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1. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY  

1.1 This report sets out the facts and processes that led to the extension of the 
Serco waste collection and street cleansing contract. 

2. RECOMMENDATIONS 

2.1 This report is for the Committee’s information. 

3. REASONS FOR DECISION 

3.1 Not applicable. 

4. INTRODUCTION AND BACKGROUND  

4.1 The Serco contract for waste management and street cleansing was let in 
June 2008 and originally procured on a 7 plus 7 year basis. Consequently, 
Serco’s contract was due for renewal and consideration of extension by 
the Council and Serco in June 2015. 

4.2 Serco had flagged to the Council for many years that the costs of 
delivering the service required were far in excess of the contract price and 
they provided evidence to this effect. Discussions with Serco on how to 
continue to deliver improved quality against the need for efficiencies 
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included whether or not Serco and/or the Council would extend the 
contract when it reached the half way mark. Serco had indicated that the 
cost to renew the contract for the final 7 years could only be agreed if 
consideration was given to a revised Bill of Quantities and other variations 
to ensure the operations no longer operated at a loss for them. The 
Cabinet report of 11 November 2013 concluded; 

4.4 ‘On balance, it is believed that an extension to the existing contract offers 
a balance between best value for money and on-going quality of service, 
for the reasons set out in section 6 of this report.’ 

4.5 The report also said; 

‘An increase in the fixed contract sum that would increase the fixed 
contract cost per annum is not currently included in the departmental 
revenue budget and will be requested as budget growth as part of the 
2015/16 Medium Term Financial Strategy (MTFS).’ 

4.6 Overall the Council was happy with the standards delivered through the 
contract, but decided to review the contract with an external waste expert 
(Eunomia, through the London Waste and Recycling Board, LWARB) to 
see if efficiencies could be achieved that would benefit both parties.  That 
review comprised the following scope: 

4.7 Identification of service and contract optimisation options in the areas of: 

 Residual waste collection and recycling operations; 

 Street cleansing operations; 

 Commercial waste operations; 

 Labour costs; and 

 Recycling Contamination issues. 

 

4.8 The aim of the project was to enable cost efficiencies without impacting on 

service delivery. Both Eunomia and Serco confirmed to the then Cabinet 

Member that service levels should be maintained, but that the service 

could be delivered in a ‘smarter’ way. 

4.9 Some contract variations were agreed that produced cost efficiencies with 
minimal service impact. The table in Appendix 1 shows the implementation 
dates of these contract variations. The majority of the changes have now 
taken place with the exception of the removal of the Paladin crews, and 
some of the street cleansing crews - of the eight sweepers they had 
planned to lose, there has been a net loss of five. (Instead of converting 
four sweepers into two emergency response teams, they have added 3 
sweepers to create one emergency response team). Serco have phased 
changes and made these adjustments to ensure they were satisfied that 
the domestic crew changes and frequency of cleansing had bedded in. 
Officers are monitoring the street cleansing changes including the greater 
use of the emergency response team. 
 



 

5. PROPOSAL AND ISSUES  

5.1 The decision to extend Serco’s contract was taken in November 2013 at 
Cabinet, but it took some months to agree the contract Deed of Variation to 
the Council’s satisfaction. In addition, the Council negotiated an earlier 
start date to the changes (from June 2015 to June 2021), in exchange for a 
reduced overall contract cost over the term of the extension in comparison 
with the original anticipated extra cost. 

 Standards 
 
5.2 Ongoing monitoring has continued to check whether the street cleansing 

standards have been maintained - the NI195 surveys suggest that they 
have. White Young Green’s independent analysis also shows a continued 
overall good result. The table below indicates how LBHF compares with 
some other neighbouring London Boroughs, where a low score is good. 

 
 

 

 

Hammersmith and Fulham 

Year/Tranche WYG Score In house Survey 

 
Litter Detritus Litter Detritus 

2013-2014 T1 2.14% 3.29% 1.94% 0.37% 

2013-2014 T2 5.10% 3.63% 2.07% 0.62% 

2013-2014 T3 5.45% 3.77% 2.56% 0.98% 

Total 4.23% 3.57% 2.19% 0.66% 

2014-2015 T1 1.64% 1.44% 1.34% 1.46% 

2014-2015 T2 1.65% 4.56% 1.70% 0.86% 

2014-2015 T3 3.95% 1.19% 1.73% 0.95% 

Kensington and Chelsea 

Year/Tranche WYG Score In house Survey 

 
Litter Detritus Litter Detritus 

2013-2014 June   0.33% 0.83% 

2013-2014 July   1.00% 3.33% 

2013-2014 September   1.33% 0.17% 

2013-2014 January   4.83% 1.67% 

2013-2014 March 2.00% 2.00%   

2014-2015 June   1.17% 1.17% 

2014-2015 July   0.33% 4.43% 

2014-2015 September   3.61% 1.30% 

2014-2015 November   6.23% 3.44% 

Lambeth 

Year/Tranche Southwark Score In house Survey 

 
Litter Detritus Litter Detritus 

2013-2014 T2 2.91% 2.91% 4.45% 6.16% 

2013-2014 T3 1.53% 1.36% 3.73% 4.24% 

2014-2015 T1 2.89% 1.70% 1.53% 4.25% 

2014-2015 T2 2.56% 1.02% 2.22% 2.05% 



 
 
