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Full Council Meeting (Special) 
On Thursday 27th October 2011  
At 7:00 pm in the Council Chamber, George Street, Corby. 

Present: -  Councillor McDade (Mayor), Addison, P Beattie, T Beattie, Bromhall, 
Butcher, Dady, Eyles, Ferguson, Forshaw, Goult, Heggs, Latta, Lilley, 
McEwan, McGhee, McKellar, Noble, Pengelly, Petch, Riley, Sims & 
Stanbra. 

47.  Apologies 
Apologies were received from Councillor Fawcett, Rahman, Chaudhury, Caine, Brown 
& Beeby. 

48.  Declarations of Interest 
Members were asked to declare any personal interests they may have in the business 
to be discussed and/or indicate whether this was prejudicial or non-prejudicial, the 
nature of the interest and whether they intended participating in the relevant agenda 
item. 

Councillor Pengelly declared a personal & non-prejudicial interest in relation to the 
Future Provision of Street Scene Services Report.  Councillor Pengelly was the 
Council’s representative to APSE. 

49.  Future Provision of Street Scene Services 
Mr Iain Smith (Head of Planning & Environmental Services) gave a brief presentation to 
Council in relation to the report.  Mr Smith briefly explained the background to the 
current contract which was due to expire in December 2013.  The contract value was 
c.£3.5m. 

The report before Council detailed proposals submitted by Keir for savings and service 
enhancements relating to the current Environmental Management Services Contract 
linked to a five year contract extension. 

Several short term savings had previously been discussed and agreed with Kier 
including a reduction in inflationary increases and a freeze on the obligation for 
additional payments for increased property numbers. However, these did not achieve 
the quantum of savings sought in response to the extraordinary budget pressures faced 
by the Council. 

Kier were therefore requested as part of the 2012/13 Budget Savings Process to 
identify savings of circa 15% in their current contract costs of £3.5M in line with other 
targeted savings within service budgets.  

In response to this request a proposal was submitted by Kier which offered savings of 
up to £440k a year (£3.0M in total) (excluding Food Waste) starting from 1 April 2012, 
together with an associated package of service improvements linked to a 5 year 
contract extension. 

Members noted that it had been confirmed by Council officers with Kier that afternoon 
that Kier would accept a 3 year extension with an option for a further 2 years.  Officers 
confirmed that this revised 3 plus 2 extension would now be applicable to Options 1-3 in 
the report. 

This saving would be netted down to £380 - 400k a year (£2.6-2.7M in total) if the 
Council were to implement a weekly Food Waste collection service as part of the 
proposals.  

Kier Street Services currently provided the kerbside refuse and recycling collection 
service, trade waste collection service, environmental cleansing service (including litter 
picking, street sweeping and total weed control) and grounds maintenance service 
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(including grass cutting, shrub bed maintenance and tree belt maintenance) as part of 
the annual fixed base contract price. 

Contract Variable items which are demand led and where the cost fluctuates monthly 
according to volume such as fly-tipping, garden services, special collections, bin 
deliveries and clinical/medical waste collections were also provided. 

Contract Administrators Instructions were raised for ad-hoc individual jobs which were 
not covered within the contract but are contract related i.e. tree works, gully cleansing, 
bin removals, litter and dog bin repairs etc.  

The Kier proposals had been presented to an all member seminar on Monday 10th 
October 2011 and consisted of efficiency savings linked to a number of options 
regarding the future collection of Food Waste which were detailed within the report as 
number of costed proposed service improvements:- 

• Weekly food waste collection - increasing recycling rates and generating 
additional income. 

• Investment in KierWay In-Cab ICT to deliver efficiencies and improve 
customer experience. 

• New vehicles utilising latest technology to reduce fuel use and harmful 
admissions. 

• Move to a Four day week for Refuse/Recycling Collections thus minimising 
disruption via slip days at Bank Holidays 

• Removal of future uplift payments for the refuse and recycling service until a 
cap of 30,000 properties is exceeded (No. of properties as of 30 Sept 2011 = 
26,463) 

• Grounds Maintenance and Environmental Cleansing functions at Oakley Vale  
• Increased frequency and scope of grass cutting services to Key ‘Gateways’ 

into the Borough 
• Inclusion of currently non-contracted areas of Council owned land i.e. drying 

areas, garage forecourts etc. (subject to agreement of areas) 
• Inclusion of contract variable items capped at current usage rates i.e. special 

collections, bin deliveries, garden services, fly tipping removal. 
• Revised governance arrangements via a Partnership Board with Member 

representation 
• Removal of inflationary gains based on RPI and review of contract indexation 

mechanism using alternative suitable basket of indicators  

 Costings indicating the level of savings attributable to each of the options detailed 
within the report were set out in the appendix attached. 

