The Outline Business Case approved by the Councils in 2006 sets out full details 

of the options considered, and the outcome of their appraisal. 
 
4. Summary of Key Developments since April 2006 
4.1 At the point both Councils’ Executives approved the Joint Outline Business Case, 

three private sector partners had been short listed as potential partners to join the 
councils in a proposed Joint Venture Strategic Partnership.  These prospective 
partners are; 

 
•  BT (consortium with Carillion and Xerox) 
•  Capita 
•  IBM ( consortium with HBS and Mouchel Parkman)  

 
4.2 Both councils agreed at that stage that the procurement process should continue 

to the stage of identifying a Preferred Bidder, who would join the two councils in a 
Strategic Partnership to deliver the aspirations and objectives of the ISiS 
Programme as described above and in more detail in Appendix 1. We have now 
reached that stage of the process. In addition, Avon and Somerset Police Authority 
have also signalled their interest in rejoining the Partnership. Whilst this approach 
was welcomed by the two councils, agreement to the Police Authority rejoining 
was conditional on there being no delays to the procurement timescale, or any 
adverse impact on the Council’s business case. Consequently, since November 
2006, there has been a parallel stream of activity to enable the Police Authority to 
evaluate their own business case for ISiS and to satisfy themselves of the 
selection process and suitability of any preferred bidder recommendation.   The 
Councils have also considered the outcome of this process on their positions and 
will report on this at the meeting. 

 
4.3 Key Milestones and Activities 

The key milestones and activities since the short listing of the three bidders 
together with the key stages ahead are illustrated in the table below. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Event Date 
Issue of Invitation to Negotiate (ITN)                  June and July 2006 

Clarification meetings with Bidders 
July-November 2006 

Outline presentations of bids 
7 November 2006 

Tender receipt based on June/July ITN 
28 November 2006 

Evaluation of bids, including formal evaluation 
through service, segment and plenary panels, site 
visits, feedback from OJEU Signatories, Schools 
client, UNISON, Staff Forum etc 

4 December 2006 – 9 March 
2007 

Police ITN issued 
22 January 2007 

Police tenders received 
27 February 2007 

Evaluation of Police tenders including service, 
segment and plenary panels 

1 March – 14 March 2007 

Final meeting of Plenary Panel, to confirm 
recommendations 

16 March 2007 

Approvals process 
19 March – 21 March 2007 

Contract closure 
29 June 2007 

Services commencement 
2 July 2007 

 
5. Process For Evaluating The Bids 
 

General 
 
5.1 The evaluation strategy and process is set out in more detail in Appendix 2. 
 
5.2 Bids for the ISiS contract were returned from all three bidders on the due date of 

28 November 2006.  
 
5.3 Each bidder submitted both standard and variant bids. A standard bid covered the 

minimum range of services for which the councils requested a submission. The 
purpose of defining a standard bid was that it provided a baseline for the 
comparison of different types of bids. Variant bids allowed bidders to utilise their 
own commercial experience to expand the ITN scope, methodology or delivery 
mechanisms – allowing maximum innovation from the private sector 

 
5.4 It was recognised early on that if we are to achieve the outcomes, and the futures 

that we wish for both our councils and for our customers, it is critical that we select 



the bid (and therefore the partner) that best meets our joint requirements.  The 
evaluation process is therefore critical in ensuring we make the right choice of bid 
and the right choice of partner. It was decided early on, that in order to accurately 
reflect the Councils priorities, the evaluation would comprise the following 
headings and weights:   

 
5.5 The overall evaluation criteria, and respective weightings, are: 
 

•  (A) Price and Affordability (25%) 
•  (B) Deliverables and Quality (40%) 
•  (C) Contract and Risk (10%) 
•  (D) Governance and Compliance (10%) 
•  (E) Culture and Partnership (15%) 

 
The scale of the councils’ ambitions, and the responses of the bidders (through 
both standard and variant bids) has warranted an intricate, sophisticated and 
necessarily complex evaluation process. In summary, the whole process (which 
has taken some 17 weeks to complete) has involved:  

 
•  Formal and quantitative evaluation of proposals  
•  Informal evaluation groupings with a range of stakeholders,  
•  General and topical presentations from bidders,  
•  Staff consultations,  
•  Formal reference site visits,  
•  Formal clarification meetings with bidders 
•  Formal commercial negotiations in meetings with bidders. 