 

 

4.3 Officers and Members are aware that there is a misalignment between 
LBHF's cleansing results and the perception of some members of the 
public. Such perception seems to relate mainly to rubbish dumping. Serco 
can control effectiveness in terms of clearing any rubbish dumps, but they 
cannot control behaviours that lead to the dumping of rubbish. Officers are 
working with residents and other LBHF colleagues to initiate a number of 
actions aimed at influencing the behaviour of those who dump rubbish in 
between scheduled waste collection times, and thus reduce the problem 
on the street. 

6. EQUALITY IMPLICATIONS 

6.1 Not applicable. 

7. LEGAL IMPLICATIONS 

7.1 The extension of the Serco contract and its variation was done in 
compliance with Public Contracts Regulations and the Council’s governing 
rules and best value proposition. This contract variation is now binding on 
the Council. 

 
7.2 Implications completed by: Babul Mukherjee, Solicitor (Contracts) - Tel: 

020 7361 3410 
 
8. FINANCIAL AND RESOURCES IMPLICATIONS  

8.1 The future requirement for budget growth from 2015/16 as a result of the 
anticipated increase in the extended contract cost was referred to in the 
2014/15 MTFS discussions. Subsequent to that, the work undertaken by 
Eunomia in conjunction with Serco enabled the proposed increase in the 
annual contract cost, and therefore budget growth requirement, to be 
significantly reduced. Further cost reductions over the term of the 
extension were successfully negotiated by implementing the contract 
variations early. The revised budget growth requirement was agreed as 
part of the 2015/16 MTFS process and applied to the annual contract 
budget from 2015/16. 

8.2 The financial implications of the extension are reported in more detail in 
the 11 November 2013 report to Cabinet. 

Brent 

Year/Tranche Keep Britain Tidy  

 
Litter Detritus   

2013-2014 T1 13% 22%   

2013-2014 T2 7% 13%   

2013-2014 T3 10% 8%   

Total 10% 14%   

2014-2015 Year to Date 7% 10%   



8.3 Implications verified by: Kellie Gooch, Head of Finance ELRS, TEL: 0208 
753 2203 

LOCAL GOVERNMENT ACT 2000 
LIST OF BACKGROUND PAPERS USED IN PREPARING THIS REPORT 

 
None 
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APPENDIX 1 

Planned implementation dates of Serco contract changes 
 

 

 Change Date of 
implementation 

Impact of changes 

Contract Changes Begin – date of 
implementation Apr-14 

 

Supervisor reduction – reduction of one 
street cleansing supervisor 

Apr-14 

Supervisor workload 
spread across two 
depots.  No identifiable 
impact on service 

Reduced vehicle - domestic collections – 
reduced number of collection rounds from 
12 to 11 and redistributed across crews 
with changes to collection days in the Old 
Oak area. Sep-14 

Resulted in changes to 
collection days in the Old 
Oak area and has been 
successfully introduced. 

Reduced vehicle - paladin collection – 
aiming to reduce refuse container crews 
from 7 to 6 through distribution of 
workload.  Feb-15 

Not yet implemented 

Cleansing enhancements – some white 
roads changed to orange resulting in more 
frequenting cleansing from once a week to 
twice a week.  Tops of side roads cleansed 
from along all major thoroughfares. 

Sep-14 

Cleansing the tops of 
side roads leading to all 
major roads is now 
enforceable. Some 
rectifications have been 
issued where 
cleansing has not been 
carried out. 

Restore to Grade & Cleansing frequency 
changes – reduction in Serco response 
time and reduction of cleansing of all white 
roads from twice a week to once a week. Sep-14 

No significant change in 
the number of cleansing 
requests received 
compared to last year. 

Remove eight Sweepers– work distributed 
amongst remaining sweepers 

Sep-14 

Done - no significant 
change in the number of 
cleansing requests 
received compared to last 
year. 

Move two sweepers to provide emergency 
response vehicle (ERV) Jan-15 

2 sweepers not moved to 
ERV, but retained as 
sweepers 

Emergency Response Team – to provide 
spot cleansing and improve flytip collection 
times 

Jan-15 

3 additional sweepers 
formed into single ERV. 
Aim to improve flytipping 
and emergency response 
times 

Move two sweepers to provide emergency 
response vehicle (ERV) 

Feb-15 

2 sweepers not moved to 
ERV, but retained as 
sweepers 

2nd Emergency Response Team– to 
provide spot cleansing and improve flytip 
collection times Feb-15 

This change has not yet 
been implemented  
 

Clean Season – removal of 2 sweepers 
during the quietest part of the year Mid Dec - 14 

This change has not yet 
been implemented 


