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Oral evidence

Taken before the Communities and Local Government Committee

on Monday 21 May 2007

Members present:

Dr Phyllis Starkey, in the Chair

Mr Clive Betts Anne Main
John Cummings Mr Bill Olner
Martin Horwood David Wright

Witnesses: Mr Stephen Didsbury, Head of Waste and Street Services, Bexley Borough Council and
Mrs Judith Turner, Director of Veolia, SheYeld, Chartered Institution of Wastes Management, gave
evidence.

Q1 Chair: I welcome you to the first oral evidence
session in our inquiry on refuse collection. We have
a lot of questions that we want to ask you, so could
I ask you not to both answer every question unless
you actually have something additional to add. We
will try to keep the questions short and we would be
grateful if you would try to keep the answers short
as well so that we can pursue secondaries. Could I
ask you each introduce yourselves?
Mrs Turner: My name is Judith Turner. I am the
Director of Waste Collection and Recycling for
Veolia who operate the waste management services
for SheYeld City Council. I previously worked for
SheYeld City Council.
Mr Didsbury: I am Stephen Didsbury. I am the Head
of Waste and Street Services for Bexley Borough
Council. I am in charge of both collection and
disposal.

Q2 Chair: Can I start oV by asking about the alleged
benefits of alternate weekly collections both for
householders and for councils in comparison with
the more traditional weekly collection, and in
particular what evidence is there that AWC
increases recycling levels?
Mr Didsbury: From the beacon council’s audit last
year eight out of 10 of them—that is everybody apart
from Sutton and Bexley—all did alternate week
collections and all the authorities have gone to over
40% recycling with alternate week collection.
Alternate week collection is a global name for quite
a lot of diVerent sorts of collection systems. Not all
of them are one week refuse, one week recycling.
Generally the common theme is that residual waste
is fortnightly but not all of them do fortnightly
recycling collections; some do weekly recycling
collections. It is a name which is used generally but
does not mean the same in every place.

Q3 Chair: It always means that the residual waste is
collected fortnightly.
Mr Didsbury: Yes.

Q4 Chair: What are the benefits to householders and
to the council?

Mrs Turner: The benefits to householders are that it
actually provides them with the facilities to recycle
waste at their home, to separate the waste at their
home. Alternate week collections cannot exist
without the storage capacity to enable people to
actually recycle. It is not set in isolation and
therefore it does give people an opportunity in their
own locality to separate out their waste. In terms of
the advantages for the local authority it helps them
to achieve their recycling performance and there are
a lot of drivers within both legislation and from a
local perspective to do that.

Q5 Chair: It would be theoretically possible to get
householders to separate their waste into three or
four diVerent categories and collect every category
weekly.
Mr Didsbury: Some residents will recycle whatever
hurdles you put in front of them. They go oV to the
recycling banks and things like that and they would
be about 20%. There would be about 60% who, with
education and communications, will recycle to some
greater or lesser extent. Then there are about 20%
who probably will not do it unless they have some
way of being encouraged or forced into recycling. If
you provide people with a service and give them
good communications you will get quite a long way.
My own authority is doing 40% and we collect
refuse weekly.

Q6 Chair: Is the point of AWC to force people to
recycle who otherwise would not bother?
Mr Didsbury: To encourage people to recycle is
probably the best way of doing it, making it easier to
recycle or at least as easy to recycle as to throw away.

Q7 Chair: How does it make it easier for a
householder to recycle by the fact that not
everything is collected every week?
Mr Didsbury: Because they are having to think
about their waste. If they can just throw it away they
do not have to think about it.

Q8 Anne Main: On a practical basis—and speaking
from a constituency with a lot of tiny terraced houses
right on to the street—many people find the idea of
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having recycling delayed for whatever reason would
actually discourage them because they do not want
it hanging around for much longer. Can you not see
that side of it?
Mrs Turner: I think we ought to make the point
about alternate weekly collection that it is an option
for local authorities, but it is not a panacea for every
local authority. There is not one single solution for
every local authority in the country. AWC has been
shown to illustrate that it can improve recycling
where it is implemented successfully, but it is not the
answer for every local authority. There are issues
about houses in multiple occupation, there are flats
and there are considerations for the type and the
typography of the city. It cannot be said that
alternate week collection is right for everyone. I
think the CIWM have made it clear in their position
statement that it provides a valuable option for those
people who want to adopt alternate weekly
collections but there will be some authorities that
will choose not to.

Q9 John Cummings: Is there a savings on cost?
Mr Didsbury: Not in the short term. Generally when
most people introduced alternate week collection
they increased their recycling services because you
cannot reduce your residual waste collection unless
you give somebody somewhere to remove the waste
to. You cannot just say that they have one box now
and a wheelie bin, let us just collect the wheelie bin
fortnightly because that just will not work. You have
to increase your recycling services to give residents
options to be able to take the waste out to their bins.
In the long term, because of landfill tax going up, the
whole idea is to move waste away from landfill so
this is one way of reducing waste going to landfill or
other residual waste treatments. Landfill tax is going
up by £8 a tonne and in the long term it will save the
disposal authority, but not necessarily the collection
authority, money.

Q10 Martin Horwood: I cannot see how that is right
actually because although I do take what you are
saying about the overall capacity not necessarily
being reduced, you are basically moving from three
visits a fortnight to two visits a fortnight where you
have, as my authority does at the moment, recycling
collected once a fortnight and residual waste
collected every week. That is bound to be a cost
saving.
Mr Didsbury: Each authority is starting from
diVerent positions. Most authorities have now
increased recycling.
Martin Horwood: If every authority is diVerent and
everyone is using diVerent systems, and even the
pilots that you have talked about seem to be
covering a multitude of diVerent approaches, how
confident are you on the reliability of these statistics
you quote that AWC does actually increase
recycling and it is not other factors locally that are
aVecting it?
Chair: Just before you answer that, in answer to my
question I think you said that the common factor of
all AWCs was that the residual waste was only

collected fortnightly and yet Mr Horwood’s system
appears to be the opposite so his does not count as
AWC anyway.

Q11 Martin Horwood: What I am saying is that if it
moved to AWC we would be down to two
collections a fortnight instead of the current three.
Mrs Turner: In some respects that is hypothetical
because your authority may also give you another
container for another collection.

Q12 Martin Horwood: Most people starting work on
this say it is going to be unpopular, it is going to be
unhealthy and it is going to be pretty unpleasant. I
cannot think of many districts which would not have
some housing where, as Anne has said, the design of
the estate and the housing makes it pretty unpleasant
to have waste sitting around for two weeks. Very few
authorities are not going to have to make some
diVerent arrangements.
Mrs Turner: There is an assumption in what you are
saying that everybody will have the same and it will
go across every authority or that within the
authority everyone goes to alternate week collection.
That clearly may not be the case for flats.

Q13 Martin Horwood: Are you going to ask district
councils to make a judgment call as to whose waste
they collect weekly and whose waste they collect
fortnightly?
Mr Didsbury: That already happens with things like
blocks of flats. The blocks of flats in my authority get
collected from two or three times a week whereas
houses only get collected from weekly because they
do not have the facilities at the bottom of the chutes
to empty them unless you empty them more
regularly. You already have a diVerential collection
service in most local authorities. Harrow is the only
London borough at the moment which is doing
alternate week collection of residual waste but it is
collecting its food waste and garden waste weekly.
Provided the residents put their food waste in their
brown bag it will not be hanging around for two
weeks. The only things hanging around for two
weeks are basically items which will not degrade.

Q14 Chair: What would your Institution regard as
the components of residual waste which could safely
be left around for a fortnight before being collected?
What would you exclude from that residual waste?
Mrs Turner: At the moment the CIWM position is
that the residual waste can have a number of
components in it and food waste can go in for
alternate week collections on the basis that it is
properly bagged. In our written statement I think we
have made that point.

Q15 Chair: Would that be your advice?
Mrs Turner: That is our current position.

Q16 Martin Horwood: That presupposes that
everybody properly bags everything. There have
even been suggestions that people ought to wash
their bins in order to facilitate this, which is pretty
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optimistic really. Do you really think you can rely on
everybody doing this and therefore even a minority
of people not creating a public health risk for others?
Mrs Turner: I think one very important thing has
come out of issues around alternate week collection
and that is how important communications are.
Clearly you cannot introduce alternate week
collections anywhere without having a good
communication strategy and the most important
point is that once you have introduced alternate
week collections that communication strategy has to
continue. We have to sustain the information flow
and that will be about those perceived health risks as
well. I think that is very evident by the last few
months’ media coverage.

Q17 Mr Olner: It seems to me that one of the biggest
problems with alternate week waste collection or
residual waste or collecting recyclable waste is that
everybody is doing it diVerently and nobody really
knows what is happening.
Mrs Turner: Local authorities have the choice in the
way they implement their services. People are doing
it diVerently.

Q18 Mr Olner: That choice brings confusion. There
is not one single message going out to householders
as to what they can recycle, when they can recycle it
and what they should be putting in the residual
waste. For instance my own local authority does
green waste—grass cuttings, pruning and stuV like
that—but it will not do food because food
contaminates it. There are diVerent messages going
out so I think it is essential that the local authorities
through the LGA get some consistent messages
going out. Perhaps you could answer directly the
question whether you think alternate weekly
collections is the only way for councils to cut the
amount of waste going to landfill and incineration.
Mrs Turner: No, I do not think it is the only way; I
think it is an option for local authorities to consider
and they do have to consider their own local
solutions.
Mr Didsbury: The other ways are good education so
you can work in schools and work with the kids so
they know that recycling is the correct thing to do.
You can provide good communication, provide a
good recycling scheme, and providing other things
like food waste, composting and other items so that
you are providing a wide range of services and you
provide a wide range of promotions. You do not just
have a leaflet that comes out once a year; you do
advertising in papers, you do radio adverts, you do
roadshows, you meet the public and keep
reinforcing the message. You can divert a large
amount of waste but that still leaves about 20 or 25%
of the population who might need some further
encouragements to recycle.

Q19 Mr Olner: As your colleague said earlier,
because of the diVerentials of collecting and the role
of the authorities, the statistics are not very easy to
confirm, are they? Do they actually mean anything
at all?

Mr Didsbury: St Edmundsbury has been doing this
for five or six years. Wealden has been doing it for
long periods of time. It is not something which has
happened since last summer; this has been going for
five or six years and if there had been a significant
problem with the collections this would have been
evident in the authorities that started first.

Q20 Mr Olner: Why did those authorities start it
first? Was it to increase the amount of stuV they
recycle or was it their will to drive down the cost of
collection?
Mrs Turner: The principal reason was to meet
legislation and minimise waste going to landfill and
raise recycling.

Q21 Anne Main: There has obviously been a lot of
speculation and I share concerns about rats, flies and
smells. You have mentioned doubling wrapping. I
am assuming it is something that is non-degradable
because otherwise you would have two weeks’ worth
of chicken carcase and a bit of fish head ending up at
the bottom of your bin by the end of the week—let
alone the end of a fortnight. How realistic is it going
to be that people are going to double wrap
everything in plastic and store it on a small premises
and not experience any form of smells, odours, flies
and so on? And then what is going to happen to all
this double wrapped plastic chicken carcase at the
end of it all? What do you envisage happens to it?
Mrs Turner: The CIWM’s position, as you will have
seen in the written evidence, is that they are
combining with other agencies to do some further
research into the health issues and it is not just the
health issues for the public it is also the collection
crews. We are conscious that we do need to get some
more empirical evidence and we need to do that
during the summer to actually investigate those
concerns. Our view is that if it is properly managed
alternate week collections can deal with it but we do
recognise that we do need some more evidence.
Mr Didsbury: You can put food waste in both the
compostible scheme and the residual waste so you
could be putting food waste in one bin one week and
in the other bin the other week. It depends on which
scheme and where it is going to be re-processed and
what its end market is. If you are sending your food
waste to somewhere which has animal by-products
approval compost can be made out of food waste
and therefore it can be collected weekly, as Harrow
does.

Q22 Anne Main: Double-wrapped in plastic.
Mr Didsbury: It would not be double wrapped in
plastic because it can be collected weekly. Or you
could be collecting one week in the compost bin and
one week in the residual waste bin. If it was going in
the compost bin it would be wrapped in a piece of
paper or something like that. That would be weekly
collection eVectively of the food waste.

Q23 Chair: Are you saying that some food waste
goes into compost and some goes into food waste?
Mr Didsbury: Depending on where your product is
going to be processed.
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Q24 Chair: For an individual authority?
Mr Didsbury: There are some authorities who do
alternate week collections and their compost goes to
an animal by-products approved facility and
therefore contains food waste in the green waste bin
one week and the other week it can go into the brown
bin. In the case of Harrow they can put it in their
brown bin every week because it is collected every
week and goes oV to be composted.

Q25 Anne Main: Some people may have some
religious and cultural objections to having animal
waste in composting. Have you considered that at
all? Some people might be deeply unhappy that pig
waste is used in composting goodness knows where
and growing what.
Mr Didsbury: It is the natural process of things
anyway. The waste degrades and it can be
composted. There are regulations which strictly
govern how it should be done.

Q26 Martin Horwood: Is your view—given the
obvious environmental cost of double wrapping
food in plastic bags—that you would not really want
people to go to alternate weekly collections unless
the council was actually collecting food waste for
recycling of some kind? Is that the Institution’s view?
Mr Didsbury: It is up to the local authority to decide.

Q27 Martin Horwood: What is your view?
Mr Didsbury: My personal view, and not necessarily
that of my authority, is that really you should have
an option for food waste to be collected on a weekly
basis either in one of the two bins or in a specialist
bin.

Q28 Chair: What about disposable nappies?
Mrs Turner: We were having a discussion about
disposable nappies earlier and we took into account
as well that people assume it is just children but we
do have to recognise that in that waste stream are
incontinence pads and sanpro waste and therefore
we do have to give that some consideration. One of
the things in the CIWM’s submission is that we
would like to start moving that debate and make it
much more high profile in terms of reusable nappies.
They are not what they used to be, there are many
more options now. Obviously when you asked what
sort of support we would be looking for, that is an
area within the industry that we do want to put some
focus on. There is evidence to suggest it can vary
percentage-wise from 1 to 4% of the waste stream.

Q29 Chair: Is your proposal there essentially to
remove it from the waste stream by encouraging
re-use?
Mrs Turner: One option would be to do that, yes.

Q30 Chair: For incontinence pads and sanpro as
well?
Mrs Turner: Yes. The Women’s Environmental
Network have been high profile on this for some
time but I do think it is an area of the waste stream
that does need some attention.

Q31 Anne Main: There has been significant concern
about when the waste is actually taken to landfill as
well in the bins there will be a proliferation of flies
given the gestational time it takes from the flies
laying eggs, to being maggots, to actually being full
blown bluebottles. Do you have any concerns about
this? Is everything going to be solved by having to
double wrap everything or do you think this is an
issue we really need to be concerned about, the
smells and flies?
Mrs Turner: At landfill?

Q32 Anne Main: Either. At the landfill they are going
to have far more flies around because the rubbish
will be reaching the landfill at a much more mature
state and rubbish on people’s premises will also give
rise to flies.
Mrs Turner: At landfill nothing has really changed.
It depends on the governance of the landfill, how
often the waste is moved and covered. There is no
evidence to suggest to the CIWM that that will cause
any greater problem. Most people operate their
residual waste in wheeled bins with the lid down.

Q33 David Wright: How many authorities are
operating with bag systems for residual waste,
particularly for food waste? This is a major concern.
The authority in my area does actually collect
residual waste on a fortnightly basis, including food
waste, but it is in wheelie bins which is in a sealed in
environment if you deal with it properly. The
problem is if you have the bag system.
Mr Didsbury: There are very few bag systems which
do alternate weekly collections. Two do it on an
alternate weekly collection; the other 180 are using
wheeled bins.

Q34 David Wright: How much work have you done
on the associated costs linked to these types of
schemes? For example, we have heard about the
design of certain estates and on some estates in my
patch the recycled material—paper, card, et cetera—
is collected on a fortnightly basis and it is put into a
central collection area. It then blows around the
estate and there are additional costs to the local
authority presumably of picking up that blown
litter. Have you done any estimates about additional
costs on top of recycling systems? Have you done
any work on the savings that are made from
alternate weekly collection for recycled materials
instead of people taking stuV directly to skip sites
because clearly there is a carbon saving with people
not taking material to skip sites? Have you done any
work on these associated costs: litter picking, carbon
reduction through transit, et cetera?
Mrs Turner: The only information we have is from
authorities who are already operating alternate week
collections and their evidence suggests that they
have not seen an increase in fly tipping or in litter
production. When you say you take the waste to
central points, is it waste in bags or in boxes and not
in bins?
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Q35 David Wright: Boxes.
Mrs Turner: Boxes without lids?

Q36 David Wright: Indeed, and that is the problem.
A lot of local authorities are running those types of
systems. It does not matter if you are not taking it to
a central point, clearly if you are putting a box out
on the kerbside without lids—which many
authorities do—there are associated costs with litter
blowing around.
Mrs Turner: The only information I have from the
CIWM is that it has not proved to be a significant
problem in authorities operating alternate week
collections. That is not to say that it does not happen
in certain situations.

Q37 David Wright: I am interested in some of the
hidden costs here. It is okay to put large scale
costings up about what the collection costs in a
locality and what the savings are, but I think there
are a whole series of hidden factors in here, whether
it be about public health issues, whether it be about
additional collection required on street picking after
a collection takes place. I think there are a lot of
hidden costs that I would like to be able to drill
down to.
Mrs Turner: I think one of the most important
points about alternate week collection is the method
of storage provided to people in terms of separating
out their waste. For a scheme to be successful it has
to have the proper storage facilities and therefore
ideally wheeled bins or boxes with lids or multiple
boxes.
Anne Main: In an area like mine that has diVerent
coloured bags to do their recycling on diVerent days,
it is very diYcult for an authority and they are going
to disadvantage someone whoever they choose to
favour, unless you have a very diverse set of litter
collections which would be totally confusing for
everyone concerned.
Chair: The point was made that this is not a
universally applicable system.

Q38 Mr Betts: We talked earlier about encouraging
people to recycle and various means of doing that.
Sir Michael Lyons in his recent report on Local
Government Finance suggested that one form of
encouragement authorities might be able to use is
charging people for waste collection instead of
paying for it through their council tax. Do you have
a view on that?
Mr Didsbury: The Institution’s view is that it is an
option which local authorities should have as an
available power but not as a duty. There are both
advantages and disadvantages. One is making
people more aware of the waste they produce but
there are significant administration problems
around how you go about the administration of the
billing, the debt collection? There would be a
duplicate system in addition to council tax. What do
you do with somebody who has not paid? Also if it
is only in one area what do you do about waste
vacations, moving out of one area into the next door
area because it is free next door? There are quite a lot
of questions and hurdles and because of the high

admin costs and because councils get a grant as well
as getting the council tax overall waste is a relatively
low proportion of the council tax bill. By the time
you have added the admin charges on it is very likely
that you would end up paying more just because the
grant settlement is low and inflation has gone up
anyway. There are a lot of questions to be asked. The
Institution’s view is that people should be given the
option of it because in many parts of the continent it
is working very well and it has produced very high
diversion rates and waste reduction rates.

Q39 Mr Betts: Is it really likely, given the fairly small
scale of sums involved (the estimate we have been
given is that it costs about £75 a year to collect the
waste from the average household) you would have
to have some pretty substantial reductions in the
amount of waste collected to make any saving at all.
Mr Didsbury: Are you just charging for the
collection or are you charging for collection and
disposal? Are you charging for recycling as well?
There are a number of diVerent possible schemes
and whether you do it by volume or whether you do
it on weight. It has worked in Belgium. You are
talking about £150 to £200 they have been charging
and there are significant reductions on those levels.

Q40 Mr Betts: When we are looking at the finances
of this we have to look also at the potential savings
on disposal that could arise from a reduction in
waste because people are being charged for
collection.
Mr Didsbury: Yes, and whether they are being
charged for collection and disposal or just for
collection.

Q41 Mr Betts: Have you done any sums on that to
give us some idea what the total amount of current
costs are?
Mr Didsbury: The Institute has done some work on
looking at how it has worked in other countries.
They did that about two years ago and a revision of
that has come out recently. The diVerence between
the continental system and the British system is that
basically the local authorities collect all their revenue
at a local base anyway and therefore it is a lot easier
to separate out the waste collection costs. Obviously
in the United Kingdom between 40 and 70% of a
local authority’s expenditure is provided by the
government.

Q42 Mr Betts: Can we take that as a given, that the
government will continue to fund at the same level?
You have given us the figure of £75 a year for the
average household to actually collect the waste.
What is the total cost?
Mr Didsbury: About £150 for collection and
disposal.

Q43 Mr Betts: There would have to be some pretty
substantial reductions in the amount of waste
collected to make any real impact on the average
household bill.
Mrs Turner: You have to fund the administration of
it as well.
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Q44 Mr Betts: Do you see, as a potential adverse
spin oV of it all, that whatever local charging might
or might not be there will be some people will avoid
paying them and black bags will end up by the
roadside to be collected in due course?
Mrs Turner: Yes, and there is some evidence of that
in areas that adopted that policy of charging. I think
you have to look at where it exists in other places and
what legislation drives it. I think there will always be
an opportunity for people to choose that as an
option and that is why the CIWM’s view is that if it
is a power available to local authorities they would
have to take into account whether it was best value
for money to administer it because they are under a
responsibility to deal with taxpayers’ money in the
best possible way. There are some concerns about
the administration costs.

Q45 Martin Horwood: Waste collection is one of the
things that people do identify with local councils.
They recognise that this is one of the things they pay
council tax for. Are people not going to be justified
in thinking first of all that it is double taxation
because they are paying their council tax then they
are paying a charge on top for waste collection?
Secondly, they are being charged when actually the
real culprits are the people who produce all the
packaging and the waste in the first place—which
are the supermarkets, the retailers and the
manufacturers.
Mrs Turner: I think you are correct in what you say.
It is a waste cycle and obviously the waste cycle starts
with the production of that waste. There is an
argument about how you move from the production
cycle to the householder and their ability to pick up
the costs of that packaging. I think you also have to
take into account as well that everybody is an
authority on refuse collection because everybody
perceives that that is a service they fundamentally
get from the local authority. For a lot of people that
is right; they may not have children so they do not
have education et cetera. People are very, very
interested to look at how it is going to aVect them
and I think we can only look at recent media
attention on our industry which has been a very
valuable thing because it has raised the profile of
waste. It is very important that we start recognising
that waste is a commodity and a resource. It is very
important to the public and we do have to be very
mindful of that.

Q46 Anne Main: Do you share my concerns that the
people who have the largest families and are perhaps
the youngest and on the lowest income maybe will
have to pay the most because they will be producing
the most as a large family as opposed to an
individual who may be in a council tax band that is
quite a lot higher?
Mrs Turner: I think there has to be criteria that
address all sectors of the community, whether it is
people who produce large amounts because they are
large families or people who do not produce large
amounts because they are single pensioners living on
their own.

Q47 Anne Main: It sounds as though it could get
terribly complicated.
Mrs Turner: That is the point I made earlier, the
administration would need quite a lot of attention. I
am one of nine so when we lived at home there would
have been quite a bit of waste.

Q48 Anne Main: Would you imagine collecting the
money upfront? Would you pay into a system where
you get taken oV as your rubbish is weighed every
week? How does it work?
Mr Didsbury: It works in diVerent ways in diVerent
schemes. In Flanders there is a sack scheme. You go
to the supermarket and you buy your sacks which
are marked with the local authority, you use
however many sacks you put out so you buy them in
advance. Other schemes do pay-by-weight in which
case you would be paying in arrears. You would
probably pay a standard service charge and then you
pay the extra amount for what you pay in the weight.
The service charge would cover some of the services.
There are challenges in this. The Landfill Directive is
setting challenges for the country. That is being
translated into landfill allowances for local
authorities whereby we have to reduce how much we
send to disposal. There is also landfill tax going up
by £8 a tonne. These are significant challenges which
have to be faced and both this and alternate week
collections may be tools which people need to use.
We are not saying that everybody has to use them
but we do not have a “leave it as it is” option;
something has to change to significantly shift waste
into material that can be reused in society.

Q49 Chair: Mr Didsbury, I think you said in either
your authority or an authority you know that waste
is collected two or three times a week from flats
because there is not enough storage facilities and
weekly or fortnightly from houses.
Mr Didsbury: Yes.

Q50 Chair: Has there not been any public disquiet in
your area that people living in houses are paying
rather more council tax than the people in flats but
as regards refuse collection in their view they will be
getting a poorer service?
Mr Didsbury: It is actually cheaper to collect in bulk
so actually the cost per property is probably similar
because you are collecting one large amount of waste
in one location rather than collecting small amounts
of waste from many locations. Cost-wise it might not
be dramatically diVerent.

Q51 Chair: Has there actually been any public
complaint?
Mr Didsbury: There has never been any discussion
about it at all.
Chair: There might be now they know about it.

Q52 Martin Horwood: I just want to follow up
something you said which is that you need to find
some ways of shifting people towards more
recycling. Is the evidence of what has been done so
far in the last 10 to 15 years that really the biggest
increase has come from just making it easier for
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people? For instance, in my authority we do not yet
collect cardboard, we do not collect plastic bottles,
we do not collect batteries, we do not collect food
waste on a doorstep basis. Surely if you did that your
percentages would shoot up? There is evidence that
93% of people have recycled in the recent past.
People are prepared to do it, it is very well known
and very well supported. If you just make it easier for
people will that not push people into recycling rather
than the more confrontational approach which is
potentially going to undermine public support for
recycling, which is one of the least controversial bits
of the local authority’s functions at the moment.
Mr Didsbury: If you provide a comprehensive
service you will get a larger amount recycled, but
how you get everybody involved is the next question.
There is an upper limit as to how far you can go.

Q53 Martin Horwood: There is another group of
producers of waste locally which are companies and
schools, both of which are charged at the moment.
What is your view on that? Do you think that
inhibits them from recycling at the moment or do
you think it is acceptable?
Mr Didsbury: I think that is done on an authority by
authority basis on the schools. My authority does
not charge schools for either the waste or the
recycling collections, yet some of our schools are
now recycling 70 to 80% of their waste. That is
because we have gone in there, worked with the kids
and they have introduced their own recycling. We
are encouraged by the Government to charge
commercial premises but make a reasonable charge.

Witnesses: Councillor Paul Bettison, Chairman, LGA Environment Board and Mr Martin Wheatley,
Programme Director, Local Government Association, gave evidence.

Q56 Chair: Can I ask you to introduce yourselves,
please?
Mr Wheatley: I am Martin Wheatley. I am
Programme Director of the Local Government
Association dealing with environmental issues.
Cllr Bettison: I am Councillor Paul Bettison, Leader
of Bracknell Forest and I am Chairman of the LGA’s
Environment Board.

Q57 Chair: I am still not clear why councils have
moved towardsalternateweeklycollectionunless it is
thatmaking itmorediYcult forpeople to throwaway
their residual waste is a form of pressure on
individuals to recycle more. Is that the main reason
and could that be achieved other than by only
collecting the residual waste fortnightly which is the
issue that causes all the problems?
Cllr Bettison: Household waste is a vital issue for all
councils and ofcourse nationally. It is true to say that
over thepastdecadeor socouncilshave been trying to
encourage their residents to recycle. Some councils
have had significant success, typically those councils
that are better at communicating with their residents,
and they have managed, in some cases, to get good
support from their residents to recycle voluntarily
sometimes by taking recycling to various bring sites

We also do commercial waste recycling which is up
to 40% reduction in cost on the normal commercial
waste charge so it is a choice then for the shop owner
whether he wants to recycle his waste or throw it
away normally. Only 20% of our commercial
customers have taken up the commercial rates
recycling even though they can save 40% of their
money.

Q54 Martin Horwood: Why do you think that is?
Mr Didsbury: Time. Most of our customers are small
or medium-sized enterprises; they have no targets at
the moment. They have better things to do with their
time than to separate. They have the financial
advantage to do it but they still have not taken it up.
It is really to do with culture; it will gradually come.
Five to 10 years ago the amount of recycling we are
doing now would have been unheard of. We would
probably have been giving you evidence that we
cannot get to 40% recycling.

Q55 Martin Horwood: Would you be fining them for
not recycling enough?
Mr Didsbury: With the commercial waste, it is their
money they are throwing away. It is a matter of how
you encourage people. Again it is probably
education and you probably need someone who can
go into shops and set up for them. Once it is set up
and once it has been proved it is as easy as dealing
with normal waste then they will probably do it.
Mrs Turner: I think Martin said the same word as
Steve just said, and that is we have to make it easy.
Chair: That is a good point to stop. Thank you
very much.

that will be located around the borough or district
and in other cases by actually arranging kerbside
collectionof recycling materials.The move that some
councilshave decided to take in going toalternatebin
collection—ABCs, my authority uses that term and
my belief is that it is best done with bins for obvious
reasons and also because in my own authority part of
the marketing of it was “It’s as easy as ABC”—
invariably it puts a little more pressure (as one of the
last witnesses said) on people to recycle. It is a fact
that with what one might call the voluntary recycling
schemes that have been around in the past there are
somepeople who just did notparticipate. They either
did not believe that they should bother; they felt they
wereaboveandbeyondrecycling; theyfelt thatothers
shoulddo it for them, that they had paid their council
tax. There are many urban myths about recycling,
one of which stems from the fact that many years ago
people saved waste paper for charitable causes
because in the old days charities used to make money
out of recycling. Now that the pressure is on for
recyclates tobedealtwithbecause there isnoshortage
of recycling material rather now more a shortage of
processing for those materials, so the market has
shifted. People still believe that councils make a
fortune out of recycling so why do it, let the council
sort it out. As we know, that is just not true.
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Q58 Mr Betts: Moving to the Lyons Report, the
LGA has been pressing very strongly for the right of
councils to charge for waste collection. That is what
they believe is right for their area. Is this not really a
right for local democracy that in practice is never
going to be exercised?
Cllr Bettison: If the power were to be given to local
authorities to charge if they felt that that would be
beneficial for their area then I am sure that that
power would be exercised in a responsible way as are
other powers that local authorities have.

Q59 Mr Betts: If the total cost of waste collection
and disposal are about £150 for the typical
household in the country, even if you could get that
cost down by a third as a result of reductions in the
amount of waste collected and disposed of because
people were encouraged in that direction by the fact
they had to pay for the collection, that would only
save £50 for the average household. Then when you
add in the administrative costs such as billing
people, the disputes you are going to have because of
the complications in the system, particularly if you
start weighing the refuse that is disposed of, the bad
debts you are going to get, the write-oV of bills, the
chasing up of those, it will probably cost you more
than £50 a year just to do that.
Cllr Bettison: There are many diVerent systems in
operation in Europe for charging diVerentially for
waste, some based on volume and others based on
weight. The LGA has not as yet done any
investigations into the costs of running diVerent
systems and indeed the LGA would undoubtedly do
that work if those powers were to be given to the
member authorities.

Q60 Mr Betts: Is this not like fighting for a power
that you have no idea whether it is going to be
practical to use and all the evidence we have had so
far seems to indicate that the figures are just going to
stack up.
Cllr Bettison: I believe we are the only country in
Europe who does not do it.

Q61 Mr Betts: We might be the only one that is right.
Mr Wheatley: There are a couple of points there.
First of all, as set out in our submission, the cost to
councils of disposing of non-recyclable waste is
going to go up. Secondly, as is known from other
areas of consumer activity—for example things like
store loyalty cards—really quite small amounts of
money can persuade people to think and start to
behave diVerently.

Q62 Mr Betts: It is a question of whether there is any
saving at all when you add the administration costs
in. Can you name a country in Europe which
actually has collection costs and disposal costs as
low as ours are?
Mr Wheatley: We could see if we have those figures.

Q63 Mr Betts: I think it would be interesting. We
have just been quoted what other countries in
Europe do, so if that is the evidence we are going on
in terms of asking for the power to charge we should

be looking at what comparable costs are there and
my understanding is that other countries have
generally much higher charges than £150.
Cllr Bettison: Other countries are diverting much
more of their waste away from landfill than we are.
We are landfilling more of our waste than any other
country bar two; I believe it is Greece and Portugal
who actually landfill more of their waste than we do.

Q64 Mr Betts: What would you do in the system for
people on council tax benefit?
Cllr Bettison: I am sure that if a charging system
were introduced there would be allowances for
people on benefits. It is rather like metering water.
When we have a supply of something that is finite
and in danger of failing to meet demand in the future
it draws the attention of people not to be wasteful
with that resource if they are actually paying as they
use the resource.

Q65 Martin Horwood: In your submission you
suggest that if charging were to be introduced then
that would be balanced by a corresponding cut in
council tax. Do you have any examples from
anywhere of a charging system being introduced and
leading to a resulting cut in the local taxation?
Cllr Bettison: Not from elsewhere in Europe. There
would be examples from other European countries
but we do not have them with us today.

Q66 Martin Horwood: Would you be able to write to
us with them?
Cllr Bettison: I am sure we could do that.

Q67 Anne Main: With the water system you only
have one system or the other, you do not have both.
My concern is that you are going to run both. Are
you in favour of charging?
Cllr Bettison: I am in favour of local authorities
having that power. If you are asking whether, if we
had that power, I would use it in my authority, the
answer would have to be that I do not think I would.
We already have the power to take legal action
against people who do not recycle which actually
seems to me to be much more draconian than the
power that is being requested here. In my authority
again I have not found the need to use it.

Q68 Mr Betts: What would you do if someone
simply refused to pay?
Cllr Bettison: If somebody could not pay I am sure
there would be a system as part of any charging that
would assist those people. If they would not pay then
we would deal with them, if we had such a charge, in
the same way as people who will not pay their
council tax.

Q69 Mr Betts: Would you carry on collecting their
refuse in the meantime?
Cllr Bettison: That would have to be a decision that
would have to be taken locally.
David Wright: Are there any examples where there
are systems where you get a discount for the more
you recycle? Surely you need to turn this debate
around and actually say to people that the more they
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put into the recycling stream the more money you
will get back. When we used to have the old pop
bottles you returned for five pence a time the kids in
our neighbourhood would go around collecting
them up to take them back.

Q70 Chair: Do authorities have the power to oVer a
discount in that way at the moment?
Cllr Bettison: I am told they do have the power
now, yes.

Q71 David Wright: That is the way to tackle this
issue surely, to actually incentivise people to recycle
more. The kids in my area would be roaming round
the streets looking for cardboard and bottles and
taking them in if there was a discount system.
Mr Wheatley: We would agree that is one way, a
system where councils were permitted to oVer
financial incentives for higher recycling or lower
landfill.

Q72 Mr Betts: It is simple logic. This can apply to
families as well. The larger family you are, the more
cardboard you are using and the more that goes into
the stream surely the bigger the discount you should
get, that is if you are putting more into the stream in
terms of recycling.
Mr Wheatley: I think that is an important counter-
argument to the claim that is often made that
charging will bear most heavily on large families.

Q73 Chair: One of the questions that often comes
through from people, in particular when they move
from one area of the country to another, is confusion
over what they can recycle and what they cannot and
what they put in what coloured sack or bag or bin or
whatever. Does the LGA have a view about whether
it might be beneficial to have a kind of national
agreed colour coding, not necessarily everything
agreed but at least so bins or sacks always have the
same sort of stuV in them.
Cllr Bettison: If we were starting from day one I am
sure we would have a national colour code.
Regrettably we are not, we are starting with a system
with bins that were purchased years ago. In my case
our landfill bins were purchased eleven years ago
when we actually chose green as the colour then
because we never imagined we would have
multicoloured bins and green just seemed to blend
better with the hedgerows. Hence our green waste
now has to go into a brown bin. Yes, it can be
confusing but the media make a big issue about
confusions. Maybe the media have more than one
home. Most people in this country only have one
home so they only have to come to terms with one
set of colour bins.

Q74 John Cummings: I am just wondering how we
can involve the prime proponents of waste, the
supermarkets, to act in a more responsible manner.
Do you have any direct contact through the LGA
with the larger supermarkets? Would you look for
extra powers yourselves? Is it open to authorities to
apply pressure upon supermarkets either nationally
or within their own locality to act in a more

responsible manner? We have talked about the
penalties placed on individuals who do not behave in
a responsible manner but surely the supermarkets—
the main protagonists of the problem we have at the
present time—have an equal responsibility to act in
a responsible manner.
Mr Wheatley: The Chairman of the LGA wrote
earlier this year to the major supermarkets and
following that we are having some very productive
discussions with executives from supermarket
chains about such matters as improving
communication between them and the local
authority sector about how packaging can be
minimised and recycled, and encouraging them to
think harder about the role they could play for
example in taking back materials that they
themselves produce. In addition the Association has
been calling for the powers that local authorities
have to prosecute and fine retailers for excessive
packaging. We have been calling for those powers to
be clarified and the penalties to be increased.

Q75 John Cummings: Are you saying that there is
existing legislation to cover that particular issue but
it is not being enforced?
Mr Wheatley: There is existing legislation but the
maximum fine is £5000 and there are a number of
defences that a retailer could bring, for example
consumer acceptability which, where cases have
been brought, have enabled them to claim that the
packaging was acceptable.

Q76 Chair: Have there been any successful
prosecutions?
Mr Wheatley: I believe there have been four.

Q77 Chair: Do you have details of them that you
could let us have later?
Mr Wheatley: Yes, of course.

Q78 John Cummings: You suggest in your
memorandum that local authority waste spending
will need to rise by 10% a year between now and
2013. Could you tell us to what extent does this aVect
collection authorities? What are the main reasons
why collection costs will rise?
Cllr Bettison: The costs are increasing because in
many authorities they are facing an increase in the
total amount of waste that is presented for collection
and disposal. Regrettably people are still producing
more waste every year. The other factor is that as
local authorities strive to avoid landfill charges—of
course now the escalator is up to £8 per tonne per
year (that is a very real increase in annual costs for
local authorities)—they can either pay the landfill
costs or try to introduce new methods of avoiding
landfill by introducing more recycling streams.
Every time a new recycling stream is introduced
there are costs to do with the collection and the
arrangements for the disposal of those recyclates.
The other thing is that when the LATS scheme kicks
in in 2010 local authorities can face absolutely
astronomical fines if they exceed their due allowance
of putting stuV into landfill. This is very serious for
local authorities because local authorities of course
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are capped so in the event that a local authority
incurs these fines it does not have the opportunity of
simply charging the taxpayer for the fines, it will
have to reduce services in order to pay the fines,
which of course brings us back to an earlier question
that this does regrettably hurt the most vulnerable
people first.

Q79 John Cummings: Are you saying that it will rise
by 10% yearly between now and 2013 if nothing is
done or will it be 10% a year if these measures you
are talking about come into operation?
Cllr Bettison: If nothing further is done. It has been
rising by that over the last years.

Q80 John Cummings: The ideas of reducing waste
and reusing items more come higher than recycling
in the waste hierarchy. Has the stress on recycling to
get waste away from landfill meant too little
emphasis on those longer-term goals? What is local
government doing to improve minimisation and
reuse? What more can be done?
Cllr Bettison: Certainly the local authorities are very
aware of the mantra of reduce, reuse, recycle and
taking things in that order. Indeed, local authorities
all over the country are using their community
leadership role very much to work with their
residents to inform their residents of this. Of course
local authorities have traditionally given assistance
in terms of rate relief to charitable shops used to re-
sell second-hand goods. Who would have thought
that those volunteers would become part of our
green army?

Q81 Martin Horwood: You talk a lot about joint
working in your submission and you talk about the
cost savings that might be achieved in shire areas in
particular. In Gloucestershire where our councils are
trying to do this it seems to be mired in disputes
about who pays for what, what contracts have been
incurred by whom and who is backing which credits
for landfill diversion and so on. Would it not be
simpler just to move to a joint waste authority that
takes it away from the local authorities altogether?
Would you be in favour of that?
Cllr Bettison: No. I am sure you are not surprised by
that answer. We do support joint working. The LGA
certainly supports joint working. My authority has
just signed up with two other unitary authorities on
a nearly £700 million project that will deal with our
waste for the next 25 years. We believe that local
authorities themselves are best placed to decide
whether to work with other authorities and which
authorities to work with.

Q82 Martin Horwood: The Chartered Institution,
who came before you, in their evidence only came up
with three actual examples of existing partnerships
in action now between district and county councils.
How many are you aware of?

Cllr Bettison: I do not have those figures here; I hope
they included mine.
Mr Wheatley: I think one of the reasons why
cooperation does not happen at the moment is
because the statutory framework is not encouraging
to it and that is why the Association has welcomed
the Government’s proposal to introduce an
amendment to the Local Government Bill to create
a better statutory framework for authorities to work
together.

Q83 Chair: Can I just ask the question about
disposable nappies and other such products? Do you
have any successful examples with evidence of
authorities who have actually encouraged greater
use of re-usable sanitary products of one sort or
another and how they have done it?
Cllr Bettison: There are many diVerent schemes
around the country. Some have been quite successful
and we would be delighted to give you details of
those schemes; they are run by local authorities.
Chair: I think that would be very helpful.

Q84 Martin Horwood: I have one question on joint
working. Do you think there is a looming problem
with those counties that have not gone down the
path for unitary status or opted for unitary status
being landed with a larger bill from government in
the cost savings they are expected to achieve? That
does seem to be an issue for us in Gloucestershire. In
other words, they are going to be expected to make
the same savings as those who have gone down the
path of unitary status. Are you aware of that issue?
Cllr Bettison: That is not an issue that I would deal
with within my portfolio at the LGA and being the
leader of a unitary authority I am not sure it is one
that my colleagues would cry on my shoulder about.
Mr Wheatley: As we were discussing a few minutes
ago, the new Joint Waste Authority power will
enable authorities in two-tier areas to work together
on a better basis. They do not need to become a
unitary in order to achieve better cooperation if the
statutory framework is right.

Q85 Martin Horwood: You do not think there is a
problem about democratic accountability, that
people will no longer really know who is responsible
for that waste collection and that recycling?
Mr Wheatley: The Joint Waste Authority would be
made up of representatives of all the local authorities
involved. It is being described in some places by the
press as a quango but that is not accurate because
the people who run it are democratically elected,
accountable members of the local authorities who
make up the authority.

Q86 Martin Horwood: Who will it be answerable to?
Mr Wheatley: It will be answerable to the authorities
who have got together to form it.

Q87 Martin Horwood: All of them collectively?
Mr Wheatley: Yes.
Chair: Thank you very much indeed.
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Witnesses: Mr John DuVy, Mayor’s Policy Director, Environment and Mr Pete Daw, Principal Policy
OYcer, Waste, Greater London Authority, gave evidence.

Q88 Chair: Could I ask you to introduce
yourselves, please?
Mr DuVy: I am John DuVy. I am Director of
Environmental Policy for the Mayor.
Mr Daw: I am Peter Daw and I work as Principal
Policy OYcer in the Waste Strategy Team for the
Greater London Authority.

Q89 Chair: As you know we want to explore one
quite narrow topic with you which is the issue that
the Mayor has been arguing with the ministers in
Defra where he is essentially saying that London
boroughs are achieving landfill reductions on paper
but not in reality by the diversion of commercial
waste to other sources. Can you just briefly set out
your evidence for that assertion?
Mr DuVy: It is non-household waste in London;
municipal waste is 21% which is roughly a quarter of
the four million tonnes that are going out of
London. This is higher than the rest of the country.
At present we just recycle 9% of that compared to
30% nationally.

Q90 Chair: When you say it is higher than the rest of
the country, what exactly is higher?
Mr DuVy: The proportion of municipal waste is
higher.

Q91 Chair: Which is commercial?
Mr DuVy: Yes.
Mr Daw: It is 10% in the rest of the country and 20%
in London.
Mr DuVy: As you know the purpose of the Landfill
Directive is to reduce the amount of biodegradable
waste which is sent to landfill but there are loopholes
we believe that are being exploited. The waste
continues to go to the landfill but it is not recorded
as municipal waste, it is going through the private
sector. We are concerned that due to slow progress
in developing infrastructure in London and as the
LATS targets get harder, the temptation will be to
divert more of this waste through the private sector.
The non-municipal sector—the private sector—do
not have the same drivers to reduce landfill so that is
where we come from. If you want to know how I
think the system is being exploited, a number of
boroughs—Wandsworth, Kingston and Brent—
have sold oV their trade waste portfolios and other
boroughs are pricing themselves out of the
commercial waste field. Some of them are just not
being aggressive enough on their sales so what we are
seeing is a drop in that amount of waste. That is not
illegal in itself but the idea is that if you sell it you
should still declare this as waste and it should be
reported to the local authorities or to government.

Q92 Chair: Are you saying those three boroughs
have sold oV their commercial waste but not
declared it?
Mr DuVy: Yes.

Q93 Chair: How do you know they have done it?
Mr Daw: In our submission we have provided some
evidence of authorities where the amount of
collected non-household waste has dramatically

reduced from the period 2000 to 2005-06. In terms of
the country as a whole I would point out that the
non-household municipal waste stream in England
excluding London has reduced from the year before
this scheme started from 2.8 million tonnes to 2.4
million tonnes which is a drop of about 17%. In
London that figure has dropped from just over a
million tonnes to 886,000 tonnes, again a drop of
17%. Household waste over that same period—the
period before the LATS scheme started and the first
year of LATS—has actually decreased very slightly
in England whereas in London it has increased
slightly. Given that trade waste largely reflects what
the economy is doing, it seems strange that there is
almost a 20% drop in that waste stream both in
England and also in London.
Mr DuVy: Traditionally if you look at the way the
economy was rising, waste also rose and dipped and
they shadowed each other to a degree. Now with this
17% drop in one year either something is very wrong
with the economy or something else is going on and
that is the real issue. A 17% drop in economic terms
would be a major depression going on out there. We
think that that is not the case; we think the economy
is doing reasonably well and therefore these figures
are being changed.

Q94 Chair: Just so that we get this clear and using
the figures just for Wandsworth to simplify it down,
it was roughly 32,614 non-household waste in 2000-
01 down to 2,804 in 2005-06. Is that from public
figures?
Mr Daw: Those figures are taken from Western
Riverside’s Best Value Performance Plan 2006-07,
so those are public figures.

Q95 Chair: You are saying that the authority has not
specifically informed government that that drop is
because they have sold oV their commercial waste?
Mr Daw: Under the rules of the scheme as set out by
government that waste should still be reported even
if it is no longer collected on behalf of the authority.
I think what we are saying is that there is a dramatic
drop and we are not really convinced that is being
investigated fully by either Defra or the
Environment Agency.

Q96 Mr Betts: What is the definition of waste that
should be reported in these circumstances, because
some authorities traditionally had a mixed
collection where the authorities did some and
private commercial operators did the other. Now if
it is only that traditionally done by the authority that
should be reported how do you determine which bit
it is?
Mr DuVy: Some of them are collected separately. In
the case of Wandsworth, for instance, they collected
it separately and sold the whole system oV
separately. There are some boroughs that collected
the same and they make an estimate on how much
that is. The issue is whether new contracts are being
signed up? We have doubts that that is the case. It
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will become clear if you look at the statistics of all the
boroughs. Like I said, a 17% drop in a year is quite
high.

Q97 Mr Betts: How is it defined what should be
reported? Clearly if the local authority collects it and
disposes of it that should be reported. If the local
authority stops collecting it how should it be
determined which bit of what they stop collecting
they should report as really being stuV they would
have collected otherwise?
Mr Daw: This was an issue that was flagged up with
Defra when they were consulting on the scheme way
back in 2004 and Defra actually published some
guidance because local authorities were saying,
“Isn’t there an incentive, because of the costs of the
LATS scheme which are not on the private sector,
our costs are going to go up and our prices will go
up?” Equally, if we want to avoid LATS fines one
way of doing that might be to let that waste go to the
commercial sector. The Government’s own
guidance states a waste collection authority cannot
evade its duty under the 1990 Environmental
Protection Act which is to collect waste where
requested to do so or make arrangements by selling
oV its existing collection services. Selling oV an
existing service is in substance no diVerent from the
waste collection authority arranging for the
commercial waste to be collected by a private
contractor. Thus, for the same reasons, the waste
formerly collected by the authority would remain
under its control and would constitute municipal
waste.” What that is trying to say basically is that if
you sell oV your commercial waste you must still
report it under the rules of the scheme.

Q98 Chair: If a borough had sold oV its commercial
waste and then did not declare it, does that mean it
has an awful lot of slack for domestic waste to
landfill in that it will have a target which is now
incredibly easy to stick to?
Mr DuVy: Yes.
Chair: So that is the incentive for doing it.

Q99 Anne Main: There is a huge carrot for doing it
really in terms of keeping their figures down.
Mr Daw: I think given that government guidance on
it, it would suggest when they consulted it was raised
by many local authorities and again the figures from
the year before the scheme started and the first year
of the scheme suggest there is a very large and
unusual drop in commercial waste collected by local
authorities.
Mr DuVy: Some of these are legitimate to do. A lot
of you come from a local government background
and I think the issue to get your costs down is a
position they take, but I have to say that the Mayor’s
view is that we are supposed to be diverting waste
from the home counties, not sending it to the private
sector. We are worried about the figures that are
being produced that actually say that we are
diverting waste and we are not. We are recycling
some because recycling has gone partly in London
but a lot of this waste is still in the stream and so we
want that clarified. In Wandsworth’s case we think

that may be just wrong, and maybe in Brent and
Kingston. Other people have just priced themselves
out of the market. That creates a gap and, like I say,
it is the way local authorities have to look at their
books but a 17% drop in London in a year is quite
outstanding. If you had that sort of drop in the
commercial sector generally it would be recession
time. Clearly that waste has not gone and I think it
is still going to landfill; it is just not going through
the books of the local authorities.

Q100 Chair: Can we deal with the other table you
have produced which is about total waste managed
at sites accepting municipal waste from London
where you used it to demonstrate that there is a lot
more London waste, but it is not London waste it is
total waste going to sites that are used by London.
The Government has said the numbers have gone up
but that is because there are fewer landfill sites and
therefore more waste is coming to these. There are
others out there which were not accepting London
waste that are not now accepting any waste and that
waste is added in. Is that the Government’s
argument?
Mr Daw: That is the Government’s argument but
they did not back that up with any evidence to justify
that, such as the closure of sites. Anecdotally it
suggests, as you say, that waste going to those sites
that are taking waste from London has risen from
6.2 million tonnes in 2003 (this is total waste, so
commercial waste and municipal waste) and that has
risen to 7.7 million tonnes in 2005 whilst in the same
timeframe municipal waste from London has
decreased quite dramatically.

Q101 Chair: It is actually possible to look at the
Environment Agency records and know how much
of this 6.2 million has come from London and how
much of the 7.6 has come from London. Have you
done that?
Mr Daw: Unfortunately it is not possible to do that.
Because of the way that data is collected, the origin
of the waste, when it is accepted at site is not
recorded.

Q102 Chair: I asked some parliamentary written
questions about a waste tip near me and that is how
I started on all this because I do know from the
records in the parliamentary written questions it lists
where the waste came from at that landfill site so it
would be perfectly possible to do it for all this lot.
Mr Daw: We were unable to get that detail.

Q103 Martin Horwood: I cannot see how this chart
can be of any help at all unless you know that
percentage. You cannot draw any conclusion from
it otherwise
Mr DuVy: You would expect to see a drop in waste
going out. In London we are the largest proportion
of waste going to these sites so you would expect to
see some drop, not a 1.5 million rise. I do not think
the Government has said it was caused by other
landfills closing; it said it could be caused by other
landfills closing or it could be waste coming from
somewhere else. It still begs the question why are the
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Home Counties collecting all this waste from other
places? Whether it is coming from wherever it is, if
it is not helping the landfill diversion for the Home
Counties, then bringing it in from elsewhere is a
problem.
Mr Daw: While we do not know exactly the figures
from London, what we do know is that London is
reporting 2.6 million tonnes of municipal waste now.
Municipal waste is going to landfill and the
commercial sector is producing around seven
million tonnes of waste of which about 60% is going
to landfill. I would suggest a sizeable majority of that
waste is probably coming from London.

Q104 Martin Horwood: You are not suggesting that
the percentage going to landfill from London is
necessarily increasing are you? That would be
against all the evidence of recycling rates increasing
that we are getting from all over the country.
Mr DuVy: We feel that any changes are not as good
as the statistics are suggesting. If you look at what
people say they are diverting then you look at the
landfill sites, they do not add up together. We are
looking to try to get some more detail on how that
happens. We have put a number of questions in to
the Government; we have not always got the right
statistics back so we are trying to prod that along.
On a basic level we think that if it was being diverted
it would show some downward movement in the
selected landfill sites. Our view is that commercial
waste is rising in London and it is going direct to
these landfill sites.
Mr Daw: Recycling is increasing and local
authorities are collecting more. That has doubled
over the last four or five years in London but, as I
said, there is 7 million tonnes of commercial waste
there which does not have the same targets in place
and currently the landfill tax we do not feel is high
enough to actually make them make the choice to
switch to recycling. The inference is that we think
much of that waste is still going to landfill.

Q105 Chair: If this loophole does exist in the way
that you have been describing it, what would you
suggest the Government does to close it? Secondly,
if there is much less incentive on the commercial
sector to avoid going to landfill than the domestic
sector what would you suggest to encourage
industry to be as helpful to the environment as
people are being?
Mr DuVy: I think this scheme would have to be
extended to the private sector, the LATS scheme.
We think a single waste authority for London is the
best idea to go forward. We would say that, but the
real issue is that you need to get agreement with the
areas outside London so you know your agreed
measurements on what waste is coming from
London, not an assumption that people from
London are diverting waste which is probably their
right to do sometimes. We need an agreement that
overall we are trying to cut that waste from London.
Clearly we need to do better recycling with the
commercial waste in London. The fact that at the
moment we are recycling 9% is not acceptable; we
could do quite a lot better on that with a single waste

authority. Then you have to enforce the rules. I do
not think that just changing statistics is a way
forward; you actually have to do things that change
the issues around climate change and transport
movement. All these things are very important to
how you do that.
Mr Daw: On the issue of what government can do I
believe the Chair raised it in parliamentary questions
and the response on this issue was: “My Department
does not hold information on the number of London
boroughs that have sold their trade waste portfolios
to the private sector. London boroughs are not
required to provide an estimate of annual tonnages
for trade waste.” I would suggest there is a starting
point there.

Q106 Anne Main: It seems to be coming across loud
and clear that trade waste is becoming one of the
things that ought to be re-examined because the
poor old householder is being asked to look at their
contribution to landfill. Would you agree that you
need to be slightly re-focusing more onto trade waste
rather than possibly onto the householder?
Mr DuVy: In London the amount of commercial
waste is a massive issue. What they collect at the
moment is 21% of the four million tonnes but it
could be more than that. We could be aggressive and
actually get more of this commercial waste and
recycle it. At the moment why would anyone try to
get this waste? If I were a local authority oYcer I
would leave it alone; you do not really want it on
your books, you want it oV the books. The whole
idea of what you should do with commercial waste
is not being seriously looked at by local authorities
because it does not help them. It will not help them
with their LATS targets so it is best to ignore it. If I
were with the local authority I would say to my
oYcers, “Ignore that waste”.

Q107 Anne Main: It is a perverse disincentive then
because of the targets.
Mr DuVy: Yes.

Q108 Anne Main: Therefore are you suggesting we
should look at how we calculate waste targets?
Mr DuVy: I actually think you ought to make it a
level playing field, that the private sector has to pay
the same issue on LATS as the local authority. That
would be one of the ways forward.

Q109 Chair: With LATS, if I have got my head
round it properly, a local authority is given a figure
that it cannot go above so you could not use the
same scheme for business could you?
Mr Daw: Each authority is given a permitted
allowance and if it exceeds that it has to buy permits
from an authority which has met its targets and has
an excess to sell, or it faces a fine.

Q110 Chair: How would that work for business?
Mr DuVy: If your service is collecting waste you
would have to recycle so much. It would be fairly
similar—they would only have allowances for so
much waste.
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Q111 Martin Horwood: You would have to calculate
that for each business.
Mr DuVy: You need a waste transfer note to transfer
waste; you cannot just transfer waste as it is. You
would look at increasing their targets on recycling;
that would be one of the ways forward. You can then
find out how much waste they have collected and
how much they have diverted from landfill through
recycling systems.
Mr Daw: It is important that the existing rules to the
existing scheme for municipal waste are properly
enforced by the Environment Agency and Defra.
That is the starting point I think.

Q112 Anne Main: So you have concerns about
important issues with the current scheme.
Mr Daw: I would suggest that the figures suggest
there is an issue there that needs to be looked at.
Mr DuVy: It is generally just about diverting from
landfills. The whole idea is not to change the vehicle
that it arrives at a landfill site in; it is actually to stop
it going to that landfill. That is what we are trying
to achieve.

Q113 Martin Horwood: The common characteristic
of most capital trade schemes from the European
Emissions Trading Scheme downwards is that you

start with a relatively small number of large
oVenders if you like, whereas this seems to have a
potential to become incredibly diverse and
complicated.
Mr DuVy: If we diverted 21% of waste away from the
Home Counties (but we will not have) 21% of the
waste would still be going to the Home Counties to
a landfill but it will not be on the books of the local
authorities and that is the worry. That is the worry,
that if this trend continues it will just be diverted
away.
Mr Daw: We have heard about the costs of LATS
and the risks of fines. We estimate that to be around
£1.7 billion liability for the whole of London
between now and 2020 so there really is an incentive
should things get tight, if the structures are not in
place, if recycle rates are not increased, to look at
alternatives. As the pressure continues to ramp up I
think this may become more of an issue.

Q114 Chair: Your contention is that it is more of a
problem in London because the boroughs were
collecting a higher proportion of commercial waste
in the first place than the rest of the country and
therefore there is more space for them to shift it oV
the blocks.
Mr Daw: Potentially, yes.
Chair: Thank you very much.
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Q115 Chair: Could I welcome you to this second
evidence session of our inquiry on waste collection?
We are very grateful to have you here because we
want to probe your practical experience of waste
collection. As you have no doubt worked out, we
have asked your particular authorities to come
because you all represent diVerent choices in
methods of waste collection. I will start oV with
some questions which I or the other members of the
Committee are going to direct to a particular
council, then we will move later into rather more
general questions where it would be fine for any one
of you to seek to respond. Could I start with Cllr
Porter, please? I understand that your council is the
only one in Lincolnshire which has carried on with
a traditional weekly collection system; all the others
have switched to alternate weekly and they claim
that they have substantially increased recycling and
waste reduction as a result. Could you explain why
you have not altered?
Cllr Porter: We are the only one in South
Lincolnshire that does a weekly refuse and a weekly
recycling service. Our costs per collection are lower
than anybody else’s in Lincolnshire. Our recycling
figures are probably the third highest in
Lincolnshire. We do not collect green waste; we
think that is completely against what the
Government should have been encouraging local
authorities to do, given that the first point in the
hierarchy is to reduce; it seems bizarre that the
Government has followed a trend of incentivising
local authorities to actually create a waste stream,
rather than to reduce a waste stream. You can tell by
the figures for Lincolnshire that our success in
reducing the overall waste is self-evident. We are
probably the only authority in Lincolnshire that has
a downwards trend for waste collection. We collect
less kilos of waste per head than any of the other
Lincolnshire authorities. I think probably the best
way of doing that is to maintain a weekly refuse
collection service.

Q116 Chair: Can you just explain why your costs are
lower than the others when you collect weekly and
they are doing it alternate weekly?
Cllr Porter: In 1999 when the Conservatives took
control of South Holland District Council we
brought the refuse service contract back in-house, so
we have direct control over our costs, rather than a
contract with an outside contractor that is always

going to go up by inflation. We can take resources
from our normal refuse collection services and, as
our residents recycle more, we are moving those
resources from waste collection into recycling so we
do not have to employ additional crews to take that
on board. Our cost per collection is about 41p; I
think the average is about 62/63p per collection; so
we are significantly cheaper per collection than
anybody else.

Q117 Chair: When you say “per collection” do you
mean—
Cllr Porter: For every time one of our operatives
goes to your property to take your refuse or
recycling away it works out at about 41p, whereas
our neighbours are about 62/63p on average.

Q118 Chair: You go to an individual property more
often than your neighbours?
Cllr Porter: We go to all of our properties twice a
week.

Q119 Chair: Your costs per week, per property,
are higher?
Cllr Porter: We are about the national average. I
think we are about £42 or £43 per year for the whole
collection service, which is about the national
average. For that £43 we do two collections a week,
whereas all our neighbours only do one.

Q120 Chair: You also retained a black bag
collection, is that right, and not a bin? Why have you
done that?
Cllr Porter: Again, that is fairly self-evident. If you
check back through all the authorities which have
rolled out wheeled bin collections you will notice
that the first thing which happens is that their waste
arisings all go up. If there is one thing we are all
agreed about in local government, it is that wheeled
bins are not where you would start if you were
starting now. Wheeled bins have increased the
amount of rubbish that has gone into the waste
stream exponentially. We are committed to
maintaining the black sack refuse collection, and we
are just rolling out a clear sack recycling collection.
There are two advantages for those: in terms of the
speed that it takes to get round collections, it is far
quicker to do it in sacks because the operatives only
go to the property to collect; they do not go back to
the property to return; although I must admit our
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recycling crews are probably the best shots with
green boxes anywhere in the country because they
can aim it from quite a way away. If you collect in
bags you only visit the property once instead of
twice, so that means it is quicker and you can get
further around. It is far harder for anybody to
disguise other waste in the waste stream because
people cannot put builders’ rubble, grass cuttings
and things into the black sacks because it is self-
evident when they are in there; so that reduces the
waste stream there. It makes the cost cheaper
because we can get our crews round to more
properties, and the street scene is vastly improved
because once our crews have been you would not
ever know they were there; whereas with wheeled
bins they are a blight on the landscape for the
whole day.

Q121 Martin Horwood: Can you explain to what you
would attribute the reduction compared to wheelie
bins; is it basically green waste and things that would
otherwise go into skips?
Cllr Porter: Yes, a wheeled bin is a great place to
disguise all types of waste, because the operatives
never know exactly how heavy it is. They drag it
across the yard, put it on the back of a wagon, the
wagon lifts it and tips it, and then they put the empty
one back.

Q122 Martin Horwood: Apart from green waste,
that is not really going out of the waste stream. It is
just going into somebody else’s waste stream. You
are only diverting it away from yours?
Cllr Porter: No, because the green waste can be
recycled at bring sites or, ideally, as we try to
encourage in South Holland, in home composting.
That is the best place to treat green waste; it should
be at the source of production, and that should be in
your back garden. If you are the person who is
cutting the grass you should be the person who
disposes of the waste, rather than expecting the local
authority to pick it up.

Q123 Martin Horwood: Builders’ waste and the
other forms of unauthorised waste—
Cllr Porter:— can go to the county bring sites and be
re-used as hardcore, rather than going into landfill.

Q124 Mr Olner: Just a quick question on black bag
collection: they do not biodegrade very well. Where
does your waste actually go? Do you pick it up?
Where does it actually go when you pick it up?
Cllr Porter: The waste goes to a landfill site.

Q125 Mr Olner: Do you think it is good to dispose
of plastic to a landfill site?
Cllr Porter: If there is no alternative, there is no
alternative. I would rather we saw some other means
of disposing of our landfill but there is no
infrastructure because the county council has not
been given enough money from the Government to
build any other infrastructure; all we have got are
holes in the ground.

Q126 Chair: Another thing about the black bag, you
have got a rural area?
Cllr Porter: Yes.

Q127 Chair: Do you not get trouble with foxes, for
example? Especially in urban areas, they get ripped
apart by foxes.
Cllr Porter: I should think there are probably more
foxes in this town than there are in my biggest town.
No, most people are sensible. The black bag does not
spend its whole week in the open air; most people
have a dustbin they put their black bag in and just
bring it out on the day of collection.

Q128 Mr Olner: Mr Alderson, it is said that your
district council’s recycling rate has doubled in two
years since AWC was introduced. Is this true, and
how can you demonstrate it?
Mr Alderson: Yes, it is. First of all, I would say that
our total waste collected per head of population has
gone down by 14%; so waste reduction comes first.
The amount of recycling, by which I mean paper,
plastics, tin cans et cetera, is now at 25%. On top of
that we collect a limited amount of green waste; we
have a weight limit on that per household and that
brings in 8.7% of the total waste stream. Prior to
bringing in AWC we were running at 13% dry
recyclables and 3% of green waste collection. Overall
we feel we can demonstrate quite clearly a waste
reduction and an increase in what is being recycled.

Q129 Mr Olner: How much money did you save
when you brought in the weekly collection?
Mr Alderson: In terms of a saving, it was money you
did not have to spend because by going to alternate
week collection we maintained one vehicle per house
per week, and the cost saving would be at least
£700,000 per year, and that will increase obviously
over the lifetime of the contract. We have a
contracted-out service, not an in-house service. Over
the lifetime of the contract we estimate that will save
Mid Beds £12 million. We are a rapidly growing
area—a high housing growth, high jobs growth
area—so clearly our costs will go always go up in
nominal terms.

Q130 Mr Olner: Where do you think the balance
lies? We are all interested in recycling, and that
message has been going over on a national basis
very, very strongly. What role do you think the
national advertisers on recycling should play? The
fact you are going to an alternate weekly collection
to do it, it is not all down to you and not all down to
them, is it?
Mr Alderson: No, it should be a partnership
approach. Across Bedfordshire, because I am in a
two-tier authority area, all the districts and the
county council signed up to a common branding, a
common educational approach under the Recycle
Now! Banner, which thankfully has been taken up
nationally and is Government-funded. The
consistent branding from the national right down to
your local civic site is Recycle Now! We have local
education teams, we have people knock on doors
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and talk to householders direct, and clearly a
national reinforcement of those messages is very
helpful indeed.

Q131 Mr Olner: Do people in Mid Beds love their
alternate weekly collection, or would they rather go
back to weekly?
Mr Alderson: I have several answers to that. Under
our old scheme, which was basically that we took
everything for a fairly low price to council, we had a
very high customer satisfaction. We collected on
bank holidays et cetera and it was very easy. That
customer satisfaction has gone down. I think we are
now, from being one of the top authorities, down to
an average. However, in terms of use of the system
it is bedding-in well now. This may be of interest to
the Committee: the Council had all-out elections in
May of this year and the standing of the parties
before the election and after the election was exactly
the same; some individuals changed but the party
standing was the same.

Q132 Chair: Was waste collection an issue in the
elections?
Mr Alderson: Yes, it was the lead issue for the
minority group. They put motions to council, there
was extensive press coverage over the issue, so it was
seen to be the lead issue, and the national media
rehearsed that as well.

Q133 David Wright: You mention in your notes, I
think, that the recycling rate has risen significantly,
and you have said that again. I was interested in Cllr
Porter’s comment about the amount of residual
waste that has increased. Do you use a wheeled bin
system?
Mr Alderson: We do.

Q134 David Wright: Has there been an increase in
the amount of residual waste in the non-recyclable
element of your service?
Mr Alderson: My council moved to wheelie bins in
1991. I was not around at that point in time but I am
definitely informed there was a challenge, “Could
you fill your wheelie bin?” There was a whole
diVerent era of waste minimisation: it was waste
maximisation in those days! I think that is a given
fact. If you have not done that and you are starting
from a black sack system, those councils which bring
in AWC and move to wheelie bins as part of the
process tend to gain in customer satisfaction. For
Mid Beds residents you were starting from a very
easy to use service: “One bin, put it all in and we’ll
take it”. What we have tried to do by going to
alternate weekly collection of course is to push
people to recycle, because we have capped the
capacity. If I could just support my colleague on the
green waste, we have not gone quite as far as South
Holland in not collecting green waste, but we have
tried to collect enough to make the alternate week
system work. We have a limit of 20 kilograms per
fortnight for householders, and we feel that is the
best way to go in terms of not generating huge
amounts of garden waste being transported around
the area, and obviously CO2.

Q135 Chair: How do you know it is only four
kilograms then?
Mr Alderson: It is 20 kilograms per household per
fortnight. We have polypropylene sacks which, if
you filled them, you would not get 10 kilograms or
more.

Q136 Chair: So it is the volume really?
Mr Alderson: It is by volume. If you put a load of
bricks in the bottom we can tell. There are spring
balances on the actual trucks, but very few people
actually abuse the system. It is an open sack so you
can see in to an extent and see what is in there.

Q137 David Wright: Do you have civic amenity sites,
skip and recycle sites outside of your service?
Presumably you do?
Mr Alderson: Yes.

Q138 David Wright: What has been the impact on
those sites of the scheme?
Mr Alderson: First of all, as a district council we
have 60 sites which are bring sites for glass collection
and that is all we take. The tonnage collected per
year has increased from 1,500 tonnes to 2,000
tonnes, so an increase in glass collection. The county
council operate two civic amenity sites in Mid Beds,
and the figures I have are for 2004-05, and in that
year we were half in the old system and half in the
new system, because we changed in October 2004.
Comparing those figures to the next full year, so a
full roll-out in 2005-06, there was no increase in the
overall amount of waste they took and there was no
increase in the amount of green waste they took.
That is significant because in Mid Beds there were
issues around alternative collection and there was
probably as much discussion about having a limit on
the green waste collection. We took a pledge to limit
the amount we would collect and to heavily promote
home composting. We distributed 6,000 home
composters free, delivered to your door, et cetera.
Those figures demonstrated to me, together with no
increase in fly- tipping, that we were seeing a genuine
reduction in the waste collected, rather than it being
diverted elsewhere. I have not yet had the figures for
2006-07 for the civic amenity sites, but I am not sure
they are going to be comparable because another site
in a diVerent district was closed for six months for
renovations and that waste was redirected to Mid
Beds. I have got two good years of figures, I would
say, for the Committee.

Q139 Chair: Can I just press you on the vehicles bit?
You said that in switching you could use the same
number of vehicles per week.
Mr Alderson: Yes.

