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DSG DISCUSSION WITH NDA ON PBO COMPETITION UPDATE 
Held 14th July 2010 in Dounreay.com at 1900 hours. 
 
 
Attending:  Graeme Rankin NDA   
   Nicole Hough  NDA 
   Andrew Edwards NDA  
   Randall Bargelt NDA  
   Simon Middlemas MD, DSRL 

Bob Earnshaw  DSG    
   Derrick Milnes  DSG   
   Koreen MacDougall DSG    
   Ronnie Johnstone  DSG 

Roy Kirk   DSG 
John Deighan  DSG   
June Love  DSG Secretariat/DSRL 

 
 
NOTES 
 
Bob Earnshaw thanked everyone for attending. 
 
Graeme Rankin introduced Nicole Hough, Strategy Department, working on the Client 
Specification and Andrew Edwards who is responsible for developing the contract, 
working with NDA’s legal team, to put in place the contractual conditions that NDA 
expect the Parent Body Organisation (PBO) to work with. 
 
Graeme Rankin summarised the work to date and the information provided at the 
Industry day where the timetable for competition had been highlighted in big picture 
terms. 
 
While it was expected that the dialogue process with participants would commence in 
July/August it had now been delayed until November.  The reason for this was that the 
site (DSRL) was currently working on a new lifetime plan taking into account the flat 
funding of up to £150M. 
 
• Derrick Milnes noted that DSG had been told a number of months ago that the 

funding limit would be £150M and could not understand why the programme for 
competition had slipped so much.  Derrick also asked whether there was likely to be 
further slippages and whether the Government spending review would impact yet 
again on the site. 
 
Graeme Rankin responded it was not an easy task to rework a lifetime plan.  It was 
not simply a case of pushing back a number of projects to smooth out the funding 
because so many activities were linked to each other and these links needed to be 
well understood.  The plan also had to integrate the resources required to get the job 
done and there would be different needs for different scenarios. 
 
As to the possibility of further slippage and budget constraints Graeme Rankin could 



 

not rule this out.  However, he pointed out that NDA had always said that the 
dialogue period could go on far longer.  The bidders did not wish to prolong dialogue 
but need to have enough information to make an informed bid.  He conceded that 
there could be further changes.  In terms of the PVP (Public Value Programme) 
decision and whether it could be revisited Graeme noted that Treasury had stated 
that they got what it wanted in terms of Dounreay contributing to short term savings.  
He added that Treasury sits on a Board as part of the governance arrangements for 
the competition and at no time have they indicated they would like to see the funding 
levels revisited for Dounreay. 
 
Simon Middlemas agreed about the complexity of reworking the lifetime plan to 
comply with the funding.  He explained that when you squash down costs, you can’t 
continue to construct new building but it was not as simple as taking one activity out 
because many activities would be logically linked and by removing certain activities 
mean that the resourcing plan also needs to be considered.  He noted that DSRL 
were formally told in March and it had proved impossible to complete a new plan by 
June. 
 
Bob Earnshaw said that DSG members had serious concerns about the slippage in 
timetable.  There had been a momentum gathering, not only on the site, but also with 
the local community and he didn’t want to see that get lost. 
 
Randall Bargelt responded that, while he recognised the momentum that had been 
building and the support given, the funding was not officially received until the end of 
March.  In December he had asked DSRL to consider different scenarios and agreed 
that it would be impossible to provide a fully compliant plan by June.  He noted that 
following DSRL’s work on the lifetime plan would also have to go through NDA’s due 
process to ensure it was compliant. 
 
Graeme Rankin added that NDA wanted to ensure that the competition continues to 
progress and they did not want to lose the momentum.  He noted that there were two 
good bidders and NDA were continuing to have discussions with them. 
 
Bob Earnshaw asked how long NDA thought they could keep both bidders on board.  
Graeme Rankin responded that the bidders were not spending significant money as 
yet because the bid teams had not yet been fully mobilised.  Discussions with the 
bidders had indicated they wish to work with NDA to keep the momentum going. 
 

• John Deighan said he would like to talk about socio economics, particularly what 
would be in the contract. 
 
