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1.0 Introduction

1.1 In 2018, Brent adopted a deliberate strategy to synchronise the end date for its
outsourced environmental services so that they coincide for reconsideration at the same
time. The Redefining Local Services (RLS) programme was subsequently initiated in
May 2019 to develop and implement a commissioning strategy in time for new service
arrangements to take effect from 1 April 2023.
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Over six weeks from 17 May to 28 June, the Council carried out consultation with
representatives of persons identified under Section 3 of the Local Government Act 1999
(LGA 1999) on delivery model options for how the services in scope of RLS will be
commissioned and delivered in future.

This report presents a summary of the responses from that consultation and now
proposes the final overarching RLS Delivery Model.

The proposed Final RLS Delivery Model, which is supported by the responses from the
best value consultation exercise, is a “specialist contracts delivery model with low to
moderate levels of insourcing” and is outlined in section 5 of this report. The decision on
the final level of insourcing can be deferred until January 2022, to both allow time for the
evaluation of the in house highways reactive maintenance trial and in time to inform the
scope of the Invitation to Tender for the next Highways Services contract.

Linked to the Final RLS Delivery Model, the report presents the high level procurement
strategy and timetable for those services which will be outsourced. In particular, this
report presents the procurement strategy for the first and most pressing procurement
process in the timetable — an Integrated Street Cleansing, Waste Collections and Winter
Maintenance contract (‘Integrated Street Cleansing & Waste Contract’).

Cabinet decision on the Final RLS Delivery Model for these services and the
procurement strategy for the Integrated Street Cleansing & Waste Contract is required
now in order to successfully re-commission services within the required timescale.

The key timings for the remaining RLS Final Delivery Model and Integrated Street
Cleansing & Waste Contract process are included in Table 1 below.

Table 1: RLS commissioning strategy timetable

S . Timing (2021
RLS Commissioning Strategy Timetable unless stated)
1. Cabinet Member decision to issue public consultation Mid Se
on Street Cleansing & Waste Collection services P
2. Public consultation on Street Cleansing & Waste
) . Oct — Nov
Collection services
3. Caplnet dECISI-On on reactlvg highways maintenance 17 Jan 2022
options and Highways Services ITT
4. Procurement processes Sep 21 — Aug 22
5. Contract awards Jul — Sep 22
6. Contract mobilisations Aug 22 — Mar 23

Recommendations

That Cabinet notes the results of statutory consultation on the RLS Delivery Model
Options included in section 4 and Appendix 1.

That Cabinet agrees the “Specialist contracts delivery model with low to moderate levels
of insourcing” outlined in section 5 of this report, with a decision on the final level of
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insourcing deferred until January 2022, to both allow time for the evaluation of the in
house highways reactive maintenance trial and in time to inform the scope of the
Invitation to Tender for the next Highways Services contract.

That Cabinet approves inviting tenders for the Integrated Street Cleansing & Waste
Contract set out in section 6 on the basis of the pre - tender considerations set out in
paragraph 6.7 of the report.

That Cabinet delegates authority to the Strategic Director for Regeneration &
Environment in consultation with the Lead Member for Environment to decide the
price/quality ratio for the Integrated Street Cleansing & Waste Contract and the
evaluation criteria and approve officers evaluating tenders.

That Cabinet approves the allocation from prudential borrowing of £15m to finance both
the fleet required to deliver the Integrated Street Cleansing & Waste Contract and,
provisionally, the fleet required to deliver the next grounds maintenance, the latter
subject to market testing and development of the GM procurement strategy this autumn.

That Cabinet notes that decision on the final format and content of public consultation
on future street cleansing & waste collection services will be made in September by the
Lead Member for Environment in consultation with the Leader of the Council.

Background

RLS Aim and Objectives

The aim set by members for the RLS programme is to design and implement a better,
more integrated and flexible local services delivery model that improves the look and
feel of Brent’s public realm. The following RLS programme objectives were defined by

Brent’s members following the launch of the programme in May 2019:

* Meet residents’ and businesses’ requirements for the services: fully engage with the
community to understand their needs and aspirations

» Aclean, green environment: place clean streets, clean air, carbon reduction, quality
green spaces, trees & biodiversity at the heart of the programme

» Help the local economy: create jobs for local people and opportunities for local
businesses to deliver our services

» Be bold and innovative: explore all possible delivery options and seek out best
practice and innovation from other providers, from the UK and abroad

» Provide the best value possible with available council resources, in the context of
post-Covid financial pressures

» Ensure services are flexible and adaptable to change: build in control, flexibility and
resilience to manage future change
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RLS programme scope

The RLS programme’s scope covers the following functions led by the Environmental
Services Directorate (these are outsourced unless indicated otherwise):

» Waste and recycling collections

* Recyclates reprocessing

» Street cleansing

*  Winter maintenance

» Grounds maintenance for parks, council housing and highways verges
+ Arboricultural services

» Highways services (all works outsourced, policy and projects insourced)
+ Street lighting services

» Parking services

* Highways and environmental crime enforcement (insourced)

* Regulatory services (environmental health, food safety, trading standards, licensing)
- (insourced)

» Commercial services (cemeteries, pest control) (insourced)

+  Community protection (CCTV maintenance outsourced, anti-social behaviour
insourced)

» Special Needs Transport (shared service)

A key element of the RLS programme is the recommissioning of functions that are
currently delivered through contracts. The key contracts are included in Table 2 below.

Table 2: Contracts in scope of RLS

Contract Supplier Annual Value |End /extension
(2020/21)

Special Needs Transport LB Harrow £11m 2022

(shared service)

CCTV Maintenance Tyco £0.2m 2022 +1

Highways Services FM Conway £8m 2023

Parking Services Serco £6m 2023

Arboricultural Services Gristwood & Toms | £0.77m 2023 + 2

Street Lighting Services FM Conway £1.1m 2023 + 2

Public Realm Veolia £18 m 2023 +7

The Public Realm contract included waste and recycling collections, recyclates
reprocessing, street cleansing, winter maintenance, grounds maintenance and burials.
Burials and grounds maintenance in cemeteries were brought in house in December
2020.

Table 3 below shows the breakdown of the £18m Public Realm contract budget
compared with the whole system waste cost (comprising waste collections and waste
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disposal), totalling £20m, and the combined Public Realm contract and waste disposal
costs, which total £28.8m. An additional £400k for grounds maintenance on housing
estates is funded from the Housing Revenue Account.

Table 3: Public Realm contract budget and gross overall waste budget

Service Public Realm |Total waste Combined
contract value |collection and Public Realm
2020-21 waste disposal |contract and

costs 2020-21 waste disposal
costs 2020-21

Waste collections and £9.2m £9.2m £9.2m
recyclates reprocessing

Street cleansing £6.8m - £6.8m
Grounds maintenance £1.7m - £1.7m
Winter maintenance £0.3m - £0.3m
Waste disposal costs - £10.8m £10.8m
Total £18m £ 20m £ 28.8m

An Inter-Authority Agreement (IAA) with LB Harrow is in place to provide special needs
transport. The IAA commenced in 2016 and ends in July 2022. Officers have recently
established a cross council project team to review current arrangements for special
needs transport and to identify opportunities for improvement in terms of governance
and financial management of the service as well as opportunities for efficiencies and
service improvement.

The key opportunity for aligning future provision of this service with the RLS programme
is the relocation of buses from Harrow to Brent depots to reduce journey time and
running costs. This opportunity will be assessed as the review progresses during
autumn 2021.

RLS review

The RLS programme has conducted an extensive review over the past two years. The
key elements of the review which influenced the identification and assessment of RLS
delivery model options are listed below. These are summarised in Appendix 4.

i) Potential delivery models and benchmarking with neighbouring boroughs

i)  Council-wide, environmental services and waste contract financial pressures
iif) Brent’s pensions costs

iv) Depot availability and capacity

v) RLS service improvement priorities and future vision for the Environmental Services
Directorate

vi) Key service synergies and interdependencies

vii) Generalist versus specialist roles
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viii) Experience and learning from the Covid-19 pandemic

ix) Options appraisals for each RLS service — these are further detailed in Appendix 5.

Best Value Duty Consultation

The Council carried out statutory best value duty consultation on the future delivery
model for RLS services over six weeks from 17 May to 28 June 2021. The context,
methodology and results from this consultation are set out in full in Appendix 1 to this
report.

Officers sought feedback from representative groups on the following:

e Their priorities in relation to the optimum delivery model for local services, and their
consideration on whether the RLS programme aims and objectives meet these
priorities

e The suitability of the evaluation criteria used in the assessment of the delivery
model options

e Their consideration on the two options recommended by the council as the
favoured competing options for the RLS delivery model and whether these options
are correct

e The delivery model they prefer from all the options considered, bearing in mind the
context around cost and impacts to service delivery

e Their consideration on the opportunity to include in any retendering of the Public
Realm Contract an option to in-source certain functions after 1 April 2023, if the
council’s financial position were to improve.

Consultation Results

A summary of the headline responses received is provided in this section below. The
consultation responses have been taken into account in the consideration of the Final
RLS Delivery Model outlined in section 5 of this report, in particular the support for the
criteria chosen to assess all RLS delivery models and the support for the two favoured
competing options that were put forward in the consultation. The general support for
further insourcing where this is affordable will also be taken into account in future
decisions on the final levels of insourcing of these services.

Online Consultation

In total, 125 responses were received via the online consultation portal over the six
week consultation period. Of these:

e 90% and 37% identified themselves as representing local taxpayers and service
users, respectively. 5%, 10% and 15% identified themselves as representing local
rate payers, interested parties and voluntary sector groups, respectively.
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e The largest group of respondents by ethnicity were White British (32%) and Indian
(19%), although 20% preferred not to state their ethnicity. There was a noted under-
representation from Black British and Eastern-European groups for this consultation,
with more targeted communications required for these groups in any future
consultation exercises.

e The majority of respondents by age were in the 45 years and over categories,
accounting for over 62% of respondents. This is compared to 23% of respondents
who identified as being in the 44 and under categories.

Respondents mostly agreed (71%) that the RLS aim and objectives aligned with their
own priorities in relation to the optimum delivery model for local services.

Respondents mostly agreed (64%) that the evaluation criteria chosen to assess the
delivery model options were suitable.

The majority of respondents (55%) agreed that the council’s two ‘favoured’ delivery
model options were the most suitable options.

The majority of respondents (52%) did not have a preference between the two
‘favoured’ options, although for those who had stated a preference there was a skew of
33% to 12% in favour of the option that included moderate insourcing (i.e. fully in-
sourced highways reactive maintenance function).

Respondents were asked if they preferred any alternative delivery model to the two
‘favoured’ options presented. 27% responded with ‘yes’, with suggestions broadly
favouring either a mixed economy model with varying levels of insourcing and full
neighbourhood delivery, or a fully in-sourced model.

The majority of respondents (65%) favoured the option to in-source certain public realm
functions after 1 April 2023, should the council’s financial position improve.

Respondents were also asked to provide their comments throughout the online
consultation. These comments were wide-ranging and broadly reflective of the
consensus achieved in the responses to the individual questions summarised above.

Focus Groups

Two online focus group sessions (via Zoom) were carried out over the consultation
period with selected representatives of the various “best value duty” groups.

Three individuals (out of 19 invited) attended the residents and service users’ focus
group session in the evening of 16 June 2021, which was run by officers and attended
by the Cabinet Member for Environment. Despite the lower than expected turn-out to
the residents’ session, officers felt the outcome was productive, with participants
expressing their appreciation for the opportunity to share their views and wishing to be
engaged in future decisions.

Five individuals (out of eight invited) attended a businesses and voluntary sector focus
group session in the morning of 21 June 2021, which was run by the same officers and
attended by the Cabinet Member for Environment. As with the residents’ session above,
the outcome of the session was productive and a consensus was achieved that broadly
reflected the outcomes of the online consultation.
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The Final RLS Delivery Model

Prior to the best value duty consultation, a range of options for the overarching RLS
delivery model were assessed against the following criteria, which were derived from
the RLS review process:

i) Affordable solution in the context of post-Covid financial pressures

i) Flexibility and control of services

iii) Neighbourhood approach to managing localities

iv) Strategic management of borough-wide assets and specialist services

These delivery model options included the two favoured competing options (specialist
contracts with either low or moderate level insourcing) described in this section of the

report, and the alternative options listed in section 7 of this report and summarised in
Appendix 3.

Following the strong support received during the best value consultation for the two
favoured competing options, it is proposed that the specialist contracts model with either
low or moderate levels of insourcing is now recommended for approval by Cabinet.

These options are considered to be the options which can best meet members’
aspirations for RLS services within available and predicted funding levels. The options
offer the benefits of specialist contracts together with targeted insourcing where this can
achieve the greatest improvement on service outcomes for the money invested.

The decision on the precise level of insourcing (low or moderate) can be deferred until
January 2021, to both allow time for the evaluation of the in house highways reactive
maintenance trial and in time to inform the scope of the Invitation to Tender for the next
Highways Services contract.

The Final RLS Delivery Model will aim to achieve the following overarching objectives:
¢ A neighbourhood approach to managing local issues to meet the needs of local

areas

¢ A borough-wide approach to managing our assets and infrastructure (e.g. highways,
street lighting) to ensure investment is spent well

e A specialist contracts approach for outsourced services

e Improved contract management and monitoring for contracted services

¢ An intelligence-led approach to the deployment of resources

¢ Integrated deployment of environmental enforcement services across public realm
o Greater responsiveness to addressing issues and problems in the public realm

o Better digital customer interface with real-time information and issue reporting

¢ Additional council capacity for continuous service improvement and innovation

e Focusing specialist officers where they can add the greatest value, with more triaging
between generalist and specialist roles
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Deliver improved Social Value outcomes via our Social and Ethical Procurement
Policy, including: striving for carbon neutrality by 2030 and enhancing nature and
biodiversity; the number of local jobs created (where appropriate for the contract),
including focus on disadvantaged groups; and the number of SMEs and third sector
organisations that benefit from the procurement exercises.