 
5.6 Property Proposals 
 

All three bidders have submitted variant bid proposals pertaining to property 
assets.  Whilst these have formed part of the deliberations of the Deliverables and 
Quality Panel, it was felt that the councils should work with the preferred bidder in 
order to realistically shape the property offering – particularly in light of the 
opportunities presented in working with Avon and Somerset Constabulary.   

 
5.7 Quality Assurance and Independent Process Control 

To ensure probity, and to ensure the process was carried out in accordance with 
the published strategy, the entire evaluation process was scrutinised by an 
independent process controller (KPMG), by the South West Audit Partnership and 
by S.151 officers of the 2 Authorities.  In addition to this, the Plenary Panel Review 
(Stage 4) was also scrutinised by the monitoring officers of the two councils. The 
independent process controller from KPMG will be available for questions during 
the Councils’ approvals process.  A letter of assurance from KPMG as to the 
integrity of the procurement and evaluation process is attached in Appendix 3 to 
this report. 

 
6. Remaining Stages of Procurement & Preparation for Services 

Commencement 
 



6.1 From the choice of preferred bidder through to financial closure of the deal, and 
the commencement of services, a considerable amount of work remains to be 
done with a series of inter-related projects within the framework of one programme 
plan owned jointly with the preferred bidder.  

 
6.2 Very broadly this includes; 
 

•  Programme Management – the overall management of a series of project 
plans, many of them jointly with the preferred bidder, and to include the 
conduct of due diligence on the bidder’s proposals and the refresh of the 
councils’ business case 

•  Stakeholder Relationship Management – management of communications 
across both councils and the bidder and its partners or sub-contractors, 
including the formal process of consulting with staff on the transition to the 
JVCo through secondment, press and media coverage, and the need to 
communicate fully with many other stakeholders including schools, trade 
unions, other local authorities and suppliers. 

•  Establishment of the ‘Intelligent Client’ – agreeing the structure of this function, 
and getting it into place prior to contract close, to include consideration of roles 
and responsibilities, and to make the appropriate appointments 

•  Contract and legal work – includes concluding high level deal negotiations, 
managing the bidder interface, conducting and agreeing all commercial and 
legal negotiations, preparation of interim service agreements (for projects 
which will start as soon as possible), preparing for ongoing contract 
management 

•  Change Management – including preparing for and establishing the shadow 
Joint Board  

•  Transition Planning – to include working jointly with the preferred bidder on 
staff structure and transfer, accommodation, client liaison, financial and 
performance management and control 

•  Transformational change – to outline the early transformational projects with in 
scope and out of scope services as appropriate. 

 
 
7. Consultations Undertaken 

 
Staff 

7.1 Implementing the ISiS Programme, and achieving its objectives clearly has some 
significant implications for the way that staff will work.  

 
7.2 The importance of involving and consulting staff about these changes was 

recognised at the outset of the Programme and consequently, in 2005, a 
combined Joint Consultative Committee for the two councils was set up so that 
discussions could be held with Unison.  At the same time, Staff Consultation 
Forums were also established in both councils so that staff on a wider basis could 
be consulted about, and involved in the continued development of the Programme.  
During 2006, the two Staff Forums merged into one and there is now a combined 
Staff Forum for both councils.   



 
7.3 Formal meetings have been held with both the JCC and the Staff Consultation 

Forums on a monthly basis since 2005.  Further, the Staff Consultation Forum 
participated in the bid evaluation process. 

 
7.4 In addition to this, both councils have held regular face to face briefings for staff 

who are likely to fall within the scope of ISiS, and have issued monthly updates 
and newsletters to help keep staff informed about the developments of the 
Programme.    

 
7.5 Each of the three shortlisted bidders has held open days for staff to become more 

familiar with and find out more about each bidder, and has held briefing sessions, 
by service area, for staff who are in scope.  

 
7.6 In addition, a large number of departmental/team meetings have taken place over 

the period to discuss the ISiS programme. 
 
 

Members 
 
7.7 Members have similarly been able to attend open days hosted by the bidders. 

Additionally each bidder has held dedicated sessions with both councils’ sets of 
members; firstly to present a resumé of initial thoughts about the Programme and 
its objectives, and secondly to present a general overview of their bids.   

 
7.8 Regular update and briefing sheets have also been produced to help keep 

Members informed about the Programme. 
 