Q140 Chair: That therefore presumably limited you
to what you put in the van. You could not subdivide
the van, could you?
Mr Alderson: If I could explain that. For the
householder on their residual collection week it is
standard refuse collection vehicles. On the recycling
week we use twin-back, or split-back vehicles. The
vehicle is split longitudinally into 70% for dry
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recyclables and 30% for the green waste. So, that one
vehicle collects two streams of waste on that week.
We have a set of vehicles: we have five main vehicles
which do the residential waste collection, and they
do half the households one week and half the
households the next. We now have six vehicles which
collect the recyclables and the green waste; again,
half and half.

Q141 Chair: Was the main impetus in doing it that
way to limit the amount of residual waste you were
taking away to try and encourage people to reduce
their waste?
Mr Alderson: There were two principal benefits at
the time: there was the limit, the minimisation push
for waste but there was also clearly the cost, because
we saved, in eVect, five or six refuse vehicles and
crews. That is the saving for the authority. Although
my authority is the fifteenth lowest council taxing
district council, we were subject to council tax
capping two financial years ago. I am certain if we
had not gone down this route it would have been an
even more serious and diYcult situation than we
found ourselves in at the time.

Q142 John Cummings: My questions are directly to
Mr Ian Davies. The Committee have been told that
alternate weekly collection is the way to rapidly
increase recycling and diversion from landfill. Is this
method feasible in an urban metropolitan area such
as Hammersmith & Fulham?
Mr Davies: Personally I think that it is not
particularly feasible. The issues on collection
methods are going to be largely governed by housing
stock. In a borough like Hammersmith & Fulham
we have about 40% of the properties which are flats;
a lot of them are high density, with very little space
between flats to actually install refuse. Even the
houses we have in the borough have very small front
gardens and are not likely to have suYcient space to
store wheelie bins. As a consequence we are still
using the black sacks as a means of collection
method. Given the density of the housing, I think
alternate weekly collection in an urban environment
is going to be very diYcult to achieve and roll out.

Q143 John Cummings: Do you have any specific
problems you encounter in an urbanised area with
alternate weekly collections?
Mr Davies: The borough is obviously quite diVerent
in its make-up. There are some areas of the borough
that have large houses but, even so, have relatively
small gardens. It has been described as “a borough
of patios and window boxes”, which is one of the
reasons we have a problem with green waste targets.
We also have areas which are very highly dense in
terms of numbers of flats. We have lots of flats above
shops, so they have very small storage areas. Even
with a collection one day a week, we still have
problems with refuse being put out on the wrong
days; we still have problems with people fly-tipping.
One of the problems we also have is, obviously there
is quite a big turnover of residents in the borough, it
is quite diYcult to try and get the message across
about when the collection day is. In fact we actually

have more than one collection a week in the higher
density areas. We are just in the process of market-
testing our waste collection services. The intention is
that we will actually increase the level of refuse
collections in some areas of the borough; but we will
also, at the same time, increase the level of recycling
collections in those areas as well to try and balance
it up.

Q144 John Cummings: Do you have any particular
problems in an area which has very high significant
levels of transient population, high concentrations
of shared accommodation such as flats or estates?
Mr Davies: As I say, it is very diYcult for people,
firstly, in flats because they do not have the storage
area. If you are running a twin system, as we do, you
obviously need to have a storage area for your
residual waste, your non-refuse; and you also have
to have a storage area for your recycling materials.
If you live in a one-bedroom flat or a studio flat there
simply is not room for you to do that. The whole
thing about recycling is that you have got to make it
easy for people to do. If it is easy for them to do then
they will actually do recycling, but if it is a chore, or
if it poses particular problems to them, they are
going to be less inclined to do it. To expect
somebody to store waste in their property for up to
10 or 14 days while they are waiting for an alternate
weekly collection is simply not going to happen in an
urban environment where you have small
properties. In terms of the turnover of people, it is
very diYcult to keep people informed. You have
obviously got people whose first language is not
English and that makes it even harder to keep them
informed. In terms of looking at recycling and the
way we have approached that, we have actually
reached probably a bit of a plateau in where we are
in terms of recycling levels. We have done lots of
campaigns. We have worked with a disposal
authority, West Riverside Waste Authority, to link
in with national campaigns and link in with regional
campaigns, and we have also done an awful lot of
door-stepping. Getting the message across just in
terms of recycling is diYcult enough; getting the
message across in terms of “This is your collection
day” is also quite hard.

Q145 John Cummings: I understand that you collect
co-mingled rather than pre-sorted waste. What are
the advantages and disadvantages of collecting in
this way?
Mr Davies: I think, for the setting we are in, the co-
mingled scheme is very eVective. First, we have
harmonised it across four London boroughs, so it is
ourselves, Kensington and Chelsea, Wandsworth
and Lambeth, all of whom use the West Riverside
Waste Authority as a disposal authority. As I said
earlier, if you want people to recycle, you need to
make it as simple as possible, and a co-mingled
scheme is simple; they do not have to think about it
and everything goes into the same sack, so that
makes it quite easy from the resident’s point of view.
We use that same system for businesses as well, so it
is a unified system across the borough. In terms of
collection, it makes it much faster. In a dense urban
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environment, there is lots of traYc, and you cannot
have a situation where a refuse vehicle is parked in
the street and they are sorting refuse into the back of
that vehicle and you have heavy levels of traYc. It
makes it very quick if it goes straight into the back
of the vehicle. As Cllr Porter said, there is no having
to run back and replace the bin, so it a much faster
system. On disadvantages, for Hammersmith &
Fulham, for the borough we are in, I do not think
there are any major disadvantages of that system.

Q146 John Cummings: How lucky you are!
Mr Davies: As I say, collection methods are largely
governed by the type of housing stock. There are
arguments that it would be nice to have a big bin
system, but people have not got the space to put
these systems in place.

Q147 Chair: Do you have recycling facilities around
in the streets so that people actually have a facility
and they can just take stuV there anyway?
Mr Davies: Yes. One of the obvious issues and
problems we have is that we have a high number of
flats, many of which are above first-floor level, and
it is very, very diYcult (if not impossible) to do a
door-to-door collection service. We have tried to do
that, and we are doing some piloting work at the
moment. I know a number of London boroughs
have done it, but what they have found so far is that
the yield is relatively low and the costs are very, very
high. What we tend to focus on is near-door
schemes; so we have got a number of what we call
Smart Banks, which is basically a large recycling
bag, and we have about 350 of those around the
borough, which covers over 95% of flats in the area.
On some sites we have up to about 20 diVerent Smart
Banks within a particular housing estate to try and
make that work. We also have paper banks outside
tube stations, and we try and put the Smart Banks in
areas where people can bring their waste and dispose
of it, such as supermarkets and places like that.

Q148 Chair: How frequently do you empty those?
Mr Davies: There is no one frequency of collection
because they are basically serviced on the basis of
how often they need it. They have been very
successful in raising recycling rates in those types of
high density sites.

Q149 Chair: On green waste, I know you said you
have patios and window boxes, but where does the
green waste go?
Mr Davies: The green waste is composted and goes
to West Riverside Waste Authority and they have a
contract and it then goes on for composting. Our
recycling rate is very, very low for green waste.

Q150 Chair: Is that exclusively people taking it?
Mr Davies: No, it is a bring system. We have just
introduced a registration scheme. Prior to last year,
we had a service where we had green waste bags.
They have to be a particular type of bag—they have
to be biodegradable—and we put biodegradable
bags into council buildings, libraries and main
community points and people would pick these bags

up and put their waste out for disposal. The service
was not as eVective as it could be for various reasons,
but mainly because we were not collecting on the
most eVective day for residents—we were collecting
at weekends—and also because we did not have a
registration scheme and did not know where the
waste was being put out. We introduced a
registration scheme this year and we now know
where people are who are registered and can actually
go straight to them and pick the refuse up. It has
reduced the number of vehicles we need to go out to
the sites, and it has reduced the carbon footprint of
the service.

Q151 Martin Horwood: Are the green waste bags
then disposed of along with the green waste each
time?
Mr Davies: Yes, because they are biodegradable.
Once you put the waste into them, they break down.

Q152 Martin Horwood: Each bag is made and used
once?
Mr Davies: Yes, but they are biodegradable.

Q153 Martin Horwood: That is not very energy
eYcient, is it?
Mr Davies: What we are looking for is a system
whereby you remove the waste from the street and
put it into a vehicle. The alternative is to use bins, but
when you think about bins, again people have not
got lots of storage space for bins. We have also
looked at doing composting. We have not had a
completely free composting service but we have a
subsidised service. There has not been a huge take-
up on that, primarily because people do not want a
big composting bin in the handkerchief of the
garden! Coming back to your point, we oVer this
registration service where people register and we go
and pick their waste up. Our recycling levels on
green waste are only about 0.5% of our totally
recycling target. As a London authority, we would
argue that, when recycling levels are shown
nationally, we are actually penalised by the fact that
we have not got a large amount of green waste. If
you look at our dry recycling target, we have got
good recycling levels.

Q154 Martin Horwood: Ms Beach, you have quoted
the examples in your submission of Braintree and
Uttlesford District Councils which have both moved
to alternate weekly collection of residual waste and
have also achieved quite dramatic increases in
recycling rates. I just want to try and tease out how
much of that increase is due to the alternate weekly
collection, because there seem to be quite a lot of
other things going on at the same time: education;
campaigns; the introduction of organic waste
collection and so on. How much of it is due to the
alternate weekly collection?
Ms Beach: If we look at Uttlesford, who are the most
recent example and introduced their scheme starting
in July 2006, they have not only achieved significant
recycling, they are looking at something like 50%
plus as an outturn figure for 2006-07 and they have
also achieved significant waste minimisation. I was
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interested in what the other witnesses were saying
about the introduction of wheeled bins and the
impact of that. I think Uttlesford is an example of
where they switched from a sack collection to a
wheeled bin and not only have they achieved high
recycling but significant minimisation. Taking your
point about whether you can try and tease out the
one cause of that, that is very diYcult because it
would be very foolish for any authority to instigate
a change as significant as that and not have a good
communications programme with it. So I think it is
a combination of all of that. In my experience of
working in other areas where there are changes to
collection systems, whether they are alternate
weekly or not—and I always think ‘alternate
weekly” is a slightly misleading phrase because it
implies that the householder is only actually visited
every other week and that is not the case; it is
actually a weekly collection of waste and it is just
that not all the waste is taken away at once so that I
think the phrase the media have picked up on is quite
misleading—where they have done that, you have to
have a good communications programme. It is really
a combination of all that.

Q155 Martin Horwood: Let us ask about Uttlesford
in particular—residents there have three diVerent
bins of diVerent sizes for the diVerent wastes?
Ms Beach: Yes, they do.

Q156 Martin Horwood: These are all wheelie bins,
are they not?
Ms Beach: They changed from a sack collection,
which is actually a backdoor collection, so not only
was it a change of container and frequency, it was
actually a cultural shift of the refuse collectors
previously going to people’s backdoor, whereas this
time you had to bring the wheeled bins to the
kerbside. There is a major change there which needs
to be recognised. They have three wheeled bins: one
is for the weekly collection of food waste, which is
the 140 litre size, the smallest bin you can get that
actually will physically lift—

Q157 Martin Horwood: It still has wheels?
Ms Beach: Yes, it is the smallest one that will
actually lift on the back of a vehicle. There is also a
180 litre wheeled bin for residual waste, the non-
recyclable, and a 240 litre wheeled bin for the
recyclables, which are your paper, cans, plastics and
so on.

Q158 Martin Horwood: Where on earth do people
put them?
Ms Beach: I think in Uttlesford there is very much
mixed housing. Broadly speaking, there is storage
capacity there. Braintree is diVerent. If you look at
the mix of Braintree housing, you have a mix of some
town and some terraced housing, some quite close-
knit estates, and some blocks of flats. Braintree
showed flexibility, and again I think this is a key
factor, in introducing a collection frequency change.
They showed flexibility, and for those houses similar
to the ones my colleagues have mentioned which

they do not think are suitable for that type of
frequency of collection or container, they will make
those collections more bespoke.

Q159 Martin Horwood: If someone has a flat in
Uttlesford—and I presume you have flats in
Uttlesford—where on earth do they put three
wheelie bins?
Ms Beach: Uttlesford District Council would not
provide that level of service to them.

Q160 Martin Horwood: What percentage of the
population actually gets that three-bin system?
Ms Beach: I believe it is quite high. It is about 90%
of the population, the houses anyway. With
Uttlesford it is a predominantly rural, quite aZuent
area. You have not got high density housing but a
mix of housing that would take three wheeled bins
fairly suitably.

Q161 Martin Horwood: It does not seem practicable
in Hammersmith & Fulham!
Ms Beach: No.

Q162 Martin Horwood: You have got 12 district
councils within your Partnership?
Ms Beach: That is right.

Q163 Martin Horwood: How many of them have
achieved similar recycling improvements without
that kind of switch but just doing either a
promotional campaign or diVerent waste streams?
Ms Beach: One or two are in the upper 30s, but it
would be fair to say that none have achieved the
significant change that certainly Uttlesford has
shown in the last year without the introduction of
this. Braintree, which has been gradually
introducing such a scheme really over the last five to
six years, has shown very high recycling as well. The
comparison with Braintree is, in the areas where they
have not got this scheme they are achieving about
half the recycling rate. I think the others in the Essex
district are going to have to look at either frequency
of collection or the type of collection, or the
containers they use. I think the important point to
stress is that Braintree and Uttlesford are the only
two districts at the moment that actually collect food
waste at the kerbside. It is an issue in Essex that we
have not yet fully addressed across the county.

Q164 Martin Horwood: You say that weekly food
waste collection is a key element?
Ms Beach: They do not collect green waste, which I
think is also an important point to draw out. They
have achieved that level of recycling and waste
minimisation without the collection of green waste.

Q165 Martin Horwood: Food waste is the one which,
in public health terms, is always the most
concerning. What is happening in Braintree with
food waste?
Ms Beach: Food waste is collected weekly in
Braintree but it is mixed with garden waste, green
waste.
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Q166 Martin Horwood: That is unusual, is it not?
Ms Beach: No, that all goes for composting. It all
has to be treated as if it were food waste.

Q167 Martin Horwood: Can I ask about
Chelmsford, where you have said that 81% of the
households in flats are being oVered recycling? How
do you achieve that in Chelmsford?
Ms Beach: In Chelmsford there are about 60,000
homes in the borough and an estimated 6,000 of
those are flats, about a 10% proportion of the
housing. I think Chelmsford’s main driver for
addressing the flat issue was one of social inclusion.
These are not high-density flats, I must stress; they
are not the same as colleagues’ from London and
there are maybe six to 16 flats per block. Chelmsford
has addressed that through bins in the car parks or
in the bin storage areas. It is particularly diYcult
where the blocks of flats are quite old, where perhaps
when they were first built and designed that just was
not a factor. What Chelmsford does though is very
proactively work with their planning department, so
that when new developments are coming forward,
recycling facilities are built into the design. I think
that is really a key factor and something we are
working very hard in Essex across the county to
build in.

Q168 Martin Horwood: Do Chelmsford’s recycling
oYcers think they are succeeding? Is it really feeding
through into a flat designed to—-
Ms Beach: Yes, I believe so. From speaking to them,
yes, they do. At the moment I think it would be fair
to say I would perhaps not go so far as to say it is a
material consideration in all planning matters across
the county, but it certainly is a very strong factor.
When I spoke to the Chelmsford recycling team,
they were saying that planning oYcers require the
developers to come forward with that kind of
proposal. Certainly in Essex we have something
called the Urban Place Supplement and the Essex
Design Guide, which build into that about
sustainability of all sorts of development, not just on
waste, but on water and energy. We are encouraging
developers and advising them on how to build in
these things, in a way that in no way negates away
from their development.

Q169 Martin Horwood: Could I just ask one last
question about the Essex Waste Management
Partnership as a whole? It sounds, on one level, like
a good model of joint working between a county
council and lots of district councils but actually, as
you read through your submission, it turns into a
pretty complicated patchwork of diVerent
arrangements and services. Is it really delivering
savings, eYciencies and improvements in
performance as a whole?
Ms Beach: I think you have to distinguish between
the collection systems that we have. It would be fair
to say in Essex there has not been full integration of
waste collection between district authorities, but
that is being fully explored in some areas, and I make
reference to what we dub the “Baswood Point
Project”, which I think is the first project which is

really looking at the opportunities for eYciencies.
The Partnership is about much more strategic
working. In an ideal world, as my colleagues have
said, you would not necessarily start with the
patchwork we have got; all of that is from historic
issues, housing need and so on. In an idea world you
would perhaps have more of a generic collection
system designed by housing need and type rather
than, if you like, political boundary. The
Partnership itself is working extremely well; it is
about delivering strategic change as well.

Q170 Martin Horwood: What is that?
Ms Beach: What I mean is that we have got to
significantly divert the amount of waste from
landfill. The system that Essex prefers, as a
Partnership, is a more sophisticated system of
anaerobic digestion, mechanical biological
treatment. We want higher recycling with a mix of
those technologies to do with the residual waste.

Q171 Martin Horwood: The collection schemes are
still a patchwork. You are not unifying them at the
later stages of the process?
Ms Beach: Yes, and it is important that the
collection systems as they are and the disposal
systems marry together. I believe that in the long run
we will see more integration of collection across
districts, and, as I say, that is certainly being
explored by the three authorities I have named in
the paper.

Q172 Martin Horwood: Are there any policy tools
you would recommend to us that would make
integration easier? Certainly in my county’s
experience there are lots of financial complications
in trying to make that work especially between
counties and districts?
Ms Beach: I think the county/district relationship,
certainly in Essex, is well governed. We have joint
committee schemes and so on. In Essex we are
almost acting as a joint waste authority. That is
something we are looking at. That would be the
natural evolution for us to move forward. I firmly
believe you cannot do that until you have got the
relationships and the trust right. You have got to go
willingly towards that. We had that through the joint
committees. We are developing intra-authority
agreements. I think an area that does need more
exploring is the joint working between districts, but
that again is something I think districts are starting
to look at voluntarily. You have got the Gershon
eYciencies and other drivers there, the Lyons
Review, making these observations and I know
district colleagues are certainly looking at that quite
seriously.

Q173 Chair: To what extent are your collection
methods shaped by how the rubbish is disposed of
and recycled and vice versa? How much is your
choice of disposal treatment fixed by how you decide
to collect?
Ms Beach: There is an interdependency there. The
county council, we have just recently procured and
awarded in-vessel composting contracts, so that
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means that district councils now can collect food
waste either separately or in with garden waste; or
we can, as a disposal authority, oVer them the
disposal outlet of that. It is very much parallel
tracking it. It would be foolish to select contracts in
the knowledge that they would never be used.
Equally, districts need confidence that the facilities
are there for them to use if they are going to
introduce a new material or a change in their
collections. I think the key aspect is one of
continuous dialogue, joint working and forward
planning, and that is what we try and do in Essex.

Q174 Mr Olner: Basically I do not think there is
much of a problem with most of your consumers in
an alternate weekly collection for recyclables. I do
not think there is any latent backlash against that at
all. There is, however, a backlash against an
alternate weekly collection of the residue waste.
How do you gauge satisfaction from your residents?
If the reaction is not good, how would you respond
to that and what would you do about it?
Cllr Porter: It is not something we would ever have
to deal with because there is absolutely no way while
I am Leader of the Council, unless you people decide
to make it law, that we would ever go down
fortnightly waste collections. I believe most people
who pay council tax in this country think the only
thing they get for their rates are the dustbins being
emptied, and if you cannot do that properly in the
21st century it is a pretty poor show. I do appreciate
we are all diVerent. I think one thing which has
clearly come across today is that one solution will
not work for local government; we need to have the
freedom to be able to pick and choose what works
best in our own areas. I think the most reassuring
thing from this conversation is that at least we are all
diVerent and we do know what is best for our own
patches. I am not sure what best practice you could
take from these sessions and roll out anywhere else,
but if one piece is that you think weekly collections
are something of the past and fortnightly collections
are something to be aspired to I would strongly urge
you to check all the figures, because the stuV you
have been getting this morning, according to
diVerent websites that are supposedly controlled by
the authorities we are talking about, is not correct.
Uttlesford, according to its website, does actually
collect green waste in their total. If you look at all the
figures, South Holland, who do not collect green
waste and do a weekly refuse and a weekly recycling
service, do more recycling than any of the authorities
you have spoken to so far.

Q175 Mr Olner: There does not seem to be a
problem about getting people to respond to
recycling. Where there is a huge barrier is people
having to leave their rubbish on the premises that
might cause odours, smells or whatever. If you get a
backlash from people about that how would you
respond? Would you go back and educate them, or
would you go back to what they are doing in South
Holland and do a weekly collection?

Mr Alderson: The first thing is, you must have a very
comprehensive communication campaign before
you launch the process, with a full 12 months, mass
media, face-to-face road shows and two direct mail
shots to get the information across. You have then
got to have the capacity to respond to the calls when
you first put the system in. We created a contact
centre in Mid Beds to handle that initial surge of
calls. You have got to have people who can actually
go and see people and help them make the
conversion. In terms of your first question, how do
you gauge customer satisfaction, we carried out
three surveys in the first 12 months of operation: two
through a residents’ panel, which is a thousand
people representative of the whole population; and
one open to everybody to write in from the districts.
In those figures we were getting 75-80% satisfaction
and very little problems.

Q176 Mr Olner: Out of how many coming in?
Mr Alderson: The first two were a thousand
individuals who responded in each of the two. When
we opened up to the entire population we actually
had a very small response; about 400 or 500
bothered to reply. The first two were
demographically representative and very sound
surveys. In the first two years we received about 300
complaints in the first year, and 350 in the second
year. Those are complaints which have come
through to the council through any route. Clearly
the level of dissatisfaction is higher than that, but I
would say the proof is in the pudding. In Mid Beds
the system is very well embedded and it works. We
have low levels of contamination, which is often an
issue and we have very high levels of participation.
We feel we have overcome those issues. Clearly ward
members are often the first point of contact for
complainants, and we did a lot of work to make sure
our members were fully informed and re-informed.
As we progressed and positive results came through,
they had that information and feedback to their
constituents.

Q177 Chair: Could I just pick up a point Cllr Porter
made, and I would ask the rest of you to comment
on, which is an issue we explored yesterday? How
accurate do you think the data is that local
authorities are reporting on their recycling
performance? Are there ways in which the rules can
be tightened up a bit so that there is greater
reliability of the figures that authorities are
reporting?
Mr Alderson: I have got great confidence in the
figures I have given you this morning. The figures I
have given are bang up-to-date to 31 March 2007. A
lot of the website information is the previous
financial year, because we are about to go through
an external audit by the Audit Commission. All
councils go through this and round about December
we have the league tables published of all the
councils. There is a bit of a time lag between local
information becoming nationally available. I quoted
earlier how we looked at the total waste arisings, and
we had not seen an increase in the civic amenity sites
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waste arisings, and we had not seen an increase in fly-
tipping. Therefore, there is nowhere else for it to go,
so we do feel our figures are quite robust. In terms of
improving the situation, our own Council’s view is
that we should not be measuring green waste
collection because we feel green waste can be dealt
with at the point of origination in home composting.
By having that as part of your overall recycling
figure some councils do quote “Oh, we achieve 50%
recycling”, when actually that is 20% paper and 30%
of green waste. I think we share a common view on
the green waste issue.
Ms Beach: Chair, if I may, first, correct my colleague
at the end about Uttlesford collecting green waste:
they do not collect green waste at the kerbside; that
was the point I was making. They do, on occasion,
run a bring system, for weekends only, for people to
bring garden waste to them, so it is not part of the
kerbside. The kerbside system alone has achieved
high recycling and significant waste minimisation, so
it does not detract from their performance at all. I
would say, with regard to data, yes, it is a challenge,
particularly for Essex dealing with 12 district
councils and the county council’s own 23 civic
amenity sites. The reliability of our data I think is
very good. I have great confidence in it. We have
never yet had what we call a “qualified best value
indicator” where the Audit Commission has had
concerns and, therefore, qualified the performance
that we have reported publicly but one of the issues
we are looking at in Essex is the way we handle the
data and the speed and eVectiveness of how we
handle them. I think it would be fair to say, and I am
sure my colleagues behind me would agree, that at
times we probably over-handle the data and
duplicate the handling. I think that is where, in
partnership, we could actually handle that much
more eVectively. That is something we are looking
at.

Q178 Martin Horwood: Quite a few of you
mentioned that not collecting green waste actually
encourages waste minimisation, but is there not a
risk if people have got large amounts of garden
cuttings—you cannot practically compost all of
that, I know that from experience—that you are just
going to send people back to having bonfires more
often? That is not really waste minimisation; it is
encouraging bonfires.
Mr Alderson: All I can say, Chair, is that in Mid Beds
we have not experienced any increase in fly-tipping,
any increase in waste going to the tips, or any
increase in complaints of bonfires of that type. We
are a very rural area. We do have some built-up
towns but generally if you are generating green
waste you have a garden and, therefore, you can
accommodate a compost bin. Many of our residents
have two or three compost bins.
Ms Beach: For Essex, given the mix of rural and
urban even within districts themselves, I think the
Partnership here sees it very much as a mix. It is
about encouraging home composting as much as
one reasonably can. We have 23 civic amenity sites
across Essex; they run well, but I am conscious that
they are very dependent on people driving to them,

which is not always a good factor in an
environmental sense or, in fact, for social inclusion
for those who are not car owners. I think it is a
combination. What Essex will be concerned about is
unlimited collection of green waste, and I do agree
with my colleagues here that figures are misleading
when they are published to make it sound like we are
actually addressing what is in the bin, and all we are
doing is encouraging other waste. I think if it is
managed properly, either through limiting the
capacity of the container or even charging for it,
which you can legitimately do for green garden
waste, that is a factor. Certainly in Essex I think it is
a combination of all of those. Coming back to the
point about acceptability of alternate weekly, from
my own personal experience and looking at what is
being done in Essex, I would suggest it is addressing
the food waste on a weekly basis that certainly
makes these schemes much more acceptable to the
public, particularly if we have the hot summers we
have previously experienced.

Q179 David Wright: Which leads me very nicely into
the health issue. Clearly there has been a significant
amount of debate in the media about the health
issues relating to alternate weekly collection for
residual waste. Defra have said that they do not
believe that AWC means more problems in relation
to rats, flies, smells, vermin and potential ill-health.
Mr Alderson, you have got an alternate weekly
collection for residual waste. What level of
complaints do you get in terms of consumers
complaining about food waste that is stored for two
weeks? What are the issues in relation to whether
people are able to manage that process well in terms
of double-wrapping food and cleaning their bins
out?
Mr Alderson: As I mentioned earlier, we had 300
complaints in the first year and 350 in the second
year, which included last July’s very, very hot
summer. This is where wheelie bins are of course
very helpful; because of the close-fitting closed lid,
you keep out any vermin and flies etc. That is a
benefit of the wheelie bin system.

Q180 Mr Olner: They do pong when you open the
lid to put other stuV in!
Mr Alderson: That comes back, Chair, to how the
household manages their food waste and their pet
food waste going into the bin. We certainly
recommend double or even treble-wrapping the
food waste which goes in. With any food which is left
exposed—and I again go back to pet food left in
bowls all day that is exposed to flies—you can get fly
eggs coming in and eventually maggots. What I
would say is the overwhelming majority of our
residents cope with the system. They wrap their
food, keep it away from flies and have never had a
problem. In the very hot July, clearly odours arise as
a greater issue. We give a lot of advice to our
householders on a whole series of measures they can
take to minimise any problems they may have, from
where they store the bin, to how you wrap things and
cleaning, if that is a problem for yourself. I would
say that the overwhelming majority of people do not
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have that problem. My final comment would be that
we did have some residents who used to get maggots
in their bins when it was a weekly collection, so it is
all down to how the householder manages their
waste.

Q181 David Wright: Has anybody got a view on the
public health issues? Has anybody spoken to any
professionals in terms of direct public health, about
potential health impacts of an alternate weekly
collection or the maintenance of a weekly collection?
Cllr Porter: Could I just try and put some of this
straight? In Bedford’s website it says, “The problem
of debate is not lack of participation but
contamination. In recent months up to 50% of
recyclables have been lost due to rejected loads”.
That was because residents did not have their refuse
picked up and chose to put that refuse into the
recycling bins, so that recycling was then
contaminated and lost.

Q182 Chair: It is not necessarily a health issue.
Contaminated can mean the wrong thing in the
wrong place?
Cllr Porter: Yes, but the reason why it has been
contaminated is that people do not want flies and
maggots in their dustbins. Regardless of however
you bag it up and polish it away nicely the lifecycle
of those flies is 10 days; that is why we introduced
weekly refuse collection in the first place. It’s 10 days
before you get a baby fly which turns into an egg,
which turns into a maggot, which turns into another
fly. Ten days: that is why we started with the weekly
collections. To say it is not a problem if you double
or treble bag it and all the rest of it is just a nonsense,
an absolute nonsense. There is a study being done in
Northampton University now, by a chap doing it for
his doctorate, that should be published in June or
July this year, and the things we will be growing in
our dustbins are scary. They are not just
inconvenient or smelly, they are scary. They are
Third World diseases that should never have a place
in this country and it is really scary.

Q183 Chair: Could you give the Clerk a note
afterwards of who that is in Northampton to see if
we can get in touch with him directly. That would be
very helpful.
Mr Davies: I was just agreeing with the point that the
reason why it is a weekly collection is based around
the lifecycle of the fly, and it is all about reducing
maggots. This is not something you could possibly
have in an urban London Authority. Someone could
not have a bag of refuse in their house for more than
seven days; I think the smell would be awful. The
potential health issues are debatable, I think. It is not
something I could really comment on.

Q184 David Wright: Is this something the
Government should be giving guidance on? Cllr
Porter you said earlier the Government should have
a hands-oV approach in relation to what systems are
run locally, and that people should be allowed to

develop a system generally. Do you think the health
issues are such that we should actually be giving
guidance?
Cllr Porter: No. I think one way the Government
could help is by repatriating the extra taxation we
pay through landfill duty to local authorities to
allow them to take the food waste out as a weekly
collection. Those authorities who want to have a
fortnightly collection still need to get their food
waste out of the system, and that can be done but it
is expensive. The Government are taking a fortune
out of all of our pockets in terms of landfill taxes.
They are supposed to be additional but not for
income generation. They are supposed to help us
recycle. Fine, help us recycle; give local authorities
the money back so that we can spend it on trying to
deal with the issues, and they are going to be around
food waste. I am sure people would not care if their
recycling was in a big bin for a month because it is
dry and it is not contaminated. I do not believe we
would get the best out of recycling if we did that. I
think the way we do it, as many products as possible
in the quickest time as possible in one container, is
the best way forward. I think that is the best way to
get recycling done, but in terms of making
fortnightly collections of refuse more palatable to
the public, then we still need to get the really
interesting part of the waste out, and that is the
contaminated food waste. You have that means, you
have the money. Give it back and we can deal with it.

Q185 Chair: Disposable nappies, incontinence pads
and all that lot. What do we do with those, which are
equally revolting?
Mr Alderson: I must just correct my colleague. He
has quoted a contamination rate of 50%; what the
website says was “certain loads” had that level of
contamination. We launched a campaign to
decontaminate and the contamination rate across
the entirety of the collection is down to well below
15%, which is perfectly acceptable for this kind of
system. Contamination in this case does not just
mean nappies, it means non-target recyclables, like
other plastics etc.
Ms Beach: As I have said before, Uttlesford and
Braintree both collect food waste weekly. Given the
level of satisfaction, the recycle rate seems to be
working very well with our local residents.

Q186 Chair: Disposable nappies?
Ms Beach: Disposable nappies are an interesting
one! That always gets a giggle, I find! We in Essex
have been running a cloth nappy campaign really to
highlight to people there is a choice, that is the first
point; and we have had a tremendous take-up on
that, growing year-by-year with health professionals
on board as well. We do not force people. It is about
giving them a choice and making them aware of the
alternatives that are available.

Q187 Martin Horwood: How does the scheme work?
Ms Beach: It has evolved over the last five years
really that we have been doing it. It started with us
giving out trial packs of cloth nappies to any
member of the public, grandparent, parent or
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whoever, with advice and so on; and we have
gradually evolved it to working with maternity units
in hospitals, health professionals, midwives and so
on, with a healthcare pack. It is held up as best
example, I believe, one of the best examples in the
country. It is about giving people choice. It does not
work for everyone. There is also a nappy laundry
service as well which is available. With regard to
disposable nappies, yes, there is a tremendous
problem with a huge amount going into landfill.
With regard to waste collection and health, I think
if properly wrapped, we have certainly not had any
reports of problems, nor have my colleagues, in
doing the alternate weekly. It really is the food waste
element of the bin that seems to cause the diYculty.
If that is addressed on a weekly basis, with all the
benefits that brings in terms of diverting
biodegradable waste from landfill, if you put it to
anaerobic digestion you get biogas and so on, I am
sure you heard about this maybe yesterday; there
have been reports out very recently about the
benefits of that. It is certainly something embedded
in the Essex Project and I think it is win:win overall.

Q188 Sir Paul Beresford: I have two local authorities
in my constituency, one does weekly and one does
fortnightly. The interesting thing is that it depends
on how it is handled by each authority because each
authority seems to manage their particular system
very well. What has been diYcult is a
misunderstanding by some of the public on handling
of waste and wrapping it as you are suggesting. Two
questions: first, you came up with the fly cycle and
of course the important part of the fly cycle is egg to
maggot which, as I understand it, is three to five days
so that would aVect the weekly just as much as the
fortnightly. Secondly, there has been in a number of
areas a campaign by the local newspaper, which has
been desperately short of campaigning issues, that
has raised it. Has that happened in your area in
particular, and have you noticed that the 300
complaints one year were the same identical
individuals in many cases when it was 309 the
following?
Mr Alderson: Yes, Chair, certainly as you say it is a
good issue for local newspapers because you have
got arguments on both sides and it is very
contentious. We had a very large amount over a
sustained time period of negative press coverage, I
would say. We also got a small proportion of
residents writing in to counteract and say, “For
goodness sake, what’s all the fuss over? I manage
perfectly well. We’ve got to hit these targets. We’ve
got to stop waste going to landfill”. Bedfordshire has
historically taken a huge amount of London waste,
so we have tried to set an example of having our own
waste going back that way. We had all out elections
in May of this year and there has been no change at
all in the party stakes. It was the big local election
issue on the face of it, certainly in the media, but had
no eVect overall. Could I just touch on Mr Wright’s
question? Before we started we had environmental
health oYcers do a risk assessment and give us
information on the health issues which they felt were
not an issue provided the food was wrapped, et

cetera. It also points to the Enviros and Cranfield
University recent research study into health eVects
of alternate weekly collection. Cranfield is actually
in Mid Beds and they have come out firmly saying
there are no health eVects provided these simple
measures and precautions are taken. I would say, we
have had it in 54,000 households over two years now
and we have not seen epidemics and new diseases
coming. Waste goes into a bin and it should stay
there until it is collected. With simple precautions,
education and support, it is not a problem. Getting
it in is very diYcult because of all the hoo-ha,
comments, worries and concerns that people
genuinely have. Once it has been established it is very
straightforward. I am sure we will move on to food
waste collection shortly, but we are starting to trial
that now across 6,000 houses.

Q189 Mr Olner: One of the things which causes real
doubt amongst local people is that you guys are
saying “We are going for alternate weekly
collections because that will help boost our recycling
targets” but the truth of it is you are saving money
by doing the residual waste only once a fortnight.
Mr Alderson: We were very clear from the start,
Chair, there were environmental benefits and cost
savings and, as I say, as the fifteenth lowest taxing
authority our residents as a generality want the
lowest possible council tax, so we put both messages
together.

Q190 Mr Betts: Can I move on to an issue which is
a matter Sir Michael Lyons reported on and that is
pressure from the Local Government Association to
give local authorities the power to introduce variable
charging for waste rather than simply paying an
amount in council tax? Have any of your authorities
thought about the possibility of introducing this
power if it is available?
Mr Alderson: Certainly we have thought about it
and the oYcer recommendation is not to go down
that route.

Q191 Chair: Why?
Mr Alderson: The costs for Mid Beds would be set-
up costs of around about half a million pounds. The
ongoing administrative costs to manage the system,
the risk of neighbours tipping waste into each other’s
bins and those sort of issues far outweigh the
benefits. For the householder the actual payback is
going to be very minimal. Whilst a number of people
feel they pay out £2,000 a year council tax to get the
bins emptied, in my authority you are paying £50 a
year, so even if you were to make a substantial
reduction in the amount of waste you were
generating, the amount of cash refund you would get
would be very small indeed. From the other
measures we have taken, we have seen waste
minimisation/increase in recycling, so we do not feel
that is an appropriate way for us in Mid Beds,
however if other authorities wish to trial it or wish to
take it forward, I am perfectly happy for them to
trial that route.
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Cllr Porter: We have discussed it informally at our
council and we would not consider introducing it for
ourselves but it is quite right for the Local
Government Association to ask for the power,
providing it does not come with a duty. That is our
concern with the power to be able to charge variably.
If that is what local authorities want to do, if they
think that is best for their own areas, fine, as long as
it does not come with a duty on the rest of us to have
to do it.
Mr Davies: I would certainly agree with that. One of
the big issues for an inner London authority would
be the set-up costs and we are not using, as we have
already talked about, hard bins, so to weigh the
waste is going to involve putting a slave bin on to the
back of the refuse vehicle which is going to cause all
sorts of problems in terms of the size of their rounds
and the speed of their collections. On top of that you
have the risk associated with it all going wrong. We
have used some weighing equipment in the past to do
some survey work around recycling and we found
that the equipment is relatively fragile, it breaks
quite easily, it is very diYcult to use in many ways
and if that goes down when you are in that scheme,
you are going to be in quite a diYcult position
without your charging mechanisms. There are all the
administrative costs associated with it, reconciling
all of the waste, and you have the managing of it. I
think the managing of the process would be
particularly diYcult in an inner London authority
and there would be significant costs associated with
that. The current cost of household waste collection
in Hammersmith & Fulham is £38 per household, so
you go back to how much you are actually saving
people by doing this. It needs to be very carefully
thought through and it is not something we would be
looking to introduce.

Q192 Mr Betts: One of the things said in favour of
the argument of charging is that many countries on
the Continent do it quite successfully but we
apparently have insuperable obstacles to
introducing it anywhere.
Mr Alderson: Chairman, bringing in AWC is a
significant challenge for local government and
clearly we have seen that through and it is in place
successfully. All we can say is at the moment the cost
benefit seems so disproportionately weighted on the
cost side for the local authorities and the residents
will be so disappointed by the rebates they get that
we do not feel in Mid Beds it has legs to run with.

Q193 Mr Betts: Have you done a detailed analysis of
what you think the administrative costs will be as
well as the set-up costs?
Mr Alderson: Yes, it was half a million pounds set-
up costs, then you have 54,000 houses so 54,000 bill
generations per year, you are going to have all the
appeals and concerns around that and
administrative staV, so I would say you are looking
at at least £100,000 to £150,000 a year administrative
costs for Mid Beds.

Q194 Mr Betts: Then you have the possibility of
non-payments, non-recovery and presumably as
well the issue of fly-tipping. Is that an issue you look
at as well, what the proliferations of that might be?
Mr Alderson: Certainly in terms of making sense of
the system I would want to work on a rebate system
where you pay your council tax as normal and if you
under-use your allowance you get some kind of
rebate. That is the flip side of charging for the
amount you create.

Q195 Mr Betts: Is that a serious possibility? Are you
examining that as a possibility?
Mr Alderson: We have examined it but we are not
progressing it because we do not believe it is a runner
at all. What was the second part of your question?

Q196 Mr Betts: I was asking whether the rebate
system had been looked at as well as the charging
system.
Mr Alderson: That is the system we have looked at
in Mid Beds. We have looked at both sides. To weigh
every bin and send out bills is perfectly feasible, the
technology exists and it can be done. Because we
have wheelie bins it is very straightforward because
as the bin is tipped at the back of the vehicle it is
weighed automatically and the micro-chip in the bin
sends a signal to the cab, so there is no delay to the
staV on the collections, so as a practical proposition
on the collections front that is fine. However, then
there are the issues around, “Others put that refuse
in my bin, so that is not my charge, that is not fair”
and those kind of issues will come out.
Fundamentally, you work really hard for a year and
you reduce your waste by 20% and you are getting
£10 back in Mid Beds. You would not feel
particularly good about it and I fear the cost of
administration would eat into that £10 quite
significantly.

Q197 Mr Betts: Is there any disagreement on that?
Ms Beach: Rather than making a direct comment on
variable or direct charging—and there are certainly
good examples in Europe—I understand entirely the
reservations colleagues have and I have been
involved in some debate about the practicalities of it.
Essex’s position is that we have had an informal
discussion as a partnership, we certainly have not
reached a formal position and there is a view that if
you are achieving very high performance at the
kerbside with the system you have, do you wish to
disrupt it by introducing a diVerent charging
scheme? All I would say from a county council
perspective—and I would be interested in my
colleague from Lincolnshire’s comments on how
Lincolnshire County Council working with the
districts are going to meet some of the aVordability
issues, and I cited it in my paper—the issue is that we
are basically getting waste too cheaply in this
country. We do not pay enough for it, we do not
realise the environmental and social costs of it. We
have a huge aVordability gap to reach, not just in
Essex but across the country as well. We have landfill
diversion targets to meet which, if we do not meet
them, will bring significant financial penalties. There
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is every reason to believe that would be millions of
pounds for Essex. So I am not saying we would
wholly support some sort of variable charging, my
question is how would we meet that gap if we do not.
One aspect that certainly Essex is interested in is
having perhaps a separate waste precept, so if we do
need to show more transparently those costs and
why they need to change it is clearer. As my
colleagues have said, there is a big misperception by
the public that council tax is purely for refuse
collection and street lighting. There is an issue here
about how are we going to shift away from landfill,
invest in the new facilities we need and how is that
going to be paid for.

Q198 Mr Betts: So what you are saying is in terms of
waste we ought to see the totality and not just
collection and disposal?
Ms Beach: I was trying to look at it from a more
strategic level. I am not representing a waste
collection authority, I am here representing Essex
Partnership. I entirely understand all the diYculties
of that and I am not disagreeing with what
colleagues have said, but there is a question still for
the UK of whether we are going to meet these new
targets and start managing resources better rather
than seeing it as just waste management. My
question is, how are we going to meet the cost of
doing that?

Q199 Mr Betts: Is there any way you can bring
financial incentives relatively easily into this process
to produce a situation where you have less waste at
the end for your landfill?
Ms Beach: I think there is an issue here about private
sector partnership, about producers, retailers and
manufacturers taking on more responsibility. Most
of the waste we deal with comes out of their doors
and I do not think we have seen the full impact of
that fact in some of the legislation which has come
in. I am not saying in Essex we would wish to
introduce variable charging—that is a matter for the
Partnership to fully debate and a matter for each
district—but there are schemes in Europe where you
retain in eVect the council tax payment because you
need some revenue stability, otherwise that would be
a very diYcult situation and your variable bit is
maybe for £50 and those who are performing well
and recycle well and you could charge on the entire
amount they produce or just on the residual waste
would pay £50 and those who do not would pay less
and so on, and so it starts to balance out. There are
lots of practical issues about measuring it, collecting
it, enforcing it which I entirely understand. We have
to look in a more strategic sense towards how in this
country we pay for our municipal waste because at
the moment it is not valued highly enough for the
impact it has.

Q200 Chair: Can I ask, because it has come up
elliptically, whether some of you do charge for some
things? I think it was you, Ms Beach, who said that
people bought bags.

Ms Beach: Under the current legislation there are
powers for waste collection authorities to make
charges but those are very clear.

Q201 Chair: What charges do you impose?
Ms Beach: I am aware of an example in North
Norfolk District Council where they charge extra for
bags and the householder has to buy a tag which
they put on the bag and any bag without it they will
not pick up. Maldon District Council charge for
garden waste. The issue there is that as soon as you
mix food waste in with it you are not allowed to
charge for it because that is deemed to be true
household waste. So there are some grey areas which
you have to be careful about. The powers are there
but they are not enough to instigate any major
change.

Q202 Chair: Do any of the other councils charge for
anything?
Cllr Porter: We do in terms of garden waste but only
as a disincentive to people for using our service. We
charge £1.50 for a special bag to put it in and that
just ends up in landfill. It is not because we do
anything clever with it, it is just to try and discourage
people from doing it. One of the Lincolnshire
authorities, I think it is East Lindsey, charge for a
completely separate service, I think they charge
something like £29 a year which people opt into if
they want their garden waste collected.
Mr Davies: We charge a small registration fee, which
is £6, for the garden waste service. It is more about
trying to understand who is using the service so we
can engage with them.

Q203 Mr Betts: What about bulky items?
Mr Alderson: We only charge for bulky waste
collections. We charge £40 per load which is what
the contractor charges to us, so there is no profit or
administration element in it.

Q204 Mr Betts: Has that led to any increase in fly-
tipping?
Mr Alderson: No.

Q205 Mr Olner: When we speak about the
partnership among the authorities, there is always
this tension between the collecting authority and the
waste disposal authority. Do you think ultimately at
the end of the day it should be one authority?
Cllr Porter: No, is the simple answer. It just needs to
be more joined up. We need to have separate
collection methods because, as I think we have
adequately demonstrated, separate collection
methods are important in diVerent parts of the
country. There is no reason why the counties should
not still administer the final disposal, but what it
needs is to be more joined up with the methods
which are necessary. In Lincolnshire we only have
holes in the ground, there is no alternative for taking
waste away; there is no incineration, there is no
anaerobic digestion, the recycling centres we use are
in the south of Lincolnshire and our refuse collection
goes north, so any attempt at getting split-bodies
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compactors to do the rural parts of South Holland
are completely out because we would end up sending
them 30 miles north to empty the rubbish and then—

Q206 Mr Olner: You send your rubbish somewhere
else then?
Cllr Porter: The holes in the ground we send it to are
in the next district and the recycling centre is in the
next district south.
Mr Olner: We see why you are not doing much
recycling then.

Q207 Chair: Mr Davies, we had a witness from the
Mayor of London’s oYce yesterday and there are
two issues I want to ask about. One is your view on
a single waste authority for London, which I suspect
I know the answer to but perhaps you would give it.
Mr Davies: We would probably think that it would
cause an awful lot of bureaucracy, a lot of
expenditure for something which is not broken.
Something like 21 of the 33 councils are served by
statutory joint waste authorities and we link in with
West Riverside Waste Authority which is four
collection authorities and because the areas are
fairly similar (Wandsworth, Kensington & Chelsea,
Lambeth and ourselves) that has enabled us to have
savings and harmonise our systems across those four
boroughs. In terms of collections we all use the same
smart sacks for recycling, we all use the same sort of
garden waste system, and it also helps them in terms
of their publicity and profiling and those types of
things. If you were to do it as an across-London
authority, there would be distinct diYculties with
the disposal authority saying, “We are going to go
down this route for disposal, not linking into the way
the collection authorities chose to operate.” That
would be my main concern about it: it would remove
the flexibility, it would create additional costs. The
majority of London authorities are performing very
well in terms of recycling, if you look at the dry
recycling figures and remove the garden waste
recyclers from the equation because we are not in a
position where we can recycle large amounts of
green waste.

Q208 Chair: The second question is in relation to
Hammersmith & Fulham and commercial waste.
Does Hammersmith & Fulham deal with any
commercial waste? Did it in the past and have you
got rid of it?
Mr Davies: We do deal with commercial waste. We
are in the process of market testing collection
services and we will continue to run a commercial
waste sector eVectively. The client side of the
authority will carry out the administration and sales,
and the contractor will carry out the operational
side. The reason we have done that is not because we
think there are huge amounts of money to be made
in commercial waste, because there is not—as a local
authority we are constrained over the commercial
sector because we are subject to the LATS

allowances which the commercial sector are not so
there are diYculties there—but the reason is that it
keeps us in control of the streets. I have met a
number of other boroughs who say that. If you
operate your own commercial waste sector, it does
enable you to control the commercial waste coming
out into the borough.

Q209 Chair: What do you mean it enables you to
control it?
Mr Davies: If you have a large number of
commercial operators within your borough they will
dictate when commercial premises are putting their
waste out on to the streets. You can introduce things
like time allocations, which we know Westminster
have done, and K&C are trialling that at the moment
and we are looking at it for the town centre areas,
but it still does not give you the level of control you
would have; if you were to completely remove all the
waste to the commercial sector, you lose control
over that waste stream. If you keep it in house you
have at least got some control over how it is
collected, times of collection and where it is going.
Ms Beach: Referring back to the partnership
question, my overall comment would be that I think
we need to move away from more parochial views
and look at the best value for the taxpayer. My
personal view is that I think it is very dangerous
when you start to segment between what the district
is paying, and what the county is paying. We in
Essex are trying to look at the entire thing and I cite
some examples in my paper about some of the
system design work we are doing. I am not talking
about one system for all because I accept that does
not work but it is about looking at where we can be
most eYcient and deliver some real advantages for
our local communities. I am concerned when I think
it is too much focused on, “We are the collection
authority, they are the disposal authority and never
the twain shall meet.” I am afraid these are joint
challenges and unless we stand up and work together
it just will not work and certainly in Essex we are
striving to do that.
Mr Alderson: There must be close joint working, but
there must still be flexibility. In Bedfordshire each of
the three collection authorities deliver our waste in
diVerent streams as required by the waste disposal
authority—recycled, residual waste, garden waste—
but we all collect it diVerently in our own patches.
Thankfully we have not got any places where one
side of the street is in Bedford Borough and the other
side is in Mid Beds, it does not happen, we have a
clear bit of green land between us. So conceptually it
looks silly that three councils are collecting their
waste in diVerent ways but it works for those three
councils and the county are happy because what they
are getting is how they want to receive it.
Chair: Thank you all very much indeed, it has been
very helpful. If afterwards you think of something
you wanted to tell us or any figures you wanted to
give us, do drop them in to the clerk, they will be
very helpful.
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Chair: Can I welcome both of you to this, our final
session in our inquiry on waste collection?

Q210 Mr Hands: My first question is very
fundamental, about the delineation between your
two departments for refuse collection by local
authorities. I notice in the written evidence you have
given us you say that Defra has policy responsibility
for waste, including waste collection, whereas
Communities and Local Government includes local
government funding and planning. Obviously the
funding has to go towards the refuse collection. I was
wondering if each of you could explain how you see
the breakdown in how councils approach refuse
collection between your departments?
Mr Bradshaw: Defra is responsible for overall waste
policy and waste strategy. We set the policy
framework, and the policy objectives, the
foundations for that policy being landfill diversion
and climate change objectives. We provide some of
the funding through recycled landfill tax but Phil’s
Department is responsible for local government. As
it is local government that has responsibility for
disposing of waste, we have a shared responsibility
and I think we work very successfully and closely
together on it.
Mr Woolas: The relationship is very familiar to the
department in a large range of government policy
areas where, for example, on adult social services,
the Department of Health sets the policy for social
care and my Department sets the funding formula
for social care as part of the revenue support grant.
As we have a number of client relationships with
government departments across Whitehall, so in this
area it is the same and of course we act seamlessly in
support of public policy.

Q211 Mr Hands: In terms of media interest, there
has been a huge amount of media interest in refuse
collection in recent months. Let us say there will be
a controversial story like the one about the
departments having allegedly told local authorities
that it might be a good idea to postpone a decision
on frequency of collections until after the local
elections. Is that something that is more of a DCLG
matter or more of a Defra matter?
Mr Bradshaw: Let me make absolutely clear that
there was no such advice given from any government
department. I think the advice you are referring to is
advice about two years old that was issued by

WRAP, the Waste and Resources Action
Programme, which they have long since taken oV
their website. Defra is responsible for waste policy so
when there is media interest in waste collection or
waste disposal, why we are asking local authorities
to do better on recycling, we field most of those
inquiries and I think it is absolutely right as owners
of the policy that we do. I am somewhat surprised
that the Opposition front bench on the environment
have been almost completely silent on waste policy
and they have left it basically to the DCLG shadow
front bench to do all the running, criticising often
Conservative local authorities and the Conservative-
run Local Government Association on some of the
eVorts they are making to increase recycling rates. I
would have thought it is quite important to have a
strong environmental voice on waste policy.

Q212 Mr Hands: You say that Defra has
responsibility for asking local authorities to do
better in terms of their collection, delivery and so on.
Surely that should be a matter for local decision for
the local authorities. The local authority should be
able to make a decision about the quality of the local
authority or indeed the amount of expenditure they
put into refuse collection and the frequency. Should
not that all be a DCLG matter?
Mr Bradshaw: One has to make a clear distinction
between central government setting the policy
framework and the objectives. We are, after all,
liable under the Landfill Directive for potential fines
if we fail to meet our landfill diversion targets. In
accordance with the Government’s desire to give
more responsibility to local authorities and more
freedoms to local authorities, we do not think it is
the role or job of central government to dictate to
local authorities how they meet those objectives. As
Members in this room will know from their own
experience in their own local authorities, some local
authorities choose to do that in a variety of ways,
depending on the nature of their local authority, the
nature of their housing stock, history and tradition.
What concerns government is that, as a country, we
are doing better on landfill diversion and recycling
and we are. How local authorities do it we believe is
rightly up to them and they are answerable to the
local electorate at the ballot box. It is absolutely
right that that should be the case.
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Q213 Chair: Mr Bradshaw, you have made it clear
that the responsibility of government is to reduce the
amount of waste that is going to landfill. The
amount of waste that comes from local authorities is
a relatively small proportion of that. In the waste
strategy why has it been apparently much harder on
local authorities in ensuring they comply with good
practice and, largely in respect of the private sector
and the commercial sector, it seems to have limited
itself to voluntary agreements and exhortation?
Mr Bradshaw: I think that is a misreading of the
waste strategy. There are a number of statutory
requirements on the private sector as well. I will give
you two examples. One is the Packaging Directive
which requires 60% of packaging to be recycled by
next year. We are on course to overshoot that target.
There are also legal requirements on manufacturers
to minimise packaging and they can be prosecuted
for excessive packaging. It is not the case to say that
there are not statutory requirements on the private
sector as well as the municipal sector. The reason
that the emphasis in recent years has been on the
municipal sector is that the Landfill Directive
concerns the municipal, biodegradable waste. If you
put the private and commercial sector on one side,
the Landfill Directive diversion targets that we have
to meet by 2010, 2013 and 2020 concern municipal,
biodegradable waste. The other reason that we put
the emphasis on that in recent years and continue to
do so is that that is the area of our waste economy
where we are performing most badly. Commercial
waste is already recycled at between 45 and 50%.
Packaging, as I have already described, is between 50
and 60%. When Labour came to power in 1997, we
were only recycling 7% of our municipal,
biodegradable waste. That has since quadrupled to
27% but it is still a long way behind most comparable
European Union countries. If we do not see further,
dramatic improvement, we will be clobbered, all of
us as taxpayers, by landfill fines and local authorities
by LATS fines.

Q214 Chair: Can I just ask about the prosecutions
thus far of companies that are not compliant with
the regulations as they are at present? I understand
there have only been four successful prosecutions
and the maximum fine is £5,000. Do you think that
is strong enough to encourage businesses?
Mr Bradshaw: No, we do not think the essential
requirements regulations are strong enough and we
have written to the Commission as part of the new
waste strategy to ask them to tighten them up.
However, we are the only country apart from France
that has implemented them. This may just be
coincidence but packaging growth in this country
has been less than it has in almost every other
member of the European 15.

Q215 Sir Paul Beresford: The mechanism of
prosecution: who does it?
Mr Bradshaw: Trading Standards Departments do
it.

Q216 Sir Paul Beresford: Through the civil courts?
Mr Bradshaw: I do not know whether it is the civil
courts or the criminal courts. My oYcials may be
able to advise me but they have the power and any
member of the public has the option to report
excessive packaging to trading standards
authorities.

Q217 Martin Horwood: Is it not right that three out
of those four prosecutions have come from one
trading standards oYcer?
Mr Bradshaw: I cannot confirm that.
Chair: Maybe your Department could let us know.

Q218 Martin Horwood: Also, at least two of them
have been for misleading packaging rather than for
excessive, wasteful packaging.
Mr Bradshaw: My understanding is that all four of
them have been a combination of misleading and
excessive and that is why we think there is a problem
with the interpretation of the essential requirements
regulations because the only successful prosecutions
have been for packaging that could be described as
not just excessive but also misleading.

Q219 Martin Horwood: Would you support
something like the right of return which would
enable people to bring packaging back to major
retailers and manufacturers and oblige them to
dispose of it, which would then put much bigger
economic pressure on the manufacturers to cut back
excessive packaging?
Mr Bradshaw: I think taking packaging back to
manufacturers might be rather complicated for the
consumer but I certainly agree that major retailers
and some forward-looking retailers are already
oVering such a facility.

Q220 Martin Horwood: Would you support it?
Mr Bradshaw: I have gone on record many times to
support the right of people to leave retailers to deal
with excessive packaging. I think that incentive will
rise even more strongly in those areas that may go
down the route of financial incentives.

Q221 Martin Horwood: I am not sure of the
wording. You are prepared to support in legislation
the right of return to major retailers?
Mr Bradshaw: That already is in legislation. We
have those powers. If you are asking specifically
about the Liberal Democrat Private Members’ Bill,
no, we already have the power in legislation to force
retailers to take back excessive packaging. It is
there already.

Q222 Mr Hands: I want to ask a couple of questions
about various forms of national standardisation
because again it seems to me there is a diVerence in
approach from Defra and DCLG on all of this. In
terms of national standardisation, obviously the
method with which recyclables and refuse are
collected diVers enormously, both in terms of
product and in terms of collection methods. Some
authorities have various diVerent bins; others have a
bag service. The Minister from Defra and I share the
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same local authority. I think both of us have been
victims of journalists snooping around in refuse bins
to find out what may or may not be there. It is
certainly quite complicated even though it says on
the bag exactly what can and cannot go in it. I have
two questions in terms of a national framework. The
first is whether there should be a national framework
in terms of collection method. This is perhaps more
for DCLG in terms of whether bags, boxes and
diVerent colours of bins and so on could be
standardised. The second question is more in terms
of product. Again, the Minister from Defra and I
will be familiar with the German scheme of Der
Gru£ne Punkt, which I think is a national standard
in Germany for recyclables, and whether we should
not be looking at national, standardised symbols
across all recyclable products in this country.
Mr Bradshaw: It is interesting to receive a suggestion
from a member of the Opposition for more
standards, more rationalisation and more
regulation. Let me deal with the first question on the
systems. It is true that there is a variety of systems
around the country. People say, “Why can we not
have the same system everywhere?” The reason for
that is that diVerent systems have developed in
diVerent parts of the country dependent on the sorts
of technologies for disposal that there are in that
local area. If your local council or your local Waste
Disposal Authority uses an MRF, a Materials
Recycling Facility, then the obvious incentive on
your waste collection authority, such as
Hammersmith & Fulham, is to collect all of your
recyclables in a single bag. That makes it simpler for
the householder. That is then taken to the MRF,
which you may wish to visit. They are extraordinary
pieces of kit. The MRF separates out the paper, the
plastic, the glass. Some MRFs do it better than
others. The new, modern, high-tech MRFs do it
extremely well. However, in those parts of the
country that have not invested in MRFs, the most
sensible thing for them to do by and large is
separation at the kerbside. That is where you get
two, three, four—sometimes even five—separate
bins at the kerbside, where the householder is then
expected to separate the materials out and they are
then put in diVerent boxes in the vehicle that moves
around. That is more labour intensive obviously at
the kerbside. Again, it would be nice and more
simple for people to have the same system
everywhere. It would be hugely expensive, however,
to force on local authorities that have either invested
in MRFs or in kerbside recycling to change their
systems. What we are interested in is that, whatever
system local authorities have, they increase their
recycling rates. Recycling rates have increased
dramatically under both systems. On products, yes,
we are working very closely with the supermarkets
and with local authorities to try to ensure that as
many products as possible are recyclable. I think
about 90% or more of current plastics that are in the
domestic household waste stream are currently
recyclable. The German green point system is a
slightly diVerent system because that is a producer
responsibility system. The producer of the
packaging has the responsibility for recycling. We

have implemented the Packaging Directive in a
diVerent way in this country, just as successfully, and
I would argue with less burden on business. We are
still more than on course to hit our statutory
packaging recycling targets.
Mr Woolas: It may be helpful to the Committee to
point out that the grant that is the main funding for
collection and disposal is formula grant, which
comprises revenue support grant, redistributed
business rates and principle formula Police Grant.
That of course is not ring fenced. It is up to local
authorities to determine how and what they spend
on it. The reason why we take the devolutionary
approach, apart from the obvious, is also to reflect
the diVerent geographies of the diVerent areas. As
Members will appreciate, one would not want the
same collection area in a rural district council as one
would in an urban metropolitan council. Those
diVerences are there. Of course, traditionally
disposal has been dealt with by the larger authorities
and by the joint disposal authorities, reflecting the
realities of the need for infrastructure and greater
geographical scope.

Q223 Sir Paul Beresford: For the record, I entirely
agree that you have to have horses for courses and
for diVerent authorities, rural or urban, there has to
be a totally diVerent approach. The diVerent
approaches cost diVerent amounts of money. Are
these going to be reflected in the grants? The reason
the charge is not ring fenced is that some local
authorities do better than others and therefore there
can be an opportunity for them to move money one
way or the other.
Mr Woolas: In so far as factors such as population
density and sparsity are taken into account, in so far
as there is a relationship between topography and
waste, it is taken into account but we try to take into
account the balance between being too prescriptive
and complicated in formula and genuinely allowing
a non-ring fenced budget. You are absolutely right
to say that there are diVerent performances in
diVerent areas. We take the view that that is a good
thing. It is better to have a flotilla than a battleship.
Good practice in local authorities tends to be in
public sector delivery. There are many schemes and
indeed some incentives to share best practice on
waste collection and disposal but we think a hands
oV approach is best.
Mr Bradshaw: Under the Gershon eYciency
reviews, local authorities have overshot their
required savings by, I think, £300 million but I can
write with clarification on that if you like.

Q224 Chair: On this particular topic?
Mr Bradshaw: On waste collection and disposal, yes.

Q225 Anne Main: I have some questions about co-
mingling, both intentional and unintentional. As I
am sure Ministers are aware, there were some quite
large headlines over the weekend about spoiled
recyclables so I would like to ask what sort of service
the public can expect to receive if they do not have
an MRF that operates at a dirty level and sorts
things out for them. What are we going to do to
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ensure that the public has confidence in recycling
genuinely happening and also would you like to
push forward to have more co-mingling or not?
Mr Bradshaw: With regard to the last part of that
question, I think I answered it before by saying we
want local authorities to use the systems they have to
improve their recycling levels. There is no doubt that
doorstep separation produces a cleaner waste stream
and that is the argument that is made by a number
of organisations, including the Community
Recycling Network who I think were behind The
Sunday Times or at least behind an element of The
Sunday Times article on Sunday. Not only is it an
umbrella organisation for community recycling but
it is also a campaigning organisation that favours
kerbside separation. For the reasons I stated earlier,
we would not want to insist to local authorities that
that is the way they should go, particularly if they
have invested a great deal of money in high-tech
MRFs which are very good. It is possible to find
examples of waste that has been contaminated.
However, a company that was taking waste from a
local authority for recycling and reprocessing does
not have to accept that waste if they are not satisfied
with the standards of cleanliness of the waste stream.
Any company that did and then felt it was not up to
scratch and disposed of it to landfill would have to
pay the costs of that landfill. We are looking at some
of the allegations that were made in The Sunday
Times article but at first view the advice of my
oYcials is that this is at most a minor, fringe problem
that should not dent people’s confidence in their
recycling. The data is collected very carefully,
audited by the Audit Commission and by the
Environment Agency as to where waste and
recyclables go. On top of that, there is this very
strong financial incentive against landfill because of
the landfill tax escalator which of course the
Chancellor more than doubled in his recent Budget.

Q226 Anne Main: You said the majority of waste
and plastics is recyclable. What are your views on the
fact that many authorities, particularly in
supermarkets, handle bottle banks for plastics and
certain plastic containers? Of course, because the
plastic has a recycling sign on it, the public put those
in there but they are not recyclable and often
inadvertently give a co-mingled plastic which, unless
you have a separation facility, then is spoiled waste.
Mr Bradshaw: Are you saying that some
supermarkets operate recycling facilities for plastics
and the public put in materials that are not
recyclable?
Anne Main: They are the wrong plastics.
Chair: They do it with plastic bottles but some
people put in plastic which is not bottles and cannot
be recycled.

Q227 Anne Main: Tomato cartons, yoghurt pots and
the like.
Mr Bradshaw: Until we have 100% plastics
recycling, people I am afraid are still going to see
whether it says it is recyclable, either on the
container or the bottle, or whether their local
authority, if they are doing it themselves at the

supermarket, specify what is and what is not
recyclable. In my experience, a plastics reprocessor
or a local authority that was packing plastics would
not be caused huge problems by having the odd
bottle or wrong piece of plastics in there. There are
other contamination issues that pose much more
serious problems to MRFs, for example. Shredding
paper, of interest perhaps to politicians, is one.

Q228 John Cummings: 20% of the rubbish that is put
out of households is retail packaging and yet in your
White Paper you are saying that business should
take responsibility and that the public must take
responsibility. Why the softly-softly approach and
cosy relationship with supermarkets and the
industry in general? Why not the same pressures?
Why the velvet glove for business and the mailed fist
for the public?
Mr Bradshaw: I do not accept that.

Q229 John Cummings: It is in front of you. You have
a White Paper coming out and we are going to have
further discussions, consultations and voluntary
agreements.
Mr Bradshaw: It is not a White Paper; it is a strategy
and it has already come out. As I said in my answer
to the first question from your Chair, I do not accept
the description that we are being soft on the private
sector. I outlined two sets of statutory regulations
that apply to packaging and to the private sector. I
also said that we are one of only two European
Union countries that has implemented one of those
sets of regulations and, as a consequence, we have
seen one of, if not the lowest, levels of growth of
packaging waste. On top of the statutory
requirements outlined in the White Paper, I have
also said already that we are asking the Commission
to tighten up one of those sets of regulations. We
have also reached a voluntary agreement with
retailers representing 95% of UK retailing to stop
packaging growth by next year completely and to
reduce it in absolute terms by 2010.

Q230 John Cummings: I wish you the best of luck.
Mr Bradshaw: Thank you.

Q231 Chair: Mr Woolas, do you think there is
anything that local authorities could be doing
individually that might help to encourage people in
their areas to minimise packaging?
Mr Woolas: Producers?

Q232 Chair: Yes.
Mr Woolas: Yes. Part of the sustainable community
strategy is to look at what the strategy paper
describes as the chain. The balance that local
authorities have to strike is that between the
eYciencies which, all things being equal, would lead
to economies of scale and sustainability which, all
things being equal, would lead to locally produced
product. Part of that procurement and regeneration
strategy is therefore geared towards this issue of
packaging. Again, we take the view that being too
prescriptive in that would be self-defeating. If one
considers the range of local authorities from, say,
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Birmingham City Council with a £1 billion budget
and a population of around a million through to a
district council with a budget of, in some cases, £12
million and a population of 50,000 or thereabouts,
you can see the range of diVerences.
Mr Bradshaw: There are two things in the waste
strategy which will help with that. There is the first
ever waste minimisation target and the possibility
for local authorities to introduce incentive schemes
which will work through the system as a waste
minimising and packaging minimisation incentive.

Q233 Anne Main: On local authorities, many people
have commented and said there are lots of small,
licensed premises. If they could be allowed to collect
bottles and cans from outside those rather than as
commercial waste, that would be advantageous.
Would you support that?
Mr Woolas: On the whole, I would. That point has
been made by a number of local authorities.

Q234 Anne Main: It would be a valuable
contribution if they could be allowed to do that?
Mr Woolas: The Local Government Association has
made that point and certainly local authorities have.
Mr Bradshaw: They are already allowed to but local
authorities can make a charge for it. That is my
understanding and my oYcial is nodding.

Q235 Dr Pugh: During the local elections,
practically every political party and a couple of
national newspapers ran campaigns against
alternate weekly collections. One point being made
was that it is not the only way to boost recycling.
What is your take on the comment that recycling can
be boosted appreciably without using this particular
device? Where the methods are successful, are there
any social patterns emerging? In other words, does
recycling on a more voluntary basis work better in
suburban than in urban areas?
Mr Bradshaw: I am not sure whether I heard the
beginning of your question correctly. Did you say
that during the local election campaign political
parties campaigned against—?

Q236 Dr Pugh: I do not say nationally but local
political parties in various places.
Mr Bradshaw: The oYcial policy of all three main
political parties was and remains that it should be up
to local authorities to make those decisions
although, as I said earlier, our shadow
spokespersons for the DCLG gave a rather diVerent
impression in some of those statements they gave to
the media. Let me leave that aside. The view the
Government has is that again it is entirely a matter
for local authorities. I believe your own has either
embarked or is about to embark along that route. Sir
Paul Beresford’s has already done so, as I
understand it, very successfully, as has my own local
authority in Exeter. The impression we get is that
where local authorities organise and plan these
systems competently and well they do not appear to
cause too many problems, at least after a while.
However, it is very important that they do that. The
other thing that the Local Government Association

would tell you—they have all the figures on this—is
of the top 20 local authorities for recycling, 19 have
alternate weekly collections and the other one is a
waste disposal authority which does not really
count.

Q237 Dr Pugh: All I really wanted was confirmation
that it is not a matter of dispute between, say, you
and The Daily Mail that alternate weekly collections
are not the only way to boost recycling but you
acknowledge that in other areas recycling has been
boosted via other mechanisms. Having got your
agreement on that, do you believe—and is it the view
of your Department or of Mr Woolas’s
Department—that where alternate weekly
collections are introduced, they work universally?
Mr Bradshaw: No. We do not know. There are clear
examples where local authorities have blundered
into introducing alternate weekly collections
without proper consultation, without proper
planning.