Table 4: Proposed Final RLS Delivery Model

Specialist contracts with either low to moderate level insourcing

Specialist contracts

¢ Integrated street cleansing, waste collections and winter gritting

e Recyclates reprocessing

Grounds maintenance

Parking services

Tree maintenance

Street lighting

Highways Services

Insourcing (TUPE noted where applicable)

¢ Education, Communication and Outreach function from waste contract (TUPE)

¢ Informal Parking Appeals (TUPE)

e Tree surveying, data, work orders (TUPE)

e Highways gang for 20% reactive repairs OR full reactive highways maintenance (TUPE)

e Park wardens function (TUPE)

Stronger client (new posts)

¢ 1 additional highways inspector

Total additional cost recurring revenue: £0.2m - £0.8m

Mobilisation costs can be contained within existing R&E budgets

£0.02m - £0.65m Capital required for tree database and highways reactive maintenance

Low level insourcing would require an additional £0.2m in recurring revenue and a small
capital requirement of £20k to purchase the tree database.

Moderate level insourcing would require an additional £0.8m in recurring revenue and
£0.63m would be required upfront for capital for highways reactive maintenance.

The mobilisation cost for the Final RLS Delivery Model can be contained within existing
RLS Programme budget.

Service Improvements

The Final RLS Delivery Model offers the following service benefits:

Ongoing funding for the highways reactive maintenance gang based at the Depot,
tasked with 20% of reactive highways repairs which arise from customer reports, in
order to provide a more flexible and responsive service than the current highways



services contract. No additional cost as this has already been funded from within
R & E budgets).

Insourcing the Education, Communication and Outreach (ECO) team (6 staff)
would give the Council direct responsibility for communication, education and
outreach to help address our considerable waste, climate emergency and circular
economy objectives and challenges. 3 of these staff are already on LGPS with the
additional cost of insourcing estimated at £52k per annum.

Insourcing the Head Park Warden and 4 Park Wardens would enable better
integration of education and enforcement across the whole public realm in Brent. It
would also enable a more strategic and holistic approach to stakeholder
management and community engagement of park interest groups and park users
and help to increase participation and volunteering in parks. All these staff are on
existing LGPS via an Admission Agreement with the Council but there would be
additional cost estimated at £26k per annum to cover Brent’s higher employers’
pension contribution (35% compared to Veolia’s 20%).

The Pre-Notice to Owner (NTO) Correspondence work-stream (informal parking
appeals) could be incorporated back into the larger Parking back-office Notice
Processing Team (formal parking appeals). The addition of these two individuals
would be absorbed within the structure without any need to change either structure
or management capacity. The additional cost of insourcing is estimated at £32k per
annum. There has historically been discomfort that outsourcing this function results
in a situation where the contractor is in effect "marking its own homework” as it is
issuing the PCNs and then answering the challenges to those same PCNs. Moving
this service back in house could provide:

— Greater transparency on the activities of the contractor
— More control on how policy is applied to the cancellation of PCNs
— Improved quality of Pre-NTO correspondence

— Greater consistency between Pre and Post NTO communications with
customers

— Greater flexibility across the wider PCN correspondence team to deal with
surges in workload

In-sourcing the Tree Surveying function, tree database and the raising of tree
works orders would provide the Council with greater strategic and financial control
of the Arboriculture Services contract, improved planning and completion of works
and achieve better value for money from our tree maintenance budget. This is
estimated to cost an additional £30k per annum, comprising £20Kk in staff costs and
up to £10k in annual tree database license costs. Staff time required to maintain the
database would be covered from existing resources, and/or as an element of the
TUPE transfer to the Council of the existing surveyor post.

Creating a stronger highways inspection regime - 1 additional highways inspector
post would significantly address the lack of resource for highways inspections noted
in section 4 of this report. Total cost £43k per annum.



5.11

5.12

5.13

6.0

6.1

6.2

6.3

Additional benefits of insourcing full highways reactive maintenance

In addition to the benefits described above, insourcing the full highways reactive
maintenance service would provide the Council with greater flexibility and control for all
reactive highways maintenance defects rather than just the 20% of defects addressed
by the one gang team being trialled during 2021-22. This would enable a more
responsive service. The costs of insourcing the full reactive highways maintenance
service would be an additional £0.6m per annum.

Further potential for future insourcing

Under the Final RLS Delivery Model, there would be potential to insource further
functions from the proposed Integrated Street Cleansing & Waste Contract during the
main contract term, as detailed in paragraph 6.12 of this report, and to insource the full
grounds maintenance service after the next contract ends in 2027/28, should the
council’s finances improve. There was broad support for such further insourcing in the
best value duty consultation response.

The council would also retain an interest in considering insourcing the full street
cleansing service at the end of the main contract term of the proposed Integrated Street
Cleansing & Waste contract.

RLS Procurement Strategy and Integrated Street Cleansing, Waste Collections
and Winter Contract

A high level RLS procurement strategy setting out how each specialist contract would
be procured has been included in Appendix 2. The procurement strategy for a new
Integrated Street Cleansing and Waste Contract is set out in detail in this section.

Soft market engagement results

In parallel to the best value consultation exercise, the Council held a soft market
engagement exercise to discuss the potential retendering of an integrated street
cleansing, waste collections and winter maintenance contract with potential bidders. The
soft market engagement opportunity was advertised via the Brent e-tendering portal and
four expressions of interest were received. Interviews were held with four companies. It
was made clear in this process that any procurement was provisional and would be
subject to the results of the best value duty consultation and Cabinet decision in August
2021.

The aims of the market engagement were to seek the views from potential bidders on
our RLS priorities and objectives, the favoured RLS delivery model and outline
procurement strategy, and to understand what would make any procurement exercise
attractive to the market. The discussions were highly informative and can be
summarised as follows:

e There was strong support for an integrated street cleansing, waste collections and
winter gritting contract with separate grounds maintenance and recyclates
reprocessing contracts
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e There was strong support for the use of a two stage competitive dialogue procedure
for any procurement process

e There was consensus on the length of the contract; a main term of 8 years +
mutually agreeable extensions of up to a maximum of 8 years

e All companies would require use of our depot facilities at Marsh Road and
potentially satellite parks sites to deliver the services

e All companies would prefer the council to purchase the fleet, with the contractor to
specify, procure and maintain the fleet at their own risk

e The council will need to take responsibility for reviewing capacity for and funding
any electric charging infrastructure at the depots

e The performance framework should be focused on the core service with challenging
targets and a clear and streamlined monitoring regime that suits both parties

e All companies were clear that any specification risks that they cannot control would
be priced in, for instance the inclusion of a recycling target. They favoured
responsibility for the recycling rate either resting with the Council or to be shared,
and they were happy to include proposals to support/augment an in house ECO
team

¢ All companies would be prepared to accommodate the insourcing of further low
cost functions (e.g. graffiti, fly poster removal etc.) during main contract term, but
would like to price for this at the bidding stage

e All companies felt that potential changes to national waste collection requirements
included in the Environment Bill are unlikely to be able to be fully accounted for in
their bids, due to the procurement timetable proceeding the decision on any new
national arrangements. Some companies suggested our seeking costed options for
potential changes to waste collections as those options become clearer following
the current Environment Bill consultation process, while others suggested there
would need to be a clear agreement on where risks of any statutory changes to
collection lay in a change in law procedure to be included in the contract

e All companies shared their experience of introducing improvements around
intelligence (data)-led approaches to enable a better prioritisation and targeted
resourcing of street cleansing activities

¢ All companies supported our Social Value and Ethical Procurement Policy
objectives and now see social value as part of their core business.

Benefits of an Integrated Street Cleansing & Waste Contract

An integrated waste contract will provide economies of scale, operational efficiency and
value for money in the following ways:

» Street cleansing can be optimised in relation to waste collections

» Flexible resource for fast response to litter bin emptying, fly-tip removal and
emergencies

» Greater resilience to the impact of sharp reductions in driver availability and the
ability to respond to surges in demand for staff

» Improved waste handling/landfill diversion rates compared to separate contracts
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» Improved response to exceptional circumstances like snow, pandemic, extraordinary

events

»  Winter gritting can be shared across HGV drivers and streets’ operatives

Vision for the Integrated Street Cleansing & Waste Contract

The vision for this contract is to:

+ Improve the way Brent ‘looks and feels’ to residents, businesses and visitors
including good quality street scene and a clean and tidy area

» Encourage greater consideration by residents and communities of how to generate
less waste, emphasising reduction, reuse, recycling and composting

+ Promote a greater sense of civic pride and a stronger local identity

» Make a positive impact on social, environmental and economic sustainability

» Maximise opportunities arising from the Environment Bill

Business risks associated with the Integrated Street Cleansing & Waste Contract

The risks and mitigations associated with the Integrated Street Cleansing & Waste
procurement and contract are identified in the table set out in Appendix 6.

Pre-Tender Considerations for the Integrated Street Cleansing & Waste Contract

In accordance with Contract Standing Orders 88 and 89, pre-tender considerations for
the procurement of the Integrated Street Cleansing & Waste Contract have been set out

below.

Table 5: Integrated Waste Contract pre-tender considerations

Ref. Requirement Response

0) The nature of the | Street cleansing, waste and recycling collections, and

services. winter services.

(ii) The estimated Circa £300m in nominal terms including indexation and

value. population growth over 16 years.

(iii) The contract term. | The contract term will be a maximum of 16 years, with an
initial term of eight years and the option for mutually
agreeable extensions of up to eight additional years.

(iv) The tender The Competitive Dialogue Procedure (CD). The grounds for

procedure to be use of CD are set out the legal implications section of this
adopted. report. The ground that is relevant to the procurement of

the Integrated Street Cleansing & Waste Contract is that
“the contract cannot be awarded without prior negotiation
because of specific circumstances related to the nature, the
complexity or the legal and financial make-up or because of
risks attaching to them”. The services in scope of the
contract — municipal and commercial waste and recycling
collections, street cleansing and winter maintenance
services - are sufficiently technically, commercially (in




Ref.

Requirement

Response

terms of cost and risk allocation) and legally complex, and
the range of potential solutions through an integrated
approach to delivery sufficiently broad, to justify its use.

V) The procurement Indicative dates are:
timetable.
Adverts placed 06/09/2021
Expressions of interest 7/10/2021
returned
Shortlist drawn up in 25/10/2021
accordance with the
Council’s approved criteria
Invite to Participate in 01/11/2021
Dialogue/Submit Detailed
Solutions
Deadline to Submit Detailed 21/01/2022
Solutions
Issue letters to successful 11/03/2022
bidder(s)
Invitation to Submit Final 16/05/2022
Tenders (ISFT)
Deadline to Submit Final 10/06/2022
Tenders (ISFT)
Evaluation and moderation June/July 2022
Report recommending 11/08/2022
Contract award circulated
internally for comment
Cabinet approval 12/09/2022
minimum 10 calendar day 13/09/22
standstill period —
notification issued to all
tenderers and additional
debriefing of unsuccessful
tenderers
Cabinet call in period of 5 19/09/2022
days ends
Standstill period ends 23/09/22
Contract Mobilisation Oct — Mar 2023 (6 months)
Contract start date 01/04/2023
(vi) The evaluation Cabinet is asked to delegate decision on the price/quality
criteria and ratio and evaluation criteria to the Strategic Director for
process. Regeneration & Environment in consultation with the Lead
Member for Environment.
(vii) Any business risks | Business risks and mitigations are outlined in the table in

associated with
entering the
contract.

Appendix 6 of this report.
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Response

(viii)

The Council’s Best
Value duties.

This procurement process and on-going contractual
requirement will ensure that the Council’s Best Value
obligations are met.

(ix) Consideration of The Council is under duty pursuant to the Public Services
Public Services (Social Value) Act 2012 (“the Social Value Act”) to consider
(Social Value) Act how services being procured might improve the economic,
2012 social and environmental well-being of its area; how, in
conducting the procurement process, the Council might act
with a view to securing that improvement; and whether the
Council should undertake consultation. Officers have had
regard to considerations contained in the Social Value Act
in relation to the procurement and 10% of the evaluation
criteria will be assigned to evaluating the bidders’ social
value proposals.
x) Any staffing See section 11 below.
implications,
including TUPE
and pensions.
(xi) The relevant See sections 8 and 9 below.
financial, legal and
other
considerations.
(xii) Sustainability This procurement will be undertaken in line with the
Council's Sustainable Procurement Policy.
(xiii) Key Performance The strategic outcomes for the contract are as follows:

Indicators /
Outcomes

Strategic Outcome 1: Provide best value and an
affordable solution for Street Cleansing, Waste Collections
and Winter Maintenance service provision that lies within
the parameters of the council’s available resources.

Strategic Outcome 2: Improve the way Brent “looks and
feels” to its residents and visitors, by adopting a
neighbourhood approach to meet the needs of local areas
including opportunities for the involvement of local
stakeholders.

Strategic Outcome 3: Minimise the amount of residual
waste, reducing the damaging impacts of waste
management on the climate, and engendering a view of
sustainable waste management as a shared responsibility
in Brent. The successful contractor will be required to work
with the council to continuously reduce Waste and increase
the Recycling and Composting performance so that the
recycling and composting targets achieved contribute to the
Mayor of London’s recycling and composting targets in the
London Environment Strategy for local authorities to
collectively recycle 50% of Local Authority Collected Waste
by 2025.

Strategic Outcome 4: Improve the quality, clarity and
timeliness of information shared with stakeholders on how
the service is being deployed, accountability and integration
of operations across the entire public realm.
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Ref. Requirement Response

Strategic Outcome 5: The Contractor reduces the
greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions from the operations of
the Services to support the Council’'s commitment to
achieve carbon neutrality by 2030 and contribute to the
Mayor of London’s Emissions Performance Standard
(EPS).

Strategic Outcome 6: Deliver better Social Value
outcomes via the Council’s Social and Ethical Procurement
Palicy.

The Integrated Street Cleansing and Waste Contract will
include a robust KPI framework.

(xiv) | London Living The existing contractor pays staff working on the Public
Wage Realm Contract the London Living Wage. The new
Integrated Street Cleansing & Waste Contract will require
the payment of the London Living Wage to staff working on
the contract.

(xv) Contract The contract will be monitored by a single team within the
Management Environmental Services Directorate. The team will audit the
contractor’s work and help identify and deliver further
opportunities for service efficiencies.

The contract will be managed through: a fortnightly (or
more frequently if parties agree) Contract Operations
Group discussing day to day issues; a monthly Contract
Management Group monitoring performance and payment,
and a quarterly Contract Partnership Board ensuring that
the goals of the contract are being met and determining the
future direction of the contract.

A partnership/team approach will be fostered in relation to
joint delivery of services on the ground between council
and contractor staff.

Cabinet is asked to give its approval to these proposals as set out in the
recommendations and in accordance with Standing Order 89.