8. Financial Implications 
8.1 The detailed presentation to be made in confidence at your meetings will outline 

the affordability of the preferred option.  Any impact of the addition of the Police 
contract to the main ISiS contract will be explained.   The annual charge to be paid 
for these services under the contract will – like any other contractual arrangement 
- form a first call on the councils’ budgets.  Although it may be possible over time 
to further reduce the costs of services, and therefore the call on budget, this would 
need to be negotiated within the overall contractual arrangements. 

 
9. Legal Implications 
9.1 The Councils will enter, separately, into a series of contracts, which will include the 

Joint Venture and Shareholders’ Agreement, which establishes the Joint Venture 
Company 

 
10. Other Implications 
 

Growth of Joint Venture 
10.1 Members will be aware that an important element of the proposed Joint Venture is 

that it will become a focus for shared services and other collaborative ventures 
between public bodies in the South West, and this was included in the original 
OJEU notice in December 2005. Bidders, in submitting their tenders, have 
variously estimated the value of this potential business.  It should be noted that 



over 30 public bodies signed up to the OJEU notice as part of the procurement 
process. 

 
10.2 At the suggestion of the South West Centre for Excellence, and at their cost, we 

are seeking Counsel’s Opinion on the proposed framework agreement which will 
enable other third parties to purchase services from the Joint Venture. Currently, it 
is expected that the broad scope of the framework will enable it to be available to 
and benefit all public sector agencies in the South West region. 

 
10.3 Equalities 

Staff from the two councils can elect to be seconded on the same terms and 
conditions as currently enjoyed, and with the same rights and expectations as to 
equalities. The bidders have been required to develop their policies in this area 
and their responses have formed part of the evaluation. 

 
10.4 Business Continuity 

The principle of business continuity applies equally in relation to the 
commencement, continuation and conclusion of the services. 

 
The first is managed through the process of transition, a joint activity with the 
preferred bidder. The other two are both anticipated contractually and will be 
important areas of commercial negotiation to come. Assurances though have been 
given by the bidders within their submitted tenders. 

 
 
10.5 Management of Risk 

Members will already be aware that considerable efforts are being made to 
identify, and to mitigate, risks which might arise during the procurement phase of 
this project. Also, risks which might arise during the currency of the contract are 
identified in advance, and the allocation of these risks between the private sector 
contractor and public sector partners is critical to the success of the venture and to 
the right of allocation of risk to the party that is best equipped to deal with it. 

 
The top risks and mitigating actions will be presented as part of the confidential 
appendices. 

 
 
11. Recommendations 

The Executive Board makes the recommendation that the following be accepted at 
the Full Council meeting of 20 March 2007:- 

 
1. To accept the bid by [x=company name] for the purposes of allowing further 

clarification, evaluation and negotiation, with a view to the Council entering into a 
contract at the conclusion of the process. This effectively appoints x as preferred 
bidder to the Council, subject to recommendation 3 below. 

 
2. To agree that, in consultation with the Portfolio Holder Resources, the Strategic 

Director (Shirlene Adam) be authorised to take forward such negotiations as may 
be necessary with [x] to enable the contract to be finalised. 

 



3. To agree that appointment of preferred bidder should be contingent on securing 
key contractual principles within 6 weeks of appointment and to approve the 
appointment of [y] as reserve bidder, with whom negotiations can be resumed 
should the Council be unable to reach satisfactory agreement with preferred 
bidder on said principles.  This will ensure the continuance of a commercially 
competitive process. 

 
4. To agree that, on satisfactory conclusion of the further negotiations which may be 

necessary, and in consultation with the Portfolio Holder Resources, the Strategic 
Director (Shirlene Adam) will bring details of the commercial option to the 
Executive for final approval prior to contract signature. 

 
5. That the publication of these recommendations to the press and public be delayed 

to 22 March 2007, to allow a consistent release of information from both councils. 
 
 
 

 
Contact officers:- 
Shirlene Adam, Strategic Director 
Tel: 01823 356310; email:  s.adam@tauntondeane.gov.uk 
 
Jill Sillifant, ISiS Programme Manager 
Tel: 01823 356309; email:  j.sillifant@tauntondeane.gov.uk 
 
 
 
Background Papers:- 
Executive 24 May 2005 – “Joint Venture Arrangements For Corporate Services” 
 
Executive 22 June 2005 – “Joint Venture Arrangements For Corporate Services” 
 
Executive 20 July 2005 – “Joint Venture Arrangements For Corporate Services” 
 
Executive 24 August 2005– “Joint Venture Arrangements For Corporate Services” 
 
Executive 5 April 2006 – “Improving Services In Somerset – Business Case Update” 



APPENDIX 1 

 

 

 

This paper sets out the objectives behind the ISiS Programme, and the key results which it is 
anticipated the new partnership will achieve. 