Q238 Dr Pugh: It works in the narrow sense of
boosting recycling?
Mr Bradshaw: There is no doubt, as I said earlier—
these are Local Government Association figures and
I think you have already taken evidence from
them—that there is evidence that authorities that
have introduced alternate weekly collections have
high levels of recycling. That may be because they
are historically local authorities that have high levels
of recycling but 19 out of the top 20 recycling
authorities have alternate weekly collections. Of
course there are other, very important drivers. The
landfill tax escalator, LATS, the Government’s own
recycling targets all are pushing up, quite rightly, the
huge expansion of kerbside collection, a nine-fold
expansion of kerbside collection since 1997, making
it easier for householders to recycle. All of these
things are putting up recycling levels but we do not
think—I am sorry to have to stress this again—that
it is the role of central government to tell local
authorities how to do it. It is up to them to make the
decisions based on their housing stock, their
experience, their knowledge of their own areas. This
is what we believe. It is called devolution.

Q239 Dr Pugh: Suppose they all turned their back on
alternate weekly collection and they decided to do
things diVerently. Do you think your national
recycling targets would then be met or could be met?
Mr Bradshaw: If the 130 local authorities that have
already gone down the route of alternate weekly
collections suddenly reversed that decision?

Q240 Dr Pugh: Something like that, yes.
Mr Bradshaw: I do not think we have made that
calculation. We have made considerable progress to
meet our recycling targets. We have overshot them.
We have published more ambitious ones in our new
strategy and we think it is up to local authorities to
make the decisions as to how they meet those targets.
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Q241 Dr Pugh: What sorts of studies have you done
of the eYcacy of the alternate weekly collection and
does it, for example, work better in rural areas than
in urban areas? Are there special types of terrain
where it has appreciable diYculties?
Mr Bradshaw: The fact that it has largely been
introduced in Conservative, rural, local authorities
would lead one to the impression that it is easier to
do in rural, semi-rural and suburban areas than it is
in inner city areas of high density housing with
multiple occupancy and blocks of flats.

Q242 Chair: What the Committee is interested in is
whether the Department itself has done any work
looking at what is or is not the most eVective way of
doing it—we are not suggesting you should tell local
authorities but should you be able to advise local
authorities—or whether you are leaving it to the
LGA.
Mr Bradshaw: This goes back to the advice that was
referred to earlier by Mr Hands that is given by the
Waste and Resources Action Programme, that has
issued advice to local authorities to help them if they
are thinking of introducing alternate weekly
collections, how it works best. For example, it seems
to me pretty intuitive that alternate weekly
collections work best if you have a system that has
wheelie bins rather than bags. One of the local
authorities, South Kestaven, introduced alternate
weekly collections and changed from bags to wheelie
bins. Not only did their recycling go up massively
but also their problems with rodents and seagulls
reduced. It is pretty blindingly obvious that if you
leave bags out in the street they are more likely to be
torn by seagulls, rats and urban foxes than if you put
waste in a wheelie bin.

Q243 Dr Pugh: The public at the very least would
want some sort of comfort, would they not, if their
rubbish collection system changes, that the net eVect
of that overall, broadly speaking, is to boost
recycling? Does the research done by your
Department show that as a general trend?1

Mr Bradshaw: As a general trend, recycling has more
than quadrupled since 1997, yes.

Q244 Dr Pugh: Has it anything to do with the
alternate weekly collection?
Mr Bradshaw: I think the LGA has suggested that is
the case. I think the LGA suggested that on average
local authorities that have alternate weekly
collections have 25% higher recycling rates than
those that do not. That is the Local Government
Association saying that, please, journalists in this
room, not us. However, we think you have to be
careful with those figures because they do not take
into account where people started from. A lot of the
local authorities that have introduced alternate
weekly collections already had relatively high levels
of recycling and were rural and semi-rural
authorities that historically had higher levels of
recycling for historic reasons anyway.

1 Note by witness: In fact, the figure suggested by the LGA is
that on average local authorities that have AWC have 30%
higher recycling rates than those that do not.

Q245 Martin Horwood: Is not the crucial issue what
is recycled and what is collected on alternate weeks?
Is not the best model something like Cambridge,
who introduced alternate weekly collections that
enabled people to dispose of food waste every week,
in one week by general waste and another week into
high quality composting processes?
Mr Bradshaw: This is something we made very clear
in our waste strategy. We published it just before the
Whitsun recess. We would certainly like to see more
local authorities collecting food waste but not for the
reason that is sometimes portrayed in the media, not
because we think there is a health risk, because there
is not—the Department of Health has made that
quite clear; so have our independent studies—but
because there are very strong environmental reasons
for collecting food waste to put it through anaerobic
digestion. It is a very valuable alternative renewable
energy source. Food waste going to landfill is one of
the worst waste materials going to landfill because it
biodegrades and creates methane which is a very
potent greenhouse gas. Yes, there are good
arguments for separate food waste collections and
yes the research shows that where you have separate
food waste collections it makes sense to have them
weekly, again not because of health but because you
maximise the amount of food waste that you are
collecting.

Q246 Martin Horwood: We have had some fairly
stomach churning evidence about the lifecycle of
flies and maggots and things like this. If your formal
Department of Health opinion is that there is no
health risk, you must accept there is a public
acceptability issue with having potentially maggots
in your wheelie bin.
Mr Bradshaw: Which is exactly why I made the point
I did earlier about the importance of local
authorities who are considering any change to their
waste collection system of considering that very
carefully and learning from those authorities that
have done it successfully.

Q247 Sir Paul Beresford: It is not as cut and dried as
it would seem. It is not either/or. One of my two local
authorities went AWC for everything except food
waste which is weekly. God knows how they are
going to pay for it but I suspect that Mr Woolas is
going to get an invitation to come and give a bit of
advice. One of the problems whenever they change,
whichever way they change, is that there are
campaigns. My own local campaign against had
very few people out of the total number which
increased the appearance that they were particularly
antagonistic. Is there going to be research once it has
all settled down on genuine public satisfaction?
Mr Bradshaw: The ultimate test of general public
satisfaction is the ballot box.

Q248 Sir Paul Beresford: It is not the only issue.
Mr Bradshaw: As local politicians or national
politicians, we accept that there will be campaigns.
The real measurement is whether the campaigns are
based on a genuine, widely held unhappiness and
grievance with a system. In a very small handful of
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cases you could point to the recent local election
results and say, “Yes, there were real problems in
this area.” In the vast majority of cases it did not
seem to make any diVerence at all. Is it Mole Local
Authority where it has introduced it very
successfully? That has been the case but people do
not like change. The experience would seem to
suggest in local authorities that those who do
extensively, like your own, Sir Paul, do not come
across huge problems and people get used to it.
Mr Woolas: To show that we are completely joined
up, the note to my colleague’s left says what I was
going to say anyway, I hope. I have not looked yet.
We as a Department and local authorities measure
on an annual basis satisfaction with diVerent
services and of course waste collection is one of the
major items that are measured. What it generally
shows is that as public expectation increases,
dissatisfaction increases with it, even where the
Audit Commission and other objective
measurements show that the quality has improved.
That is the nature of public services. What it does
show when you delve into it is that change does bring
about, in the short to medium term, dissatisfaction
as one would expect. To answer the question more
widely, the decisions are financial decisions. There is
a deliberate carrot and stick approach here. There is
a big stick called the landfill tax. There is the
incentive of performance as well and reward grants
in that regard. As I mentioned before, there is the
fact that the grant is not ring-fenced. To make the
changes that Dr Pugh was talking about, as all of our
treasurers tell us, can have financial implications for
other expenditure areas of the local authority. It is
worth pointing out that there is no evidence that we
have that alternate weekly collections or fortnightly
collections have a detrimental impact. Scientifically,
there is no evidence that a weekly collection is the
right thing to do. It is a convenience matter for the
public, not a health matter. More important is the
method of collection and disposal: whether it is
properly bagged, put in bins and so on. The
satisfaction surveys reflect that glaringly obvious
point. We do measure satisfaction. That of course is
based on public perception and I emphasise that
public perception is not the same necessarily as
quality, but I guess as elected politicians we would
go with it.

Q249 Dr Pugh: You did mention the financial
incentive. The LGA came out with a figure. I think
they said if the majority of local authorities continue
on the current trajectory it would cost the average
council taxpayer, whoever the average council
taxpayer is, something in the region of £150 on his
council tax if he failed to up the recycling rate or
councils failed to up the recycling rate. Are the LGA
in the right ballpark here?
Mr Woolas: Broadly, we think they are. We have a
joint study with them on cost pressures. The three
areas that we have concentrated on in the last two
years include waste. What the Government’s
strategy is designed to do and what the strategy
paper published two weeks ago outlines is that up
until now there has been a relationship between

economic output and waste, including the richer we
are as a country the more waste we produce. What
our strategy is designed to break is that cause and
eVect. We want to be better oV and have less waste.
That is why the analysis of these figures is quite right.
To my mind, it is very interesting that on the
Gershon eYciency figures in this area local
authorities have done particularly well overall and
they should be commended for that. In this area in
particular, as my colleague has already said, they are
above target. We have a combination of what are
known as backward looks. We measure it for 2004-
05, for 2005-06 and the 2006-07 figures which are still
predictions at the moment, although very quickly
will become facts, are the forward looks for next year
so we forecast £350 million of gains of which three-
quarters is real cash saving. Yet, at the same time,
performance has improved. That tells us that local
authorities are breaking that cause and eVect.
Mr Bradshaw: It is important one does not conflate
the cost of the incentives with overall waste
management costs. We spend as a country 0.6% of
our GDP on waste management. That compares
with 1% in Germany, 1.2% in the Netherlands. It is
about £120 per household per year now compared
with an EU average of about £200 per year, per
household.

Q250 Chair: Do those figures relate to domestic
waste alone?
Mr Bradshaw: Yes.

Q251 Anne Main: Flies, rats and smells again. We
have had absolute assurances that you feel there is
no health issue. Do you think the Wycombe study is
enough to base that assumption on? We have heard
from Mr Woolas that if something is bagged and it
is all done properly there should be no issues. At the
last evidence session we did have an admittance that
things needed to be double packed in plastic to make
sure things were done okay, possibly washing out
wheelie bins. Really, how practical is that?
Mr Bradshaw: We have to be careful to distinguish
between health and flies. A lot of this is such
common sense. If you have your waste properly
sealed either in bags or containers you are not going
to have the same problems as you are if you do not
and you leave it unbagged or uncontained.

Q252 Anne Main: It is the properly sealed bit we
seem to be stuck on.
Mr Bradshaw: Sure. One of the points that we have
made is that those local authorities that have
introduced alternate weekly collections with wheelie
bin systems rather than bag systems have been more
successful. There is no doubt about it.

Q253 Chair: One of the local authorities that gave
evidence to us said that when you switch from bags
to wheelie bins you start collecting lots more waste
because people can just chuck everything in there
and nobody knows, particularly because the van lifts
it up, not the operatives, so you can have a load of
builders’ rubble stuVed in the bottom of your bin
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and nobody notices it until it is too late and they
have shoved it in. There are disadvantages to bins
versus bags.
Mr Woolas: I would suggest to the Committee that
there are other factors such as the bonus payments
for the binmen and how fast the collection is done,
how many rounds there are, what the shifts are and
whether or not the local authority has a Materials
Recycling Facility (MRF).
Chair: This shows how complicated it is.

Q254 Martin Horwood: The overall waste stream
clearly increased.
Mr Woolas: The eYciency of collection is not
relevant to the frequency of it. One can have good
collection weekly that is not bagged properly. It is
the change that has highlighted this issue. The
underlying problem is of course already there. Every
local authority as we know is dealing with that
problem. Our policy is to improve in this area.
Mr Bradshaw: Local authorities have new powers
under the Clean Neighbourhoods Act to deal with
the kind of contamination issues that Anne Main
was referring to.

Q255 Mr Hands: I have a question about urban
authorities. Mr Bradshaw drew a connection
between rural authorities, the fact that they are
Conservative run and generally have quite high rates
of recycling, perhaps due to AWC. If you look at the
problem in an urban context, say, in my
constituency or other inner city areas where you
have a very large number of people living in flats in
particular, it is not just a problem of who is living in
a flat because a lot of blocks of flats have very good
collections. Say, for example, a social housing
development which will have a chute system or you
can have some private blocks, particularly new
private blocks, that have communal wheelie bins out
the back and that kind of thing. If you look at your
Victorian mansion block kind of construction, it is
extremely diYcult to design something that is going
to work and in terms of AWC it is incredibly
unpopular with people living in that kind of
property. Essentially, these are people who are
having to store their refuse in their own flat for a long
time. It is already very diYcult to do that in a six day
period, if you like, until the next refuse collection.
They are going to have to move that to a 13 day
period. First of all, what consideration has been
given and what calculations have been done of the
number of people in Britain who are living in an
environment where they are storing their refuse in
house, for want of a better term? Secondly, if you do
introduce a new type of collection into the stream—
say, food waste which I think, as you rightly said
could be done and could be very eVective—
obviously the more types of refuse collection you
introduce the more likely it is that your cycle will
lengthen because there is only a certain amount of
local authority collection resource for collecting
materials of all description. If you were to introduce
a separate food scraps or food disposal collection, it
will inevitably move things even further beyond

AWC to perhaps every three weeks. What
consideration has been given to that and, first of all,
to the flats question and those storing in house?
Mr Bradshaw: On your housing stock question, that
is one of the reasons why we think this is a decision
best left to local authorities and why I believe that
there is not a single local authority in London that
has yet gone down the route of alternate weekly
collections. Similarly, on the Continent where there
are much higher levels of recycling and they have
financial incentives. These often do not apply in
areas like Amsterdam, for example, where you have
those sorts of challenges in terms of housing stock.
On the second part of your question, that goes back
to the point I was making earlier about the local
authorities and the systems that they have. Yes, of
course it is more expensive for local authorities to
collect lots of diVerent waste streams from the
kerbside but those that do tend to do so because they
have not invested in expensive MRFs the other end
so they are making a saving the other end. Again, we
think that is a decision that is much better left to
local authorities to decide. There does not seem to be
much point in local authorities that have invested in
MRF technology then going for very complicated
kerbside collection, although there could be a very
strong incentive on them to introduce food waste
collections. That is why we are piloting a number of
those schemes up and down the country as part of
the waste strategy.

Q256 Mr Hands: Nationally, what percentage has
been estimated of the number of people living in
those circumstances because that is obviously a key
consideration. Local authorities will come back to
you in central government and say, “What research
has been done?” It may not be in their local area but
more generally in the impact that could have.
Mr Woolas: The formula grant as it applies to EPCS
and in other areas takes into account the council tax
base, which has some relationship with the type of
property, and more importantly in this regard takes
account of some types of multiple occupancies, such
as student-only households. When we calculate how
to distribute the cake, we do take into account that
factor. I have never had a local authority in an urban
area write to me and say, “Thank you very much.
We have more than suYcient money.” I am sure they
will be reading your words very carefully.
Mr Bradshaw: A lot of the local authorities that have
AWC do not have it in their whole area precisely
because of the point that you are making, Mr Hands,
in that they make a judgment as to which is the
housing stock where it works and which is the
housing stock where it does not.
Chair: Your own local authority when they gave
evidence to us pointed out that for some of the flats
which are above shops and things they provide a
facility where people can take the rubbish to a
nearby collection point, precisely because it is
diYcult for them to get into flats.

Q257 Mr Betts: On the issue of financial incentives,
Sir Michael Lyons in his report supported the
LGA’s request that local authorities should have the
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right to bring in variable charges for refuse
collection. It seems in the waste strategy document
that has been talked about that the Government has
not been prepared to go as far as that. There is talk
about incentives being made available by local
authorities to encourage more recycling. Can you
explain precisely what the Government’s position is
and how it diVers from what the LGA have been
asking for?
Mr Bradshaw: I do not think it does diVer
fundamentally from what the LGA were saying. My
reading of what the LGA were saying was that they
wanted the freedom to have incentive schemes, the
UK being the only member of the EU 15 that
explicitly denied the local authorities that freedom.
They too said that they did not want the overall
burden on the council taxpayer to rise which is why
we have said in the strategy that we think that a
revenue neutral scheme separate from the council
tax system is the one that local authorities should be
free to introduce in their areas should they so want
to. One could make a legal, technical argument that
the original request from the LGA was for new tax-
raising powers. Yes, we rejected that, but the eVect
we hope will be the same in those local authorities
that go down that route in that it will lower costs
overall for householders—that has been the
experience everywhere else—by about 15% overall.
Those who produce least waste will gain and those
who produce most will lose a little bit.

Q258 Mr Betts: It is fair to say that in local
authorities we have taken evidence from there has
been a good deal of scepticism about the workability
of any scheme of variable charging. Is it really going
to persuade someone if they have an incentive of £20
a year to recycle more? People are either going to do
it because they are committed to it or it is required
of them, but it is going to be that sort of sum of
money, is it not? If we are talking about the total low
cost of refuse collection and disposal costs as well in
this country, there is not a lot to play with in that
sense. If it is going to be revenue neutral, does that
mean that, for the incentives that are given to one
family for doing well, there is going to be a penalty
on another for doing badly?
Mr Bradshaw: You are absolutely right to say that
we are not talking about huge amounts of money
here. Some of the rather lurid newspaper reports
before we published our strategy referred to
hundreds of pounds of fines. Where these systems
operate, they tend to make a diVerence of tens of
pounds in what people pay. Your £20 figure is in the
right kind of ballpark. My initial reaction when I
went and studied these schemes in some depth,
which I did in the Netherlands, Denmark, Germany
and a number of other countries that have them, is
that does not sound very much. Surely that is not
much of an incentive, but a little bit of money can be
an incentive to people. If people think that they are
saving 50 pence or a pound a week or a month by
recycling, that has in the experience of these
countries acted as an important incentive to get their
recycling rates up considerably. More importantly
almost than that is to reduce costs overall for the

council taxpayer. Although the system itself will be
revenue neutral in the way it operates, overall it
should save local authorities and council taxpayers
money because it will reduce the overall costs of
waste management by about 15%.

Q259 Mr Betts: Revenue neutral does not mean
there will be penalties as well as incentives?
Mr Bradshaw: In theory, you could imagine a
perfect city where everybody recycled really well and
reduced their residual waste, where because of the
overall saving that was made everybody would gain.
I would find that pretty diYcult to imagine in
practice because there are bound to be people, I am
afraid to say, who just could not care less. Yes, they
will pay a little bit more. If you are talking about
trying to encourage people to do the right thing and
reward people who already are doing the right thing,
who are subsidising people who do not bother to
recycle, that is the point that people do not quite yet
grasp. People who do not give a damn are costing
everybody else who does their best to recycle money
because of the costs of landfill tax to local
authorities.

Q260 Mr Betts: The concern expressed to us is the
administrative cost involved in the system. First of
all, keeping records about who is doing well and who
is not. Secondly, sending letters out to people
informing them why they have a bonus or a penalty
and chasing other people who have a penalty to
collect it from them. There were some fairly cynical
comments about the potential costs of that which
might well go against any savings that might be
achieved by higher recycling rates.
Mr Bradshaw: If you are saying those cynical
comments came from local government, it was the
Local Government Association that asked us to give
them these freedoms, firstly. Secondly, no one is
forcing them to do anything. It is entirely up to them
whether they introduce them. If they do not want to,
that is fine as far as we are concerned. We have
published alongside the waste strategy, which I am
sure you have read over the Whitsun recess, a
detailed regulatory impact assessment of the
financial incentives and a separate document on the
financial incentives outlining a whole range of
schemes that operate that are not necessarily
complicated, that do not have to be computer based.
Even those that may be described as more
complicated, the computer based, weight based, chip
based systems—I would encourage or invite the
Committee if you have time before you publish your
Report to go and examine some of these and how
they work in other countries—are not complicated.
They are very simple. There are ones that are even
simpler like the simple bag system where you pay for
a bag or how regularly your waste is collected, or the
size of the bin. There are four or five diVerent
systems that operate successfully in virtually every
other country of Europe and north America and it
does not seem to me inconceivable that they might
operate successfully here too if local authorities
want to try them out.
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Q261 Mr Betts: You just mentioned the “could not
give a damn brigade” who are not going to do it
unless somebody forces them to. If they suddenly get
faced with the possibility of additional costs, are
they not likely to put the black bag in the boot of the
car and dump it in a layby somewhere on the
motorway or wherever?
Mr Bradshaw: That is one of the reasons, first of all,
why we have attached a number of conditions to
local authorities who might want to go down the
route of incentives, including an eVective fly tipping
and anti-littering strategy, helped and aided by the
new powers and measures in the Clean
Neighbourhoods Act which have vastly increased
the maximum prison sentence and fines for fly
tipping. There has been an almost doubling in
prosecutions as a result of that by the Environment
Agency. The experience in other countries that have
introduced these is that there can be initially the kind
of problems that you refer to but once good
strategies are in place to tackle this often the systems
are self-policing as well.

Q262 Martin Horwood: On revenue neutrality, I am
not absolutely sure if you really meant this but you
said that the scheme itself was going to be one of
incentives that were revenue neutral and that was
separate from the overall cost of collection. How can
that possibly be? If there are incentives being paid
out, there must be balancing charges somewhere.
You must be talking about a combined system of
incentives and penalties. Otherwise, how can it
possibly be revenue neutral?
Mr Bradshaw: What I was trying to describe to you
is that, separate from the council tax through which
people already pay for their waste collection and
disposal, local authorities can introduce an incentive
scheme whereby they can devise systems themselves
where council taxpayers get a rebate at the end of the
year if they have recycled more and produced less
residual waste, or they get a further charge. It is a
separate charge from the council tax. Similarly, the
rebate they get will be in the form of a cheque or a
voucher of some kind. Because the overall costs to
local authorities of increasing recycling and
reducing residual waste mean that their overall costs
will fall, the local authority can then decide whether
to reduce the council tax or spend the money it saves
on other things, but that is separate from the
incentive scheme.

Q263 Mr Hands: I have two questions on incentives.
The first is, in terms of the incentives, whether there
is potential for these to discriminate against families
or larger households. Obviously a family is far more
likely to get charged and far less likely to be given a
rebate. That is the first question: how do you get
around that and how might local authorities do that?
The second is who would be expected to pay for the
technology in terms of chipping or the weighing
machines or whatever is going to be needed to police
these schemes? That is presumably also going to
have to come out of the revenue? Has there been any
estimate of the costs involved to local authorities?

Mr Bradshaw: Yes. All of those estimates are in the
RIA and the document on financial incentives. A
summary of them is that the benefits we estimate to
local authorities will very quickly more than
compensate for any initial costs. I think I am right in
saying that even for those local authorities that
started from scratch—i.e., have none of the
technology already in place—the savings should
compensate for the costs within a year. If my oYcials
think that is wrong, they will correct me in the form
of a note, please. On the issue of families, one of the
other conditions we have attached to local
authorities wanting to go down this route is that they
should have strategies in place to protect vulnerable
groups, which include large families with children.
Again, these strategies exist perfectly successfully in
other countries that operate these incentive schemes.

Q264 Chair: Mr Woolas, do you have a comment on
the investment of local authorities in upgrading their
technology?
Mr Woolas: Clearly there are two factors from our
point of view. The first is the infrastructure and the
second is the revenue. This is part of the analysis that
we have referred to before with the LGA. One of the
advantages of not ring fencing formula grant is that
savings that are made through achieving recycling
can be put into both capital and revenue. In the
comprehensive spending review, part of our analysis
is to look at not just the revenue but the capital costs
as well. It is worth emphasising the point that Ben
makes, which is that the relationship of the incentive
scheme is separate to the council tax itself. It is
possible of course that the incentive will appear in
the form of a rebate on the bill, but it will not be part
of the council tax calculation.

Q265 Mr Hands: Do you think the creation of Joint
Waste Authorities would benefit refuse collection or
would they mean the loss of autonomy and
democratic accountability?
Mr Woolas: The idea of a Joint Waste Authority
comes first and foremost from local authorities. It is
to my mind surprising that current legislation does
not allow for the creation of a joint collection and
disposal authority. There are of course already in
existence Joint Waste Disposal Authorities. Some of
the largest public authorities in the country are
those, where authorities across geographical
boundaries cooperate. There are four in London.
There is one in Greater Manchester and so on. There
is no evidence of lack of democratic accountability
in those authorities. I readily accept that they are
perhaps not at the forefront of the public’s mind
when they go to the ballot box. Surprise, surprise. I
suppose we should be glad they are not. There are
precedents. Fire authorities are often joint
authorities where there are diVerent councils that
come together. Police authorities similarly. There
are two points: the pressure from local authorities in
two tier areas in particular and, secondly, that there
are joint disposal authorities. Obviously a council in
pooling its sovereignty as it were has to take a
decision as to whether it wants to commit itself for
that period of time as defined in the authority’s
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agreement and what the consequences are of that but
we see no reason why we should not create a
permissive regime to allow the creation of Joint
Waste Authorities. The argument over the decades
as to what is wrong with two tier authorities and the
proponents of unitary authorities—I am not here to
argue for that case; that is up to local authorities—
use the example of the separation of waste collection
at district level and waste disposal at council level as
the strongest argument for improvement.

Q266 Mr Hands: This is just a quick question about
your presumption in favour of local choice. Why is
the Government so dead set then against Ken
Livingstone’s plans to have a single London waste
authority? That would seem to be juxtaposed with
your permissive regime on Joint Waste Authorities.
Mr Woolas: I could give DCLG reasons but the
policy lead on that area is Defra.

Q267 Chair: Is it? Is there a diVerence of opinion
between the two departments?
Mr Woolas: Certainly not.

Q268 Chair: In that case there is no reason why you
should not give the answer.
Mr Woolas: The reason is that I cannot remember
what it was.
Mr Bradshaw: I can. The reasons are many and
complex but they are basically the same as the
reasons why the London boroughs of all political
persuasions also oppose it. We believe firstly that the
disruption that would be caused by such
reorganisation is not sensible at a time where we are
going to be stretched to meet our landfill targets of
2010 and 2013. We are confident we will for 2010 but
2013 is challenging. London is doing pretty well on
landfill diversion but not so well on recycling. We
think the disruption caused by that would not be
helpful. Secondly, it goes in the opposite direction to
the one that Phil has just been describing on joining
up better waste disposal and waste collection, just at
a time when we are encouraging a more integrated
approach between waste collection and waste
disposal. To separate those two out in London,
which is what the Mayor was requesting, does not
seem to us to make a great deal of sense.

Q269 Martin Horwood: I come from Gloucestershire
where we have a two tier authority struggling to
make the joint waste collection and recycling work
mainly because there does not seem to be clear
enough guidance on who banks which landfill
credits and who has the contract and things like this.
I do think there are problems with going to waste
authorities which, like police authorities, might then
be able to bump up precepts without direct,
democratic control, but do not the existing
arrangements need more guidance and support if
they are to work within democratic authorities?
Mr Woolas: Yes. In the Local Government Bill in
the creation of the power to create Joint Waste
Authorities, one of the arguments we put to the
Standing Committee was the point that you quite
rightly make, in our view. The benefits of pooling

have to be based on an agreement and some of the
most complicated contracts in local government are
in this area. The largest public sector procurement
contract in our country is to do with waste disposal
and it is an agreement between local authorities. The
answer is yes, you have to have those agreements
spelled out.

Q270 Martin Horwood: They know that but the
diYculty is coming to an agreement on who pays
for what.
Mr Woolas: That is absolutely right but we are, we
believe, a government that is pursuing a responsible
devolutionary approach and there is a balance
between central government dictating what the
terms and conditions of joint contracts should be
and allowing local authorities to reach agreement.
There is nothing compulsory in the Joint Waste
Authority legislation.

Q271 Martin Horwood: You are not talking about
going down the line of authorities like police
authorities having the right to levy their own
precepts?
Mr Woolas: No. There is no proposal whatsoever
for a Joint Waste Authority precept.
Mr Bradshaw: I am sorry that the voluntary system
does not work very well in Gloucestershire. It does
work well in other parts of the country but for that
very reason we are giving local authorities the
freedom in the Bill to set up statutory joint
authorities if they want to, to provide the kind of
long term strategic, financial certainty, not least for
the contractual arrangements they are making with
the private sector.

Q272 Sir Paul Beresford: Your new Planning White
Paper talks about incinerators, MRFs and all the
rest of it. One of the diYculties, not with MRFs but
with incinerators, is that it is technology that is
changing. It is out of date and in some ways there is
a movement in Europe away from incinerators.
Incinerators, when you build them, last 20, 25 or 30
years and some of us are looking at the prospect of
incinerators based on the collection and recycling
rates now with the anticipation in 20 years’ time of
having to feed the darn things because the contracts
are there.
Mr Bradshaw: I would say what is out of date, Chair,
is the approach of some of the green NGOs to waste
to energy. It is not the case that countries on the
Continent are moving away from waste to energy.
Far from it. Many of those countries, like Germany,
Denmark, the Netherlands, Belgium, have far
higher levels of recycling than we do, and also have
far higher levels of using waste to create renewable,
clean energy. You are right to say that the
technology has changed dramatically. This energy
generation is now far cleaner than it ever has been. It
is much cleaner than power generation, for example,
and the waste strategy does envisage—

Q273 Sir Paul Beresford: What alternatives have
come through?
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Mr Bradshaw: Alternatives are coming through all
the time. There are all sorts of alternatives. There are
a number of waste to energy technologies and, when
you look carefully at the waste strategy, you will see
that we outline those, and although we are generally
technology-neutral, we do say, as we have already
discussed, that there are strong arguments for
anaerobic digestion and we think there are also very
strong arguments for combined heat and power for
climate change reasons, but there is no doubt that we
will have to increase the level of waste to energy in
this country from about 10% at the moment to 25%.
It will still be far lower than most other European
countries and lower than we thought it would have
to be in the waste strategy 2000 because we have
done so well on recycling.

Q274 Mr Betts: Can I follow up the waste to energy
situation? SheYeld has a very big investment in
incinerator projects. It is one of the lead authorities
in the country and has now had European Union
grants completely reinvested in a new incinerator.
The very fact that the incinerator is there means that
you have to feed it. You have a contract with an
operator and, in the end, you have to have a certain
balance of waste going into it to get the calorific
values up. Does that not almost inevitably mean that
there will be some things that could be recycled that
will end up going in the incinerator even though that
would have benefits maybe in terms of overall use
of waste?
Mr Bradshaw: That is one of the reasons why, again,
you will see in the waste strategy that we have
indicated for the first time that we might actually
introduce a ban on certain materials going to landfill
altogether, which has been common practice in some
continental countries, to try to avoid that
happening.

Q275 Chair: Can you explain why banning it going
into landfill would stop recyclables being
incinerated?
Mr Bradshaw: No, we would have a landfill ban on
certain materials that would then have to be recycled
and, if they could not be recycled, only then could
they be incinerated.

Q276 Chair: That is the diYculty. How would you
stop the recyclables being incinerated?
Mr Bradshaw: We do not have the capacity at the
moment in this country to incinerate a lot of stuV,
which is why we are still sending far too much stuV
to landfill. If you do not mind me saying so, you have
skewed the argument round the wrong way. We, as
a country, are third worst in the European Union for
landfill. Only Portugal and Greece are worse. We
still send two-thirds of our waste to landfill. That is
environmentally totally unacceptable in the future
for the reasons that I am sure everybody here
understands. We are going to have to massively
increase our recycling levels. We are also going to
have to expand our energy from waste from 10%
currently to 25%. What we send to which solution
will depend on the calorific value. For example,
there are very strong arguments for wood to be used

for incineration because, in climate change terms,
that is the most sensible thing to do with it, to
generate energy from it rather than to even recycle it
in many cases, let alone send it to landfill. So we are
developing a more materials-based approach, as you
will see when you read the waste strategy.

Q277 Mr Betts: Therefore you have to have some
sort of government direction for local authorities
because, where you have a local authority which has
its own method of dealing with its waste and
incinerator, then it has to feed that incinerator from
its own sources in order to comply with the contracts
it has with the private operator of the incinerator. It
might well be that that authority could recycle more
and take on board somebody else’s waste which is
currently going to landfill and incinerate it, if that is
what you are suggesting might be a way forward, but
it almost then seems to move away from each local
authority coming to its own solution about what is
right for its area and fitting into a more general
national picture, which surely the Government has a
responsibility for leading on.
Mr Bradshaw: No, local authorities are free to draw
up whatever contracts they wish with incinerator
operators. Some, as you rightly say, have agreed
contracts which require a minimum amount of
material to be sent through that process and others
have not. That is up to them.

Q278 Sir Paul Beresford: Being realistic, it is not
likely the contractor is going to accept the sort of
contract that obviously the local authorities want,
with greater freedom.
Mr Bradshaw: That is not the case. If you speak to
the waste industry, it is entirely up to local
authorities.

Q279 Sir Paul Beresford: I cannot see an incinerator
manufacturer and user, say, in my area, where they
are down to put up two incinerators—God knows
why—which would consume far more than the 25%
of the waste that you are talking about as a target.
We are going to end up in Surrey in 20-25 years’
time, perhaps even 15, with the prospect that has
been set out by Clive Betts of us having to feed the
blasted thing.
Mr Bradshaw: That would again be counter to the
economic logic, which is that it is more expensive to
incinerate recyclable materials, so why do it when
you can recycle them and make money out of it?
Sir Paul Beresford: Because of the contract to feed it.

Q280 Martin Horwood: There are some new forms of
incineration, like gas plasma. I am not quite sure
how they compare in terms of energy recovery with
traditional incineration but they certainly produce
more recyclable, reusable material and less toxic
waste. How does your waste strategy distinguish
between the two? How are we going to encourage
those kinds of new, more environmentally friendly
technologies at the expense of the older, dirtier ones
of incineration?
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Mr Bradshaw: We are keen on encouraging all new
environmentally friendly technologies but there also
have to be issues of cost and practicality here. I think
I am right in saying that the technology you refer to
is one of the ones that is involved in research that we
are supporting, but at the moment it is not one that
is likely to be commercially deployable on a large
scale in the near future.

Q281 Martin Horwood: How do you distinguish?
Mr Bradshaw: We have not distinguished between
diVerent forms of generating energy from waste in
the waste strategy except that, for the first time, we
have drawn forward as a preference combined heat
and power as a technology because we think that
makes sense, and anaerobic digestion, but we have
not, I believe, favoured any other form of
technology, either because we do not think there are
very strong arguments in its favour either way or
because we do not believe it is suYciently developed
to be deployable in a practical way.

Q282 Martin Horwood: Without having to be
specific about the precise technology, you are saying
there is nothing in policy that would distinguish
between diVerent forms of incineration that had
lower or higher carbon emissions or lower or higher
levels of toxic waste?
Mr Bradshaw: No, that is not what I am saying. I just
said exactly the opposite, which is why we are
favouring combined heat and power.

Q283 Chair: Can I finally, Ministers, turn to a couple
of points that have come up during our
investigation, which relate to the reliability of the
data. The first one you will be very familiar with, Mr
Bradshaw, which is the London issue about
commercial waste. I noticed you said that London is
doing quite well in diverting stuV from landfill. The
Mayor’s contention, as you know, is that a number
of boroughs that were previously collecting
commercial waste and charging for it have divested
themselves of those commercial contracts, thus
giving themselves a lot of headroom, and that
commercial waste is now being collected by private
waste disposal people and going straight to landfill,
but is not counted within the figures. Is the Mayor
correct? Do you actually have the figures for what is
happening to commercial waste not collected
through London boroughs but in London, and how
much of that commercial waste is in fact going to
landfill?
Mr Bradshaw: We are not aware that any London
authorities are knowingly pricing themselves out of
the commercial waste sector, which I think was the
allegation that has been made.

Q284 Chair: One of the allegations.
Mr Bradshaw: One of the allegations that has been
made. However, the Environment Agency is
currently carrying out a detailed audit of 24 local
authorities, and will audit all local authorities over
the next few years. If they discover the kind of

problems that have been alleged to exist, we will take
appropriate action, including the potential options
to impose penalties and/or suspend authorities from
LATS trading, depending on the circumstances.

Q285 Chair: Your Department will have seen the
figures that the Mayor of London provided to us in
his submission, which showed a number of
authorities where the amount of waste had gone
down extraordinarily, leading to the suggestion that
that waste was in fact now going through
commercial operators. Can you provide any data
which challenges those figures from the Mayor?
Mr Bradshaw: We can say that we do not think those
figures should be relied upon because there was a
change in the way that the figures were calculated
from 2004-05 to 2005-06 and it is much more reliable
to go on the 2005-06 figures. Is it the 17%, the figure
that you are referring to overall?

Q286 Chair: One of the boroughs—we cannot quite
remember which one—went from some very large
figure to nought. That does not seem likely to be
simply to do with a change in the way of
calculating it.
Mr Bradshaw: I will have to write to you about that
particular case. The other point which I think it is
important to make is that, even if the 17% figure
overall that has been quoted is correct, we are still
only talking about a very small proportion of the
overall municipal waste stream but clearly, if there
have been problems, they are being investigated and
they will be acted on.

Q287 Chair: We accept that LATS only applies to
municipal waste but, from the point of view of UK
plc, it does not really matter if the waste has been
reclassified from being municipal to being not
municipal; it is still going into landfill. That is the
issue, and certainly, from the data that the Mayor
gave to us, it looked probable that that might be
happening and the Department appeared not to
have suYciently clear data that it could rebut those
allegations.
Mr Bradshaw: We certainly hope to acquire that
data in the next month or so, and we will let you have
it as soon as we have it.

Q288 Chair: That would be very helpful. The second
issue is to do with green waste and the debate as to
whether authorities should be collecting green waste
at all or should be encouraging members of the
public to recycle it at source through their own
compost heap or wormery or whatever, and whether
you had any evidence that some authorities had
started collecting green waste in order to improve
their recycling figures, which, again, would be a
dodge and not reflecting reality.
Mr Bradshaw: First of all, home composting and
home shredding is best of all. If householders do not
want to do that or cannot do it because they do not
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have any outside space, there are certainly good
environmental reasons for local authorities to collect
garden waste rather than for it to be burnt in garden
bonfires, which not only is not great for the
atmosphere but can be a pretty big nuisance to
neighbours and so forth. We welcome the fact that
more local authorities are collecting garden waste.
However, you are right to suggest that there is a
correlation between higher recycling figures and
high levels of garden waste collection, which is one
of the reasons, to go back to a point that Mr Hands
raised earlier, that in rural and suburban areas there
are generally higher levels of recycling—this is a
generalisation—because more authorities can
collect more garden waste easily. Garden waste is
easy and cheap to collect. It is easy for the
householder to separate. I would not go so far as to
say that local authorities are deliberately
introducing garden waste collections to get their
figures up, but there is no doubt that for those that
have introduced garden waste figures, it has helped
get their figures up, which is one of the reasons that,
when we look at what is going to replace the current
weight-based recycling targets we have for local
authorities, which run out next year, we are going to
be looking at the specific issue of garden waste and
whether we need to change the incentives from a
weight-based system for local authorities to a more
climate change, carbon emissions-based system for
local authorities.

Q289 Chair: Because presumably, if people were
previously composting their garden waste on-site
and the authority is now picking it up, transporting
it and then composting it somewhere else, that is in
fact increasing carbon emissions, not reducing them.
Mr Bradshaw: Yes, but, as a keen home composter
myself, I would find it inconceivable that anyone
who had a compost heap would ever want to get rid
of it because it is such an environmental thing to do,
and it is good for your garden, apart from anything
else. However, if you do not do it or do not want to
do it or do not like the idea of it, it is good if your
local authority collects the waste and it is good if the
local authority then composts the waste, which
many do, rather than sending that waste to landfill
because, of course, garden waste is biodegradable, it
creates methane so, after food waste, it is probably
the least good waste to go to landfill because of the
methane impact.

Q290 Chair: I have a subsidiary question. Are
municipal authorities that do not have any garden
waste, or not much, being penalised by the LATS
system because more will be going to landfill?
Mr Bradshaw: No, because the level of LATS will
have been set based on historic performance. I do
not think we have any evidence that they have been
penalised in that way but, as I say, the garden waste
issue is one that we are addressing when we revise
our recycling targets when they run out next year.
Chair: Thank you both very much.
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Written evidence

Memorandum by City of Lincoln Council (RC 1)

The City of Lincoln Council is a Waste Collection Authority operating in an area of two-tier local
government.

The Ways in Which Local Authorities Collect and Measure Waste

Collection methods: the contribution made to waste minimisation by the timing, frequency and type of collection
in both urban and rural areas and in areas characterised by diVering housing types, such as flats

The City of Lincoln Council has recently introduced a new collection service based on the use of twin
wheeled bins and alternate weekly collections (AWC). This has had the eVect of raising the amount diverted
to recycling from 40–50 tonnes per week to 150–200 tonnes per week.

As well as increasing the diversion of waste going for recycling this change has also had the eVect of
reducing the residual waste going to landfill. The downside is that this recycling material requires transport
to a Materials Reclamation Facility (MRF), although this impact will reduce when a new MRF opens in
Lincoln next year.

In the inner city areas the council has issued smaller bins to take account of reduced storage and narrower
pavements, and retained a weekly collection for waste whilst operating AWC for recycling. Material for
recycling outside the bin will be taken if it is clearly marked as such.

Communal bins for both recycling and waste have been introduced at flats across the City and these have
been both welcomed and well used by residents.

The aim has been to make recycling accessible and easy for residents to use and understand. This is
considered to be the key to public engagement, and for that reason the Council rejected multi-box and/or
coloured bag separation schemes as being diYcult for the majority of residents to operate.

The service change has meant that the combined BVPI recycling/composting performance has gone up
from 29% in the last full year to 39% last quarter this year and is expected to top 45% in a full year. Therefore
the Council now comfortably exceeds its BVPI target, is making a significant contribution to the
achievement of the LAA stretch target and is well on the way toward meeting the new 50% target for 2010.

As well as introducing AWC the Council has also adopted a policy of not accepting side waste as
minimisation measure, and in eVect placed a weekly limit on that which will be removed from each
household.

Joint working, cost sharing and the potential for co-operation between waste collection authorities.

The City of Lincoln Council worked on a joint procurement project with three other districts in
2003–04–05, which ultimately failed to produce the intended outcome of a combined collection contract.

The approach taken appeared to follow the best practice that was available at the time. It included a
member/oYcer steering committee, engagement with the OYce of the Deputy Prime Minister and through
them with the Partnership Beacon Council, use of 4P’s documentation which has since been adopted as the
OGC standard, separate supporting oYcer groups from legal, finance and waste, and consultancy support
and expertise wherever necessary.

Joint procurement is not as simple as it is sometimes promoted. The problems that proved insurmountable
included:

— the position of DLO’s in the two councils that had them in terms of bidding for the contract and
then TUPE costs, especially those related to “open” and “closed” pension schemes;

— diVerent specification requirements between an urban authority and three rural authorities;

— diVerent collection methodologies in use across the WCAs; and

— cost sharing and pooling of budgets where in the final tender submissions there were clear winners
and losers amongst the WCAs.

This case has been shared via the IDeA website, and more information can be supplied about this if
required. It clearly highlighted that joint tendering is a diYcult area for local authorities.
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The Contribution Collection Methods May Make Towards Waste Minimisation, Effective
Recycling and the Reduction of Waste Going to Landfill and Incineration. Topics Which may be
Considered Within this Include

Collection methodology in terms of both the means and the frequency of collection can contribute toward
waste minimisation. In a lot of respects some of the problems we now have are related to local government
having in the past become almost too eYcient at collecting anything residents cared to put out and then
simply burying it. The mindset that has been created now needs to be changed, and placing a restriction on
what will be taken and when it will be collected is one way of doing that.

However, a balance needs to be struck in terms of acknowledging that waste will still be produced and
there is a need to create a situation where residents resort to flytipping.

Information programmes: how the Department of Communities and Local Government and local authorities
can contribute to reducing the amount of waste reaching collection through providing information to households,
consumers and producers

There is an on-going need to provide information to the public about the need to reduce the amount of
waste that is produced, and the opportunity is enhanced by growing awareness of the issues related to
climate change.

There is also a need for a change in attitude by residents to accept responsibility for the waste they
produce, and see it as their problem and not that of their local authority (see comment above re eYciency
of previous collection regimes).

This attitude also needs to more widely encompass the view that waste is a resource needing to be re-used
rather than simply thrown away.

Finally there is a need to accept that waste is a lifestyle issue, and that lifestyles are going to need to change.
The use of real nappies as opposed to disposables is a classic example of a lifestyle issue. To this end given
that most people are going to continue to shop at supermarkets this lifestyle change will need to be driven
by the reduction of packaging at source.

There is no doubt that the national recycling campaign advertisements have been noticed, and this
approach must be continued.

In Lincolnshire the Waste Partnership has both a sub-group of recycling oYcers and a separate Waste
Engagement Group to work on combined approaches to waste minimisation, recycling and publicity. This
year all seven districts and the county have joined the WRAP home composting scheme to jointly promote
the benefits that this important waste minimisation scheme can have.

Technology: the contribution of collection technologies to waste minimisation, reduction and setting

Technology has a role to play in ensuring that such packaging that is used is easy to recycle and avoids
the use of complex combinations of materials. There is also some further scope in the search for the current
holy grail of the supermarkets to make packaging that is biodegradable. However, this needs to be
approached with some care to ensure that what the packaging degrades in to is not in itself harmful to the
environment!

How Decisions Taken by Local Authorities about Collection/Disposal Methods Aid or Constrain
Future Collection Methods and Minimisation. Topics Which may be Considered Within this
Include

Planning for future sorting, collection and disposal facilities

The collection methodology and treatment infrastructure need to compliment each other and avoid
sending mixed messages to the public. There is a real risk that if the Waste Disposal Authority (WDA) opts
for energy from waste (EfW) then this can be seen as a disincentive to Waste Collection Authority (WCA)
schemes to promote and encourage recycling.

This co-ordination is clearly easier to achieve in areas of unitary government, but it can work in two-tier
areas as well. In Lincolnshire the City WCA and the County WDA have worked closely together over a
period of 18 months to procure a MRF that has been designed to meet both the current needs and the future
aspirations of the WCA.

This joint approach resulted from consideration early in the process of the need to co-ordinate collection
and treatment, and a formal “Memorandum of Understanding” on joint working was agreed. Once
completed this facility will be available to other WCAs within Lincolnshire.

This process has not restricted the WDA from working toward an EfW solution for the residual waste,
but through the Waste Engagement Group (see above) the two approaches are being promoted as
complimenting each other and being diVerent parts of dealing with the overall waste problem, as neither on
its’ own represents a total solution.
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Therefore all the WCAs have introduced recycling systems using their own locally developed approaches
and procured vehicles and bins/boxes/sacks as required, whilst still being able to support the WDA approach
to residual treatment.

Financing. Topics Which may be Considered Within this Include

The funding of waste collection, including the implications of variable charging for waste collection

The issue of variable charging is one that needs careful consideration. Some authorities will embrace it,
whilst others will oppose it on principle, and that will in turn introduce the prospect of yet another aspect
of the postcode lottery as to what service is provided to residents. This is already very clearly in evidence for
recycling collections with a large number of variations in operation around the country.

There is also the issue that refuse collection is regarded as the one service that all residents consider they
get for their council tax. Experience at promotional roadshows in Lincoln has shown that there is little real
understanding of the actual costs involved in paying for waste services.

Therefore there may only be a small reduction in actual council tax bills, with this being lost entirely within
a few years due to annual inflationary rise. Therefore the risk is that the introduction of variable charging
will be seen as yet another “stealth” tax. This in turn could lead to the whole eVort to reduce waste being
discredited or at the very least drowned out in the clamour against the variable charging scheme.

The practicality of waste charging by weight will be diYcult to monitor, and raises the spectre of either
locked bins (which would reduce crew productivity to an unacceptable level) or that of disputes where
residents accuse others of putting waste in their bins. The solution is to revert to collections of bins from the
back door, but again that would seriously impact on productivity especially if there was a perceived
requirement to return the bins in those areas using them.

A pay-per-lift is another option, but this is hardly complementary to the ethos of waste reduction, as it
will encourage residents to fill their bins to get maximum value from the service.

There is also the risk that such a scheme would adversely impact on those least able to aVord to pay for
this service, with possible health impacts if waste is retained on a property or only a portion of it presented
each collection.

A further issue is that of the cost of introducing this methodology. The chips are being quoted at as much
as £3.50 retrofitted to existing bins, and when the City of Lincoln Council considered the issue of fitting chips
to bins none of the chip suppliers would give any guarantee as to the longetivity of their product due to the
violence to which they are exposed during the bin emptying cycle.

There is a further danger that flytipping (which is already a problem in rural and urban areas) will increase
as people seek to avoid paying for the service. The existence of powers to fine people for this activity is
unlikely to act as a deterrent as the likelihood of being caught is very small. There is a lot of countryside out
there, and in a rural county such as Lincolnshire there is an absolute plethora of small country roads where
illegal tipping could and indeed already does) take place.

Whilst it would be easier to control in urban areas where there are established smoke-free zones, there is
the prospect that in rural areas there would be a sharp increase in the incidence of waste burning as an
alternative to paying for a collection service.

The variable charging approach is being widely touted as the solution to the waste issue, but in reality it
is anything but the panacea it is being made out to be. Investigating behind the bright headlines of the success
of the trial schemes tends to produce a more balanced outlook in terms of success and failure.

Comparative evidence of how charging aVects the minimisation behaviour of businesses who pay for removal
of commercial waste

The City of Lincoln Council does not operate any commercial waste services, as a private contractor
undertakes our refuse collection and there are a number of other waste companies who operate in this area.

Contact with some businesses has revealed a viewpoint that says recycling collections should be free as
there is no need to dispose of the waste but instead the money to cover the collection service should be made
from recycling the materials. This leads to the bizarre situation where companies are prepared to pay for
waste to be thrown away but are not prepared to pay for it to be recycled.

If this attitude is repeated across the country and is not just unique to Lincoln then it reveals a need for
some serious education and awareness-raising, and the possibility of some form of tax break being oVered
in a future budget to encourage recycling as opposed to disposal.
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Memorandum by The National Organisation of Residents Associations (RC 2)

Introduction

This document summarises the views expressed by member organisations of the National Organisation
(previously The Network) of Residents Associations (NORA) following a circular seeking their experience.
NORA’s membership covers most of England from Canterbury to Newcastle-on-Tyne and from Cornwall,
Southampton to Bristol and Leeds. This widespread membership led to the recent change of NORA’s title,
which recognises it represents a wide range of residents.

The Inquiry Announcement highlights four key areas in Refuse Collection. The views expressed here are
those detailing the experience of residents but they are mostly anecdotal, since members do not have access
to hard data collected by local authorities. Nevertheless they do encompass the problems of Refuse
Collection and some of the adverse results of recent legislation and the economic pressures placed upon local
authorities both by budget restraints and penalties imposed upon them by EC regulation.

Residents still regard the collection and disposal of refuse of all types as a responsibility of local
authorities, primarily because they consider it a key element in their duty to ensure that the environment is
clean, healthy, hygienic and safe and so protecting the community from diseases associated with dirt and
vermin. The need to ensure that the environment is attractive and safe by removing litter from the streets is
also seen as a duty of the local authority.

Residents see Refuse Collection and Disposal as a vital service for the whole community. Ensuring the
health and safety of its citizens has always been considered a prime responsibility of local authorities.
Accordingly its funding has always been understood to be guaranteed by the taxes paid to local authorities
currently in the form of the Council Tax. To impose extra taxes for the collection of domestic waste will be
seen as punitive and a retrograde step, and is unlikely to foster co-operation.

It is hoped that this written evidence oVered to the Select Committee is helpful in providing the picture
as seen by those subject to the Refuse Collection process in contrast to the picture as seen by those
responsible for its collection and disposal. NORA would be prepared to oVer oral evidence should the Select
Committee decide that it would be helpful.

Collection Methods

Most areas provide three main systems of Refuse Collection.

There is house-to-house collection everywhere, large sites where residents can take their refuse and smaller
sites for re-cycled refuse adjacent to residential areas.

In the recent past house-to-house collection was mostly at least weekly, and there was no separation of
the types of refuse, which was all deposited in large vehicles by refuse collectors. Dustbins were initially just
dustbins, then refuse sacks were supplied to line them and in recent years Wheelie bins were issued by local
authorities to minimise the risks of injury to refuse collectors, a positive consequence of the Health & Safety
legislation.

With re-cycling being promoted, the majority of residents have been separating waste paper, metal, glass
and garden waste from kitchen waste. How and where they store it is highly dependent on the nature of their
dwelling and how convenient is the access to the nearest re-cycling site.

The provision of several containers for re-cycled materials, the introduction of selective collections of the
diVerent types of waste, the frequency of such collections and the penalties for non-compliance with the
imposed regimes has caused serious problems for many residents. The times of collection can present
problems for households where all members are out at work.

Waste Control

We are all concerned to reduce landfill and incineration as a means of waste disposal, but in our view
persuasion rather than threatening penalties is the democratic way forward. Make it easy and the public will
respond. Penalise the public and they will resort to fly-tipping and covert incineration, both damaging to
the environment. The problem of packaging and the free provision of plastic bags is not in the interest of
reducing domestic waste. The Irish tax on plastic bags could be used with benefit.

The provision of separate containers, easy access to local re-cycling sites and reliable, frequent waste
collection from dwellings all persuade residents to reduce the quantity of refuse needing disposal by landfill.
Problems arise when dwellings lack facilities to store the containers and when re-cycling sites are not
convenient. Also the minority of households with children in nappies and the physically disabled have
problems with storage and access to re-cycling facilities. The elderly can have problems managing heavy
containers filled with bottles, paper and cans.
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Using “technology” to measure the quantity and quality of waste is in its infancy, but if it were to become
widespread it may be counter-productive because such surveillance can cause oVence as well as not being
cost-eVective. In apartment blocks, that have communal refuse containers, it would be impossible to identify
those residents responsible for undue quantities or inappropriate quality of waste, so the imposition of fines
or charges on the management would be improper and grossly unfair.

Waste Sorting

The financial constraints on local authorities have persuaded many to reduce the frequency of kitchen
waste to fortnightly. This has led to problems with oVensive smells and vermin in many town centres
especially where the density of population is high.

The separation of waste into the types that can be re-cycled is labour-intensive. Certainly separation of
green waste from kitchens and gardens for composting in dwellings with gardens is eVective, and the
fortnightly collection by local authorities for composting on fields is worth while and appreciated by those
with gardens.

The separation of paper, metal and bottles made of glass and plastic can be organised, but since much of
it is exported in large containers to the Far East where separation is also undertaken, it may be unnecessary
to be so concerned to sort the waste here.

The key to success is the ready access to sites for disposal of bottles, paper and metal in residential areas,
and the reliable frequent collection of any waste that cannot be re-cycled.

Funding

At present most local authorities only charge for the collection and disposal of commercial waste, and the
only charge imposed on residents is for the separate collection of large unwanted white goods. It has been
taken for granted that the collection of other waste from dwellings is funded entirely by the Council tax.

The prospect of charges for the collection of waste from households would be regarded as an extra tax.
Most Council taxpayers do not see the collection of refuse as a subject for the imposition of another tax,
rather they see it as an obligatory component of their Council tax.

Problems

Several local authorities have instituted fortnightly collections of domestic waste as a response to the need
for the separate collection of re-cycled materials without increasing the cost of collection. This reduction in
service causes serious problems for a significant section of society, and is at the expense of the community,
its health and safety.

NORA members have reported that fortnightly domestic waste collection results in oVensive smells when
Wheelie bins are used, and also makes it more likely that bin bags are torn open by various animals and
birds attracted by rotting waste. There is an increase in vermin in the form of foxes, rats and flies, which are
also attracted by rotting waste. Fly-tipping continues to be a continuing nuisance especially in suburban
areas and adds an unreasonable expense for local authorities.

Those with small children in nappies living in cramped conditions have serious problems with domestic
waste that cannot be re-cycled. As a minority group they are not vocal and do not attract attention to their
plight. Many of the physically disabled and the elderly may be unable to cope with the several containers.

There is a major problem in those university towns where many properties in a street and even whole areas
have been converted into Houses of Multiple Occupancy for use by students, whose concern to manage their
refuse is limited. Such areas need weekly collections of refuse otherwise the whole area becomes a refuse
dump and so altering the environment as to turn the area into a slum. Education may help, but weekly
collections are essential to preserve a safe and healthy environment.

In recent years many town and city centres have seen the development of under-used property and land
by conversion into flats. Many of these dwellings are small with little or no facilities for the storage of refuse
indoors, and, unless adequate provision for outdoor storage is available, there is nowhere for re-cycled
material or re-cycling containers to be stored. If residents, who live in this type of accommodation, are to
contribute to the reduction in waste for landfill, it is vital that they enjoy weekly collections of refuse and
have close at hand sites for the disposal of re-cyclable waste.

Now that many householders are all out at work when refuse collection takes place, the problem of the
storage of numerous refuse containers during their absence becomes a problem. The imposition of penalties
for this custom and the exacting of charges in addition to the Council tax for the collection and disposal of
waste from residential dwellings is likely to be resented, and may result in increased fly-tipping and covert
incineration, both highly undesirable methods of disposal and far more destructive of the environment than
disposal by landfill.
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Memorandum by Chichester District Council (CDC) (RC 3)

1. Introduction

1.1 Chichester District Council lies within West Sussex comprising an area of 300 square miles of mainly
rural disrict with approximately 52,000 households and a population of around 112,000.

2. Current Service

2.1 The Council provides to all domestic properties an alternate week general waste and recycling service
using wheeled bins. This service was introduced in phases beginning in September 2002 with completion
achieved in October 2005. The standard wheeled bins oVered to residents is 240 litres. Residents can choose
a smaller bin but larger general waste bins are only provided to properties with high occupancy levels. CDC
is believed to be the first Council to make recycling compulsory. Larger or multiple recycling bins are oVered
freely where requested. A mix of recyclable materials is collected from properties comprising paper/card
products, cans and plastic bottles. In addition to this the Council has provided over 100 minimum recycling
centres around the district provided with colour separated glass banks, and containers for newspapers, cans/
plastics, textiles, and also some books/shoes and charity banks.

2.2 In 2005–06 CDC achieved a recycling rate of 29.35% which was the fifth best in the country for dry-
recyclables. In 2006–07 a dry recyclable rate of around 32% is expected, equal to the best Council declared
in 2005–06.

2.3 In 2006 CDC commenced the phased introduction of a chargeable garden cuttings green waste
collection service using wheeled bins collected on a fortnightly frequency. One in six properties are predicted
to take up this service over the next two to three years. The green waste collected is converted into compost
and will raise the Councils recycling and composting rate to over 40% by 2009.

2.4 The above services have been supported by street surveys with encouragement and enforcement
resources employed to successfully operate the service. A range of communications measures have been
employed including vehicle signage, direct mailings, media coverage, cinema adverts, exhibitions/displays
with regular service performance updates and comparisons provided. Collection calendars with waste
minimisation and recycling encouragement/information is directly mailed to each household annually.

3. Service Outcomes

3.1 Comprehensive general waste, recycling and green waste service provided at least cost.

3.2 Alternate week service and compulsory recycling ensures maximum participation in recycling and
maximum landfill tonnage diversion of recyclable materials. National recycling performance statistics show
alternate week services outperform weekly general waste collection services for recycling participation.

3.3 The wheeled bin recycling service with mix of recyclable materials is simple and convenient to
residents.

3.4 CDC has the highest proportion of recyclables collected in West Sussex (proven by waste analysis)
and fifth best in the Country for 2005–06.

3.5 Restricting issue of multiple or larger bins for general waste is eVective in controlling the amount of
waste generated. Since 2002 the annual total tonnage of household waste collected by CDC has not risen
despite property growth of around 1% per annum.

3.6 All Councils publish BVPI 84a—kilograms of household waste collected per head of population. This
BVPI can indicate how eVective services and Councils are at minimising the growth and generation of
household waste. In 2005–06 CDC’s BVPI 84a was 370.3kg placing it in the top quartile of Councils.

4. Timing of Collections

4.1 CDC would like to consider collecting general waste, recyclables and green waste from properties
from 6 am to 10 pm to achieve savings on vehicle procurement ie operate a two shift system. However this
is not possible due to restricted operating times linked to planning/licensing conditions for waste transfer
stations, landfill, composting sites, recycling plants. Although waste collection and street cleaning services
are seven days a week operations, the permissions/approvals given to operate these necessary facilities do not
reflect these needs and the potential eYciency savings possible are therefore not realised. Extended opening/
operating times enables rush hour and other congestion to be avoided thus oVering further performance
improvements and eYciency savings to be realised. This equally applies to the operation of commercial
waste collection services provided to businesses.
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5. Cost of Waste Collection

5.1. Cost of waste collection in rural areas is substantially more than in urban areas. In CDC urban area
refuse crews can service 1000 plus properties per day. In rural areas this reduces to 400–600 properties
per day.

5.2 Rural collection costs can be over double urban area costs. All Councils publish BVPI 86—cost of
waste collection per household so comparisons can be made. In 2005–06 CDC BVPI 86 was £55.98
compared to Worthing BC at £22.55.

6. Refuse Storage

6.1. The existing refuse and recycling storage facilities and highway access to certain housing types eg
flats is inadequate, poorly designed and located. More emphasis is required at the design/planning stage to
provide a wider range of waste materials storage facilities.

6.2. Shared bins lead to problems due to lack of accountability. This leads to poor conditions, recycling
contamination, and no control over waste generated. Individual lockable bins are preferred when possible
in these locations. As a general rule increased frequency of collections to flats etc is not feasible without
disproportionate increase in costs.

7. Measurement of Waste

7.1. This has improved substantially in recent years. More measurement information will assist in service
monitoring to improve performance and target problem areas. Fitting micro-chip devices to bins can
provide individual property information. On board refuse freighter weighing can ensure vehicle weight
limits are not exceeded. As many Councils collect a variety of wastes from a wide range of premises on the
same vehicle on the same day a higher degree of accuracy of waste measurement is not possible unless all
premises waste weights are separately measured.

8. Joint Working

8.1. CDC has a long history of joint working on waste matters with other West Sussex Councils. This
includes joint contracts on abandoned vehicle collection/disposal, clinical waste disposal and county wide
waste minimisation initiatives covering sale of home composters and food digesters, use of real nappies and
the publication of waste awareness packs, recycling guides etc. There is potential for more joint working on
waste minimisation promotion. Above joint working has achieved eYciencies and savings.

8.2. Potential for progress on shared services in medium/longer term as services harmonise and existing
contractual commitments expire. These could reduce overheads and achieve eYciency savings.

8.3. Joint procurement has substantial potential covering goods/containers/vehicles and services
including support services such as vehicle maintenance. CDC does not believe significant benefits will be
realised from large countywide collection contracts due to need for local depots and responsiveness and
flexibility required for meeting local customer and service needs.

8.4. More could be done to recover and reuse discarded household appliances and furniture perhaps by
links with charities and voluntary groups.

8.5. Also greater partnership working on the recovery and recycling of minority materials is advocated.

9. Information Programmes

9.1 Provision of information to households and businesses important to maintain focus and achieve
personal responsibility. Government can achieve much through national promotion initiatives through all
media but particularly in mainstream TV programmes such as Eastenders, Coronation Street. These
programmes need to demonstrate good waste minimisation and recycling practices. This should also apply
to youth media and include the use of well known personalities/celebrities.

10. Planning for future sorting, collection and disposal facilities

10.1 It is essential that joint working take place between Councils and the private sector in planning for
new infrastructure and treatment facilities from the earliest stages to ongoing operation. This will ensure
that all needs and possibilities are considered and that service improvements occur on a timely basis in a
cost eVective way.
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11. Charging for waste collection

11.1 This Council has real concerns over the charging of residents for collection of general waste. The
cost of waste collection in CDC whilst high at £55.98 per household per annum is tiny compared to the
overall Council Tax charges paid by residents.

11.2 Charging will be costly to administer and enforce and lead to widespread dissatisfaction with
residents because a noticeable reduction in Council Tax will not be evident.

11.3 It is recommended that the law be changed to allow Councils to charge for waste services so that
these can be considered on an individual basis locally. CDC may wish to charge for some services eg the
special collection of waste not put out at the correct time by residents, for the collection of contaminated
recycling or garden waste etc or for the collection of excess waste.

11.4 Charging for all routine household waste in not supported due to the sgnificant problems this is
predicted will cause. A proportion of residents would seek to avoid payment by disposing of waste as fly-
tips, adjacent to litter and dog waste bins or in other premises bins with subsequent deterioration in the street
scene. Councils could incur substantial extra costs in resolving these problems.

11.5 The cost of general commercial waste collection services is not thought to be currently encouraging
noticeable waste minimisation in SME’s. Although awareness is increasing, SME’s mistakenly believe
recycling services are profitable and therefore should be oVered free or at minimal charge. The recently
announced increases in landfill tax will help focus attention on waste collection/disposal costs and lead to
further interest in waste minimisation and recycling. Councils are under no duty to recycle commercial waste
and receive no recycling credit payments to do so, whereas recycling credits are payable for recycling of
household waste. If Government introduced financial incentives to recycle business waste a rapid and
substantial increase in recycling would be realised with many Councils operating such services for SME’s.

11.6 CDC has provided pilot cardboard recycling services to SME’s in recent years but the absence of
recycling credit payments and the reluctance of businesses to pay the true cost of collection services has
meant that CDC has subsidised the service up to now.

11.7 The absence of local recycling facilities for businesses including being denied access to household
waste recycling sites operated by waste disposal authorities creates a barrier for businesses waste recycling.

Memorandum by Tandridge District Council (RC 4)

1. Purpose of Memorandum

Tandridge District Council wishes to submit to the select committee its view regarding the collection of
recycling and residual waste.

2. Select Committee Topics

2.1 In order to assist in responding to the committee request for evidence please find set out below
comments appropriate to the select committees topic headings as published in the call for evidence
announcement.

2.2 Collection methods, waste minimisation, eVective recycling, the reduction of waste to landfill and joint
working

2.2.1 Tandridge District Council as a waste collection authority covers a largely rural area to the south
of London. The district combines significant urban areas abutting the London boundary with settlements
such as Caterham, Warlingham and Whyteleafe to the North whilst at 93% green belt the south of the district
is very rural in character. This indicates that Tandridge is well placed to consider the vagaries of recycling
and residual waste collection to the residents of these two distinct areas.

2.2.2 Within the last 18 months this council has entered into contract with BIFFA waste services for the
collection of recycling and residual waste. The contract was arrived at through the negotiated tender process
with the last four interested parties representing major nationally recognised waste services providers. The
letting of this contract followed an extensive pre-contract consultation with our residents on the type of
service they wanted and ultimately are prepared to pay for.

2.2.3 The outcome of our consultation clearly indicated a preference for the continuation of the current
weekly back-door collection method for residual waste even though this would only be achieved at greater
cost than certain other methods of collection. Residents were also content with the curtilage/kerbside
recycling service although they would prefer to see that weekly rather than continuing as a fortnightly
service.
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2.2.4 It was further demonstrated that residents did not want a “wheelie” bin service and wished their
service to remain weekly. Those requirements have been complied with and as part of the new contract we
also now collect recycling materials and residual waste weekly on the same day, including glass. This has
been well received and is helping to push our recycling participation rates well above the average toward the
60% level and beyond. On the basis of “keep it simple” residents only need to remember that it is waste
collection day to put their recyclables out for collection.

2.2.5 Our consultation surveys also demonstrated the residents desire to see a recycling service for the
collection of plastics. Therefore as part of the new contract arrangements have been made to roll out such
a service across the district. Residents may now add plastics to the recycle box. Whilst for the purposes of
Best Value Performance Indicators (BVPI) this of itself does not increase the weight of material collected it
encourages participation and brings other recyclables to the material stream.

2.2.6 Through its eVorts this authority is collecting 24% SORTED DRY RECYLABLES through its
adopted method of service. Our view is that this product sorted at kerbside is genuinely providing good
quality uncontaminated materials that may be remanufactured into new goods. It is a cause of some chagrin
that the BVPI concentrates on weight collected rather than quality of material.

2.2.7 GREEN WASTE however, is not collected. There is no suitable facility within a reasonable
distance with which to take such material for disposal should it be collected. The County Council is the
disposal authority in two tier arrangements. There is a reluctance to spend time and resources on sending
refuse freighters many hundreds of miles just to unload green waste. This council does not consider such an
approach as environmentally sound. Instead residents are encouraged to compost their green waste.
Subsidised composters are made available for this purpose. The take up and enthusiasm has been such that
approaching 6,000 composters have already been distributed across a domestic housing stock of 32,000.

2.2.8 Tandridge, as a district council within Surrey is a signatory of the Surrey Joint Municipal Waste
Management Strategy (SJMWMS). The SJMWMS comprises all the 11 Boroughs and Districts and the
County Council. The agreed joint strategy has only been achieved as a result of considerable hard work and
compromise by all parties. What has been achieved is a set of agreed aims in an action plan that each of the
parties will endeavour to complete. The theme being that working in partnership does not necessarily mean
providing exactly the same services.

2.2.9 The county council through the SJMWMS are to build in-vessel composters to treat kitchen waste.
Kitchen waste is thought to comprise around 16% of residual waste by weight. It is imperative that the
disposal arrangements and the collection arrangements dovetail correctly. Until the disposal authority is
clearly able to commit to the provision of this equipment and that the disposal points are within reasonable
travelling distance it is not possible for the collection authorities to provide a service to remove this organic
matter from the waste stream and prevent it going to landfill. The collection authorities will require
specialised containers, special vehicles and need to organise and implement publicity campaigns some
months ahead of the opening of any such disposal point to ensure public awareness and cooperation with
the scheme.

2.3 Information programmes, how the Department of Communities And Local Government can contribute to
reducing the amount of waste through the provision of information

2.3.1 Local authorities have looked to the government to run national campaigns to encourage recycling.
The current campaign is to be welcomed however as with many “public service” announcements it needs to
be kept fresh and relevant to retain its impact. Many local authorities run local campaigns to encourage
local participation in recycling and waste minimisation and support to fund those campaigns, to tie in with
the national projects would be a benefit.