Further detail
The following paragraphs summarise the core services to be included in the contract:

Street Cleansing Services

¢ Provide comprehensive, seven-day cleansing services that deliver high performance
standards across all land use types and which maximise the amount of waste
segregated for reuse, recycling, composting and recovery

e Provide a ‘Clear All' service on designated roads ensuring the removal of all waste
in these areas, regardless of the source material
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¢ Provide and manage receptacles, including litter bins, ensuring that they never
become full or overflowing

e Provide a fly tipping removal service which proactively reduced the amount of fly
tipped waste and delivers the highest possible performance standards

e Provide a graffiti and fly posting removal service that meets EPA standards

Waste and Recycling Collections

e Provide a scheduled residual, recycled, food and garden waste collection service
that maximises the amount of waste segregated for reuse, recycling and
composting, while minimising contamination of target materials to improve the
quality of the separately collected waste streams

e Provide an assisted collection service to meet the needs of those households who
are unable to present household waste and recyclables at standard collection points

e Provide a special collections service for bulky household waste that maximises the
amount of waste segregated for reuse, recycling and recovery

Winter Maintenance

o Provide an effective winter service which ensures that safe passage along all main
highways, priority routes and other relevant land use types is not endangered by ice
and/or snow during the designated Winter Service Period

o Provide and manage all salt bins, ensuring that they are stocked and available for
use during the designated Winter Service Period to reduce risk to residents

Other Services

e Emergency and out of hours response

e Waste container management and delivery

o Customer care and satisfaction, including response to service requests and
complaints.

Provisional items

The following items are to be considered during the procurement process and will be
marked as ‘provisional services’ subject to dialogue with bidders. These items are:

e Collections from council-owned, non-household premises

e All Commercial Waste collections

The following items will also be included as provisional items in both the Integrated
Street Cleansing & Waste Contract and a future grounds maintenance contract

procurement process, with decision on which contract to include these functions in
deferred until contract awards for both contracts.

o Cleansing and litter picking of areas of hardstanding, litter bins and fly-tip removal in
parks and green spaces
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¢ Highways verges grounds maintenance

In addition, the following lower cost functions, which are high profile and can be
performed more effectively by direct local authority provision, will be included as
provisional items, with the Council reserving the option to insource these to be based at
the Depot at some point after April 2023 should the council’s financial situation improve:

o graffiti and fly-poster removal service

e public convenience service

e pavement washing service

e furniture and sign cleansing service

e emergency call out for cleansing

e arange of other health and safety and public nuisance matters affecting the
public realm that are not currently included in the scope of current contracts or
team responsibility.

Finally, we will use the competitive dialogue process to identify solutions that can
address the Council’s financial pressures whilst still meeting the objectives that have
been set for the procurement exercise.

Fleet financing

Cabinet approval of a total allocation of £15m from prudential borrowing is
recommended to finance the fleet for both the Integrated Street Cleansing & Waste
Contract and the Grounds Maintenance Contract, subject to approval of the Final RLS
Delivery Model in this report. This capital allocation will allow vehicles to be financed
upfront rather than through the life of the contract. This is necessary in order to broaden
the number of bidders who can bid for the contract and to achieve savings for the
Council. The capital bid will be financed by a reduction in the ongoing revenue budgets.

The amount to finance the Integrated Waste Contract fleet on an “as is” basis is
estimated at circa £10.6m. The fleet financing strategy will be developed during the
Integrated Street Cleansing & Waste Contract competitive dialogue procedure in which
we will dialogue with the market on the best solution for the fleet in relation to reliability
of service provision and our net carbon zero and local air quality targets. This will
include consideration of the most appropriate timings and phasing of fleet financing and
procurement to ensure the Council benefits from reductions in manufacturing costs and
developments in the reliability of new technologies as these are introduced and trialled
in the market.

Whilst we have not yet undertaken soft market engagement on the proposed specialist
grounds maintenance services contract to understand the interest of potential bidders in
a council fleet financing strategy, we are also seeking the provisional allocation of such
capital should the option for the council to finance that GM fleet be similarly
advantageous to the council. The estimated amount to purchase the grounds
maintenance fleet and associated equipment on an “as is” basis is £1.7m

The competitive procurement process for bids has not yet started and there is a risk that
vehicle requirements will be higher than current estimates. Bids will be evaluated using
a combined capital and revenue cost. In order to allow flexibility across these
categories, a contingency amount of 20% has been added to the capital bid.
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It is stressed that this figure is for a like for like fleet and that should the Council wish to
introduce electrification of the fleet, this will require additional cost not included in these
figures above. Officers will consider options in respect of electrification during
dialogue/negotiation on both contracts and may bring back an additional bid for fleet
electrification in spring 2022.

The procurement timetable for the Integrated Street Cleansing & Waste Contract allows
6 months mobilisation which is likely to be insufficient time to purchase all required
vehicles for contract delivery on day 1, such that some leasing of vehicles is likely to be
required. This is due to delays with manufacturing linked to Covid and Brexit. This is
likely to mean that the capital allocation is drawn down during the initial years of the
main term of the contract which is 8 years. This may prove to be desirable in any event
so that the Council can phase purchase of vehicles in line with improvements and cost
reductions in fleet technology.

Alternative Options Considered

The alternative delivery model options that were identified and assessed in the RLS
Review and included in the best value consultation are listed below, with further detail
included in Appendix 3. There was limited support for these options in the consultation
responses.

e The ‘as is’ model for current services

¢ Mixed economy with greater neighbourhood delivery (medium level insourcing)

o Mixed economy with full neighbourhood delivery (high level insourcing)

e Local Authority Company for all relevant services

e Internal Provision for all relevant services

e [Internal Provision via shared service for Public Realm contract functions

e Multiple contracts model with multiple contractors within service areas

e The Sole Provider delivery model

e Joint Venture model

Financial Implications

The proposed Final RLS Delivery Model has either an estimated minimum £0.2m or
£0.8m additional annual cost above the ‘as is’ operating model. The Alternative Options
considered and discounted have additional annual costs of up to £11.3m.

In addition, there are potential additional pressures on waste collection and disposal
costs upon renewal of arrangements for these services when the current public realm
contract ends in March 2023. These pressures are linked to changes in the waste
market since the current public realm contract was let in 2014.
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The additional cost for the Final RLS Delivery Model will need to be met by finding
efficiencies or savings within existing budgets or by increased budget provision from
savings identified across the council.

The specific additional annual costs of Final RLS Delivery Model are included in Table 6
below.

Table 6: Proposed Final RLS Delivery Model additional funding financial summary

Specialist contracts with either low to moderate level insourcing

Insourcing (TUPE noted where applicable) £000
e Education, Communication and Outreach function from waste
52
contract (TUPE)
¢ Informal Parking Appeals (TUPE) 32
e Tree surveying, data, work orders (TUPE) 30
¢ Highways gang for 20% reactive repairs OR full reactive highways
) 0to 590
maintenance (TUPE)
¢ Park wardens function (TUPE) 26
¢ 1 additional highways inspector (new post) 43
Total cost recurring revenue £0.2m - £0.8m
Capltal required for tree database plus highways reactive £0.02m - £0.65m
maintenance

Mobilisation costs can be contained within existing R&E budgets

A trial of the highways gang for 20% of reactive repairs has already been funded within
R&E (£110k).

These figures are estimated using March 2021 costs and will therefore be subject to
indexation/inflation by 2023. If the total services relating to RLS were subject to 2%
annual indexation, this would be circa £100k per annum. Contract indexation and
internal pay awards are funded corporately as part of Brent's Medium Term Financial
Strategy.

The proposed £15m capital allocation from prudential borrowing for financing vehicles
for the Integrated Street Cleansing & Waste Contract and the Grounds Maintenance
Contract (described in paragraph 6.14 — 6.19) is recommended for approval in this
report. This includes a 20% contingency for market and inflationary variations.

This capital allocation would be fully funded by a reduction in the Integrated Street
Cleansing & Waste and Grounds Maintenance contract revenue budgets.

Legal Implications

Procurement of the Integrated Street Cleansing & Waste Contract

The Integrated Waste Contract falls within the definition of a ‘public services contract’
under the Public Contracts Regulations 2015 (‘PCR 2015’) and is above the
procurement threshold for services (currently £189,330). As such, the procurement is
subject to the full application of the procurement rules under PCR 2015. The contract is
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also categorised as a high value contract under the Council’s contract standing orders
and accordingly is subject to the Council’s rules for high value contracts.

It is proposed to use the Competitive Dialogue Procedure for the procurement of the
Integrated Street Cleansing & Waste Contract. The Competitive Dialogue (CD) is a
specific legislative procurement route set out in the PCR 2015 which allows contracting
authorities to hold dialogue with bidders on various aspects of the procurement. Use of
this procedure is restricted to the circumstances set out in the PCR 2015, namely:

¢ Where needs cannot be met without adaptation of readily available solutions;

e Where the works, services or supplies include design or innovative solutions;

e Where the contract cannot be awarded without prior negotiation because of the
nature of the requirement, the complexity of its legal and financial make-up or
because of its risks;

e Where the technical specifications cannot be established with sufficient precision
with reference to particular standards; and

¢ Inthe case of where only unacceptablefirregular tenders have been submitted in an
open or restricted procedure.

In order to use the CD procedure for the procurement of the Integrated Street Cleansing
& Waste Contract, the Council must establish that the procurement of the services falls
within one of the grounds above. The justification for use of the CD procedure is set out
in (iv) of the table at paragraph 6.7 of this report.

For High Value Contracts valued over £5 million for services, the Cabinet must approve
the pre-tender considerations set out in paragraph 6.7 of this report (Standing Order 89)
and the inviting of tenders (Standing Order 88). It is permissible to delegate approval of
the pre-tender considerations as proposed in recommendation 2.4 in respect of the
evaluation criteria.

Once the tendering process is undertaken, Officers will report back to the Cabinet
explaining the process undertaken in tendering the contract and recommending award.

As the procurement is subject to the full application of the PCR 2015, the Council must
observe the requirements of the mandatory minimum 10 calendar day standstill period
imposed by the PCR 2015 before the contract can be awarded. The requirements
include notifying all tenderers in writing of the Council’s decision to award and providing
additional debrief information to unsuccessful tenderers on receipt of a written request.
The standstill period provides unsuccessful tenderers with an opportunity to challenge
the Council’'s award decision if such challenge is justifiable. However if no challenge or
successful challenge is brought during the period, at the end of the standstill period the
Council can issue a letter of acceptance to the successful tenderer and the contract may
commence.

Any ex Brent Council staff who TUPE transferred to the current contractor in respect of
the Public Realm Contract will be entitled to retain access to the Local Government
Pension Scheme if they transfer to a new contractor for the Integrated Street Cleansing
& Waste Contract and continue to work on delivery of the services. The Council may
be required to enter into an admission agreement in respect of such staff. The
implications for Council staffing levels are identified in section 11 of this report.
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Pursuant to the Greater London Authority Act 1999, the Council is under a duty to notify
the Mayor of London of its intention to advertise and procure a waste contract and to
ensure that it acts in general conformity with the provisions of the London Environment
Strategy dealing with municipal waste management. The Council has notified the
Mayor of its intentions, subject to the outcomes of the Best Value consultation process
and the August cabinet decision, and has commenced a consultation process with the
GLA on the specification for the Integrated Street Cleansing & Waste Contract.

The RLS Procurement Strateqy

The legal implications for the procurement of the Integrated Street Cleansing & Waste
Contract are addressed above. The procurement of the other specialist contracts
identified in the recommended delivery model will need to comply with the requirements
of the PCR 2015 and its requirements for advertising, tender process, evaluation and
standstill as well as the requirements of the Council’'s Constitution including the
Council’s Contract Standing Orders.

The same grounds apply to use of the Competitive Procedure with Negotiation (CPN) as
those identified for CD in paragraph 9.2 above and they will need to be considered for
the Grounds Maintenance and Parking Contracts if CPN is the preferred procurement
approach as identified in Appendix 2.

The RLS Procurement Strategy in Appendix 2 provides for potential extension of a
number of contracts namely, the Arboricultural Services Contract, the Street Lighting
Contract and the CCTV Contract. All of these contracts contain provisions which allow
extension of the contract beyond 31% March 2023. If any of the contracts are to be
varied on extension, such variation(s) will need to comply with the PCR 2015.
Consideration of the application to the PCR 2015 to any proposed contract variation(s)
will be provided in future reports relating to any decisions about extension/variation of
the contracts.

The Council’s proposed purchase and early leasing of the vehicle fleet can be planned
for, accommodated and negotiated as proposed, within the Competitive Dialogue (CD)
procurement procedure planned for the Integrated Street Cleansing & Waste Contract,
and within the Competitive Procedure with Negotiation (CPN) procurement procedure
planned for the next grounds maintenance contract.

Consultation

Where consultation is carried out it must comply with the following principles:

e Consultation must be undertaken at a time when proposals are still at a formative
stage;

¢ Sufficient reasons for any proposal must be provided in order to allow proper and
intelligent consideration and response;

¢ Adequate time must be given for consideration and response

e The decision maker must give conscientious consideration to the responses.

The above principles apply to both the Best Value Consultation already undertaken and
also to the proposed consultation set out in Section 12 below.
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Decisions on services changes which are likely to result in a significant change in the
services provided to residents may require consultation with residents on common law
grounds. Whether or not consultation is required will depend on the scale and
significance of the proposed changes. Of course, the Council is also free to consult
widely even if not required to do so by law.

Purchase of the Fleet for the Integrated Street Cleansing & Waste Contract and the
Grounds Maintenance Contracts

There are various routes which the Council can consider for the upfront purchase or
leasing of the vehicles for the Integrated Street Cleansing & Waste Contract and the
Grounds Maintenance Contract. Officers are currently exploring a number of options
and the options will be explored further through dialogue/negotiation as appropriate.
Proposals will be finalised and the detail will be included in the contract award reports
for the contracts in due course. Officers will need to consider how the PCR 2015 may
apply to the purchase or leasing of the vehicles referred to in this Report.

The Local Government Act 2003 (“LGA 2003”) gives a local authority the power to
borrow for any purpose relevant to its functions or for the purposes of the prudent
management of its affairs.

Any prudential borrowing must be within the borrowing limits of the Treasury
Management Strategy approved by full Council each year. This reflects the
requirements of the LGA 2003 and the ‘Prudential Framework’ (Prudential Borrowing
Code 2003) which accompanied the LGA 2003.

Under this prudential regime, Councils must borrow within the limits of their capital
programmes and repay the purchase of capital assets such as vehicles from revenue.