 

Objective 1: To improve access to and delivery of customer facing 
services 
 
Customers experience excellence in both access to, and the provision of, services 
through ways which best meet their needs: 
 

Key results 
 

•  Top quartile satisfaction levels amongst all customer groups accessing the authorities 
 

•  A clear and affordable strategy, driven by service quality to manage and improve all points 
of access with the councils 

 
•  A change in culture that empowers frontline staff with the authorities to do their job and to 

innovate and “go the extra mile” for their customers 
 

•  A complete customer service which maximises the potential opportunity for collaboration 
with key service partners across the whole of Somerset, including for example other 
district councils, health services and so on 

 
 

Customers have a choice of how they access services with 90% of service 
enquiries resolved at the initial point of contact: 

 
Key results 
 

•  An organisational and technological solution which promotes choice of access to services 
and achieves as a minimum 90% resolution at first point of contact 

 
•  Customer feedback mechanisms seeking continuous improvement of all points of contact 

with the councils 
 
•  Technology based personalised access for customers with specific needs or for specific 

target markets  
 

•  A customer access solution which takes into account the rural nature of Somerset (90% 
classified as rural) and the requirement for local access in both the county and Taunton 
Deane 



 

•  A strategy for property used for customer access that reflects the rural nature of 
Somerset, its demographics, the different geographical spread of service provision across 
the two authorities, and the need for customers to be able to access services locally in a 
way that maximises environmental sustainability 

 

 
Objective 2: To modernise, reduce the cost of and improve corporate, 
transactional and support services 
 
Integrated support services and transactional services which meet the precise 
needs of the front line services and represent industry best practice across the 
whole organisation: 
 
Key results 
 

•  Partnership services delivering a minimum 2.5% reduction in net cost year on year to the 
councils 

 
•  The councils continuing to be rated as at least ‘Good’ in the Audit Commission’s 

Comprehensive Performance Assessment 
 

•  Service performance, as measured by agreed key performance indicators, in the top 
quartile by reference to local government peer grouping, the wider public sector and 
comparable private sector organisations 

 
•  Cost per transaction for key processes and activities reflecting ‘top quartile’ performance 

across any sector 
 

•  Annual measurable gains of at least 2.5% per annum are being achieved for all services 
within the Partnership 

 
 
Objective 3: To help modernise and transform the overall workings of 
the County Council and the Borough Council 
 
Refreshingly modern organisations that put the needs of customers first and 
deliver services in the most effective way: 
 
Key results 
 

•  Services that are driven by the needs and priorities of the customer (Somerset citizens)  
 

•  A clear strategy to enable more self service for both customers, staff and partners 
 

•  An increase in the percentage of the councils’ overall budget which can be targeted at 
frontline services  

 
•  Training and skills transfer in business process re-engineering for the staff of the councils 

to ensure that the transformation agenda is sustainable 



 
•  Investments in ‘world class technologies’ that enable opportunities to review and redesign 

organisational processes (both our own and those of our partners, where accountability 
for service delivery is shared).   

 
•  A partner that has similar (or complementary) corporate values and business ethos 

 
•  A partner that has complementary skills to those of the councils and in particular fills any 

skills gaps 
 

•  A property strategy based on adding value for the councils, improving property utilisation, 
supporting mobile and partnership working and enhancing the working environment 

 
•  A partner with a clear understanding of the broader strategic objectives of the councils. 

 
•  A partner with proven relevant experience of successfully enabling transformation of 

public sector services and with all of the attributes associated with a market leader 
 
 
Objective 4: To invest in world class technologies to improve 
productivity 
 
A modern, reliable, secure and responsive technological infrastructure that 
provides sufficient capability and flexibility to handle both future growth and new 
innovative solutions: 

 
Key results 
 

•  Technology in place which enables remote, flexible and mobile working across Somerset 
and takes account of opportunities brought about by the convergence of voice and data 
technologies 

 
•  Implementation of service specific and enterprise wide systems and applications to reduce 

duplication, manage information and maximise economies of scale across both 
organisations 

 
•  The ability to understand the business needs of frontline services and to translate that into 

innovative technical solutions 
 

•  Technology scaleable for business growth 
 

•  Business and customer focussed information management approaches 
 

 Introduction of customer focussed, self service solutions delivering a greater breadth and 
depth of service. 

