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Appendix A - Local Authority Case Studies 
 
To ensure the full range of potential LA structures were included in the study, these were 
selected according to four key criteria: 
 

 Collection and Street Cleansing Structure, i.e. DSO or contract; 
 Waste Disposal Structure, i.e. single contract or part of joint disposal authority; 
 Location, i.e. inner or outer London 
 Political control, i.e. Labour, Lib Dem and Conservative. 

 
 
London Borough of Islington         

         
  
Status of Contracts 

Refuse Collection                                     ISCL (Accord Group)                        Expires 2013 

Street Cleansing                                     ISCL (Accord Group)                        Expires 2013 

Waste Disposal                         NLWA             Statutory  

Current Efficiencies Identified 

• Renegotiation of current contract so that some efficiencies are shared with the council 

• Use of door knocking to improving recycling performance 

• Inclusion of recycling into the central collection contract  

• Collection of co-mingled rather than source-separated recyclables 

• Spraying of weeds three times annually instead of manual weed pulling 

• Introduction of area based managers to drive local accountability 

• Forthcoming switch to tonnage based charging from NLWA 

Barriers to efficiency 

• Current restrictive contract  

• No clarity of operational information provided by ISCL 

• Uncertainty around prospects for joint approaches with other councils 

• Challenging industrial relations environment for ISCL 
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Royal London Borough of Kingston        

                                                      
 
Status of Contracts 

Refuse Collection                                                Sita             Expires 2008 

Street Cleansing                                                Cleanaway            Expires 2012 

Waste Disposal                                    Sita             Expires 2008 

 

Current Efficiencies Identified 

• Utilisation of centralized corporate call centre for environmental services calls has freed up back 
room environmental services staff  

• Partnership contract with Cleanaway includes incentives to make efficiencies beneficial to both 
parties  

• Packaging the landfill aspects of the disposal procurement separately to the waste treatment to 
drive competition in the tender process 

• Joint development of a waste treatment facility (Dano Drum) with Sutton, Merton and Croydon  

• Potential joint disposal contract with Boroughs of Sutton, Kingston and Croydon 

• Utilising WIP funding for analysis of disposal contract options 

 

Barriers to efficiency 

• Short time remaining on current collection contract has resulted in contractor resistance to any 
investment and thus short term efficiencies 

• Lack of information from SITA makes it difficult to identify which potential efficiency options 
would deliver benefits 

• Lack of commonality in recyclable collection with neighbouring authorities 

• Lack of good geographical information is a barrier to route optimisation  

• Historical collection methods (alleyway collections) create some difficulties 
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London Borough of Lambeth         

                                                                                                   
 
Status of Contracts 

Refuse Collection                                       Cleanaway                  Expires Apr 2007 

Street Cleansing                                       Cleanaway                  Expires Apr 2007 

Waste Disposal                                       WRWA      Statutory  

 

Current Efficiencies Identified 

• Attempting to bring Housing department into the current collection and street cleansing 
contract, although timing may prevent it 

• Successful integration of agency staff to cover busy periods  

• Use of contractor’s national presence to make bulk purchases 

• Move to orange bag, co-mingled collection of recyclables creating greater collection efficiencies 

• Reduction in monitoring teams through identification of internal synergies with other 
departments 

• Informal partnership with Cleanaway, which is passing on efficiencies to ensure it is well placed 
for forthcoming tender  

Barriers to efficiency 

• Lack of expertise in procurement; 

• Increasing time being spent on gaining data and reporting on performance standards means 
increased staff but with no efficiency gains 

• Locked into high inflationary index rather than RPIx 

• BVPI targets for recycling and composting, and political commitment to rolling out a green waste 
collection service 

• Different contractors are not keen to work together  

• Differences between councils in terms of budget, structure and political control makes shared 
approaches difficult 

• Method of LATS charging operated by WRWA is not well designed 
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London Borough of Merton         

