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Cost / Efficiency Performance Quality /  Flexibility Employment / Social Justice 

Outsourced contracts may 
not deliver the promised 
efficiencies or savings as 
optimism bias influences 
decision making  

Client side performance 
management can be 
weakened overtime or 
capacity to monitor 
performance is  reduced   

Quality is often linked to 
output specifications but is 
therefore a subjective 
measure and difficult to 
define to the satisfaction 
of all parties. 

Contracting out a service 
relies on the transfer of 
employment risk to a third 
party. Contract pricing is 
often predicated on labour 
cost savings.  

There may be long-term 
costs to the contract e.g. 
as service changes and 
new needs emerge where 
these are not accounted 
for in the original contract 
costing 

Performance 
management by a client 
can transfer 
management of day to 
day operational 
performance back to the 
client side  as an 
unintended consequence 
of managing a contractor

Contracts lock-in a mode 
of delivery or a quality 
standard / expectation. If 
public expectation or 
client side demands 
change lack of flexibility 
will impact on the 
contract 

In an outsourced contract 
influence over procurement 
and supply solutions rests 
with the contractor; not the 
public sector. This can have an 
impact on local economic 
spend creating leakage from 
local economies

Public policy may change 
which may mean contract 
arrangements are more 
costly to sustain. An 
example would be in 
recycling collections    

Managing performance 
can add costs as 
variations to meet 
performance 
expectations may be 
considered variations to 
the original contract 
creating further costs 

Where portions of budgets 
are set aside to service 
contract payments there is 
no flexibility in resource 
allocation; this can tie in 
subsequent 
administrations to past 
political priorities. 

A public body may choose to 
vary its approach to reflect 
social justice outcomes in 
areas such as welfare pricing. 
These matters typically would 
need to be pre-agreed in a 
contract and it is not always 
practical to do so. 























• A need to improve efficiency 

and reduce service costs 

61.54%

• Need to improve service 

quality 54.81% 

• Austerity budgeting / need to 

reduce spend on external 

contracts  45.19%

• Need to have a more flexible 

service 43.27% Service user dissatisfaction 

with an external contract 

23.08%



The Top Four 

Building 

maintenance 

(housing and non-

housing) 27.34%

Waste collection 

21.09%

Parks, open spaces 

and grounds 

maintenance  

17.97%

Building cleaning

13.28%

The Bottom Four

Tourism 1.56%

Economic 

development 3.13% 

Policy or 

performance unit 

3.13%  

Community safety  

3.91% 

Trading standards/ 

Planning/Art 

Galleries/ 

Enforcement 4.69%

The Middle Ground

Housing (management 

such as insourcing an 

ALMO)  10.16 % 

Transport, fleet and 

vehicle maintenance 

services 10.94%

Highways and / or  

Winter Maintenance  

10.94%

Street cleansing/ 

school meals  9.38%
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