2.4 Technology: the contribution of collection technologies to waste minimisation, reduction and setting

2.4.1 The use of certain technologies is to be welcomed. The use of real time vehicle positioning and hand
held monitoring devices have been very useful in providing consistent and better services so encouraging
participation.

2.4.2 However, the use of technology with regard to the collection of waste is a matter of concern to this
authority particularly the use of “chipped bins” and the potential introduction of “pay as you throw
schemes”. There are concerns regarding the control of such schemes, their eVectiveness, complexity, and
wider impact on the environment through encouraging fly-tipping of household waste, the cost of
introducing the necessary equipment and the potential public disquiet at the imposition of any such scheme.
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2.5 How decisions taken by local authorities about collection/disposal methods aid or constrain future
collection methods and minimisation

2.5.1 As a collection authority this council relies on the disposal authority to make appropriate facilities
available. As mentioned in 2.2.7 and 2.2.9 above it has not so far been possible for our disposal authority to
provide green or kitchen waste facilities. However, if such facilities were in place the costs to us of providing a
collection service may be prohibitive without support.

2.5.2 As well as providing an excellent kerbside sorted recycling service we also provide 120 “bring sites”
for several materials across the district. The intention here is to make it as easy as possible for residents to
recycle. All this has been provided at a cost to this council. Some of our costs are oV-set by the recycling
credits achieved or from the sale of the recycled materials.

2.5.3 Locally, there are only two amenity sites that are provided by the disposal authority to service the
district. We could benefit from a greater coverage as these sites generally complement the work of the
collection authority but this would require further investment that is not available at present.

2.5.4 Notwithstanding this it is noted that the disposal authority has clearly now sought to vastly improve
the recycling facilities at these sites. This is of concern as it is demonstrably the case that we now find
ourselves as the “collection authority” in involuntary competition with the “disposal authority” for
recyclables. The positioning of the existing amenity sites is such that they fall with the routes of our recycling
vehicles and furthermore we also have recycling bring sites within a few hundred yards of these amenity
facilities. As mentioned in 2.5.2 above, there is a cost to this council to provide recycling services. The
materials that are directed into the amenity sites away from our services are considered a lost income to this
council and detrimentally aVect our BVPI.

3. Representation

In closing I would like to bring it to your attention that policy makers here at Tandridge would welcome
the opportunity to attend the select committee to present their view on this most important issue.

It is to be hoped that the foregoing information is of use and will assist the committee in its deliberations.

Memorandum by East Lindsey District Council (RC 5)

East Lindsey District Council is a Waste Collection Authority operating in an area of two-tier local
government.

The Ways in Which Local Authorities Collect and Measure Waste

Collection methods: the contribution made to waste minimisation by the timing, frequency and type of collection
in both urban and rural areas and in areas characterised by diVering housing types, such as flats

East Lindsey District Council has recently introduced a new collection service based on the use of three
wheeled bins and alternate weekly collections (AWC). This has had the eVect of raising the amount diverted
to recycling from 800 tonnes per month to 1,00 tonnes per month.

As well as increasing the diversion of waste going for recycling this change has also had the eVect of
reducing the residual waste going to landfill.

The size of the containers used was considered carefully and it was decided to specifically use a wheeled bin
for residual waste with less capacity 180 litre, as opposed to the 240 litre wheeled bin used for the collection of
green waste and recyclables. It was considered that this would provide greater incentive and make it diYcult
to recycle and therefore to reduce waste going to landfill. This decision has been supported by higher
recycling rates and a reduction in the waste going to landfill.

Further to this the wheeled bins were introduced in conjunction with a change to collection frequency
from weekly to AWC (alternate week collections), which has further induced householders to recycle as a
normal household would be unable to cope with the capacity for non-recycled waste going to landfill with
out removing the recyclable element of their household waste stream.

Communal bins for both recycling and waste have been introduced at flats across the district and these
have been both welcomed and well used by residents.

The aim has been to make recycling accessible and easy for residents to use and understand. This is
considered to be the key to public engagement, and for that reason the Council rejected multi-box and/or
coloured bag separation schemes as being diYcult for the majority of residents to operate in terms of
separation and storage.

Collection frequency and scheduling has been aligned to ensure the same day of collection is used and
that this only changes over the Christmas and New Year break and is consistent for the rest of the year other
collections on bank holidays taking place as normal making it easier for residents to understand.
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The service change has meant that the combined BVPI recycling/composting performance has gone up
from 21% in 2005–06 to 36% for this transitional year and is expected to top 45% in a full year. Therefore
the Council now comfortably exceeds it’s BVPI target, is making a significant contribution to the
achievement of the LAA stretch target and is well on the way toward meeting the new 50% target for 2010.

As well as introducing AWC the Council has also adopted a policy of not accepting side waste as
minimisation measure, and in eVect placed a weekly limit on that which will be removed from each
household.

Joint working, cost sharing and the potential for co-operation between waste collection authorities

The East Lindsey District Council worked on a joint procurement project with three other districts in
2003–04–05, which ultimately failed to produce the intended outcome of a combined collection contract.

The approach taken appeared to follow the best practice that was available at the time. It included a
member/oYcer steering committee, engagement with the OYce of the Deputy Prime Minister and through
them with the Partnership Beacon Council, use of 4P’s documentation which has since been adopted as the
OGC standard, separate supporting oYcer groups from legal, finance and waste, and consultancy support
and expertise wherever necessary.

Joint procurement is not as simple as it is sometimes promoted. The problems that proved insurmountable
included:

— the position of DLO’s in the two councils that had them in terms of bidding for the contract and
then TUPE costs, especially those related to “open” and “closed” pension schemes;

— diVerent specification requirements between an urban authority and three rural authorities;

— diVerent collection methodologies in use across the WCAs; and

— cost sharing and pooling of budgets where in the final tender submissions there were clear winners
and losers amongst the WCAs.

This case has been shared via the IDeA website, and more information can be supplied about this if
required. It clearly highlighted that joint tendering is a diYcult area for local authorities.

The Contribution Collection Methods May Make Towards Waste Minimisation, Effective
Recycling and the Reduction of Waste Going to Landfill and Incineration. Topics Which may be
Considered Within this Include

Collection methodology in terms of both the means, limitations on the amount of waste which can be
presented for collection and the frequency of collection does contribute toward waste minimisation this is
born out through our experience as stated previously.

However, a balance needs to be struck in terms of acknowledging that waste will still be produced and
there is a need to create a situation where residents accept responsibility for creating waste and make lifestyle
changes in their waste producing habits by introducing systems that allow householders to reduce waste or
separate waste in line with the waste hierarchy.

Bulky waste charges which reflect cost of removal, encouraging residents to sell or use furniture reuse
organisations.

Information programmes: how the Department of Communities and Local Government and local authorities
can contribute to reducing the amount of waste reaching collection through providing information to households,
consumers and producers

There is an on-going need to provide information to the public about the need to reduce the amount of
waste that is produced, and the opportunity is enhanced by the growing awareness of the issues related to
climate change.

There is also a need for a change in attitude by residents to accept responsibility for the waste they
produce, and see it as their problem and not that of their local authority (see comment above re eYciency
of previous collection regimes).

This attitude also needs to more widely encompass the view that waste is a resource needing to be re-used
rather than simply thrown away.

The information provided to residents by East Lindsey District Council was comprehensive and further
assistance in providing information through various media ie leaflets, doorstepping, press, radio and
roadshows was used and this was part funded by WRAP. This additional funding has proved beneficial in
raising awareness in East Lindsey District and evidence from feedback from householders has shown that
information needs to be not just about what can be recycled, but also to explain the reasons that reducing
and recycling more waste is necessity. It is clear that this message is better if it can be portrayed or set in a
local context.
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In Lincolnshire the Waste Partnership has both a sub-group of recycling oYcers and a separate Waste
Engagement Group to work on combined approaches to waste minimisation, recycling and publicity. This
year all seven districts and the county have joined the WRAP home composting scheme to jointly promote
the benefits that this important waste minimisation scheme can have.

DCLG need to put pressure/encourage legislation to reduce the packaging from supermarkets and
other retailers.

Technology: the contribution of collection technologies to waste minimisation, reduction and setting

Technology has a role to play in ensuring that such packaging that is used is easy to recycle and avoids
the use of complex combinations of materials. There is also some further scope in the search for the current
holy grail of the supermarkets to make packaging that is biodegradable. However, this needs to be
approached with some care to ensure that what the packaging degrades in to is not in itself harmful to the
environment!

How Decisions Taken by Local Authorities about Collection/Disposal Methods Aid or Constrain
Future Collection Methods and Minimisation. Topics Which may be Considered Within this
Include

Planning for future sorting, collection and disposal facilities.

The collection methodology and treatment infrastructure need to compliment each other and avoid
sending mixed messages to the public. There is a real risk that if the Waste Disposal Authority (WDA) opts
for energy from waste (EfW) then this can be seen as a disincentive to Waste Collection Authority (WCA)
schemes to promote and encourage recycling.

This co-ordination is clearly easier to achieve in areas of unitary government, but it can work in two-tier
areas as well. In Lincolnshire, East Lindsey District Council, Lincoln City Council WCA’s and the County
WDA have worked closely together over a period of 18 months to procure a MRF that has been designed
to meet both the current needs and the future aspirations of the WCA.

This joint approach resulted from consideration early in the process of the need to co-ordinate collection
and treatment, and a formal “Memorandum of Understanding” on joint working was agreed. Once
completed this facility will be available to other WCAs within Lincolnshire.

This process has not restricted the WDA from working toward an EfW solution for the residual waste,
but through the Waste Engagement Group (see above) the two approaches are being promoted as
complimenting each other and being diVerent parts of dealing with the overall waste problem, as neither on
it’s own represents a total solution.

Therefore all the WCAs have introduced recycling systems using their own locally developed approaches
and procured vehicles and bins/boxes/sacks as required, whilst still being able to support the WDA approach
to residual treatment.

In two-tier authorities it is important that close working is established and whole life costs are considered
of collection and disposal options. This needs to be complemented by a clear mechanism to ensure that
benefits are not at the expense of or detriment of either authority. Where this exists it presents a barrier to
close working to provide the most eYcient and economic solution to waste collection and disposal.

Financing. Topics Which may be Considered Within this Include

The funding of waste collection, including the implications of variable charging for waste collection

The issue of variable charging is one that needs careful consideration. Some authorities will embrace it,
whilst others will oppose it on principle, and that will in turn introduce the prospect of yet another aspect
of the postcode lottery as to what service is provided to residents. This is already very clearly in evidence for
recycling collections with a large number of variations in operation around the country.

There is also the issue that refuse collection is regarded as the one service that all residents consider they
get for their council tax. Experience at promotional roadshows in Lincoln has shown that there is little real
understanding of the actual costs involved in paying for waste services.

Therefore there may only be a small reduction in actual council tax bills, with this being lost entirely within
a few years due to annual inflationary rise. Therefore the risk is that the introduction of variable charging
will be seen as yet another “stealth” tax. This in turn could lead to the whole eVort to reduce waste being
discredited or at the very least drowned out in the clamour against the variable charging scheme.
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The practicality of waste charging by weight will be diYcult to monitor, and raises the spectre of either
locked bins (which would reduce crew productivity to an unacceptable level) or that of disputes where
residents accuse others of putting waste in their bins. The solution is to revert to collections of bins from the
back door, but again that would seriously impact on productivity especially if there was a perceived
requirement to return the bins in those areas using them.

A pay-per-lift is another option, but this is hardly complementary to the ethos of waste reduction, as it
will encourage residents to fill their bins to get maximum value from the service.

There is also the risk that such a scheme would adversely impact on those least able to aVord to pay for
this service, with possible health impacts if waste is retained on a property or only a portion of it presented
each collection.

A further issue is that of the cost of introducing this methodology. The chips are being quoted at as much
as £3.50 retrofitted to existing bins, and the equipment for the vehicles is quoted as being as high as £10,000
per vehicle. This combined with the necessary administration of the system would add significantly to the
cost of collection paid by the householder.

There is a further danger that flytipping (which is already a problem in rural and urban areas) will increase
as people seek to avoid paying for the service. The existence of powers to fine people for this activity is
unlikely to act as a deterrent as the likelihood of being caught is very small. There is a lot of countryside out
there, and in a rural county such as Lincolnshire there is an absolute plethora of small country roads where
illegal tipping could (and indeed already does) take place.

Whilst it would be easier to control in urban areas where there are established smoke-free zones, there is
the prospect that in rural areas there would be a sharp increase in the incidence of waste burning as an
alternative to paying for a collection service.

Memorandum by the British Chambers of Commerce (RC 6)

1. About the British Chambers of Commerce

1.1. The British Chambers of Commerce (BCC) is the national voice of local business; a national network
of quality-accredited Chambers of Commerce, uniquely positioned at the heart of every business community
in the UK. The BCC represents 100,000 businesses of all sizes across all sectors of the economy who together
employ over 5 million people.

2. Businesses, Waste and Energy

2.1. In late 2006 the British Chambers of Commerce conducted research into businesses’ attitudes to
energy eYciency, within which issues such as waste collection and minimization were included. 87% of
businesses considered themselves energy eYcient or were considering becoming so (Energy EYciency: the
Challenge for Government and Small Businesses, British Chambers of Commerce, October 2006).
Alongside an appreciation of the need to be energy eYcient and reduce waste, businesses also realize that
in many instances this can bring business benefits and savings.

3. Funding and the Possible Implications of Variable Charging

3.1. Businesses believe that variable charging for refuse collection would be an acceptable policy to
implement, provided that there were adequate recycling facilities near the business. This would mean that
businesses have real options over how much waste they dispose of and by what means. Local Authorities
should ensure that their recycling points are open to businesses, a situation that currently varies by Local
Authority area.

3.2. With variable charging the cost, if any, of recycling should be significantly less relative to the cost of
sending waste to landfill. Without this incentive, a real step change in business behaviour will not happen
as it will not make financial sense. If there is variable charging then the majority of businesses believe it would
be fairer to charge more where a business is producing a great deal of waste and not recycling or minimising.

3.3. For many businesses, there is a more immediate issue relating to charges as many already have to
pay for refuse collection on top of what they already pay in business rates. Businesses are having to fund
refuse collection where domestic customers do not, a situation that is seen as being intrinsically unfair. In
some areas they have to pay extra to the Local Authority for refuse collection, in others private providers
are used.

3.4. One business responding to the inquiry outlined how they use a private skip company for all the waste
that cannot be recycled. The skip is emptied once a month at a lower cost than using the paid-for service
oVered by the District Council. Variable charging is already operational by virtue of having a market in
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refuse collection and it is hard to see how, without introducing extensive bureaucracy, refuse collection could
be organized in such a way that variable charging could be implemented on a consistent basis across the
existing market.

4. Possible Impacts of Charging on Waste Minimisation

4.1. With any variable charges, there are the challenges posed by fly-tipping. It would be businesses or
individuals who are most likely to produce large quantities of waste who would be most likely to fly-tip. This
indicates that other approaches which look at changing behaviour as well as those which hinge on financial
penalties must be introduced. As well as the environmental degradation caused by fly-tipping, there have
been instances where, for example, old tyres have been fly-tipped on businesses’ premises and they have then
had to pay for the removal of those tyres.

4.2. However, for the majority of businesses who do see the need and value of being energy eYcient,
variable charging is likely to encourage them to recycle more and produce less waste overall.

5. Contribution of Collection Methods and Technologies to Minimising Waste

5.1. Provision of separate bins can help encourage eVective recycling but from businesses’ perspective in
terms of time and space, the easiest option is to allow recyclable materials to be disposed of in one bin and
separation then take place after collection.

5.2. Most businesses already recycle some of their waste but some refuse collection providers do not
currently provide a recycling programme. Where businesses do not then take recyclable material to the
allocated sites, more refuse than necessary is sent to landfill. Providing a collection service can help
incentivise a business to recycle and Local Authorities should look at working with businesses and waste
collection companies to develop recycling programmes. This must certainly be done before any variable
charging is introduced so that businesses have options.

5.3. As well as looking at how collection methods and technologies can minimize waste and promote
recycling, the other end of the process needs to be overhauled: packaging of goods. There have been some
developments, but metal or oil-based packaging such as polystyrene are still widely used, many of which
cannot be recycled or only at great expense.

6. The Role of Information Campaigns

6.1. Information campaigns, backed up by best practice examples and support, certainly have an
important role to play in encouraging businesses to reduce waste and recycle more. Campaigns should
include clear directions on how and where businesses can recycle.

7. How Decisions taken by Local Authorities about Collection and Disposal Methods Help or
Hinder Future Collection Methods and Waste Minimisation

7.1. Where Local Authorities themselves oVer trade waste/commercial refuse collection services, they
need to become more proactive in promoting environmentally friendly systems to encourage waste
reduction and recycling. The notion of “trade waste” as a single type of waste that is sent to landfill should
be reconsidered and a critical think given to what elements might be recycled.

7.2. As outlined above, Local Authorities should allow businesses to use their recycling points to
encourage them to recycle more and businesses should not be charged for using them. Alternatively, both
businesses and residential users should be charged, but only if and when charges are introduced for refuse
collection. If charges for recycling points are introduced, then they should be at a lower rate relative to waste
for landfill. The benefits of recycling are likely to outweigh the costs of getting waste to the recycling point.

7.3. Local Authorities could also help waste minimization by giving businesses some of their rates back
if they recycle a lot or minimize waste. Alternatively, businesses could be rewarded by not having to pay
additional charges for having their refuse collected.

7.4. The take-up of systems to help minimize waste, such as cardboard compactors, could be encouraged
by Local Authorities, either through subsidies and grant schemes or, given constraints on funding, by
working with partners to help negotiate discounts for businesses.
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Memorandum by Kerbside (Calderdale) (RC 7)

Introduction

Our organisation is a social enterprise serving 25,000 Calderdale households with a multi-material
Kerbside collection service. The other 50,000 homes are served by a Spanish corporation.

The link between ourselves and your committee is “Communities”.

Collection methods

Source separated collections produce higher quality materials, which are more likely to be recycled in the
UK reducing environmental damage and supporting the UK economy. Source separate collections are
simple and they can adapt to the ever-changing recycling demands.

Co-mingled collections produce lower quality materials because they are mixed at source then have to be
separated (an environmentally poor solution). Co-mingled requires a higher capital investment and hence
creates a resistance to change.

Contribution made to waste minimisation

As a social enterprise we promote social, economic and environmental reasons to minimize waste and
recycle in our community. The private sector contractor does none of these. This results in our householder
participation being 50% greater than that of the private sector.

Joint working between waste collection authorities

Bear in mind that the bigger the contract the fewer the bidders creating a market that is a seller’s market
rather than a buyer’s market. In addition joint working will likely eliminate the community sector who
would have to fight their corner in multiple local authorities rather than one.

Information programmes: how the Department of Communities and Local Government and local authorities
can contribute to reducing the amount of waste reaching collection through providing information to households,
consumers and producers

In the eyes of the majority the council is an easy target for abuse and negativity. Big business is not viewed
much better. The best solution is to give the community ownership of waste, its problems and solutions. This
can be best done by having the community deliver its own public services. Our social enterprise is loved by
the community and hence we recycle more than the private sector whilst providing the added value of
narrowing the gap between rich and poor through a variety of projects.

Technology: the contribution of collection technologies to waste minimisation, reduction and setting

Technology requires higher capital investment and hence longer contracts. When recycling demands
change, then the amendments to contracts are very expensive. Build a simple collection solution with low
capital investment, hence any changes can be made more rapidly and cost-eVectively.

How decisions taken by local authorities about collection/disposal methods aid or constrain future collection
methods and minimisation

Big solutions by LA’s are seen to be the best solution, eg let’s create a massive incinerator. The output
from these solutions cannot be used locally to create jobs, whereas in Calderdale we have 650 households
bring plastics to a recycling facility where jobs are created for unemployed people and products produced
and sold in to the value of tens of thousands of pounds.

Variable charging for waste collection

This will lead to fly-tipping.

Conclusion

Local Authorities generally view waste as waste.

They should view it as the community sector does, ie as a resource that can benefit the local economy.
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Memorandum by the Absorbent Hygiene Products Manufacturers Association (RC 8)

AHPMA

AHPMA is the trade association representing the UK manufacturers of disposable nappies, feminine
hygiene products and continence care products. These products are generically known as Absorbent
Hygiene Products (AHPs)

AHPMA members are Abena UK Ltd, Accantia Health and Beauty Ltd, Arquest Ltd, Attends
Healthcare Group Ltd, Johnson & Johnson GmbH, Kimberly-Clark Ltd, Multibrands International Ltd,
Ontex Retail UK Ltd, Playtex Products Inc, Procter & Gamble UK, SCA Hygiene Products Ltd, Synergy
healthcare Ltd, Paul Hartmann Ltd, Toiletry Sales Ltd, Tyco Healthcare UK Ltd.

Absorbent Hygiene Products (AHP’s)

AHP’s are relied on by people who are incontinent, parents and small children, and by women for
menstrual hygiene. Absorbent hygiene products have made a positive contribution to lifestyles, and have
revolutionised personal care in terms of hygiene, convenience, skin health, comfort and dignity both in the
home and in care settings such as hospitals and nursing homes.

AHP’s and Waste Management

AHPMA members acknowledge that absorbent hygiene products contribute a small amount of waste to
the overall waste stream (0.1% of total landfilled waste). On the other hand washable cloth nappies consume
energy, water and detergents. An Environment Agency study (see below) published in 2005 showed no
overall environmental diVerence between cloth nappies and disposable nappies.

Waste minimisation is key to innovation within AHP industries, for example the overall size and volume
of a disposable nappy has approximately halved over a two year period, thus reducing waste, packaging,
transportation, raw material consumption etc. Similar product development is reflected throughout other
categories.

Absorbent hygiene products can be disposed along with normal waste and do not require clinical waste
collection. They are compatible with all prevalent forms of waste management.

It is economically and environmentally beneficial to dispose of AHP waste in a fully integrated system.
To date, separate collection and treatments systems for AHPs in Europe and Canada have relied heavily on
subsidies and have failed to produce a sustainable end product. There is little market for the limited output
of such treatment systems.

Waste statistics1 show that disposable nappies form 0.1% of total solid waste which is landfilled. Landfill
waste is broken down as follows:

— Demolition and construction waste: 24%.

— Mining and quarrying waste: 21%.

— Agricultural waste: 20%.

— Industrial and commercial 19%.

— Dredged material: 8%.

— Municipal waste: 8% (includes household waste).

AHPMA members would support a move towards variable charging for waste providing caveats were
put in place to protect low income people who need to use large quantities of AHPs.

AHPMA is concerned that alternate waste collection schemes can put great strain on families dependent
on AHPs.

AHPMA members support a move away from landfill and welcome the Waste Implementation
Programme’s progression toward alternative forms of waste management, such as mechanical biological
treatment, anaerobic digestion, and waste to energy incineration.

Local Government Association (LGA) and Greater London Authority (GLA)—Nappy Waste
Reduction Schemes

Disposable nappies contribute 0.1% to total landfilled waste, which equates to around 2.4%1 of
household waste.

The LGA and the GLA have called for councils to adopt incentive schemes to encourage parents to switch
to washable nappies, providing up to £80 per child.

1 Analysis of household waste composition and factors driving waste increases. Dr Julian Parfitt, chief analyst, WRAP.
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Such schemes have little “shelf life” and require ongoing promotion and funding as constant waves of
new parents emerge while others leave the market.

Evaluation of actual waste diversion as a result of incentive cloth nappy schemes is extremely diYcult for
the following reasons:

— Parents who are already cloth nappy users may apply for the scheme.

— Parents may discontinue using cloth nappies or use them part time.

— The age of the child needs to be taken into account to estimate what period of time it is likely to
be in cloth nappies.

AHPMA members are concerned that the LGA is promoting a misguided environment policy on nappies
based only on concerns relating to waste disposal and not overall climate change. There also appears to be
little evidence that these schemes will actually reduce waste.

DEFRA Funding—WRAP

DEFRA has spent £2.8 million on a three year nappy waste minimisation project via WRAP. Funds have
been used to support and promote cloth nappy schemes and commercial laundry services. Additional funds
have been made available for completion of projects over a fourth year from 2006–07.

The project fell well below target in terms of waste minimisation. Original published targets were to divert
35,000 tonnes of waste per annum and to convert 155,000 households. More recent claims are that the
project was to divert 35,000 tonnes in total. WRAP estimates a total diversion of 22,954 tonnes.

Environment Agency Life Cycle Assessment (LCA)

(NB LCA is a scientific tool used to measure environmental impact of products from raw materials,
through to manufacture, use and final end disposal).

The UK Environment Agency published a major LCA study in May 2005 looking at disposable nappies
versus cloth nappies. The study concluded: “There is no significant diVerence in the overall levels of
environmental impact of disposable or cloth nappies”. The results confirmed previous studies carried out
by industry and academics.

Disposable nappies contribute approximately 0.1% of total solid waste which is landfilled and 2.4% of
household waste1. Cloth nappies consume considerable amounts of energy, water and detergents. Neither
type of nappy has overall environmental superiority.

The LCA, which was peer reviewed and conducted to ISO Standards, took four years to complete and
cost Government in excess of £200,000. A follow on study is now underway.

Summary

AHPMA does not believe that there is value in investing Government funds in nappy waste reduction
schemes. Such schemes should not be presented as environmental campaigns.

AHPs enhance quality of life for people of all ages and are relied upon particularly by those with specific
medical needs.

People who rely on AHPs should not face financial burden for the waste which these products create.

Any variable charging scheme needs to take account of those households who are dependent on AHPs.

AHPMA is concerned that alternate waste collection schemes can put great strain on people who depend
on AHPs.

AHPs should not be singled out from other sectors of the household waste stream.

Memorandum by WyeCycle (RC 9)

1. WyeCycle is a not-for-profit community business, operating one of the longest running and most
successful waste reduction projects in the UK.

2. WyeCycle have, since 1989, been developing refuse collection systems in collaboration with our local
authority (Ashford Borough Council) which we believe represent a blueprint for large parts of the UK.

3. We are both pleased to see that refuse collection is now a hot topic, and appalled at the level of debate
in the media.

4. We set out here the refuse collection system in place in our operational area (the parishes of Wye and
Brook) and call on the select committee to recognise the environmental, economic and social benefits to be
gained by replicating our system.
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5. Refuse collection in Wye and Brook:

(a) Frequency of collection

— Kitchen and garden organic material, recyclable material: weekly.

— Residual waste: fortnightly

— Bulky items/white goods/WEEE: fortnightly

(b) Key logistical points

— Kitchen organic material must be collected weekly. In all the hours of media debate on
fortnightly collections, including so called waste “experts”, we are yet to hear anyone make
the fundamental point that fortnightly refuse collection is only acceptable if the kitchen
organic material is collected weekly.

— Kitchen organic material must be collected separately from garden organic material.
Collecting the two mixed together is madness.

— Garden organic material must be charged for. Collecting garden organic material free of
charge is madness.

— Forget direct charging for residual waste; you don’t need it and it won’t work.

(c) Finance

WyeCycle’s system meets all UK and EU waste targets set for now and the next decade,
without a penny increase in the council tax.

Memorandum by the Waste Partnership for Buckinghamshire (RC 10)

Summary of Waste Partnership for Buckinghamshire

1. The Waste Partnership for Buckinghamshire (WPfB) is a formally constituted body (supported by a
Memorandum of Understanding), that represents Buckinghamshire County Council and the four district
councils of Buckinghamshire (Aylesbury Vale, Chiltern, South Bucks and Wycombe).The WPfB has been
in existence since 2003 and has the following aims and objectives:

(a) to improve waste minimisation, recovery, recycling and composting from Buckinghamshire
household waste in line with the Government’s national targets and local Best Value targets;

(b) where appropriate jointly research, fund, develop and implement detailed proposals for this
purpose and develop, implement, support and continue to enhance, such schemes as are decided
upon;

(c) explore other partnership opportunities in the pursuit of these aims and objectives;

(d) work within a common framework and approach to waste related education and awareness
issues; and

(e) to develop and promote existing joint initiatives such as real nappies, home composters and the
glass recycling consortium.

2. The Waste Committee for Buckinghamshire (WCB) made up of two members from each local
authority acts as the formal body for decision making and has a significant budget and a number of powers
delegated it.

3. Buckinghamshire covers an area of 1,565 km˝ and has a population of around 480,000 (479,028 in 2001)
and around 196,000 households. The District populations include;

(a) Aylesbury Vale 165,749.

(b) Chiltern 89,226.

(c) South Bucks 61,945.

(d) Wycombe 162,108.

Collection Methods, Contribution to Waste Minimisation

4. Currently there are variations in the type of service operated across the four district councils of
Buckinghamshire. However the WPfB is already a long way towards a harmonising of services based around
an Alternate Week Collection (AWC), system across the four districts. This is seeing an ongoing expansion
of a bio waste (kitchen and garden waste) collection in wheeled bins alternating with the residual refuse
collection. This AWC service is currently operating in nearly 70,000 properties in Buckinghamshire. Other
dry recyclable materials (paper, cans, glass and plastic) are also collected on a fortnightly or monthly basis
in boxes and baskets.
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5. AWCs are simply a restriction on the amount of residual refuse that can be put out for collection, and
as such, in Buckinghamshire are proving to be an eVective means in reducing the amount of waste going to
landfill and boosting recycling. Interestingly they also seem to minimise the total amount of most categories
of waste and recyclables produced. This has been reflected in a recent waste audit that the WPfB has
commissioned.2

6. The eVect on recycling rates of this expanding alternate week collection service has been dramatic.
Wycombe District Council has seen its recycling rate climb from 16.5% in 2003–04 to 30% in 2005–06 when
AWC was rolled out and is projected to be near 40% in 2006–07. Over the same period Chiltern District
Council has also increased from 27% to 36.5% with a projected rate of 45% in 2006–07. The two other
districts are only just beginning to roll out the AWC service and similar increases are expected there too.

7. As a result of this AWC expansion there has been a decrease in the amount of waste sent to landfill
reported by Buckinghamshire County Council. In 2004–05 the amount of domestic waste sent to landfill
was around 190,000 tonnes, by 2005–06 this reduced to 168,000 and is projected to reduce to around 157,000
tonnes for 2006–07.

8. The WPfB would like to recommend that recognition and support is given to local authorities
introducing AWC services. A key point to note is that emphasis needs to be made on the fact that collections
of waste materials are still weekly, just that the householders are being asked to do some separation of
materials. The separation of waste by householders is essential to the viability of AWCs, in addition by
separating waste materials, the WPfB believe that an essential educational message, about the use of
resources, is being sent out on a weekly basis.

Joint Working

9. Joint working has existed amongst the local authorities in Buckinghamshire for over 10 years and has
been a key factor in securing external funding that has enabled the kerbside collection service to expand and
deliver the current recycling rates and successes, some of which has been mentioned. Closer joint working
has always been the intention of the WPfB. On its inception, the WCB mapped out a three stage work
programme designed to bring district and county waste services closer together over a period of five to seven
years. Much of the first two stages have been completed and to date this joint working amongst districts and
county has produced notable results in the following areas:

(a) A “spend to save” programme whereby Buckinghamshire County Council is funding additional
recycling collection infrastructure over and above that which the districts are otherwise required
to attain. The districts statutory recycling targets are not high enough to meet landfill diversion
targets for the County, so by investing in collection infrastructure, this will help the County meet
its Landfill Allowance Trading Scheme targets up to 2010.

(b) An enhanced communication programme across the district (see information programmes below).

(c) Waste minimisation and education initiatives. The fact that waste collection authorities deal with
waste at the end of the pipe, ie after householders have finished with it has always meant that there
are a number of waste related activities where it has been more diYcult for WCAs to have an
impact. Waste minimisation, being higher up the waste hierarchy, is recognised as being more
desirable than recycling, composting, recovery and disposal. Joint working has helped deliver
eVective campaigns on home composting (70,000 home compost bins delivered), schools education
(over 35,000 pupil contacts), and an award winning reuseable nappy campaign. These have
produced measurable decreases in the amount of waste sent to landfill.

(d) Enforcement. A three year campaign called “Illegal Dumping Costs”, which has targeted flytipping
across the county has seen a sustained reduction of around 30% in the incidents of flytipping since
the programme was started. The campaign has a policy of prosecuting anyone caught flytipping
and to date there have been 68 successful prosecutions, with the award of costs and fines against
those convicted averaging around £1,100.

10. Buckinghamshire is also one of only five Pathfinder bids for closer two tier working in the country,
which have been submitted to DCLG. As the WPfB has demonstrated good joint working and waste is a
major service in both the district and county councils waste has been selected by the County and the district
councils as one of the areas where opportunities for enhancing closer working can be developed further.

11. The Pathfinder process will help further the WPfB towards the third stage on its work programme.
This will see an even more integrated and rationalised waste system, with some kind of Joint Waste
Authority proposed. This kind of integration could mean single front and back oYce functions, alongside
enhanced recycling, integrated contract management and even more standardised services.

2 Preliminary data not printed.
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12. It should be emphasised that there are 3 drivers behind joint working and Pathfinder for waste, these
are cost reduction, better use of capacity and improved service delivery. For waste, the emphasis should
perhaps be put on reducing the increase in costs, as there are significant drivers forcing the cost of waste
upwards. Landfill tax is now rising at £8 per year and landfill allowances for biodegradable wastes which
are diminishing year on year.

Information Programmes for Householders Consumers and Producers

13. High quality and ongoing communication to the public and other stakeholders is essential towards
changing attitudes and behavioural patterns on waste. Through joint working the WPfB has produced
communication materials countywide that use the national Recycle Now brand. This branding is now used
on all recycling promotional messages, this includes leaflets, bus backs, exhibition boards and all the waste
minimisation initiatives mentioned above.

14. In order that the eVectiveness of this campaign is maintained the WPfB strongly recommends that
any information produced by the Department of Communities and Local Government and other local
authorities adopt the Recycle Now branding.

15. The WPfB would also like to see the continuation of work (eg Courtauld Commitment) that is
encouraging or requiring major retailers/supermarkets etc to reduce packaging and make recycling of waste
materials easier. Under this commitment 13 top grocery retailers, who represent 92% of the grocery sector,
agreed, in principle, to support WRAP in the achievements of its objectives:

(a) To design out packaging waste growth by 2008.

(b) To deliver absolute reductions in packaging waste by 2010.

(c) To identify ways to tackle the problem of food waste.

Technology: The Contribution of Collection Technologies to Waste Minimisation and Reduction

16. Aside from the importance of AWCs mentioned above there are a couple of other areas that eVect
the quality and quantity of materials collected. Firstly the WPfB would like to emphasise that the provision
of robust containers especially for non-residual waste materials (wheeled bins and plastic boxes/crates) is an
essential element to a successful service. Relying on householders to put recyclable materials out in their own
containers or even supplying one use plastic bags does not produce capture and participation rates that are
achieved with reuseable containers. As touched on before the provision of a wheeled bin for residual waste
is especially important for those on the AWCs. Not only does it provide a solid container to store the waste
for upto two weeks, most importantly it defines and therefore restricts the quantity of residual waste that
is put out.

17. In terms of collection technology a key choice is between source separated and co-mingled collections
and this has been one of the most hotly debated subjects in the waste field in recent years. As its name
suggests, source separated collections entail picking up individual material types separate from one another,
whilst commingled entails picking up two or usually more materials together and separating them out later
at a Materails Recycling Facilty (MRF). Source separated schemes oVer the advantages of collecting good
quality clean materials that are easy to market and avoid the costs of an expensive MRF. Comingled
collections oVer reduced collection costs and usually an easy system for the householder.

18. The lack of a MRF within Buckinghamshire means that the WPfB runs something of a hybrid of the
two collection systems. Paper is collected separate from other materials, though this undergoes some sorting
in three districts to separate out card from newspapers and magazines. Similarly plastic bottles and cans are
collected together to be sent to facilities outside Buckinghamshire for separation and processing. As already
mentioned kitchen wastes and garden wastes are collected together. This biowaste material is being sent to
an In-Vessel Composting facility (IVC) in the south of the County. Glass bottles and jars are the only
kerbside collected material that is kept separate from all other recyclables in all the districts.

19. As mentioned there is no MRF available in Buckinghamshire, however there are a number in nearby
counties. As such there remains some flexibility on the future method for collecting some of the dry
recyclable materials. As an example Aylesbury Vale District Council, was recently able to expand the range
of plastics it collects from bottles only to include most plastic containers. These are being processed at a
MRF in Milton Keynes.

Planning for Future Sorting, Collection and Disposal Facilities

20. To a large degree the type of sorting and collection facilities that will be used in Buckinghamshire for
the foreseeable future has already been decided, this is because the treatment option for much of the waste
stream has been selected. Firstly, as mentioned above the AWC system is based around a biowaste collection
of kitchen and green waste. Buckinghamshire County Council (with the support of the WPfB), is planning
to expand this facility significantly over the coming two to three years. In addition a second IVC facility will
be built in the north of the county.
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21. A second key decision on disposal facilities was made earlier this year, with the announcement that
an EFW (energy from waste) method has been chosen to deal with the County’s residual waste. This is
envisaged to be on stream from around 2013. The EFW facility is a major investment for Buckinghamshire
that will see Buckinghamshire County Council’s proportion of waste costs (as a proportion of the WDA
and WCA costs) rising from around the current 50% level to around 66%. Although the decision as to where
this facility will be built has not yet been made, the fact that this is the chosen method for residual waste
alongside the major investment in IVC facilities means that the future waste collection systems in
Buckinghamshire will be broadly those that are being put in right now.

Financing

22. The issue of funding of waste collection, such as the implications of variable charging, has not been
investigated by the WPfB to date. However the WPfB would like to express some views, firstly variable
charging should come as a result of national legislation and not be discretionary at the local authority level.

23. The WPfB would also have some concerns around the potentially high administration costs of such
a service, as there would be a huge amount of data to handle. Assuming for example the system in use is
based on bin weighing a weekly refuse collection, then even a small authority of around 40,000 households
would produce over 2,000,000 entries a year.

24. Finally the WPfB would have some concerns that variable charging could hit those least able to pay
the hardest, such as those with large families. This may then have knock on eVects such as an increase in
illegal dumping.

Memorandum by Mid-Beds District Council (RC 11)

1. Introduction

(a) Mid Beds District Council (MBDC) is pleased that the Committee is carrying out an inquiry into
refuse collection particularly at this time when the subject is receiving so much media coverage.

(b) MBDC is a largely rural district comprising 54,000 properties and 129,000 population. It is an area
that expects significant housing growth over the next few years.

(c) Waste management is at the heart of MBDC’s primary aims and objectives. The Council fully
appreciates that most residents regard the collection of waste and recycling to be the principal
service they receive and is equally aware that the service forms the most valuable single contract
the Council procures.

2. Method

(a) In October 2004, the Council commenced a 12 year Waste Management Contract with Verdant
Group Plc and, in so doing, introduced an Alternate Week Collection (AWC) system. Residual
waste is collected by wheeled bin on one week and dry recyclables (paper, plastic bottles, card and
cans) by wheeled bin or orange sack on the following week. Garden waste is collected in two
reusable, polypropylene sacks. The collection of dry recyclables and garden waste is carried out
through the use of twin-pack vehicles, ie vehicles with two compartments split 70/30. It was decided
to use these vehicles as it negates the need for another fleet of vehicles and creates a finite capacity
thus promoting waste minimisation.

(b) The wheeled bins provided are of 240-litre capacity unless the householder can show that there are
six or more persons in permanent residence whereby a 360-litre bin is provided. We do not collect
extra sacks of residual waste. Together these measures contribute to minimising waste.

3. Outcomes

(a) Adopting AWC has directly and significantly aVected MBDC’s Best Value Performance Indicator
results. Before AWC our recycling rate was 16% but in 2005–06 this had risen to 29.5%. Similar
improvement was shown in waste reduction with a fall of 8.7% of total waste collected per head
of population in 2005–06 compared to the previous year with no increase in flytipping or weight
of refuse taken to Civic Amenity Sites. We are confident that 2006–07 results will show a further
rise in recycling rates to more than 33% and waste reduction of more than 5% per head of
population.

(b) Mid Beds has focused on minimisation and recycling of paper, plastics, glass etc. rather than
chasing high “recycling rates” through large scale collection of garden waste. This is reflected in
the 33% figure for 2006–07 comprising 25% recyclables and 8.7% compostables.
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(c) In terms of cost MBDC has shown that by adopting AWC and the method of work using twin
compartment vehicles, the Council has saved around £700,000 per annum.

4. Joint Working

(a) MBDC was the instigator of the Bedfordshire Authorities Waste Partnership (BAWP) and has
been a leading member throughout. BAWP is a Member-led group comprising South Beds District
Council, Bedford Borough Council, Beds County Council and MBDC. The Partnership meets
every two months and discusses all waste management issues but has primarily concerned itself
with the improvement of recycling across the county. All three Waste Collection Authorities
deliver their dry recyclables to a single Materials Recycling Facility provided by Beds County
Council. This arrangement has removed the need for Recycling Credit Claims to Beds CC by the
collection authorities.

(b) Another important result of joint working is the acceptance by BAWP of a single communications
style and logo. The “Recycle Now!” branding has become extremely well known throughout
Bedfordshire.

5. The Future

(a) The County Council has stated that its preferred means of dealing with residual waste is via an
Energy from Waste plant. However, it has been made clear that the drive to carry out as much
“front end” recycling as possible will continue.

(b) MBDC has taken the principled stance that it will not chase recycling targets at the expense of waste
minimisation and as such there are no plans to increase the size, number or type of container for
green waste. The Council will continue to promote home composting through its partnership with
neighbour authorities and WRAP.

(c) Beds CC have stated that they intend to refurbish the Materials Recycling Facility shortly and in
so doing will improve the sorting machinery in order that the range of recyclables currently
collected can be increased, eg more plastic types, tetrapak and textiles.

(d) MBDC is currently trialling a weekly food waste collection to 6,000 households. Early data shows
that a system rolled out across the whole district could result in around 3,000 tonnes of
biodegradable waste being diverted from landfill.

(e) On the subject of variable charging, MBDC has yet to develop policy but oYcer recommendations
are currently that it is unnecessary and, in Mid Beds, will do little to minimise waste to any
significant degree. OYcers also feel that the extra administrative resources required to operate such
a complex system could easily outweigh any financial benefit. We are also concerned that variable
charging would most seriously aVect those households that have large families and would find it
diYcult to pay.

6. Conclusion

(a) MBDC is a forward-thinking authority that recognises the potential future costs of waste
management. We therefore seek to develop measures now that are sustainable in both
environmental and financial terms. MBDC strongly feels that the key to improvement and cost
eYciency is through partnership working.

Memorandum by Melton Borough Council (RC 12)

Organisation

Melton Borough is an attractive rural area in the north-east part of Leicestershire and at the heart of the
East Midlands.

The Council collects waste from approximately 19,615 households (2001 census) within an area of 48,138
ha. The population is 48,190 (mid-2003) of which the principal town of Melton Mowbray has about
25,500 people.

The recycling rates for 2005–06 are 23.3% (BVPI 82a(i)) and 24.04% (BVPI 82b(i).

Collection Methods

The current collection method is:

Residual waste : fortnightly



3727751012 Page Type [O] 09-10-07 12:02:51 Pag Table: COENEW PPSysB Unit: PAG1

Communities and Local Government Committee: Evidence Ev 65

Garden waste : fortnightly
Dry recyclable waste : weekly
(paper, card, glass, cans Type 1 and 2 plastics, textiles)

Both the urban area of Melton Mowbray and the rural hinterland have the same type of collection. The
exceptions are the Council owned flats where communal waste collection methods are used.

Joint Working

Melton Borough Council is within a successful partnership of Leicestershire districts and the County
Council. The partnership is currently engaged in the strategy development for joint working initiatives.
Melton Borough, as part of the Welland Partnership is also engaged with neighbouring authorities in
investigating joint working. This partnership will become more active in joint procurement in the coming
months.

Waste Minimisation

The alternate week collections of residual waste is a good example of waste minimisation in practice.
Restricting the size of container and frequency of collections has reduced the growth in waste arisings but
it is still increasing. The Council also understands the problems larger families and others in need have in
recycling and therefore has criteria for issuing additional containers.

However, the collection of garden waste requires further debate. It is collected successfully in Melton and
assists in the performance of the Council’s BVPI’s. It also reduces the amount of biodegradable waste being
taken to landfill. In absolute terms, the total amount of green waste being collected every year is showing an
increase, which has a corresponding knock on eVect of additional costs either to the contractor or Council.

Successful methods of informing the public on waste minimisation, including recycling, are “door
stepping” campaigns. They are resource hungry in terms of labour and time but they are very eVective in
changing the habits of householders. General information campaigns on “how and why” to recycle are not
as eVective as personal engagement.

DCLG and Defra should have national campaigns on a regular basis to inform the public about waste
reduction, recycling and its links to climate change and sustainability. The recent “Recycle Now” campaign
was a good example of campaigning, especially with the national branding logo’s now being introduced.

Technology

Advances in technology are driven by the commercial sector, and the best practice programme introduced
by Defra is an initiative that will be fruitful in the future. For new waste facilities, it still leaves the
procurement risk with either the contractor of Council. The Government should be involved more in the
risk taking. “Chipped” wheel bins, alternate week collections, collection of all types of recycled materials
are essential if the reduction in waste is to be achieved. Small scale, local treatment plants (MBT’s, digesters,
energy to waste) are more useful in rural areas (due to the excessive distances travelled) but are more
problematical in terms of planning, cost and public acceptance.

Decision Making

The planning process for disposal facilities is in the process of being streamlined by lining local, regional
and national priorities. One of the outcomes of this is the public objection to any type of treatment facility
when planning development is sought. More eVort should be made in assisting the public in overcoming
their objections in order to gain support.

Finance

Variable charging in its simplistic format makes sense—it is what other utilities base their charging
strategy on. The drawback is the systems that have to be developed for ensuring that billing is undertaken
correctly and fairly. One of the main economic drives at Melton is the distances travelled on a daily basis
to collect what, in eVect, is a relatively small amount of waste. Technology advances in diesel substitutes
would be a welcome initiative and would reduce costs.
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Commercial Waste

Commercial waste is surrounded by numerous legislative arrangements and for those properties, the
waste is collected by dedicated private or public sector vehicles. EYciency savings could accrue if household
waste collection vehicles collected this waste; the waste weighed in order for correct audit procedures to take
place. The business community may therefore be more welcoming of the local authority if there are genuine
ways to reduce costs. The other main area to concentrate within the business community is recycling by local
authority involvement–that if managed correctly is a one-win situation.

Memorandum by Essex Waste Management Partnership (RC 13)

1. Introduction—Details of the Essex Waste Management Partnership

1.1 The Essex Waste Management Partnership (Partnership) comprises of Essex County Council (waste
disposal authority) and the 12 District and Borough Councils (waste collection authorities) of Essex and the
unitary authority of Southend-on-Sea Borough Council.

1.2 The objective of the Partnership is to deliver the policies and targets contained in the draft Joint
Municipal Waste Management Strategy (JMWMS) for Essex, its District/Borough partners and the
adopted Municipal Waste Management Strategy for Southend-on-Sea Borough Council (unitary
authority). The JMWMS for Essex recognises the importance of waste avoidance and waste minimisation
and identifies high recycling and bio-treatment (mechanical biological treatment and anaerobic digestion)
as the preferred approach for delivering government targets, community aspirations on composting/
recycling and landfill diversion. In order to achieve this, the Partnership is in the process of submitting an
application to Government for Private Finance Initiative (PFI) credits to contribute to the cost of provision
of long term recycling and disposal infrastructure.

2. Summary

2.1 This submission includes the following key points:

2.1.1 Two examples of Essex authorities who have achieved significant performance improvement by
changing the frequency and type of collection system (section 3.2); one example of an authority who is
tackling more diYcult housing types such as flats (section 3.4);

2.1.2 The potential benefits and savings that can be achieved through joint working of collection
authorities and the studies that are being carried out in Essex (sections 3.5 and 3.6);

2.1.3 The importance of tackling waste reduction and the need for eVective engagement of householders
and consumers; the need for ongoing dialogue between producers/retailers and local authorities to jointly
plan for and manage changes to the wastestream in terms of product design, changes in packaging, volume
and composition; the need to consider a diVerent charging structure to make help change behaviour and
reduce waste and increase recycling (section 4.1); and

2.1.4 The challenge facing local authorities in delivering joint strategies to meet key landfill diversion and
recycling targets; how Essex is aiming to achieve eVective system integration (eg “marrying up” collection
and disposal arrangements) (section 5); increasing cost pressures on local authorities from landfill tax and
the provision of new facilities and contracts (section 6).

The submission by Essex County Council follows the order of the topics set out by the inquiry:

3. The Ways in Which Local Authorities Collect and Measure Waste. Topics Which May be
Considered Within this Include

3.1 Collection methods: the contribution made to waste minimisation by the timing, frequency and type
of collection in both urban and rural areas and in areas characterised by diVering housing types, such as flats.

Frequency and Type of Collection

3.2 Braintree District Council has been a leading authority in establishing alternate weekly collections.
Following a successful trial undertaken with the financial support of the waste disposal authority in 2000,
it has now extended alternate weekly collections to 75% of households in the District. The only limiting
factor to further expansion is the availability of funding.

3.2.1 From its inception, the alternate weekly service has consistently delivered BV82a!b recycling rates
of around 46%, considerably outperforming the 17.5% achieved in those areas of the District remaining on
weekly collections. Three key factors contribute to this step change in performance:

— an ability to collect organic waste for composting using the collection resource freed up on the
alternate week;
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— an incentive to recycle due to the limited residual waste capacity oVered by the system; and

— a heightened awareness of recycling opportunities achieved by the education and promotional
campaign which has become an integral part of the scheme.

3.2.2 Braintree DC is aware that the alternate weekly approach still has its critics but believe that the
performance benefits of alternate weekly far outweigh any disadvantage. Braintree has shown that many,
if not all, of the objections raised by the public and the media can be dealt with in a properly managed system.
For example, the Braintree scheme has built in flexibility to deal with the needs of larger households and we
retain weekly collections for properties where poor access or lack of storage space makes wheeled bin
provision a diYcult and unpopular option. A degree of enforcement is required to maintain performance
but most non compliance issues are successfully resolved through education and informal persuasion. This
flexibility comes at a price. It maintains customer satisfaction but at a considerable cost to the authority,
this is reflected in one of the highest BV86 service costs in the country.

3.2.3 The Braintree scheme seeks to limit residual waste capacity by using a 180L wheeled bin as a
standard container. This has been possible due to the inclusion of unlimited plastic bottles and cardboard
in the associated recycling scheme. Customers who take full advantage of the recycling service rarely have
capacity problems with the residual bin. This gives a strong incentive to recycle and renders other forms of
incentivisation such as pay to throw unnecessary. In more aZuent areas of the District, where residents
might be expected to pay to dispose of more, Braintree DC believes that the alternate weekly system provides
a more eVective incentive to reduce waste and recycle.

3.2.4 Braintree is able to provide a strong evidence base to demonstrate the eVectiveness of an alternate
weekly strategy. Many other authorities have since emulated the Braintree model and replicated the step
change in performance and Braintree DC believes that alternate weekly is a realistic and cost eVective route
to high diversion levels and Landfill Allowance Trading Scheme (LATS) compliance.

3.3 Uttlesford District Council recently changed its kerbside system (July 2006) to include:

— 240 litre bin—alternate week collection; dry recyclables: paper, card, tin cans, plastic bottles;

— 180 litre bin- alternate week collection, non-recyclables; and

— 140 litre bin- weekly collection of domestic food waste (not green garden waste).

3.3.1 Due to the fantastic response by the community, three bin recycling has been a huge success
throughout Uttlesford. Monthly recycling rates have increased from around 23% to over 50%—meaning
more waste is being diverted from landfill. Total waste to landfill for 2006–07 has been reduced by 7,733
tonnes compared to the previous year. The Council attributes this success to the introduction of the three
bin recycling scheme, with weekly food waste collection a key element.

Tackling DiVering Housing Types, eg flats

3.4 Chelmsford Borough Council has identified that the lack of recycling facilities provided in residential
flats in the borough was excluding a significant number of their residents from the opportunity to recycle
their waste. Recycling facilities are currently provided to 4,951 households who live in flats within the
borough, this equates to 81% of all flats in the borough.

3.4.1 The size and nature of the bin store in flat developments is determined primarily by the age of the
flat development. Pre 1980 developments tended to be more spacious, so making room for access/egress and
bin storage has not been problematic in most of these cases. The most modern flat developments tend to
have recycling facilities planned for at the outset. Alternatively, as part of the planning consultation process
for new flats Chelmsford BC’s Recycling OYcers are now invited to comment on planning applications
received by the planning authority. Comments on the preferred design and type of recycling facilities are
generally taken on board by Planning OYcers and form part of the design negotiations. The 1980’s flat
developments traditionally prove to be the most diYcult to tackle as these tend to be very high density builds
where space is a premium.

3.4.2 The size of the bin store determines which materials can be recycled. In the most spacious, or where
facilities have been designed in at the outset, Chelmsford BC collects paper, glass (segregated for colour),
cans and plastic bottles. A separate labeled bin is provided for each. In the most restricted recycling areas
only paper recycling facilities will be provided. Occasionally Chelmsford BC arranges recycling collections
in communal areas, rather than per block. In these situations Chelmsford BC may negotiate with the land
owner to enable, for example, two car parking spaces to be used for siting recycling bins.

3.4.3 At the time of writing this report, Chelmsford BC does not have data on the recycling performance
in flats in the borough. This is because it is diYcult to keep track of which flats are occupied at any one time
and therefore what the recycling performance per block should be. Chelmsford BC is now considering how
best to evaluate this and how to monitor performance on an ongoing basis. A further targeted promotions
campaign is also in the pipeline.

3.5 Joint working, cost sharing and the potential for co-operation between waste collection authorities:
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3.5.1 The Essex Partnership has conducted a number of studies into the potential opportunities and
eYciencies to be gained through joint working between waste collection authorities. In particular studies
have focused on the Thames Gateway area of the Partnership (Castle Point, Basildon, Rochford and
Southend Councils). Details and results of the studies are summarised below.

Introduction to Joint Working Project

3.5.2 In 2004 AEAT (technical consultants engaged by Essex) carried out an integration desk top study
for the Thames Gateway area of Essex (including the unitary authorities of Southend-on-Sea and
Thurrock). The report, based on both vertical and horizontal integration of waste collection and treatment/
disposal services, suggested that savings could be made by the Thames gateway authorities through the
integration of services as part of a large PFI contract.

3.5.3 Since the previous report was published, the Essex Partnership authorities have, as a result of
changes in PFI eligibility criteria, agreed to let a disposal-only PFI contract, thus allowing the District
Councils the opportunity to procure their own collection services, separately or in groups.

3.5.4 AEAT have therefore reviewed the earlier study and interviewed each of the authorities to
determine the views and practical aspects of delivering savings through joint collection procurement
arrangements. The interviews were structured around the following issues: -

— current and future depot arrangements and use;

— current and future waste collection services; and

— vehicle capacity including spare vehicles.

Conclusion Summary

3.5.5 The latest investigation concluded that, if the authorities were to agree a common service
specification and were to procure this service as a joint contract across the four authorities (Rochford,
Basildon, Castle Point, Southend, but not Thurrock), they could reduce their increase in costs by an
estimated £1 million per annum over the cost of four separate contracts.

These savings would be generated through:

— reduced depot requirements;

— the horizontal integration of collection service contracts; and

— savings achieved through a joint contract for bring banks.

These are considered in greater detail below.

Reduced depot requirements

3.5.6 All of the authorities could consider establishing a joint collection depot facility shared by two or
more collection services. However, in order to make this proposition viable and reduce the costs to the
authorities, the following conditions would need to be met:

— A suitable site large enough for a joint depot can be found.

— If the new site is purchased, the income from the sale of existing depots is suYcient to cover the
cost of purchasing and developing the new site.

— If the new site is leased, the lease payments, maintenance costs and business rates are less than the
authorities are paying for existing depots.

— The location of the joint depot facility does not lead to increases in costs associated with increased
distances travelled by operational vehicles, unless the cost increases are lower than the other
savings made.

— Any joint depots would need to accommodate all services run from existing depots (eg grounds
maintenance and street cleansing) not just refuse and recycling.

The horizontal integration of collection service contracts

3.5.7 The greatest scope for saving comes from the operational integration of kerbside collection
contracts. Savings can be achieved through:

— Optimisation of vehicle routes across district boundaries to maximize the vehicle payload and
eYciency of collection of materials.

— The number of spare vehicles can be optimised across a larger fleet allowing spare vehicle capacity
to be made more eYcient and reducing the need to hire vehicles in to cover breakdowns.
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— Economies of scale can be achieved in areas such as management, fuel, vehicles, uniforms and
vehicle maintenance.

— Common collection specification.

Savings achieved through a joint contract for bring banks

3.5.8 Collection eYciencies and economies of scale could also be achieved with bring bank services. The
savings come from improvement in the eYciency of emptying and improved market value for the recyclates
due to the integrated material marketing.

3.6 The Baswood Point Joint Working Project—March 2007

In addition to the study outlined above, another group of waste collection authorities are currently
undertaking a study into joint working opportunities. Details are given below.

3.6.1 For several years the three adjoining Authorities of Brentwood Borough Council, Basildon District
Council and Castle Point Borough Council have worked together to deliver responsive and quality waste
and recycling services to each borough’s residents.

Areas of collaboration have included:

— Joint funding bids for recycling grants.

— Joint procurement of vehicles, plant, recycling containers and bags.

— Development of parallel kerbside collection schemes.

— Sharing of some depot and workshop facilities.

— A very open sharing of experience and expertise.

3.6.2 Studies are currently establishing how this co-operative approach may be developed to build the
relationships into a more formal partnering team. Waste and recycling are locally in the top three categories
of how residents perceive the performance of their Council and the next steps will need very careful
presentation to match quality and service excellence with local democratic processed.

3.6.3 Basildon, Brentwood and Castle Point provide collection services through their DSO/DLO and
they have agreed to work together to explore opportunities for joint working.

3.6.4 All three Authorities have developed similar objectives in achieving waste targets and operate
similar recyclate collection systems. For 2005–6 the recycling rate achievement for all three authorities was
broadly similar and well above the national average. Basildon, Castle Point and Brentwood believe that
value in Waste Services is best currently achieved by “in-house” delivery. This does not preclude outside
competition, where service delivery, quality and costings do not achieve parity, with bench-marked high
achieving authorities of similar nature.

3.6.5 The three authorities have signed a Concordat which sets out the key objectives of the Joint
Working Project. The Concordat is to validate the strong bonds between the partnered authorities, and to
be a vehicle to develop new and refined systems, that will achieve the highest possible standards of service
for the residents of the three authorities. The Concordat states that the three authorities will:

— Work together to achieve the highest standards of service by sharing experiences and bench-
marking best practice of other leading UK authorities.

— Have regular minuted meetings of oYcers to be held at a minimum frequency of three months to
monitor industry and legislative developments and orientate services to maximize eYciencies.

3.6.6 The Baswood Point Joint Working Project is intended to:

— Identify if, how and when the eYciency savings available from joint working activities can be
realised.

— Quantify any likely savings.

— Demonstrate that any savings match or exceed the likely gains (both financial and non-financial)
of jointly externalizing the service.

3.6.7 Key areas of co-operation in the project are:

— Joint procurement of vehicles, biodegradable bags and other disposables.

— Sharing of workshop capacity and expertise, staV, training and operational management.

— Interchange of vehicles and plant to smooth operational peak demands or unserviceabilities.

— Progress linked approaches to common recycling systems and negotiate common agreements with
industry for recyclate handling and sales.

3.6.8 The findings of the project are due to be reported in May 2006 and could be made available to the
Select Committee at a later date.
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4. The Contribution Collection Methods May Make Towards Waste Minimisation, Effective
Recycling and the Reduction of Waste Going To Landfill and Incineration. Topics Which may be
Considered within this Include:

4.1 Information programmes: how the Department of Communities and Local Government and local
authorities can contribute to reducing the amount of waste reaching collection through providing
information to households, consumers and producers.

Waste Reduction

4.1.1 If there is to be a true commitment to the waste hierarchy which clearly places reduction and reuse
above recycling, then there needs to be a much greater focus on waste prevention and minimisation over the
long term. However, this should not be done at the expense of continued and extensive recycling promotions
at national level supported by additional local delivery.

4.1.2 The Essex Partnership supports the integrated approach aimed at changing household behaviour
based on the four principles of:

— Enable.

— Engage.

— Encourage.

— Exemplify.

Adoption of this process has had a significant impact on the performance of recycling programmes
operated by local authorities and the public awareness and acceptance of them.

4.1.3 However, the same level of success has not been evident with regard to waste prevention (reduction)
and minimisation (reuse) as demonstrated by increases in waste generation, evidenced in Essex by the year
on year increase in BVPI 84 (kg per head of population). This is coupled with an increase in the percentage
of packaging in the household waste stream. Some of this material is diYcult to reuse and recycle because
of its composite nature, eg mixed plastic packaging.

4.1.4 Adoption of waste prevention and minimisation activities by the public is in the main low as
generally these activities are, from the public perspective, time consuming, out of their control and require
changes in lifestyle which are often seen as reducing the quality of their life (ie having to go without). As a
result of the viewpoint of the public it is often diYcult for local authorities to significantly influence
behaviour particularly when most activity is focused on enabling and encouraging.

4.1.5 The Essex Partnership would suggest that if waste management is going to shift significantly up the
waste hierarchy then a more interventionist approach is required to tackle the issues at source, primarily
focusing on producers, manufacturers and retailers. This should focus on all stages along the product supply
chain to ensure waste generation is minimised at the design/manufacture phase of products and greater steps
are taken to remove the use of unnecessary packaging and improve the recyclability of packaging and
products (package design). To increase cost eYciency in the recovery many local authorities are investing
in automated sorting systems at Material Recovery Facilities (MRFs). An extended opportunity should be
taken to ensure that recyclable packaging products are designed to facilitate automated recovery.

4.1.6 We need to see a strengthening of dialogue between local authorities and industry particularly if
industry is proposing radical changes in the type of packaging they may be promoting in response to the
climate change challenge. There has been much debate recently about the continued production and
distribution of certain packaging materials in response to some consumer criticism about the perceived
volume of packaging in supermarkets etc. Decisions by industry to pursue new ways of marketing products
will have an eVect on the confidence of local authorities to invest in recovery and recycling technologies.

4.1.7 It is important local authorities and industry collaborate on “where industry might be going” to
allow local authorities to commission and operate new recovery technologies in support of market changes.
We are all beginning to recognise that changes in the way for example supermarkets display and promote
their products will have an eVect on local authority confidence to introduce kerbside collection systems and
interim processing technologies. In support of this view, it would be extremely beneficial if there were better
opportunities for local authorities to influence industry in product design so that investments in automated
recovery technologies could be better aligned to optimise performance.

4.1.8 On a positive note, this is starting to happen. Local authority oYcers were invited to attend a recent
seminar organised by the NNFCC (the National Non-food Crops Centre) to debate the use of
biodegradable or compostable packaging. At this seminar local authorities were working with packaging
designers for Tesco, Marks and Spencer, Morrison’s, Sainsbury’s etc. on how industry should be designing
packaging and using compostable packaging. Three key points were agreed at this event:

— do not use compostable plastic to make plastic bottles. This causes confusion and when the
ordinary (oil based) plastic bottles are mixed up with the compostable plastic bottles this causes
high contamination and is of no use for either market;
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— the best plastic packaging to make from compostable plastic is plastic film, used to wrap fruit and
vegetables, because the product can breathe and this is distinguishable for the public and can be
composted at home or in food waste collections. There is already a great deal of public confusion
about plastics so we must keep it simple; and

— a UK standard for compostable plastic needs to be developed and used (like the OK COMPOST
label in Belgium) so its easily understood by the public and lets them know how to deal with this,
eg home and industrial composting.

4.1.9 With regard to the public the issue of reduction and reuse needs to be escalated at a national level.
Public awareness of the issues, problems, opportunities and costs needs to be raised as a way of stimulating
individual action. The ultimate goal should be that generating high levels of waste is seen as socially
unacceptable behaviour. For this goal to be achieved it is likely that even after tackling waste at source and
“pricking” social conscience further actions will need to be taken of a punitive nature. We would support
any activities which provided greater information to the consumer on the environmental impact of their
purchasing choices and would highlight the success of energy eYciency labelling on electrical goods as a
model which could be replicated for wasteful products.

Charging for Waste

4.1.10 Making changes to the current pricing framework for household waste to allow for variable
charging for household waste will enable local authorities to take the ultimate actions against those
generating excessive waste; this approach will also fully embrace the polluter pays principle. This approach
is prevalent in the water, gas and electricity industries and the Essex Waste Partnership believes direct
financial linkages need to be established for waste.

4.1.11 Charging for waste in this manner has focused the attention of commercial organisations to reduce
waste and there is no reason to doubt a similar eVect will be seen on domestic waste providing all steps are
taken to enable householders to prevent and minimise waste (eg through home composting) and maximize
recycling prior to introducing punitive measures.

5. How Decisions Taken by Local Authorities about Collection/Disposal Methods Aid or
Constrain Future Collection Methods and Minimisation. Topics Which may be Considered Within
this Include

5.1 Planning for future sorting, collection and disposal facilities.

Essex Waste Strategy

5.1.1 The key objectives of the draft Joint Municipal Waste Management Strategy for Essex are:

— to meet landfill allowance and bio-diversion targets as set out in the Landfill Allowance Trading
Scheme (LATS) and the requirements of the EU Landfill Directive;

— meet and exceed the countywide Best Value and Waste Strategy 2000 recycling, composting and
recovery targets (45% recycling by 2010–11), with an aspiration to attaining 60% recycling;

— reverse the trend in municipal waste growth from 3% to 2% by 2010 and to 1% by 2015 and
beyond; and

— explore innovative disposal solutions, based on the Mechanical Biological Treatment (MBT) and
anaerobic digestion (AD) family of technologies, to assist in diverting biodegradable waste from
landfill and to recycle and recover more value from residual waste.

5.1.2 Essex County Council and Southend Borough Council, with the support of the Essex District and
Borough Councils, are in the process of submitting an application to Government for Private Finance
Initiative (PFI) credits to contribute to the cost of provision of long term recycling and disposal
infrastructure.

Integration of Collection and Disposal Systems

5.1.3 Although the PFI bid does not directly include collection services, the Essex Partnership recognises
the need and the desirability of integrating the collection and treatment/disposal at a system level. In order
to deliver the cost-eVective integration of collection and disposal services and infrastructure, the Partnership
is currently undertaking a system design modelling exercise. The overarching aim of this is to assess a
number of collection, treatment and disposal system arrangements which will enable the Partnership to
determine the overall best value “cradle to grave” system to the tax payer in the Partnership Area. A number
of collection authorities may use the outcomes of this work as a basis for exploring joint working through
common collection systems or contracts.
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System Design Modelling in Essex

5.1.4 The System Design Modelling is an innovative piece of work that Essex authorities are doing in
partnership with the Waste Resources Action Programme (WRAP), using the nationally recognised
Kerbside Analysis Tool (KAT) model that WRAP has developed.

5.1.5 This KAT modelling work has three broad objectives:

(i) To calculate the cost of high levels of biodegradable waste diversion from landfill through the
capture of organic waste at the kerbside. Two models have been constructed to determine these
costs. The collection systems are based on the principle of alternative weekly refuse collections
which help to minimise the increase in cost to the tax payer and the same dry recyclables collection
which the district currently oVers to their households. The level of increase of biodegradable
municipal waste diversion which we might expect to see is assessed through both separate organic
collections (weekly separate food waste and fortnightly green waste collections) and mixed organic
collections (fortnightly mixed food & garden waste collections). The models will allow us to assess
which system is financially the most advantageous to the tax payers when considering whole
system performance and costs. The Wasteflow costs (treatment and disposal) coupled with the
KAT modelling costs will inform the overall high level costs so that when looking at the results
relative to each other and the baseline, the approximate increases in costs (collection) will be used
to inform the Partnership of the overall cost of delivering a certain level of performance.

(ii) To assess the costs and performance of service provision through kerbside sorted dry recyclable
collections and co-mingled dry recyclable collections. These models assume that for the co-mingled
dry recyclable collections, two centralised Material Recycling Facilities (MRFs) co-located with
the Mechanical Biological Treatment Facilities are used. These models will inform the Districts
whether it is financially advantageous for them to collect co-mingled and process the recycling
through a centralised MRF. The modelling will inform which infrastructure we will procure
through the PFI.

(iii) To assess the costs of using Transfer Stations. These models assume a local transfer station is used
for the appropriate waste streams (depending on how the material is collected). These models are
compared with the models in the previous point to assess the financial impact of the cost of building
and operating a transfer station against eYciencies achieved through the reduced distances
travelled by collection vehicles.

Timetable

5.1.6 The modelling is being delivered in three phases. The first phase, which was completed in December
2006, consisted of two collection authorities and served to pilot the approach. The outcomes of Phase 1 have
been used improve the assumptions and methodology which are being used for a further three authorities
currently being modelled in Phase 2. The results of this phase will be available in June 2007 and the
remaining authorities will be completed in Phase 3 by autumn 2007.

Results

5.1.7. The results of the System Design Modelling will be help inform the Partnership whether the
procurement of MRFs and/or Transfer Stations oVer best value to the tax payers of Essex. If MRF facilities
are required by the collection authorities, they will be procured as part of PFI procurement.

5.1.8. Once a decision has been made, Inter-Authority Agreements will be drawn up to manage the
contractual obligations between the collection authorities and Essex County Council. These Inter-Authority
Agreements will be underpinned by service plans to enable the sizing of all the facilities being procured either
as part of the PFI or separately, including the MBT/AD plants, MRFs and Transfer Stations. The timescale
for getting the Inter-Authority Agreements signed is March 2008, in line with Invitation to Submit Detailed
Solution (ISDS) stage of the PFI competitive dialogue procurement.