                                                                                                   
 
Status of Contracts 

Refuse Collection                                                         DSO                                    Expires 2008 

Street Cleansing                                                         DSO                                    Expires 2008 

Waste Disposal                                             SITA                        Expires 2008 

 

Current Efficiencies Identified 

• Use of former contract staff in the operations team 

• Street cleansing following the day after collection allows any litter left over to be gathered 
efficiently (except on Fridays)# 

• Joint development of a waste treatment facility (Dano Drum) with Sutton, Kingston and Croydon  

• Potential joint disposal contract with Boroughs of Sutton, Kingston and Croydon 

• Potential move to wheelie bins 

• Dialogue with planning to facilitate the introduction of mechanical street cleansing in new areas 

• Management of collections on a ‘patch’ system to provide ownership and accountability  

• Use of public relations – an environmental awards scheme with local paper gets the waste 
message out to wide audience at minimal cost 

• Extensive roll-out of home composting 

• Use of the website to log and respond to complaints, and to provide new information 

Barriers to efficiency 

• Differences in existing operations make joint procurement very challenging 

• BVPIs for recycling and composting run contrary to the delivery of efficiency gains 

• LATS does not currently take into account home composting 

• Central agency contract has ironically resulted in higher costs and a lack of flexibility for the 
waste and street cleansing department 

• Lack of funding – Borough has both extremes of affluent and deprived areas but is not in receipt 
of additional funding sources 
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Appendix B - Local Authority BVPI and Population Data 
 

Authority name
Street 

cleaning (£s 
per head)

BV86 
Collection 
(Cost per 

household )

BV87 
Disposal (£s 
per tonne)

Population No of 
households

Household 
waste 

produced 
2003-04 
(tonnes)

Municipal 
Solid Waste 

2003-04 
(tonnes)

Total cost of 
Street 

Cleansing (£s)

Total cost of 
Waste 

collection (£s)

Total cost of 
Disposal (£s)