The authorising, monitoring and expenditure of capital funding must comply with para 3
of the Council’s Financial Regulations (The Capital Programme) in Part 2 of the
Constitution.

Para 10.7.1 of the Financial Regulations (Property, Stock and Inventory) requires an
inventory and adequate care, custody and security arrangements for the vehicle fleet
once purchased or leased by the Council, as proposed within the Report.

Equality Implications

In 2020 an Equality Analysis was undertaken in relation to the RLS programme as a
whole and no adverse equality or diversity implications were identified. This was
updated in July 2021 to include consideration of the Final RLS Delivery Model and again
no adverse equality or diversity implications were identified.

We will develop an equality impact assessment (“EIA”) for the Integrated Street
Cleansing & Waste Contract during the competitive dialogue process as we start to gain
an understanding of any potential changes to the specification and this will be
completed in time to inform the contract award report scheduled for September 2022.
The proposed consultation with the public during autumn 2021 on potential specification
changes will assist in carrying out this EIA and identifying whether there are adverse
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impacts and what such impacts are. The EIA will identify if there are any adverse
impacts on those with protected characteristics from the proposals and if there are, to
decide what acts (if any) should be carried out to mitigate any identified adverse impacts
on equalities arising from the proposal(s).

ElAs will also be undertaken for all other specialist contracts to be issued for tender
under the RLS programme.

Any Other Implications (HR, Property, Environmental Sustainability - where
necessary)

The proposals within this report include potential TUPE transfers (including TUPE
transfer of staff into the Council), a service review and recruitment requirements. These
will need to be managed in partnership with Human Resources and in line with current
HR Policies and Procedures and legislative requirements. Throughout these processes,
consultation will be required with relevant individuals, partners, stakeholders and Trade
Unions as appropriate.

Council-owned depot sites including the Units 2 and 4-7 Marsh Road, Alperton, and a
number of satellite parks depots will be made available to the appointed service provider
to deliver the services included in the Integrated Street Cleansing & Waste Contract and
Grounds Maintenance Contract.

A clean and green environment is a key priority for the RLS programme and every
opportunity is being explored to ensure that future services and depot arrangements are
aligned to our commitments to tackle the climate emergency, air pollution, waste and
enhance green spaces and biodiversity.

Proposed Consultation with Ward Members and Stakeholders

The RLS Members’ Reference Group has met several times to consider the RLS
programme, the RLS Review, the Delivery Model Options and most recently the Final
RLS Delivery Model. There will be regular meetings held with the RLS Members’
Reference Group throughout the remaining RLS recommissioning process, focusing on
future priorities for the services.

The Final RLS Delivery Model proposed in this report and an outline procurement
strategy for the Integrated Street Cleansing & Waste Strategy were considered by the
Resources and Public Realm Scrutiny Committee at its public meeting on 13 July. The
issues raised by the Scrutiny Committee have been addressed within this report.

Targeted consultation on the RLS Delivery Model Options to comply with Section 3 LGA
1999 took place from 17 May to 28 June 2021 and the results of this exercise and how
these have influenced the Final RLS Delivery Model are set out in section 4 of this
report, with further detail in Appendix 1.

Further general consultation on future street cleansing and waste collection
services
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It is proposed that consultation with the general public is undertaken in relation to future
street cleansing and waste collection services.

It is proposed that this consultation takes place this autumn following the ITT advert and
prior to the commencement of dialogue sessions with bidders. The potential solutions
for the next contract will still be at the formative stage.

It is proposed that this consultation would comprise an online consultation
guestionnaire, Brent Connects sessions, meetings with local resident and environmental
groups, businesses and local third sector organisations, and focus groups with randomly
selected residents to reflect Brent’s diverse population.

A communications plan for the RLS commissioning strategy is being developed,
focusing on the following phases.

Table 7: RLS Communications Plan

Phase Activity Timing
Phase 1 | Updating local people on relevant council decisions and May 21 —
their implications via news stories & reactive press Aug 21

Phase 2 | Open up the conversation and build support via organised | Sep 21-
groups (targeted engagement with Resident Associations, | Jul 22
special interest groups)

Phase 3 |+ Communicating changes and supporting transition, Q3-0Q4
tying into ‘Working Hard for Brent’ narrative 2022-23

» Education linked to the climate emergency, to support
behaviour change

Phase 4 | Demonstrating improvements with data and case Apr 2023
studies/imagery, tying into ‘Working Hard for Brent’ onwards
narrative

Related Document:
Decision of Cabinet Member for Environment- 13 May 2021 - Redefining Local
Services: Delivery Model Options for Statutory Consultation

Report sign off:

CHRIS WHYTE
Operational Director Environmental Services




APPENDIX 1: BEST VALUE CONSULTATION FINDINGS REPORT

1.
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Purpose

This document sets out the consultation process and findings for the statutory best
value duty consultation on the future delivery model for Redefining Local Services (RLS)
services carried out over six weeks from 17 May to 28 June 2021.

Background

As a “best value authority” (pursuant to Section 1(1) (a) LGA 1999), where the council is
making arrangements to secure continuous improvement in the way in which its
functions are exercised [...], the council has a duty to consult representatives of the
categories of people identified in Section 3(2) LGA 1999 and in Best Value Guidance in
respect of those arrangements.

It is understood that this duty applies to those arrangements being made through the
RLS programme where the Council is seeking to secure improvement in the exercise of
its functions, in particular those strategic decisions on the future delivery model for key
Environmental Services from April 2023 onward.

An authority must consult representatives of persons:

¢ liable to pay any tax, precept or levy to or in respect of the authority

¢ liable to pay non-domestic rates in respect of any area within which the authority
carries out functions

o who use or are likely to use services provided by the authority

e appearing to the authority to have an interest in any area within which the authority
carries out functions

For the purposes of Section 3(2) LGA 1999, “representatives” in relation to a group of
persons means persons who appear to the authority to be representative of that group.

We also sought to include representatives of local voluntary and community
organisations and small businesses in the consultation, in line with the Best Value
Statutory Guidance issued in 2015.

The council sought to involve and engage a diverse and range of local people in the
decisions about how their local services are to be delivered. In this context, feedback
from residents and businesses was considered extremely valuable and would be used
to aid decision makers in their considerations around the final delivery model for these
services.

Best value consultation also presented an opportunity to convey the strategic benefits of
the RLS programme to representative groups of local residents and businesses.
Consultation questions were framed against the context of the RLS programme as a
whole, its aims and objectives, to aid understanding of what the council is trying to
achieve.
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Consultation Process

Timing

The consultation ran for a period of six weeks from Tuesday 17 May to Monday 28 June
2021.

Communications

To ensure that all representative groups were made aware and had an opportunity to
participate in the consultation, we used targeted communications to groups falling into
the categories listed at para 2.3 as follows:

e Targeted small businesses (via Town Centre Managers)

e Local voluntary organisations (via the Brent CVS)

e Brent-based Residents Associations

e Brent fora, including: Brent Connects and Multi-Faith Forum

The consultation was also promoted more widely via the core Council channels and
channels belonging to our partners:

e Council channels — Brent website and social media accounts, business newsletter,
e-news bulletin, community toolkit newsletter, members bulletin

e Partner channels — Brent CVS newsletter, resident associations’ newsletters
Method
Two complementary methods were used:

1. Online consultation, ensuring that all representative groups are invited to participate
through targeted communications during the consultation period.

2. Focus group meetings (online via Zoom) with a selected set of individuals chosen
from those expressing an interest to be involved during the consultation period.

The proposed methods were informed by the need to ensure that the consultation is
accessible to allow for a diverse range of responses to be received, particularly from
those groups who we are required to consult, balanced against the perceived
complexity of the subject matter and likely level of engagement. COVID-19 restrictions
were also taken into consideration and have informed the primarily online approach on
the grounds of public health.

Online Consultation
Consultation information and an online survey was produced which outlined in simple,

accessible language the delivery model options considered and sought feedback from
respondents on the following:
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e Their priorities in relation to the optimum delivery model for local services, and their
consideration on whether the RLS programme aims and objectives meet these
priorities

e The suitability of the evaluation criteria used in the assessment of the delivery
model options

e Their consideration on the two options recommended by the council as the
favoured competing options for the RLS delivery model and whether these options
are correct

e The delivery model they prefer from all the options considered, bearing in mind the
context around cost and impacts to service delivery

e Their consideration on the opportunity to include in any extension to the Public
Realm Contract an option to in-source certain functions after 1 April 2023, if the
council’s financial position were to improve.

The online consultation was published on the Brent Consultation Portal and closed on
Monday 28 June 2021.

Focus Groups

Two online focus group sessions (via Zoom) were carried out over the consultation
period with selected representatives of the various “best value duty” groups:

e Residents and Service Users session on Wednesday 16 June 2021, 6:00pm to
8:00pm

e Businesses and Local Voluntary Sector session on Monday 21 June 2021, 10:00am
—12:00pm

The selection of individuals for the resident and service users’ session was carried out
by officers in advance from a pool of individuals who had expressed an interest in being
involved via an online form (published to the consultation portal). The aim of the
selection was to have a final group of attendees that were broadly representative of the
diversity of the borough in terms of area of residence, age and ethnicity.

Due to the relatively low number of expressions of interest received from businesses
and local voluntary groups, all individuals who had identified themselves as representing
these categories were invited to the businesses and local voluntary sector session.

All potential attendees were incentivised to attend with a £20 voucher for the London
Designer Outlet, provided upon confirmed attendance at their respective session.

Online Consultation Responses

In total, 125 responses were received via the online consultation portal over the six
week consultation period. Of these:
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¢ 90% and 37% identified themselves as representing local taxpayers and service
users, respectively. 5%, 10% and 15% identified themselves as representing local
rate payers, interested parties and voluntary sector groups, respectively.

e The largest group of respondents by ethnicity were White British (32%) and Indian
(19%), although 20% preferred not to state their ethnicity. There was a noted under-
representation from Black British and Eastern-European groups for this consultation,
with more targeted communications required for these groups in any future
consultation exercises.

e The majority of respondents by age were in the 45 years and over categories,
accounting for over 62% of respondents. This is compared to 23% of respondents
who identified as being in the 44 and under categories.

Responses to the Survey Questions

Q: Do you think the Redefining Local Services (RLS) aims and objectives match
up with your priorities for local services?

Respondents mostly agreed (71%) that the RLS aims and objectives aligned with their
own priorities in relation to the optimum delivery model for local services.

Do you think the Redefining Local Services (RLS) aims and objectives
match up with your priorities for local services?

0 10 20 30 40 50 60

Agree completely |, /3.20%
slightly agree | NN 2:.00%

Neither agree nor disagree _ 8.80%

5.2.

Slightly disagree - 4.80%
Disagree strongly _ 13.60%
Don't know . 1.60%

Not answered 0.00%

H Total Number

Respondents were given the opportunity to provide free text comments against this
guestion. 50 responses were provided. The comments received predominantly focused
on proposed areas of emphasis within existing RLS aims and objectives. They included
the following:

e Focus on safer neighbourhoods as a key objective, including: “reduce crime and
antisocial behaviour”; “given the current state of affairs [...] this has to be the No.1
priority”; and “this might be implicit in the current objectives, but needs special
mention”.
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e A greater focus on the environment, including: “more focus on ecology”; “focusing

on delivering improved green spaces”; and “more emphasis on collective response
to the climate emergency”.

o Other suggested areas for prioritisation, including: service flexibility (2), financial
transparency (2), maximising local job opportunities (2), supporting active travel
measures (2), prioritising clean streets (2), enhancing service integration (1),
improving service efficiency (1), accountability (1), and building in resident and user
involvement in the monitoring of services (1).

e Additional priorities outside of the existing RLS aims and objectives including:
increasing service frequency (2) and emphasising insourcing of services (1).

¢ A number of comments advocated for a more proactive approach to
enforcement against environmental crime including littering and fly-tipping
offences.

Q: How suitable do you think the council’s suggested evaluation criteria are for

deciding which delivery model to use?

5.3.  Respondents mostly agreed (64%) that the evaluation criteria chosen to assess the
delivery model options were suitable.

How suitable do you think the council's suggested evaluation criteria
are for deciding which delivery model to use?
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very suitable | 37 0%
slightly suitable [ N I o520
Neither suitable nor unsuitable _ 10.40%
Slightly unsuitable ||| I 7.20%
Very unsuitable - 12.80%
Don't know - 4.00%

Not answered ] 1.60%

H Total Number

5.4. Respondents were given the opportunity to provide free text comments against this
guestion. 33 responses were provided. The comments received predominantly focused
on suggested additions to the existing evaluation criteria. They included the following:

e The addition of accountability as a key evaluation criteria, including: “efficient
and professional contract management as opposed to just letting contractors please

themselves”; “all the failings in the Borough are because no-one is held
accountable”; and “we are the ones who pay.”
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5.5.

An emphasis on sustainability and contribution to the climate agenda in the
evaluation criteria.

Other suggested additions to the existing evaluation criteria, including:
involving residents in the management of their local areas (2), tackling crime and
anti-social behaviour linked to littering and fly-tipping (2), employing local residents
and businesses as far as is possible (2), using innovation and best practice (1), and
the ability to benefit from working with neighbouring boroughs (1).

Two comments received suggested that affordability should not be as highly
prioritised, arguing that “post-Covid financial pressures is not necessarily a
constraint” and that an “affordable solution seems to equate to poor quality based on
Brent’s previous record.”

A number of comments supported a neighbourhood approach to managing
localities and advocated for greater resident involvement in decisions relating
to the delivery of services in their local area.

Q: The Council currently has two favoured competing delivery models. Do you
agree with the two models it has chosen?

The majority of respondents (55%) agreed that the council’s two ‘favoured’ delivery
model options were the most suitable options.
The Council currently has two favoured competing delivery models. Do
you agree with the two models it has chosen?
0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80

Not answered IO.SO%

5.6.

H Total Number

Respondents were given the opportunity to provide free text comments against this
guestion. 52 responses were provided. The comments received demonstrated an
overall strong support for greater insourcing of services. They included the following:

Strong support for greater insourcing of services linked to perceived
enhancement of flexibility, control and accountability, including: “there needs to
be more insourcing — local wealth should stay locally”; “in-house services are more
accountable”; services need to be “managed more in-house and at a neighbourhood
level to ensure higher quality of work”; “increased insourcing would be better for

many services [as] the current model is too easily manipulated”; and “I want more of
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5.7.