5.1.9. The results of the System Design Modelling will also help inform the development of a funding
formula between the collection authorities and Essex County Council. Whilst it will not determine the exact
sums of money which will need to exchange hands, it will give a fair indication of the net cost of delivering
high recycling and diversion at the kerbside alongside treatment and disposal costs.
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6. Financing. Topics Which may be Considered Within this Include

6.1 The funding of waste collection, including the implications of variable charging for waste collection.

Increasing Waste Costs

6.1.1 Irrespective of the technology choice or funding route, the increasing cost of waste management,
including the financial threat of Landfill Allowance Trading Scheme (LATS) penalties, is placing an on-
going budget pressure on WDAs—this is borne out by the experience of many other WDAs, including Kent,
Hampshire and Essex. This is at a time when there are other growing pressures on authorities (eg adult social
care) and less central funds.

6.1.2 It is estimated that the aVordability gap between what authorities’ waste budgets are now and what
they will need to increase to over the next twenty years is in a range of between 50% increase to a doubling
of revenue budgets.

6.1.3 The provision of new infrastructure requires major capital investment and some authorities (eg
Cambridgeshire and Essex) are pursuing PFI as a funding mechanism to help with this. However, it is the
ongoing, increased revenue cost that is the cause behind the aVordability gap and these long-term revenue
implications could have a major impact on council tax and authorities’ overall budgets. Refer to Annex 1.
Graph showing Essex’s projected aVordability gap and PFI contribution.

6.1.4 It is this issue that is also calling into question the suitability of PFI funding for waste projects given
the capex/opex ratio and long-term impact of increased revenue costs. Refer to Annex 2. The opex/capex
ratio graph comparing waste to highways. More flexible, innovative funding models need to be considered which
are attractive to local authorities and the waste industry.

6.1.5 The aVordability gap is also compounded by uncertainty and risk and lack of market, there are
really only six to eight players in the waste industry in the UK.

6.1.6 In addition, Essex CC pays an estimated £10 million per year in landfill tax. This is set to increase
year on year as the £3 per tonne for 2007–08 annual escalator applies, adding an extra cost of £1.5 million
per year. The recent budget announcement that Landfill tax will be subject to an annual escalator of £8 per
tonne from 2008–09 will add an additional cost of £2.7 million. It is forecast that in 2008–09 the total cost
of landfill tax to Essex will exceed the total cost of landfill gate fees. The latest forecasts of landfill tax charges
to Essex are shown below:

2007–08 2008–09 2009–10 2010–11

Landfill Tax £11.0 million £14.7 million £18.4 million £22.1 million
Landfill Tax Rate £24/tonne £32/tonne £40/tonne £48/tonne

6.1.7 This is not revenue neutral to Essex CC. It is not covered by additional funds in the Environmental
Protection and Cultural Services grant (EPCS block contains waste funding) or in funding flow back to the
authority in national insurance contributions. Even if additional funding were given to Essex CC to cover
this, there would be no net financial benefit because Essex CC is a “floor” authority, ie if we receive
additional grants, the EPCS block is reduced by an equivalent amount. Therefore, this is a direct additional
cost to Essex CC, exacerbating the aVordability gap.

Funding

6.1.8 There is also the need for greater transparency between people’s behaviour and the cost of dealing
with waste. Essex would like the idea of a waste precept considered so that the cost of waste is identified and
has less impact on other services. We also need to see other mechanisms developed to bring real change in
people’s behaviour such as direct charging. It is important, if long term change in consumer attitude is to
be established, for there to be greater transparency and stronger links between consumer buying behaviour
and the cost of managing and disposing of household waste: householders (as consumers) must begin to
recognise the financial and environmental costs of their personal decisions.

6.1.9 Consideration needs to be given to a number of initiatives, which might range from direct charging
for waste collected through to encouraging major retailers to introduce incentivised take-back schemes. By
seeking to establish a direct relationship between purchasing, consumption and the financial consequences
of personal behaviour, householders may be persuaded to take a more responsible attitude.

6.1.10 There also needs to be more eVective implementation of EU directives that stimulate producer
responsibility within the retail and manufacturing sector. For example, delays in the introduction of the
WEEE directive have left authorities with an extra cost burden.
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Annex 1

ECC Projected Waste Costs
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Memorandum by the Somerset Waste Partnership (RC 14)

1. Introduction

1.1 Somerset is a rural County, with a number of large towns, such as Bridgwater, Taunton and Yeovil.
The County has 230,000 households and a population of 500,000, producing about 300,000 tonnes of
municipal waste per year.
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1.2 The Somerset Waste Partnership (SWP) consists of the six local authorities in Somerset.3 We have
worked together since 1992 to improve our waste services and are now in the process of creating a new
Somerset Waste Board to manage service provision throughout the County, including through a new
County-wide recycling and waste collections contract covering all Somerset Districts.

1.3 Since October 2004, the SWP has rolled out the UK’s first large-scale integrated package of waste
collections involving fortnightly refuse collection and a separate weekly food waste service, known locally
as SORT IT!. These collections won the Best Local Authority Initiative at the National Recycling Awards
2005, the Local Authority Award at the 2005 Annual Composting Association Awards and a Gold Green
Apple for partnership working from The Green Organisation in 2006.

1.4 Somerset’s SORT IT! collections have been well received by local residents and have led to District
recycling rates more than doubling from 15–20% to 45–48%, with a quarter of this total contributed by food
waste. This integrated package of waste collections services has also resulted in a reduction in total waste
arisings, especially for food waste.

2. Somerset’s Sort It! Service

2.1 Somerset’s SORT IT! collections are an integrated package of waste services,
involving:

(a) weekly recycling and food waste collections, with kerbside sorting for paper, glass, cans, foil,
textiles and car batteries—a 55-litre box is provided for recycling collections and a kitchen caddy
and 25-litre lockable bin with a handle for food waste;

(b) fortnightly refuse collections, with 180-litre wheeled bins provided to most households; and

(c) optional charged garden waste collections using wheeled bins or compostable paper sacks.

2.2 The new collections have been supported by a comprehensive communications plan, involving
District helplines, press launches, notification packs, roadshows, doorstepping in selected areas, simple
service leaflets and follow-up newsletters. Customer care oYcers have provided advice and taken reasonable
action to enforce new service rules, such as no excess waste alongside refuse bins.

2.3 Surveys have shown that 76% of Somerset residents think that SORT IT! is better than the previous
service arrangements, with only 11% saying it is worse. 87% of those responding said that, with SORT IT!,
it is easy to separate waste into the diVerent categories.

2.4 Advantages of Somerset’s integrated SORT IT! waste collections include:

(a) fortnightly refuse collections with wheeled bins restrict amounts put out and so encourage waste
reduction and use of recycling and composting services;

(b) fortnightly refuse collections reduce refuse costs, allowing investment in improved recycling
services;

(c) separate collections for food waste clearly target this material, which is the largest category of bin
waste in Somerset, making up 27% of total arisings;

(d) weekly food waste collections make fortnightly refuse collections more acceptable to residents, as
it is still collected weekly;

(e) collecting garden waste separately, rather than with food waste, allows the garden waste to be
processed at a lower cost in windrows, rather than in-vessel to food waste (Animal By-Product)
standards;

(f) charging for garden waste collections encourages home composting and avoids the increase in waste
arisings and higher costs associated with free garden waste collections; and

(g) fees for garden waste collections reduces the net cost of this service.

2.5 Somerset’s SORT IT! collections have:

(a) increased kerbside recycling yields (for the same range of materials) by more than 50% to an
average of 3.2 kg per household per week from all households (equivalent to 165 kg per household
per year);

(b) achieved food waste yields of 1.75 kg per household per week (90 kg per household per year);

(c) reduced refuse for disposal by half to 7 kg per household per week (365 kg per household per
year); and

(d) reduced the total amount of waste collected from households by more than 10% with only a small
proportion of this redirected to Household Waste Recycling Centres. Waste composition analysis
indicates that the waste category that has most reduced as a result of SORT IT! is food waste. It
is thought this has occurred as a result of less wasteful shopping, more home composting and,
possibly, some moisture loss associated with short-term storage involved in the new food waste
collections.

3 Mendip District Council, Sedgemoor District Council, Somerset County Council, South Somerset District Council, Taunton
Deane Borough Council and West Somerset Council.
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2.6 District-wide roll-outs of SORT IT! were completed in 3 Somerset Districts during 2006 and the
collections now serve 160,000 households. It is planned to extend the service to the remaining 2 Districts
and, through the new collections contract, it is hoped to add materials, such as plastic bottles and cardboard,
to those accepted on recycling collections.

3. Partnership Working

3.1 Somerset waste authorities have worked together since 1992 and signed a Memorandum of
Understanding in 1997. A Joint Best Value Improvement Plan was agreed and implemented during 2002–07.
This resulted in many joint initiatives, including the joint procurement of recycling collections services in
each District in 2002. This joint working is being taken a big step forward with the creation of the Somerset
Waste Board, combining the waste services client functions of all Somerset waste authorities and the award
of a single waste collections contract covering all Somerset Districts.

3.2 As a partnership, the SWP has successfully bid for substantial funding awards from both DEFRA
and WRAP, which have allowed investment in new collection services, an in-vessel composting facility and
communication campaigns.

Memorandum by West Devon Borough Council (RC 15)

In response to the inquiry announcement and the call for evidence West Devon Borough Council would
like the following points to be considered by the inquiry.

The refuse and recycling collection methods adopted by Local Authorities clearly varies greatly across
the country, and also vary greatly between urban and rural areas. Whilst this can in part be attributed to
diVering housing types, there are a number of other factors which individual authorities have to take into
account, such as constituent socio economic profile, geographic profile, population densities, waste service
history and performance, disposal infrastructure etc.

West Devon operates within a two tier local government environment in Devon as a waste collection
authority (WCA). The Waste Disposal Authority (WDA) is Devon County Council and they discharge their
responsibilities for disposal through their own disposal contracts. The processes of collection and disposal
are inextricably linked and it is of concern that the terms of reference of the inquiry do not extend to include
the key issue of disposal and its future planning. In addition to Devon County Council, there are two unitary
authorities at Torbay and Plymouth who perform both WCA and WDA duties for their areas. In Cornwall
a similar two tier arrangement is currently in place between the County Council and the districts.

Given the macro economics of waste collection and disposal the Borough considers that the artificial
barriers that local government boundaries impose, whether they be district, county or unitary does not help
the process of strategically planning for the development of this important public service. The Council
therefore supports the idea of councils being able to freely work collaboratively with each other as partners
to find sensible solutions for their collection and disposal options.

In West Devon the waste collection and recycling service has been evolving in step with Government
statutory requirements, and more importantly customer needs, for some years. As a result the Borough has
a comprehensive waste service, based on a weekly refuse collection service with an additional weekly
kerbside dry recycling service. Garden waste and bulky cardboard is also collected fortnightly from around
56% of the Borough’s households with a supplementary bring service oVered to those properties in very
sparse locations giving an overall coverage of over 70%. This service has been outsourced through a
competitive tendering process for many years and aVords the Borough a recycling rate which in 2006–07
will exceed 40%.

Complementing the Borough’s recycling service is an education programme which has significantly
contributed to an increase in recycling to the extent that the Borough is landfilling below estimated tonnages
of residual waste. The Council believes that this demonstrates that not all areas best fit the “preferred”
alternate weekly collection model in improving recycling participation. A weekly collection service can
certainly be compatible with very high levels of recycling and also demonstrate high levels of public
satisfaction with the service. West Devon’s public satisfaction for refuse and recycling is one of the best at
90.25% (subject to audit confirmation) for 2006–07.

Our rurality makes our service costs per household at £63.26 (2006–07) unavoidably high no matter which
collection method we adopt and is an interesting counter point to the recorded levels of satisfaction
indicated above.

The Council is exploring the potential for the consideration of joint working, cost sharing and joint
contract letting/partnership in the waste services area to try to secure some economies and improve upon
steadily increasing service costs for our customers in the lead up to our contract renewal for waste services
from 2010. Sparsity will continue to be a significant additional cost factor whichever pattern of service the
Council chooses from a menu of options approach to the tender process.
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West Devon also actively participates in waste minimisation activities both on a local basis and as part
of a Devonwide forum. In past years and in the current financial year DEFRA funding has allowed the
Authority and the County to considerably increase its recycling and waste reduction education and
information programme. This has paid dividends and has also allowed for important information gathering
exercises to be undertaken which have been able to inform future waste service decisions. In 2007–08 West
Devon are one of the Borough’s taking part in the WRAP scheme relating to the recycling of food waste.
This is particularly significant for West Devon as a 5000 household sample of our overall population will
provide very good data from which to extrapolate future service trends.

However, being an extremely sparsely populated Borough spread over a large geographical area means
that the technology and location(s) chosen for disposal are vital to informing our collection style. The
Borough is home to 22,823 households, which are located over 458 square miles. The Borough has two main
settlements, Tavistock (5,135 Households) and Okehampton (3,014 Households) with the rest of the
Borough population being made up from villages and small towns. Our refuse and recycling is collected
Boroughwide by five rounds (for each service). It is important to recognise that for a Borough of the
geographical nature of West Devon the number of property collections which can be made daily per round
are much less than in a more densely populated area. There are also higher fuel costs and higher vehicle
maintenance costs related to the area and topography. This coupled with a disposal directive including waste
transfer to a relatively distant landfill makes the cost of waste handling high in West Devon. The opportunity
to oVer up a site for disposal locally is also diYcult given our proximity to a county border and the fact that
a large proportion of the Borough is within a National Park.

It is important to recognise that there is no “one size fits all” approach in this realm. The issue of variable
charging could have a beneficial impact in reaching the percentage of “hard to convert” recyclers.
Introducing methods of variable charging will certainly need to be initially trialled and targeted in areas of
poorer performance, as there are significant costs related to either introducing an automated weighing
system or dealing with the administration of that system, as well as the obvious enforcement costs. Variable
charging may also result in a withdrawal of cooperation from a proportion of the public who do currently
recycle unless it was specifically targeted at the non participants. It would therefore seem sensible to trial
schemes in areas where the impact of the results could be seen and specifically in areas where recycling
performance is currently below the national average. It is also important that variable charging schemes are
monitored carefully against a potential increase in waste taken directly to landfill, and fly tipping activities.

West Devon is very happy to share any of the data and statistical information relating to the services
referenced above should the Committee find them of benefit.

Memorandum by Alex Smiles Ltd (RC 16)

Collection Methods

The problem with waste collection as it stands is the contamination of waste which is recyclable with waste
which is not. Specifically, waste coming for recycling contaminated with kitchen waste, nappies and
putrescible smelly waste renders the whole of the load non-recyclable as no-one wants to pick through and
find the materials which are clean from the whole host of materials which are dirty. As such, the strategy of
larger household waste bins and small recycling boxes should be reversed:

— Larger—mechanical tipped bins should be designated for segregated recyclable material.

— Smaller material specific bins—kitchen waste/nappies, food contaminated packaging waste,
batteries, clinical household waste, etc should be classified in separate smaller containers so that
these do not commingle (mix and cross-contaminate in the back of the vehicle) with the recyclable
materials. (possible subsidy on the recycling of materials such as this at home via a sink shredder
to go as waste or a tax on disposable nappies, so that the waste doesn’t go into the municipal
recyclable waste stream).

As such this would allow the clean materials to be segregated even after they have been mixed and
compressed in the back of a refuse collection vehicle, tipped onto a picking line and further continue
recycling eVorts.

Recycling and segregation at the vehicle roadside

This limits the weight of materials per bin to be collected (a person can’t/won’t lift it) and cause diYculty
with the lifting of bins and recycling generally, which mechanical aids such as bin lifts have all been used to
get away from.
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Recycling and segregation at the customer premises—separate container each for glass paper, card, metal,
plastics

This would significantly reduce the cost of labour to do recycling and materials segregation. as such you
would hopefully see a reduction in cost. This would facilitate a simpler strategy of collecting the materials
and keeping them separate from one another, however it would be diYcult to have a vehicle with enough
compartments for each of the diVerent materials and grades to eVect sort once, bulk up and ship out. (again
will require picking lines and segregation of product types to achieve recycling because mixed materials
attract lower prices (priced to reflect the cost of labour of sorting materials once they arrive at the other end).

Recycling Infrastructure/Investment/Education: smaller recycling centres/CA sites with more frequent
collections

Use of small recycling centres where appropriate materials are classified in larger containers would allow:

(1) the householder to understand the diVerence of the diVerent materials and group accordingly;

(2) feel good factor—I am recycling/carbon neutral/get recycling credits/rebate;

(3) reduce labour costs of the recycling companies/councils (and so costs to council/government/
householders);

(4) increase the no of grades of the material collected, (quality goes up, as will the price paid for it,
but this depends on the policing of the quality of the material input);

(5) get an economy of scale in terms of clean material, so that where larger processing centres and
material streams exist, the recycler can then start to supply materials direct back to manufacturers
who will re-use it without use of brokers (who will need to be paid);

(6) get small scale manufacturers to make use of the material streams as they exist so that the
segregation of material becomes less onerous on either customer, recycler or council; and

(7) colour coding—we have worked with colour coding for recycling of materials for construction
companies, however they have insisted that the Institute of Civil Engineers’ Scheme for coding and
Construction aware Scotland is used rather than Wrap Logo’s and colours. If we are to educate
consumers/customers, a recycling scheme must operate at a higher level ie Europe wide/globally
assigned colours so that when you go somewhere you are taught what to do. It must be simple and
eVective and easy to do. I don’t care if we use WRAP or SEPA/ICE logos and colours, but there
must be a decision made which.

Recycling technology

Each material for sale needs to conform to an appropriate standard for re-use and be easy to segregate.
Paying for what you use (by weight) is the only real way to ensure that people who over produce will also
be the people who pay most, however these people may also fall into the target groups who politicians want
to protect. There may also be an eVect of people taking waste to work/fly tipping to reduce costs to
themselves/their household so the security of bins will have to be addressed (locks, secure storage of bins as
part of planning approval of new developments).

Segregation/processing/commercial methods on oVer generally are:

(1) shred and then trammel (screen)—reduces weight by taking heavy materials ie soil out of the mixed
municipal waste stream, reducing landfill cost to the consumer, however it shouldn’t really be in
there anyway.

(2) picking belts—someone has to stand/sit/pick at materials, separate them into containers or onto
stockpiles for baling/processing. (only waste which will be paid for will be removed).

(3) source segregation on site/cost—the person disposing of the material can use alternative washable/
reusable packaging (so it doesn’t become waste), or segregate material types.

We oVer discounted skip prices for material specific skips, why not the same for appropriately classified
materials on the kerb-side?

You could oVer householders: we will weigh household waste and the recycling materials, then charge for
the household waste but not for the recycling, or even credit them for recyclable materials.

People may swap bins or fill one another’s bins if the costs become too high, or steal recyclable materials
for “my bill” to bill balance.

Reduced frequency of services/AWC’s

If recycled materials or bin waste goes to alternate weekly collections, then the volume of material able
to be moved per week will halve, causing some people to change behaviour, others will reduce the eYciency
of collections by depositing waste by bins so more collection workers will be required and more lifting/
lugging of material will be needed instead of the mechanical bin lifts on vehicles.
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Speed of material processing at transfer stations/storage on the roadside/in the house: at home a bin bag
may sit for one week getting filled, miss collection and sit in the bin for a further week, get collected, get
mixed in the vehicle and sit at a transfer station prior to processing/onward movement for a further two
weeks depending on the pile, methods of processing and eYciency of the operation.

The smell of waste which has heated and cooled over summer months going to transfer stations will smell
more as the waste composts in a transfer station, storage timescales will have to go down (at transfer
stations) as the material smells more surrounding residents will complain more, causing problems for
councillors, politicians, planners etc. more, smaller, local transfer stations will be required, closer to the
residents as diesel and wages go up and pressure for cost cutting mount, these may then introduce
distribution-type centres where material then is transferred to be processed—high throughput incinerators,
processing plants with good road links for onward transport.

General solutions to the smell problems will be:

— drying of materials to drive oV moisture and so stop fermentation;

— or removing kitchen waste/sources of water/putricible materials;

— or moving it into a vessel where it is treated or disposed of once and for all;

— or incineration;

— or landfill or processing (compost?);

— or washing the material completely?; and

— or separate from smelly stuV in the first place.

Ownership/Accountability

If you are not accountable for the production, you will not do anything about it. In the case of multi-
tenant occupancy, there needs to be a method of making waste as easy to segregate as possible in the home
so that there is a lack of contamination further down the line. It must also be considered that we live in a
disposable society, and people have not been educated to maintain items. Until something is done about
the design of products for maintenance and reverse logistics to get the product back to the originator for
refurbishment or replacement, waste will be a fact of life. There are two stark choices here—waste or
maintain.

Memorandum by the Environmental Services Association (RC 17)

The Environmental Services Association (“ESA”) is the sectoral trade association representing the UK’s
managers of waste and secondary resources, a sector with an annual turnover of around £9 billion. ESA’s
Members seek to align economic and environmental sustainability through delivering compliance with
relevant EU waste and environmental legislation.

The Committee’s inquiry is timely as significant changes are occurring in the way that local authorities
arrange for waste to be managed. ESA’s Members collect the vast majority of the UK’s waste, from
commercial and industrial customers and from households on behalf of local authorities.

In addition to the issues set out in the Committee’s press release of 27 March, ESA suggests that the
Committee also considers the implications arising from the interrelationship between waste collection
services and the subsequent recycling, recovery and disposal of materials.

Collection practices vary according to local demographics, scale, and geography and need to be
considered in the context of flexibility, aVordability and the requirement to meet statutory performance
targets for recycling and diversion from landfill.

ESA notes that:

— co-ordinating diVerent waste management and recycling processes will be crucial if the UK is to
comply with EU law. Collection methods impact on options for treatment, recovery and disposal
of waste. Sorting infrastructure, which itself needs to reflect global market requirements for
materials, needs material of an appropriate quality to be collected and delivered in a
coordinated manner;

— collection methodology must reflect local conditions. As recognised in the Inquiry’s Terms of
Reference, diVerent types of housing stock call for various waste collection systems and local
demography can influence the composition of waste: both factors impact on subsequent treatment
and recovery operations;

— local authorities must be adequately funded to meet the Government’s targets. Meeting these
targets raises waste management costs when overall local authority budgets are constrained by
competing priorities;
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— new materials are often added to recycling systems on an “as and when” basis and this can be less
eYcient than taking a strategic approach from the outset: for example, significant capital
investment may already have been made in collection vehicles and receptacles; and

— education programmes should emphasise that collection of material is the first step in the
reprocessing chain, and focus on the need for new waste management infrastructure to process
materials collected from households.

Collection is Linked to Treatment

1. Collection of waste from households is a universal service protecting human health and the
environment. It is also high profile activity: a MORI poll commissioned by ESA in 2002 showed that two
out of every three voters in the UK consider the collection, management and recycling of waste to be the
most important local service.

2. A local authority’s selection of a suitable collection system will often depend on competing factors such
as aVordability and local demography.

3. Collection is the first step in the waste and resource management process and cannot be considered in
isolation to other parts of the reprocessing chain. Achieving statutory targets to recycle more materials and
divert waste from landfill is dependent on collection services delivering suitable quantities of materials to
specifications reflecting the needs, which may change over time, of reprocessors.

4. The interaction between rolling, shorter term collection contracts and longer term treatment and
disposal contracts (which typically require more substantial investment in infrastructure) provides scope for
flexible arrangements to manage the risk associated with the changing composition of the waste stream over
time. When such contracts are aggregated, risks relating to the interface between diVerent elements are
managed fully by the private sector, with operators accepting risks associated with providing appropriate
facilities at diVerent stages during the life of the contract. Disaggregated arrangements require the local
authority to manage changing relationships between multiple contracts and changing configurations of
infrastructure.

5. Local authorities should understand future risks when considering the most appropriate arrangements
for their collection and treatment and disposal services and determine the best balance of risk between
themselves and contractors.

Role of Demography

6. The press notice describing the Inquiry notes that local housing stock will influence the type of waste
collection chosen. Other physical factors also impact on choice: for example, the state of a local road
network might also be relevant.

7. Local demography influences the composition of a local waste stream. For instance, waste from higher
socio-economic groups contains a greater proportion of newspapers and magazines.

8. Such factors impact on the appropriate choice of collection system.

Affordability

9. Local authorities must meet the Government’s targets within spending constraints. There is a direct
relationship between household recycling rates and cost and local factors will determine for any given
authority the optimal trade oV between performance and aVordability.

10. Some authorities try to improve aVordability and increase recycling by collecting waste on alternate
weeks. The Local Government Association suggests that local authorities adopting alternate weekly
schemes have average municipal recycling rates 30% higher than other authorities.4 However, the
Committee will appreciate that alternate weekly collections have attracted controversy. While this might be
addressed by improved education and information, such awareness campaigns themselves represent
further costs.

11. Since 2000–01, real local authority expenditure in England on the collection, treatment and disposal
of waste has increased by 41% and in 2005–06 stood at £2.4 billion, about 2.5% of total council spending in
England. This increase in spending is lower than both the 140% increase in recycling achieved over the same
period and spending in neighbouring Member States.

12. Adopting alternatives to landfill appears to be presenting some funding diYculties: the Local
Government Association has reported that Essex is facing an aVordability gap of £4 billion over the 25 year
life of its waste management project, which is the equivalent of 13% on council tax. Similar gaps have arisen
at Cheshire (£480 million), North Yorkshire (£800 million), and Leeds which has stated that it has a
“frightening aVordability gap” that cannot be contained within capping limits.5

4 LGA Press Release, Wednesday 25 April 2007; data taken from Defra latest Waste Municipal Statistics in England 2005–06.
5 LGA, “A manifesto for recycling”, June 2006.
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13. For five years, ESA has suggested that direct charging should be piloted as a mechanism to increase
investment in waste management services and provide incentives for householders to reduce and recycle
waste. In 2002 Ernst and Young proposed a direct charging scheme designed to increase investment in waste
management and generate awareness among householders without providing incentives to fly tip waste or
burn waste in gardens. The downside is that such flat-rate direct charging provides no significant incentive
to minimise waste generation by households.

14. Ernst and Young also noted that European experience of variable charging schemes had led to
reduction in the volume of waste produced and increases in the segregation of recyclables. However variable
charging can exacerbate fly tipping and backyard burning of waste. In Ireland, the introduction of variable
charging immediately increased illegal waste activity, although this tailed oV relatively quickly. Significant
education and awareness raising activity, together with appropriate regulatory enforcement, must
accompany introduction of such schemes.

15. Thought would also need to be given as to whether operators or local authorities should collect direct
and/or variable charges: local authorities failed to collect 3.2% of council taxes in 2005–066 and, if operators
were asked to collect charges, the question would arise as to whether operators would be obligated to serve
households which had not paid.

Commercial and Industrial Wastes

16. The principal drivers for the management of commercial and industrial wastes are the need to comply
with regulation—including the waste producer’s duty of care—and cost. By impacting on cost, landfill tax
is the principal policy mechanism through which the Government hopes to stimulate development of
alternatives to landfill for these waste streams. However, funding and planning constraints mean that the
development of infrastructure has been slow. Without this infrastructure, businesses are unable fully to
respond to the rising price signal by finding alternative waste management solutions.

17. In any case, since landfill tax was introduced in 1996, businesses will have identified many of the low
cost opportunities for waste reduction and recycling and this could create a lag between further rises in waste
management costs and further behavioural change by business. The fact that the Government’s landfill tax
revenues fell until 2000–01 but rose in each subsequent financial year shows that the percentage falls in
tonnages as a result of the escalator are smaller than the corresponding percentage rises in the cost of landfill.

18. That said, for most materials recycling rates for commercial and industrial wastes are much higher
than for domestic wastes. Defra’s 2002–03 commercial and industrial waste survey found that an average
of 45% of commercial and industrial waste was recycled, compared to current average household recycling
rates of 27% in England.

The Role of the Private Sector

19. Private sector companies operate almost all of the UK’s recycling, waste treatment and disposal
infrastructure. In 2006 the OYce of Government Commerce found that almost half municipal collection in
England was carried out by the private sector.

20. In response to the then public policy, the UK continued to rely on landfill in the last two decades of
the 20th Century when comparable European neighbours were investing in alternative waste management
infrastructure. This saved money at the time but resulted in the UK’s waste management infrastructure
lagging behind that of other European Union Member States. While recycling performances have been
transformed under the present Government, in large part through reliance on Asian markets for materials
for recycling, the Government has not rushed to introduce the necessary clear, long term framework to
enable the private sector to make the investments required to meet the UK’s obligations under relevant EU
law. The Environment Agency noted in its recent “Hidden Infrastructure” report7 that “the UK has one of
the worst records in waste in the European Union (EU). We are one of only three member states to fail to
meet the 2006 targets to reduce the amount of municipal waste going to landfill”.

21. Defra has stated that the UK still needs to invest in £10 billion of infrastructure to meet landfill
diversion targets. This investment will have a profound influence on the choice of waste collection services
introduced over the next 15 years. The private sector’s experience and expertise will enable it to remain best
placed to deliver both the infrastructure and manage the interface risks between waste collection and
downstream waste management and recovery processes.

22. It is possible that delay in developing infrastructure to manage municipal waste could prevent local
authorities from realising their future preferred waste management options. For example, the regulatory
requirement to pre-treat waste prior to landfill could enable the private sector to develop merchant capacity
for wastes and unless near term investment is made for municipal waste, some local authorities could

6 Department of Communities and Local Government.
7 Environment Agency, “Hidden infrastructure: The pressures on environmental infrastructure 2007 report”, March 2007.
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increasingly find themselves forced to compete for treatment and disposal facilities with commercial and
industrial waste streams. This could reduce aVordability for authorities which fail to contract for the
necessary infrastructure.

Wider Resource Markets

23. There is insuYcient reprocessing capacity in the UK to process waste being collected for recycling,
so the UK increasingly depends on export markets to maintain and increase domestic recycling rates. In
2006, in accordance with the Producer Responsibility Obligations, the UK exported 58% of the packaging
material collected for recycling. Defra’s consultation on the Review of the Waste Strategy proposed that
average household recycling rates in England rise to 40% in 2010 so the UK can meet its landfill diversion
targets. This significant increase on the current level of 27% would increase further the UK’s reliance on
overseas reprocessors. In order to provide confidence to local authorities and UK regulators, the industry
has developed the Recycling Registration Scheme which independently audits the export of material to
ensure it is lawfully reprocessed to appropriate standards in regulated facilities.

24. Obtaining planning permission for new treatment and recovery facilities continues to be a major
constraint to development of new infrastructure within the UK so it is likely that exporting materials for
recycling will remain essential to avoid paying EU fines as a result of failing to divert waste from landfill.
However, to complement collection systems designed to maximise local household recycling rates, the
Government should through its Waste and Resources Action Programme (WRAP) develop domestic
markets for recycled materials.

Information Programmes

25. Recent media campaigns have tended to focus on sensationalising perceived negative impacts of
waste management, such as increased odour problems and potential health impacts associated with changes
to collection routines. There have also been attacks on perceived reduction in service levels coinciding with
rising levels of Council Tax.

26. There is a need for wider-based information programmes explaining the rationale for prospective
changes in waste management practices backed up by robust data. Such programmes need also to highlight
the need for new facilities to be developed to recycle and recover waste, and reinforce the fact that everyone
is a waste producer.

Planning

27. ESA welcomed the publication of PPS10 as an improvement on previous national planning policy
guidance. However in the two years since its adoption, there has been little evidence that planning for waste
management facilities has become more straightforward. Indeed in its State of the Nation report for 2006,
the Institution of Civil Engineers noted that no major waste management infrastructure had received
planning permission in the previous year.

28. In broad terms, ESA supports the principles of PPS10, and believes that the policies, properly
implemented could facilitate the infrastructure need to deliver sustainable waste management practices. In
reality, PPS10 has not yet resulted in practical policies or faster decision making so we urge DCLG to carry
out a national review of how PPS10 is being adopted by local planning authorities.

Memorandum by Bryson Recycling (RC 18)

About Bryson Recycling

Bryson Recycling is a social enterprise company that recycles from 60% of NI households. The company
employs over 170 staV and will recycle over 52,000 tonnes of materials this financial year. Bryson Recycling
is a joint venture company between the Belfast charity, Bryson Charitable Group, and ECT, a social
economy company with significant recycling activities across the UK.

Bryson Recycling collects directly form 180,000 households using a kerbside sort box scheme, where we
separate materials at the kerbside into diVerent stillages on the vehicle. We also receive materials in a mixed,
co-mingled form a further 250,000 houses.

We are therefore in a unique position to contribute to the debate about the pros and cons of kerbside sort
recycling versus co-mingled recycling. We also have no particular axe to grind, as we operate both systems
and are proud of both wings of our business.
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Materials collected include:

Co-mingled Source Separated

Paper Paper
Cardboard Cardboard*
Plastic bottles Plastic bottles
Cans Cans

Glass
Alu foil
Old hand tools
Textiles
Batteries*

* in some areas

Pros and Cons

In our experience there are pros and cons to both systems. These are briefly outlined below, along with
our comments drawn from our experience.

Quantity Collected

We have compared the performance of around 220,000 properties on co-mingled collections, and 70,000
properties on source separated schemes. All areas are also on fortnightly refuse collection systems. The
argument for co-mingled systems which in NI use wheeled bins is that they enable larger volumes of
materials to be collected. Where as source separated box systems usually collect a wider range of materials
and therefore should have greater scope to maximise volumes collected.

These figures were taken from NI councils that we serve directly, the figures are our own weights.
Household numbers were taken from the NI Dept Social Development and are used by the Environmental
Heritage Service.

Table 1

KILOS PER HOUSE PER MONTH

Houses All Jan Feb Mar April

Source separated 70854 11.5 13.5 10.2 11.2 11.1
Co-mingled 220592 11.1 12.3 10.1 11.2 10.7
Variance (SS v CoM) 3.2% 9.8% 1.3% "0.3% 4.0%

The figures show that the systems are broadly comparable, with the performance of Source Separated
collections marginally outperforming co-mingled collections.

However, the very recent changes that have been introduced in Carrickfergus Borough Council, where a
second box has been added to incorporate cardboard and increase box capacity, along with a move by the
Council to fortnightly collections of rubbish. The combined eVect was to move Carrick from an a poor
ranking position, to a situation where, based on early May results is likely to settle down at around 25–30%
better performing than the average co-mingled collection also under fortnightly refuse collections. This is a
very significant result that should totally dispel the myth that co-mingled collections yield more recyclables
than kerbside sort systems.
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Table 2

MARCH 2007 CARRICKFERGUS COMPARED TO OTHER NORTHERN IRELAND
AUTHORITIES PROCESSED BY BRYSON RECYCLING

0.00

2.00

4.00

6.00

8.00

10.00

12.00

14.00

16.00

Co-m
ing A

Co-m
ing B

Co-m
ing C

Co-m
ing D

Co-m
ing E

Co-m
ing F

Co-m
ing G

Carric
k

Kerbsort 1

Kerbsort 2

Kerbsort 3

 

Table 3

APRIL 2007 CARRICKFERGUS COMPARED TO OTHER NORTHERN IRELAND
AUTHORITIES PROCESSED BY BRYSON RECYCLING
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Table 4

MAY 2007 (PROVISIONAL ESTIMATE) CARRICKFERGUS COMPARED TO OTHER
NORTHERN IRELAND AUTHORITIES PROCESSED BY BRYSON RECYCLING
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Table 5

AVERAGE PERFORMANCE FROM CO-MINGLED HOUSES PER MONTH IN MAY 2007—
(PROVISIONAL FIGURES)
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Please note that the volumes of co-mingled deliveries conservatively take into account 10% of
contamination delivered, and resulting in end products. See more regarding contamination below.

Quality and Contamination

Kerbside sort materials consistently achieve high levels of quality. The emphasis is on the crew to sort
material, and anything that is not correctly presented in the box is returned to the householder in the box.
This engages the householder, and rapidly improves and reinforces the quality message.
Our experience with co-mingled collections is quite diVerent. Wheeled bins are not as easy to quality assessed
by the crew, and often result in contaminants being mixed among the recyclables. This problem is
exacerbated by Councils that move to alternate week collections (AWCs), with some reluctant recyclers
deliberately hiding rubbish under recyclables. At our MRF, we sample and measure any suspect loads. It
took us some time to realise that the contamination we were experiencing daily was in fact above the 10%
allowable within our contract. One Council produced material that had levels consistently of around 25%
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contamination (after several months, it was able to reduce this to around 10%). Another Council had a large
low income area it was collecting from—contamination regularly reaches around 30—45%, with the worst
example actually reaching over 50%, despite strenuous eVorts to improve the situation. At this level, there
is nothing that can be done with the material, and it is fit only for landfill.

At the other end of the scale, there are some local authorities that have consistently managed to achieve
levels of around 5%, even with AWC. However almost all local authorities occasionally experience bad
loads, and without consistent pressure from us on Councils, and Councils reapplying it to householders, it
is likely that this issue would start to slip again.

Contaminants in the MRF have included dead animals, a sofa, and consistent supplies of clinical waste
including drips, colostomy bags and needles.

We are aware that the system we have for sampling materials arriving (and leaving) the site is uncommon
within the industry. It is very clear to us that the vast majority of Councils collecting co-mingled materials
have very little idea of the proportion of contamination that arrives at the site, and therefore can not
accurately state their recycling rates. This issue is exacerbated by the fact that there is often an unknown
percentage of contamination ending up in materials being sold on the market place. This contamination is
a mixture of non-recyclable materials and other recyclables that remain in the majority material.

In a well run system, we think it is unlikely that many MRFs will be able to reduce the rubbish removed
from site to below 7%, and the average amount of contamination in output materials below 5%. We would
estimate that the combined average of these figures within the industry could be around 15–25% in a large
number of co-mingled systems.

If a comparison is being made between both systems of collection, it is essential that the level of plant
wastage and the level of contamination in the outgoing materials are taken into account.

Alternate Weekly Collections (AWCs)

We have a few observations to make about AWCs. In our view they are absolutely essential for the future
eVectiveness of recycling for the following reasons:

— AWCs compel the public to recycle. We have experienced recycling rates increase by between
20–60% when introduced (more below).

— It allows local authorities to substantially shift resources from refuse collection to recycling
without significant additional investment.

— It sends a message that recycling is here to stay and no longer a voluntary marginal activity.

— The few vocal complainants are mostly the 30% (approx) of non-recyclers who find that they are
now compelled to recycle.

— Complaints die back after a couple of months once the system imbeds itself.

Approximately three years ago Castlereagh Borough Council introduced fortnightly collections to a trial
area of around 2200 houses. Volumes increased by 20% overnight.

In 2005–06, Belfast City Council carried out trial in two inner city Belfast areas, resulting in increases of
around 20 and 50%.

In March /April 2007, Carrickfergus Borough Council, with an initially lower recycling level than
Castlereagh, introduced AWCs, and at the same time introduced a second box, asking the public to divide
some of the material into one, other material types into another. We also canvassed the area, speaking
directly with 50% of householders prior to the launch of the scheme. Although early days, the initial increase
brought yields level with that of Castlereagh, with a 60% overnight increase. Both Councils are likely to be
within the top three performing Councils for kerbside recycling in the region.

Costs

Many commentators on the subject claim that kerbside sort systems are more expensive in terms of
collection. There is often a failure to include whole system costs into the equation. If an accurate assessment
is to be made, costs must include container costs, collections costs and MRF/bulking depot costs.

In two studies made by Rotate of WRAP, cost comparisons were made between two councils that operate
both kerbside sort (run by Bryson), and co-mingled systems (collections run by Councils and material
received at the Bryson MRF). While there are local issues that mean that the studies may not be directly
comparable in other areas, both studies concluded that the kerbside sort systems oVer better value for money
than the co-mingled option.

While it would be a valuable exercise to carry out a detailed analysis of why this is—here are a few
headline pointers.
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Containers

— Wheeled bins cost about £18 each, against boxes at about £3.

Collections

— Refuse collection vehicles (RCV) cost about £110,000 each, against typical stillage vehicles at
around £40,000, they also cost more to run and maintain.

— While the yields of an RCV is typically around six tonnes per day against a stillage vehicle of
around three tonnes a day, the lower costs of operating them goes some considerable way to
bridging the overall cost gap.

MRF/Depot

— A MRF will typically cost £4 million to construct (clearly depending on size and technical
specification), with very considerable running costs.

— A bulking depot associated with a kerbside sort system can cost very little indeed.

Materials value

— The loss in high value materials, especially plastic bottles (currently c £150/tonne) and aluminium
cans (currently £840/tonne), as contaminants in higher grade materials can mean that about 17%
of the value of an average tonne of recyclable materials can be lost. We estimate that this is equal
to around £400,000 in total per year for a 50,000 tonne facility (£4 million over a 10 year period).

While overall costs will in our analysis be more cost eVective with a kerbside sort system, one of the most
compelling arguments is that of risk in the market place. It is clear that the practise of producing low quality
materials which are commonly exported for sale in developing nations to be resorted, is a risky business as
it trades at the lower end of the value chain. Should the markets tighten at all, then the Councils using low
value co-mingled systems are most at risk.

Health and Safety

There has been a determined eVort by the Health and Safety Executive (HSE) to push Councils down the
co-mingled approach. This was based on a report by the Health and Safety Laboratory (HSL) that has been
widely discredited, but still has made a huge impact on the perceptions of Councils and others within the
industry.

We would like to add two comments to this debate:

— The ECT Group which carries out the vast majority of its recycling activities via kerbside sort box
systems has an accident rate just of around one third of the industry total.

— While there have been comparisons between the accident rates of crews collecting with boxes and
wheeled bins, we have never seen a comparison that includes the activities of the MRF. We have
been involved in a study by the HSL which we understand will go some way towards this, but the
brief does not include the potential health benefits of operating out doors and being active, against
the static activity of sorting materials for long periods at a conveyor belt.

Future Flexibility

Many local authorities are failing to meet their required recycling rates and are under considerable
pressure to make changes that improve their current performance.

The choices for kerbside sort systems are quite wide. In Somerset for instance, ECT have added kitchen
waste as a separate material for collection, adding around 60% to the weights collected. In Carrickfergus,
as explained above, a second box has been added to increase the capacity of the collection system and expand
the range of materials to include cardboard. In Banbridge and Armagh, batteries were added in 2006.

It may be possible to utilise emerging vehicle designs to co-mingle a few materials where appropriate and
add even more materials (plastic other than bottles, and tetra paks for instance). Our view is that to achieve
this, paper must be kept separate from everything else, and glass should also be dealt with separately. So
the options for expanding the kerbside sort methods are considerable, and may indeed involve utilising some
MRF technology in order to achieve high quality end products.

The option for MRFs is less obvious. They too could start accepting a wider range of materials, and some
are now including glass in the overall mix with the expectation that this can be sorted from the rest of the
materials. Other materials such as tetrapaks and textiles have also been added to some plants. The diYculty
is that this all exacerbates the already problematic quality issues.
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If there is one issue we would urge the Public AVairs Committee to investigate further, it is the issue of
co-mingling with glass. Our view is that the issue of mixing glass is particularly problematic. On one hand
there are Councils desperate to see their tonnages for recycling increase, and there are MRFs willing to
incorporate glass into the mix. By doing this, Councils will achieve higher recycling rates, but at a high cost.
The quality of materials across the board will be eVected, resulting in MRFs resorting to the lowest common
denominator, trading in low quality materials almost all of which will be bound for the export market, and
starving UK reprocessors of quality material. This is a matter of strategic importance for the recycling
industry in the UK which is being determined by individual Councils introducing co-mingled systems and
then finding the only way to increase volumes is to compound materials quality problems and sacrifice
quality for quantity.

In The End . . .

Having provided all these figures and explanations, it is very clear to us that the majority of Council
decisions are not made on overall system costs or strategic thinking, but on narrow and convenient decision
making that centres around the ease of collections (in particular the preference for wheeled bins and RCVs).

This problem is exacerbated by the separation of collection authorities and disposal authorities. In
Northern Ireland there is still a unitary authority system which means that the obvious connections between
the method of collection and end results from processing are linked. If there is no linkage, then there is no
incentive for collection authorities to think beyond the collection system.

Memorandum by the Association of Charity Shops (RC 19)

Introduction

1. The Association of Charity Shops welcomes this opportunity to contribute to the debate about waste
management in the UK. The Association of Charity Shops is a member organisation which represents,
supports and acts for charities which operate charity shops. At March 2007, the Association had around
270 member charities, ranging from the very largest national charities to local hospice charities. Together,
they operate 6,800 charity shops across the UK. In 2006, charity shops raised £110 million for vital
charitable causes. Over 91% of charity shops’ income derives from the sale of donated, secondhand (ie
reused) goods.
2. In addition to raising funds, charity shops oVer key learning and development opportunities through
volunteering to many who might otherwise remain socially excluded. Charity shops are supported by over
120,000 volunteers nationwide.

3. Charity shops play a key role in waste minimisation—over 250,000 tonnes of textiles and other goods
are reused or recycled through charity shops each year. Goods sold through shops or passed on for reuse
elsewhere do not enter the waste stream. Given this role, and the wide geographical coverage of charity
shops—on more or less every High Street, and easily accessible by the overwhelming bulk of the
population—the sector plays a significant but often unrecognised role in sustainable waste management and
promotion of the Government’s waste strategy.

Consideration

4. There are four key areas where the sector’s contributions and role are relevant to the wider waste
management issues under consideration by the Committee:

(a) charges for the collection of waste from charity shops;

(b) the provision of facilities at civic amenity (CA) sites;

(c) the unintended consequences of direct charging for householders’ waste; and

(d) policies on recycling and reuse credits.

Each of these has implications for the eVectiveness of the sector, not only in its key role of raising funds,
but also in terms of its contribution to environmental gains.

Charges for the collection of waste from charity shops

5. Schedules 1 and 2 to the Controlled Waste Regulations (SI 1992 No 588) (as amended) class waste from
charity shops as household waste, for which a collection charge only may be made. However, a significant
number of waste collection authorities (WCAs), particularly in England, incorrectly charge for the
collection and disposal of this waste. In some cases, the imposition of incorrect charges for disposal can
double a charity shop’s waste bill. Although robust estimates are diYcult to make, a typical charity shop
might spend £400 per year on waste collection services. The imposition of incorrect disposal charges adds
a further £400. We estimate that, across the UK, these unfair charges may be costing in the order of
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hundreds, as opposed to tens, of thousands of pounds each year. By contrast, the tonnages diverted from
the waste stream by charity shops save authorities in the order of £6 million per annum in landfill taxes
avoided, at current prices.

6. In February 2006, Dr Alan Whitehead MP wrote to all English WCAs on our behalf to enquire about
their policies. Following this, and similar approaches by the Association to WCAs elsewhere, we launched
an intense campaign to persuade individual authorities to change their policies to charge correctly for
charity shop waste, ie for collection only. In parallel, our members have lobbied their own authorities. In
September 2006, oYcials at DEFRA agreed to write to WCAs to remind them of their responsibilities under
the current legislation.

7. A significant number of authorities have responded positively to this campaign, and 50 have changed
their policies. However, despite our campaign, and despite DEFRA’s write-round, a much more significant
number continue to overcharge, many are obfuscating and some simply ignore the arguments. A list of 107
authorities in England, which are, or may be, overcharging is at Annex A.

Charity shops reduce waste through reuse and recycling, and encourage an environmentally and ethically
sound shopping culture. Nothing that can be reused or recycled is put out to waste.

We believe it is incumbent on local authorities, as emanations of the state, to respect and apply the law.
In these cases, many are not doing so. Overcharging for waste by authorities diverts money and other
resources from charity shops’ primary aim of raising funds for their parent charities and fails to recognise
the significant contributions they make to waste reduction. Many local authorities’ policies give precedence
to short-term financial considerations rather than the longer term benefits of working in partnership with the
voluntary and community sector to reduce waste. We urge the Committee to agree that this is unacceptable.

Facilities at, and charges for using, local authority civic amenity (CA) sites

8. Currently, local authorities must only accept waste at CA sites from “residents” of an area free of
charge. For all others, it is entirely for each authority to decide what waste to accept, from whom, when and
at what cost. This means that very diVerent arrangements and charges apply even between neighbouring
authorities. To our knowledge, as few as 36 English Waste Collection and Disposal Authorities oVer free
or concessionary facilities for charity shops at their sites. Regular research over the past four years for the
Association shows that over 70% of charity shop visitors (donors and purchasers) live within three miles of
their favoured shop. Thus, items given to charity shops are likely to have come from local residents.

9. As noted above, charity shops will not put out to waste anything that can be reused or recycled—it does
not make economic sense for them to do otherwise. However, because charity shops receive a proportion of
donations which cannot be resold or recycled, it is inevitable that they produce waste, some of which will
be bulky. In the absence of charity shops, many donations would have gone to landfill as waste. Waste from
charity shops, therefore, is only the unuseable residue of reuse and recycling eVorts. The value of recognition
of these eVorts was summed up by the Minister for Local Environment Quality, in his letter of 7 March
to Chief Finance OYcers. Mr Bradshaw noted that waiving tipping fees helped “to promote constructive
partnership working with the sector”.

We believe that, given the contributions charity shops make to waste prevention, coupled with the
domestic origin of much of this waste, the Committee will agree that these charges may be seen to penalise
the promotion of reuse. We invite the Committee to press HMG to continue its encouragement to
authorities to waive charges, and to issue supporting guidance.

Direct charging for housholders’ waste—unintended consquences

10. Over many years, charity shops have been seen by some householders as a convenient “dumping
ground” for unwanted goods, regardless of their condition. Although the Association and its members have
gone to considerable lengths to encourage members of the public to donate only good quality (ie sellable or
re-usable) goods, a proportion of donated goods remain in poor condition. A sample of waste which had
to be dumped from just one charity shop included single shoes, broken toys, torn books, broken hangers
and used toiletries. These items are often left outside charity shops when they are closed, and can cause a
nuisance and health and safety hazard to staV, volunteers and others.

11. We believe the introduction of direct charging for residual household waste runs the risk that this
dumping—“fly tipping by stealth”—might increase. There is a risk that direct charges will not change
individual’s behaviour to the good. Rather, many might be tempted to find other routes to reduce the
chargeable element of their waste, including fly tipping. The Jill Dando Institute for Crime Science, for
example, reported that three times more people had considered fly-tipping as had actually fly-tipped.8 The
temptation is clearly there. The potential consequences for charity shops of this temptation becoming action
are significant. This will only increase the financial and operational burdens on charity shops, which will
have to sort and arrange (and pay for) the collection of this waste.

8 Fly-Tipping; Causes, Incentives and Solutions—The Jill Dando Institute for Crime Science (www.jdi.ucl.ac.uk/downloads/
publications/research–reports/fly–tipping/JDI–FlyTipping–ResearchReport.pdf)
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12. There is widespread public support for charity shops—80% of the population have donated to charity
shops, and around two thirds have bought from them.9 This generosity is the bedrock of the success of the
charity retail sector. However, we are concerned that appropriate measures should be in place:

(a) to ensure the minority of householders are encouraged not to use charity shops as dumping
grounds; and

(b) to encourage local authorities to apply the spirit of the Clean Neighbourhoods and Environment
Act and work in partnership with charity shops to reduce the nuisance this waste might cause.

We believe charity shops may become unwitting victims of fly tipping by stealth by a minority, and urge
the Committee to press HMG to take these issues fully into account in its Impact Assessment of any
proposal to introduce direct charging.

Payment of recycling and reuse credits

13. As at March 2007, we believe only 87 English authorities pay recycling credits, and 57 pay reuse
credits to reuse groups. Many of these pay one type of credit, but not the other. The value of recycling credits
varies considerably, from £3 per tonne to £53 per tonne (the average is £36 per tonne).

14. Payments of these credits can come in one of two forms—waste disposal credits, to reflect disposal
costs avoided, and collection credits, to reflect savings on collection costs. The Secretary of State has powers
to introduce a duty on authorities to pay waste disposal credits. He currently has no such powers in relation
to waste collection credits.

15. The system for paying waste recycling and reuse credits to third parties is currently an opt-in system.
There is no obligation on authorities to pass on savings from waste prevention measures to those who take
these measures. The Government expects waste authorities, however, to consider all applications for third
party credits where there are benefits for a particular area, and would consider it unreasonable for an
authority to avoid paying credits where there is a clear contribution to waste management in an area.
Government expects authorities, therefore, to be pre-disposed to paying credits.10 Mr Bradshaw’s letter to
Chief Finance OYcers urged authorities to support fully third sector eVorts to prevent waste, including
“giving full consideration to paying recycling and reuse credits to third sector organisations . . .”

16. Despite the Government’s expectation that authorities will be “pre-disposed” to pay credits, the
Association has anecdotal evidence that applications for recycling credits are being dismissed out of hand.

17. Charity shops play key roles in both recycling and reusing waste. Where donations cannot be sold
for reuse (as non-waste), charity shops will pass on as much as possible for recycling (as waste). A number
of Association members also operate textile and other banks (whose contents are classed as waste and are
reused or recycled).

18. We believe the payment of credits could be a powerful waste prevention tool. It has no cost, save
minor administrative costs, and not only encourages waste reduction measures, but also helps local
authorities meet demonstrably their recycling obligations. Currently, reuse of waste does not figure in
calculations for these obligations. However, it appears that relatively few authorities have embraced credits
as a way to address local waste issues, or as a means to demonstrate their own performance in waste
management.

We believe the credits system has been less eVective than it might have been, not least because so few
authorities are willing to pay credits, and because some have failed to embrace the spirit, as well as the letter,
of the scheme. To that extent, we invite the Committee to agree that this voluntary system has not worked,
and that HMG and, in due course, Parliament should consider whether a mandatory scheme is needed.

Conclusion

19. The charity shops sector plays a vital role in preventing waste, encouraging a culture of reuse, and
recycling, a contribution which is under-recognised by many municipal authorities. Unnecessary
administrative and financial burdens hinder the sector’s eVorts. The consequences of a direct charging
regime for householders’ waste might also have the unintended eVect of further undermining these eVorts.
With the exception of the credits system, many of these burdens can be removed by simple administrative
measures, and a willingness by local government to work in partnership with charity shops.

20. The Association of Charity Shops, and our members, are keen to continue to provide an
environmentally and ethically friendly way of shopping, which raises vital funds for charity. We hope the
Committee will support the actions called for in this submission. We will be happy to provide further
information or clarification.

9 From research commissioned by the Association from nfp Synergy—2007
10 See DEFRA’s “Guidance on the Recycling Credits Scheme”, April 2006.
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Annex A

Authorities Charging Collection and Disposal

Allerdale Borough Council

Barnsley Metropolitan Borough Council

Bassetlaw District Council

Birmingham City Council

Boston Borough Council

Braintree District Council

Cannock Chase District Council

Castle Morpeth Borough Council

Colchester Borough Council

Dudley Metropolitan Borough Council

Eastleigh Borough Council

Erewash Borough Council

Fareham Borough Council

Fenland District Council

Gloucester City Council

Gravesham Borough Council

Harborough District Council

Horsham District Council

Knowsley Metropolitan Borough Council

Leicester City Council

London Borough of Merton

London Borough of Newham

London Borough of Sutton

Norwich City Council

Oldham Metropolitan Borough Council

Redcar & Cleveland Council

Redditch Borough Council

Rother District Council

Southampton City Council

St Helens Council

Stockport Metropolitan Borough Council

Uttlesford District Council

Vale Royal Borough Council

Wakefield Metropolitan District Council

West Oxfordshire District Council

West Wiltshire District Council

Winchester City Council
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Authorities Offering a Limited Free Service, then Collection and Disposal Charges

Ashfield District Council

Bath & North East Somerset Council

Carlisle City Council

Chelmsford Borough Council

Daventry District Council

East Northamptonshire District Council

Gateshead Metropolitan Borough Council

Huntingdonshire District Council

Hyndburn Borough Council

Isle of Wight Council

London Borough of Brent

London Borough of Ealing

Medway Council

North Devon District Council

North West Leicestershire

Rossendale Borough Council

Royal Borough of Kingston upon Thames

Scarborough Borough Council

Shrewsbury & Atcham Borough Council

South Bedfordshire District Council

South Cambridgeshire District Council

South Oxfordshire District Council

South Shropshire District Council

South Somerset District Council

Test Valley Borough Council

Tonbridge & Malling Borough Council

Wear Valley District Council

West Berkshire Council

Wycombe District Council

Wyre Forest District Council

Authorities Regarding Waste as “Trade” and Referring Shops to Private Contractors

Arun District Council

Ashford Borough Council

Charnwood Borough Council

Cherwell District Council

Gosport Borough Council

Hastings Borough Council

Oadby & Wigston Borough Council

Telford & Wrekin Council
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Authorities Which Have Not Replied to Representations

Blaby District Council

Bolsover

Canterbury City Council

Cotswold District Council

District of Easington

Ellesmere Port & Neston Borough Council

Forest Heath District Council

Gedling Borough Council

Great Yarmouth Borough Council

Halton Borough Council

Hart District Council

Hertsmere Borough Council

King’s Lynn & West Norfolk Borough Council

Lichfield District Council

Lincoln City Council

London Borough of Enfield

London Borough of Haringey

Malvern Hills District Council

Mansfield District Council

Mid Devon District Council

Mid SuVolk District Council

Milton Keynes Council

North Wiltshire District Council

Oxford City Council

Plymouth City Council

Royal Borough of Windsor & Maidenhead

Shepway District Council

Tandridge District Council

Walsall Metropolitan Borough Council

Wansbeck District Council

West Devon Borough Council

Wirral Metropolitan Borough Council

Memorandum by Sea and Water (RC 20)

Introduction

1. Sea and Water was set up in 2003 to provide a representative voice for the inland waterways, short sea
and coastal-shipping industry, and to promote water freight as a viable alternative to the movement of
freight on the UK’s roads. Sea and Water is funded by the Department for Transport and by annual
subscriptions from 130 members from the water freight industry in the UK.

2. Transportation of waste is a significant activity for the water freight sector. Many of our members are
engaged in the delivery of waste services. Their views are incorporated in this submission.

3. Our evidence is brief, and is limited to a single, highly important, point. That is in our view, any inquiry
into waste services must take account of the way it is transported to the recycling facility, to the incinerator
or to the landfill site. This element of the logistics chain can have a significant environmental impact, and
we believe that a low carbon transport mode, such as water, should be favoured wherever possible.

4. We would be very happy to amplify any of the points we make here either in writing or in oral evidence
to the Committee.
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Sustainable Transport

6. Much attention has been devoted to campaigns to increase the level of domestic and commercial
recycling, with some success. However, there is much less focus on the use of sustainable transport to move
waste. All too frequently materials travel to the disposal site by road, and rail and particularly water are
comparatively under-used.

7. For example, in London, according to the London Mayor’s Strategy Report (2003), of the 2.7 million
tonnes of waste transported out of the capital in 2001–02:

— 27% was transported by rail.

— 27% was transported by barge on The Thames.

— The remainder was moved by road.

8. However, there is considerable potential to move waste products via the UK’s 2,200 miles of inland
waterways, rivers, estuaries and 11,072 miles of coastline. Water transport is the ideal mode to move waste
and recycling because it is not time sensitive.

9. The UK is also exporting materials for reprocessing from the UK’s leading container ports at
Felixstowe, London and Southampton. It is logical that waste and recycling materials should be transported
by water within the UK to these ports.

Table

UK EXPORTS OF RECYCLABLES TO CHINA, 1997–2005

Plastics Paper and Board Metal

1997 '500 4,000 8,000
1998 1,000 2,000 7,000
1999 4,000 5,000 14,000
2000 5,000 6,000 115,000
2001 7,000 49,000 130,000
2002 11,000 160,000 120,000
2003 26,000 349,000 377,000
2004 63,000 1,089,000 286,000
2005 42,000 1,527,000 324,000

Notes: Overseas Trade Statistics
Source: DTI
Metal includes waste and scrap of precious metal or ferrous metal, copper,
nickel, aluminium, lead, zinc, tin, tungsten and tantalum.

10. The benefit of water transport is that by substituting for road transport it reduces congestion, and
cuts pollution. A single 300-tonne barge takes 15 lorry journeys oV the road—and domestic water transport
emits 80% less carbon dioxide than lorries and 35% less nitrogen oxide.

11. We urge the Committee to keep in mind that the objective of recycling and of the drive to cut landfill
is to reduce emissions. However, successes in achieving this objective are undermined if road vehicles are
used to transport waste materials. Water transport should therefore be preferred.

Recommendations

12. We hope that the Committee will recommend that it be a requirement for waste authorities to ensure
that companies tendering for contracts should include water transport as part of their logistics solution.

13. We urge the Committee to invite the Government to ensure that planning policy favours the
safeguarding of wharves that are or could be used for the loading and unloading of waste onto water
transport. Access to quaysides is vital for the eVective handling of waste materials.

Memorandum by Greater Manchester Waste Disposal Authority (GMWDA) (RC 21)

Ways of Collection and Waste Measurement

Collection methods

The timing, frequency and type of collection is a matter for WCA decision. GMWDA contributes to this
process through the AGMA (Association of Greater Manchester Authorities) working groups to progress
collaborative working, in particular for collaborative working for waste collection.
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Joint working, cost sharing and co-operation between WCAs

In order for smooth operation of the overall waste management arrangements for municipal waste
management within a sub-region such as Greater Manchester it is essential for there to be not only good
working across WCAs but also between the WCAs and the WDA, in this case Greater Manchester Waste
Disposal Authority.

Co-operation between the waste authorities in Greater Manchester has been taken to a new level through
the establishment of an Inter-Authority Agreement, regarding waste delivered to the WDA by the WCAs,
which supersedes a Memorandum of Understanding between the authorities. The new Agreement will be a
binding and financial agreement on all parties that incentivises eYcient and eVective service delivery. All
nine districts have agreed the terms and formal signing is anticipated by the end of June 2007.

The Contribution Collection Methods May Make Towards Waste Minimisation, Recycling
Reduction of Waste

Information programmes

The Greater Manchester Waste authorities (GMWDA and the nine constituent districts as WCAs) have
benefited from successful bids in partnership to DEFRA funded initiatives. This has enabled us to invest in
promotional campaigns through the WRAP programme to address local and sub-regional issues by means
of a nationally recognised campaign and associated branding. Although primarily a positive experience,
there have been issues of over- prescription from WRAP and what seems to be an over-zealous attitude to
the branding which has caused some local practical diYculties eg using the exact prescribed font and logo
colours.

The waste partnership across Greater Manchester is also developing well with the Preferred Bidder
(Viridor Laing) for the GMWD waste management contract, which is regarded as the largest and most
complex in the UK, and probably Western Europe It involves over £300 million of investment in new
infrastructure and is estimated to be worth around £3 billion. An important part of this contract is waste
prevention and eVective communication with all stakeholders.

Collection Technology

WCA technology is closely associated with that of the waste treatment processes which will be provided
in Greater Manchester through the major new contract as indicated above. Its success is dependent upon
good collaboration, also evidenced above—through the Inter Authority Agreement—and a good
understanding by householders of their part which comes about by good communications processes.

How Decisions Taken by Local Authorities about Collection/Disposal Methods Aid or Constrain
Future Collection Methods and Minimisation

In its procurement process, and through collaborative working with the Greater Manchester districts,
GMWDA has achieved a future waste management solution which maintains flexibility through a broad
range of treatments following WCA kerbside recycling—Green Waste Composting, In Vessel Composting,
Mechanical Biological Treatment, Anaerobic Digestion, Thermal Treatment. This stems from the Joint
(GMWDA and all WCA adopted) Municipal Waste Management Strategy which commits to reducing, re-
using and recycling/composting (with no limitation and to achieve a minimum of 50% recycling) before
further treating the residual waste. This variety gives many routes by which materials can be reclaimed—
for example through kerbside recycling, through reception at district “bring” recycling facilities, through
the GMWDA provided network of Household Waste Recycling Centres or through the materials
separation process at the MBT plants.

This flexible approach ensures that constraints for the future due to decisions in the past might be kept
to a minimum.

Financing

As GMWDA is not a Waste Collection Authority it is not able to supply direct evidence on the financing
process for refuse collection.

Abbreviations used
WDA Waste disposal Authority
WCA Waste Collection Authority
GMWDA Greater Manchester Waste Disposal Authority
AGMA Association of Greater Manchester Authorities
MBT Mechanical Biological Treatment
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Memorandum by West Sussex County Council (RC 22)

Summary

Although this inquiry relates primarily to refuse coIlection it is critical consideration is given to the inter
relationship between authorities and how this can influence the future of delivering waste services.

In West Sussex we have worked hard to deliver services in partnership, and supported the work of the
Innovation Forum in leading the Joint Working in Waste Project. The project was chaired by West Sussex,
and steered by Cornwall and Shropshire County Councils, the Local Government Association, Defra, The
OYce of the Deputy Prime Minister (now the Department for Communities and Local Government). I
chaired the Project Board which included, amongst others, an elected member from a district council.

The final report from that project has influenced the work of the South East Centre of Excellence in
establishing a single portal for waste management information through its Waste Information Network,
and, more importantly, the approach by the Government to allow the creation of Joint Waste Authorities
seeking to improve eYciency and service delivery.

I have set out below brief details of the areas where I believe the work in West Sussex may help the inquiry.

The Ways in Which Local Authorities Collect and Measure Waste

Joint working, cost sharing and the potential for co-operation between waste collection authorities

West Sussex County Council led the Innovation Forum Joint Working in Waste Project. The final report
identifies a number of issues relating to co-operation between waste collection and waste disposal authorities
and is based on case studies submitted by a number of authorities.

The report and case studies which was compiled by T Leahy, an independent consultant (which includes
how two waste collection authorities brought together their service delivery) may be relevant to this aspect
of the enquiry. The report can be found at:

http://www.idea-knowledge.gov.uk/idk/core/page.do?pageId%678952

The report was a major influence in the development of the South East Centre of Excellence Waste
Information Network, and the announcement on 22 January 2007 by the Government that it would
introduce new powers through the Local Government Bill to allow the creation of Joint Waste Authorities
(JWAs). This measure aims to help those authorities that wish to put joint working on waste on astatutory
footing. Groups of authorities will be able to voluntarily request creation of a JWA in order to enable
stronger partnership working on waste. Government will work with authorities to determine the structure,
constitution and funding of their partnerships.

How Decisions Taken by Local Authorities about Collection/Disposal Methods Aid or Constrain
Future Collection Methods and Minimisation. Topics Which may be Considered Within this
Include

Planning for future sorting, collection and disposal facilities

West Sussex County Council has let a Private Finance Initiative (PFI) contract to handle recycling waste
and to manage household waste recycling sites, now known as RECLAIM.

The contract process was completed with our partner collection authorities within West Sussex playing
an integral part in the delivery of the contract. This was achieved through the Inter Authority Waste Group
(an Elected Member group, supported by a Strategic Waste OYcer Group).

The groups developed and agreed a Memorandum of Understanding in relation to the way in which the
authorities would support the aims of the contract. The MoU is now embedded in the contract. It
particularly relates to the input specification and service planning to underpin operational arrangements in
pursuance of the operational service.

Once let, the joint work continued to manage and develop the contract through joint management
arrangements. This ensures that the aims and aspirations of the collection authorities (individually and
jointly) are fully considered as the services develop. This has been a key influence on the development and
planning of a new materials recycling facility due to come on line in 2008.

The same approach has been taken in relation to the current tender process to deliver a Materials
Resource Management Contract that will handle all other waste (ie non recyclable waste).

Included in this approach is the establishment, alongside the tender process, of “Better Tomorrows” a
Community Interest Company (a not for profit company) to deliver, among other things, waste prevention
initiatives, general waste awareness, and education and awareness in schools.
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Memorandum by South Holland District Council (RC 23)

South Holland is a waste collection authority operating in an area of two tier local government.

The Communities and Local Government Select Committee has resolved to conduct an inquiry into
refuse collection.

The inquiry will include consideration of the following matters:

The ways in which local authorities collect and measure waste. Topics which may be considered within
this include:

Collection methods: the contribution made to waste minimisation by the timing, frequency and type of collection
in both urban and rural areas and in areas characterised by diVering housing types, such as flats

Waste minimisation initiatives are recognised as the best initial practice for South Holland. As well as
developing a recycling collection service, we have also introduced waste minimisation principles. These
include support for the principle of home composting, not collecting green waste as part of our refuse
collection service, charging for the collection of garden waste to reduce the demand for the service, charging
for the collection of bulky items to reduce the demand for the service and the promotion of South Holland’s
Community Furniture Recycling Project.

Our waste arisings are increasing by a slower rate than the national average and we currently have the
lowest waste arisings per household/year in Lincolnshire. We have maintained this performance while still
achieving our government recycling target. We have sold over 3,000 home composting bins and will monitor
for impact on waste collection volumes. We have extended the kerbside recycling service to 98% of the
district to assist us in reducing waste to landfill. We have encouraged householders to donate unwanted
furniture and household goods of suYcient quality to South Holland’s Community Furniture Recycling
Project.

We plan to continue with the current weekly waste and recycling collections to discourage the disposal
of excessive amounts of household waste. Black plastic sacks are used as the container for refuse with clear
sacks being introduced to replace the existing 55 litre recycling boxes. Glass is also now collected with the
dry recyclables. We promote re-use schemes where ever possible within the district and robustly follow a
“refuse to recycling” policy.

Joint working, cost sharing and the potential for co-operation between waste collection authorities

The collection methods operated in South Holland are unique in Lincolnshire in maintaining a weekly
refuse collection service and therefore the above opportunities are limited to more strategic issues.

Information programmes: how the Department of Communities and Local Government and local authorities
can contribute to reducing the amount of waste reaching collection through providing information to households,
consumers and producers

There is an on-going need to provide information to the public about the need to reduce the amount of
waste that is produced, and the opportunity is enhanced by growing awareness of the issues related to
climate change.

There is also a need for a change in attitude by residents to accept responsibility for the waste they
produce, and see it as their problem and not that of their local authority.