 
•  Information and data strategies to maximise the potential to share / transfer data across 

service areas within the authorities and with partner organisations 
 

•  Technology that interfaces with all government tiers 
 
 



Objective 5: To create an excellent working environment and a more 
sustainable employment for council staff in the future 
 
A Somerset business with a base in Taunton Deane providing excellent support 
and transactional services to public authorities in Somerset and across the South 
West: 
 
Key results 
 

•  Business expansion and development – in both partnership and other council services 
 

•  Enhanced career paths and opportunities for all staff, whether in the partnership or not, 
through workforce and personal development strategies 

 
•  The creation of a high quality physical working environment  

 
•  Flexible work-style approaches – including mobile and home working 

 
•  Excellent employee relations recognising equality and diversity 
 
•  A Business Centre in Taunton 
 
•  High quality leadership 

 
•  Excellent internal communications 

 
•  The partnership and councils to be – the employer of choice in Somerset. 

 
 
Objective 6: To generate economic investment by attracting a partner 
willing to invest in Somerset 
 
Economic regeneration, investment and employment opportunities: 
 
Key results 
 

•  Capital investment in economic development and regeneration 
 

•  A regional centre for the partnership work established in Taunton Deane area, bringing in 
new jobs  

 
•  Providing employment opportunities and training of the highest standards 
 
•  Working with the councils and other agencies including the South West Regional 

Development Agency to assist in raising the investment potential profile for the South 
West 

 
•  An ethical investment policy 
 
•  Helping to raise skill levels in the local economy 

 



•  Making a strong contribution in relation to community and voluntary sector initiative and 
activity 

 
•  Acting in a way that contributes to sustainable economic development and business 

practice 
 
•  Providing support for small businesses 

 
 
 



EVALUATION STRATEGY AND PROCESS   Appendix 2 
 

Evaluation Strategy 
 
An evaluation strategy was approved by the Joint Programme Board in June. This 
described the evaluation criteria the councils planned to use to assess the bids, as well 
as some broad principles for the process and the methodology for evaluation.  Each bid 
was assessed on two principal grounds- 
 
(1) Compliance (Section 4 and Appendix 4 of ITN), and 
(2) Evaluation against criteria (Section 6 of ITN) 
 

(1) Compliance 
 
Each bid was first tested for compliance with the key requirements of the councils, 
which are; 
 

•  The establishment of a joint venture company (JVCo) in which Taunton 
Deane Borough Council, Somerset County Council and the private sector 
contractor are the founding partners 

•  The transfer of staff to the JVCo on the basis of secondment 
•  The establishment of the headquarters of the JVCo in Taunton Deane 
•  A standard bid which comes within the affordability envelope set by the 

councils (essentially the current revenue budget for the services concerned) 
 
These tests include compliance with the ITN instructions, and completeness. Any bid that 
was unaffordable, or failed to meet the councils’ output specifications, or failed to provide 
all the information sought in the ITN could have been rejected with no further bid from 
that particular bidder allowed. In the event, no bid was rejected for being non-compliant.  
 

(2) Evaluation Criteria 
 
Bids which met the councils’ basic compliance requirements were then assessed 
against a set of evaluation criteria. Two levels of criteria were established and 
shared with the bidders as part of the release of ITN documentation on 30 June. 
Level 1 criteria are shown at A –E below; Level 2 sub-criteria (Level 2) are shown 
in the diagram below.  A further level of more detailed sub-criteria was developed 
in order to assist the consistency of panels. 
 

Further work was then completed to refine these criteria so that the evaluation was as 
closely aligned to our desired outcomes (i.e. our “deliverables”) as possible, and to help 
us to appropriately differentiate between the bids.   
 