London Borough of Barking and 12.36 £39.53 0 167,952 68,742 74,064 79,708 2,075,887       2,717,371      -                  
Barnet London Borough Council 14.49 £40.46 0 318,471 131,376 174,641 175,683 4,614,645       5,315,473      -                  
Bexley London Borough Council 16.36 £50.93 46.42 218,540 93,215 107,156 132,340 3,575,314       4,747,440      6,143,223       
Brent London Borough Council 17.77 £61.69 0 267,098 101,860 135,554 148,577 4,746,331       6,283,743      -                  
London Borough of Bromley 13.53 £35.84 44.22 296,456 130,427 145,786 172,437 4,011,050       4,674,504      7,625,164       
London Borough of Camden Cou 43.06 £39.82 0 201,418 103,917 97,135 138,079 8,673,059       4,137,975      -                  
Corporation of London 624.38 £149.07 60.7 7,523 5,370 54,259 4,697,211       800,506         3,293,521       
Croydon London Borough Counc 21.74 £33.77 68.69 331,877 136,258 123,665 198,931 7,215,006       4,601,433      13,664,570     
London Borough of Ealing 27.41 £38.61 0 306,116 122,000 144,059 160,836 8,390,640       4,710,420      -                  
London Borough of Enfield 13.47 £41.37 0 276,335 117,000 3,722,232       4,840,290      -                  
Greenwich London Borough Cou 19.2 £29.67 51.87 217,047 96,207 108,114 124,021 4,167,302       2,854,462      6,432,969       
London Borough of Hackney 34.01 £103.39 0 208,769 91,043 99,655 124,674 7,100,234       9,412,936      -                  
London Borough of Hammersmit 28.65 £29.82 0 167,893 80,606 56,456 92,621 4,810,134       2,403,671      -                  
Haringey London Borough Counc 28.17 £46.29 0 218,246 96,000 108,400 128,400 6,147,990       4,443,840      -                  
London Borough of Harrow 24.71 £59.99 0 207,811 82,510 97,619 112,822 5,135,010       4,949,775      -                  
London Borough of Havering Co 15 £19.34 0 222,378 102,821 81,235 99,617 3,335,670       1,988,558      -                  
London Borough of Hillingdon 9.93 £36.22 0 243,359 100,000 140,907 167,724 2,416,555       3,622,000      -                  
Hounslow London Borough Coun 16.89 £37.28 0 215,658 88,681 100,700 135,233 3,642,464       3,306,028      -                  
Islington London Borough Counc 32.93 £47.87 0 178,028 85,844 88,551 116,316 5,862,462       4,109,352      -                  
Royal Borough of Kensington an 25.69 £47.02 0 163,520 83,880 57,372 90,820 4,200,829       3,944,038      -                  
Royal Borough of Kingston Upon 14.87 £30.52 37.52 148,854 61,426 76,847 82,622 2,213,459       1,874,722      3,099,977       
London Borough of Lambeth 48.54 £44.29 0 269,273 123,218 94,940 148,260 13,070,511     5,457,325      -                  
London Borough of Lewisham 16.09 £43 36.11 251,027 111,800 113,623 137,040 4,039,024       4,807,400      4,948,514       
Merton Council 19.61 £25.35 47.37 190,231 77010 73,683 100,765 3,730,430       1,952,204      4,773,238       
Newham London Borough Counc 30.53 £34.80 0 250,727 97,000 112,477 123,822 7,654,695       3,375,600      -                  
London Borough of Redbridge 12.89 £38.91 0 241,900 94,174 106,609 120,414 3,118,091       3,664,310      -                  
London Borough of Richmond U 15.28 £30.48 0 173,319 78,407 84,773 115,444 2,648,314       2,389,845      -                  
Southwark Council 17.39 £34.91 31.53 248,537 116,174 109,077 134,714 4,322,058       4,055,634      4,247,532       
London Borough of Sutton 12.48 £53.52 46.7 180,801 76,220 85,524 99,300 2,256,396       4,079,294      4,637,310       
London Borough of Tower Hamle 23.23 £49.10 44.74 200,667 83,386 80,342 103,397 4,661,494       4,094,253      4,625,982       
London Borough of Waltham For 21.23 £41.43 0 220,180 93,714 102,198 126,084 4,674,421       3,882,571      -                  
Wandsworth Borough Council 16.09 £39.78 0 264,671 124,719 85,597 134,888 4,258,556       4,961,322      -                  
Westminster City Council 75.5 £67.62 19.82 185,110 113,759 79,338 213,910 13,975,805     7,692,384      4,239,696        
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Appendix F - Table of References 
 
 Publication Title Summary 

1 Releasing resources to the front line: 
Independent  Review of Public Sector  
Efficiency, Sir Peter Gershon CBE, July 2004 

Provides the basis for the £299M in efficiency saving which Defra has tasked Local Authorities with 
delivering across Waste Management Services.  The report acknowledges that efficiency savings may be 
either cashable or non-cashable and gives clear definitions of both elements.  There is little specific 
discussion of Local Authority Waste Management, and the document provides no recommendations of 
how savings might be achieved. 

2 Efficiency Technical Note (ETN), Defra, 
November 2005 

Follows and strengthens a similar ETN published in October 2004, and both outlines the timetable for 
delivery of the required Local Authority savings and describes how Defra is helping deliver these via the 
WIP.  Whilst it acknowledges that the costs of waste management are rising, the document also states 
that 50% of the savings must be cashable.  LATS and BVPI targets are cited as being quality cross-check 
measures to ensure that levels of service delivery do not fall.   

 

3 Efficiency Technical Note (ETN) for Local 
Government, ODPM, January 2005 

Outlines the £6.45 billion of efficiency with which Local Authorities have been tasked across all sectors, 
half of which must be cashable.  States that by 2007/8, efficiency gains of 7.5% equivalent of the 2004/5 
baseline must have been made.  Again, makes clear distinctions between cashable and non-cashable 
gains, clearly defining both. 