Prefer Option 1

Prefer Option 2

No preference

a say and real power to hold providers to account when they are not meeting their
service obligations.”

o Support for the ‘favoured’ delivery model options, particularly Option 2
(moderate insourcing), including: “I agree with option 2 as this will enhance our
responsiveness”; “option 2 seems the more accurate solution for tackling the biggest
issue in the borough — the state of the roads”; and “I think option 2 is the better of

the two options, but option 1 is also workable.”

¢ A number of comments expressed dissatisfaction with current service delivery,
including one comment that stated, “while | agree with the options in principle, | don’t
believe they go far enough in improving the service the council is currently providing
for residents” and that more information is required on “how the proposed options
will deal with increasing demand.”

e One comment advocated for greater consideration of contract management
resource requirements, stating that “the ‘robustness’ [of contract management]
achievable depends on the resource available to the contract management team”
and that “the decision criteria do not discuss the resource required to manage the
delivery methods in enough detail.”

¢ One comment supported the specialist contracts approach, stating that it is
“important for the council to identify where it lacks the necessary skills and use
suitable contracts.”

Q: The Council currently has two favoured competing delivery models. Do you
agree with the two models it has chosen?

The majority of respondents (52%) did not have a preference between the two
‘favoured’ options, although for those who had stated a preference there was a skew of
33% to 13% in favour of ‘Option 2’ that included moderate insourcing (i.e. fully in-
sourced highways reactive maintenance function).

Do you have a preference of one model over the other?
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5.8.

5.9.

Don't know

Not answered

5.10.

Respondents were given the opportunity to provide free text comments against this

guestion. 45 responses were provided. The comments received for this question broadly

reflected the positions described in the previous section (para. 5.6). They included the
following:

e Strong support for ‘Option 2’ (moderate insourcing) on the basis that this

provides a greater level of insourcing than ‘Option 1’ (low level insourcing). As

demonstrated by the responses to the previous question, there was a perception
that more insourcing would allow for greater control, flexibility and accountability.

o Support for ‘Option 1’ primarily on the basis of affordability, including: “it is cost

effective, providing reasonable services”; “low level insourcing saves on the
excessively high employer contribution rate”; and “option 2 is too expensive.”

Do you prefer an alternative model, or mix of models? If so, which one(s) and
why?

Respondents were asked if they preferred any alternative delivery model to the two
‘favoured’ options presented. 27% responded with ‘yes’, with suggestions broadly
favouring either a mixed economy model with varying levels of insourcing and full
neighbourhood delivery, or a fully insourced model.

Do you prefer an alternative model, or mix of models? If so, which
one(s) and why?
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34.40%
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7.20%
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Respondents were given the opportunity to provide free text comments against this
guestion. 47 responses were provided. The comments received reflected a general
preference for insourcing or a mixed economy model with medium to high levels of
insourcing, with the addition of a number of comments supporting the ‘favoured’ options
set out by the council. They included the following:

e Support for a mixed economy model with greater neighbourhood delivery,
including: “mixed economy with full neighbourhood delivery [would provide] a much
higher quality service driven by local employees”; “Brent would arguable achieve
better service levels and quality in line with Policy by insourcing Waste and



5.11.

Highways”; and “mixed model that provides greater flexibility with enhanced
supervision of outsourced services.”

e Support for greater insourcing, including: “insourcing removes the extraction of
public funds as profits to private corporations”; “the more insourced work the better
as this keeps control with the council and could provide jobs locally”; and “l would

prefer an in-house model as they would be more flexible.”

¢ A number of comments supporting the council’s ‘favoured’ options, including: “I
read through the documentation and agree with the summary and the executive
member report findings”; “the council has given good reasons for not using any of
the ‘not favoured’ options”; and “Option 2 seems the best within the financial

restraints of the council.”

Do you think the council should include an option in any extension or re-
procurement of the Public Realm Contract to insource the functions in the second
part of this question, after April 1 2023, if the financial climate were to improve?

The majority of respondents (65%) favoured the option to in-source certain public realm
functions after 1 April 2023.

Do you think the council should include an option in any extension or

re-procuremet of the Public Realm Contract to insource the functions

in the second part of this question, after 1 April 2023, if the financial
climate were to improve?
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Not answered - 4.80%

5.12.

M Total Number

The public realm functions that were included in the second part of the question were as
follows, with the brackets indicating the level of support each received for insourcing:
grounds maintenance (65%), graffiti and fly-poster removal (70%), public conveniences
services (60%), pavement washing (62%), furniture and sign cleansing (59%),
emergency call out for cleansing (60%), and a range of other health and safety and
public nuisance matters not currently included in the scope of the current contract or
team responsibility (60%).
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5.13.

6.1.

6.2.

6.3.

6.4.

6.5.

6.6.

Do you have any other comments you would like to add?

Respondents were also asked to provide general comments at the end of the online
survey. 69 responses were provided. The comments received were wide-ranging and
broadly reflective of the themes borne out of the responses to individual questions
summarised in the sections above. “It is important to provide jobs for local people and to
address the ever increasing service costs that will have a huge impact on the local
population”

Responses from Focus Groups

Three individuals (out of 19 invited) attended the residents and service users’ focus
group session in the evening of 16 June 2021, which was run by officers and attended
by the Cabinet Member for Environment.

Despite the lower than expected turn-out to the residents’ session, officers felt the
outcome was productive, with participants expressing their appreciation for the
opportunity to share their views and wishing to be engaged in future decisions.

The response received through the residents’ focus group reflected the consensus
achieved through the online consultation — i.e. an alignment of residents’ own priorities
with the RLS aims and objectives, an agreement with the assessment criteria used to
assess the delivery models, and an agreement with the two delivery model options
chosen by the Council, with a general preference for additional insourcing where
financial viable. One resident in particular commented that they understood the
conclusions set out by the council and that while their “heart says everything should be
delivered in-house, their head says it should only be whatever is most financially viable”.

Five individuals (out of eight invited) attended a businesses and voluntary sector focus
group session in the morning of 21 June 2021, which was run by the same officers and
attended by the Cabinet Member for Environment.

As with the residents’ session above, the outcome of the session was productive and a
consensus was achieved that broadly reflected the outcomes of the online consultation.

The business and voluntary sector group were unsurprisingly vocal about the need to
involve the local community in the upkeep of their local areas, and of the need to ensure
that changes to delivery are clearly communicated to both residents and businesses to
ensure an awareness of any differences in approach between certain areas.



APPENDIX 2: RLS PROCUREMENT STRATEGY
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A range of specialist contracts would be procured with the intention that all contractor
staff would, where appropriate, be paid the London Living Wage as minimum. The
timetable for each contract would vary in relation to the optimal length of procurement
process and mobilisation periods, and these are noted against each service area below.
Contract award reports would be submitted to Cabinet meetings at the appropriate
points during 2022, unless delegated authority exists under the Council’'s Constitution or
is recommended and agreed in the August 21 Cabinet report.

Integrated street cleansing, waste collections and winter maintenance: The high
level arrangements for this contract are set out in section 6 of the main report. Key
dates are procurement from Sep 2021 — Sep 2022 (12 months); mobilisation from Oct
2022 — Mar 2023 (six months).

Recyclates reprocessing would be procured as a separate contract to provide the
Council with the opportunity to change providers on a more frequent basis (for instance
two yearly, to allow adjustment for market changes) rather than including this with the
waste collections contract as currently. Key dates: procurement from Sep 2021 — Jul
2022 (ten months); mobilisation from Aug 2022 — Mar 2023 (eight months).

Grounds maintenance in parks, housing and highways would be procured as a
standalone contract targeting specialist companies. Outsourced delivery in London is
dominated by specialist green services companies, with these companies serving 14 of
the 17 boroughs that have outsourced provision. Boroughs’ Good Parks for London
scores are on average higher for boroughs served by specialist contractors than for
boroughs that have ‘super contracts’.

The procurement strategy for grounds maintenance would likely use the Competitive
Procedure with Negotiation (CPN). This would enable the Council to negotiate with
bidders over both provisional efficiency and improvement options: community
engagement and volunteer programmes; business development plan for events
management and income generation; enhanced horticultural standards and biodiversity;
and enhanced participation in sports and physical exercise. Key dates: procurement
from Jan 2022 — Sep 2022 (9 months); mobilisation from Oct 2022 — Mar 2023 (6
months).

Highways services (planned schemes and planned maintenance, specialist services
and reactive maintenance) would be procured via a Brent-led 7 year framework
contract, to give the Council better flexibility and control over the terms and conditions
and specification of the works than currently provided under LoHAC. Key dates:
procurement from Feb 2022 — Sep 2022 (8 months); mobilisation from Oct 2022 — Mar
2023 (6 months). Under the proposed Final RLS Delivery Model, either 80% of reactive
works would be included, if 20% of reactive works continue to be delivered by the in
house service based at the Depot, or if the in house team can be expanded to deliver
the full highways reactive maintenance service, only provision for ad hoc reactive
maintenance services would be included, to be drawn down from this framework at
times when the in house service is operating at capacity.

Parking services would be procured using either a two stage restricted procedure or
the CPN procedure should there be advantage in including optional items and other key
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negotiation points. Key dates: procurement from Dec 2021 — Jun 2022 (7 months);
mobilisation from Aug 2022 — Mar 2023 (8 months).

The Arboricultural Services contract with Gristwood & Toms would remain outsourced
and extended until 31 March 2025. The extension variation decision would be required
in October 2021.

The Street lighting contract with FM Conway would remain outsourced and extended
until 31 March 2025. The extension variation decision would be required in October
2021.

The CCTV maintenance contract would remain outsourced and we would assess by
September 2021 whether to extend or reprocure the current contract based on the
performance of the contractor.



APPENDIX 3: ALTERNATIVE RLS DELIVERY MODEL OPTIONS

1. ‘As Is’ current model for these service is not favoured as it is considered that the
favoured delivery model options would provide the Council with greater strategic control,
improved contract management and stakeholder engagement, and better value for
money.

2. A “Mixed Economy model with enhanced neighbourhood delivery” (medium level
of insourcing) model was also given detailed consideration. This model was based on
the same elements of the Specialist contracts with moderate level insourcing in Section
5, with the additional insourcing of grounds maintenance to enable an even more
integrated and flexible approach to the delivery of neighbourhood services. The
additional recurring revenue cost above current budgets was estimated at a minimum of
£2.0m. This is considered unaffordable given our current and predicted finances.
However, this option may be revisited in the next few years should the financial climate
improve.

3. A “Mixed economy with full neighbourhood delivery” (high level insourcing) model
was also given detailed consideration. This model adds the insourcing of waste
collections, street cleansing and winter maintenance to the model at para 6.1 above.
The additional recurring revenue cost above current budgets was estimated at a
minimum of £7.1m. This model would enable a fully integrated neighbourhood delivery,
however it is considered unaffordable given our current and predicted finances.

4, The “Internal Provision” model, i.e. for all RLS services, was estimated to cost an
additional £11.3m over retendering. This model was not favoured on affordability
grounds but also because, in any event, certain specialist services are considered best
delivered by the private sector, such as street lighting, arboriculture and CCTV
maintenance.

A breakdown of the extra costs of insourcing for all services is detailed in rows 9 to 21 of
the table in section 8 of Appendix 5.The higher costs of insourcing arise principally from
Brent’s pension costs (£3.7m) and a combination of increased salaries due to
harmonisation with local authority pay scales and lower productivity linked to reduced
working hours compared to the private sector (£1.2m). In addition, the cost for general
contingency at 15% totals £5.3m.

5. The “Local Authority Company” (LAC) model is not favoured. The capacity to trade
commercially is not a priority that members have set for the RLS programme. An LAC
would require set up costs in the region of £500k and its operation would incur higher
overheads than direct insourcing, such as a company board, senior management and
the management of traded accounts, while there would be no income generated through
the LAC to offset these costs. An LAC paying employer pension contributions at the 5%
rate would still be more expensive than outsourced delivery, and employees would not
benefit from full local government terms and conditions. This option was estimated to
cost an additional £7.5m for all services over retendering.

6. “Internal Provision via a shared service” with another London borough was
considered over the course of financial year 2020-2021. However, ultimately we were
unable to reach agreement on a mutually beneficial delivery model as the other borough
was seeking to offer delivery of the services on a commercial basis, rather than in the
form of a shared partnership with joint management and shared efficiencies.
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A “Multiple Contracts model with multiple contractors within service areas” was
also considered. Other than highways maintenance works where a multiple contractor
framework already works well in Brent through the Footways framework contract,
officers do not recommend adopting this approach for other environmental services as
this would introduce significant financial, service delivery and health and safety risk.
Waste collections, parking enforcement, grounds maintenance, arboricultural and street
lighting services require a significant scale of operation and size of company to provide
the necessary resilience and business continuity to ensure consistency in high quality
service delivery. Officers are not aware of any other councils that have successfully
adopted a multiple contractor approach for these services. As detailed elsewhere in this
report, we will be referencing our Social Value and Ethical Procurement Policy to
encourage the service provider to seek every opportunity to take on local suppliers and
workforce wherever this is appropriate for the contract and contract area.

The “Sole Provider” delivery model (i.e. a “super contract”) was not considered in any
great detail due to the following significant risks:

e The impact of the failure of a single provider is potentially very significant
e Loss of direct influence over service quality
¢ Risk of variability in service quality due to diverse range

The “Joint Venture” model was not considered in any great detail as it was not deemed
relevant to the RLS objectives or services in scope; for example, we do not require
private sector capital to invest in our services and there is no motive to enter into a profit
share with the private sector or to share commercial risk in this way.

Other options

Discussions with Veolia on a potential extension for the Public Realm contract were
undertaken in early 2021 and did not prove fruitful. The contract makes provision for
contract extension by up to a further seven years beyond 31 March 2023, subject to
satisfactory performance by the Contractor of its obligations under the Contract and with
the agreement of the Contractor. The contract does not specifically establish and bind
the contractor to annual pricing beyond 315 March 2023. The principal obstacle to an
extension was that the cost base for the contract has shifted significantly since the
contract was let in 2014 and it was not possible to arrive at a new cost base that was
acceptable to the Council and that the Council could be confident would be legally
compliant in terms of procurement law.

An integrated ‘green and clean’ service combining grounds maintenance and street
cleansing is not favoured on the grounds of cost and the fact that the service synergies
between street cleansing and waste collections are considered to be more significant
than those between grounds maintenance and street cleansing.

The option of an integrated street cleansing and housing estates cleansing service was
considered. However, it was concluded that the external cleansing of housing estates
and streets require a different mix of technical and manual resource and that the roles of
staff across the two service areas differ significantly, with much broader, housing
focused responsibilities included in estates cleansing posts.