The overall evaluation criteria, and respective weightings, are: 
 

o (A) Price and Affordability (25%) 
o (B) Deliverables and Quality (40%) 



o (C) Contract and Risk (10%) 
o (D) Governance and Compliance (10%) 
o (E) Culture and Partnership (15%) 

 
The overall evaluation process, and the main criteria, are shown in the ‘rugby ball’ 
diagram below:- 
  



Price & 
Affordability 

Risk & 
Contract 

Deliverables Governance 

 
Culture & 
Partnership style 

 

0 ANNUALISED REVENUE COST       CONTRACT AMENDMENTS  30 
50 FINANCIAL MODEL         RISK ACCEPTANCE   70 
20 PPM           DELIVERABLILITY     0 
30 INWARD INVESTMENT 

 
 
           

CULTURE & PARTNERHSIP STYLE: 
40 ALIGNMENT/COMPATIBILITY OF PARTNER 
 WITH TDBC/SCC CORE VALUES 
 - HOW WERE VALUES ARRIVED AT? 
 - HOW WERE THEY PRACTISED? 
15 “FIT” OF KEY PERSONNEL 
 - BALANCE OF PUBLIC/PRIVATE SECTOR EXP 
 - PARTNERSHIP EXPERIENCE (OF THIS TYPE) 
 - STYLE/APPROACH/COMPATABILITY 
40 ABILITY TO ACHIEVE/EVIDENCE OF HAVING  
 ACHIEVED CULTURAL AND TRANSFORMATIONAL  
 CHANGE 
5 “QUALITY” MEASURES 
   - IIP 
 - EFQM/TOTAL QUALITY ETC 
 
 
30 CUSTOMER ACCESS        JVC ARRANGEMENTS  50 
            STRATEGIC PARTNERING  25 
10 MODERNISATION OF TRANSACTIONAL CORP. SERVICES   ETHICAL & OTHER ISSUES  25 
15        MODERNISE OVERALL 
5 INVEST IN TECHNOLOGY 
 
15 STAFF FUTURES 
10 ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT 
15      SERVICE DELIVERABILITY 

10% 
40% 

25% 10% 



6.2.1 Evaluation process – the detail 
 
It is essential that the evaluation process is objective, robust and transparent, 
and capable of withstanding any challenge. It must also be fair, and be seen 
to be fair. It is critical that, in reaching the decision to select a preferred 
bidder, the decision is arrived at through a clear and evidenced 
recommendation. 
 
The evaluation process includes elements where each aspect of the bid was 
scored, and other elements where a more qualitative assessment has been 
made. As described below, both methods have contributed to the overall 
outcome of the evaluation process.   
 
One of the success factors for successful implementation of the partnership is 
the extent to which the solution has been arrived at, and is “owned” across 
both authorities.  Consequently, the evaluation process was built on our view 
that the evaluation must involve cross-organisation representation, i.e. it must 
involve “out of scope” services and all appropriate stakeholders. This principle 
has undoubtedly increased the level of complexity of the evaluation process – 
particularly when combined with the nature of the evaluation criteria we have 
developed, but was seen to be a critical factor in ensuring the evaluation 
process produces the bid that best meets our two councils’ aspirations.   
 
There were effectively four stages of evaluation (once the basic compliance 
tests were passed), and these are set out in the attached schematic diagram 
at Appendix 1: 
 

1. Reviews of service plans for in scope services.  These reviews feed 
into the next stage; 

2. Reviews and scoring of proposals put forward against the key 
evaluation segments (price & affordability, deliverables & quality, 
governance and compliance, contract and risk, culture and 
partnership); 

3. Informal and qualitative evaluations based on reference site visits, 
further bidder presentations and stakeholder feedback, including 
feedback from staff, Staff Consultation Forum, JCC and OJEU 
signatories; 

4. Plenary review, which took into account the segment scores from (2) 
together with qualitative input from (3) above. This culminated in a 
report presenting the conclusions of the evaluation process, and 
consequent recommendations. These conclusions were then 
presented to the Joint Programme Board and the Joint Member 
Advisory Panel. 

 
The four stages are described in more detail below and will be shown 
schematically during the presentations to be made to Executive & Full 
Council. In order to ensure complete clarity, and for avoidance of doubt, 
frequent opportunities were taken by the Programme Team and advisors to 
clarify aspects of the bids with bidders.   
 



 
 
 
Stage One – Services Review 
 
These reviews were conducted by teams drawn from the relevant service 
area in each council, together with representatives of front-line services and 
help from external specialists as appropriate.  This aspect of evaluation 
concentrated on the specific proposals made in all bids (standard and variant) 
for each “in scope” service area. Conclusions from these service evaluations 
were then reported to those conducting the Stage Two evaluations. Points for 
clarification were passed to the Programme Team and were either raised at 
bidder clarification meetings or referred to the site reference visits 
 
Stage Two – Segment Review 
 
The segment teams (A –E above) looked more generically across the bids.  
 