This attitude also needs to more widely encompass the view that waste is a resource needing to be re-used
rather than simply thrown away.

Finally there is a need to accept that waste is a lifestyle issue, and that lifestyles are going to need to change.
The use of real nappies as opposed to disposables is a classic example of a lifestyle issue. To this end given
that most people are going to continue to shop at supermarkets this lifestyle change will need to be driven
by the reduction of packaging at source.

There is no doubt that the national recycling campaign advertisements have been noticed, and this
approach must be continued.

In Lincolnshire the Waste Partnership has both a sub-group of recycling oYcers and a separate Waste
Engagement Group to work on combined approaches to waste minimisation, recycling and publicity. This
year all seven districts and the county have joined the WRAP home composting scheme to jointly promote
the benefits that this important waste minimisation scheme can have.

Technology: the contribution of collection technologies to waste minimisation, reduction and setting

Technology has a role to play in ensuring that such packaging that is used is easy to recycle and avoids
the use of complex combinations of materials. There is also much work to be done for supermarkets to make
biodegradable packaging.
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Planning for future sorting, collection and disposal facilities

The public need to be clear of any collection/disposal/treatment issues with respect to waste and processes
need to be complimentary. For example should a WDA opt for an energy from waste option it could conflict
with WCA minimisation/recycling schemes.

The funding of waste collection, including the implications of variable charging for waste collection

A topic requiring careful consideration! The views and principals of local authorities will be varied with
little common ground. Similarity can be made to recycling and the many diVering collection regimes
currently operating across the country.

Comparative evidence of how charging aVects the minimisation behaviour of businesses who pay for removal
of commercial waste

South Holland does not operate a commercial waste collection service but our conversations with
businesses have revealed a desire to recycle but the lack of opportunities and financial restrictions are the
limiting factors.

Memorandum by Gemini Waste Consultants Limited (RC 24)

This memorandum shows the results of research into waste collection authorities that currently provide
Alternate Weekly Collections (AWC). This strongly suggests that it is not the provision of AWC that
provides the main stimulus to residents to change their waste management habits but that this results from
the imposition by authorities of parallel and, as the research indicates, illegal waste management practices.

Background

In April 2007 the Daily Mail published a list of 150 local authorities that provide AWC. This research
took a random sample of 15 of these authorities (Annex 1)* and analysed their waste management practices.
The results show that each authority except one provides alternate weekly collections of residual waste and
recyclable and compostable materials (referred to as recyclable). The exception provides a weekly collection
of recyclables. However, the Committee might also be interested to know that changing the frequency of
collection has not been the only change that these authorities have introduced.

The authorities originally provided a weekly collection of all residual and recyclable wastes produced by
their residents. Now all restrict residents as to the amount of waste the authorities will remove when
collections of residual waste are made. This move from unlimited waste to limited waste is fundamental to
the eVect of AWC on residents. This change in service standard is common amongst all authorities in the
sample ie their policies are to not collect all the residual waste produced by occupiers. Each authority claims
that this change has led to increases in recycling. However, it could also be argued that it is not the change
to AWC per se that is the cause of these increases, it is the fact that authorities refuse to remove more than
limited amounts of residual waste, thereby forcing residents either to sort their wastes or, in many cases, to
dispose of their wastes elsewhere.

Whereas fortnightly collections are permitted by law, the research strongly indicates that not collecting
all of an occupier’s residual waste is not. Being commonplace does not necessarily guarantee compliance
with the law.

Legal Position

The governing legislation is the Environmental Protection Act 1990, section 45 of which places a statutory
public law duty on waste collection authorities to collect household waste arising in their areas. This is an
onerous duty for authorities given that there is no general requirement in law for occupiers to present their
household waste in any particular manner. The Act addresses this potential conflict by giving authorities
the power to require residents to contain their wastes.

However, this power does not give authorities the right not to perform the statutory duty that is set out
in section 45 ie collect all household waste. Instead, it is a means by which they are able to perform that
duty. Unfortunately, avoiding the duty is exactly what authorities that provide AWC seem to be doing: they
provide limited storage capacity to residents by issuing wheeled bins of limited size and, other than in
exceptional circumstances, will not allow residents to procure additional containers. In every case these
authorities will not collect “side waste”. That authorities have to collect waste in unlimited quantities
appears to be quite clear from the Court of Appeal (Annex 2)* however, despite this, increasing numbers
of authorities do not. In addition, the Department of Environment, Food and Rural AVairs has confirmed

* Annexes not printed
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that authorities are permitted under certain circumstances to not collect side waste. However, there is no
provision within the EPA for guidance to be issued by the Secretary of State regarding interpretation of
section 45 of the Act.

Practical Position

Each authority in the sample claims that the main reason for introducing the change to AWC is because
of government targets. In most cases these are recycling targets, but in the case of collection authorities that
are also disposal authorities (but also some collection-only authorities) the target referred to is landfill
diversion. Recently the LGA issued a press release on AWC which led the media and others to infer that
AWC of itself leads to higher levels of recycling. However, in reality the release does not make this assertion.
What it does state, however, is that in general authorities that practise AWC have higher levels of recycling
than those that do not. That point is not disputed. However, as stated in this memorandum, it is not AWC
of itself that brings about this change—it is the change in policy to not collect all household waste that forces
residents to adopt diVerent practices.

Notwithstanding the legality of not collecting all residual waste, the committee will be aware that it is
equally feasible to adopt a policy to not collect all waste based on a weekly collection because whether all
residual waste is collected is not, of itself, a function of collection frequency. However, where frequency does
come in is that the scale of the problem faced by residents who produce what some authorities refer to as
“excessive amounts of waste” is far more acute if they are faced with having to wait for a further two weeks
(making a total of four weeks) in order to get their residual waste collected, as opposed to another week if
a policy of “no side waste” was to be applied to weekly collections. It does not appear to be unreasonable
to conclude that authorities might want residents to suVer inconvenience, without which their recycling/
diversion targets might not be met.

Memorandum by the Industry Council for Packaging and the Environment (INCPEN) (RC 25)

INCPEN, the Industry Council for Packaging and the Environment, was established in 1974 to study the
environmental and social impacts of packaging. Its members are companies who operate throughout the
supply chain and share a common interest in packaging, the environment and sustainability. Research
includes:

— Study of the environmental footprint of UK households, summary published as “Towards Greener
Households” 2004.

— Composition of UK litter, survey conducted by Keep Britain Tidy 2005.

— Multi-stakeholder initiative with consumer and environmental NGOs, and local government to
produce an Action Plan on packaging 2002.

— Two-year study of the environmental impact of the UK Food Supply Chain 1996.

— Study by the UK Centre for Economic and Environmental Development on excessive
packaging—Packaging in a Market Economy.

— Managed the Packaging Standards Council—multi stakeholder, consumer watchdog on
Packaging 1992–96.

— Life cycle analyses since the late 1970s.

— The first analysis in the UK of the composition of municipal solid waste to identify the packaging
fraction in 1980, jointly with Merseyside County Council.

— Supported and part-funded the National Household Waste Analysis Programme until it was
discontinued in 1992.

— Provided industry funding for Friends of the Earth’s first Recycling City project in SheYeld in
the 1980s.

— Part-funded a European Commission project analysing the composition of waste separated for
recycling and residual household waste in six European countries.

Summary of Memorandum

The packaging sector recognises the vital role of local authorities in collecting used packaging for
recycling. However there are shortcomings in the current system which INCPEN would like to work with
the collection authorities to help address.

The quality of materials collected for recycling has dropped dramatically, with contaminated material
being rejected after being driven sometimes hundreds of miles for reprocessing elsewhere in the UK.

Worse are recent scandals concerning export of low quality materials for “recycling” elsewhere in the
world, notably China.
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The amount of used packaging arising from households is a result of two factors. The number of goods
bought, which depends primarily on lifestyle choice and economic factors, and the amount of packaging per
portion which is decided by manufacturing industry.

Competition between materials has been one of the key drivers in helping companies innovate and
optimise use of energy and materials. Companies need the widest possible choice of materials so they can
use the minimum amount to provide maximum protection for each product in each supply chain.

From an environmental perspective, packaging is chosen for its overall resource-eYciency to reduce waste
from damaged goods and spoilt food and energy use in the whole supply chain.

Manufacturing industry needs to work closely with WCAs (Waste Collection Authorities) when
introducing new packaging materials to help ensure there is no negative impact on local authority waste
management systems and collection infrastructure.

It does not make environmental sense to attempt to recycle all packaging. For example, light, low value
contaminated materials such as the plastic wrapping round meat and fish, or yoghurt pots with sticky
residues should not be recycled but where available can be sent to Energy from Waste facilities. However,
in terms of weight of material, those are the exception and represent a small proportion of packaging
material. For the majority of packaging, where it is environmentally and economically viable to recycle,
INCPEN would like to help towards the necessary improvements.

To that end, INCPEN and its manufacturing and retail members are meeting with the Local Government
Association (LGA), the Local Authority Recycling Advisory Committee (LARAC) and others to assess
what each participant in the product and waste management chain needs. After a useful first meeting in
April, a follow up meeting is planned for May. INCPEN anticipates that firm proposals for action will
emerge from those discussions.

To address the few examples of excessively packaged goods and to encourage further “prevention and
reduction” of packaging at the design stage, INCPEN would like the government to establish a multi
stakeholder forum. This could be set up jointly with industry, and include local government, NGO’s and
the supply chain to act as a watchdog for consumers concerns about packaging and to provide consumers
with reliable, consistent information about packaging, waste and sustainability.

Memorandum

1. The packaging industry has a duty to meet packing recovery and recycling targets under the Packaging
and Packaging Waste Directive. English local authority waste collection authorities, WCAs, are essential
partners in meeting those targets. The manner in which waste is collected greatly influences its potential for
recycling.

2. Collection systems, collection containers and collection frequencies diVer across England. In part that
is because the systems have grown piecemeal rather than following an agreed national approach eg one
authority might use a blue wheeled bin for dry recyclables, while in the next town an orange plastic sack
might take dry recyclables, and the blue wheeled bin be used just for newspaper. There are as many
permutations of bins and bags as there are colours.

3. WCAs are usually facing tight budget restrictions and that in turn influences their choice of collection
containers for recyclables and residual waste: plastic sack, rigid box or wheeled bin. Once those decisions
are made, it is hard for WCAs to introduce changes to the way in which waste and recyclables are collected—
even if it soon becomes evident that their system is not ideal.

4. Because charges for waste management are largely invisible, as part of the general council tax, few
people have been aware of the very low cost of dealing with their waste. Allowing councils to use a system
of variable charging, which is separate from the council tax, will help raise awareness of the collection service
and should provide motivation for waste reduction and recycling.

5. WCAs have for some time had to meet weight-based Best Value Performance Indicators (BVPI) targets
for recycling, and more recently weight-based targets for diverting biodegradable Municipal Waste (BMW)
from landfill. These drivers have influenced decision-making on which materials to collect. Wet, and
therefore heavy, garden waste is collected to help meet targets. In comparison, vast amounts of light-weight
packaging items would be needed to make an equal impression on targets. We recognise that a major change
to the BVPI scheme next year will change this.

6. Kitchen and garden waste accounts for 23% of the weight of household dustbin waste, newsprint and
magazines 16%. The largest category of used packaging is paper and card at 6% of household waste. White,
flint glass is 4%, steel food cans 3%, plastics film i2%, and all other packaging is less than 2%, including
plastic food packaging 1.2%, liquid food cartons 1.1% and aluminium drinks cans 0.4%. See Annex 1 for
composition of typical kerbside collected dustbin recyclables and residual waste. (Note that this excludes
recyclables collected via bring banks and waste and recyclables taken by householders to civic amenity sites).
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7. DEFRA statistics show that used packaging is 18% of household waste and 3% by weight and volume
of waste sent to landfill.

8. The amount of used packaging sent to landfill has decreased over the last 10 years. Almost 60% of all
used packaging was recycled in 2005, including over 1 million tonnes of used household packaging.

9. Cost constraints have prompted many WCAs to rely on centralised sorting of recyclables. This has
resulted in diminishing material quality which is now causing major concern among reprocessors, including
the glass, paper and aluminium sectors.

10. Collections which sort at the kerb, placing the separated material types in diVerent containers on the
vehicle, provide less contaminated, higher quality secondary materials. But at a cost, because typically such
collections require more staV and take longer than simply tipping a box of mixed recyclables into a single
container for later segregation.

11. Where collections of mixed recyclables are taken to an intermediate sorting plant—a Materials
Reclamation Facility or MRF (pronounced murph)—there is inevitable cross contamination between
materials, with, for example, glass shards in paper. Worse than that, any non-recyclable rubbish which has
been put with recyclables is only removed at the end of the sorting process, giving maximum potential for
the recyclable materials to become dirty/sticky/spoiled and lose some or all of their secondary value.

12. The contamination comes from:

— broken glass;

— rubbish mistakenly placed in with recyclables;

— food-contaminated items such as unwashed containers; and

— unrecyclable items mistakenly believed to be acceptable.

13. The growing trend of collecting paper/board in the same container as garden waste, while technically
still recycling it as compost, is not making the best use of the paper/board.

14. With more councils providing kerbside collections, and more members of the public participating,
there are greatly increased quantities of recyclables being handled. If, because of collection decisions by
WCAs, a significant proportion of these recyclables are rejected by reprocessors as too contaminated, such
collection is pointless.

15. So what INCPEN is trying to identify, working with local authorities and industry, is how can quality
of recyclables be maintained at the same time as achieving high recycling rates, and who needs to do what?

16. Initial findings suggest that there are several major stumbling blocks. One of these is the inconsistency
of collection systems, collection containers and frequencies. Mobile populations, such as those in large cities,
in university areas, or tourist locations, will not be able easily to make decisions about what can be recycled,
and how.

17. It is clearly too late to impose national standards on collection schemes eg to require specific colour
of containers for certain waste types. That would involve enormous re-investment by local authorities—and
generate a large amount of waste from unwanted containers!

18. It is not even practicable to require authorities to move towards using a nationally consistent colour
system when replacing their collection containers in future. DiVerent local authorities ask householders for
diVerent combinations of materials—depending on which markets they have identified. A colour co-
ordinated approach would necessitate too many colours to cope with the many permutations of green waste,
food waste, paper, glass, metals and plastics.

19. A further stumbling block is the shortage of strategically sited reprocessing capacity across the
country. For example, all aluminium drinks cans, irrespective of whether they are collected in Lands End
or Carlisle are transported to Warrington for reprocessing. Steel also has only one outlet. Paper and board
mills are slightly more plentiful, but despite that, newspapers collected in Cornwall are driven over 300 miles
to Aylesford in Kent. Reprocessing plants need to operate on a large scale to be economically eYcient so
materials need to be sorted and aggregated at regional centres.

20. Location of capacity is one issue, while a shortage of capacity is another. There is insuYcient UK
reprocessing capacity for all materials. If collection continues to expand, this can only become a bigger
problem. It will be even more of a problem if China halts the import of the unsorted materials currently
being exported. In principle it makes sense for some of our paper/board and plastics to be recycled in the
Far East since that is where an increasing proportion of packed goods are made but health and safety
standards need to be assured.

21. Private sector investment in reprocessing capacity would benefit from some financial support from
Government, or a favourable tax regime. But multi-million pound investment decisions are based on hard
commercial factors.
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22. Since 1999 UK GDP has risen by 17% and household consumption by 20%. There has also been an
increase in population, an increase in the overall number of households, and an increase in single-person
households. All these changes have led to an increased demand for packaged goods. However
manufacturing industry has invested in technology that has not only reduced waste—from fewer damaged
goods or spoilt foods—in the whole supply chain but has also reduced the amount of material in each pack.
The result is that since 1999 total packaging placed on the market has increased by only 4%, much more
slowly than GDP.

23. The UK uses less packaging per person than most other large EU countries. 171kg in 2004 compared
with 188kg in Germany and 200kg in France.

24. Packaging prevents far more waste than it generates. Under packaging is 10 times worse for the
environment than the same amount of over packaging because ten times more energy and material resources
go into production and distribution of goods and food than into the packaging.

25. Manufacturing industry needs to work closely with WCAs when introducing new packaging
materials to help ensure there is no negative impact on local authority waste management systems and
collection infrastructure.

26. Consumers are only aware of a very small part of the chains of supply and wastes management. They
first see packaging (and only the “sales” packaging) on the shop shelf, at which point the packaging has
nearly completed its work of protecting goods through the supply chain. After use, WCAs collect the waste
and recyclables which then follow a chain to a MRF to be sorted. Recyclables go to a reprocessor, other
materials are treated for energy recovery or composting and residues sent to controlled landfill.

27. Excessive packaging is the exception. Most products are packed in the minimum amount of material
to meet the needs of transport, hygiene, storage, display and use. INCPEN has campaigned for years against
excessive packaging by encouraging consumers not to buy items that are excessively packaged and by calling
for a watchdog.

Annex 1

Glass bottles/jars
Paper/board
Plastic bottles, pots, film
Metal cans, aerosols, foil

Used packaging arising in households

3.3% 4.0%

6.4%7.3%

Used packaging represents 21% of 

total dustbin contents

Source: Project Integra, Hampshire 1999. 
All figures are kerbside collected waste, recyclables and residuals

Total dustbin contents

Glass 4.2%

Paper & board 32.5%

Plastics 12.7%

Kitchen/garden waste 30.3%

Textiles 4.6%

Ferrous metal 3.7%

Non-ferrous metal 1.4%

Other (shoes, plant pots,
dust etc) 10.6%

Graphically this is not very useful to communicate the significance of “packaging” in the bin and in the
context of other bin contents.

1. Packaging accounts for 18%–21% of the weight of rubbish generated and a significant proportion of
that is recycled (roughly 1 million tonnes).

2. Packaging is not a homogeneous category—it’s a wide range of comparatively small amounts of
diVerent materials.

3. There are a number of non-packaging items in waste that cannot be re-used or recycled but need to be
treated to recover value and the residues disposed of safely.

4. The most prevalent items in the bin are newspapers and magazines, kitchen and garden waste, textiles..
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Household Waste Composition

TYPICAL COMPOSITION OF DUSTBIN WASTE (RESIDUAL AND RECYCLABLES)

Kerbside collected
recyclables and residual

Waste kg/ household/week Percent

Newspaper and magazines 2.62 15.9
Kitchen waste 2.56 15.5
Textiles (clothing) 1.94 11.7
Garden waste 1.23 7.4
Unclassified and small particles 1.07 6.5
*Card and paper pack (food wrappings, cereal boxes, sleeve on ready meal) 5.90.97
Non-pack paper and card (writing paper, leaflets, greetings cards, loo roll tubes) 3.80.63
*“White” Flint glass bottles, jars 0.58 3.5
Disposable nappies 0.48 2.9
Rubbish bags and *plastic carrier bags 0.46 2.8
*Steel food cans 0.43 2.6
Non-recyclable paper (wallpaper, tissues) 0.38 2.3
*Pack plastics film (thin bags, wrapping) 0.34 2.1
Other non-packing plastics (toys, washing-up bowls, flower pots) 0.32 1.9
Shoes 0.29 1.8
*Green glass bottles, jars 0.27 1.6
*Other (not PET) plastic bottles (for milk, washing-up liquid, shampoo) 1.60.26
Wood 0.22 1.3
*Cardboard (cardboard box) 0.20 1.2
*Plastic food packaging (yogurt pot, margarine tub, pouches) 0.20 1.2
*Liquid food cartons (“TetraPak”) 0.19 1.1
Non-combustible misc (stones, earth, DIY rubble) 0.19 1.1
Other aluminium (pots, pans, piping) 0.18 1.1
*PET bottles (for fizzy drinks, water) 0.16 1.0
*Brown glass bottles, jars 0.13 0.8
Combustible misc (cigarette ends, sanitary products, carpet) 0.12 0.7
*Aluminium drinks cans 0.07 0.4
Non-pack ferrous (keys, wall bracket, screws, hair slide) 0.06 0.4
*Non-food metal packaging (paint pot) 0.05 0.3
*Aluminium foil trays 0.04 0.2
Non-pack film (shrink-wrap) 0.03 0.2
*Steel aerosols 0.03 0.2
*Steel drinks cans 0.02 0.1
Batteries 0.02 0.1
Non-pack glass (drinking glasses, reading glasses, broken window panes) 0.10.01

Total 16.55 100

Packaging items marked thus: *.

Memorandum by Cambridgeshire County Council (RC 26)

Cambridgeshire County Council is a waste disposal authority (WDA) and as such is responsible only for
the disposal of waste collected by our respective District Councils, which are the waste collection authorities
(WCAs). However, we work very closely with our WCAs and any changes to refuse collection regimes that
improve waste reduction or recycling will impact on our duties as a WDA.

1. The Ways in which Local Authorities Collect and Measure Waste

Collection methods: the contribution made to waste minimisation by the timing, frequency and type of collection
in both urban and rural areas

Cambridgeshire covers rural and urban areas, and four out of our five Districts, covering both very rural
and city areas, have introduced alternate weekly collections (AWCs) of recyclable materials and residual
waste. Recyclable materials, namely kitchen and garden waste, paper, cans, and glass and plastic bottles,
are collected one week, and remaining waste for landfill is collected the following week. This collection
regime has resulted in a huge increase in the recycling rate across the county, to the extent that
Cambridgeshire had the highest recycling of all county councils in England last financial year and the year
before that.
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In addition all Districts with AWCs do not collect “side waste”, that is waste that does not fit into a wheelie
bin, and this has helped control the increase in residual waste going to landfill. The fifth District is currently
on black sack collections and is running trial AWCs in 3 villages, but this is a little more problematic than
introducing AWCs with wheeled bins.

Although there was some resistance amongst the public to the introduction of AWCs at first, all residents
were given plenty of pre-publicity, information when the bins arrived and follow up advice and information
and now (18 months into AWCs) there are virtually no problems.

It is our contention that the introduction of AWCs with “no side waste” policies, is one of the most
important factors in increasing recycling rates and controlling the growth of total waste and that if
implemented across the whole of the UK would contribute considerably to the country’s ability to meet the
EU Landfill Directive targets.

2. The Contribution Collection Methods May Make Towards Waste Minimisation, Effective
Recycling and the Reduction of Waste Going to Landfill

Information programmes: how the Department of Communities and Local Government and local authorities
can contribute to reducing the amount of waste reaching collection through providing information to households,
consumers and producers

A considerable amount of eVort both locally and nationally has been put into promoting waste recycling,
with some considerable success. We now need to put more eVort into promoting waste reduction. This is a
much harder concept to get across to the public, consumers and businesses compared to recycling, primarily
because people do need to change their behaviour and purchases greatly to recycle more waste.

In order to reduce waste, people will need to buy less, buy diVerent products, in particular those with less
packaging, and buy from diVerent outlets; for example fruit and vegetables bought from local markets or
farmers markets have less packaging than the same products bought from supermarkets, and items bought
from charity shops create much less waste than items bought new from other shops; drinking tap water
instead of buying bottled water creates no waste at all. Other ways of helping to reduce waste include finding
ways of encouraging new parents to use cotton nappies instead of disposable nappies (which are heavily
advertised in the media), encouraging shoppers to reuse carrier bags on not take plastic carry out bags and
discouraging junk mail.

The County Council, in partnership with our District Councils has set aside an annual budget to promote
waste recycling and reduction. In the past the larger part has been spent on recycling promotions, but now
the move is spend more on waste reduction. Our recycling promotions have fitted in with the national
Recycle Now campaign (funded by WRAP), and has benefited from this synergy. The same will be true if
there was also a national waste reduction campaign. The Council partnership is currently developing a
Waste Prevention Plan as part of its review of the Joint Municipal Waste Management Strategy.

We therefore strongly suggest that the Select Committee recommend that DEFRA further fund WRAP
to develop and deliver a nation waste reduction campaign and that DEFRA develops a national Waste
Prevention Strategy.

3. How Decisions Taken by Local Authorities about Collection/Disposal Methods Aid or
Constrain Future Collection Methods and Minimisation

Planning for future sorting, collection and disposal facilities

It is diYcult to answer this question in a realistic way. The decisions made by both collection and disposal
authorities have to be fairly long term, because substantial investment in infrastructure, vehicles, bins, staV
etc. is required. Investing in bins for kerbside recycling collections, or new vehicles for recycling services to
the public and businesses or in new waste treatment facilities is always likely to be tens of millions of pounds,
and thus once this investment has been made in a particular treatment process or recycling scheme it has to
operate for several years, in order for the council or its contractor to recoup this investment.

The County Council for example is about to let a major waste treatment contract using MBT technology
under the Governments PFI programme. The contract will last for 28 years and cost around £750 million
and is complimentary to our District Council’s current refuse collection and kerbside recycling methods. It
will therefore be diYcult for councils to change to any great extent their refuse or recycling collections or
waste treatment methods during the life of this contract.
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4. Financing

The funding of waste collection, including the implications of variable charging for waste collection

Cambridgeshire County Council recognises that the introduction of variable charging for waste collection
was one of the recommendations of the recent Lyon’s Report into the future of local government funding
and its introduction in some parts of Europe (eg. Flanders) has been shown to increase recycling rates and
help reduce waste growth. If managed carefully and waste charges to the public are not made too high
variable charging does not necessarily lead to increases in fly-tipping.

It is the case that businesses have always faced variable charging for waste collections. However, increased
charges has not always been an incentive to divert waste, particularly amongst SMEs since these companies
do not tend to produce large amounts of waste and they have small staV numbers and so it is diYcult to
allocate staV time and attention towards establish recycling schemes etc. The benefits of small savings in
waste collection costs are often not out-weighed by increased staV or process costs.

The recycling rate across Cambridgeshire has already reached nearly 50%, comparable to some of the best
performing countries in Europe, and the introduction of the MBT processing plant should allow the Council
to divert at least 65% of waste from landfill and possibly up to 90% could be diverted. The diversion rate
depends on outlets for the refuse derived fuel (RDF) and markets and outlets for the compost like material
that will both be produced by the MBT plant. Outlets for this compost are restricted by existing legislation.

Given that the Council is already achieving 50% recycling, and that higher diversion rates can be achieved
without variable charging, and the fact that waste charging could be expensive to implement and run (eg.
introducing bin weighing and bin recognition systems, billing householders for waste, following up non-
payment etc), is likely to be unpopular with the public and therefore politically sensitive to local politicians
and may lead to fly-tipping and neighbour disputes (residents putting waste in neighbour’s bins) the Council
feels that further consideration is required over this issue before a decision into the eVectiveness of variable
charging can be made. The Council feels that the select committee would do better to lobby DEFRA to relax
the restrictions on using good quality compost like material from MBT plants, and see how this aVects
recycling and landfill diversion rates, and how a national waste prevention campaign aVects waste growth,
before spending a lot of time debating variable waste charging.

Memorandum by North Dorset District Council (RC 27)

1. Introduction

North Dorset is a largely unspoilt rural District embracing five market towns of Blandford Forum,
Shaftesbury, Gillingham, Sturminster Newton and Stalbridge and covering approximately 235 square miles.
The population is approximately 62,000 and this figure has increased significantly in recent years and it is
likely to continue increasing. The number of residential properties is 29,145.

To date North Dorset District Council has achieved one of the highest recycling rates in Dorset. This has
been achieved through a network of bring banks and a comprehensive kerbside collection scheme for dry
recyclables. Residual waste is collected weekly in black sacks.

In March 2006 a pilot wheeled bin collection scheme was implemented to 6,000 households in the district
enabling the separate collection of food waste and cardboard. The scheme has been designed to focus on
waste minimisation by limiting the capacity for residual waste disposal to only 140 litre once a fortnight with
a strict no side-waste policy. The scheme is consistently achieving recycling rates of around 65% and we feel
it represents a model of best practice nationally.

2. Collection Methods—Contribution to Waste Minimisation

In March 2006 NDDC implemented a pilot wheeled bin collection scheme to 6,000 properties with the aim
of reducing the amount of waste generated and diverting significant amounts of organic waste from landfill.

The North Dorset town of Gillingham and the surrounding villages of Bourton, Silton, Milton on Stour,
Motcombe and Huntingford were selected for the pilot scheme. The area is very rural however the main
town, Gillingham, is one of the fastest growing in the Country, with the population increasing by over 30%
of the past 10 years.

The pilot scheme was developed by a cross party member working group and was supported by
ROTATE.

Each property in the pilot area receives the following services:-

— Weekly collection of all food waste, cardboard and non-recyclable paper/tissue from a 140 litre
wheeled bin.

— Fortnightly collection of dry recyclables (plastic bottles, cans, papers, and majority of properties
can also recycle glass) from a 55 litre green box.
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— Fortnightly collection of residual waste from a 140 litre wheeled bin.

To support the scheme and maximise waste minimisation a no side waste policy was implemented.
Residents do however have the option of purchasing additional residual waste capacity by buying additional
waste sacks at £1 each or alternatively they can rent a larger 240 litre bin (replacing the standard 140 litre)
for £27.50 per year, or alternatively renting an additional 140 litre bin for £39.00 per year.

Garden waste is not collected in the organic waste bin due to the potential for this to increase our overall
waste arisings. We are currently in the top quartile for waste arisings. Instead members felt that it was
important for the Council to promote home composting as a key waste reduction activity. The issue of
whether or not to include garden waste in the brown bins is currently being debated at Dorset Waste
Management meetings. We are looking for evidence to support adding it to the scheme without increasing
overall waste arisings. Its addition would make our collection rounds more cost eVective and increase
performance.

The pilot scheme has now been operating for over a year with excellent results. The recycling rate in the
area has consistently achieved 65%.

By severely restricting the size of the residual waste bin and its collection frequency the scheme has ensured
that the maximum amount of organic waste and dry recyclate are diverted from the waste stream for
recycling or composting.

The Council has recently conducted a survey of resident’s attitudes to the pilot scheme. The results of
which have been extremely positive with over 90% agreeing that the pilot scheme should be extended across
the District to help meet future recycling targets. A copy of the report is attached as appendix 1.*

Unfortunately we do not currently have information on the comparisons of waste arisings between the
pilot scheme and other areas in the District however this can be provided at a later date if required.

Barriers to Extending the Scheme

— The scheme has cross party member support and NDDC would like to see it extended to all
properties in the District. Funding is crucial to this and due to the capping of council tax it is not
possible for us to raise the funds required. This Council has one of the lowest rates of council tax
in the Country (Band D 2005–06 £84 compared to national average of £154). Due to capping of
council tax for the past three years the Council is having to progressively shed all it’s funding of
discretionary services as well as having to make unheard-of economies in its statutory services.

— North Dorset is a very rural district with a dispersed population giving rise to poor access to
services and increased collection costs.

— The location, design and capacity of delivery/tipping facilities has a significant impact on the cost
eVectiveness and aVordability of collection systems. The current facilities available to us are not
suYcient for our current service level, let alone capable of meeting future requirements.

— Uncertainty over future targets/national strategy.

3. Joint Working

— The Dorset authorities have always had a strong partnership in waste and recycling. Our joint
Municipal Waste Strategy was agreed in 2002. The Dorset authorities waste managers meet
regularly at the Waste Strategy Implementation Group and recycling oYcers at the Dorset
Recycling & Reduction Group (DRRG). Many waste minimisation projects are jointly delivered
through the DRRG including home composting, real nappies, community composting, recycling
champions and commercial waste recycling.

— The Dorset authorities are currently exploring options for joint service delivery under potential
Dorset-wide Pathfinder application. This is including investigations into authorities adopting a
cluster approach and also a single waste authority option.

4. Information Programmes

The Dorset authorities already invest significant time and resources into the promotion of waste
minimisation activities. We currently have a project ongoing in partnership with Defra monitoring and
evaluating waste prevention activities in Dorset. This has been running from June 2005 and will finish in
March 2008. Dorset is also a partner in the WRAP home composting scheme. Wherever possible we work
in partnership with community organisation such as Your Choice furniture recycling/reuse project and
WISH who carry out collections of garden waste from residents and operate a community composting
facility.

Need for national campaigns to educate and enforce positive messages:

* Not printed
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— Providing positive and factual messages to public about waste minimisation activities such as
smart shopping, junk mail, real nappies etc. A national campaign tackling these issues would
support local authorities.

— Central organisation to deal with media enquiries to help counter negative press attention on
waste/recycling which is having seriously detrimental eVect on public perception of schemes.

— Tackling packing waste at producer level.

— Educating businesses about their own responsibilities for waste disposal.

— Additional funding for direct communication activities such as door knocking.

5. Technology

Currently no way to compact plastic bottles on kerbside sort vehicles makes collection very expensive.
New technology to compact bulky lightweight materials would make rounds much more cost eVective.

6. Planning

Due to the high quality landscape in Dorset illustrated by the range of environmental designations eg
AONB’s the opportunity to provide new infrastructure to facilitate improved storage, treatment and
disposal of waste are limited. In view of these restrictions identifying opportunities and providing new
facilities is likely to be long term with no immediate alternatives available.

This is a particular problem in rural areas such as ours as long distances to tipping facilities has a direct
impact on the cost eVectiveness and aVordability of new and existing collection schemes.

7. Financing

North Dorset is facing severe financial constraints described above and ever increasing targets and
responsibilities are adding additional burden without additional funding becoming available. Additionally,
any external funding that we are successful in attaining has to date been pump-priming capital. There has
been no assistance toward the ongoing running costs of the scheme. However, in spite of these diYculties
maximising recycling rates and diverting material from landfill have always been high priorities for this
council with cross party member support.

Rural councils face additional burdens as collection costs in rural districts tend to be above average due
to the larger distances involved in collecting and tipping waste and the dispersed nature of the population.
For the same reasons collection rounds tend to be less cost eVective compared to more urban areas.

The pilot scheme we are currently operating limits the amount of waste residents can dispose of free of
charge and in eVect those that produce more waste have to pay for its disposal by purchasing additional
capacity. The scheme has had a massive impact on the amount of waste diverted from landfill and maximises
participation and capture rates in the dry recycling and organic waste collection schemes. We consider that
the implementation of such schemes really are the key to minimising waste and encouraging residents to
fully sort the waste they do generate. However, without funding becoming available we will struggle to
implement this scheme District-wide.

We agree in principle with the potential for variable charging schemes however for a small authority such
as ours we can not see how implementing such a scheme could ever be feasible as the costs would be
prohibitive. This may only be a possibility if a single waste authority for Dorset were put in place. We also
have concerns over the eVectiveness of the technologies in place to support variable charging schemes such
as on-board weighing and bin lift weighting systems.

Memorandum by the Environment Agency (RC 28)

The Environment Agency is the Government’s principal advisor on the environment. We regulate waste
management activities and monitor Waste Disposal Authorities’ (WDAs) progress towards achieving
landfill diversion targets, we have powers to tackle fly-tipping and other waste crimes and we are a consultee
on planning applications for waste management facilities.

WDAs and Waste Collection Authorities (WCAs) are responsible for implementing strategies for the
eVective collection and management of household waste within an overall policy framework set by central
Government. We have an interest in the collection and management of waste because the approach taken
by Local Authorities (LAs) directly aVects the number and type of waste management facilities, along with
levels of fly-tipping and other waste crimes, all of which can have an eVect on the environment and
human health.
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Summary

— EVective collection of refuse is key to ensuring its sound management to protect health and the
environment and to prevent fly-tipping.

— Collectively we need to reduce the amount of waste produced and disposed of, especially to landfill.
We also need to recover more resources from waste.

— Local authorities have targets to reduce the amount of Municipal Solid Waste (MSW) that they
dispose of to landfill.

— Businesses, especially small businesses, face diYculties in recycling and disposing of their waste
properly.

— Provision of waste management services, infrastructure and tackling fly-tipping are key LA roles.

— There are some disincentives for LAs to collect waste from businesses as this counts against their
targets to reduce MSW being disposed of to landfill.

— Targets encourage the international trade in waste. This can be done lawfully and is part of a global
economy trading in valuable resources. However, there is scope for illegal exports and LA need to
address this through their contractual arrangements.

— A flexible approach to waste management services is required to meet the needs of local
communities.

— EVective engagement with communities is necessary to encourage recycling and prevent fly-
tipping.

1. Introduction

1.0 EVective collection of waste (refuse) from households and businesses is key to ensuring the sound
management of waste to protect health and the environment and to prevent fly-tipping and other waste
related crimes.

1.1 Collectively we need to reduce the amount of waste we produce and dispose of, especially to landfill.
We also need to recover more value from waste through recovery and recycling.

1.2 Government implementation of the EU Landfill Directive has rightly emphasised the need to reduce
the amount of Biodegradable Municipal Waste (BMW) being landfilled. This is achieved in part through
the Landfill Allowances Trading Scheme (LATS) in England, which allocates allowances for the amount of
BMW that each WDA may landfill.

1.3 There are 121 WDAs in England comprising 81 unitary authorities and 40 second tier WDAs, where
separate WCAs make arrangements for the collection of household waste.

1.4 Landfill allowances may be “traded”. WDAs that achieve high rates of diversion of waste from
landfill can trade their surplus allowances with WDAs that have insuYcient allowances. Some WDAs may
consider trading to be the most cost eVective means of achieving their allowance allocations

1.5 WDAs and WCAs have to report the types, quantities and destinations of MSW that they manage
to the Environment Agency. We act as the monitoring authority for the scheme and report to Defra on LA
performance against the targets. LATS targets are a key driver for changes in LA waste collection
arrangements, encouraging LAs to develop and implement strategies to divert waste from landfill through
increasing recycling and recovery rates.

1.6 Whilst trading may seem to discourage LAs from diverting waste from landfill, its flexibility does
address the very real diYculties some LAs may face in introducing cost eVective diversion schemes due to
local circumstances. LATS targets currently do little to reduce the total amount of municipal waste
produced as they are only concerned with how waste is managed once collected. Future, tougher targets may
result in strategies that place greater emphasis on waste minimisation.

1.7 Where LAs collect business waste, this too counts against the LATS targets. Waste that is collected
by a private sector waste management company does not count against LATS targets. This is a disincentive
to the LA to collect business waste. Removing such disincentives may help improve overall collection and
recycling eYciencies, with more waste being recovered.

1.8 Recycling targets have encouraged the export of some MSW for recovery. Such international trade
in waste for recovery is part of the global economy and can be done lawfully. It is part of an important shift
in thinking from viewing these materials as “wastes” to thinking of them as “resources”. However, there are
opportunities for illegal exports where those shipping the waste overseas do not abide by the rules. LAs
should take an active role to ensure recyclates destined for export are managed legitimately, for example
through their contractual arrangements.

1.9 Many of the products UK consumers buy are manufactured overseas and shipped to this country.
Some growing economies overseas obtain resources from recovery of what to us are wastes. Provided the
governments of the receiving countries have indicated they will accept the waste, that it can be handled
without harm to the environment or health and the necessary laws are complied with, exports are permitted.
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1.10 The potential for large profits from exporting wastes, provides an incentive for the law to be broken.
We recently prosecuted one company involved in exports of waste and we estimated that they made £400,000
through their activities. They were fined £55,000 and had to pay costs of £85,000. Such illegal export may
harm the environment or health and it may harm the UK’s reputation. As with other waste-crimes such as
fly-tipping, it also undermines both the Government’s attempts to achieve more sustainable waste and
resource management and the investment of lawful waste management businesses.

Responses to the Committee’s Main Issues

2. The Ways in which Local Authorities collect and measure Waste and how Decisions taken by
Local Authorities about Collection/Disposal Methods aid or constrain Future Collection
Methods and Minimisation

The scale of the challenge

2.0 Defra data11 indicates that around 28.7 million tonnes of municipal waste was collected in England
in 2005–06, including waste from households. However, household waste is a relatively small proportion of
the total amount of all wastes produced. For every tonne of household waste produced, commercial,
industrial and construction businesses produce another six tonnes.12

2.1 Defra data also indicates that the amount of household waste recycled is increasing. The 2005–6
municipal waste statistics for England show a further increase in household waste recycling and composting
to 26.7%. They also show:

— a decrease in the amount of municipal waste sent to landfill, down 1.9 million tonnes to 17.9
million tonnes;

— a 3% decrease in total municipal waste collected, reducing from 29.6 million tonnes to
28.7million tonnes.

2.2 However, Defra also say the long-term trend in MSW arisings suggests continued growth of around
0.5% per annum on average over the last five years.13 The reasons for annual fluctuations around this trend
are complex and could, according to Defra, reflect a range of seasonal and other factors.

2.3 In 2006, the National Audit OYce (NAO)14 estimated, based on 2003–04 data, that LAs in England
will need to reduce the amount of waste they landfill by at least 3.5 million tonnes to meet the 2010 target.
The NAO also estimated the need for a further reduction of 3.7 million tonnes to meet the 2013 target, plus
another 2.3 million tonnes reduction for 2020. LAs that fail to achieve their targets will suVer financial
penalties.

Local authority and householder responsibilities

2.4 WDAs make arrangements for the management of collected waste. WCAs are required, with limited
exceptions, to make arrangements for the collection of waste from households. They may do this “in house”
or they may employ a private sector company to provide the service. LAs may charge for some collections
such as bulky household goods. Not all LAs choose to charge, and of those that do, diVerent LAs apply
diVerent scales of charges.

2.5 Ensuring that the environmental impacts of waste management are acceptable is important. We have
recently launched a new life-cycle tool, WRATE,15 to assist local authorities and other waste managers to
make informed decisions on the environmental impact of a range of waste management options.

2.6 Research for Defra16 suggests that poor waste management services, including collections of bulky
household goods, may contribute to fly-tipping. There is no direct evidence that for bulky waste collections,
charging alone provides an incentive for fly-tipping. What seems important to uptake of the service is the
level of public awareness of the services oVered and how accessible they are.

2.7 WCAs also have to provide receptacles for waste, for which a charge may be made. They may provide
diVerent receptacles for diVerent wastes and may require householders to use designated receptacles—
eVectively requiring source segregation of wastes. We believe that source segregation can improve the
quality of materials destined for recycling operations and can help ensure high-quality recycled materials.

2.8 WDAs may provide “bring sites” such as civic amenity sites for householders to take their waste to.
Some LAs also allow small businesses to take waste to these sites, although this is not typical. We return to
some of the waste management issues faced by small businesses later in our evidence.

11 Source: Defra, Municipal waste management survey, published on Defra web-site: www.defra.gov.uk
12 Source: Defra web-site: www.defra.gov.uk
13 Source: Defra, Municipal Waste Management Statistics 2005–06.
14 Reducing the Reliance on Landfill in England. National Audit OYce. HC 1177 Session 2005–2006. 26 July 2006.
15 Waste and Resources Assessment Tool for the Environment.
16 Fly-tipping: causes, incentives and solutions. Jill Dando Institute of Crime Science, University College of London. Research

for Defra. Published May 2006.
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2.9 More household waste will have to be diverted from landfill to meet the required reductions in
landfilling of BMW. This will impact on the collection of waste, since source segregation can assist with
diversion. This could be achieved through more recycling or other recovery operations or by genuine
reductions in the amount of household waste being produced. Such “real” reductions in waste produced may
depend more on consumer purchasing choices and product and packaging design than LA interventions.

2.10 More waste management facilities will be required to manage the waste diverted from landfill. The
Institution of Civil Engineers has previously estimated that around £10 billion investment is required in
waste management infrastructure to meet the challenges we face.17

2.11 LAs have a key spatial planning role for the provision of waste management sites. This role is
normally exercised by the same tier of LA as that of WDA usually a county or unitary authority. Waste
management facilities are often unpopular with aVected local communities. Whilst they are willing to
produce waste, communities are less willing to host waste management facilities of any type in their area,
despite often wanting to see increases in recycling of their waste. This may be due to a partial misconception
of what modern, well-run waste management facilities such as recycling operations are actually like.

2.12 Government planning policy on Planning for Sustainable Waste Management is contained in
Planning Policy Statement PPS10.18 Amongst its key planning objectives waste planning should:

“provide a framework in which communities take more responsibility for their own waste, and
enable suYcient and timely provision of waste management facilities to meet the needs of their
communities”.

2.13 Government policy is clear and we now need waste planning authorities, and the waste industry, to
deliver the necessary sites through the planning process.

2.14 The Environment Agency has an important advisory role as a consultee in the planning process. We
aim to influence plan allocations and planning applications so that waste treatment sites are established in
the most appropriate locations and so that they do not give rise to adverse environmental impacts.

Issues associated with waste collection

2.15 Waste collection is an emotive issue for householders and businesses. Yet we all produce waste and
we must accept our shared responsibility for its collection and treatment. Numerous media reports present
negative aspects of waste collection such as “imposition” of recycling requirements, fortnightly collections,
etc. This may be due to negative connotations associated with “waste” and concerns over visual and
potential health eVects of uncollected waste, combined with the view that it is the LAs “job” to remove
whatever waste people produce.

2.16 The frequency of collections is a matter for LAs. A variety of approaches have been adopted,
sometimes attracting adverse publicity. There has been an increasing trend away from weekly collection of
unsegregated waste from households. In recent written response to a Parliamentary Question from Caroline
Spelman MP,19 the Environment Minister indicated that 144 LAs now operate alternate weekly collections.

2.17 Concerns have been expressed regarding possible health and amenity eVects of these changes in
waste collection. However, recent research20 found “no significant adverse health eVects are likely to be
caused by alternate waste collections of residual and biodegradable wastes”. It advised that “Provided
common-sense measures . . . [such as keeping waste tightly wrapped and bin lids closed] . . . are taken, any
annoyance issues (eg due to odour or flies) can also be controlled.” Whilst this research is reassuring, it is
too early to know whether public concerns can be allayed.

2.18 Public understanding of the management of their waste is limited. Few people know the cost of
having their waste managed or what happens to it once it is collected. In 2002 most people (56%) thought
households pay more than £2 a week and more than ® (28%) thought more than £5 per week.21

2.19 Households actually pay around £50–£60 each year in their Council Tax—which is around £1 per
week. By comparison, the average household pays more than £150 every year to have their sewage taken
away and managed.22 This lack of awareness may adversely aVect public attitudes to waste management
in general.

2.20 Successful engagement of the public and other stakeholders is key in securing eVective management
of household waste. High levels of separation of household waste for recycling can be achieved through
planned and sustained information and education campaigns with local communities. This is even possible

17 The case for a Resource Management Strategy. Institute of Civil Engineers. January 2006.
18 PPS10 Planning for Sustainable Waste Management ODPM July 2005.
19 Source: Column 77W, Hansard. 16 April 2007.
20 Health Impact Assessment of Alternate Weekly Collections of Biodegradable Wastes. Defra Waste Implementation

Programme for High Wycombe District Council. Report by Cranfield University and Enviros Consulting Limited:
February 2007.

21 MORI survey in 2002 reported by ESA.
22 Water and Sewerage bills 2007–2008. Ofwat leaflet.
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in densely populated urban areas where the housing stock may make this appear diYcult, such as high-rise
flats, estates, and other high-density housing.23, 24 LAs have powers to enforce waste separation for recycling,
should they choose to do so.

2.21 Achieving high levels of waste separation at an economic cost in sparsely populated rural areas is a
challenge. Whilst these areas only contribute a relatively small proportion of total household waste arising,
households in cities and larger urban areas actually produce the least amount of waste per household.25

2.22 It is clear that to be eVective, engagement with communities needs to address the detail of how waste
should be presented for collection as well as simply informing residents of collection frequencies and the
provision of appropriate receptacles for the waste. LAs will have to continue to be prepared to deal with
any problems arising from waste placed out for collection such as response to rodent and fly infestations.
More eVort is needed to engage the public on the environmental outcomes sought from changes in collection
arrangements.

2.23 Concern has also been expressed that less frequent waste collections and the introduction of
additional charges for householders, may lead to an increase in fly-tipping. We return to this below.

Small businesses

2.24 The Federation of Small Businesses (FSB) has highlighted the waste management problems faced by
small and medium sized businesses:26 Almost one third of small businesses are home-based, many produce
volumes of waste similar to householders and often have a similar level of understanding of the rules. The
FSB is also of the view that poor availability of waste management sites for business waste has led to an
increase in waste crime.

2.25 LAs may charge small businesses for collection of wastes through trade waste agreements. The Local
Government Association (LGA) highlights work amongst local authorities to address problems with
trade waste.27

2.26 Recent research for Defra28 identified the lack of aVordable and available waste management
facilities and information on their location as contributing to increases in fly-tipping by businesses.

3. Financing

3.1 As highlighted above, the cost of collecting and managing household waste makes up a small part of
the total Council Tax bill, around £50/year. The Lyons review29 recommended that:

“The Government should take new powers to allow local authorities to charge for domestic waste
collection, developed in close consultation with residents and other key stakeholders”
(recommendation 7.14).

3.2 Whilst collection and management of household waste is a matter for LAs, and where central
Government sets the policy framework, we welcome measures that encourage the public to think about the
waste they produce and that encourage them to produce less waste and to recycle more. More visible
charging approaches could help reduce the amount of waste sent for disposal, increase recycling rates and
encourage changed behaviours eg increases in domestic composting of organic matter.

3.3 One example of such charging is “variable charging”, whereby the charge is based upon the amount
of residual waste requiring collection. Variable charging has been successful in some other countries, for
example parts of Denmark, Germany, Italy and others.30 In some cases recycling has increased by up to
40%.31 The question of additional charging schemes such as variable charging is complex, although useful
summaries of key issues have been published.32 We would favour approaches where LAs also introduce
incentives to encourage householders to reduce waste and increase the amount they recycle.

23 Source: Recycling for flats. Planning, monitoring, evaluating and communication of recycling schemes for flats with case studies
from the UK and abroad. Defra, March 2006.

24 Case-studies published at: www.londonremade.com
25 Source: Working our how much household waste is produced in England. Factsheet No 5. The Open University Household

Waste Study. Last updated 15 February 2006. Published by Defra at www.defra.gov.uk
26 Views expressed by the Federation of Small Businesses in their consultation response to the review of the Government’s Waste

Strategy, November 2006. www.fsb.org.uk
27 See the National Environment OYcers Network (NEON) position statement on trade waste recycling and managing

problems arising from LATS, available at www.lga.gov.uk
28 Fly-tipping: causes, incentives and solutions. Jill Dando Institute of Crime Science, University College of London. Research

for Defra. Published May 2006.
29 The Lyons’ Inquiry into Local Government. Final report, March 2007. Available at http://www.lyonsinquiry.org.uk/
30 Waste Collection: To charge or not to charge? A final report to IWM(EB) by Eunomia research and consulting. March 2003.
31 Source: Target Recycling—aiming for 50% and beyond. Friends of the Earth, December 2904.
32 Direct and variable charging for household residual waste—overview of key issues. Prepared for the Chartered Institution

of Wastes Management by Gordon Mackie Associates Ltd. January 2007. Available at: www.ciwm.co.uk
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3.4 Flexibility is required as not all LAs may wish to introduce variable charging approach, or may not
serve a community whose geography suits high levels (ie high-eVort) of recycling. Some may prefer trading
of LATS allowances. Meaningful trials of variable charging and comparisons with other means of achieving
high recycling rates, such as enhanced engagement with communities, should take place before a major shift
in policy is imposed.

3.5 We have some concerns that variable charging, along with other pressures on waste management
costs and availability of sites and services, may lead to an increase in fly-tipping, burning of waste or other
waste problems. The evidence from Europe is mixed. Some but not all countries introducing variable
charging and other schemes have experienced an increase in fly-tipping and other problems. Where problems
did occur, they were often short-lived. For example in Denmark a small, short-lived increase in fly-tipping
was reported whilst in Germany, no increase in illegal disposal was reported.

3.6 Flycapture,33 the national fly-tipping database, indicates that tackling fly-tipping costs LAs around
£50 million every year. This is money that is then not available for other important services. Flycapture also
indicates that over 50% of fly-tips are household refuse sacks or other household waste. Clearly, any
increases resulting from policy changes on waste collection would be undesirable.

3.7 Joint working is essential in tackling fly-tipping. Co-operation is required not only between LAs, but
also between departments within LAs and with other regulators such as the Environment Agency and the
Police.

3.8 There is evidence that softer approaches alone, including door-to-door advice improves recycling in
some communities. Softer approaches seem to produce spin-oV benefits including greater social cohesion
and improved feelings of “safety”. This can prevent the public feeling disillusioned with their local waste
management services.

3.9 LAs and the Environment Agency need adequate funding to underpin any changes with eVective
enforcement action against those seeking to avoid the new system. Enforcement should follow eVective
communications and engagement with the community aVected to promote correct recycling and waste
management.

3.10 Whilst we support the recommendation of the Lyons’ review that “Government should take new
powers to allow local authorities to charge for domestic waste collection”, we have some concerns regarding
possible increases in fly-tipping. In addition, we would be concerned if this exacerbated problems of social
deprivation. We note and agree with the emphasis that Lyons placed on the need to develop proposals “in
close consultation with residents and other key stakeholders”.34

4. Conclusions

4.1 Waste collection is a key public service that is emotive and attracts a great deal of attention. Failure
to “get it right” can result in communities who are disengaged from the challenge of waste and escalating
problems of fly-tipping. However, getting it right can result in great improvements for the environment
through reductions in the amount of waste being landfilled and recovery of more resources from waste that
is produced.

Memorandum by the Chartered Institution of Wastes Management (RC 29)

The Chartered Institution of Wastes Management (CIWM) is the professional body which represents
around 7,000 waste management professionals, predominantly in the UK but also overseas. The CIWM sets
the professional standards for individuals working in the waste management industry and has various
grades of membership determined by education, qualification and experience.

CIWM’s special interest group for collection, recycling and environmental cleansing meet regularly with
Defra to discuss issues around waste collection and cleansing and members from the group’s steering
committee are asked to represent CIWM on a number of diVerent Defra and DCLG stakeholder groups.
The special interest group were consulted to make comment on this consultation and their comments have
helped form CIWM’s response below.

1. Summary

1.1 Waste collection services are, designed and delivered on a local basis to meet local needs and
circumstances and the recent Lyon’s Review reiterates this.

1.2 Systems are implemented as simply as possible to encourage residents to “buy in” to the scheme.

1.3 Introducing alternate weekly systems does increase recycling.

33 http://www.defra.gov.uk/environment/localenv/flytipping/flycapture.htm
34 Source: Recommendation 7.14. The Lyons’ Inquiry into Local Government. Final report, March 2007.
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1.4 Voluntary joint working arrangements are in place between local authorities and these are operating
eVectively and therefore do not necessarily need to be formalised.

1.5 Good communication programmes are essential when implementing a collection scheme, alternate
weekly or not.

1.6 Housing type and capacity for increasing/changing populations are key elements in deciding the
requirements for waste collection planning.

1.7 Charging separately for waste collection may be a system considered for a number of environmental
reasons but it may not suit all local authority situations.

1.8 Commercial and industrial waste arisings are mainly influenced by financial cost and are not subject
to recycling targets, as household waste is.

The ways in which local authorities collect and measure waste. Topics which may be considered within
this include:

— Collection methods: the contribution made to waste minimisation by the timing, frequency and
type of collection in both urban and rural areas and in areas characterised by diVering housing
types, such as flats.

2.1 It is important to realise that waste collection is delivered in diVerent ways as part of a local
democratic system and the decision for delivery in wheeled bins, bags or boxes should remain at the local
level, not imposed by central Government, as underpinned by the Lyons Review.

2.2 CIWM and CIWM (EB) in partnership with Defra, Welsh Assembly Government and DOE
Northern Ireland and the Local Government Association (LGA) developed WasteDataFlow, which is a
web-based database for local authorities to record waste arisings, which includes waste and recyclable
materials that are collected and the methods of collection that is implemented.

2.3 Evidence from WasteDataFlow has been used to show that many local authorities have implemented
box schemes for their recyclable materials and these are collected either on a weekly basis or alternate week
basis. Wheeled bins were implemented in 205 authorities for residual waste and these are collected either
weekly or fortnightly. (More detail on alternate collections can be found in the Annex A1 to A4). Some
schemes that introduced kerbside box schemes for recycling materials limited the amount of residual waste
capacity by only oVering a 240 (or in some cases 120/140) litre wheeled bin.

2.4 More waste is recycled if residents are given the opportunity to easily place recyclables into a
container and have it taken away, rather than relying on residents taking the material to the nearest bring
site (recycling centre). An example is Corby Council that introduced a three bin alternate collection scheme
in February 2007 with recyclable material being collected weekly and residual and green waste collected
alternate weekly. Their recycling rate went from 12.3% to 30%.

2.5 There are specific aspects/issues in relation to distances between the collection and discharge points
for rural properties that influence the collection system implemented by the local authority. Rural properties
often have the advantage of space to accommodate diVerent containers which assists with the delivery and
acceptance of the collection methods.

2.6 Urban or densely populated localities find space is as much an issue as is the actual logistics of
delivering a recycling service to such properties. As yet none of the large Metropolitan District Councils have
implemented alternate weekly collection, which may reiterate the problems of storage and the application of
the services to multi-occupancy premises.

2.7 During the past year there has been extensive coverage in the media on the issue of alternate weekly
collection. Adverse comments from the media include a reduction in service provision from weekly to
fortnightly, health impacts and the potential increase in vermin, flies and odour.

2.8 CIWM, WRAP and the LGA have spent a lot of time and eVort informing the media of the reasons
local authorities have changed collection methods, indicating that the service is still a weekly collection and
the positive impact this has had on recycling rates.

2.9 Cranfield University and Enviros have published a report on health impacts related to alternate
weekly collection, detailing findings from questionnaire related research carried out in High Wycombe
district council.

2.10 CIWM are proposing to collaborate with academic institutions, Government bodies and others
(including the waste management industry) to produce a programme of work looking at the impact of
alternate weekly collections on the health of residents and the collection crews.

Joint working, cost sharing and the potential for co-operation between waste collection authorities.

3.1 There have already been examples of voluntary joint working in many local authorities as many
formed consortia in bidding for funding from Defra to enable recycling targets to be achieved.

3.2 SuVolk Waste Partnership, Cambridgeshire and Peterborough and South Tyne and Wear Waste
Management Partnership are three examples of partnership working and details are included in the annex
(A5 to A9).
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The contribution collection methods may make towards waste minimisation, eVective recycling and the
reduction of waste going to landfill and incineration. Topics which may be considered within this include:

— Information programmes: how the Department of Communities and Local Government and local
authorities can contribute to reducing the amount of waste reaching collection through providing
information to households, consumers and producers.

4.1 Local authorities implementing a new collection system should include a communications
programme on waste minimisation/reduction. Householders need to know in the simplest terms why they
should be sorting their waste and recycling as much as possible and sending the remaining material to landfill
or energy from waste.

4.2 There are a number of good communication campaigns already undertaken by local authorities; these
include campaigns for home composting or reusable nappies. (See Annex A10 to A12). Doorstepping
schemes, to raise public awareness and canvas opinion have been used in Gloucestershire and Devon. (Please
see the Annex A13 to A15 for details).

4.3 One area that the Department of Communities and Local Government (DCLG) can assist would be
to work more closely with the NHS on reusable nappies, and campaigns for using reusable nappies. Work
in the Isle of Man, highlighted both the social aspects of reusable nappies and the high cost of disposable
nappies over time, for low income families.

4.4 Councils should be providing concise and consistent information to householders regarding waste
and recycling collection services. Alternate weekly collection typically involves the collection of household
wastes every other week, during the intervening weeks recyclables and/or green wastes will be collected.

4.5 The waste management industry needs to provide a simple message, which informs, educates and
raises awareness about behaviour change.

4.6 Another area that DCLG could assist is by insisting that details of the waste service are included in the
Home Information Pack (HIP). Similar information should be contained in the new housing starter packs.

Technology: the contribution of collection technologies to waste minimisation, reduction and setting.

5.1 The most recent of technologies for collection include electronic chipping of wheeled bins. This
system can be used by the local authority to locate individual bins, identify ownership and ultimately for
an individually charged waste collection system. This technology is already in place for commercial waste
collections.

5.2 Underground storage systems limit the contact with waste. Pneumatic and hydraulic systems
eliminate the use of vehicles; waste is moved along pipes to a central collection point and also eliminates
contact with the waste. However, because there is no control on volume of waste arising, the opportunity
to reduce waste is not often taken up.

How decisions taken by local authorities about collection/disposal methods aid or constrain future collection
methods and minimisation. Topics which may be considered within this include:

— Planning for future sorting, collection and disposal facilities.

6.1 Local authorities have to consider future facilities dependent on current waste arising data and
forecasting population increases dependent on how many new housing developments are likely to be
incorporated into the local authority area.

6.2 Certainly decisions made on which system to use for collection will influence the future of collection,
as it would be considered a waste of taxpayers money if a collection system was implemented using boxes,
for example and less then two years later the system was changed. Besides losing public goodwill, this is not
the best use of public money.

6.3 Planning for a collection system has to include the topography of the area, the mix of rural and urban
as well as the socio-economic mix within the local authority area. All these factors will influence the type of
system that is implemented and where.

6.4 On a local level, planning for waste storage should be key and should include the capacity for storing
waste within the building footprint but this should not just be for apartments and high-rise buildings. Roads
for new developments should consider the requirements for collection vehicles, if traditional collection
methods are to be used. Available storage space is also an issue for commercial and industrial waste.

6.5 With regard for planning for disposal facilities, authorities will need to be aware of future waste
arisings of household, commercial and industrial waste and may wish to benefit from joint arrangements
with other authorities to benefit from economies of scale.
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Financing. Topics which may be considered within this include:

— The funding of waste collection, including the implications of variable charging for waste
collection.

7.1 During 2004 CIWM (EB) commissioned Eunomia Research and Consulting to carry out some
research on variable charging in Europe and highlight, through case studies, the impact charging had on fly-
tipping and how the scheme might operate in the UK, including perceived barriers. Early in 2007 CIWM
commissioned Gordon Mackie Associates to gather relevant information about implementing direct and
variable charging for household waste. (This helped form CIWM’s position statement that can be found at
(http://www.ciwm.co.uk/pm/733)

7.2 Direct and variable charging (DVC) for waste collection would involve charging householders based
on the amount of residual waste they actually produce. This is in direct contrast to the current system
whereby householders in the UK pay a fixed annual sum through the Council Tax without a link to the
quantity of waste collected.

7.3 Direct and variable charging schemes would typically involve charging householders for the amount
of residual waste they produce requiring collection and not charging for recyclables.

7.4 This could be done based on weight of waste collected or on the number and size of containers used.

7.5 There are clearly costs associated with implementing a charging scheme—covering bins being
chipped, administration system for the collection of payments and default payments, and upgrading or
adding software to vehicles and central operating systems.

Comparative evidence of how charging aVects the minimisation behaviour of businesses who pay for removal
of commercial waste.

8.1 Comparative evidence of how charging eVects businesses may be limited as the majority of
commercial waste is not included in the business rates but is a separate charge. The comparison might be
to look at what diVerences the latest changes in landfill tax will have as the escalator has been increased from
£3 a tonne to £8 a tonne for 2008.

8.2 For commercial and industrial waste producers the message to them is a financial one; there is a direct
charge. There are no specific reduction or recycling targets for commercial waste, however there are drivers
from producer chain pressure and visible green credentials.

8.3 Business Resource EYciency and Waste (BREW) funding from landfill tax is helping businesses by
spreading the message about reduction and so producers can spend less money on sending material to
landfill and looking at ways to reduce or recycle materials.

8.4 The recent hazardous waste changes may provide more information on the impact on business
regarding minimisation of commercial waste. Some businesses who previously had no experience of having
to dispose of hazardous waste may now be hazardous waste producers, with all the subsequent treatment
and disposal costs.

Annex

WasteDataFlow Information

A1. CIWM has used data from WasteDataFlow (June to Sept 06) to determine the level of alternate
collection methods that are used by local authorities.

A2. In England out of 328 local authorities that have indicated which collection scheme they are using
61 have a weekly collection for residual waste and a weekly collection for recyclables. A weekly collection
for residuals waste is used by 144 local authorities and a fortnightly collection for recyclable material. A
fortnightly collection for both residual and recyclables is operated by 103 local authorities. Twenty local
authorities operate a fortnightly collection of residuals and a weekly collection of recyclables.

A3. A very limited number of local authorities oVer more frequent collection of residual waste and this
is with communal bins and six local authorities oVer a monthly or less frequent collection of recyclables,
this is likely to be for paper.

A4. The majority of local authorities that oVer a fortnightly collection of recyclables or residual waste
do so using wheeled bins and those that oVer weekly collections of residual and recyclables use sacks or
wheeled bins. If more detailed information on this would be required CIWM would be happy to spend time
looking at the detail of this data and reporting the findings.
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Partnership Working

A5. SuVolk Waste Partnership which is the joint working between SuVolk County, Waveney, SuVolk
Coastal, Mid SuVolk, Babergh and Forest Heath District and St Edmundsbury and Ipswich Borough
Councils. The SuVolk Waste Partnership was set up to develop and deliver the Joint Municipal Waste
Management Strategy (JMWMS) for SuVolk. The JMWMS will seek to minimise the levels of waste
produced and to manage this waste in ways that are environmentally, economically and socially sustainable.

A6. In March 2006 the Partnership of all eight SuVolk councils were awarded Beacon status by the
Government in recognition of their joint successes in waste and recycling. Between 1995 and 2006, the
County increased its household waste recycling level from 12.1% to 39%. The foundation for this success
has been the emphasis placed on partnership working.

A7. The Peterborough and Cambridgeshire partnership is joint working between Cambridge County
Council and Cambridge City, Huntingdonshire District, Fenland District, East Cambridgeshire, South
Cambridgeshire and Peterborough City Councils. The Cambridgeshire and Peterborough strategy outlines
the current and planned arrangements for waste collection, recycling, composting and other waste
treatments for 2002 through to 2022. The partnership was awarded Beacon Status for 2006–07 for waste
and recycling.

A8. The South Tyne and Wear Waste Management Partnership (STWWMP) was established to enable
the three partner authorities to jointly procure solutions for the disposal of residual municipal waste. The
Partnership comprises three metropolitan councils, Gateshead, South Tyneside and Sunderland. There is a
consensus within the three authorities that there are real opportunities in partnering and procurement
bringing benefits in terms of shared costs and added attractiveness to external contractors.

A9. The South Tyne and Wear Partnership is well underway in the development of a full Joint Municipal
Waste Management Strategy. The partners have demonstrated a very strong capacity for making change
work, and have a proven track record in making significant and sustainable improvements over the past few
years. The environment is a key theme in each of the Councils’ priorities for the future and is a core element
of all Corporate Policies/Strategies. Each partner authority has a Cabinet member with responsibility for
this lead/portfolio area.

Campaigns and Information Services

A10. Recycle Now has increased the waste and recycling message to householders over the whole
country. This is due to Defra and WRAP putting together the key media campaign informing residents
about what can be recycled and what services are available.

A11. Many local authorities have taken up the Recycle Now logo on their websites and include local
detail for composting, home composting and tying this to National Compost Week.

A12. Reusable nappies week is another key media campaign that is run by Women’s Environmental
Network that is linked to local authorities’ media that oVer local information on schemes that are running
in their area.

A13. Doorstepping is a direct marketing approach using face-to-face contact with householders
(customers) on their doorstep. It is carried out by a number of third sector organisations and is becoming
increasingly acknowledged as a highly eVective method for improving participation in recycling collections.

A14. Devon included a major doorstepping campaign (November 2002 to March 2003) when they
introduced kerbside collection. Doorsteppers were used to talk to local residents about the service that was
to be introduced and what materials could be recycled and how.

A15. Gloucestershire used doorstepping throughout 2003 to raise awareness of waste reduction and
recycling and increasing participation in kerbside recycling schemes. The scheme was monitored to see how
eVect doorstepping was as a communication tool. Doorstepping was used to assisting residents that did not
recycle to overcome any issues they had.

Memorandum by the Composting Association (RC 30)

1. Introduction

1.1 The Composting Association works on behalf of over 550 UK members to raise awareness of the
benefits of the recycling of biodegradable resources. It aims to act as an advocate for the wider composting
and biological treatment industries and to represent their views in a constructive dialogue with policy
makers. The Association envisages an industry in which best practice is shared, standards are maintained
and surpassed and which makes a positive contribution to safeguarding the environment.
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1.2 Food and garden wastes (biowastes) are thought to comprise in excess of 30% of the municipal waste
stream. As they are biodegradable this represents significant opportunities for local authorities to collect
them separately for composting, anaerobic digestion (AD) or other biological treatment processes in order
to meet their Landfill Allowance Trading Scheme (LATS) obligations.

1.3 Currently over three million tonnes of biowaste are composted every year, producing in excess of a
million tonnes of compost.35 These figures are set to rise substantially as local authorities strive to meet their
LATS targets. Estimates of over ten million tonnes a year of municipal biowaste and five million tonnes of
commercial and industrial waste are diverted from landfill by 2020 may well be conservative.

1.4 This memorandum illustrates the impact biowaste collection schemes have on the growing biological
treatment industry.

2. Biowaste treatment trends

2.1 Biowaste treatment facilities are well established in many European countries, and the UK industry
is developing rapidly. The industry employs over 1,200 staV (full time equivalent), has a collective turnover
in excess of £90 million, and has over 300 biowaste treatment sites, handling a range of feedstocks,
principally green and food wastes. The majority are open-air turned-windrow systems composting green
(parks and garden) wastes.

2.2 Following the epidemic of Foot-and-Mouth disease in 2001, composting food waste is subject to
stringent legislative controls that require in-vessel composting systems. These are highly engineered
structures operating sophisticated process controls, designed to ensure optimum composting conditions and
minimum time-temperature profiles are attained. Capital costs for a 20,000 tonne per annum system are
typically in excess of £ 2 million; an investment that needs to be amortised over a 10–15 year period.

2.3 Packaging is also beginning to impact on the biological treatment industry in a number of ways as
an increasing amount of card and paper is being introduced to food and green waste collection schemes.
This is in response to paper mills becoming more stringent on input quality for recycling, and shredded paper
(for identity fraud protection purposes) generally not being accepted.