All options include the proposed service improvements as detailed within the report with 
the exception of Option 3 which excluded weekly food waste collection. 

‘One pass’ collection vehicles would be utilised for the alternate weekly collection 
(AWC) of residual and dry recycling and a weekly collection of food waste, via a 
dedicated pod located to the front of the vehicle. Residents would be provided with a 3 
litre internal container (‘caddie’) and a 13 litre external container for the storage of food 
waste.  

It was anticipated that if Weekly Food Waste Collections were not introduced within the 
next 6-12 months that future opportunities to do so may be restricted/prevented. This 
was because commitments had to be entered into with the County Council, as the 
Waste Disposal Authority, on waste composition and tonnages relating to the current 
residual waste procurement project which would then restrict/prevent any future 
collection changes such as Food Waste. 
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Option 1 – Food waste collection (Containers funded by Northamptonshire County 
Council) 

This option would present an annual saving of £400k (Total saving £2.7m).  The £400k 
comprised of £350k annual contract saving plus estimated food waste income of £50k. 

This option incorporated the weekly collection of Food Waste but assumed that external 
food waste containers and internal waste caddies were externally funded via the 
County Council (subject to approval).  

This would enable the Council to re-introduce weekly collections of bio-degradable 
‘smelly’ household waste whilst achieving a further ‘step-change’ in recycling and waste 
diversion from landfill performance at a lower cost than the similar option with 
containers funded by Kier. This was the preferred option of officers.  

It was noted that East Northamptonshire Council had introduced food waste collection; 
this had resulted in an 8% increase in their recycling rate. 

Option 2 – Food waste collection (Containers funded by Kier) 

This option would present an annual saving of £380k (Total saving £2.6m). The £380k 
comprised of £330k annual contract saving plus estimated food waste income of £50k. 

This option incorporated the weekly collection of Food Waste but included the purchase 
of food waste containers and internal waste caddies within the contract costings. As 
with Option 1 this would enable the Council to re-introduce weekly collections of bio-
degradable ‘smelly’ household waste whilst achieving a further ‘step-change’ in 
recycling and waste diversion from landfill performance.  

Should Option 1 not be deliverable on the basis that external funding was not 
obtainable for the containers this would become the preferred option of officers.  

Option 3 – No food waste collection 

This option would present an annual Contract saving £440k (Total saving £3.0m). 

This option delivered the most savings but excluded the weekly collection of Food 
Waste. and would not offer any opportunity for a ‘step-change’ in increasing recycling 
and waste diversion from landfill performance. Under this option the current AWC 3 Bin 
scheme of collection would continue. 

 However, the Council would still need to put measures in place in the future to improve 
its recycling and waste diversion performance to meet required targets. This would 
likely require changes to the fleet, routes and rounds at an additional cost which would 
be significant and which would likely exceed that offered under Option 1 and 2 as 
detailed. 

Option 4 – Do nothing 

This option would present nil savings to the Council on the annual contract. 

Under this option the current contract arrangements would continue until the expiry of 
the current contract in December 2013 when the current service would either be re-
tendered or brought back in-house.  

If this option were taken there would be no guaranteed future savings and a lost 
opportunity to realise the savings offered by Kier of circa £700-770k from April 2012 
until December 2013 when the current contract expires. In addition, alternative 
corresponding budget savings would need to be identified as part of the 2012/13 
budget process which would adversely impact on other services and jobs. 

The Association of Public Service Excellence (APSE) had been commissioned to 
undertake a value for money assessment of the current service provided by Kier and 
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undertake an appraisal of the Kier proposal. APSE’s findings had been presented to an 
all member seminar on Wednesday 19th October 2011.  

APSE rated the quality of current services to be of a high standard but high cost for 
waste collection related to their ‘in-house’ benchmark cost analysis. 

The appraisal of the Kier proposal revealed that the costings were competitive relating 
to their ‘in-house’ benchmark cost analysis and that the options including weekly food 
waste were clearly more cost effective than their ‘in-house’ benchmark cost analysis. 