The Stage 2 teams were made up as follows: 
•  Each segment had a “Leader” who co-ordinated, and oversaw their 

particular segment, but did not (himself or herself) score the bids 
•  Both in and out of scope services were represented and, where 

appropriate, other stakeholders (e.g. schools client group) 
•  Members of the JMAP attended panel meetings as observers   
 
The segment review process was overseen by an independent process 
controller/moderator (KPMG) who produced a summary report showing the 
strengths and weaknesses of each bid, an aggregate score for that bid, a full 
understanding of the risks and any particular areas warranting focus during 
the reference site visits or in clarification meetings with the bidders. 
 
Stage Three (Further qualitative evaluations) 
 
Reference Site visits 
 
Site visits were made to locations of our choice, for each bidder (including 
sites of their principal sub contractors). These locations were a mixture of 
existing partnerships bidders are currently a partner in, or alternatively 
another site that was judged to be appropriate and relevant to visit. 
 
The visits provided bidders with the opportunity to demonstrate and evidence 
their written submissions, but as importantly allowed the site visit teams to 
pursue Key Lines of Enquiry raised from Stages 1 and 2 of the process.   
 
Membership of the two site visit teams included:  

•  Leadership from the two SROs 
•  In scope and out of scope managers 
•  Staff Consultation Forum representatives 
•  JMAP representatives. 

 



Each Team Leader produced a summary report from the whole team, which 
was fed back into the Plenary Panel (at Stage 4). 
 
Bidder presentations 
 
Bidders were required to make the following types of presentation: 
 
•  Whole bid presentations – all evaluators attended a bid overview 

presentation in order to get a wider context for the part of the submission 
they were to evaluate.  The audience for whole bid presentations included: 

 Joint TDBC /SCC Working Group 
 TDBC and SCC Steering Groups 
 JPB/JMAP 
 OJEU signatories (for a view only) through RCoE 
 Schools Client Group and other schools reps 

 
•  Topic specific presentations (e.g. Customer access, Transformation, 

Governance, Financials and Commercials) which were made to Segment 
Panels 

•  Service specific presentations, which were made to the service managers 
assessing Stage I Service proposals.  

 
Stakeholder Feedback 
 
All stakeholders, including staff, had the opportunity to provide feedback to 
the Plenary Panel.  Staff representatives did this in person, based on having 
seen bid presentations, having read the Executive summaries of the bid 
proposals, and having attended site visits.  Unison were similarly invited to 
give feedback, although declined to do so.  
 
The schools client group and the OJEU Signatories were also able to submit 
their views. 
 
Stage Four (Plenary Panel) 
 
This constituted the formal review and moderation stage for the whole 
process, where the scores, evidence and conclusions were collated and 
subsequently challenged. The Panel assimilated the evaluations already 
conducted, both scored and informal, and reviewed the performance of 
Bidders during the evaluation process. The Panel were advised and assisted 
in this by the independent process controller (KPMG), independent Quality 
Assurance personnel (South West Audit Partnership) and the monitoring 
officers of the two councils   
 
The outcome of the Panel’s debate will be recommendations, via the Joint 
Programme Board and the Joint Members’ Advisory Panel, to the Executives 
of the two councils.  SCC’s Scrutiny Committee, and all Taunton Deane’s 
members are expected to be involved fully in reviewing the Board’s 
recommendations and the decision-making of the two Executives. 
 



A process of financial due diligence will be conducted in parallel by the 
Finance Departments of the two councils. 
 
 
6.2.2 Quality assurance and independent process control 
 
To ensure probity, and to ensure the process was carried out in accordance 
with the published strategy, the entire evaluation process was scrutinised by 
an independent process controller (KPMG), by the South West Audit 
Partnership and by S.151 officers of the 2 Authorities.  In addition to this, the 
Plenary Panel Review (Stage 4) was also scrutinised by the monitoring 
officers of the two councils. The individual who undertook the role of 
independent process controller will be available for questions during the 
Councils’ approvals process.  
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Quality Assurance and Independent Process Control Appendix 3 
 

 
 KPMG LLP  Tel +44 (0) 20 7311 4049  
 Advisory  Fax +44 (0) 20 7311 3311  
 Canary Wharf (38th Floor) DX 38050 Blackfriars 
 1 Canada Square  
 London E14 5AG  
 United Kingdom 
 
Simon Hurrell  
ISiS Programme Manager  
Somerset County Council  
C/O Taunton Deane Borough Council  Our ref   pk/mt 
Taunton  
Somerset TA1 1HE 
 
 
13 March 2007 
 
Dear Simon  

Assessment of the ISiS Partnership Procurement Evaluation Process  
  
As part of our role as financial advisers to Somerset County Council and Taunton Deane 
Borough Council on the ISiS procurement, we were asked to offer an independent and 
objective view of the evaluation process.  This work has been referred to as the ‘Process 
Controller’ role.    