APPENDIX 4: RLS REVIEW FINDINGS

1. An extensive review has been undertaken for the RLS programme over the past two
years. The key elements of the review which have influenced the identification and
assessment of RLS delivery model options are listed below. These are further
summarised in this section of the report.

i) Potential delivery models and benchmarking with neighbouring boroughs

i) Council-wide, environmental services and waste contract financial pressures
iii) Brent's pensions costs

iv) Depot availability and capacity

v) RLS service improvement priorities and future vision for the Environmental Services
Directorate

vi) Key service synergies and interdependencies
vii) Generalist versus specialist roles
viii) Experience and learning from the Covid-19 pandemic

ix) Options appraisals for each RLS service

i) Potential delivery models and benchmarking with neighbouring boroughs

2. A review of the different type of local authority delivery models and the risks and
benefits of each was undertaken in 2019. Brent’s approach to environmental services
currently falls into the ‘Multiple Contracts’ category in Figure 1 below.

Figure 1: Local authority delivery models

Local authority delivery Private sector delivery

Internal Local Mixed Multiple Sole Joint
‘insourced’ Authority Economy Contracts Provider Venture
Provision Company

The national trends in environmental services procurement were summarised as
follows:

* No ‘one size fits all’ approach - the right solution will be unique to the individual
authority

* Private sector is more cautious with regards to both risk and price
» Considerable move way from single supplier model post Carillion, Interserve etc.

» Attitudes to ‘insourcing’ have changed. Decisions are being made on what is best in
each individual case

* Many councils are adopting a mixed economy model

» Collaboration between councils continues to develop nationally, particularly with
regards to Highways and Waste Collection
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The common pitfalls of large scale commissioning are considered to be:

* Too much focus on selection of the delivery model and not enough definition of what
they want to achieve

» Lack of clarity and understanding amongst stakeholders of what the objectives
should be/are

* Assumption that if it works in another council it will work in theirs

* No ‘ownership’ of the procurement process by those who will eventually be required
to deliver the service

+ Adoption of a service delivery model that does not sit well with the culture and
capability of the organisation

In 2019, Brent officers researched the environmental service provision in the 10
neighbouring and/or West London Waste Authority boroughs. The key findings were as
follows:

+ All 10 boroughs have mixed delivery models for the environmental services in scope
of Project 2023

* Most boroughs come under the “Multiple Contracts” model (Brent, Camden
Westminster, Hammersmith & Fulham, Kensington & Chelsea)

* Following the withdrawal of Carillion in Hounslow, Brent’s Public Realm contract had
the widest scope, followed by Ealing’s former contract with Amey
(Waste/recycling/street cleansing/grounds maintenance/burials) (NB: Ealing has
recently established a local authority company for these services)

* Two boroughs have a mainly in house model (Harrow and Hillingdon)

» Barnet is the only Joint Venture model through Regional Enterprise Ltd (51%
Capita/49% Barnet ownership)

* Hounslow has expanded its housing Arm’s Length Management Organisation model
(Lampton 360) to incorporate some of the former Carillion services

* Both highways services & parking services are universally procured separately as
individual contracts, when these services are outsourced

« There are no joint borough arrangements for environmental services

» There are limited opportunities for Brent in terms of contract renewal date alignment
with neighbouring boroughs in April 2023

Officers have also reviewed local authority delivery models nationally and across other
London boroughs, including discussions with Islington, Haringey, Redbridge, Waltham
Forest and Lambeth, which has informed our consideration of the delivery models that
can best meet the objectives of the RLS programme.

ii) Council wide, Environmental Services and waste service financial pressures

The Council as a whole is subject to significant financial uncertainties, including the
expected long term financial impact of COVID-19. The situation remains ongoing and it
is extremely difficult to make a full, definitive and comprehensive assessment of the
financial impact. The significance of the financial challenge cannot be underestimated.
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The Council’s Medium Term Financial Plan includes expected savings from re-
procurement of major contracts, service transformations and efficiency savings.

There are other more established financial pressures in Environmental Services; a
legacy of repeated cycles of cost reduction through austerity, twinned with a constant
and increasing demand on front-line universal services. Overall, the financial pressures
across Environmental Services remain serious and very difficult to manage.

In addition, there are likely to be significant pressures on waste collection and disposal
costs upon renewal of arrangements for these services when the current public realm
contract ends in March 2023. These pressures are linked to the increase in waste
tonnages and the significant fall in income for recycling since the last contract was let in
2014.

iii) Brent’s Pension Fund

London Borough of Brent has a high employer contribution rate into the Pension fund
relative to its peers within local government. For the financial years 2020-21 — 2022-23,
35% of pensionable pay is required to be contributed to the Pension fund for employees
of Brent Council. It is unlikely that this level of contribution will vary significantly in the
foreseeable future.

In respect of the private sector, the legal minimum contribution that employers are
required to make to a pension scheme is 3%. In the case of defined contribution
schemes there is no requirement to contribute more than the legal minimum, however
some employers choose to do so as part of their overall employee benefits.

Local Authority (Teckal') Companies (LAC) can choose to introduce new defined
contribution schemes for new starters with anticipated reduced costs over time. LAC
employer pension contributions under such schemes are typically in the region of 5%.
The LGPS can be a significant commercial disadvantage for LACs where they are set
up for commercial reasons and need to compete with the private sector for market
share.

iv) Depot availability

A review of depot provision across the RLS services has considered future depot
requirements and how greater commercial value might be achieved by managing our
existing depots in a more efficient way, and identifying new depot space that could be
used to deliver services which are currently delivered by contractors from sites not
owned by the Council. These sites could be used either by an in house service or
offered as part of re-procurement to level the playing field to enable other organisations
to bid for our services.

The return of the council-owned depot and yard at Unit 2 Marsh Road, Alperton, (the
“Depot”) into Council hands in January 2020 provided an opportunity to undertake a
range of invaluable Covid-19 related functions and has since continued to be a vital

1A “Teckal” company is the common name for a company which benefits from contracts for works,
services or supply from its controlling Contracting Authority without having to go through a competitive
tender process. Local authorities can undertake up to 20% trading with third parties outside of their
‘Teckal’ contract.
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resource for the Council’'s own operational usage. In summer 2020, a review was
completed exploring ways to offset the ongoing costs of the Council’s use of the Depot
arising from the loss of commercial rent and other site costs. As a result of the review,
the Depot will be used indefinitely as the base to deliver the following property and
environmental services related functions:

o PPE storage and distribution

e Document storage

o Electoral Services — storage/transport of electoral papers/sacks/booths

e Evidence and parking equipment storage

e Shared Special Needs Transport bus parking/storage

e General maintenance for parks, street furniture, public conveniences and
cemeteries

e Highways reactive repairs gang addressing defects arising from customer reports
(20% of all highways repairs raised)

¢ Sign fabrication and installation

e Various ad hoc works including the provision of a traffic management function

e Dealing with waste on private land

The council also owns depot and yard space at the adjacent Unit 4-7 Marsh Road,
which is currently occupied by Veolia for the delivery of the public realm contract,
together with a number of satellite depots in our parks used to deliver street cleansing
and grounds maintenance services. These sites are all being retained indefinitely for
environmental services delivery.

The depot review confirmed that the Depot and the satellite park depots would be
sufficient to accommodate an in house highways reactive maintenance service and a
grounds maintenance service, should an insourced model be selected for these
services.

There are further depot facilities in our cemeteries which helped enable the decision to
vary the existing Public Realm contract to bring in house the grave digging and
cemeteries grounds maintenance function in December 2020.

There remains no viable depot facility in the borough to accommodate arboricultural
services, be that through an insourced or outsourced model.

v) RLS service improvement priorities and the future vision for the
Environmental Services Directorate

A review of existing environmental services provision has been undertaken as part of
the RLS programme in order to identify areas for service improvement. The key findings
from this review in relation to the Council’s existing contracts were:

» The current environmental services contracts within the scope of the RLS
programme are generally considered to perform satisfactorily

» Broader contracts have tended to lose focus/underperform in lower value areas (e.g.
burials, grounds maintenance, reactive highways maintenance)

» There are occasions when our contractors could act more responsively to address
issues and problems in the public realm
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» There tends to be a lack of innovation and creativity from contractors
» There is generally a lack of a shared ethos with contractors

» There is potential to achieve greater Social Value outcomes via the Council’s Social
and Ethical Procurement Policy adopted in May 2020

The key findings from the review in relation to our internal ‘client’ services responsible
for managing services in scope of RLS were:

+ Services are predominantly reactive, expending significant resources on the
resolution of issues and problems, with a lack of resource to focus on service
development

» There is potential to make better use of digital technology and data, including
automating and streamlining internal processes, sharing and analysing real time data
and improving the customer interface

» There is need for a more strategic focus on identifying and realising commercial
opportunities

* There is scope for further integration of enforcement services and to deliver this more
consistently across the whole public realm, for instance in parks

* There is a marked lack of resource for contract management and area based
monitoring and inspection

» The current organisational structure is now too stretched and may hamper rather
than facilitate service delivery, relying too much on the high input and commitment of
individuals

In respect of the last two points, the move to a ‘lean client’ over the past decade was in
part a deliberate strategy to test self-monitoring approaches within our contracts and to
reduce costs throughout the ‘austerity’ period. While it had been hoped that the impact
of the £2.5m staffing reductions since 2017 could be mitigated, for instance, through
restructuring and a centralisation of functions, it has not been possible to fully mitigate
this impact and a more sustainable staffing structure is now considered desirable.

To inform our future approach to client side management, officers have benchmarked
our client functions against other London Boroughs. Examples where this benchmarking
has shown significant gaps are listed below.

» Brent has one Arboricultural Officer for our Arboricultural Services contract compared
to the London average of 3.7 officers. Tree surveying is currently outsourced to the
tree maintenance contractor who raises and carries out its own work orders.
Undertaking inspections and raising works orders ourselves would achieve better
value for our tree maintenance budget.

» Brent currently has 3 dedicated highways inspectors and utilises a reactive
maintenance engineer to provide cover for leave, sickness etc. In comparison,
Haringey (a similar borough) has 5 inspectors, including a team leader. With “Well
Maintained Highways” specifying a review for road hierarchy, inspection risk and
frequency, the number of planned inspections will increase. To ensure we can
continue to efficiently deliver planned inspections (the first line of defence for
insurance claims) and to provide timely reactive inspections (generated from
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customers including members and are considered high profile), it is essential we
have increased resources in this area.

The RLS service reviews helped to identify the following overarching improvement
priorities for future service provision which we would aim to deliver, as far as possible
within the available budget, under whichever delivery model is selected:

Improved contract management and monitoring for contracted services

An intelligence-led approach to the deployment of resources

Greater responsiveness to addressing issues and problems in the public realm
Better digital customer interface with real-time information and issue reporting
Additional capacity for continuous service improvement and innovation

Focusing specialist officers where they can add the greatest value, with more triaging
between generalist and specialist roles

Deliver better Social Value outcomes via the Council’'s Social and Ethical
Procurement Policy (strategic themes and examples included below):

— Strong Foundations — number of community engagements / events delivered to
improve outcomes in the community

— Every Opportunity to Succeed — number of local jobs created, including focus on
disadvantaged groups

— A Future Built for Everyone, An Economy Fit for All — number of SMEs and third
sector organisations that benefit from the procurement exercise

— A Cleaner, More Considerate Brent — strive for carbon neutrality by 2030 and
enhance nature and biodiversity

— A Borough Where We Can All Feel Safe, Secure, Happy and Healthy —
support charities who encourage and enable increased physical and mental
wellbeing

In support of these overarching service improvement priorities, a vision has emerged for
how the Environmental Services Directorate as a whole could achieve greater
integration and efficiencies aligned to the RLS objectives through a reorganisation along
the following dimensions:

A neighbourhood approach to managing local issues to meet the needs of local
areas, and to achieve greater integration, flexibility and control of services —
comprising area monitoring, engagement, education, enforcement, regulation,
contract management and day to day small scale operations/repairs (e.g. potholes,
park/street furniture defects, signage etc.).

A borough-wide approach to managing our strategic assets and infrastructure to
ensure investment is spent well. This relates to- waste infrastructure and collections;
highways schemes, planned maintenance and specialist services; street lighting;
and, arboricultural services.

An integrated back office supporting the delivery of both the neighbourhood and
strategic asset management approaches. The vision for the integrated back office is
to create a digitally and data-led, streamlined, customer focused system which
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supports integrated working across all services, across the wider council and
provides seamless information flows with the community and our partners.

vi) Key service synergies and interdependencies

The RLS programme covers a broad range of services which all connect with each
other in a myriad of ways. However, when considering which of these
interdependencies are sufficiently significant to warrant full alignment and integration
within a specific delivery model, there is one key “co-dependency” which relates to
waste collections, street cleansing and winter maintenance functions. Combining these
functions provides economies of scale, operational efficiency and value for money for
the following reasons:

» Street cleansing can be optimised in relation to waste collections

» Flexible resource for fast response to litter bin emptying, fly-tip removal and
emergencies

» Greater resilience to the impact of sharp reductions in driver availability and the
ability to respond to surges in demand for staff

» Improved waste handling/landfill diversion rates

» Improved response to exceptional circumstances like snow, pandemic, extraordinary
events

* Winter gritting can be shared across HGV drivers and streets’ operatives

Other service functions that will require a very close ‘partnership’ arrangement, but
without the necessity of full alignment, are:

+ Cleansing across streets and parks
* Grounds maintenance in parks, at roadside verges and in cemeteries
» The control of anti-social behaviour and environmental enforcement

+ Parking management and our work to manage and improve our highways and
transportation

vii) Generalist versus specialist roles

Consideration has been given to the choice of whether to adopt a multi-tasked or
dedicated workforce. In most cases, it is considered that the principle of ‘division of
labour’ works best for environmental services. The division of labour leads to higher
productivity and lower costs. However, in certain cases, it can make sense to use
generic, multi-tasked roles.

viii) Experience and learning from the Covid-19 pandemic

Officers carried out an assessment of the implications of the Covid-19 pandemic for our
future commissioning strategy for these services. It was concluded that there is no
significant change to the fundamental service related considerations involved in
decisions over whether to insource or outsource RLS services linked to the pandemic
outlook. However, the following factors have been noted:
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iX)

During lockdown, our contractors have maintained good to adequate capacity, have
largely performed to customary standards, have been very adaptable to new
demands and requests, and have been reasonable with their contract pricing

We do not have any evidence to suggest that tender prices will be any higher due to
the pandemic and expect that competition will keep pricing keen

A strong case remains to insource functions where we believe the Council can
achieve higher quality services, for instance with the reactive highways maintenance,
grounds maintenance and cemeteries functions

There may be potential for in-out lockdowns and further waves to create a distraction
and a drain on internal capacity, and costs may be better controlled in these
circumstances through an outsourced approach.