4 Measuring Efficiency Gains: Incorporating the 
findings of the Measurement Taskforce, 
ODPM, May 2005 

Provides a definition of ‘Gershon’ efficiencies and goes on to state that these should not represent cuts 
in service and, to ensure this, a number of “quality cross-checks” for Environmental Services are 
proposed by the Taskforce.  The document states that there is no one-to-one relationship between 
future efficiency gains and future expenditure because cashable efficiencies will sometimes be 
redirected to frontline services and sometimes to holding down Council Tax.   

 

5 Progress in improving government efficiency, 
National Audit Office, 17th February 2006 

 

A key document that provides analysis of the current reporting of efficiencies across departments - 
including Defra - and Local Authorities. Makes recommendations for improved measurement and 
monitoring systems to provide credible audit trails. 
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 Publication Title Summary 

6 Defra Environmental Services Efficiency 
(DESE) Toolkit Guidance Note, Defra, October 
2005 

This Guidance Note and its accompanying spreadsheet together comprise the Defra Environmental 
Services Efficiency Toolkit (DESE-Toolkit).  The DESE-Toolkit is intended to help authorities to produce 
information for AES returns to ODPM; and to provide valuable information to help develop efficiencies in 
the Environmental Services sector nationally.  The calculations use corrections designed to reveal 
underlying efficiency performance.  Corrections also give a credit for those occasions where savings are 
reinvested to improve another aspect of Environmental Services – an allowable service improvement that 
does not result in a visible reduction in costs.  The DESE-Toolkit does not include the effect of the 
Landfill Allowance Trading Scheme (LATS) regime. 

 

7 National procurement strategy for local 
government, ODPM, October 2003 

This National Procurement Strategy sets out how central and local government, working together with 
partners from the public, private and voluntary sectors, intend to set about improving local government 
procurement.  

 

8 Procurement Efficiency and Value for money 
measurement, Office of Government  
Commerce, 2005 

Further advice on procurement, but more advice for government departments than for LAs.   

 

 

9 Local Performance indicators  for 
procurement, IDeA, 2005 

This report provides suggested list of 34 indicators for measuring procurement, but these do not seem to 
have been widely used or accepted.   

10 4ps Waste Management Procurement Pack, 
Defra, July 2004 

This document outlines good practice in procuring waste management contracts through PFI and PPP 
structures.  A series of model documents that may be amended and used by councils is provided but they 
need to be aware of the need to seek their own legal technical and financial advice.  Due to be updated 
in March 2006. 

11 Developing decision making: delivering better 
public services; refining targets and 
performance management, HM Treasury, 
March 2004 

Looks at the achievements made since the ‘Devolving Decision-Making’ review was announced in 2003 by 
the Chancellor.  This review now recognises that there needs to be a shift to greater local scope to 
determine priorities and decide how best to deliver national outcomes.  
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 Publication Title Summary 

12 Delivering efficiency in Local Services, 
Further Guidance  for local authorities, HM 
Government,2005 

This is an information pack for local government with information set against the need to deliver the 
cuts of as identified in the 2004 Spending review.  Over the next three years following the publication of 
the pack authorities are expected to make 2.5% per annum efficiencies, half of which are expected to be 
cashable.  The pack provides information on the role of Regional Centres of Excellence (RCEs).  Case 
studies are used to illustrate good practice in Local Authority situations.  Waste management functions 
are examined in detail against the issues of procurement, market shaping, improving the planning 
process, supporting joint working in two tier authorities and efficiencies in street cleansing.   

 

13 Local Government Procurement Toolkit, 
Improvement and Development  Agency, July 
2005 

This document forms additional guidance on the completion of the backward looking 2004/5 Annual 
Efficiency Statements (AESs) which had to be carried out by 15 June 2005.  The document characterises 
how efficiency gains might be generated and then goes on to consider how these can be measured. 