The main focus of the Process Controller role has been to offer advice and assurance to the 
Councils, via the Evaluation Coordinator (Caroline Adams) with regard to the appropriateness 
and probity of the process.  The main Process Control activities have been to:  

 • review and comment on the overall evaluation process;  

 • review and comment upon the supporting documentation and guidance describing the 
evaluation process;  

 • offer on-going advice and support to the ISiS Evaluation Coordinator;  

 • attend the final evaluation plenary meetings; and   

 • liaise with the Council’s appointed independent Quality Assurance (QA) officers (the 
heads of internal audit for the two Councils, Jacky Barnes and Gerry Cox) who have 
observed the process.  

 
This letter sets out our views on the evaluation process in relation to our role as Process 
Controller.  



 
Limitations  

Our comments and views should be considered in light of the following points:  

 • the Process Control role has not included direct involvement in, or oversight of, all 
aspects of the evaluation process.  Therefore, our comments and conclusions are based on 
our impression of the overall process, visibility of a number of key stages and activities 
through our involvement as financial advisers and the views of the independent QA 
officers.  As a result, we are not able to confirm or guarantee that the agreed and 
documented processes have been followed without exception;   

 • our comments should also be considered in conjunction with the reports of the 
designated QA officers;  

 • our comments relate only to the process adopted by Somerset County Council and 
Taunton Deane Borough Council; and  

 • as with any evaluation process, the integrity of the process is ultimately dependent on 
the diligence and care of all those taking part.  

 
The evaluation process  

The ISiS Programme established a clear, staged evaluation process, which has included the 
following components:  

 • formal training for all those to be involved in the evaluation process, provided by The 
4Ps;  

 • clear definition and allocation of roles and responsibilities within the process;  

 • clear confidentiality requirements, evidenced by signed confidentiality forms;  

 • the creation of a robust evaluation model used to evaluate ITN responses, developed 
prior to the receipt of ITN responses and linked to the Council’s objectives and stated 
award criteria;  

 • a staged evaluation process allowing opportunity for review of service proposals by 
service specialists (Stage 1) and overall evaluation of bidders proposals against the 
Council’s objectives (Stage 2);  

 • the use of external specialist advisers to contribute to the evaluation process, providing 
both expertise and challenge; and  

 • a series of plenary panel sessions to review, challenge and moderate evaluation scores, 
including individuals not directly involved in the evaluation process itself.   

 



 
Assessment of the evaluation process  

It is our view that the evaluation process adopted for the ISiS procurement has been adequate 
and appropriate for a procurement of this type.  Further, with regard to the level of visibility 
we have had of the process, it appears to have facilitated a robust and transparent evaluation 
of bidders proposals.  

Although our comments are not intended to endorse the decision regarding the specific bidder 
selected (since this is outside the remit of Process Controller role), we do consider that the 
evaluation process adopted should have been sufficient to allow a reliable appraisal of 
bidders’ proposals and the extent to which these proposals meet the Councils’ stated 
requirements.  

No issues that would materially undermine the probity of the process have been brought to 
our attention.  

Other considerations  

The evaluation process is designed only to allow the selection of a preferred bidder with 
whom to enter detailed negotiations.  Once in negotiations with a single preferred bidder, the 
competitive pressure on the bidder is significantly reduced.  Therefore, we strongly advise the 
Councils to consider the following:  

 • there is significant benefit in seeking to maximise the leverage that the Councils have 
over the preferred bidder by vigorously seeking to resolve material issues prior to 
formally granting unconditional preferred bidder status; and  

 • once in negotiations, the Councils should regularly assess and challenge the contract 
being negotiated and only conclude negotiations when it is considered that issues have 
been properly and appropriately addressed.  

 
Yours sincerely  
  

   

Paul Kirby  
Partner  
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