Service Options appraisals

Options appraisals have been undertaken for the following services, which are each
summarised in Appendix 5.

Vi)
vii)

Highways Services

Grounds Maintenance

Street Cleansing

Arboricultural Services

Parking Services

Street Lighting

Waste and recycling collections and reprocessing

These appraisals considered the following delivery models for each service:

Outsourcing through either contract extension (if applicable) or retendering
Direct insourced provision

Insourcing via a Local Authority Company
Partial insourcing

Direct insourcing and insourcing via a Local Authority Company costings were based on
estimates for the following:

Direct costs of service provision (recurring revenue costs)

Necessary increases for central overheads — ranging from 2% to 10% per employee
The costing of risks - 15% general contingency

One off mobilisation costs

Capital costs for premises, fleet and equipment

The costs for retendering options have been based on our best intelligence for current
market prices.



33. A summary of the cost of the options considered for each of these services is included
in section 8 of Appendix 5.



APPENDIX 5: SUMMARY OF RLS SERVICE OPTION APPRAISALS

1.

HIGHWAYS SERVICES

11

1.2

1.3

1.4

15

1.6

Brent has used the London Highways Alliance Contract (LoHAC 1) for all its civil and
specialist works services with the contract delivered by Conway Aecom and originally
due to end at 31 March 2021.

Whilst the scheme works, planned maintenance and specialist elements of the contract
(i.e. structures and drainage) performed well, Conway Aecom consistently struggled to
effectively resource the reactive repairs element of the contract, resulting in a backlog of
late repairs generating avoidable follow up complaints from stakeholders and additional
work to monitor and audit performance. The poor performance of the reactive element
of this contract was one of the key drivers behind the identification of the RLS priority to
seek greater control and flexibility for our services in future.

In addition to poor contractor performance on reactive maintenance, current budget
provision means that annually, approximately 65% of medium priority defects are not
ordered for repair.

In late 2019, the council explored options for recommissioning our highways services,
including the viability of the use of the Unit 2, Marsh Road Depot in Alperton. It was
confirmed that the site was highly suitable for the delivery of in house highways reactive
maintenance and gulley cleansing, with potential for additional public realm
maintenance to be delivered from the site such as street furniture and signage, but less
so for the delivery of highways schemes, planned maintenance or specialist services.
Furthermore, it was concluded that other than reactive highways maintenance, all other
highways services would be best outsourced due to the level of specialism and the
intermittent nature of these works.

In early 2020, a preferred commissioning strategy for highways services was developed
comprising the following elements:

i) Fully in source the highways reactive maintenance service, to be based at the
Council-owned depot and yard at Unit 2, Marsh Road, Alperton (“the Depot”), from
April 2022.

i) In parallel, re-procure highways scheme works, planned maintenance and specialist
services via a new seven year framework contract, to go live in April 2022, including
provision for ad hoc reactive maintenance services to be drawn down from this
framework at times when the in house service is operating at capacity. (An extensive
reactive maintenance service would be drawn down for the financial year 2022-23,
while the in house service is in development).

iii) Develop interim procurement arrangements for all highways services from April 2021
until end March 2022.

The uncertainty caused by Covid-19 in spring 2020, however, in relation to both delivery
and affordability risk, led to alternative interim arrangements being put in place until 31
March 2023. Whilst the preferred commissioning strategy in para 1.5 above was
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considered to best meet the priorities and objectives set for the RLS programme at that
time, affordability had become the key factor.

As a result of the uncertainty created by Covid, the existing LOHAC 1 contract was
extended by two years until 31 March 2023, involving a variation to the current contract
and novation from Conway Aecom to FM Conway (as the former company is being
wound down). In parallel, the Council will test a small scale in house highways reactive
maintenance service, based at the Depot. This team will focus on remedying highways
defects generated by customer reports. These defects tend to be the most contentious
and cause the most correspondence, complaints and therefore reputational harm. The
repairs would include minor potholes and footway defects such as raised and cracked
slabs causing slip/trip hazards, and dislodged kerbs, posts and bollards. Defects
identified through scheduled inspections will remain allocated to FM Conway.

There are three potential commissioning options for consideration for 1 April 2023.
Decision on these options will need to be made by January 2022 to allow sufficient time
for both evaluation of the in house trial and implementation of the new arrangements by
1%t April 2023:

i) Continue the small scale in house reactive maintenance service and re-procure the
rest of reactive maintenance, scheme works, planned maintenance and specialist
services via a seven year Brent-led framework contract from 1 April 2023 until 31
March 2030.

i) Bring highways reactive maintenance fully in house and re-procure highways scheme
works, planned maintenance and specialist services via a seven year Brent-led
framework contract from 1 April 2023 until 315 March 2030.

iif) Outsource all highways services via a seven year Brent-led framework contract from
1 April 2023 until 31 March 2030.

The cost of insourcing the full highways reactive maintenance function has been
revisited as part of the preparation of this report. Fully insourcing the highways reactive
maintenance service is estimated to carry a potential additional cost rising to £0.59m
per annum from 2024/25, compared to an additional cost of retendering of circa £0.1m
per annum. By comparison, insourcing via a local authority company would cost an
additional £0.35m from 2024/25.

The principal factors behind the additional cost of insourcing are the ability of
contractors to achieve efficiencies and economies of scale across a range of contracts,
higher productivity linked to longer working hours and the cost of local government
pensions. The capital requirement for full insourcing is £0.6m.

GROUNDS MAINTENANCE

2.1

Grounds maintenance is currently included in the Public Realm contract and covers
Brent’s parks, housing estates and highways grass verges. The estimated cost of GM
provision within the total Public Realm contract is £2.6m per annum, with £400k of this
funded from the Housing Revenue account for grounds maintenance on housing
estates.
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2.3

2.4

2.5

2.6

Category No. of sites | Approximate area
Parks and Open Spaces 114 458.28 ha (hectares)
Sports Pitches 108 n/a

Playgrounds and MUGAs 55 n/a

Allotments 21 13.8 ha (hectares)
Shrub Sites (outside Parks) 229 33,862m?2

Grass Verges 353 306,825m?

Brent Housing Estates 273 TBC

There are 6 depots located in borough parks, with the first 3 listed below currently
utilised to deliver grounds maintenance services:

e Gladstone Park

¢ Roundwood Park

e Vale Farm

e King Edwards VII Park
e Roe Green

e Northwick Park

Veolia currently operate separate teams for parks, housing and verges as follows:

o Housing: 2x Team Leader, 10x Operatives, with operations split between North
and South of the borough.

e Parks: 5x Team Leader, 27x Operatives, 6x Wardens, with operations split
between North and South of the borough.

o \Verges: 1x Team Leader, 2x Operatives, operating across the whole borough.

In early 2021, Brent commissioned an independent consultant to estimate the cost of
insourcing the grounds maintenance function on both the “as is” Veolia model (Option
A) and an alternative model that could be integrated with Brent’s neighbourhood
management approach (Option B).

Option B was considered preferable were the Council to insource this function; each
neighbourhood would have its own set of resources to deliver grounds maintenance.
The approach is based on ownership, recognition and accountability and the staff
resources allocated for each area would be empowered to deliver the service to meet
the requirements of each given neighbourhood. Each neighbourhood may have different
aspirations so having in house neighbourhood teams allows the work schedules to be
changed to suit such local needs and to best use the resources that have been
allocated. This approach, when managed and developed correctly, usually results in
higher standards and higher levels of customer satisfaction.

It was estimated to cost an additional £1.23m to directly insource the grounds
maintenance function on a neighbourhood model. For comparison, the cost for
insourcing via a Local Authority Company was estimated at an additional £0.65m.
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Depreciation for vehicles has been included in the revenue cost and therefore capital is
not an additional cost. For cash-flow purposes the capital required for fleet is £2.6m. An

additional £0.5m would be required for depot refurbishment and £0.2m for one off

mobilisation costs.

Veolia
(as-is)

LBB In-Sourced (as is)
Option A

LBB In-Sourced
(Neighbourhoods)
Option B

35%
Pension

5%
Pension

35%
Pension

5%
Pension

Costs

£ ‘000s

£ ‘000s

£ ‘000s

£ ‘000s

£ ‘000s

Staffing Costs

1,905

2,489

1,971

2,440

1,933

Vehicles

490

490

490

575

575

Materials and Equipment

102

102

102

113

113

Depot Costs

15

15

15

15

15

Other

33

33

33

33

33

Central Overheads

41

132

132

142

142

General Contingency

489

411

498

421

Revenue Costs Total

2,586

3,750

3,154

3,814

3,231

STREET CLEANSING

3.1

3.2

3.3

3.4

An assessment of the cost of insourcing the street cleansing service was undertaken by
APSE in early 2021. The current costs of the service were found to be high in
comparison to APSE national indicators, however, it was recognised that the service
needs of local authorities can vary in relation to their size and demographical
characteristics coupled to the needs and aspirations of the public and the Council. A
benchmarking study undertaken across London boroughs in 2009, the findings of which
are still considered valid, on the extent to which boroughs are ‘easy to serve’, placed
Brent in the ‘hard to serve’ category (i.e. facing greater demands than boroughs in the
other categories of ‘median to serve’ and ‘easy to serve’).

APSE considered that bringing the services in-house would allow the Council to
manage its services in a more strategic manner and have a greater degree of control
and flexibility in the manner they are provided. This would assist the council in
developing and enhancing its corporate planning process and provide a public ethos in
service delivery.

A financial assessment was undertaken with a direct comparison between the current
contract costs and the operating costs of an in-house service. The level of resources
(manpower vehicles etc.) currently utilised by the contractor was analysed and
replicated to create a “shadow budget” to enable the Council to consider the financial
implications of bringing the service in-house. This shadow budget was formulated by
APSE representatives in liaison with Council’s accountancy section and Council officers
managing the service.

The financial modelling undertaken as part of APSE’s review concluded that there would
be a significant additional cost to bringing the service in house. The estimated current
annual cost of the contractor is £7.17m which when compared to the projected
estimated costs of £9.76m for an in-house service based on a 35% pension contribution
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represents a financial gap of £2.58m. The financial gap would be reduced to £1.13m
when based on the 5% pension contribution option of a Local Authority Company.

APSE considered there to be significant scope for the Council to strengthen its 3E’s
strategy (education, engagement, enforcement) and to be more proactive in developing
civic pride and caring for the environment. This could lead to a cleaner environment and
therefore place less demands on the service.

ARBORICULTURAL SERVICES

4.1

4.2

4.3

4.4

4.5

The objectives of the Arboricultural Service are to:

¢ Provide well-maintained trees that are appropriate for their setting, which improve
the public realm, and contribute positively to local biodiversity and air quality

¢ Remove and replace trees at high risk of causing insurance claims

e Maintain at least the current number of street trees

¢ Meet a high level of legislative requirements: Safety of operatives and the public

e COSSH, Environmental Protection Act 1990

The service is responsible for the maintenance of approximately 20,000 street trees,
12,000 Parks trees and 5,000 Housing trees. Maintenance includes pruning, pollarding,
ground works, removal and planting. The current contract commenced in April 2018 and
will end in March 2023 with a possible 2-year extension to 31 March 2025.

Contract spend is £571k per annum for street trees, and around £160k per annum for
Housing and £40k per annum for Parks. Unit costs are dependent on type of work and
size of tree. The contract contains a detailed schedule of rates covering the whole
contract period, with no requirement for any inflationary price increases.

The following options were considered:

Option 1: In-source the arboriculture service

Option 2:  Extend the current Arboricultural Services contract for two years and
insource the tree surveying and data management function from April 2023

Option 3: Re-procure the arboriculture service

Direct provision of tree maintenance services would require a depot facility with at least
an acre for plant and vehicle storage, mess facilities, tree waste storage and good
access for a large articulated lorry. There would potentially be issues regarding the
impact of noise from the depot on nearby residents or businesses. It has not been
possible to identify suitable space for such a depot on council owned land. Annual rental
of a suitable site were a site be found would likely cost in the region of £130k to £175k
p.a., or a purchase price in the region of £1.1M. This, together with the disadvantages
and risks associated with insourcing below, has led to the insourcing option being
considered unfavourable.

e The Council has no experience in the direct delivery of arboricultural services and
there is no successful in-house service at any other London borough to provide
relevant experience to draw on



e The recruitment of a fixed permanent workforce would not facilitate flexibility for
variations in demand, particularly during the winter months when the service is
busiest

e The Council is less likely to attract and retain qualified staff members with only a
single-borough localised service, and would not be able to offer the same
productivity incentives

¢ Significantly greater costs would be incurred through this approach (£469k more
per annum, comprising direct costs, central overheads and 15% general
contingency), with an additional £100k in mobilisation costs and £810k for
investment in the depot, several new specialist vehicles and plant

e A well-functioning arboricultural service could not be guaranteed to be risk-free with
this option, which could directly impact on the functions of the Housing and Parks
services in addition to the street trees service

e Bringing services in-house is a complex transfer of undertaking with the potential for
unexpected costs and a substantive transition period

¢ Only one London borough provides arboricultural services through an in-house
DSO; it is reported that the borough has a significant backlog of work, with
contractors brought in to clear this. Following an incident a service review is now
taking place

4.6 Option 2 - extend the current maintenance contract for two years and insource the tree
surveying and data management function from April 2023 - is the recommended
commissioning solution for the following reasons:

¢ Until March 2025 the Council can expect the delivery of arboricultural services by a
highly experienced company with a proven track record in Brent

e The current contractor has already made the necessary investment in vehicles,
plant and depot facilities

e The contractor can draw from a wide pool of qualified technical staff, and attracts &
retains staff by providing performance incentives

e The contractor has arrangements in place to deploy additional staff during the
winter months

e Key costs are shared by the provider across several contracts, which makes it the
least expensive option in the short-term due to economies of scale.

e There will be no immediate need to mobilise a new provider

e The cost of the contract would not be subject to an inflationary price increase until
April 2025

e There will be an opportunity to review and amend the terms of the contract based
on lessons learned

¢ Extending the contract would provide an opportunity to in-source the tree surveying
function and associated database from April 2023, to provide the Council with
greater control of the service, facilitating better planning and completion of works
and achieving better value for money for our maintenance budget

e Staff time required to maintain the database would be covered from existing
resources, and/or as an element of the TUPE transfer to the Council of the existing
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surveyor post. Option 2b is estimated to cost an additional £25-30k per annum,
comprising £20k in staff costs and circa £5k - 10k in database license costs, with
£20K capital required to purchase the tree database

Option 3, going to immediate re-procurement of the service though an external
contractor is not recommended, as:

o Performance standards of the current contractor remain high

¢ Avoidable costs would be incurred in tendering out the contract early during
2022/23

e Going to the market for April 2023 would be highly unlikely to lead to the
appointment of a better performing contractor or a reduction in the cost of the
contract

e The cost of the new contract in the first two years would increase by an estimated
£154k to reflect inflation from 2018 to 2023

Officers considered the potential to merge arboriculture and grounds maintenance
functions, either through insourced provision or through an outsourced arrangement.
Tree maintenance services are highly specialist, however, and arboriculture and
grounds maintenance functions tend to be kept separate when delivered in house, while
even specialist green services companies who provide both services tend to have
separate grounds and arboricultural divisions.

