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Schedule of Amendments to January 2010 OBC
The following table details changes to the OBC, agreed by members at the 9th December Authority, arising from the DEFRA scrutiny process. Where the changes is not clear the comments column provides a further explanation.

	Chapter
	Clarification
	Comments

	Chapter 1 Executive Summary

	1.6.2
	Q. Table 1.2 The modelling for the Reference Project ‘to do minimum’ states landfill costs are £2,893,625. This is based on Edmonton closing in which year?
A. Add text to clarify
	Additional text to clarify that the reference project is Based on closure of Edmonton in March 2020

	Chapter 2 Background

	2.4.2
	Q. Bullet point 2, waste to HWRC is an additional 24,300 tonnes per annum. Is this projected new waste/recyclate or diverted from kerbside collections?

A. The figure is incorrect and should read 29,000 tpa. 25% of this figure is assumed to be new waste and 75% is diverted from current waste streams split between bulky household waste, fly tipped waste and black bag waste 
	There is no material change to the waste flow models and no implications arising from the correction.

	2.4.4.2
	Q. 2.4.4.1 Please clarify the purpose of the Merchant capacity. 

A. Add text to clarify.

Updated text on LWL to reflect completed acquisition
	The term merchant capacity should be read in the context that, to deliver greater diversion of waste form landfill, the Authority will procure short term merchant capacity to   the existing Hendon operation.
In the event that the redevelopment proposals for the regeneration of Brent Cross Cricklewood come forward, a new rail transfer station and MRF would be provided on a new site identified in the planning application for that scheme.

	2.5.1.3
	Q. What evidence is there that the constituent authorities have committed to the roll out of food waste collections? Is there a stated financial commitment in the MOU or drafted IAA, to deliver this to support the commitment to 50% by 2020? This section states only ‘’to review their collection systems’?

A. Add text to clarify
	Additional table and text added detailing current borough arrangements at 2.5.1.3 Information supplied by borough offices via the Strategic Liaison And Support Manager.

	2.5.2
	Q. Can you please provide the tabulated data used to construct the figure?
A. In addition to Table 2.8 Recovery and diversion performance, add a further table indicating ‘Total Residual Waste Remaining and Recycling’  as provided under the clarifications
	N/A

	Chapter 3 Strategic Waste Management Objectives 

	3.2.1
	Q. What is the draft position of the JWS

A. Add text to clarify that the JWS is final and not draft
	N/A

	Chapter 4 Procurement Strategy and Reference Project

	4.3.1.2
	Q. The favoured options H (1) and H (2) are based on a 250 ktpa MBT/AD facility developed based at Hendon? What are the planning ramifications e.g. section 106?

A. Incorrect reference, should refer to sites in the East of the Authority area and the West of the Authority area respectively. Update
	N/A

	4.4.2.2
	Q. WIDP raise the following queries re MBT:  

· What is the material extracted from pre-processing that makes up the 3 to 5 % towards recycling? 

· What are the assumed input waste compositions and capture rates that support this level of recovery?

· what are the comparative range of cost/performance?

· Please quantify/justify the contribution to recycling.

· Recycling contribution is assumed to be 3% - as opposed to 3 to 5 or 3 to 6% elsewhere – what have you assumed in you massflow model for the reference project?

A. Add text to clarify.
Q. please undertake a WRATE assessment of the efw option only (Edmonton replacement) and updating the SPC calculation accordingly?

A. provide qualitative analysis and append assessment at appendix E
	Additional text to clarify the modelled MBT recycling contribution of 3%
DEFRA/ WIDP were interested to see the differential carbon impact between reference project & energy from waste  information being provided to members in February

	4.5.4
	Q. States a saving in collection costs due to the introduction of MBT/AD. AD is based on separate food waste collections; what is the commitment of the Partner Authorities in this area?

A. Add text to clarify.
	Additional to clarify current position related to existing borough collection systems and also infrastructure to treat organic waste.

	4.5.5
	Q. The reference case is based on two MBTs, two ADs for food waste, one SRF combustion plant and one MRF. Please confirm that this is correct? If so, can you also confirm the location for the MRF?

A. Clarify the modelling assumption in the reference project is that the MRF is located at the Hendon site.
	N/A

	4.6.3
	Q.  Will one lot result in the project being LATS compliant by 2020?

A.  Add text to clarify that it will?
Amend reference to fuel use lots to reflect revised strategy of; ‘one lot of 130 - 170 ktpa (reserving the right to let more than one contract) or (b) one lot of 280 – 340 ktpa’
	N/A

	4.8.2
	Q. As the Authority is now in control of two sites, does this not provide an opportunity to initiate a separate procurement for AD/IVC? Potentially, this may allow the WCA’s to expand their food waste collection in advance of the award of the residual procurement contract. If not, is there an interim solution that will allow the WCA’s to expand their food waste collections.

A.  The Authority is proposing to directly procure short term biowaste processing capacity for that capacity which exceeds the IVC capacity at Edmonton. This procurement may be outside of the main waste disposal contract with LWL. 
	Additional text added to clarify.