Mr Smith confirmed that legal advice had been taken relating to the proposed 
extension.  There was no requirement to retender the contract as originally procured 
following EU/OJEU procedures.   

In relation to Oakley Vale, Mr Smith confirmed that two bids had been received.  These 
bidders would be requested to resubmit to include costings for grounds maintenance 
and cleansing. 

Councillor Dady wondered what level of savings could be achieved if Kier looked after 
Oakley Vale.  Mr Smith reported that the level of savings would be the same; it would 
not effect the overall proposal. 

Councillor T Beattie raised concern whether the contract could be seen to represent 
best value to the Council.  Councillor Beattie queried whether the level of savings 
proposed may not have been realised during the contract.  The Council may have 
achieved a significant level of savings without the need to negotiate an extension.  Mr 
Smith reported that he had requested that the contractor find 15% of savings; he felt 
that the current proposal was the best that could have been achieved in the 
circumstances.  Without the extension it was unlikely this level of savings could be 
achieved within the remaining 2 years of the current contract. 

Councillor Stanbra wondered whether the Council had any indication from NCC 
whether a bid for grant money would be successful.  Mr Smith explained that two other 
local authorities had been successful in achieving grant funding; he had no reason to 
believe that an application from Corby would not be met favourably as it was also in the 
best interests of NCC.  Any application would need to go through the NCC decision 
making process.  The Council would put in a £100k bid against the waste infrastructure 
fund, money administered by NCC, for food containers. 

Councillor Stanbra sought clarity as to when the contract extension would be from and 
who would have the option to extend.  Mr Smith reported that the current proposal for 
consideration was now for a 3 year extension with an option on an additional 2 years, 
dependant upon satisfactory performance.  This 3 plus 2 extension would apply to 
Options 1-3. The extension would be from the end of the current contract in December 
2013.  The option for an additional 2 years extension would be at the discretion of the 
Council. 

Councillor Stanbra asked for clarification on the proposal to end “task & finish”.  Mr 
Smith explained that the proposal was to standardise the working day, over 4 days.  
Currently teams started work early and finished when their round was completed; which 
in some cases could be early afternoon.  The proposal was intended to bring them into 
line with other members of the Kier workforce. 

Councillor Stanbra asked for clarification in relation to the Oakley Vale issue.  Would 
leaving this out make a greater saving.  Mr Smith responded, in relation to the report 
currently before members, that leaving Oakley Vale out would achieve a greater saving 
but this would be off-set later when the Oakley Vale contract was let.  A budget of 
£150k had been allocated. 

Councillor McKellar enquired whether any other contractor had expressed interest.  Mr 
Stronach (Director of Operational Services) confirmed there had been two bids 
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submitted, one of which was Kier.  Mr Stronach explained, dependant on Council’s 
decision, both companies would be approached to re-bid based on an enhanced 
contract. 

Councillor Sims sought reassurance that the currently high specification enjoyed by 
Oakley Vale would continue under any new arrangements.  Mr Smith confirmed that a 
high specification standard had been used which was commensurate with current 
standards. 

Councillor Sims welcomed the end of “job & finish” and the proposal to introduce food 
waste collection.  The lack of food waste collection had been the subject of numerous 
resident complaints over a number of years. 

Councillor Eyles requested further details regarding the proposed governance 
arrangements.  Mr Smith clarified that Kier had suggested the creation of a Partnership 
Board to consist of Council Elected Members, officers and representatives of Kier.  It 
had also been suggested resident representatives could be included.  The Board would 
assist in ensuring that best value principles were being adhered to, performance was 
monitored and service improvements discussed and examined. 

Councillor Eyles queried whether the proposed contract was so different that it 
represented a different contract. Officers confirmed the proposed modifications, e.g. 
introduction of food waste did not breach the conditions in the current contract.  Based 
upon the tabled proposal there was no need to retender. 

Councillor Eyles asked what was the “reasonable mechanism” to be adopted to replace 
RPI.  Mr Smith stated that it was being suggested that a basket of indicators be 
introduced, to be agreed by the Council.  A number of ideas had already been 
discussed which related to labour costs, fleet costs, fuel costs and other issues.  The 
aim was to reflect actual costs over the various aspects of the contract. 

Councillor Pengelly wished it noted that it was a best value contract; the Council should 
have been reviewing it regularly.  There was a need for periodic reviews conducted by 
the Council with assistance where appropriate.   