14 Efficiency matters: how the LGA performance 
partnership can help, LGA 2005 

The LGA Performance Partnership is made up of the Improvement and Development Agency (IDeA), The 
Employers Organisation and Public Private Partnerships Programme (4p’s).  Their role is to provide 
support to Local Authorities engaged in the delivery of efficiency action plans.  Managers from IDeA also 
work with the Regional Centres of Excellence in developing packages of support and financing.  The 
document focuses on four critical areas in the delivery of efficiency.  The document is Local Authority 
focused and develops Gershon efficiencies.  There is no specific environmental services focus. 

 

15 Efficiency matters: The annual  efficiency 
statement and the bigger picture, 
Improvement and Development Agency, 2005 

The document begins with a discussion of the background to the Gershon review and the basis of the 
efficiency gains to be made.  There is discussion of some of the key rules on the calculation of the 
efficiency gains made, the main one being that savings made by cutting (withdrawing) a service will not 
count.  There is a brief review of the ODPM guidance on where efficiency gains can be achieved, 
consideration of and information about how CPA ratings were to be calculated although at the time of 
publication further Audit Commission guidance was awaited on this.   

 

16 Joint working in two tier authorities, 
innovation forum, workshop report, 
December 2004. 

The document identifies all the usual things that need to be done, i.e. shared procurement, but also 
highlights a desire for “super LAWDCs” in two tier areas to bring together collection and disposal as in a 
unitary authority. 

 

 



Front Line to Bottom Line: Efficiency Savings for Environmental Services in London 402.1134.00001 
Association of London Government  March 2006 

SLR Consulting Limited 
 

 Publication Title Summary 

17 Improving Procurement;  Progress by the 
Office of Government Commerce in improving 
departments’ capability to procure cost-
effectively, national Audit  Office , march 
2004 

The report is a review of the impact that the Office of Government Commerce (OGC) had had since it 
was set up in 2000 up to 2004 when the report was published.  The report focuses on the efficiencies to 
be achieved in procurement across Government departments and is therefore much wider than local 
government issues.  The review also looks at progress made in gaining purchasing efficiencies in four 
other European countries.  Seven key aspects of procurement are identified.  The recommendations 
made in terms of how procurement processes can be improved should provide lessons at all levels of 
government including local authorities. 

 

18 Planning policy statement (PPS) 10, ODPM, 
July 2005 

This statement sets out government policy to be taken into account by waste planning authorities.  
There is recognition that a step-change in the way waste is handled is required and that there will have 
to be significant investment in new waste management facilities.  The planning system is seen as pivotal 
in this process in providing both enough sites and to the timescales needed to allow the new plants to be 
built.  Regional Planning Bodies will prepare Regional Spatial Strategies (RSS) where ‘sufficient’ 
opportunities to meet the needs of their region will be identified.  Planning authorities will reflect their 
required contribution to the RSS when preparing their Local Plans.  Broadly based Regional Technical 
Advisory Bodies (RTABs) will be formed.  In London the Mayor is responsible for the preparation of a 
spatial Development Strategy (SDS). 

 

19 Living draft to support Defra/ODPM Seminars: 
Planning for sustainable Waste management;  
Companion Guide to Planning Policy 
statement 10, ODPM, November 2005 

This guide accompanies Planning Policy Statement 10 (PPS 10) Planning for Sustainable Waste 
Management.  The information provided is advice and its principal aim is to assist in the delivery of the 
key planning objectives set out in PPS 10.   