	4.13.1
	Q. A ‘joint venture’ is stated as required for a new waste transfer facility. Can you confirm with whom and when this is planned for?

A. The above is incorrect and the 5th bullet under 4.13.1 referring to a joint venture has been deleted 

	N/A

	Chapter 5 Risk Management, Risk Allocation and Contract Structure

	5.9 Balance Sheet Treatment
	Q. If the Authority was to contribute the LWL shares to the successful contractor for nil value, would this impact upon the initial view outlined in 4.9.1 that  the project assets would be off balance sheet under ESA 95?

A. Update to include note on balance sheet treatment of LWL shares
	N/A

	Chapter 6 Project and Governance

	6.1 
	Revise to reflect new Authority members and change in portfolio
	N/A

	Chapter 8 Costs, budgets and finance

	8.2
	Q. What is the split between the Waste Service and Fuel use procurements and could a breakdown also be provided by work stream for the external advisers i.e. technical, financial and legal?

A. Revise table at 8.1

Q. Does the budgeted amount for internal resources cover all of the costs of those individuals of the project team seconded into the project and included in section 6.3? 

A.  Add text to clarify.
Q. The authority acknowledges that this in turn presents a challenge ‘to the local authority’s resources in managing two procurements’. It would be useful for the authority to evidence additional resources allocated above what it believes is required for a single procurement of this scale.

A. Add text to clarify
	Table revised to provide further detail
Additional text to confirm that this is in fact the case
Additional text to confirm that this is in fact the case



	8.5.10.4
	Incorrect reference to the October 08 PFI credit application. Text updated to correctly refer to May 09 PFI credit application.
	N/A

	Chapter 10 Timetable

	Table 10.1
	Reference to OJEU publication revised from ‘April 2010’ to ‘March / April 2010’

Announcement of preferred bidder stage added
	N/A

	Appendix E Ramboll AEA Technical Report

	
	Q Is there an updated WRATE/SPC assessment of the refreshed options

A. Add WRATE Analysis of EFW and do minimum against the reference project associate with text above
	N/A

	Appendix L Planning Health Checklist

	B.1
	Q. “Re London Plan Policy 4A.22, please clarify how the OBC reference project ‘utilises advanced conversion technologies’, ”. 

A. Add text to confirm that the reference project complies
	N/A

	B.12
	Q. Please clarify why the NLWP options report does not include the total Edmonton site area. 

A. Add text to clarify.
	The NLWP cover areas related to Environmental permits and not site in totality

	B.12
	Q. Please clarify why the NLWP options report does not include the total Pinkham Way site area. 

A. Add text to clarify.
	The NLWP cover areas related to Environmental permits and not site in totality

	C.1
	Q. Para.10 suggesting that the S106 obligations would not transfer does not appear to be consistent with para.18 which suggests they would transfer when a legal interest is acquired, which is also consistent with the earlier legal opinion provided.  

A. Add text to clarify
	Text amended consistent with legal opinion.

	C.1
	Q. Condition 41.2 provides that the LPA can secure termination of the existing WHF.  What is NLWA’s strategy for treating with that possibility? 

A. Append copy of letter from LB Barnet
	N/A

	F.1
	Q. Please provide your response to this question as it is not currently addressed in your return.  

A. Add text to clarify
	The question relates to policy conflicts. Additional text added to confirm that the Authority believes that the policy framework is supportive and that there will not be a conflict.

	F.5
	Q. When do you propose the PB will submit planning applications for the Hendon (new) site and how will this dovetail with the conditions set for the Brent X Regeneration Area outline permission?

A. Add text to confirm the proposed timescale for submission of applications and cross reference to C1 in respect of Hendon in order to explain the complexities 
	N/A

	F.9
	Q. Please provide your response to the question ‘If bidders offer their own sites, does the procurement programme provide adequate time for the development and processing of corresponding planning applications on an equal basis as for the WDA’s own offered sites?’

A. Add text to clarify.


	Additional text to clarify that the Authority believes that this is the case

	Appendix N VFM 

	
	Q.  In relation to the optimism bias paper prepared to support the optimism bias assumptions (prepared by AEA?) could you please provide us with a copy and would suggest this forms part of the supporting information for appendix N.

A. Append copy of Optimism Bias paper
	Append a copy of the optimism bias technical note as referred note to in existing Appendix N Value for Money analysis 

	Appendix O Balance Sheet treatment

	
	Q. If the Authority was to contribute the LWL shares to the successful contractor for nil value, would this impact upon the initial view outlined in 4.9.1 that  the project assets would be off balance sheet under ESA 95?

A. Update to include note on balance sheet treatment of LWL shares 
	N/A

	Appendix U

	
	Q. Approval of affordability envelope

A. Append letters signed by Borough Directors of Finance that confirm Borough affordability considerations are all consistent (lower) than October 2008 figures.
	N/A

	Appendix GG

	
	Q. Financial and Technical adviser letters supporting the models underpinning the OBC

A. Append letters of support
	N/A

	Appendix LL

	
	Replacement of existing appendix LL WIDP Scrutiny log, with the closed out clarification resulting from the December 09 scrutiny process.
	N/A