Graeme Rankin responded that the NDA Chief Executive and Commercial Director 
had held discussions with John Thurso, MP and Elizabeth Gray of Scottish 
Government.  Both gave a clear message that the NDA needed to speak to the 
Caithness & North Sutherland Regeneration Partnership (CNSRP) and this was 
done with NDA’s Chief Executive and Commercial Director discussing issues with 
Alistair Dodds (Highland Council) and Roy Kirk (HIE).  The information provided by 
them all had been cast into a set of requirements. 
 
Andrew Edwards added that there was a paper created which had been pulled 
together after speaking with local stakeholders.  That paper is now complete and is 



 

currently being considered in the context of what DSRL’s responsibility is and what 
the PBO could deliver. 
 

• Ronnie Johnstone asked what weight socio economics would have in the overall 
evaluation of the tenders.   
 
Graeme Rankin responded that he could not answer that at present.  NDA had 
developed some high level criteria and they were currently working through the 
relative importance against each criteria. 
 
Ronnie Johnstone responded that he was disappointed with that.  The bidders had 
started to look at their tenders factoring in profit margins, number of staff required, 
etc.  He asked how NDA expected the bidders to prepare a bid not knowing how 
much weighting was given to the different criteria.  Ronnie then asked when the NDA 
would expect the weightings to be known and emphasised that the DSG would want 
to get involved before a final decision was made. 
 
Graeme Rankin responded that he believed NDA had already received the local 
stakeholder input.  Ronnie Johnstone replied that DSG wanted to know what weight 
NDA would be given to socio economics. 
 
Graeme Rankin stated that the thinking was not that developed as yet.  The 
Invitation to Participate in Dialogue (IPD) had been pushed out until November and 
work was ongoing to develop this. 
 
Koreen MacDougall asked whether the NDA would consult on the socio economic 
paper.  Roy Kirk noted that he, along with Alistair Dodds (HC) had had a useful 
discussion with the NDA Chief Executive and Commercial Director but noted that 
they had not yet seen the output from these discussions.  Derrick Milnes agreed and 
said it would be helpful to table the paper at the next DSG socio economic sub group 
which will be held next week.  NDA agreed to do this. 
 
Action:  NDA to present socio economic paper to DSG socio economic sub 
group meeting on 21st July 2010. 
 
Roy Kirk added that he understood that until the IPTD was agreed NDA would not 
know what the weighting was but he thought it might be useful if DSG could explore 
whether NDA felt it likely to be 15% or 50%.  Graeme Rankin responded that no-one 
from the NDA was under any illusions about the importance of socio economics in 
the area and re-iterated it would be a key consideration in developing the criteria.  At 
present though it was unknown how it would rate against the other key criteria.  Roy 
Kirk responded that he thought it would be helpful if NDA could share with DSG this 
information as it is being developed. 
 
Graeme Rankin responded that NDA had done what they said they would do and 
tried to encapsulate what they had been gathered in stakeholder views into the 
paper.  Bob Earnshaw responded that DSG was aware of the dialogue taking place 
between NDA, HIE and Highland Council.  He asked whether there was more 
discussion to come.  Roy Kirk added that he and Alistair Dodds had one meeting 
with NDA Chief Executive and Commercial Director and one meeting with Anna 
McConnell.  He presumed, given the discussion here, that that was it.  He re-iterated 



 

Koreen’s comment that it would be useful to see the finished paper. 
 

• NDA were asked to explain a target cost contract.  Andrew Edwards responded that 
essentially the bids would set the cost up to the interim end state for the site and fee 
would be paid associated with the delivery of that scope of work.  The contract 
allowed an element of pain/gain share; if the company completed work faster and at 
a lower cost than predicted they would be rewarded but if work was late and cost 
more the company would be responsible.   
 
John Deighan asked whether with this type of contract the company had to stipulate 
a certain amount of cash and the number of jobs that would be required to take the 
work to interim end state.  Basically, he said, the cheapest bid would win. 
 
Andrew Edwards responded that this was not necessarily the case.  The bid would 
need to be compliant and the NDA needed to have confidence that the bid was 
deliverable. 
 