 

 

 

20 Guidance on Municipal waste management  
strategies, Defra, July 2005 

This document is a practical guide aimed at local authorities to assist in the preparation of Municipal 
Waste Management Strategies (MWMSs).  Reference is also made to the Planning for Sustainable Waste 
Management PPS10 planning policy statement.  The guidance recognises that as local authorities are 
having to consider procuring via major waste management contracts where the existence of well thought 
out strategies will be of assistance.  In two tier authority areas there is a requirement to have Joint 
Municipal Waste Management Strategy (JMWMS).   
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21 The Greater London Authority: The 
Government’s proposals  for additional  
powers and responsibilities for the Mayor and 
Assembly, ODPM, November 2005 

This is a consultation paper on potential changes to the role of the GLA.  The document provides an 
overview of the options for reorganisation of various functions within London.  Waste management is 
specifically referred to as is planning.  Four options are put forward for a future waste management role 
and five are proposed for the waste planning role.   

 

22 Scoping paper on proposal for a London single 
waste authority and enhanced Mayoral waste 
planning powers, GLA, September 2005 

This paper provides information relating to the potential formation of a single waste authority for 
London along with changes to the planning function where it relates to waste matters by way of 
increasing the powers of the mayor.  The proposed waste authority would take over the waste disposal 
functions while the waste collection function would remain with the boroughs but the mayor would be 
given ’an appropriate degree of oversight over waste collection services’.   

23 Costs of a Single Waste Authority  for London 
Compared with Current Disposal 
Arrangements, Mouchel Parkman on behalf of 
GLA, July 2005 

One of a number of reports to provide information on the potential to create a single waste authority for 
London.  The cost analysis undertaken is a comparison of the costs of the current arrangements against 
those predicted for a single body. 

24 Evaluation of options for the Future 
Governance and administration of Waste 
Disposal for London, Mouchel Parkman on 
behalf of GLA, July 2005 

As the creation of a single waste authority is one of the stated aims of the Mayor this report to the GLA 
examines the historical background to the current arrangements and reviews the arrangements in a 
number of other comparable cities worldwide.   

 

25 Policy Drivers for a Single Waste Disposal 
Authority for London, Mott MacDonald on 
behalf of GLA, May 2005 

This report carries out a review of the range of policy drivers and assesses their positive or negative 
effect on or via a single waste authority.  The report does consider the diversion of biodegradable waste 
from landfill and concludes that the current arrangements cannot deliver and there is therefore a strong 
logical case for the creation of a single waste authority.  
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26 Opportunities for efficiency  gains in waste 
management services: London pilot Study 
Review of Contracts, Mott MacDonald on 
behalf of Defra / GLA, August 2005 

This study acknowledges that with rising costs “it is important to understand that efficiency savings will 
serve only to reduce the amount by which overall waste management service costs will increase” – due 
to LATS.  It is concluded that reviewing contract rates is not going to achieve the required efficiency 
savings, although they do identify many variations in rates in the same areas.  To drive efficiency gains, 
a raft of activities is suggested under a set of measures. 

 

27 Achieving improvements in street cleansing 
and related services, Defra, 2005 

Expects the majority of efficiency savings on street cleansing to be ‘non cashable, obtained by improved 
standards of performance as measured by BV199.  In May 2005, the WIP team launched an Environmental 
Services Efficiency Toolkit which gives local authorities a means to record the contribution that they are 
making on waste and street cleansing.  Further guidance later in the year will help local authorities 
translate improvements in BV199 scores into ‘non-cashable’ efficiency savings. 

28 Code of Practice on Litter and Refuse, 
Consultation Document, Defra, October 2005 

This consultation is on the draft third revision of the code of practice on litter and refuse.  While there 
are a number of significant changes listed that make it necessary to produce the revisions, the need to 
make efficiency savings is not one of them.   

29 Raising the Standard?  Review of the Capital 
Standards Campaign to improve street 
cleanliness.  Report of the Environment 
Committee, London Assembly , February 2004 

The Capital Standards Campaign was launched in 2002 to try and improve the levels of street cleanliness 
and consistency of standards across London.  At the time this document was written 26 of the 33 local 
Authorities in London had signed up along with various other London wide bodies.  One of the basic aims 
of the Campaign is to standardise responses to the street cleanliness issues and it provides a joint 
approach to training and education for the member authorities. 