Councillor Pengelly raised concern if the application to NCC for £100k was 
unsuccessful; there was a risk to the Council if that money was not forthcoming.  Mr 
Smith agreed there was a risk but if the Council’s bid met the criteria used by other local 
authorities, which it would, then he felt there was not a high risk.  Mr Smith explained 
that it was in NCCs interest to see food waste collection introduced.  NCC were the 
accountable body for the waste infrastructure fund, it was not their money.  Mr Smith 
felt that the Council should be reasonably confident of a successful bid. 

Councillor McGhee raised concern as to whether NCC would release the money but he 
hoped that he was wrong.  Councillor McGhee did stress the importance of governance 
arrangements and wondered who would pick-up the costs of administration etc.  
Councillor McGhee felt it was important to secure a deal to ensure a quality service to 
customers but also to protect jobs at the Council.  Mr Smith indicated that it was likely 
the Council would absorb any administrative costs in relation to the proposed 
Partnership Board but he did not envisage that this would be a significant issue. 

Councillor T Beattie expressed concern as he felt that the Council’s current financial 
situation had weakened its negotiating position.  He wondered if there was any scope to 
go back to Kier and try and achieve more savings.  Mr Smith felt that the proposal was 
the best officer currently achievable; negotiations had been ongoing over a number of 
months.  Kier needed some security regarding length of contract in order for them to 
make capital investment.  Mr Smith indicated that there were now time constraints and 
a resolution was necessary; he was not confident of achieving further significant 
savings.  Mr Stronach agreed; there had been numerous in-depth discussions and he 
was not confident of being able to achieve further savings. 
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Councillor Petch expressed disappointment that there had been a lack of savings 
achieved over the life of the current contract.  Councillor Petch asked whether the 
provisions of best value had been met.  Mr Stronach stated that there had been modest 
savings over the lifetime of the contract.  In relation to best value, Mr Stronach stated 
that it was currently proposed to conduct a best value review on a biannual basis. 

Councillor Sims suggested that the Council may wish to explore whether a bid to 
Government for funding, from the recently announced fund to reintroduce weekly 
collections, could be made.  Mr Smith commented that precise details of the 
Government scheme were yet to be released.  The Council would consider bidding for 
any funding that would assist in enhancing the service. 

Councillor Pengelly expressed the view that overall Kier provided a good service.  He 
wondered why Kier were offering a superior service on Oakley Vale than the rest of the 
borough.  Mr Stronach commented that any retender exercise for Oakley Vale could 
standardise service levels and may even result in further modest savings. 

(The meeting adjourned for 20 minutes at this point.  Councillor Lilley left the meeting at 
this point). 

Councillor Heggs proposed that Option 1 be supported; this was seconded by 
Councillor Petch. 

Councillor Petch expressed his thanks to officers for the work that they had put into this 
exercise. 

Councillor Pengelly also expressed his gratitude on behalf of the Council to Mr Smith 
and his team.  Councillor Pengelly stated that it was the long-term objective of the 
Council to bring the environmental service in-house but this was not currently feasible.  
He also expressed a desire for Elected Members to assist with the final negotiations 
with Kier and suggested that a Board be established to oversee negotiations and 
approve the final “sign-off” of any contract extension. 

Councillor Pengelly welcomed the proposal for a biannual best vale review.  This would 
ensure that the Council were receiving value for money and would contribute to the 
Council’s discussions relating to any future tendering exercise etc. 

Councillor Stanbra welcomed the proposal and was pleased that any future extension 
to the contract would be at the Council’s discretion.  Councillor Sims expressed his 
support for the recommendation. 

Councillor McKellar sought clarity as to who could request any further extension.  It was 
stated that this needed to be by mutual consent but was at the discretion of the Council. 

Mr Goult (Monitoring Officer) confirmed that Council could establish a time limited body 
to oversee final negotiations and “sign-off” of the extension.  It was suggested that a 
Contract Board be established, subject to political balance rules.  The Board would 
consist of 3 Elected Members. 

RESOLVED that:- 
i) Option 1 be approved as the preferred option, with Option 2 as a fall back 

position if funding was not secured via the County Council for the purchase 
of the food waste containers; and 

ii) That a Contract Board, consisting of 3 Elected Members, be established to 
oversee and ratify the completion of contract negotiations. 

50.  Close of Meeting 
Meeting closed at 8:31 pm. 