John Deighan asked how the pain/gain was shared.  Andrew replied that some of the 
risk would be transferred across to the PBO.  Nicole Hough added that if the bidder 
spent more than the target cost getting to the interim end state they would be 
expected to pay some of the overspend themselves.  Conversely, it they completed 
the job faster they may be rewarded.  It was also noted that NDA had the option to 
move to a different type of contract if a Target Cost contract ultimately did not prove 
viable. 
 
Bob Earnshaw emphasised that the DSG and everyone else involved in the 
competition needed a bit of clarity.  With the current financial climate things were 
only going to get tighter and it was particularly difficult for this part of the country.  
Graeme Rankin responded that the NDA were very aware that Dounreay is 
completely different to Sellafield. 
 

• Derrick Milnes noted that the National Nuclear Archives programme looked like it 
was slipping.  Everyone was aware that this project was basically on hold and while 
there is a project manager at the moment he asked how long that position would 
continue in the current climate.  Similarly, if the funding situation became worse for 
Dounreay it was likely that bidders would cut jobs because this was the only way 
they would make profit.   
 
Graeme Rankin responded that the bidders were well aware that if they don’t get the 
support of workforce and community they would have a difficult time.  It is how they 
manage the rundown programme and balance it against the socio economic climate. 
 
Roy Kirk added that this was a good example of the dialogue that needs to continue.  
It was important that the decommissioning of the site is going well as well as the 
socio economic activity.  When the new PBO comes in they will do whatever they are 
contracted to do.  It would be essential to ensure that measures were contractually 
put on them so that they have to deliver. 
 
Andrew Edwards responded that there was an ongoing SLC (Site Licence Company) 
socio economic commitment and the PBO agreement will be scheduled through the 
contract.  He was asked if there would be fee for the PBO in delivering the socio 



 

economic aspect of the contract.  Graeme Rankin said that in terms of detail this was 
still to be developed. 
 

• John Deighan asked what would happen if the funding is cut from £150 to, say, 
£90M while competition is going on.  What would happen if the bidders pulled out. 
 
Graeme Rankin responded that if that were to happen through the competition there 
would still be fee to be made.  The question would be how to reach the Interim End 
State without going on forever.  He added that if it were to happen after the contract 
was awarded then that would generate a contract change. 
 
John Deighan asked if, given the initial feel that there would be a number of bidders 
interested in the competition, there was a reason why there were only two consortia 
interested in the Dounreay site.  Graeme Rankin responded that he believed there 
were a number of reasons for that including the fact that there was a lot of work out 
there for these companies, especially in the USA and that bidding for a contract of 
this size was not a cheap thing to do. 
 

• Koreen MacDougall asked if there was a chance that DSG could see the contract 
and the weightings before it was issued.  Graeme Rankin responded that NDA would 
not show them the weighting but that the socio economic paper would be made 
available to them.  Ronnie Johnstone asked if there was any likelihood of being told.  
He asked that Graeme take the message back to his superiors that DSG has a major 
concern regarding the weightings of the criteria to assess the bids. 
 
Roy Kirk added that while he recognised NDA could not indicate the weightings now 
because they were not developed there would be a point when they were.  He 
stressed that DSG were interested in the relative importance of the criteria.  Graeme 
Rankin responded that there would be issues around commercial confidentiality.  
Randall Bargelt said that whatever the answer was DSG would receive an answer. 
 
Action:  NDA to take message back to NDA senior management that DSG 
wanted to see the weightings of the criteria and for NDA to respond on 
whether this would be possible. 
 

• Ronnie Johnstone thanked Graeme for being open and honest.  He said he found 
people who talk in jargon did so to confuse and had felt that this discussion had been 
very forthright.  He also thanked Randall Bargelt for his honest interactions over the 
years noting that Randall was trusted in the community and was an asset to the 
NDA. 
 

• It was agreed that a follow up meeting would take place in September. 
 

Bob Earnshaw thanked those who attended and closed the meeting. 
 
 
 
 
Dounreay Stakeholder Group 
15th July 2010. 