30 Progress to date, Capital Standards, January 
2005 

A review of the activities undertaken by the Campaign up to the time of publication. 

31  

The Annual Local Environmental  Quality 
Survey of England (LEQSE) 2004/2005, 
ENCAMS, November 2005 

 

This document outlines the current state of play with BV 199 and whether certain aspects have improved 
or got worse since the previous year.  The information derived from BV199 enables service managers to 
identify where standards are falling short and so develop targeted service improvement plans.  It also 
informs service managers where standards are already high so that they can switch existing resources to 
areas where they are more needed.  Following improved national benchmarks of 26% in the report for 
2002/03 and of 22% in the report for 2003/04, the target for local authorities was made harder from 
April 2005 with only 25% of sites now being permitted to achieve less than a Satisfactory grade. 



Front Line to Bottom Line: Efficiency Savings for Environmental Services in London 402.1134.00001 
Association of London Government  March 2006 

SLR Consulting Limited 
 

 Publication Title Summary 

32 Best Value Performance indicator199: 
Guidance Manual, ENCAMS on behalf of Defra, 
March 2005  

Describes how to go about measuring performance against BV 199 – target for LAs is now 25% for BV 
199(a) for litter and detritus 

 

33 Capital Standards Members – ENDOF YEAR 
REPORT, Capital standards, May 2005 

A review of the activities undertaken by the campaign 

 

 

34 Local Environmental Quality: a guide to good 
practice, CIWM, September 2005 

This guidance provides information on certain specific problem areas in the street scene sector notably 
fly-tipping, graffiti, abandoned vehicles, fly-posting, street litter, discarded chewing gum, smoking-
related litter, dog fouling and Inappropriate waste storage.  In many instances case studies are provided 
on measures that have been trialed for dealing with the problems.  There are also sections devoted to 
general enforcement, clean neighbourhoods and performance measurement.   

35 Value for money Profile Tool, Audit 
Commission, 2005 

Provides info on all LAs in terms of key BVPI data 

37 Defra Environmental Services efficiency 
(DESE) Toolkit, Mott Macdonald on behalf of 
Defra, August 2005 

 

 

As per notes above on DESE guidance. 

38 Municipal Waste Management Survey 
2003/04, Defra, 2005 (soon to be supported 
by WasteDataFlow) 

Provides data on waste arisings and recycling performance of all LAs with regard to MSW 
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39 Annual Efficiency Statements (AES), ODPM, 
2005 

Local Authorities have input backward looking data is already there in terms of savings (cashable and 
non-cashable).  Forward data for 2005/6 is there in terms of efficiency strategies and key actions 

 

40 Waste Modelling for London Project: 
‘Pergamentum’ Tool: Mott Macdonald, 
January 2004 

 

 

The project takes a ‘bottom up’ approach working alongside each London Borough to systematically 
analyse the logistics and costs associated with their waste collection, transfer, treatment and disposal.  
From this information, the total costs for probable waste management scenarios were then calculated 
based from a selection of additional waste treatment technologies.  Purgamentum, a model developed 
by Mouchel Parkman Services Ltd., was then used to collate the data for the primary phase.   

41 Mass Balance Estimator and Allowance 
Manager (M-BEAM), Defra, 2004 

The Mass-Balance Estimator and Allowance Manager (M-BEAM model) is a toolkit designed by Defra to aid 
Waste Disposal authorities in planning their strategy for LATS, and includes a mass-balance calculator 
that can be used to estimate the biodegradable waste going to landfill. 