PARKING SERVICES

5.1

5.2

5.3

54

An independent parking specialist was commissioned to undertake an in depth parking
enforcement option appraisal. This considered the impact and practicalities of bringing
some or all of these services in house at the end of the current contract period and
potential synergies with other Council services.

The appraisal concluded that, while from an operational perspective there is nothing that
the current contractor does that the Council could not do for itself, there are significant
financial considerations attached to such a move. Those financial considerations were
broken down across three key areas:

¢ Mobilisation — the one-off cost associated with the inbound transfer
¢ Annual Running Costs — additional costs driven in the main by higher staff salaries

o At-Risk Costs — additional costs driven in the main by the risk of reduced
operational performance of the service

The costs of full insourcing were presented in a Low, Medium, High scenarios model,
based on a drop in operational performance of 8%, 16% and 24% respectively. These
were summed as 5-year totals which would represent the minimum period the service
would likely remain in-house were the Council to subsequently decide to outsource the
service again.

The Medium scenario estimated an additional cost of £3.7m per year, as well as an
upfront mobilisation cost of £0.42m. The Council was advised to consider the Medium
case as the most likely to occur, with variance towards the High case scenario more
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likely than variance towards the Low case scenario. If the High cost scenario were to
materialise the additional cost would increase to £4.2m per annum.

The opportunity for synergies across other Environmental Enforcement functions
highlighted a number of significant risks to a merger with other enforcement functions.
While the notion of a single joint enforcement team is attractive, we were advised that
no other local authority appears to have adopted this approach and that a business
case would not be favourable for the following reasons:

e The services act under different legislation and have very separate considerations
that need to be taken into account when carrying out enforcement action, which
require different workflows and systems which would not be easy to integrate either
in the back office or out in the field

e The legal requirement for the Civil Enforcement Officers’ (CEO) uniform to carry
clear identification

e The significant financial impact of diluting focus of enforcement officers on
operational performance such as issuance of Penalty Charge Notices

e The difference in grading of CEOs (Scale 4) compared to Environmental
Enforcement officers (SO1), representing a £9k difference per annum per officer.
Any move to instigate joint working or a single multi-skilled workforce was
considered likely to cause an upward revision of the CEO salary and supervisory
roles above them, exposing the Council to a new risk of up to £1m per year in
additional salary costs

Options for partial in-sourcing were also examined. Each service function was
considered to understand if there was any financial or strategic advantage to in-
sourcing. In most instances, no such benefit could be identified. The exception was the
Pre-Notice to Owner (NTO) Correspondence work-stream. Serco currently provides this
service to the Council with two staff based at its depot in Park Royal.

The individuals could be incorporated back into the larger Parking back-office Notice
Processing Team. The addition of these two individuals would be absorbed within the
structure without any need to change either structure or management capacity. The
additional cost of taking this specific service back into the Council is estimated at £32k
per year. This variance is made up of direct employee costs driven by the Council’s
higher cost of employment and benefits. No additional, indirect corporate overheads
would be charged for these two posts given the low anticipated impact on corporate
resources.

Although this option is a net cost, it does present some benefits for that cost. While
there is nothing in legislation that prevents the outsourcing of this work-stream, there
has historically been discomfort in some quarters that doing so results in a situation
where the contractor is in effect "marking its own homework” as it is issuing the PCNs
and then answering the challenges to those same PCNs. Moving this service back In-
House could provide:

e Greater transparency on the activities of the contractor
¢ More control on how policy is applied to the cancellation of PCNs

e Improved quality of Pre-NTO correspondence
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e Greater consistency between Pre and Post NTO communications with customers

o Greater flexibility across the wider PCN correspondence team to deal with surges in
workload

The recommendation for parking services is therefore to insource the informal parking
appeals team and re-procure all other parking services for 15t April 2023. All Serco
employees on the Brent contract are paid the London Living Wage, with Civil
Enforcement Officers paid an annual salary of £24k.

STREET LIGHTING

6.1

6.2

6.3

6.4

6.5

6.6

Brent currently uses FM Conway (FMC) for the core maintenance service. An officer-led
options appraisal has been completed which recommends that these services stay
outsourced, either through a two year contract extension from 1 April 2023 to 31 March
2025 or through a re-procurement exercise, following appraisal of the current
contractor’s performance later this year. A decision on whether to extend or re-procure
would need to be made by December 2021.

Of the projected £1.1m lighting maintenance budget, the core maintenance contract
represents about £800k of activity. The balance of the budget (E300k) is used for
specific major investments required by new developments or immediate safety
pressures. For the purpose of this assessment, the cost comparison between the two
main options has focused on the core contract, valued currently at £800k. It is assumed
that the remaining budget of £300k would not be impacted significantly whether the core
contract was outsourced or provided by an in-house team.

Over a four year contract period, the additional cost of in-house street lighting
maintenance provision via a DSO is estimated to amount to £1.057m revenue and
£365k capital. The additional costs would be:

e £208k per annum on a recurring basis;
e £365k upfront capital investment in the year 2022/23; and
e £225k revenue mobilisation costs in the first year.

While the Council would have direct control over operations, it has no experience of
delivering lighting maintenance, and there is no comparable in-house service at other
London boroughs to provide relevant experience to draw on. The recruitment of a fixed
permanent workforce would not facilitate flexibility for variations in demand. The Council
are less likely to attract and retain qualified staff members with only a single-borough
localised service, and would not be able to offer the same productivity incentives.

The Council would have greater budgetary flexibility, but significantly greater costs
would be incurred through this approach, including the need for additional investment in
the depot, several new specialist vehicles and electrical plant.

A well-functioning lighting maintenance service could not be guaranteed to be risk-free
with this option, which could directly impact on the functions of the Highways and
Infrastructure Team, particularly risks to road safety and the effective management of
the public highway.
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Bringing services in-house is complex transfer of undertaking with the potential for
unexpected costs and a substantive transition period.

6.8 The benefits of these services remaining outsourced are:
e The Council can expect the delivery of lighting maintenance with an experienced
company with a proven track record
e Contractors operating in this field have already made the necessary investment in
vehicles, plant and depot facilities
e A specialist organisation can draw from a wider pool of qualified technical staff, and
attract & retain staff by providing performance incentives
e Any costs can be shared by the provider across several contracts, which makes it
the least expensive option due to economies of scale
e By re-procuring all street lighting services, there will be no need for a long
mobilisation period
e There will be an opportunity to review and amend the terms of the contract based
on lessons learned
¢ Some financial and operational risks are borne by the contractor rather than by the
Council. The Council can use robust contract management to ensure that services
are delivered as specified
7. WASTE AND RECYCLING COLLECTIONS AND REPROCESSING
7.1 During financial year 2020-21, West London Waste carried out an options appraisal for
Brent’s waste and recycling services which assessed the following delivery models:
e Direct insourcing
¢ Insourcing via a local authority company (Local Authority Company)
e Re-procuring
Review of service delivery model options
7.2 The cost of the waste collection elements of the current Public Ream contract combined

with the waste disposal costs — i.e. the whole system waste cost to Brent - is estimated
at £20m. The table overleaf shows the total cost of three competing service delivery
models (our recommissioning options), with general contingency at 15% added for the
insourcing options 2 and 3. Options 2 and 3 would also attract upfront mobilisation costs
of £0.5m.



Option Impact Pros Cons Total
Cost p/a
1. Retendering |e Generate competition |e Balanced risk |e Lack of control £21.5m
in the market to ensure transfer ie. e No transparency in
optimised solution and operational ops/costs
high levels of risk ¢ High initial
innovation e Central innovation
e Create a flexible overhead e Low in contract
contract to partner with efficiency innovation
the Borough through e Ongoing e Contract
the changes following efficiency drive | mobilisation and
the Environment Bill in  |e Competition delivery in line with
2023 bid quality
2.Insourcing |e This is likely to e Control o All Risk sits with £23.5m
via a Local marginally increase the |e¢ New service/ the Borough.
Authority cost compared to potential for e Longer term
Company private sector due to ongoing contract potentially
the increase in pension | change stifles
costs and a potential innovation/change.
increase in overhead. ¢ Cost depending on
terms of
employment.
o Additional
management
resource
o Company
overhead
3. Insourcing |e Full control of the Control o All risk sits with the £24m
Direct services however at an Borough.
increased cost due to e Long-term
the pension softening of
contributions and efficiency
overhead costs. e Cost
e Delivery

experience




8. SUMMARY COSTS OF DELIVERY MODEL OPTIONS FOR EACH SERVICE

The table below compares the costs of retendering, insourcing and establishing a local authority company for each service. Rows 9 to 14 show a
breakdown of the additional costs of insourcing, whilst rows 15 to 21 show a further breakdown of row 12 costs.

Local Authority
Insourcing Company
Local variance variance
Authority against against
Retendering | Insourcing Company Retendering Retendering

Service £000 £000 £000 £000 £000
1. Street cleansing 7,176 9,758 8,306 2,582 1,130
2. Grounds maintenance 2,586 3,814 3,231 1,228 645
3. Waste (total waste costs including

disposal) 21,460 23,936 23,552 2,476 2,093
4. Highways (reactive maintenance only) 827 1,452 1,215 625 388
5. Arboricultural services 771 1,240 1,101 469 330
6. Street lighting maintenance 800 1,008 912 208 112
7. Parking 6,265 9,933 8,975 3,668 2,710
8. Winter maintenance 385 443 443 58 58
Total 40,270 51,584 47,736 11,314 7,466
9. o/w Contingency 5,276 4. 807
10. o/w Reduced PCN Income 944 944
11. o/w Additional Pension Costs 3,734
12. o/w Additional Productivity and Brent

Council Pay Scales 1,170 1,170
13. o/w Additional Overheads 359
14. Other 189 185
Breakdown of Additional Productivity an
Brent Council Pay Scales




15. Street Cleansing - additional labour

costs to reflect reduction in hours from

40 to 36 350
16. Street Cleansing - application of

Pension costs to Overtime and Bonus 133
17. Street Cleansing - training costs and

higher pay scales 74
18. Street Cleansing Total 557
19. Parking - additional staff through

insourcing service and higher pay costs 370
20. Waste 189
21. Other (Arboriculture, Grounds

Maintenance and Street Lighting) 55
Total 1,170




APPENDIX 6

NOT FOR PUBLICATION

This part of this report is not for publication as it contains the following category of exempt information as specified in Paragraph 3,
Schedule 12A of the Local Government Act 1972, namely: “Information relating to the financial or business affairs of any particular person
(including the authority holding that information)”

The following risks and mitigations associated with the Integrated Street Cleansing & Waste Collections procurement and contract have been
identified:

Risk Mitigation
There is insufficient interest from the Feedback from the market engagement
market due to the scope or terms of exercise has been used to shape the

the contract or the proposed procurement strategy and procurement
procurement process. process.

Costs cannot be kept within the We are seeking innovative solutions through
available budget requiring service the specification and dialogue with bidders to

reductions which would be visible to prioritise investment where it can have the
the public and damage the reputation | biggest impact on the look and feel of the

of Brent Council. borough. We will also include optional,
provisional items to ensure that the contract
can be contained within the available budget.

The Council will use dialogue with bidders to
form a solution that can be kept within the
available estimated budget.

The price/quality ratio will also be used to
mitigate this risk.




The client arrangements for the new
public realm contract are insufficient
to effectively manage contract
performance.

The Environmental Services Directorate will
be implementing an organisational
restructure to support the recommended RLS
delivery model, which will lead to a more
effective resourcing of contract management
structures.

The unknown impact of the
Environment Bill causes bidders to
either price in considerable risk or to
not take the risk.

Through dialogue, the Council will work with
bidders to agree on an acceptable sharing of
risk between the Council and the contractor.

The Council fails to manage the
interactions and dependencies
between the waste collections
contractor and the recycling
reprocessing contractor, causing
either operational issues or cost being
built in to both contracts.

The project team will review the
dependencies and ‘touch points’ of the two
contracts with the bidders to ensure that
responsibilities have been clearly defined.

A specific change mechanism will be drafted
for potential changes in reprocessing
contractors.

There is a risk that the waste contract
seeks service reductions in excess of
what is required.

The Council will ask bidders to price options
for any savings.

The KPI framework is either overly
onerous/punitive, insufficiently robust,
drives up costs or doesn’t focus on
issues that matter to
residents/business.

We will use the dialogue process to design a
KPI framework which suits the Council and
the market and puts the needs of customers
and stakeholders first.

Tender(s) received are undeliverable
or abnormally low in price(s)

Evaluation of quality criteria will require
threshold pass scores.

A detailed operations and resources plan will
be requested as part of method statements
and evaluation of quality.




There will be a focus on challenge through
the dialogue process.

Tenders which appear to be abnormally low
will be investigated in accordance with the
Public Contract Regulations 2015.

The contract isn’t mobilised in time

The ITT will require a detailed mobilisation
plan and a named senior contract
management team responsible from day 1 of
the mobilisation period.

Accuracy of information provided in
the ITT, such as number of properties

We will specify a clear approach to risk
sharing and use the percentage change from
originally supplied data as the basis for any
contract variations

Inaccurate TUPE information shared
between incumbent and a new
provider

We will maximise the contractor obligations
under the existing contract and consider the
risk and risk sharing options at the
appropriate time.

Poor service delivery/quality following
contract award

We will put in place a robust contract
management and KPI framework to manage
contractor performance.