2.4 Significantly, there is a great deal of interest by retailers in biodegradable or oxo-degradable
packaging for vegetable and fruit produce, ready meals and carrier bags for example. Some of these
polymers compost under typical composting conditions, whilst other do not; the latter have created
considerable problems at composting facilities as they can contaminate the end product and aVect moving
machinery. There is currently much confusion in the marketplace amongst retailers and the general public
about the performance of these polymers.

2.5 Notwithstanding, compostable bags can greatly assist in the separate collection of food wastes. They
enable hygienic conditions to be maintained, helping to instil confidence and acceptability by the public.

2.6 There is currently considerable interest in anaerobic digestion. This degrades biowastes in the absence
of oxygen resulting in biogas that can be used as a fuel for electricity and/or heat generation, and digestate
that may either be applied to land directly, or, in most cases, post-composted. AD is particularly suited to
food wastes, but does not degrade woody wastes. There are currently only a handful of sites in the UK.

2.7 It seems likely that existing composting sites will begin to diversify and become integrated biowaste
management sites, operating in-vessel, open windrow and AD processes. There is even scope for biomass
boilers to burn oversized woody wastes.

2.8 The development of these integrated sites will provide a flexible solution for local authorities,
commercial and industrial waste producers. A diversity of processing options can allow a cost-eVective mix
to be established, thereby reducing the likelihood of assets becoming stranded and reducing business risk.

2.9 The ways in which biowastes are collected has a marked influence on processing infrastructure and
the end uses to which the treated materials can be used. The key issues that aVect Composting Association
members are discussed below.

3. Impact on compost quality

3.1 A great deal of work has been carried out on developing compost markets in recent years. The
Composting Association was instrumental in developing the UK’s first standards for compost, which, in
conjunction with the Waste and Resources Action Programme (WRAP) has been translated into the BSI
Publicly Available Specification 100 (PAS 100) for Composted Materials. This has set the basis for the
publication of the Quality Protocol for Compost,36 published in March of this year that sets criteria to
establish when composted materials have been processed suYciently such that they have been fully
recovered and no longer classed as a waste.

35 Market survey of the UK composting industry 2005–06 (DRAFT) WRAP and The Composting Association.
36 The Quality Protocol for the Production and Use of Quality Compost from Source-Segregated Biodegradable Waste (2007)

WRAP and the Environment Agency.
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3.2 Sustainable market development necessarily relies on materials that are fit-for-purpose and
consistently meet minimum quality specifications. The quality of the input feedstocks is the key variable that
aVects the quality of the output material. In order to meet the PAS 100 standard and the criteria in the
Quality Protocol, biowastes need to be delivered to a site from separately collected sources with minimal
contaminants.

3.3 In practice, this means that feedstocks need to be collected separately and delivered to a site for
processing shortly after their generation. Many local authorities operate eVective separate collection
schemes, either through their household waste recycling centres or through kerbside schemes.

3.4 Collection schemes do however need to deliver defined waste types with minimal contaminants. These
need to be designed appropriately and communicated eVectively, on an on-going basis, to the public.

3.5 While treating mixed municipal wastes in a mechanical biological treatment (MBT) facility will result
in a Compost Like Output (CLO) that may have beneficial use when applied to some soils, given the
potential for contamination this material seems likely to remain classed as a waste and hence used in a
regulated manner. Similarly, it may currently not be used on agricultural land where food and fodder crops
are grown, thus reducing the potential benefit of organic matter application to agricultural soils.

4. Impact on emissions

4.1 Problems can arise at composting facilities when odorous feedstocks are delivered, which cause
handling and processing diYculties. This principally occurs during late spring and early summer when
biowastes have been stored in warm weather for a period of time before delivery. In some cases odorous
loads have been rejected at site and sent to disposal in landfill, or the compost operator has received
complaints and enforcement notices by the Environment Agency: clearly neither situation is desirable.

4.2 In order to prevent such problems occurring collection contracts need to retain some flexibility to
ensure biowastes are delivered to site promptly after collection, especially during peak periods.

5. Capital expenditure and infrastructure

5.1 The quantities and composition of green wastes necessarily varies throughout the year, which can
create operational challenges for site operators. Most open-air windrow systems can accommodate seasonal
fluctuations through changing the size and shape of the composting heaps, as well as the ways in which they
are aerated.

5.2 All food wastes that emanate from a kitchen need to be composted in an in-vessel system and
approved by Animal Health in order to meet with the Animal By-Products Regulations (2003). Systems that
co-collect green wastes and food wastes need to be treated in-vessel, which can increase processing costs.
Significantly, the composition of the feedstocks will vary throughout the year, which can be problematic,
as volumes at certain times of the year may be sub-optimal.

5.3 Collecting food and green wastes separately will generally provide site operators with greater
flexibility to size in-vessel systems appropriately and to blend the mixes for optimal degradation, for example
with green wastes or cardboard. This would be beneficial to both the local authority financially, as well as
the operator. Separately collected food wastes could also be digested anaerobically (in an AD plant), which
would also have the added benefit of generating renewable energy.

5.4 Due to the high CAPEX of in-vessel composting and AD facilities, investments will however need to
be realised over a 10 year period which must be considered when local authorities are negotiating contracts.

6. Integrating commercial and industrial waste collections

6.1 Most biowaste facilities have been established on the basis of local authority contracts for municipal
wastes. However, significant synergies exist to treat commercial and industrial wastes at these and
upcoming sites.

6.2 Industrial wastes may potentially provide clean, consistent feedstocks which could be blended with
separately collected municipal biowastes. There would be obvious commercial advantages to the site
operator in choosing this approach.

6.3 As the landfill tax is set to rise, producers of commercial biowastes (eg restaurants and catering
outlets) in particular could usefully integrate with municipal food waste collections. This could have the
added benefit of reducing transport distances to sites as economies of scale are realised.

7. Conclusions

7.1 Biowaste collection contracts between local authorities and the private sector need to be configured
in order that:

— Quality biowastes are collected separately from other wastes so that they can be transformed into
quality composts
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— Collection frequencies can be varied as appropriate to accommodate seasonal increases in waste
arisings in order to prevent wastes turning odorous before delivery to site

— Contracts are of an appropriate duration to enable the private sector to invest in highly engineered
in-vessel composting and anaerobic digestion facilities.

7.2 Local authorities should consider collecting food and green wastes separately, to enable site operators
a greater degree of flexibility with processing than the current co-mingled collections processing system
allows.

7.3 There is considerable interest in biodegradable packaging by retailers. In order to ensure that these
materials are compostable and will not adversely aVect the composting process, all compostable polymers
should be independently certified to the European Standard EN 13432:2000.

7.4 Potential synergies exist between commercial and municipal waste collections and the Association
would suggest that local authorities should be incentivised to co-collect biowastes where appropriate.

7.5 Successful collection schemes rely on targeted and ongoing communication campaigns. WRAP
should build on its existing Recycle Now programme to assist local authorities to communicate information
about separate biowaste collection schemes.

7.6 Further technical work needs to be undertaken to assess the quality and potential end uses of
Compost Like Outputs from MBT facilities that will treat mixed (unsorted) residual waste.

Memorandum by the National Audit OYce (RC 31)

Introduction and Summary

1. The Comptroller and Auditor General reported on the Department for Environment, Food and Rural
AVairs’ progress in reducing the reliance on landfill for refuse disposal in England in July 2006. The report
examined the Department’s actions to help achieve the Landfill Directive targets, local authorities’ progress
in developing alternative methods of waste disposal and progress with recycling and minimisation
initiatives.37 On the basis of that report the Committee of Public Accounts took evidence from the
Department for Environment, Food and Rural AVairs in January 2007, although the Committee has yet to
issue a report.

2. This memorandum by the National Audit OYce sets out the findings from the Comptroller and
Auditor General’s report that related to refuse collection at the time of publication in July 2006. The
memorandum has been prepared with a view to assisting the Communities and Local Government
Committee in its consideration of that subject.

Summary

— The Landfill Allowance Trading Scheme provides a financial incentive for local authorities
to divert biodegradable municipal waste from landfill, but the absence of timely and
accurate data could undermine the eVectiveness of the Scheme (paragraphs 3 to 7).

— At the rate of progress found at the time of the NAO report, there was a significant risk of
local authorities failing to divert suYcient biodegradable municipal waste from landfill to
meet European Union targets (paragraphs 8 to 12).

— The amount of waste recycled each year has increased considerably, but it will become
more diYcult to maintain this rate of increase (paragraphs 13 to 19).

— Initiatives to get businesses and households to minimise waste remain at a very early stage
(paragraphs 20 to 23).

The Landfill Allowance Trading Scheme provides a financial incentive for local authorities to
divert biodegradable municipal waste from landfill, but the absence of timely and accurate data
could undermine the effectiveness of the Scheme.38

3. The Department’s Landfill Allowance Trading Scheme, which began in April 2005, seeks to encourage
further reductions in biodegradable municipal waste going to landfill and more eVective local authority
collaboration in developing alternatives. Under the Scheme, waste disposal authorities were allocated
allowances for the tonnage of biodegradable waste they could send to landfill. The allowances from 2009–10
onwards are based on the proportions of local authorities’ waste arising in 2001–02 (ie if a local authority
had one per cent of the waste arising in England it has been allocated one per cent of England’s available

37 Department for Environment, Food and Rural AVairs, Reducing the reliance on landfill, Report by the Comptroller and
Auditor General, HC1177 of Session 2005–06.

38 C&AG’s Report, paragraphs 2.10 to 2.14.
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allowances). To allow a smooth transition into the scheme, allocations between 2005–06 and 2008–09
gradually decrease from the amount of biodegradable municipal waste landfilled in the base year (2001–02)
to the authorities’ 2009–10 allocation. Each allowance entitles an authority to landfill one tonne of
biodegradable municipal waste.

4. The Department has confirmed that any English authority which landfills in excess of the allowances
it holds after the reconciliation period will be liable to a financial penalty of £150 a tonne.39 Authorities who
already operate within their allowance could benefit from further reductions because they are entitled to sell
their spare allowances to other authorities. Waste collection authorities, responsible for much of England’s
recycling eVort, are not tied into the scheme by regulation but are encouraged to work with waste disposal
authorities to support landfill diversion and provide waste statistics.

5. The eVectiveness of the Scheme will depend on the Department’s rigour in imposing penalties and
other sanctions and on the completeness and timeliness of the data from local authorities and waste disposal
contractors. There is a potential risk that authorities might believe the Government would not in practice
impose penalties because of the impact on council taxes, but the Department confirmed to us that penalties
will be imposed if allowances are exceeded.

6. We found relevant data on amounts of waste sent for treatment and disposal in the past, however, were
neither complete nor timely. During the first Scheme year many authorities failed to meet the deadlines for
quarterly reporting of waste data. By July 2006 however, only one of the 121 waste disposal authorities had
not submitted the data for the first Scheme year (April 2005 to March 2006).

7. The Environment Agency’s validation of these returns has been delayed because in many cases the data
were not of suYcient quality to pass the first stage validation process which is required before the Agency’s
validation can begin (at 10 July 2006 only 21 authorities had completed this stage for the first Scheme year).
In addition, waste disposal authorities rely on data from their constituent waste collection authorities before
reconciliation can take place. There is, however, no mandatory requirement for waste collection authorities
to submit such returns (only waste disposal authorities are required to supply data under the Waste and
Emissions Trading Act 2003).40 As a result there is a risk, that the scheme will lose credibility due to the late
or inaccurate notification of validated results to authorities. In Wales, where the Landfill Allowance Trading
Scheme began six months earlier, the Environment Agency found a 10% discrepancy in returns between
local authorities’ recorded figures and operators’ figures in the first quarter. The discrepancy in England may
be larger since in urban areas the link between collection and final disposal passes through a number of
intermediaries.

At the rate of progress found at the time of the NAO report, there was a significant risk of local
authorities failing to divert sufficient biodegradable municipal waste from landfill to meet
European Union targets41

8. We reviewed the outputs of a Departmental steering group set up to oversee the development of a
model to forecast the likely impact of diVerent initiatives to reduce reliance on landfill.42 The model takes
account of, among other things: disposal method costs; existing and planned capacity; build times; taxes,
penalties, targets and the Landfill Allowance Trading Scheme; and “pressure factors” to reflect non-
financial issues (eg the political unpopularity of certain technologies reflecting public opposition).

9. To divert suYcient waste from landfill, the Department’s model indicated the need for:

— significantly increased rates of recycling and composting to around 40% by 2010;

— an increased requirement for residual waste treatment, including energy from waste (using refuse-
derived fuels) for post-recycling residues;

— mechanical and biological treatment plants becoming operational between 2005–06 and 2012–13.

10. Our participation in the Department’s development of a forecasting model enabled us to examine the
rigour of the assumptions used. The Department’s modelling indicated that, if all existing plans for waste
treatment facilities were realised within one year of their planned delivery date, the 2010 target could be met,
implying a national recycling rate of around 40%. The Department’s model implied local authority yearly

39 At the end of each financial year, each local authority has three months to submit its data returns to the Environment Agency.
The Agency then has two months to calculate how much biodegradable municipal waste each authority has landfilled
following which there is a one month reconciliation period during which authorities can bank, borrow, buy and sell allowances
to deal with any surplus or shortfall in allowances. Similar schemes operate in Wales and Scotland but there are diVerences
regarding the application of fines and trading of allowances.

40 Section 13 of the Waste and Emissions Trading Act 2003.
41 C&AG’s Report, paragraphs 3.1 to 3.5.
42 The Local Authority Waste Recovery Recycling and Disposal Model.
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municipal waste management costs would rise from just under £2 billion in 2003–04 to £3.4 billion in
2009–10 and £4.2 billion in 2012–13 to fund new waste management practices.43 Yet such an increase could
face opposition. Our survey found 39% of the public think local authorities should be “most concerned
about minimising the cost to council taxpayers when collecting and disposing of household rubbish.” We
also found, however, that half of the public did not know how much they paid for their waste collection and
disposal. Of those that did, the most popular choice was over £200 a council taxpayer a year. The actual
average was around £75 a council taxpayer a year.

11. The OYce of Government Commerce’s survey of waste disposal authorities in Autumn 2005 asked
about progress in developing the new capacity needed to meet the Landfill Allowance Trading Scheme
allowances. Eighty seven out of 121 authorities replied, of which less than one in five were entirely confident
that they would divert the required level of biodegradable municipal waste and some one in three had not
yet identified how they proposed to dispose of waste other than by landfill. Based on their plans at the time of
our report, we estimated that authorities would miss their 2010 landfill allowances by approximately 190,000
tonnes and their 2013 allowances by approximately 960,000 tonnes.44 Extrapolated to a national level, the
figures would be 268,000 tonnes and 1.37 million tonnes, respectively.4545 On this basis, we estimated
potential penalties could be as much as £40 million for missing the 2010 targets and £205 million for missing
the 2013 targets.

12. There is still an opportunity for authorities to amend or develop their plans to address any shortfall
in alternative disposal capacity, although there is considerably more scope to do this in relation to the 2013
target rather than that for 2010. As things stood in Summer 2006, it may be too late for authorities to bring
forward plans for new residual waste treatment facilities and have them ready in time for 2010, although
such action could contribute to meeting the 2013 target. However, completion of new recycling and
composting plants, as well as mechanical biological treatment plants, should still be achievable if
procurement processes are already in hand.

The amount of waste recycled each year has increased considerably, but it will become more
difficult to maintain this rate of increase46

13. According to local authority reports, the proportion of household waste being recycled or composted
in England has increased by 12 percentage points since 2001. The rate reached 23% in 2004–05, suggesting
the Department will meet its target of 25% by 2005–06.

14. The United Kingdom’s recycling and composting rate lags behind that of leading European
countries. Based on 2001 data, recycling rates in the Netherlands, Austria, Germany and Sweden were
almost double the United Kingdom’s. For the high waste generators such as Germany, France and Spain,
composting represents a smaller proportion of the total amount of municipal waste managed, but still far
more than the United Kingdom.

15. Further increases in the aggregate municipal recycling rate will not necessarily lead to increases in the
biodegradable recycling rate. About a third of household materials are not biodegradable, such as cans,
glass and plastic. The Household Waste Recycling Act 2003 requires all authorities to collect at least two
types of recyclable waste from households by 2010.

16. Levels of recycling have increased, but local authority data indicate wide variations in performance
in 2004–05 (see Figure 1).47 Ten authorities (2.5%), such as St Edmundsbury Borough Council in SuVolk,
recycle or compost over 40% of their waste. In contrast, 70 authorities (18%), such as the London Borough
of Newham, recycle or compost less than 15%. Authorities with higher recycling rates tended to collect
organic waste (mainly garden waste) directly from households and had specific facilities to remove recyclable
materials from general household waste.

43 Costs in constant 2003–04 prices.
44 This is net of the tonnage below allowances for authorities who are forecasting that their target will be met, so takes into

account the impact of trading allowances.
45 These tonnages were grossed up to a national level using Landfill Allowance Trading Scheme allowances for each authority

in England.
46 C&AG’s Report, paragraphs 4.1 to 4.7.
47 These recycling rates incorporate biodegradable and non-biodegradable wastes.
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Figure 1: DiVerences in recycling rates between local authorities in 2004–05
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17. The Department has provided £336 million in funding between 2002–03 and 2005–06 (through the
Challenge Fund) to encourage local authorities to recycle more waste. The Department awarded grants on
the basis of bids received from high-performing and low-performing authorities. Targets were set for each
project, although funding was not dependent on their achievement. The Department distributed £131
million through the Challenge Fund in 2003–04, which contributed to an increase in recycled tonnage of
166,000 tonnes against a target of 222,000 tonnes (75%). These schemes should yield greater benefits in
future years as they become better established.

18. Although the grants are likely to have contributed to increased recycling, there is no clear link
between the amount of the grant and the consequent increase in performance. Our analysis of the household
recycling performance of unitary authorities between 2002 and 2005 shows that the level of Challenge
Funding received by an authority does not correlate with its recycling performance during the period.

19. In addition, the Department’s Local Authority Support Unit and WRAP Ltd’s Recycling and
Organics Technical Advisory Team (ROTATE) provide advice to local authorities on recycling practices
and to encourage public participation. A review of the Local Authority Support Unit by BeEnvironmental
Ltd in December 2005 found that some 80% of 77 local authorities who oVered a view thought that the direct
consultancy support, the largest part of the Unit’s programme, provided “good value for money”. A review
of the Recycling and Organics Technical Advisory Team by Exodus Market Research in September 2005
found most of the 54 local authorities contacted considered the service helpful and that improvements had
resulted, although 12 authorities (22%) queried the quality of consultancy support. Performance appeared
to have marginally improved when Exodus surveyed local authorities again in February and March 2006.
Exodus found that, of 89 authorities surveyed, 13 (15%) queried the quality of the consultancy support.
Sixty-six of the authorities surveyed by Exodus (74%) claimed to have acted on advice given. WRAP
commissioned NOP to evaluate its public awareness campaign and found that by April 2006 the proportion
of people classed as “committed recyclers” increased from 45%–57%. Almost all local authorities have
benefited from support provided by the Local Authority Support Unit or WRAP and it is very diYcult to
separate the impact of these services from other factors which might divert waste from landfill.

Initiatives to get businesses and households to minimise waste remain at a very early stage48

20. Minimising the amount of biodegradable municipal waste produced is potentially the most cost-
eVective way of reducing the amount sent to landfill. There are two main approaches: encouraging producers
to reduce packaging and other materials likely to end up as waste; and encouraging households to reduce
waste (for example, by having their own compost bin). Both programmes reduce the burden on local
authorities collecting, treating and disposing of waste.

21. WRAP has instigated a number of projects to minimise volumes of waste generated. The projects
could lead to reductions in waste, but progress is likely to take time:

48 C&AG’s Report, paragraphs 4.8 to 4.11
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— Home Composting Scheme—this is a long-term scheme to increase diversion from landfill by
preventing garden and kitchen waste from entering the waste stream. In the three years to March
2006 approximately £30 million was spent on 1.5 million bins, marketing, delivery and support.
WRAP estimates that, over a ten year period, with a reasonable level of take-up, the scheme could
divert 300,000 tonnes of waste a year at a cost of about £12 a tonne a year. In some areas, though,
the Scheme is in competition with separate local authority initiatives to collect green waste for
composting.

— Waste Minimisation Innovation Fund and the Retailers Initiative—the Fund has a budget of £8
million and aims to reduce household waste by almost 320,000 tonnes by March 2007 (£25 a tonne)
by reducing packaging, preventing food waste and improving the eYciency of distribution systems.
To March 2006, WRAP has spent some £5.5 million and let contracts for 25 projects. Based on
likely estimates of take-up, WRAP estimates these projects oVer potential savings of 330,000
tonnes, of which 60,000 tonnes would be biodegradable if fully rolled out across the retail sector.

— The Courtauld Commitment—signed in July 2005 with 13 leading retailers who committed,
through individual projects yet to be announced, to: reduce growth in packaging waste by 2008;
deliver absolute reductions in packaging waste by March 2010; and identify ways to tackle the
problem of food waste. It is too early to assess the impact of the Commitment but it has the
potential to make significant reductions in biodegradable municipal waste generation.

— The Real Nappies Programme—aims to encourage greater use of re-usable nappies. The
programme, estimated to cost £2.3 million, aimed to divert 35,000 tonnes from landfill by March
2006 (£65 a tonne). Current estimates suggest that a cumulative total of 16,000 tonnes of
biodegradable household waste will have been directly diverted by funded projects in England by
the target date at a cost of £912,000 (£57 a tonne). This estimate does not take account of continued
benefits in future years and wider changes to consumer choices promoted by the programme. The
balance of the programme funding has been directed at these benefits.

22. Other countries have imposed a charging scheme on households to reduce volumes of waste and
maximise household recycling. Our consultants found that the most common, and successful, approach is
known as “pay-as-you-throw”, whereby households are charged variable rates according to the weight or
volume of residual waste collected. The general trend was towards “two-tier” charging in which
householders pay a standing charge for waste collection, plus a variable charge according to the amount of
waste generated. Our consultants found “pay-as-you-throw” schemes running in Austria, Denmark,
France, Ireland, Italy, Germany, the Netherlands and Sweden. In their view, such schemes could lead to
reductions of up to 40%, but can lead to adverse impacts, such as increased fly-tipping.

23. The Environmental Protection Act 1990 prohibits local authorities in England from charging
households directly for waste collection.49 Some collection authorities, have, however, used Section 46 of
the Act to charge for additional containers, such as for garden waste, or to restrict and specify what
householders can do with their waste.50 In its current Waste Strategy Review, the Department states that,
in the light of pilot projects currently underway, “Government intends to consider the scope and desirability
for additional pricing mechanisms, including householder charging, to support the levels of recycling
anticipated to be required.”51

Memorandum by the Local Authority Recycling Advisory Committee (LARAC) (RC 32)

LARAC is an association of well over 400 local authorities across England, Scotland Wales and Northern
Ireland whose waste management and recycling professionals’ co-ordinate and operate waste management
services. Membership is drawn from all types of authority including statutory Waste Collection (WCA),
Waste Disposal (WDA) and Unitary.

Landfill for the majority of the 20th Century formed the principle means of disposal for the UK,s waste.
In 1939 it accounted for two thirds of disposal in both urban and rural areas. This disposal route has
therefore had a significant influence on the refuse collection regime in the UK today.

Up until the 1970,s collection and disposal had been undertaken by fragmented small scale local
government operations outside the major cities. But it was the 1972 Local Government Act that split
collection and disposal requiring the newly formed county waste disposal authorities to prepare five to ten

49 Environmental Protection Act 1990, Section 45 (3) No charge shall be made for the collection of household waste except in
cases prescribed in regulations made by the Secretary of State.

50 Environmental Protection Act 1990, Section 46 states that the authority may reasonably require the householder to use
specific and separate receptacles for waste to be recycled or not and these receptacles can be provided free of charge, upon
payment of a single or periodic payment, or by the resident and at their own expense. The Waste Collection Authority can
specify the size of the containers, where they must be placed to be emptied and what can be put into each container.

51 Department for Environment, Food and Rural AVairs, Partial Regulatory Impact Assessment of the Review of England’s
Waste Strategy Annex A, February 2006.
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year Waste Disposal Plans which gave waste a strategically managed operation that combined with the 1974
Control of Pollution Act to deliver large scale eYcient disposal operations with a reduced environmental
impact.

It is the process of feeding this disposal operation that formed the backbone of the UK,s refuse collection
operation. Increasing mechanisation, the introduction of wheeled bins to address health and safety concerns
(arising from a growing waste stream) and the compulsive competitive tendering of refuse collection
operations in the 1980’s and 90’s that led to refuse collection operations reaching eYciency levels
comparable to the disposal operation.

From the public’s perspective waste disappeared out of sight once a week required little eVort and cost
relatively little compared to other public services.

Throughout the last 100 years the composition of waste has changed dramatically and the 1956 Clean Air
Act had one of the most significant impacts as over the next 40 years smoke control areas made the term
dustmen and dustbin obsolescent from a practical perspective. As societies wealth increased and
mechanisation encouraged/made possible the collection of greater volumes of waste it became increasingly
apparent that society was throwing away significant resources and the recycling/salvage operations that had
declined after the second world war could be reinvigorated.

Recycling however was generally undertaken on a cost benefit basis and the 1990 Government White
paper “This Common Inheritance” set only an aspirational recycling target of 25% by 2000 a formula
repeated in 1996 waste strategy “Making Waste Work”. It was therefore not until under the 1999 Local
Government Act that statutory recycling targets were introduced and it was at this point refuse collections
began to change on a wider scale.

With the advent of statutory recycling targets and more recently the local authority LATs (Landfill
Allowance Trading Scheme) targets set under the Waste Emissions Trading Act created for the first time a
command push of waste resources into the economy.

This command push has also been accompanied by a greater demand pull in the broader economy
influenced in recent years by higher energy costs, environmental awareness and other environmental
legislation creating obligations on business ie Packaging regulations, Carbon trading.

It is therefore into the context of the historical services for which infrastructure and investment is well
developed that these new drivers have been thrust. However the cost drivers for each are diametrically
opposed with the push costs reduced as waste is increasingly mixed and the pull costs reducing as cleaner
segregation of individual resource is achieved.

The interplay between the push and pull of the various drivers manifests itself broadly in two key respects
in local authority waste collection services. How much monetary resource is the authority prepared to
commit to the service and how much responsibility is the authority politically prepared to place upon
householders. As costs and penalties have been rising exponentially authorities have been increasingly
willing to give householders greater responsibility for their waste.

Practically this means, as waste is not a homogeneous resource it needs separating to be suitable for its
end use with the exception of landfill and conventional energy from waste. Authorities have the choice of
paying for technological investment in post collection segregation of unsegregated/partially segregated
waste or householders separate significant or valuable waste streams prior to collection and additional
collection infrastructure is invested in and/or collection frequencies methodologies are changed.

These two options inevitably lead to operations that have diVerent logistical eYciencies and scales both
in comparison with each other and the traditional landfill collections. The collection methods by their very
nature also have diVerent outputs and therefore impact on the treatment technologies/disposal investments
made by disposal authorities. All these variables inevitably producing spatially diVerent footprints that do
not follow authority’s geographical boundaries.

As can be seen whilst waste collection arrangements operate in isolation of disposal/recycling
infrastructure collection methodology wholly determines the supply chain costs, environmental impact and
the impact/influence on householders.

As reported in the Kelly report for the OGC collection infrastructure capital investment is for a period
in the order of five years this is a significantly shorter time span than is required for disposal/recycling capital
investment which is in the order of 15–30 years. So as public sector capital investment in recycling and
disposal infrastructure accelerates in the next five years environmental impacts and collections
methodologies will become locked in unless significant further capital investments are made reducing the
eYciencies of initial investments.

In summary refuse collection and disposal methodology historically driven by eYciency and public health
is now subject to two significant additional drivers which oVer a variety of solutions the interplay between
which have significant implications on the whole supply chain and should not be considered in isolation and
supports the current drive to closer integrated working between disposal and collection authorities.
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However the lack of public debate and understanding at a national level as to the significant financial,
environmental and behavioural impacts of the decision making processes and the fitness for purpose of
existing structures has manifested itself in the national press in recent weeks in the campaign for weekly
collections. The lack of depth to the debate was no greater personified than by the Prime Ministers
comments about being a traditionalist when it comes to waste and a preference for weekly collections.

This submission has deliberately focused on the broad issues that need to be considered when examining
refuse collection methodology as they are mostly overlooked in the examination of the detail and current
political decision making structures are having diYculty reconciling them. Finally that LARAC supports
the freedom for individual authorities to determine the optimum solutions for refuse collection for their
communities whilst promoting collaborative working within the local authority community.

Memorandum by BiVa Waste Services Ltd (RC 33)

Thank you for the opportunity to respond to your inquiry. BiVa is the UK’s second largest waste and end
life resource management company with a turnover of almost £800 million covering a full range of
industrial, commercial, and domestic services, from collection through to end life management. In the case
of municipal, household waste, we service 1.2 million households every week comprising:

BiVa has contracts with 21 Waste Collection Authorities, utilising approximately 249 vehicles and 1,600
full and part-time employees. We service 1.4 million tonnes of material for collection—around 5% of the
total UK waste output from households. In addition, through our landfill and materials recovery division,
we landfill or recycle over four million tonnes (with landfill) from Unitaries and Waste Disposal Authorities.

Turning to points raised by your inquiry, we suggest that the complexity of the issues involved might be
addressed by considering them in three broad subcategories:

(A) Technological factors.

(B) Economic factors.

(C) Socio-political factors.

As a general backdrop, the complexity of this area is compounded by the long identified operational
contradictions between the separation of powers between political bodies responsible for waste collection
and those responsible for the disposal of the same material, the large number of such bodies (at the last
count), the politicisation of waste management along political lines in some parts of the country, and the
high recognition profile of waste services as a key local authority service in the eyes of the public when it
accounts for around 1°% of local government expenditure.

Turning to the three broad facets of the issue:

(A) Technological Factors

In broad terms, there are no fundamental technological blockages in managing household waste to a level
of precision comparable to the database information capability of a modern supermarket chain. In recent
years, British and overseas equipment suppliers make it possible to obtain data on specific household
arisings and track the movement of that material through an intermediate handling system to high levels of
accuracy around weight, location, timings, density, and material type.

It is not for us to comment on issues of privacy, human rights, or similar issues, but, until now, the paucity
of information in this area has meant that policies have tended to precede sound data rather than the other
way around. Technologically and operationally, the domestic waste collection infrastructure is also being
developed in an ad hoc fashion as a result of wide variations of practice across 375 Unitaries and Waste
Collection Authorities.

As a consequence, the public sector is probably losing out on opportunities for economies of scale in
procurement and specification. As far as we know, there is no cohesive framework across local government
for working on development opportunities (whereby robust software and information services can be tested,
or experiences shared, on what works and doesn’t work across the entire network). The biggest potential
downside lies in the area of public perception in terms of how a relatively straightforward task can have so
many complicated variations across diVerent political boundaries (q.v.). Seven years ago, the UK was in
great danger of even lacking a comprehensive statistical reporting base on local government municipal waste
flows, and it was for this reason that we secured around £150,000 worth of funding to kick-start the
development of what is now Municipal WasteDataFlow under the aegis of DEFRA. That initial seed corn
funding has now been underpinned by DEFRA funding and we understand that all UK local authorities
now report in on a range of parameters. That system is still being constructed and there is certainly no
software package which enables inter-authority comparison for authorities of similar types (seaside, rural,
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inner city, large metropolitan, etc), along Barnett formula categorisations. The need for such a performance
system was outlined in a more in-depth paper which has been supplied separately to the Committee Clerk—
see Appendix I.*

The specifics of the technology are well rehearsed—onboard weighing, chip and pin, and intelligent
management systems. We are in the process of trialling a number of these systems and we extend and
invitation to members of your Committee to visit a convenient depot and see these at first hand. By and
large, these are BiVa proprietary systems developed in-house oVered as part of our contract bid package.
Our competitors operate their own systems—hence the proliferation of standards, quality, software systems,
and comms variations.

Around 55% of the market by value is still in the hands of DSOs (Direct Service Organisations) which are
often contract specific SME type enterprises. It is likely that a significant proportion of these service
providers possess the necessary IT development and procurement skills to meet the emergent challenges and
opportunities in the data capture area. The same goes for vehicle specifications, and container
procurement, etc.

Finally there is the issue of how specific technologies are combined in the overall collection system
methodology. Our own perception is that a good data capture network defines the optimum cost and
operating methodology but in general weekly collections of kitchen waste, weekly/alternating weekly
collection of dry recyclables, underpinned by coincident alternating collections of (landfill destined) black
bin waste and green (compostable) materials oVers the optimum yield profile of clean product in the
majority of cases. That across the board approach may need to be questioned, however, in 2 key areas:

(i) In the case of inner cities with high density of flats there may be practical and public health issues
associated with fortnightly collections of organics.

(ii) In general, the collection infrastructure needs to be designed around the technology selected for
final treatment. If the majority of tonnage is destined for a single exit options (such as large mass
burn incineration), the logic of fine-tuned front end separation systems becomes questionable.

In future, such decisions are likely to be predicated around the overall carbon footprint of the “cradle to
grave” system and many authorities now utilise the Environment Agency WRATE package.

As to scale, most collection authorities are built around district council scales comprising at least 25,000
households (50,000 population) which will be serviced by fleets of five vehicles minimum. For WCAs
serviced by the large national operators, this is not an issue insofar as they benefit from large scale
procurement strengths. For DSO type contracts, however, this raises issues of cost eVectiveness and long
term viability.

Municipal WasteDataFlow concentrates on tonnage data and in general the quality of financial
accounting standards in this area is (to say the least) opaque due to the ways in which diVerent WCAs
allocate overhead costs, premises, rent, and the like. This makes inter-WCA comparison diYcult. The
attached table gives some idea of the operating variations found in our own contracts—variations which are
influenced by geography, housing density, socio-demographics, etc—see Appendix II.*

Last but by no means least, there is the issue of health and safety. In the UK, 26 million households are
serviced at least once per week for disposal/recycling services. In many cases, they now receive two visits for
recycling/composting and landfill collection. Those 50 million visits involve four trips by the operative (from
the vehicle to the house, back to the vehicle, back to the house (with a wheelie bin) and back to the vehicle)
equating to 200 million occasions when operators are working in exposed areas subject to traYc flows,
pedestrian movements, obstructions, and similar risks. This activity represents a significant potential safety
hazard for everything from minor injuries to fatalities. Improving quality of data capture on statistics has
demonstrated that this is one of the most risky activities across the whole of British industry. In our own
case we have experienced three fatalities in the last five years. As a consequence we have now, with the
cooperation of our client authorities, completely eliminated the need for operatives to cross specified high
risk roads to access households on both sides of the road. This practice is by no means standard in
contracting terms and is an example of how a centralised information body could actually save lives in this
important area of local government.

Having refused to bid what we regard as “unsafe methods of working” (and been supported by the Health
and Safety Executive) we have lost contract bids to competitors prepared to act unsafely. This is
symptomatic of the ills of variable standards.

(B) Economic Factors

A central paradox of waste collection debate is that numerous studies highlight that waste is the highest
recall factor in Public opinion polls seeking to identify key roles and perceptions of local government.
Economic reality is that against a national local authority spend of circa £125 billion per annum (25% from
the Community Charge) waste collection costs circa £0.75 billion per annum, waste disposal (excluding
landfill tax) costs circa £0.3 billion per annum, and recycling costs circa £0.8 billion gross. Inclusive of landfill

* Not printed
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tax, waste thus represents around 1.5% of total LA annual spend. The sting in the tail is that the escalating
costs of landfill and LATS Tradeable Permits purchases can only be recovered from around £30 billion of
annual income raised as the Community Charge. In the poorest performing, low diversion authorities, the
leverage impact of this process is substantial by 2011. An added diYculty is that—unless current rules are
changed—there are likely to be high profile financial transfers from generally low performing Labour
controlled metropolitan disposal areas to generally Liberal Democrat and Conservative controlled Shire
county administrations. These transfers eVectively occur at county level but they impact on the economic
and operational decisions made at district level.

The next significant economic threat arises from the fly-tipping threat. The most eVective solutions
revolve around wider magisterial powers coupled to media messages and naming and shaming. Where fly-
tipping arises as a result of household pricing, however, it is feasible for the information technology to
measure below average arisings at specific addresses in an eVort to identify possible sources through
exception management systems.

The LATS system of economic Tradeable Permits is being applied at Waste Disposal Authority level but
some years ago we proposed to DEFRA that a similar framework could apply in the form of CARTS
(Collection Authority Recycling Trading Scheme). This could operate in much the same way as LATS but
apply only to collection authorities. A copy of our original paper is attached—Appendix III.

A further area where a more strategic could have been taken to economic liability is in the area of Producer
Responsibility. Single point responsibility, with sector bodies negotiating regionally based contracts for
material retrieval could—in the case of around 12 million tonnes of domestic refuse—permit the transfer
of cost from the public purse onto product supply chains. Example products include waste electrical and
electronics, nappies, newspapers and magazines, other packaging, household hazardous chemicals,
pharmaceuticals, chewing gum, and clothing. Such systems are predicated on an integrated data capture
system but could relieve the public purse of around £1 billion annual costs at £70–£80 per tonne of material
diverted. The implementation of the fridges and WEEE systems are classic examples of how not to do it.

It is hardly surprising that these issues are more proactively dealt with and commercially successful where
Unitaries integrate collection and disposal compared to those places where WCAs and WDAs find it diYcult
to agree common strategies. There are strong advantages in maintaining decisions on waste at a local
democratic profile but there are economic consequences in terms of lost opportunities for economies of
scale.

Until the advent of segregated recycling at district level, a four or five vehicle operation with low
overheads was virtually as eYcient as a 10 or 20 vehicle operation. The advent of segregated collection,
however, has begun to alter the cost per household profile simply because there is less flexibility in achieving
full vehicle payload factors on every round for segregated material.

(C) Socio-political Factors

(i) The scale of investment—at an estimated £10 billion (DEFRA) to manage municipal waste and £5
billion for commercial and industrial represents a substantial upheaval for the planning system and the co-
lateral task of gaining public acceptance for the new separation, concentration, and processing
infrastructure needed in waste. It is on a scale approximately comparable to the forward investment in new
electricity generation capacity between now and 2022 but required in a tighter framework than the latter.
Compared to the 2010 target dates for landfill diversion, it could be argued that we are two to three years
behind the implementation schedule for designing and building new waste end life technologies. As a
consequence, we are only now (May 2007) seeing the early ripple eVect of the impact on adjusting collection
systems to these revised end processing options. This is mainly in the form of emergent public opposition
to alternate weekly collections, particularly of foodstuVs. This is a backlash in those authorities where public
consultation levels have been low or non-existent.

This is a reflection of the disparity between the waste budget share of district council expenditure and the
high levels of perception it enjoys as the premier service oVered by the council on the part of the public (q.v.).

(ii) Over the years there has been no uniform approach to collection methodology, sacks versus wheeled
containers, colours of containers, collection frequencies, or data logging technology, which is likely to leave
district councils vulnerable as and when they come under the spotlight to justify the rationality of particular
collection methodologies. This diversity has been good but it is now time to rationalise and streamline
systems approaches—particularly in the case of information technology and data capture. The fragmented
nature of public sector waste management means that local and central government is in a week position to
counter the more vociferous media claims. Smells from food waste are not due to alternate weekly
collections—they arise from over consumption and profligacy.

(iii) At central government level a failure to be firm on single point Producer Responsibility on
packaging, fridges, WEEE, nappies, and a whole range of other consumer commodities has meant that local
authorities have been insuYciently rewarded for the true costs of retrieving these products from the domestic
waste stream and the resultant fragmented operational systems implemented by piecemeal “stakeholders”
has resulted in lack of consistency, economies of scale, contradictory approaches and illogicality when
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viewed through a layperson’s eyes. There is between 10 and 12 million tonnes of material (up to 40%) of
total municipal waste streams that could be managed more holistically through product supply chains but
that opportunity was not grasped in the late 1990s.

In conclusion—the consequences of hundreds of diVerent approaches to collection through district
councils, delayed decision-making on the part of the majority of disposal authorities in relation to disposal
methodologies, and a Producer Responsibility framework which varies supply chain by supply chain is a
recipe for higher costs, time delays, and a major public relations disaster.

Memorandum by the Shropshire Waste Partnership (RC 34)

Background

This is a response from the partner authorities in the Shropshire Waste Partnership (SWP). Those
partners are:

— Bridgnorth District Council

— Oswestry Borough Council

— North Shropshire District Council

— Shropshire County Council

— South Shropshire District Council

SWP was formally constituted in Autumn 2004 by the signing of a legally binding Constitution and the
setting up of a Joint Committee with Executive powers to discharge the functions delegated to it by the
partner authorities, namely the collection, treatment and disposal of all municipal waste arising in the
SWP area.

Since then, SWP has been seeking to discharge those functions through the letting of a strategic and fully
integrated 25 year contract supported by PFI credits. SWP intends to award that contract in the Summer
of this year and expects the new integrated service to start on 1 October 2007.

This response has been prepared by the senior oYcers responsible for managing waste in the partner
authorities. Not all of this response should be taken as constituting formal statements of policy by the
Partnership itself since some of the key issues referred to have not been considered and formally adopted as
policy the Joint Committee. The following text attempts to make it clear where that is case.

The ways in which local authorities collect and measure waste.

Topics which may be considered within this include.

— Collection Methods: the contribution made to waste minimisation by the timing, frequency and
type of collection in both urban and rural areas and in areas characterised by diVering housing
types, such as flats.

— Joint Working, cost sharing and the potential for co-operation between waste collection
authorities.

Response

The introduction and expansion of alternating weekly collections (AWC) to all suitable properties
appears to have the potential to encourage waste minimisation, but there is mixed evidence on whether it
has so far occurred in Shropshire. Even where it has appeared to be successful, such as in South Shropshire,
there has also been an initial trend towards more black bag waste being taken to the Civic Amenity sites so
the overall trend is less clear. Only hard to reach urban areas and assisted collection remain on weekly sack
collections. A study into this is currently underway.

What also appears to be the case—but also not universally seen—is that the introduction of green waste
collection free of charge can increase arisings probably by drawing some away from home composting,
garden bonfires and CA sites.

Waste minimisation would be encouraged if the occupants of flats with stairs could be provided with
paladin type recycling points as carrying boxes down several flights of stairs poses a health and safety risk
to either the householder or council operative.

The introduction of AWC the way it has been used in Shropshire has the potential to minimise waste
arisings in two ways. Firstly, in the initial period, the Partnership has not viewed AWC as an end in its own
right but as merely part of an overall package of service improvements that are particularly designed to
encourage recycling and composting. Thus most Shropshire residents now have three stream waste
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collection, namely dry recycling, green waste (mixed with kitchen waste and light card in parts) and black
bag waste. What this has done is to put more decisions on waste into the hands of householders thereby
forcing them to be aware of the diVerent ways of dealing with their own waste.

Secondly, in the long term, we could steadily reduce the size of the bins oVered particularly for black bag
waste. This in itself would force people to consider the amount of waste they produce although I will stress
that this has not been discussed by the Joint Committee and is not SWP policy.

The Shropshire Waste Partnership believes very strongly that there are significant benefits to be had by
joint working. In late Summer, 2004, four of the five WCAs in Shropshire and the WDA joined forces by
formally signing a binding constitution and setting up a Joint Committee charged with organising the
discharge of the waste management functions of the five partners. Soon after that, SWP started the
procurement of a fully integrated long term contract supported by PFI credits in order to give practical eVect
to the desire to realise savings through joint working and SWP is close to signing that contract. The new
contractor is expected to start delivering the integrated service on 1 October this year.

The benefits of joint working arise in at least two ways although inevitably one aVects the other. Firstly
there are the economies that the integrated management of the various services generates. The original
business case for this project predicted potential savings of the order of 11–13% on overall service cost and
we have no reason to doubt that we have achieved that. Secondly, it has driven the partners to adopt a
common level of service, which has not only had the eVect of driving performance up significantly, but this
has also produced a unified message which has had the eVect of making the whole service much easier to
promote to the public.

The contribution collection methods may make towards waste minimisation, effective recycling
and the reduction of waste going to landfill and incineration.

Topics which may be considered within this include:

— Information programmes: how the Department of Communities and Local Government and local
authorities can contribute to reducing the amount of waste reaching collection through providing
information to households, consumers and producers.

— Technology: the contribution of collection technologies to waste minimisation, reduction and
setting.

Response

Communication and education are key in raising awareness and bringing about attitudinal and
behavioural change. More needs to be done to reduce packaging at source and pressure should be brought
to bear on the producers and retailers to put in place eVective options for the householder including
unwrapping stations in store (as they have on the continent) and take back schemes for materials such as
cardboard and plastics. Work constantly needs to be done on informing the public about just how much
they are paying for all the instant garbage that comes with almost every product, assessing public feeling
about it and feeding this back to the producers.

The problem is that there are nearly 400 waste authorities in England alone and they are seeking to
influence lifestyle choices that are driven by national and international forces. Individual groups of
authorities—and even eVective groupings of authorities like SWP—cannot be expected to make significant
inroads locally. This can only be achieved by action at government level and EU level. The Recycle Now
campaign being shown on prime time television seems to have had a real impact in raising awareness of waste
issues and this is to be applauded but if waste minimisation is the real target then the next generation of
adverts needed to be targeted at that rather than recycling.

Government also needs to back this up with legislation and policy that makes waste minimisation a
necessity, not an optional extra. Strengthening the targets under Packaging Directive and widening the areas
covered by the Producer Responsibility principle would also help and where voluntary initiatives are entered
into, as with the Courtauld Agreement, Government needs to make it clear there needs to be challenging
targets set and that those targets have to be hit if direct Government intervention is to be avoided.

To encourage the reduction of waste residents need to be aware of the environmental impact their
lifestyles are having. To continue burying a valuable resource in such an archaic manner will have major
impacts on future generations.
Regular calendars giving collection dates are provided to residents with additional information on recycling
and waste minimization; these local messages require reinforcing through national schemes of awareness
raising to keep the waste issue at the top of the national agenda.

The current system of providing kerbside AWC of two 240 litre wheeled bins one for residual waste and
one for garden waste together with three 38 litre boxes for paper, glass and cans provides more capacity than
the old scheme of two black bags or weekly collection of a 240 litre wheeled bin. Residents now have greater
capacity to manage their waste but are required to take ownership of their waste in order to utilize the full
capacity of the service provided.



3727751034 Page Type [E] 09-10-07 12:02:51 Pag Table: COENEW PPSysB Unit: PAG1

Ev 130 Communities and Local Government Committee: Evidence

SWP is not convinced that the choice of collection technologies will actually have any real bearing on
waste quantities produced. Whilst diVerent ways of collecting it can have a direct bearing on certain waste
streams, such as dry recyclables, we have no evidence to suggest that they aVect overall arisings.

How decisions taken by local authorities about collection/ disposal methods aid or constrain
future collection methods and minimisation.

Topics which may be considered within this include:

— Planning for future sorting, collection and disposal facilities.

Response

Decisions taken by local authorities about methods of collection and disposal can aid or constrain future
collection methods and minimisation. If decisions by Waste Collection Authorities (WCAs) are taken
independently from decisions by Waste Disposal Authorities (WDAs) there is the potential problem of a
mismatch between the provision of, disposal and processing infrastructure and the needs of the WCAs. The
WCAs and WDAs need at least to co-ordinate their decisions on future service development and planning
for the provision of the necessary material recovery facilities and recycling processors to ensure that any
opportunities are fully realised and resources are used in the most economic and eYcient way.

The lack of co-ordination or integration in decision making by WCAs and WDAs will at best constrain
the eVectiveness of new collection methods and at worst result in opportunities for reducing waste
generation being missed. The WDA needs to have a clear understanding of the intentions and decision
making proposals of the WCAs in order that the appropriate disposal facilities can be provided. Similarly
the WCAs need to be aware of the WDAs capacity to bring these facilities on line and thus ensure that the
opportunities to improve collection services are fully utilised and put in place at the earliest opportunity and
at the appropriate time.

All of these diYculties can of course be overcome by the sort of formalised joint working arrangements
now put in place by Shropshire Waste Partnership.

Financing.

Topics which may be considered within this include:

— The funding of waste collection, including the implications of variable charging for waste
collection.

— Comparative evidence of how charging aVects the minimisation behaviour of businesses who pay
for removal of commercial waste.

Response

As you would expect to hear from a partnership of local authorities, the main problems with the funding
of waste management are that there is not enough of it and it is not transparent what the partner authorities
are getting.

There have been various studies over the last few years into the way costs are expected to rise in waste
management in order for the UK to hit its landfill diversion targets and those studies have generally
predicted a shortfall measured in billions of pounds over a period of a few years. Although much of the
increase in cost arises from the need to invest in new facilities, there is nevertheless a significant
accompanying increase in investment in new collection systems as well. These studies were done before the
recent treasury announcement of significant increases in landfill tax and although this all helps to increase
landfill diversion, there has been little indication so far that this sort of amount has been added, or will be
added, to local authority funds—or at least there is little confidence in local government about that it has
or will be.

This is partly fuelled by the lack of transparency on what any increase in the block grant has been allocated
to and whilst we accept that local government generally wishes to have its funds allocated without ring-
fencing or constraints, this lack of transparency nevertheless makes it impossible to demonstrate that new
burdens have genuinely been covered.

Even where funding is specifically allocated to cover new burdens, as has happened with the ODS
regulations and the WEEE Directive for example, the amounts actually received by local authorities rarely
seem to cover the burden now being carried.

We note the reference to the role of variable charging in financing collection. SWP does not yet have a
stated policy on variable charging but may be appraising the pros and cons of this in the fullness of time.
This is a complex topic but there are at least four aspects that we would need to consider if variable charging
was to be contemplated.
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Firstly, we are mindful of the significant administrative burden and costs that such a system naturally
brings with it and there would need to be a clear demonstration of the benefits if such a burden is to be
taken on.

Secondly, there are also formidable practical diYculties in implementing it and again there would need
to be some clear benefits before such a scheme could be adopted.

Thirdly, we would strongly question whether it should be a seen as a source of additional finance at all.
If we are to avoid charges of raising council tax by stealth, and to make sure that we get the most good out
what is sure to be a controversial policy, then the system would work best if it merely redistributed the costs
to favour those who put most eVort into waste minimisation and recycling/composting. Thus, for example,
the entire cost of the service could be charged against the amount of black bag waste put out for collection,
with nothing being billed for recyclable or compostable wastes that are put out. Under that system, if we
therefore received 200,000 tonnes of waste, consisting of 100,000 tonnes recyclable or compostable waste
and 100,000 tonnes of black bag waste, and the service cost £20 million to deliver, we could cover the cost
of the service by billing householders £200 per tonne for the black bag waste they put out. This is oVered
purely as an example as there are many other ways of doing this.

What this does illustrate are the practical diYculties—how do we accurately measure this on a week by
week basis—and administrative diYculties—the billing of, say, 200,000 households every year.

Fourthly, and finally, we feel there would be an adverse reaction from the general public which would be
diYcult to overcome unless they could be convinced that charging for waste really was a much better system.

I will, however, stress again that this has not been formally considered by the Partnership and there are
no immediate plans to do so. The comments are very much preliminary observations therefore which we
hope the Committee will find helpful.

In addition you ask about charging structures for commercial waste. Although the SWP WCAs do collect
commercial waste, none feel they can point to hard evidence that the scale of charges does promote waste
minimisation. This is not to say that charging has no eVect but is simply an acceptance that it is not possible
to demonstrate a direct correlation between charges imposed and amount of waste produced.

All businesses of course will seek to minimise their costs wherever possible and an increase in costs by the
WCAs might be expected to have an eVect on where and how they get it disposed of but this will not
necessarily mean a reduction in waste; it is more likely to simply mean a change in service provider.

On the other hand, where an increase in cost covers all service providers—for example with landfill tax—
then sooner or later it will start to have an impact on business attitudes to the amount of waste produced.

This is very much a financial driver, therefore, not an environmental one.

Memorandum by the Furniture Re-use Network (RC 35)

Who we are

The Furniture Re-use Network is one of the largest co-ordinating bodies straddling the social economy
and waste sectors. It provides facilities, information and assistance to over 300 furniture and appliance re-
use and recycling charities throughout the UK. These charities collect and refurbish furniture, appliances
and other household items, and then provide them to people who are in need. Many of these charities also
collect and refurbish items from the bulky household waste stream, either from Household Waste Recycling
Centres (HWRCs) or bulky waste collections. The relevance of our response to this enquiry therefore is to
these limited but none-the-less notable services. Our development staV are heavily involved in facilitating
the outsourcing bulky waste collection services in particular to the charitable re-use sector.

We would like to make the following comments about local authority bulky waste services:

Collection methods

Householders are most often instructed to leave items outside, at which point they become quickly
weather-damaged. Waiting times for a collection vary from between one week and one month, so items can
be outside for this length of time. Bulky waste collections are then either made using refuse-collection
vehicles (RCV) in which items are crushed, or open-backed caged vehicles with no weather protection,
strapping or padding to protect items during transit. The crews most often handle items without due care
and throw items into the vehicles, thereby irreparably damaging them. These conditions ensure that a
minimal number of items collected can be re-used, and even prohibits recycling in the case of an RCV.
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Suggestion

In order to address this waste of resources, we would like to see Councils encouraged to:

— collect bulky items from inside properties (if council’s cannot insure their crew for this, then it can
be done by outsourcing the service).

— minimise waiting times, by putting on extra resources for a short time to clear the backlog.

— collect bulky items in enclosed vehicles, with adequate strapping and sheeting.

— train their staV, or contracted staV, on identifying items for re-use and recycling and careful
handling to protect the value of these items.

It has been demonstrated that by setting up the system as described above, rates of between 33% (Bulky
Bobs in Liverpool) and 65% (Furniture Matters in Lancaster) re-use and recycling from the bulky waste
stream are possible. Bulky waste amounts to between 0.5% and 10% of the household waste stream in
WCAs.

Planning for future sorting, collection and disposal facilities

Currently, almost every local authority we have contact with plans a bulky waste collection service on a
predominately financial basis. However very few local authorities know the actual cost of their service as
its real cost is often hidden inside an integrated contract if outsourced, or unaccounted if done in-house.
Furthermore, there are two elements to the service, the call centre function and the collections function, and
often the call centre costs are not available.

Local authorities waste departments’ main incentive to increase diversion from disposal through re-use
and recycling is if the new service comes in at a cost less than what they estimate they currently pay. The
current system, described above, is an eVective and eYcient solution for a waste-based service. Items left
outside are quickly hand-balled into vehicles, broken or crushed to save time. A more resource-based service
would take care and therefore more time over each collection, which often means a higher cost. However,
changing to a system as outlined above would ensure that at any point in the future any stream of material
could be separated as markets become available, without any subsequent change in service. The
environment (and local social benefits) or the bottom-line.

Suggestion

We suggest that waste departments work in conjunction with social services departments to assess the
actual costs and benefits of working to re-use and recycle bulky items for local people in need to both of
their areas.

Disposal facilities

Disposal areas for bulky items on HWRCs are almost exclusively skips, often with a crushing mechanism.
Once an item goes into one of these bulky skips, it cannot be recovered in any way, either for recycling or
re-use. A handful of HWRCs have piloted containers or other storage facilities, or shops (Warwickshire
County council are leading on this initiative) on sites for furniture and appliances suitable for re-use. These
have had varying success, due to the cooperation of the site staV. One of the most successful is up in Moray
in Scotland, where the local charity collects 1 tonne a day from a site.

Suggestion

We would like to see all local authorities set up re-use facilities on their public disposal sites—whether
storage facilities or re-use shops—thereby encouraging the change from perception from a waste tip to a
resource-park.

Waste minimisation and finances

Firstly, it has been demonstrated almost without fail that when a local authority introduces a direct charge
to the householder for their bulky waste collection service, which it already has the power to do, the level

1 1of waste arisings falls by between to of the previous tonnage.2 3

Suggestion

We would encourage all local authorities to charge for their bulky waste collection service, especially if
this is done on a full-cost recovery basis.

Secondly, as a result of introducing charges re-use charities end up collecting much of these items which
would previously been designated as waste. This is eVective therefore as a means of waste prevention and
diversion into the re-use stream. However, in terms of finances the local authority saves money on its bulky
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waste collection service as up to a half of the service is eVectively outsourced, but the charitable re-use sector
receives no financial backing for picking up this service. The charitable re-use sector is struggling to survive
and organisations are closing each month due to lack of funding. The situation is unsustainable and getting
worse due to such irresponsible measures.

Suggestion

Local authorities have the power to issue collection credits (through the April 2007 Recycling Credit
amendment), and we would like local authorities contributing to the costs of these charities in this way,
especially upon introducing direct charges. Plus, with the drive towards the third sector taking on more
public services, we would also like to see them contract charitable re-use organisations, at a fair price, to
undertake, at minimum a re-use only service, at maximum the whole bulky waste service, to form more
integrated cross-sector services and ensure any available materials in this stream are diverted from the
disposal route wherever possible, both now and in the future.

Memorandum by Cylch-Wales Community Recycling Network (RC 36)

Please accept this document as Cylch—Wales Community Recycling Networks response to the
Communities and Local Government Select Committee Inquiry into Refuse Collection.

We recognise that this submission is assertive and contentious in places but I can assure the reader that
Cylch is prepared to substantiate every claim made and would welcome the opportunity of presenting
further evidence to the committee or to answer any questions that the committee might have if called upon
to do so. A lot of our evidence derives from Welsh experience but is no less relevant for that.

Cylch-Wales CRN

Cylch is an umbrella organisation that promotes sustainable resource (waste) management through
education and practical action. Cylch promotes community ownership of the waste issue. Waste materials
are a valuable resource and, if managed eVectively, can create environmental, social and economic benefits
for local people. Cylch Membership includes over 60 community waste minimisation, reuse, recycling and
composting enterprises throughout Wales. These organisations provide employment and training for a
broad cross-section of the local community, including the long-term unemployed, and people with special
needs. In this model, sustainable resource management goes hand in hand with community regeneration.

In 2005–06 Cylch Members diverted 25,374 tonnes of material from landfill. According to an
“Environmental Benefits of Recycling Calculator” developed by the State of New South Wales Department
of Environment and Conservation (Australia), this equates to a saving of approximately 12,741 tonnes of
CO2 or removing 3,060 cars permanently from the roads. EYcient resource use is an essential component
of any action plan aimed at sustainable living.

This submission will save billions of pounds of tax payers’ money.

Cylch-Wales CRN welcomes the opportunity to submit evidence to this enquiry. The enquiry is timely
and its findings will be very important to avert disaster in the planning and investment that government is
making in future provision for dealing with waste management in the UK.

Summary of Submission

Cylch believes that the UK is at a crossroads and is facing a vital choice of direction as far as waste
management is concerned. This crossroads has been arrived at for many reasons but the principle one is that
there has been no strategic direction or guidance provided by the central and devolved governments in the
UK to the Local Authorities that they have charged with arranging for the delivery of a new recycling
collection service.

The main reason for this, we contend, is that government has been led to believe that recycling is a
modified form of waste management, therefore those that manage waste are best equipped to eliminate it.
The fallacy is obvious; those that manage waste profit from that activity and therefore have an interest in
maintaining the status quo. They have resisted change vigorously.

The only way that the last twenty years of recycling development in the UK can be rationally explained
is through the lens where vested interests muddle and procrastinate, lobby and confuse what is, essentially
a very simple transition from one form of collection of materials to another, completely diVerent one.

They have employed three principle methods:

1. Casting doubts on data—asserting huge increases in waste being created by a lazy, idle populace.
Thus exacerbating the problem perceived “we have to run to stand still” and painting themselves
as the oV stage life-savers ready to rescue the situation “at a price.”
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2. Pessimistic assumptions about what is possible to recycle or compost and therefore concentrating
on developing expensive waste treatment technology to achieve EU Landfill Directive targets. (lots
of profit in that)

3. Ensuring underachievement in recycling contracts to indicate that only 40%–50% is the maximum
waste reduction possible.

It seems that Local Authorities think that they have two options to choose from:

Choice 1—the seemedly preferred one—but high cost.

Leads to very high capital investment requirements followed by very high annual revenue costs that
increase year on year into the future.

Outcome—recycling and composting limited to glass ceiling of 40% or 50%.

Costs escalate upwards because recycling and composting income is restricted and residual waste
treatment (60%) or disposal costs rise inexorably.

Choice 2—the one that in fact works best and has lowest cost (even potentially profitable) but
that they believe is too expensive and won’t meet targets.(Thus bringing them into infraction
penalty areas)

The second choice requires a much lower requirement for capital investment followed by an ever
decreasing requirement for revenue costs as eYciencies improve, collaborations improve and material values
increase in an increasingly competitive world marketplace—coupled with development of local markets to
use the materials.

Outcome—recycling and composting figures improve continuously along with their revenues thus
oVsetting whatever collection costs that are incurred—a constant lowering of costs—potentially profitable.
Potential to recycle and compost over 75% of household waste. Leaving only '25% to be treated and
disposed of.

Unfortunately a large number of Local Authorities are unaware of the possibility of CHOICE 2 and
believe that CHOICE 1 is their only option on grounds of cost. Many have made the decision to adopt
CHOICE 1 collection methods already because that will require very little change in operation. It will
protect their jobs and leaves their familiar process of “considering costs only” intact.

Research Need—Followed by Action

Cylch contends that this will be a huge mistake. We ask the government, this enquiry, to seek evidence
that will compare the best practice in collection methods in the UK at present with the intention of guiding
LA’s to the correct method for achieving success. Cylch believes that this will result in the government
investing and recommending CHOICE 2 only.

There is evidence that shows that high diversion from landfill, certainly suYcient to exceed the EU
Landfill Directive requirements, can be achieved through a strategically planned programme of investment
in maximising recycling and composting alone. That this investment leads to an ever-decreasing cost of
providing the service—probably leading to a profit-making service in the medium term. (i.e. no cost to the
public purse at all)

Also Cylch would assert that there are fundamental system design principles that lead to the possibility
of such a system and, importantly that this could be a “one system fitting all” solution.

These principles are for recycling and composting, not for a modification of waste management methods.

— That relate mostly to a change to a careful collection method;

— That relies on a change in the way that individuals regard secondary materials;

— That relies on individuals understanding what is required of them as they take responsibility for
managing their waste rather than passing the buck to the Local Authority;

— That refuse collections as we know them should be a thing of the past within five to 10 years and;

— That the collection system should be profitable—revenue generating in that time;

— That collecting all materials but in separate categories is the most cost eVective method of
maximising recycling and composting.

Cylch believes that there is suYcient evidence now in existence to form guidance that will reduce
operational risks in the design of new recycling collection systems. Good practice abounds in various places
and if put together in one place would be a template of best practice that could and should be copied
throughout the UK. The evidence needs gathering and the guidance needs to be written. Changes need to
be made, where appropriate, and plans changed.
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This evidence can be accessed—some of it is in government funded research that is technically unavailable
to the public because of commercial considerations—and collated to form a compelling argument to change
tactics along the lines intimated. The government then needs to show a strong leadership role to ensure that
public money is invested in the public interest—not to serve vested interests in the waste industry as most
public investment does at present. Those vested interests are strong and are hindering progress. This would
be bad enough if it aVected only delaying the achievement of an eYcient service but when the eVects on
global warming, degradation of the environment and climate change issues are added in then this delaying
is nothing short of a crime against humanity.

Cylch believes that if the government takes this task on urgently and resolutely it will save the taxpayer
literally £ billions and will result in avoiding mistakes that are currently being made throughout the UK.
Even the cost of reversing policy or decision to correct the mistakes already made will be cheaper and more
eVective than letting things progress in the chaos of a supposedly “free” marketplace where every single
authority in the UK decides its own method to deal with the problem it perceives as “waste”.

This is what has happened to date and the result is very ugly. Neighbouring authorities adopting quite
diVerent methods which are all mostly ill thought out and ill invested in. Now there are more bad decisions
being made to try to correct the poor ones made originally. Thus compounding the folly.

Cylch-Wales CRN published “CleanstreamE—Total Resource Recovery Systems for Wales” as its
contribution to the Wales Waste Strategy in 2000. We, as an umbrella body that represent the interest of
recycling, re-use and composting organisations throughout Wales, and working closely with our cousins in
England and Scotland feel that we know how to collect materials for recycling. We had been doing it for 20
years or more prior to the year 2000 and our organisations had learned hard lessons during that time. The
most important one was that the technical quality of the material collected is paramount if you are to gain
the maximum price for that material in the marketplace. We designed our collection systems around that
priority and it formed the underlying principle of CleanstreamE methods.

Campaign for Real Recycling (CRR)

Cylch-Wales CRN has now joined with others in the recycling industry, principally the materials’
reprocessors and other Community Umbrella organisations and companies to create the Campaign for Real
Recycling that has been launched recently. CRR is the basis of a new industry whose interest aligns with
conservation of material resources rather than the management of their destruction.

Material quality—quality control in the collection system.

Most importantly from an industry point of view is that we insist on an early quality control point in the
collection system so that we can be confident that materials we send to market are not contaminated with
foreign matter. The kerbside sort of materials from the 55 litre boxes that householders put out for collection
enables the professional operative to check that the householder has sorted materials correctly as s/he
transfers every individual material from the box to the stillage on the truck.

Once this has been achieved all else flows logically from there. All that is required is that the materials are
kept separate whilst they are prepared for being sold to market.

Thus REAL recycling can only be taking place in a sustainable manner if there is a modern management
system that gives quality assurance in place. If there is any wastage at all, or the material is of such poor
quality when sent to market that it must be down cycled (converted into something of lower utility value—
like glass to roadfill) then that is not REAL recycling. Waste is evidence of ineYciency.

The optimum solution that all this implies is thus:

To collect 70% plus of household waste

— All recycling collections must occur at least weekly—especially kitchen waste.

— Multi-material collection from the kerbside using designed trucks (preferably using carbon neutral
fuel) is optimal (though there is a way to go to get the designs fit for purpose).

— Garden waste collections should cease—they were a mistake. Home composting of garden waste
is the optimum solution and should be encouraged/promoted and counted in diversion tonnages.
Excess garden waste could/should be taken to a CA site (need renaming and remodelling) and
placed in a dedicated skip for on-farm composting locally.

— All materials can be collected in the one truck by adjusting stillage volume and round size to suit
the maturity of the collection round.
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— The kitchen waste is taken directly to feed an Anaerobic Digester where, in 21 days it can be
processed in accordance with ABPR regulations, producing 70 litres of compressed methane
surplus to plant requirements for heat and tonnes of treated digestate. Both products can be sold.
Process costs for AD are less than landfill (excluding tax) so saving made here even if digestate
given away free.

Residual (mixed) waste can be collected fortnightly to begin with, then monthly as volumes of recyclate
collection start to peak. Three quarters of the Refuse Compactor Vehicles (RCVs) can the be sold.

Moving to specific questions contained in the guidance

The ways in which Local Authorities collect and measure waste

Collection Methods

The mistake

Local Authorities are choosing collection methods that are inhibited in imagination and appropriateness
by the fact that they are operated by waste managers or waste contractors. They start from the point of view
that the compactor truck is the waste collection vehicle of proven ability to remove and transport large
quantities of material to a landfill site very eYciently. Therefore the RCV is the centre of attention for the
rest of the design for the rest of the system. Therefore a Materials Recovery Facility is necessary to sort out
the mixed bag of materials delivered in by the RCV. This, typically, costs millions, either in capital outlay
if it is a mechanical sorting device, or in high ongoing revenue costs if it relies on manual sorting by teams
of people working in less than optimal conditions on conveyor belt sorting.

Measurement of waste

There is a problem here as it is believed that many local Authorities measure the tonnage going into the
MRF rather than the tonnage going out. Even then, such is the ineYciency of MRF’s that yet more wastage
occurs when the MRF output is put through the reprocessing at the mill or glass recycling plant. This
wastage is not counted except by the reprocessors in a cost to dispose of it to landfill.

The method described above—designed by recyclers

The initial sort by the householders into separate 55 litre boxes that allow a quality control point is the
cornerstone of this system. Then, once the materials have been transferred into separate cages (stillages) on
the collection vehicle by professional operatives, all that is required is that these clean materials are prepared
for market to gain the maximum price in order to oVset the collection costs. Kerbside sorting enables a much
cheaper operation back at base where the materials are compacted and baled or simply loaded into large
transporters to be sent to market.

Measurement of waste

In this case there is no waste to measure. Such is the eYciency of the kerbside sorted method that waste
is typically negligible ('0.5%) So the measurement here is easily verifiable from material sales receipts.

Joint working

Cylch has initiated many projects in Wales all based on the premise of working with the Local Authority
to achieve high diversion. Indeed we instituted two funding programmes totalling over £20 million that
required that LA’s and respective community organisations work together on this. The situation is still
unclear and the jury is still out on the eYcacy of these partnership aspirations. Anecdotal evidence varies—
some would say that this process raised the game in Wales, made more funding available in a focused way
and the process was challenging but interesting. Others say that the process of accessing the cash was too
arduous, especially for Local Authorities that are not used to bidding for grant money in the same way as
community organisations are. Some of the processes, especially those involving European money via
Objective 1 grants, were particularly testing and caused a lot of friction between parties in the wake of
uncertainties surrounding such things as State Aids, matched funding and retrospective funding.

However it is noted that those Local authorities in Wales that have engaged with partnership are
nevertheless the high performers. Those that go it alone are by far the worst. So there is a message there
somewhere.
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The contribution collection methods may make towards waste minimisation, effective recycling
and the reduction of waste going to landfill and incineration.

Information Programmes—how government can help.

The basis of the Cleanstream approach to recycling is that it is fundamentally an education programme
to achieve changes in habit that meet the needs of the new 21st century materials’ recovery paradigm. This
treats the individual with respect and places the responsibility for dealing with the materials firmly with that
individual rather than saying

“carry on not caring or not knowing, just put it in a bag and we, the experts, will deal with it for you” as
is the case with waste.

We need to replace that old “careless” system with the new “careful” one.