 

42 Local Authority Waste Recycling Recovery and 
disposal (LAWRRD) Model, AEAT on behalf of 
Defra, march 2005 

The ‘LAWRRD’ model forecasts future waste management infrastructure in England in response to the 
various targets, pressures, programme initiatives and economic constraints that may impact on local 
authority decision making.  Development work on the model is continuous to further refine assumptions 
and improve data.   
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Appendix G - Best Practice Efficiency Framework 
 

Focus 
Area Potential Best Practice Initiative Existing Practice 

Benchmark 
Relevance / Ability to 
develop Best Practice 

Size of the 
Opportunity (1-5) 

Potential 
Timing 

Operational service to identify potential efficiencies in 
Route Optimisation         

Data collection and reporting of inputs, e.g. cost and 
number of operatives performing specific duty, so that 
potential changes in efficiency can be assessed 

        

Use of new technologies to drive productivity, e.g. GPS 
tracking of vehicles         

Fleet and storage technologies, e.g. split back vehicles, 
Envac etc         

Recyclate revenues / costs         

Commercial waste collection to maximise council revenues         

R
ev
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Incentive and penalty schemes within contract (if using a 
contractor) to drive efficiencies         

Sharing of bin washing / maintenance equipment with 
other boroughs         
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Sharing of bulky waste collection equipment and 
infrastructure with other boroughs         
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Sharing of clinical waste collection equipment and 
infrastructure with other boroughs         

Sharing of winter maintenance of equipment with other 
boroughs         

Shared training of operatives with other boroughs         

Shared purchasing of bins & bags etc         

Shared front-line enforcement staff across boroughs         

Shared front-line enforcement staff across internal 
departments, e.g. Housing         

Shared back-office enforcement staff across internal 
departments, e.g. Housing         

Shared communications iniatives with other boroughs, e.g. 
door-knocking teams / expertise         

Use of shared / standardised collection contracts         

  

Shared contract procurement with other boroughs         
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Operational service to identify potential efficiencies in 
manual / mechanical split and round optimisation         

Data collection and reporting of inputs, e.g. cost and 
number of operatives performing specific duty, so that 
potential changes in efficiency can be assessed 

        

Use of new technologies to drive productivity, e.g. GPS 
tracking of vehicles         

Fleet, storage and cleaning technologies         
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Incentive and penalty schemes within contract (if using a 
contractor) to drive efficiencies         

Shared gully cleansing equipment across boroughs         

Cooperation over cleaning of borough boundaries, e.g. 
take turns for monthly periods         

Sharing of winter maintenance of equipment with other 
boroughs         
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Shared training of operatives with other boroughs         
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Shared purchasing of bins & bags etc         

Shared front-line enforcement staff across boroughs         

Partnering with housing associations and industrial estates 
to provide their cleaning services         

Shared front-line enforcement staff across internal 
departments, e.g. Housing         

Shared back-office enforcement staff across internal 
departments, e.g. Housing         

Use of shared / standardised contracts         

Shared gum-busting equipment across boroughs         

  

Shared contract procurement with other boroughs         
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Data collection and reporting of inputs, e.g. cost and 
number of operatives performing specific duty, so that 
potential changes in efficiency can be assessed 

        

Use of new technologies to drive productivity, e.g. GPS 
tracking of vehicles         

Bulking, transfer and storage technologies         

Optimisation of LATS revenues / costs         

Commercial waste disposal to maximise council revenues         
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Incentive and penalty schemes within contract (if using a 
contractor) to drive efficiencies         
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Sharing of winter maintenance of equipment with other 
boroughs         
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Shared training of operatives with other boroughs         

Use of shared / standardised disposal contracts         

  

Shared contract procurement with other boroughs         

Development of cultural change mechanisms to faciltiiate 
implementation of the above initiatives, e.g. how to 
convince members of the merits of shared equipment 
schemes 

        

Integration between street cleansing and collection 
operations, e.g. timing of rounds   
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ng
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Intergation between collection and disposal operations, 
e.g. transferand composition of wastes   
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