So telling people why they are being required to sort out these materials is very important. Giving them
the equipment to make that sort eVective is equally important. The messages we will be giving the population
will get more complicated as time goes on and we need them—all of them—to understand if we are to
eliminate waste altogether.

So the messages must be consistent and clear. Must build one on the other until all materials are
recoverable and recovered for re-use. They must be matched by the design of the systems for collection that
are instituted to maintain confidence.

One of the unexplained phenomena that has occurred in one area where kitchen waste collections have
been trialled is the disappearance (apparently) of several percentage points of kitchen waste from the data
population.

One explanation that is gaining credibility as time goes on and the results hold is that people are making
more sensible purchasing decisions when shopping once they know just how much food they waste—this
they discovered only when the food waste collections started. This suggests that there may well be a potential
for more rational purchasing all round if the extent of a households waste is fed back to the householder
alongside handy hints at how to minimise waste. People may make more informed choices.

Technology—The contribution of collection technologies to waste minimisation, reduction and target setting.

There is no doubt that the design of elements of the collection system is at the Ford 7 stage. Everything
smacks of waste management modifications. Resources are limited and are allocated mostly to Local
Authorities as part of the “Waste Management” eVort so perhaps this is unsurprising. Where developments
have been mooted there is limited investment. There are trucks rusting away in yards in the USA that show
more enlightenment as far as “designed for recycling collection” is concerned than are on the forecourt of
the waste management vehicle suppliers in Torbay (the annual waste management exhibition—the largest
exhibition in Europe). The designs rest on modified hydraulics to lift side loading containers over the top
of high sided trucks. The community sector favours modified 7.5 tonne or 12.5 tonne curtainsider vehicles—
modified with stillages on the rear designed to accommodate expected volumes of materials that are collected
to be sold. Again—modified from a standard truck.

There are a few designs being mooted that adapt electric vehicles to meet collection needs. But these are
untried as yet but show great potential to be one-man operated and franchised like the old milk rounds.

Again the better informed and appropriately equipped the householder is, the more informed choices
everyone in the household can make eVective. Potentially over 75% of household waste can be put out for
recycling collection. This is a similar figure for Municipal Solid Waste but then we must discuss CA site
management and Bulky household waste services as well as the kerbside collection operations.

The technology, whatever it is, must enable the householder to participate in reducing his/her waste by
over 75% easily. So this implies special equipment in the kitchen to enable storage of these materials until
collection day—storage equipment that is acceptable to the householder nay desirable to the householder.
A catalogue of choice of finish for equipment that delivers to the kerbside eVectively and easily. We must
make recycling easier than wasting.

[The same rationale applies to oYce, farm, building site or factory wastes]
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How decisions taken by Local Authorities about collection and disposal methods aid or constrain
future collection methods and minimisation.

Planning for future sorting, collection and disposal facilities

Obviously there are a myriad of permutations here but the one I want to emphasise is the one that is
prevalent at the present time.

Local Authorities and many contractors started oV in a feeble, under resourced way by introducing
recycling collections as an “add on” to their waste collection service. Typically to start with this meant
setting up fortnightly collection of recyclable materials, copying many a community sector operation it must
be said.

This fitted the limited extra resources being allocated. Then, as the waste management grants emerged in
2002–03, giving significant cash injections to local authorities that wanted to raise their recycling rates to
meet the targets in place, most authorities (though not all) went for the easy hit of introducing green waste
collections fortnightly to try and hit the organic waste diversion from landfill targets contained in the EU
Landfill Directive. This because the government had set tonnage targets and Landfill Allowances to help
guide the process forward. The result was an increase in “waste” collected because garden waste wasn’t
previously targeted at the kerbside. Indeed most authorities forbade its collection in black bag or wheeled
bin waste. However as the penny dropped when various Local Authorities (and their partners) reduced the
residual waste collection frequency to fortnightly they could then best utilise the RCV’s for collecting the
garden waste on the alternate week from residual waste using the same vehicle. However their dry recyclate
collections were often stalled at low levels of participation—therefore low tonnage collected—therefore high
per tonne cost of collection.

Only in areas where all this had been planned and implemented strategically did they achieve very high
participation and capture rates such that costs were driven down. Obviously the greater the tonnage
collected for any inventory of capital and revenue costs the lower the cost per tonne. Collection and handling
costs have now fallen to within twenty pounds of the value of the materials collected in the highest
performing areas. [Newport City Council pays Newport Wastesavers £42 per tonne for the service of
collecting all 12,000 tonnes of dry recyclate from 53,000 households. (21% of household waste and rising
year on year) ie Less than £500,000 for one fifth of the collection.

If Newport Wastesavers could modify their trucks to add a stillage for kitchen waste, the cost per tonne
could be reduced to a point where a profit (albeit small) could be made for the sale of recyclate at current
market prices. The kitchen waste could be processed in an Anaerobic Digestor in a cost-neutral way and the
gas and digestate produced would add to profit as the market for them developed.

However if the local authority has its way it will add kitchen waste to the garden waste collection (simply
to maintain jobs in the RCV’s working alternate weeks) which means that twice the tonnage of green waste
(garden plus kitchen) will need AD processing at high cost (half the tonnage—the garden waste—could be
processed locally on farm at £12 per tonne instead of £45 plus for AD.) This also prevents the improved
eYciency of the dry recyclate collection. Two more expensive consequences of this choice.

So the decisions made have a direct impact. In this case much higher cost to the taxpayer and prevention
of the recycling collection becoming profitable.

Financing

The funding of waste collection, including the implications of variable charging for residual waste collection.

In the scenario I have depicted, where the recyclate collector has a free hand to maximise recycling and
composting collections and to work with others into the reprocessing of collected materials to improve the
overall sustainability of the whole system, I can envisage drawing up a business plan that could be financed
commercially without any recourse to public funding. The plan would stand or fall by its commercial
viability entirely—attracting all the relevant forms of finance needed.

However I want to make the case for this to be a Social Enterprise based operation because then the
whole business of converting material resources that used to be wasted into wealth for the local
community can start us up the dizzy heights of sustainability as is legally required in Wales (only an
imperative in England) The Social Economy lays claim to these resources for improving the well being
of all citizens because these same citizens have bought these resources and own them—but are being
asked to deliver them to the collectors in such a way as to obtain for them, the citizens, a real triple
bottom-line dividend. An improvement in their quality of life by aiding sustainability, ie Social,
environmental and economic benefit.
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Variable Charging

Thishasbecomepopular inthepressasatopicofalarm- raisingtodiscredit thosethatwanttopushrecycling
and composting. Indeed if variable charging is discredited then those that profit from maintaining waste as a
commodity (want materials mixed) will have won a significant stake in those resource values for a long period
of time. Recycling rates will stall.

Cylch advocates variable charging for residual waste because it follows the polluter pays principle and
motivates and rewards the recyclers by “sort of fining or taxing the lazy” or “encouraging the right actions.”

However it will be diYcult to institute variable charging if the Local Authority collects materials mixed in
one container. People will simply contaminate their recyclate bin or bag with residual waste and since there is
no verification point of inspection of the mixed bin or bag there will be no way of making variable charging
eVective in raising recycling rates—on the contrary it is likely to cause more contamination and therefore less
recycling.

OverallCylchbelievesthatvariablecharging shouldbe introducedonlyoncetherecycling collectionsystem
has reached maturity—after three years or so. Over 90% of the households are participating (and this
independently verified) and tonnages indicate over 75% capture rate (achieving two thirds of dry recyclate
available) Then you would know that introducing the charging would complement the carrot approach that
had been used up to that point and that you could say that MOST people were doing the right thing so why
should THEY pay for the laziness of others.

Comparative evidence of how charging affects the minimisation behaviour of businesses who pay for
removal of commercial waste.

Cylchdoesnotdeal incommercialwastecollectionand itsmembersareonly juststartingtobecomeengaged
in that area. Early indications are that waste collection is becoming a competitive area and that there is price
sensitivity there. Certainly our operatorsare reporting that they are getting positive responses whenthey oVer
collection services at our prices. However that is as much as I am able to comment here.

Memorandum by ENCAMS (RC 37)

About ENCAMS

ENCAMS works to improve local environments and to tackle related anti-social behaviour that aVects
them. We are part funded by Government, through Defra and work closely with other Government
departments including Communities and Local Government and the Antisocial Behaviour Unit in the
Home OYce.

Our programmes include:

— Local Environmental Quality Survey of England (LEQSE) which monitors standards in relation
to cleanliness across 12,000 diVerent sites;

— Cleaner Safer Greener Network which helps land managers address the social, economic and
physical factors that have a direct impact on environmental quality and anti-social behaviour in
their areas;

— Market research to help clients understand their customers’ needs and perspectives so that they can
enhance service delivery and improve local environmental quality and reduce related anti social
behaviour.

Why we are Submitting Evidence

Our remit is focused on improving local environmental quality and we want to ensure the committee has
regard to the impact that any changes to refuse collections will have on fly-tipping and litter as well as other
inappropriate disposal methods such as placing refuse in other people’s bins or public litter bins.

Evidence for the Enquiry

Information programmes: How CLG and local authorities can contribute to reducing the amount of
waste reaching collection through providing information to householders, consumers and producers.

1. Main types of fly-tipping

Fly capture data indicates that 51% of fly-tips are black bags and other household waste, which costs local
authorities almost £50 million per year to clean up. A large number of these incidents are single black bin
bags left out outside the relevant collection times required by a local authority.
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2. Waste strategy

Waste collection should understand and meet the needs of homeowners and businesses in order to be
eVective. All local authorities should have a suitable waste strategy. It is vital that this strategy is based on
thorough research and analysis of socio-demographic data that aims to understand the many and varied
needs of a local authority’s residents and businesses with respect to the waste they generate. Services must
then be designed around the findings of this research and analysis. If they are not, then they may prove to
be inadequate or inappropriate in some way and increased fly-tipping could result.

3. Providing appropriate solutions

In order to change people’s behaviour there needs to be solutions put in place. There has been a sizeable
shift in attitudes towards recycling with an increase from 8% in 1998 to 27% in 2006. This shift can be
attributed to the provision of kerb side recycling alongside awareness and education campaigns and shows
that the public are willing to recycle if the facilities are in place to enable them.

4. Campaign messages

ENCAMS believes that one campaign message does not fit all. Rather people have diVerent habits and
attitudes, behave in diVerent ways, respond to diVerent cues. ENCAMS’ approach has always been to
undertake extensive research to understand why people behave in ways that impact negatively on LEQ and
what would make them change their behaviour. A target group is then selected and a message designed to
suit them. We believe that this method of campaigning would also be appropriate in educating people
about waste.

5. Awareness of waste reduction

Although there is a lot of awareness about recycling, waste reduction in comparison fails to get enough
publicity. There remains a lack of knowledge and about how individuals can reduce the amount of waste
they take home. In this respect, producers and retailers also have a responsibility to reduce the amount of
waste that cannot be recycled or composted.

6. National campaigns

ENCAMS would like to see national campaigns funded by government that not only educate the public
about recycling and waste reduction but what they should do with their non-recyclable waste. Campaign
messages will be far more eVective if there are suitable solutions in place so people can change their
behaviour.

Financing

The funding of waste collection including the implications of variable charging.

7. Fly-tipping

The enquiry will need to consider the impact that variable charging may have on illegal waste
disposal—this includes waste being fly-tipped, deposited in other people’s bins and placed in public
litter bins.

8. Deprived neighbourhoods

The committee will also need to consider the impact that variable charging may have on lower socio-
economic groups. As 70% of total fly-tipping incidents were in local authorities containing
88 of the most deprived neighbourhoods any increase in fly-tipping will aVect those areas
disproportionately.

9. Pilot schemes

The impacts of any new scheme will need to be thoroughly researched before being rolled out nationally.
We would like to see any potential schemes piloted in diVerent types of residential areas in order to assess
the impact they have on the cleanliness of our streets.
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Memorandum by the Campaign for Real Recycling (RC 38)

1. The Campaign for Real Recycling welcomes the chance to submit this written evidence to this inquiry.
We would be pleased to give oral evidence should this be required.

2. The Campaign for Real Recycling is calling upon central government and local authorities to act
urgently to improve the quality of materials collected for recycling in the UK. We contend that real recycling
should be about maximising the economic, environmental and social benefits of recycling for everyone, from
the local council tax payer to the global re-processing industry. Our concern is that investment in those
collection and materials handling and sorting systems that begin by gathering a range of diVerent materials
in one bag or bin and then compact them could permanently undermine the environmental and financial
benefits of recycling. Our campaign aims to influence local authority policy and practice, and build
consensus within the UK of the economic and environmental importance of highly separated collections
and systems that maintain the maximum economic and environmental value from the secondary resources.

CRR Stakeholders and Supporters

— Berryman Glass

— Bryson Recycling

— Cleanstream Recycling

— Community Recycling Network UK

— Community Recycling Network Scotland

— Cylch—Wales Community Recycling Network

— ECT Recycling

— Friends of the Earth

— Newport Wastesavers

— Novelis

— Paperchain

— Recyclatex

— Rockware Glass

— Straight plc

— Textile Recycling Association

— Tower Hamlets Community Recycling Consortium

More information can be found at www.realrecycling.org.uk

Refuse Collection as a Term of Reference

3. We understand that though this inquiry is titled as looking at “refuse collection”, in fact this means
all collections of material subject to discard. So it also includes recycling collections. This is an important
distinction to make.

Collection Method: Material Values Matter

4. Put simply, recycling collection is not some slight variation on waste collection. It constitutes a
completely diVerent business. Its values and pricing are completely diVerent. Recycling collections place a
value on the material, whereas waste collections place the value on the service. Waste collection is generally
charged per collection visit or “uplift” and the actual amount of material is not so important. Recycling
collections value the materials and look to collect as much as possible per visit to achieve eYciencies. The
fact that the material values don’t generally cover kerbside collection costs (though they do cover bring bank
costs) in the case of domestic recycling doesn’t mean that the material value contribution should not be
optimised. Commingled systems or any systems that use MRFs have the potential to drive up costs, if
charged on a per tonne uplifted basis, whereas source separated systems which increase recycling can drive
down costs by increasing eYciency.

5. Local authorities are tuned to spending money to procure a service. That’s what they do for the most
part and it’s arguably culturally engrained. When dealing with recycling collections we believe local
authorities should be seeking to generate revenue in the manner of a business. Currently we do not believe
that many local authorities work in this fashion. We contend that this lack of understanding is at the heart of
the problems the UK is experiencing with regard to meeting the Landfill Directive and associated challenges.
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Collection Method Decisions

6. It is of great concern to CRR that so many local authorities seem to be opting for commingled
collections requiring subsequent expensive sorting in MRFs. It is true that Landfill Directive/Defra targets
have put some pressure on local authorities in England. It is also true that commingled/MRF collections
divert tonnage from disposal quickly from a standing start. The reasons they do so more quickly than
source-separated collections is reasonably obvious: they require less sophisticated behaviour of the
householder, and that collections can be made using existing refuse compactor vehicles belonging to the
council or its waste collection contractor.

7. From our perspective this is where the attractions of commingling finish. We contend that selection of
the commingling/MRF approach is short-sighted and unlikely to be best consideration for the vast majority
of local authorities. We predict that it will look and prove less attractive as time passes and experience is
gained; see paragraph 12, last two bullets. We find ourselves unable to explain entirely why local authorities
are choosing to use the commingled collection/MRF option.

8. With suitable civic amenity and bring facilities in support, we advocate sourceıseparated collections
of recyclables at the kerbside. These are those where the householder generally separates recyclables to take
to a bring site, or put in their crate, or box, such that the constituent parts are clearly visible and easily further
separable onto the collection vehicle. These appear to us to have several advantages in comparison with
commingled collections:

— Bring sites or source-separation deliver higher quality materials to reprocessors, and an increased
revenue from the sale of materials. We believe it should be axiomatic that recycling collections
maximise revenue from materials. wherever possible. Colour- separated glass commands twice the
price of mixed, for example.

— In view of public scepticism about the costs of recycling collections, we would suggest that looking
after that which the public has sorted and demonstrating having generated revenue from it would
make for good common-sense and public relations.

— For the same reason, the public and participating householders will have greater confidence that
source separated waste will be recycled eYciently and according to their expectation, rather than
being shipped to the Far East or similar destinations for treatment or disposal at lesser
environmental standards than those practiced in the UK.

— Bring banks or source-separation require much lower capital costs. Investment in bulking facilities
may be required, but this is likely to be an order of magnitude less than that required for a MRF.
Similarly, vehicle purchase and running costs are likely to be substantially less, with a customised
compartmented truck costing perhaps £40K, by comparison with a refuse compactor vehicle
(RCV), typically costing £130K.

— Source-separation or bring banks oVers much more flexibility for the future. Additional materials
such as batteries, textiles, etc, can easily be added. The householder can put these in the same box,
and the collector can install or designate an extra compartment on the vehicle. Flexibility for the
future is a key feature of any scheme. The wastestream will change over time, not always
predictably.

— As yet there has been no upper limit found to the diversion possible using source-separated
collection. Supplemented by kitchen and household hazardous waste collections, it can address all
domestic material streams.

— Source-separated box-type collections can give immediate feedback to householders by leaving
material which can’t be accepted for recycling with a note, while still taking those materials which
can be accepted. Ensuring that the householder does the first voluntary sort of their average set
out of five kilos of dry recyclables not only educates that householder but makes, over time, for
an easier and therefore more eYcient inspection by the operative.

— Wastage rates (material collected but not ultimately recycled) are typically less than 0.5%.

9. There is consensus that source separation protects material quality. However, research is needed
urgently on costs and carbon footprint of collection methods. The lack of this research by government and
the lack of informed debate by local authorities constitutes an “elephant in the room” which we hope this
inquiry will have the courage to address directly, at least in cost terms.

10. Such modelling calculations as we have informally undertaken suggest that at best, commingling/
MRF collections might cost roughly the same as source-separated. There is a myth, in serious need of
debunking, that commingled collections, as they appear to be simpler, must therefore be cheaper. This is
simply not the case. Indeed, our knowledge suggests that in practice, rather more is paid for commingled
collections than source separated: see comments on funding below.

11. There are a number of problems associated with commingled/MRF collections:

— The inflexibility of the system means that it has an inherent maximum in the amount it can divert.
It addresses volume quickly, but can only address a limited number of materials. Delicate or
peripheral streams will simply not fit.
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— MRF wastage rates are much higher than any incurred by source- separated collections. These are
typically currently 12–15% for English MRFs.52

— MRF sorting is undertaken either by human operatives on conveyor belts, or by expensive
mechanical sorting devices or both. In our view and experience is no machine or sort line that can
provide the essential quality control point that compares with a kerbside inspection prior to
loading by a trained operative.

— Contamination restricts materials which can be commingled. In particular, glass and textiles are
mutually exclusive, and paper is seriously contaminated if collected with glass.

— Mixed glass from MRFs is in most cases only fit for use as a low grade aggregate in road
construction where the intrinsic value (in carbon terms) of the material is lost forever.

— As may be imagined, on-vehicle compaction exacerbates this eVect considerably and can cause
losses, particularly of aluminium, plastic and glass.53 Lost value due to aluminium contamination
was estimated at £800K last year.54

— There are respiratory problems associated with working in MRFs.55

— The trend in recyclate market demand is likely to be towards higher quality Commingled material
may not always be wanted in the Far East. Indeed, the used newspaper specification in China is
higher than that in the UK.

— Increasing energy prices are likely to increase prices for recycled materials, particularly those with
high embodied energy such as aluminium, steel, glass, paper, plastic. This is likely to shift the
balance towards separate collection to maintain quality, the more so as the price of the materials
collected separately comes closer to meeting the cost of collection, as is happening in some places.

Measurement Method

12. In terms of proper measurement of diversion from landfill, we believe there is currently some disparity
between government guidance and current practice with regard to measurement of recycling via MRFs. The
DCLG BV82 guidance is clear that “sent for sorting” is not the same as “sent for recycling”. At least some
local authorities using MRFs however would appear to claim all material sent to the MRF as having been
recycled. At best this appears disingenuous and we welcome a thorough investigation of the facts. Moreover,
reprocessors also reject material contaminants, which are generally higher in tonnage from MRFs than from
source-separated collections. So “sent for recycling” is still not a true measure.

13. If these two above eVects were fully rectified, we speculate that this could possibly make a diVerence
to the national domestic recycling statistic of a percentage point in a downward direction.

Defra Advice on Recycling Collections

14. This below is Defra’s advice to local authorities on implementation of the Household Waste
Recycling Act. As can be read, it is at least as concerned with the economic as the environmental aspects
and so is relevant to this CLG inquiry:

Market research has shown that the value of any recyclate is significantly reduced if it is
contaminated, even if the contaminant is another recyclate. It follows therefore that source
separation of materials is the first step to maximising the value of recycling. The Government fully
supports this approach and encourages WCAs to consider this when implementing the Act.
Separate collection of each recyclate is likely to reduce contamination and increase the value of
the recyclate more than collecting two or more recyclates together but separate from the rest of
the waste. How significant this is depends on what materials are being collected together and the
type of receptacle or vehicle they are transported in. Textiles, for example, can be contaminated
by liquids seeping from one compartment of the collection vehicle to another, but even two dry
recyclates like metal and glass require additional resources to handle due to glass breakages for
example. WCAs should consider these factors when implementing the Act.

15. We are dismayed to note that many local authorities have ignored this sound advice, in some cases
completely.

52 Materials Recovery Facilities, Dougherty Group LLC for WRAP, September 2006, p4.
53 MRF Costing Model, Bob Graham, ENTEC Consulting, for WRAP, September 2006, p21.
54 Novelis.
55 An Assessment of the Risks to Human Health of Materials Recovery Facilities, Environment Agency 2004.
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Funding Waste Collection

16. Local authorities are almost certainly paying too much for their waste management service, if for no
other reason than that they’re almost certainly paying too much for their recycling collections, which are
included in the terms of this inquiry. We suspect this is the case, on average, by at least a factor of two; see
paragraphs 20 and 21 below. The reason that it’s not more widely and definitively known is that though data
collection systems for tonnage are slowly improving, no-one is systematically collecting and analysing data
on costs. It might be argued that this is the job of DCLG, Defra or the LGA. Whilst commercial
confidentially generally prohibits formal sharing of financial information, this should not act as a barrier to
government investigation or audit on the use of public money.

17. No real system exists, which makes comparisons between the extremes or meaningful averaging
impossible. In the absence of such data and comparators, local authority oYcers not unreasonably compare
notes informally, and this has the eVect of ensuring that they remain in a comfort zone inhabited by their
peers. Such exchanges are unlikely to result in a collective question of whether in fact they might all be paying
too much. This means that what might be considered as the going rate becomes reinforced and
unquestioned, even in formal review, when in fact authorities could and should be seeking and obtaining
greater value for money.

18. We should point out that bring bank systems are generally very cost eVective, costing less than half
disposal costs. However they are not always well supported.

19. Our view of the situation has been formed and informed by:

— our own experience and knowledge of household collection costs;

— knowledge of material markets, prices and possibilities via the experience of our partner recyclable
material buyers;

— information shared informally by authority oYcers, contractors and others.

20. Our understanding suggests that a local authority undertaking separation at source kerbside
collections might reasonably expect to pay something broadly in the region of £100/tonne, within a year after
start up. Our experience of these systems shows that the figures fall as diversion from landfill increases and
the range of materials collected increases. The lowest we know has been achieved (and verified) is £42/tonne.
This is in Newport, South Wales, where diversion via kerbside collection is 11,600 tonnes of dry recyclate
out of a household waste tonnage of 56,000 (21%). This cost Newport CC less than £500K last year.

21. Exact calculations are not possible, but such figures as we have accessed over the last three years
would suggest that many of those deploying commingled collections into a MRF are typically paying well
in excess of £200/tonne and in some cases far more. This cost disparity, which in our view means that many
authorities are paying more for an inferior system, needs urgent attention from DCLG and Defra.

Variable Charging

22. The CRR supports direct or variable charging for residual waste collections as a literal realisation of
the polluter pays principle. From our perspective, the problem is the collection system, not the incentive
scheme. With collections where the materials are kept separate and the collection operative has the chance
to check what’s in the container before accepting it, we feel sure it will help increase diversion from disposal.

23. However, we question the wisdom of combining variable charging with collections where recyclable
materials are mixed in one collection vehicle. In particular, our concern is that some householders, naturally
wanting to avoid paying more for their waste collection, may actually take less care in sorting their materials
as a result, simply putting more material from the residual bin into the recycling one. As a result, collection
systems where the collection worker is unable to sort materials or operate any form of quality control prior
to loading them onto the vehicle will collect more of what should have been residual waste. If on-vehicle
compaction is also involved, the problem becomes even worse. The eVects will be felt first at the MRF, where
it will cause extra problems and then by the reprocessor, who will likely simply reject more loads as being
too contaminated.

24. Our summary view is that combining these sorts of schemes with commingled collections is simply
asking for trouble and that there is an essential incompatibility between variable charging and commingling
of collected materials. Material quality to the reprocessor will deteriorate further if these are combined and
local authorities deploying commingled collections will, we suspect, end up paying more in gate fees without
a proportionate increase in diversion. These eVects should cause authorities to reflect on whether they are
using the right collection system.



3727751038 Page Type [O] 09-10-07 12:02:51 Pag Table: COENEW PPSysB Unit: PAG1

Communities and Local Government Committee: Evidence Ev 145

Alternate Weekly and Kitchen Waste Collections

25. We include mention of this issue as it has enjoyed an unprecedented degree of media attention in the
run-up to the May 2007 elections. In our view, the debate was poorly informed and very confused.

26. Our understanding of the rationale for AWC is as follows: as dry recyclable material (paper, glass,
plastic, metals, textiles) is increasingly taken out of the domestic wastestream, kitchen (sometimes called
putrescible) waste becomes a larger component of the residue. Natural biological processes cause it to start
to smell and attract flies and possibly vermin. At some point it has to be addressed separately as a
wastestream, and a small number of local authorities have instituted weekly collections of kitchen waste
from households. This is in line with good practice elsewhere, most notably Italy, where some authorities
are EU leaders in kitchen waste collections. As might be imagined, the Mediterranean climate necessitates
kitchen waste collections more than once per week.

27. The expectation is that once the kitchen waste has been removed, the residual waste will be much less
likely to smell or attract flies, as well as being reduced substantially in weight and volume. This should make
it more tolerable to the householder, and allow the local authority to make the residual waste collection less
frequently, with fortnightly being the logical first step. There is a financial implication, wherein the authority
realises some savings as a result, which should oVset some of the investments made and costs incurred in
the dry recyclable and kitchen waste collections.

28. This above rationale does not seem to be widely understood. During the recent media debate we were
surprised that commentators from the LGA and various local authorities did not call on it to counter
allegations that collection frequency reduction was purely financially driven. Following the above logic, it
is clearly not a reduction in service at all. Comment from Defra was conspicuous by its absence. Overall the
government response was poor, as testified by the fact that it finished with the Prime Minister questioning
the necessity for collection frequency reduction when he should have been defending the solid logic of the
necessity for food waste collections.

29. It is worth noting that alternate weekly collections already increase bring bank collections by a third.
Charging for waste would give them a further boost.

Memorandum by Professor Chris Coggins (RC 39)

Professor Coggins is a self-employed waste management consultant, with over 20 years experience in
waste management: research, consultancy, teaching waste at MSc levels, and membership of a wide range
of committees.

The ways in which local authorities collect and measure waste. Topics which may be considered within
this include:

— Collection Methods: the contribution made to waste minimisation by the timing, frequency and
type of collection in both urban and rural areas and in areas characterised by diVering housing
types, such as flats.

This a question about the storage and collection of refuse, and must be placed in the overall context of
consumption, waste collection, waste re-processing and waste disposal.

“Recycling is not collection, sorting, cleaning, cutting, crushing, separation, baling” (European
Court of Justice 2002–03)

“Recycled means re-process in a production process for the original purpose, or for other purpose,
but excluding energy recovery”

(European Court of Justice 2002–03, guidance in England on Best Value Performance Indicators)

In March 2007 a debate began concerning the role of source-segregated /kerbside-segregated recyclables
and the collection of co-mingled dry recyclables:

— the Campaign for Real Recycling arguing for source segregation, supported by the Third Sector
organisations and re-processors (Abitibi-Consolidated, Novelis, Aylsford, Bryson Recycling,
UPM Shotton, Paperchain some parts of the glass industry (Berryman Glass, Rockware Glass),
Recylclatex, ECT Recycling, Newport Wastesavers, Community Recycling Network), Friends of
the Earth and Straight plc. They also argue that direct and variable charging will lead to more
kerbside contamination of recyclables;

— the campaign was criticised by LARAC as being unhelpful, and could be counter-productive in
terms of public support and what is “real” and “not real” recycling, and also aVect the economics
of kerbside collections.

Some Local Authorities have quoted 10%! contamination from co-mingled collections, material
Recovery Facilities (MRFs) quote 5–10–25% reject rates (depending on feedstock quality and separation
technologies), Aylesford Newsprint quotes 22% contamination of feedstock.
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Collection of wastes for recycling and/or composting has to recognise the importance of markets,
especially fit-for-purpose product specifications using wastes in place of primary raw materials. The
Environment Agency, WRAP and Defra are working on a series of Quality Protocols which determine when
specific wastes cease to be waste and become a product. An Aggregates Protocol was published in 2004 and
a Compost Protocol published in March 2007. Further Quality Protocols for flat glass, non-packaging
plastics, contaminated soils, waste PFA as secondary aggregates, blast furnace slag and tyres (crumbed or
shredded) are due to be published for consultation in July 2007. Regulatory Position statements for waste
wood as a fuel and fool oil to produce biodiesel were due to be published in April 2007. Five more Quality
Protocols are planned for 2007–08.

Since late April 2007 there has been intense debate in the national press about alternate weekly collections
(AWC). Much of this has focussed on alternate weekly collections of dry recyclables and garden waste—
the fact that most local authorities collect residual waste and/or recyclables/biodegradables every week has
been “overlooked”. The number who collect residual waste on alternate weeks are few.

A concern that has been expressed in several of these Press reports about the potential link between
kitchen waste and health—both in households and in terms of occupational health. The attached Discussion
Paper Kitchen Waste and Health by the author reviews this issue.

A Press Release by the Local Government Association quotes local authorities with AWC averaging a
recycling rate of 30%, compared to 23% on weekly collections. The Press Release makes no reference to
health issues.

The role of DCLoG is important in terms of the impact of new housing developments on existing refuse
collection rounds. Some local authorities (eg Berkshire) stipulate that new housing developments above a
certain threshold must provide recycling banks.

There is some confusion in this question as the posited link with waste minimisation56 is unclear.

Providing households with 240 litre wheeled bins (2.5 times the size of metal/plastic dustbins) in the 1980s
(the only size then available, and dark grey the only colour) has led to increase of up to 50% in waste arisings.
Research in Nottingham in 1986–88 (led by the author) supported this figure, with the increase due to
increased quantities of glass, DIY materials, garden waste and cardboard—all items which would be less
likely to be put in plastic sacks.

Waste minimisation needs behaviour change, including shopping and lifestyle changes. This is being
tackled by WRAP (including joint work with retailers) and initiatives by the Defra Sustainable
Consumption and Procurement policy team.

Defra published Waste Composition: Guidance to Local Authorities in 2004. Local authorities now use
Waste Dataflow (an electronic data collection system) to return data on waste collection, recycling and
disposal to Defra. Guidance on measuring household participation and capture of recyclables was published
by Defra in 1993, based on research by a consortium led by the author. Summary leaflets were distributed
to all local authorities.

Future measurement systems will probably include more use of chips on bins and on-board weighing
systems.

Joint Working, Cost Sharing and the Potential for Co-operation between Waste Collection
Authorities

Any joint working between waste collection authorities must be placed in the context of joint working
with waste disposal authorities. Unitary authorities “internalise” waste collection and waste disposal
functions and policies. Removing one tier of local authority government in England may be beneficial in
facilitating such integration.

There is long history of informal local authority cooperation, especially in boundary areas where refuse
collection from (limited) numbers of households and (limited) street cleansing is undertaken by adjacent
local authorities for logistical reasons, often with no formal payments but with some kind of quid pro quo.

More formal arrangements are illustrated with reference to Hampshire and Project Integra.

Other examples include 2006–07 progress in joint procurement tenders. An example of savings can be
quoted from the East of England, where a joint procurement e-auction for wheeled bins led to a saving of
15% or £2.3 million.

The Joint Municipal Waste Management Strategies (Disapplication of Duties) (England) Regulations
2007 come into force on 20 February 2007. This regulation disapplies (retracts) the duties imposed under
section 32(1)–(7) of the Waste and Emissions Trading Act 2003 which requires waste disposal and collection
authorities to have a joint municipal waste management strategy if they are not also a waste collection
authority. The regulation applies to several categories of waste authorities: the Secretary of State will give
notice to these authorities in writing.

56 Waste minimisation is normally interpreted as being concerned with resource choice and processing changes, and
consumption behaviour. Refuse collection is more about diversion of certain wastes from disposal options.
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New powers to set up Joint Waste Authorities in England will help local authorities work together to
achieve better-integrated and cost-eVective waste services, Local Environment Minister, Ben Bradshaw,
announced in March 2007. Any group of two or more authorities will be able to apply to the Government
to voluntarily transfer waste disposal, collection and/or street cleansing functions to a statutory Joint Waste
Authority.

An announcement of the intention to introduce these powers by amendment to the Local Government
and Public Involvement in Health Bill (following the recently published Local Government White Paper
“Strong and Prosperous Communities” White Paper) was made by the Secretary of State for Communities
and Local Government, Ruth Kelly. Welcoming this statement, Ben Bradshaw said:

“The days of local authorities burying all our waste in landfill are gone. Joint working on waste is
becoming ever more important, to help authorities to invest in new, more sustainable waste
facilities at aVordable cost. It is particularly important in shire areas to ensure waste collection and
disposal activities are joined up. Authorities are already developing innovative ways of working
with their neighbours to improve their waste services, and this amendment will increase the range
of partnership working options available to them”.

A report by a group of high-performing local authorities called for legislative changes to make joint
working on waste easier, and estimated potential savings of £150 million in shire areas alone.

The debate on joint working has also been linked to the need for waste management to be integrated in
Regional Spatial Strategies, which would involved more than (only) two local authorities working together.
Behind this regional scale of planning is the need for new waste management infrastructure, quoted as c.
2,000 being need by 2020.

A report funded by Defra Economies of Scale—Waste Management Optimisation Study by AEA
Technology Final Report was published in April 2007 which supports the (economic) need for large waste
management facilities. Modelling was based on 11 million tonnes of residual waste to be managed in 2010,
assuming 20% is diverted organic waste and 25% diverted dry recyclables, and capacity refers to individual
local authorities.

Practical Optimal Scale Local Authority Capacity 2012
(thousand tonnes pa) (percentage below optimal scale)

Energy from waste 400 100
(2007 : 5 open/planned are at this scale or above, with 20 below this scale)

MBT/RDF 200 60
(2007 : 9 open/planned at 200, 20 at 100, 10 at 50)

Windrow composting 50 70
In-vessel composting
(2007 : 5% open/planned at 50, 20% at 20-39, 75% '20)

MRF 50 70
(2007 5% open/planned at 100, 35% at 40, 60% '10

In contrast to the figures in this table, In April 2007 Viridor submitted a planning application for an
energy from waste plant in Exeter, to process 60,000 tonnes of residual waste.

Like many other planning developments, waste management facilities often face local opposition (the
NIMBY syndrome). The Barker Review of Land use Planning Final Report—Recommendations published
in December 2006, included strategic waste facilities as a category of Major Infrastructure Projects where
“The Government should draw up Statements of Strategic Objectives . . . which should integrate
environmental, economic and social interests . . . drawn up following full public consultation with all
interested parties . . . with spatial specificity where possible”. Alongside clearer national policy, the Review
also proposed an independent Planning Commission.

Replacing Section 106 agreements with wider Planning Gain proposals may not be as appropriate in
achieving community gain as well as planning gain.

The contribution collection methods may make towards waste minimisation, eVective recycling and the
reduction of waste going to landfill and incineration. Topics which may be considered within this include:

— Information programmes: how the Department of Communities and Local Government
(DCLoG) and local authorities can contribute to reducing the amount of waste reaching collection
through providing information to households, consumers and producers.

It is important that messages are simple, clear and consistent. Multilingual text should be accompanied
by pictorial images and leaflets should be available in large print and Braille.

Feedback to households is very important, and much could be done in this sphere. Many household waste
recycling centres (civic amenity sites) now have regular updates on recycling figures, whilst recycling bank
sites may indicate current local authority recycling rates.
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WRAP has been tasked with the role of national information programmes for recycling, and WRAP-
designed logos are being used by local authorities on refuse collection vehicles and literature.

DCLoG could have considered making the inclusion of relevant information concerning waste, refuse
collection and recycling services in Home Information Packs—complementing energy eYciency audits.
With residential mobility averaging 10% per annum in the UK, estate agents could be asked/given a role to
provide information on local authority refuse collection and recycling/composting services.

There is still much confusion amongst householders about what wastes can be recycled : many local
authorities collect only plastic bottles (and not other plastic packaging), some collect newspapers and
magazines (these are produced by mechanical technologies, and mills do not want oYce paper which has
been produced by chemical technologies).

Technology: the contribution of collection technologies to waste minimisation, reduction and
setting

This question is unclear, and the following submission is focussed on collection technologies.

Very little change in refuse collection vehicles has taken place since the introduction of wheeled bins in
the early 1990s, with such vehicles having bin-lift mechanisms. The same vehicle-type is often used for the
separate collection of co-mingled recyclables and garden waste. Some local authorities use vertically-split
vehicles to collect waste and recyclables in separate compartments. Problems with hydraulics led local
authorities in the Netherlands to use horizontally-split vehicles.

A variety of innovative vehicles have been designed for the kerbside collection of recyclables. These
include vehicles with stillage cages and pedestrian-controlled vehicles for use in blocks of flats.

WRAP has recently announced research into the design of new vehicles.

In the USA, there are many examples of “mother” (normal) refuse collection vehicles and small “slave”
refuse collection vehicles to service housing developments with narrow roads and/or cul-de-sacs. Cushman
vehicles, similar to such slave vehicles, are used by many local authorities in the UK for parks and gardens
waste. Small refuse collection vehicles are common in Italian cities where narrow roads preclude normal-
sized vehicles.

An alternative to kerbside collection vehicles is the increased use of underground recycling banks—in the
Netherlands these are also used for residual waste and are emptied pneumatically.

Beyond this, is the innovative scheme in Barcelona which uses underground pneumatic systems to collect
a range of dry recyclables, garden and kitchen waste and residual waste. A pilot scheme is currently under
construction in the UK in a new mixing housing/commercial development in Wembley (Envac system).

Financing. Topics which may be considered within include:

— The funding of waste collection, including the implications of variable charging for waste
collection.

As mentioned earlier, the national Press debate in April 2007 has centred on alternate weekly collections
and this has been linked in some cases with opposition to direct and variable charging—quoting it as another
“stealth tax” and duplicating Council Tax. A major problem is that households do not know how much
waste collection and waste disposal actually costs—DCLoG could stipulate that such costs are included in
the annual Council Tax leaflet distributed to households. Charging, whether through the Council Tax or
direct variable charging, must be transparent and understandable by households.

The Audit Commission is currently undertaking a research project on the cost of waste management, in
the context of meeting Landfill Directive targets for the diversion of biodegradable waste.

Evidence from other countries (supported by a wealth of research reports) indicate that direct and variable
charging for residual waste is a cost-eVective way to promote changes in consumption behaviour and
promote recycling—conditional on recycling facilities being easily available and supported by information
programmes.

Although PFI is considered to be the main source for major waste infrastructure facilities there is concern
at the length of time to achieve closure, the costs of procurement and the (typically) 25 year contract periods.
Reports from the OYce of Fair Trading and OYce of Government Commerce in 2006 proposed shorter,
disaggregated contracts for such waste services such as refuse collection in order to stimulate more interest
from SMEs, including Third Sector social enterprises.57

57 One of the most important companies involved in the kerbside collection of dry recyclables in the UK is ECT, with a
significant share of the market, a social enterprise.
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Alternatives to PFI include the provision of “merchant” waste facilities, such as the new energy from
waste plant at Lakeside in Slough. Jointly owned by Grundon and Viridor and funded through the Bank
of Ireland and its partners, this has no long term contracts with a single local authority and as at April 2007
had shorter term contracts for residual waste to be delivered from three Berkshire local authorities and
Wiltshire County Council.

Comparative evidence of how charging affects the minimisation behaviour of businesses who pay for
removal of commercial waste

Local authorities have a statutory duty to collect household waste. They may collect commercial waste
if requested (by itself or its agent), but must make a “reasonable” charge. They are not allowed to openly
compete with private waste management companies.

A wealth of research evidence has shown that source-segregation of businesses is a cost-eVective way of
saving money—waste costs the average business c.5% of turnover. In many cases this includes more than
simply waste collection (over-ordering, process waste, etc). Most businesses, however, see waste as an
“aVordable” cost and charging has limited eVect. In contrast to household waste in England58 where local
authority mandatory recycling/composting targets are in place, most businesses have only been set rather
vague aspirational targets to reduce waste to landfill: statutory targets only apply to those businesses
covered by producer responsibility (packaging, WEEE, ELV and batteries).

Many businesses have waste collection contracts based on periodic (eg weekly) collections, irrespective
how full the waste containers are. In contrast, arranging for collection when waste skips are full or nearly
full can very cost-eVective.

Increasing the annual landfill tax escalator for active waste to £8 per tonne with eVect from April 2008
may stimulate further action by businesses, but it may be necessary to set statutory landfill diversion targets
for businesses, with an attendant trading mechanism—similar to the Landfill Allowances Trading Scheme
for waste disposal authorities in England.

Memorandum by the Local Government Association (RC 40)

Summary

England faces stark environmental choices in the coming decade, not least in the way in which we deal
with rubbish. The amount of waste generated by households is expected to continue rising and the amount
that must be recycled must increase to 40% to ensure we meet the EU landfill targets. If we do not meet the
targets, councils, and therefore local people, will face fines of £150/tonne, potentially amounting to £205
million in 2013. This will be on top of the £4.2 billion government expects councils need to spend in 2013
to manage waste and will equate to around £220 for every household in the country to collect and dispose
of the rubbish generated—almost double what is paid today. On top of this, councils will pay up to £3 billion
in landfill tax over the next four years, following the announced £8/tonne annual increase. If this money
is not returned to local government in an open and transparent way, this cost will be passed onto council
taxpayers.

For decades people have been used to being able to throw their rubbish away without worrying about the
consequences. Those days are now over. There needs to be a radical overhaul of the way in which rubbish
is created and thrown away otherwise there is a real danger that council tax bills will rise faster and the
environment will continue to suVer. Local people, businesses and central and local government all have a
vital role to play to protect our countryside before it becomes buried in a mountain of rubbish.

Councils are prepared to face up to the major challenges in dealing with waste, by encouraging greater
individual responsibility, though measures such as alternate weekly collection and powers to introduce save
as you throw, where this has local support. They are also committed to being increasingly eYcient and
exploring opportunities to make savings through joint working; but expectations around scale and timing
must be realistic. However both resources and better supply markets are also needed to deliver a waste
strategy that can meet the challenging targets set by the EU.

Government modelling has said that spending will need to rise to £4.2 billion by 2013, meaning spending
will have to continue growing at around 10% each year over the Comprehensive Spending Review (CSR)
07 period. Government must therefore provide a sustainable level of funding to local government in the
CSR, and one which recognises the huge risks moving forward, in terms of forecasting waste growth and
the financial and environmental consequences of failing to meet the targets.

58 In Wales mandatory targets are for municipal waste and include commercial waste collected by local authorities or their
agents.
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A real terms freeze to local government in the CSR would result in failure to meet the waste strategy
objectives, the EU directive and ultimately higher long term costs to tax payers and a deterioration of the
local environment, as councils would need to take money from the discretionary services that are often what
people value most and play an important role in broader environmental objectives.

The Local Government Association (LGA) has submitted evidence to the Joint Waste Review, conducted
by Defra, CLG and Treasury to inform the CSR. This has been attached at Annex A for further
background.*

1. The Local Government Association

1.1 The Local Government Association (LGA) represents over 400 councils in England and Wales. The
LGA exists to promote better local government. We work with and for our member authorities to realise a
shared vision of local government that enables local people to shape a distinctive and better future for their
locality and its communities. We aim to put local councils at the heart of the drive to improve public services
and to work with government to ensure that the policy, legislative and financial context in which they
operate, supports that objective.

2. Context

2.1 Local authorities in England spend almost £3 billion a year managing 30 million tonnes of municipal
waste. In addition to simply providing a statutory service, authorities provide a service that is highly valued
by local people and plays a crucial role in meeting the long-term environmental challenges outlined by the
Government.

2.2 Local authorities have made significant progress in encouraging recycling and reducing landfill in
their areas. Recycling rates have increased from 11% in 2001 to 27% in 2005–06. In 2005–06, 66% of people
in unitary authorities were satisfied with waste recycling (local facilities)—an improvement of 5 percentage
points since 2003–04. The proportion of municipal waste being disposed of in landfill has continued to
decrease from 72% in 2003–04 to 62% in 2005–06.

2.3 But this has come at a cost. Local authorities expect to spend £2.6 billion in 2006–07 on waste
collection and disposal, an increase of 9% from the previous year. This follows average annual increases of
10% since 2001–02.

2.4 The increasing spend has been driven both by rising collection and disposal costs, as authorities
increase recycling rates and divert waste from landfill. Increased spending on collection has been driven by
costs associated with more recycling (more vehicles, fuel, crew, containers, skilled labour force, and
community engagement). Transport costs to increasingly scarce landfill sites and multiple locations for
processing, along with the rising cost of fuel, has also contributed to rising costs. (Further information can
be found in Annex A p 5–8)*
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2.5 Local authorities have the immense challenge of increasing recycling to 40% by 2010 to meet the EU
landfill directive, encouraging waste minimisation and ensuring a waste infrastructure that meets future
needs is in place to avoid fines. All this, at a time when public expenditure is expected to slow considerably
and waste growth is forecast to continue as economic growth continues and the number of households
increases.

2.6 The overall level of waste collected has been steadily increasing. The total amount of municipal waste
has increased to an estimated 29.7 million tonnes in England in 2004–05 compared to 29.1 million tonnes
in 2003–04, an increase of 2.1%. Between 1996–97 and 2002–03 the Government’s National Waste Surveys
have shown an average annual growth rate of municipal waste of 3.0% (with the exception of 2003–04).
Although there was a fall in the overall level of collected municipal waste in 2005–06, a recent publication
by Treasury forecast continued growth in municipal waste. It is important that the CSR07 settlement takes
account of this volatility and does not make overly optimistic projections on waste growth, resulting in local
authorities being locked into an unsustainable three-year settlement.

2.7 The National Audit OYce has said that the risk that the UK will not meet the landfill directive is high.
Local authorities will face fines, which could be over £200 million in 2013 if they exceed their landfill
allowances and will pay landfill tax, which is increasing at £8/tonne each year from April 2008; an increase
of 33% in the first year. Councils have called for this to be returned in an open and transparent manner to
ensure this cost, potentially up to £3 billion over the next four years, does not fall on council tax payers.

3. Minimisation and recycling

3.1 Increasing recycling and encouraging waste minimisation are crucial in meeting the EU landfill
directive and other EU directive targets such as Waste Electrical and Electronic Equipment (WEEE)
Directive. Authorities have made considerable progress in recent years and support through a range of
government interventions is generally welcomed. Considerable further improvement is required, however,
to ensure we meet our targets. Producers and individuals will also have an important role to play in this.

3.2 According to the National Audit OYce, however, an emphasis on increasing recycling alone is
unlikely to be enough. If there is to be a true commitment to the waste hierarchy, which clearly places
reduction and reuse above recycling then there needs to be a much greater focus on waste prevention and
minimisation over the long term. This, however, should not be done at the expense of continued and
extensive recycling promotions at national level supported by additional local delivery.

3.3 If waste management is going to shift significantly up the waste hierarchy then a more interventionist
approach is required to tackle the issues at source. This should focus on all stages along the product supply
chain to ensure waste generation is minimised at the design/manufacture phase of products and greater steps
are taken to remove the use of unnecessary packaging and improve the recyclability of packaging and
products (see Annex A p 12–14)*

3.4 Council leaders have called for tougher laws and serious fines to crackdown on excessive packaging,
with evidence that only four firms have been successfully prosecuted under the current legislation. Local
authorities are able to prosecute companies that over-package their goods under an EU packaging directive
that entered UK law in 1999. However, the rules banning wasteful packaging have too many loopholes to
be eVective and the maximum fine of £5,000 does not pose any real deterrent for large companies.

3.5 Local authorities have, however, already taken steps to minimise waste and encourage recycling
through the introduction of system changes, these include (see Annex A p 15–17)* alternate weekly
collection, mixed versus separate collection and combined collection.

Alternate Weekly Collection System

3.6 Under alternate week collections (AWC) recyclables are collected one week and general refuse the
next week (or some variation on this, such as a weekly collection of food waste). Many authorities have
introduced new wheelie bins and expanded recycling services as part of the roll out. Around 140 councils
out of 354 in England have switched to this system.

3.7 Research by the LGA revealed that on average, 30% of household waste is recycled or composted in
councils with AWC. For councils that have opted not to undertake AWC, an average of 23% of household
waste is recycled or composted. All ten of the councils with the highest recycling rates in the country and
eight out of ten of the councils with the most improved recycling rates also use AWC.

* Not printed
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3.8 The LGA is clear, however, that AWC is not the only solution to encouraging recycling and
minimising waste. It is up to each council, with their local residents, to decide which sort of approach is used
to ensure that local residents help do their bit for the environment and keep council tax as low as possible.

Mixed versus separate collection

3.9 The current trend is a move away from kerbside sorting toward collection of mixed recycling material
that is then separated at the Materials Recycling Facility (MRF). This system is broadly comparable in cost
to kerbside separation but in some authorities has proven to be far more eVective in yield terms by reducing
the “hassle factor” thereby making it more acceptable to the public.

Combined

3.10 This approach combines the collection of commercial recyclate with household material thereby
helping to support the cost of municipal waste collection. Despite strong support for this approach there
are some barriers:

— The low cost of landfill means there is little diVerence in cost, or even a price premium for
companies to recycle.

— Unlike householders, small-medium enterprises (SME) have a choice of service provider and it is
risky for local authorities to invest in this market.

— Many waste collection authorities (WCA) have divested their own interest in commercial waste
collection services, and therefore do not have a customer base with which to work nor an
opportunity to recoup marketing or facilitation costs.

— There is some evidence that WCA are being discouraged from further activity in supporting SME
by their waste disposal authorities (WDA) as this could put further pressure on the WDA meeting
its landfill allowance trading scheme (LATS) obligations.

Save as you throw

3.11 Looking to the future, local government is calling for powers to introduce save as you throw schemes
to create financial incentives to encourage recycling and minimisation. The LGA is strongly against any
imposition of this on councils, but believes, given the government’s stated commitment to devolution,
councils should have as many tools as possible to meet this significant challenge.

3.12 If the government brings in “save-as-you throw” laws, it should be councils, not the Government
that decide whether to introduce the system. It is vital that any authority thinking of introducing save-as-
you-throw should first make sure it has public support, that there will be no overall increase in council tax
and measures are in place to combat fly-tipping.

3.13 Local Government is willing to face up to the diYcult challenges of managing waste more eVectively,
is waging a “war on waste” and engaging the public in debate over diYcult choices such as moves to alternate
weekly collection and compulsory recycling and possibly powers to provide rebates to households that
increase recycling through a variable charging system, where this is locally appropriate. Evidence suggests
that people are ready for change. An opinion poll by TNS, carried out for the LGA, found that 64% of
people would prefer a system whereby you pay less income tax or council tax and instead get charged directly
for household rubbish removal, so that the more you recycle the less you would pay; and 77% of people
think that recycling should be compulsory.

4. Joint working

4.1 Joint working has potential benefits in generating eYciency savings through economies of scale,
purchasing power, technological expertise, asset management, IT infrastructure etc. Evidence from the
Innovation Forum, which included a range of case studies including Shropshire, Essex and Norfolk
suggested that the following could be achieved in shire areas through closer joint working (see Annex A p
22-26):

— Joint working, such as bringing together collection arrangements, can deliver savings of 10–15%
depending on the number of waste collection authorities involved and their willingness to bring
together operational arrangements.
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— A further 5% can be saved potentially by bringing together collection and disposal activities.

— In addition, if the joint working involves bringing together “back oYce functions”, further savings
of at least 5% can be expected in administrative costs.

4.2 The diYculty of establishing such arrangements should not however be underestimated. These
diYculties derive from demographic and cultural diVerences of potential partner organisations, diVering
contract timescale obligations (for a WCA this could be up to seven years and for WDA significantly more),
diVering resource constraints and of course the political and practical challenges that such collaborative
working presents. Uncertainty created by government can also hamper joint working.

4.3 Local authorities clearly have a responsibility to achieve maximum value for money for taxpayers.
Where joint working oVers this, local authorities must be committed to overcoming the barriers. It is
important to remember that this cannot be prescribed. The solutions will be diVerent in diVerent authorities
and expectations on timeframe must be realistic.

4.4 The recent amendment to the Local Government and Public Involvement in Health Bill in relation
to joint waste authorities, following LGA lobbying, gives councils the option, with mutual agreement, to
establish an “independent” executive waste board if they believe this to be the most eVective way to create
economies of scale. Local circumstances and existing arrangements will mean that Joint Waste Authorities
will not be the best solution in every locality.

5. Planning for facilities

5.1 Waste management treatment and recovery plants, such as mechanical and biological treatment and
energy from waste plants, estimated at £10 billion are required to ensure suYcient waste is diverted from
landfill. The OYce of Government Commerce (OGC) Kelly Report indicated that 50 waste management
contracts need to be awarded each year for each of the next four years. This is clearly a major challenge,
given the progress to date. (See Annex A p 27–35)*

5.2 The diYculty of obtaining planning permission has often been sighted as a major barrier in ensuring
the necessary infrastructure is in place to help meet the landfill directives. Public opposition is a major barrier
to obtaining planning permission. Land availability and length of time involved also pose problems.

5.3 Government has caused considerable uncertainty, by changing PFI criteria and timing, delaying
funding and changing regulations eg permissible use of compost-like material. Recent changes to the
planning framework have caused further delays, although the changes may well be positive over the long
term. A previous lack of public commitment to incineration and mixed messages on energy from waste has
exacerbated the problem, although steps are now being taken to deal with this.

5.4 Inadequate funding is a significant barrier to ensuring the necessary infrastructure is in place. Local
authorities have reported potential council tax increases of above 10% to address the funding gap.

5.5 The waste market is significantly constrained, with only six to eight providers. This is driving up costs
and preventing joint working, especially on large scale projects.

6. Funding waste collection

6.1 Developing markets, changing behaviour through new tools and improving eYciency through joint
working are all vital to mitigate against significantly rising costs of waste collection and disposal. But these
will take time. Both central and local government needs to take action to ensure an even greater problem is
not stored up for the future.

6.2 The imminence of the landfill directive targets and the significant challenge ahead in increasing
recycling and ensuring infrastructure is in place to divert waste from landfill means that significant ongoing
investment is required over CSR07. Defra modelling has suggested that local authority spending would need
to increase to £4.2 billion, from £2.6 billion, by 2013, indicating the need to continue to increase spending
by approximately 10% pa, as in recent years.

6.3 It is vital that the Government’s forthcoming Waste Strategy Review recognises the scale of the
challenge facing local government, and that the CSR07 provides a settlement that is consistent with the level
of ambition set in the strategy and allows achievement of the national performance indicators for waste.

* Not printed
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6.4 A real terms freeze to local government in the CSR would result in failure to meet the waste strategy
objectives, the EU directive, ultimately higher long term costs to tax payers and a deterioration of the local
environment, as councils would need to take money from the discretionary services that are often what
people value most and play an important role in broader environmental objectives.

Memorandum by St Edmundsbury Borough Council (RC 41)

The ways in which local authorities collect and measure waste. Topics which may be considered within
this include:

— Collection methods: the contribution made to waste minimisation by the timing, frequency and
type of collection in both urban and rural areas and in areas characterised by diVering housing
types, such as flats.

Profile of the Borough

St Edmundsbury Borough Council is located in SuVolk and has a population of 100,500 in 44,700
households. The borough covers an area of 650 km2 with 43% of the residents living in the rural area (626
km2) and 57% living within the urban area (24 km2), consisting of the two main towns of Bury St Edmunds
and Haverhill.

History of the Service

In 1990 St Edmundsbury Borough Council was committed to achieving the Government’s target to
compost or recycle 25% of household waste by 2000. To understand how this could be achieved during
1992–93 extensive trials were carried out to assess how compostable waste could be diverted from landfill.
Trials included home composting, horizontally split bins and a two bin system (black and brown) with each
bin collected on alternate weeks.

The trials showed that 7.24 kgs of compostable waste was diverted per property per week using the two
bin system. As a result, St Edmundsbury introduced a kerbside collection of green kitchen and garden waste
(brown bin scheme) with a weekly collection of the black bin. Research showed that until a dry recyclable
collection was introduced the alternate weekly collection would not operate successfully as 60% of residents
could not manage on a fortnightly basis. In addition to the brown bin scheme, a kerbside paper collection
was made available to 50% of residents. These schemes achieved a 26% recycling rate in 2000–01. In
recognition of this, and the high standard of the overall service oVered to residents, SEBC was awarded
Beacon Council Status for “Sustainable Development: Dealing with Waste 2000–01”.

Subsequently, as a “high performer,” St Edmundsbury was given two of the highest statutory recycling
targets in the country:

— To recycle/compost 33% by 2003–04

— To recycle/compost 40% by 2005–06 (capped to 30% in 2004)

By 2002, St Edmundsbury had an established fortnightly kerbside collection of compostable green kitchen
and garden waste to 34,000 (79%) of households using a brown wheeled bin, in addition to the weekly black
bin collection for residual waste that yielded a recycling rate of 29%. In order to reach the 33% target, in
partnership with Forest Heath District Council, St Edmundsbury carried out comprehensive trials to
ascertain the best method of diverting dry recyclables from the residual waste stream that included operating
an alternate weekly collection using a three-bin system.

At the same time, a joint application with Forest Heath, was made to the DEFRA £140 million Waste
Minimisation and Recycling Fund and a grant was awarded for the expansion of the brown bin scheme
across both Councils and for an infrastructure investment including a transfer station and an upgrade of an
in-vessel composting facility that would be compliant with the Animal By-Product Regulations.

The following year, another joint application with Forest Heath to the DEFRA £140 million Waste
Minimisation and Recycling Fund was successful and £2.049 million was awarded to implement a third
wheeled bin for the collection of dry recyclable waste collected on alternate weeks.

In September 2003 the Council commenced the introduction a blue bin for the collection of dry recyclables
and implemented an alternate weekly collection across the Borough by March 2004. Prior to the scheme roll
out, various communication activities were carried out including; roadshows, leaflets and newspapers
articles. The blue bin completed the three bin system that has now worked successfully for over three years.
The three bin, alternate weekly, multi material kerbside collection system operates through residents
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receiving a black bin for non-recyclable general waste, a blue bin for dry recyclables (paper, magazines,
plastic, cans and tins) and a brown bin for compostable waste (green kitchen and garden waste). The black
bin is collected one week and the blue and brown bin is collected the following week. This system has since
become the model for the other local authorities within SuVolk.

Through a combination of cross party political support, an on-going education campaign and strict
policies, the three bin alternate weekly collection receives high levels of householder satisfaction, high
participation and in 2004–05, after one-full year of it’s introduction, a 50.6% recycling and composting rate
was achieved, the highest in the country. In 2006–07, two years on, the Council continues to recycle and
compost over 50% of its waste.

The 240 litre blue bin provides residents with the capacity to recycle the key materials within the waste
stream; paper and magazines,59, plastics60 and metals.61 The majority of the putrescible element of the waste
stream (garden and kitchen waste) was being diverted through the brown bin. However this does not include
cooked food, meat, fish or bones.

The alternate weekly collection (and “no side waste” policy) is critical to the success of the scheme. By
limiting the amount of residual waste being put out for collection residents are encouraged to use the blue
and brown bins for their recyclable and compostable waste. This system has resulted in both a reduction in
waste growth and a reduction in waste to landfill. The education and communication campaign addresses
issues such as contamination (non-recyclable materials in the recycling waste stream). In 2006–07 only
0.23% of the recycling bins put out for collection had to be rejected due to contamination and only 5% of
the material taken to the material recycling facility was rejected. The scheme works successfully within flats
where residents are required to share bins. Stickers have been applied to the bin lid to advise new residents
of what materials go where and posters and leaflets are distributed regularly in high transient areas.

Initially, there were some isolated issues where storage of the three 240 litre wheeled bins was an issue so
sack collections were made available for residents living in town centres where their property face directly
on to the pavement and there is not side or back access. The scheme was easier to implement in the urban
areas where householders had larger gardens and side access to their properties and in rural areas where
typically residents had more space. Within the town centres, particularly in multi-occupancy dwellings,
residents were given larger bins to share. 140 litre bins were provided to residents who were elderly or
disabled and could not manage with the standard size. Everyone within the Borough receives an alternate
weekly collection.

Residents in St Edmundsbury are satisfied with the collection system in operation. A survey conducted
in July 2005 showed that:

— 84% of residents were either very satisfied or quite satisfied with the practicality of the three bin
system.

— 88% of residents were either very satisfied or quite satisfied with the blue bin scheme overall.

— 79% of residents were either very satisfied or quite satisfied with the frequency of the black bin
collection.

— 81% of residents were either very satisfied or quite satisfied with the black bin scheme overall.

The three bin alternate weekly collection system has not only increased the capture rates on key dry
recyclable materials62 but has had a positive eVect on the way residents think about waste. The tonnage of
glass collected, which is provided through bring banks only, increased by 23% (324 tonnes) from 2003–04
to 2004–05. Moreover, the amount of waste growth has decreased from 491kg per household per year in
2004–05 to 477 kg in 2005–06 and 471 kg in 2006–07. The graph below shows the impact the brown bin, the
blue bin and the alternate weekly collection has had on waste collected and waste diverted.

59 Representing 73% of the weight of the blue bin (Linda Jones & Partners Waste Composition Survey, July 2005)
60 Representing 15% of the weight of the blue bin (Linda Jones & Partners Waste Composition Survey, July 2005)
61 Representing 4% of the weight of the blue bin (Linda Jones & Partners Waste Composition Survey, July 2005)
62 Capture rates by material type (Waste Research Limited, November 2005)

Newspapers % 92% Magazines % 89%
Plastic bottles % 72% Cardboard % 71%
Aluminium cans % 51% Steel cans % 43%
Plastic packaging % 42%
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The data used to produce the graph above is from the weighbridge tickets that are inputted on the St
Edmundsbury computer system on a daily basis. This information allows the Council to forecast the
recycling/landfill tonnage and monitor the performance of the scheme on a monthly basis. Various key
performance indicators (including 82a, 82b, 84) are reported to the Council’s Overview and Scrutiny
committee on a monthly basis. BVPIs returns are recorded using WasteDataFlow.

Joint working, cost sharing and the potential for co-operation between waste collection authorities.

The other waste collection authorities within SuVolk also operate alternate weekly collections through
either a twin bin scheme (Babergh District Council63 and Mid SuVolk District Council) or the three bin
scheme (Forest Heath District Council, Ipswich Borough Council, SuVolk Coastal District64 Council and
Waveney District Council).

Six of the seven waste collection authorities are signed up to a Consortium contract with the Materials
Recycling Facility, which is operated by Viridor Waste Management Limited. Not only did the Consortium
contract allow SuVolk authorities to achieve a competitive gate fee, but it also ensured that the same dry
recyclable materials were collected at the kerbside. This synergy has allowed for joint education and
communication messages as well as the opportunities for a partnership approach to procurement. The
SuVolk Joint Municipal Waste Management Strategy drives SuVolk towards joint objectives that link to the
National Waste Strategies and targets.

St Edmundsbury has worked very closely with Forest Heath District Council for many years and has
experienced similar increases in recycling; operating identical systems. Forest Heath is a smaller borough
with 27,000 households. Both Councils aspire towards joint working and already savings have been made.
A Strategic Outline Business Case has been written that details the benefits of further partnership working
between the two authorities and the Business Case is currently being developed for further joint working
initiatives.

Information programmes: how the Department of Communities and Local Government and local authorities
can contribute to reducing the amount of waste reaching collection through providing information to households,
consumers and producers.

St Edmundsbury has achieved an important milestone by breaking 50% recycling but with the impending
WEEE Directive and the Battery Directive resources must be focused on raising awareness of other wastes.
The recycling of smaller items (such as small electrical items, batteries, light bulbs etc) that can easily be
disposed of through the residual waste stream, require an informed public to recognise the adverse
environmental impacts these materials can have. This can only be achieved through an on-going
communication campaign at a national and local level. This would be simplified by having generic drop-oV
points (eg at supermarkets, libraries) across the UK for materials that cannot be captured easily through
the kerbside collection.

63 Babergh District Council also operates a chargeable brown bin scheme.
64 SuVolk Coastal District Council is still in the process of rolling their scheme out District wide.
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Through the Joint Municipal Waste Management Strategy for SuVolk, St Edmundsbury Borough
Council, along with all the other local authorities within SuVolk, is striving to achieve an overall recycling
rate of 60%. It is recognised that for this to be achieved we must not only increase recycling of all recyclable
materials but also to reduce the amount of waste arising. The SuVolk Waste Partnership, comprising of all
the SuVolk Authorities, has been focusing on educating the public on minimising waste. However, it is
diYcult to measure the impact of schemes that focus on waste reduction or reuse but it is clear that an
alternate weekly collection increases people awareness of waste, making them more susceptible to waste
reduction messages.

Memorandum by Sparse, the Sparsity Partnership for Authorities delivering Rural Services (RC 42)

About Sparse

Sparse is a special interest group of the Local Government Association and comprises County, District
and Unitary Local Authorities. Through its Membership of 88 Local Authorities it seeks to represent to
views of over 8.5 million living in the most Rural Areas of England. The Area its Member Authorities cover
exceeds over half of the area of England.

Sparse is a cross-party group.

The Cost of the Refuse Collection Service

Whilst not specifically mentioned in the list of matters, which the Inquiry is to consider, Sparse wishes to
bring to the Inquiry’s attention its research (July 2006) into the “Rural Premium Costs” faced by its Member
Authorities in providing the refuse Collection/Recycling Service.

A summary of the study carried out for Sparse by Independent financial experts Rita Hale & Associates
is enclosed. Paragraphs 39–43 are concerned with Refuse Collection costs.

The aim of the study was to demonstrate the additional costs local authorities face in providing services
within their areas as they move from through the spectrum of the Rural definition from “urban” to “remote/
sparse” areas.

The study demonstrated that its costs circa 90% more to provide the same level of service within the same
local authority, using the same collection methods in sparsely populated parts of the Council’s area
compared to the more urban parts of the same Authority’s area (the “Rural Premium Costs”).

In numerous studies over recent years Sparse has shown the Rural Premium Costs are not properly
reflected in the funding formula which distribute Government Grant to Local Authorities. This leads to both
a higher rate of Council Tax in rural areas and a lower range (and in some cases quality) of services compared
to urban areas.

Collection Methods

Sparse recently introduced Performance Profiling Service for its District Authority Members, analysing
comparative performance across the Authorities on a range of Best Value Performance Indicators.

As part of the analysis of refuce collection/recycling, Member Authorities were asked to supply
information regarding collection methods etc.

Enclosed is a copy of the initial analysis of responses received to date, which may be of interest to the
Select Committee.*

Also enclosed is an example of the ways in which Members of Sparse are rising to the challenges of
providing recycling services. The example is from Uttlesford District Council, which is achieving a recycling
rate above 50% without kerbside garden waste collection.

* Not printed.
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Background information on Uttlesford District Council

GOING GREEN

Above 50% without Kerbside Garden Waste!

Over 7,900 tonnes of CO2 saved!

Uttlesford, a District Council (UDC) that has reputation for providing sustainable recycling services has
demonstrated over the past year that it is going from strength to strength by the introduction of a three
stream kerbside collection system. This submission by UDC taste Management Team (consisting of only
four full time oYcers) is in recognition of the team’s contribution to the huge improvements in performance
during 2006–07 by providing an integrated waste management “Three Ways with Waste” system to 26,000
households.

Our performance speaks for itself:

— Reduced waste to landfill by 6,785 tonnes 31% (between April 2006–February 007 compared
to the same period the previous year).

— Reduced the total waste collected by 3,21811% (between April 2006–February 2007 compared
to the same period the previous year).

— Comparing performance in January 2006 and January 2007, the recycling rate increased from
2.5%–58.1%.

These statistics are unaudited and evidence April 2006 to February 2007 showing just nine months
data from the new system which initiated in June 2006, however you can track the trend in table
in appendix 2. This evidences potential to achieve well over 50% in 2007–08.

Before April 2006 contractors provided the services of refuse collection (by way of a weekly, back door,
black sack me hod); commercial waste and recycling banks. Our in-house team provided a twin box
recycling service (black and green boxes).

From April 2006 all services were combine for in house delivery ready for a roll out of our three-bin system
across the district starting June 2006. The new system provides:

— One 240 litre green lidded bin

— Alternate week collection

Dry recyclables

Paper, Card, Tin cans, Plastic bottles

— 180 litre black lidded bin

— Alternate week collection

Non-recyclables

— 140 litre brown lidded bin

— Weekly collection

Kitchen waste

In 2004–05 UDC had the third highest amount of waste (per head of population) in Essex and the highest
dry recycling, rate. The Council undertook a review of waste and recycling s ices, recognising the upcoming
expiry of their waste contract and the need to improve recycling performance. Considering the composition
of the residual waste at that time, it was apparent that a large fraction (45%) was putrescible, indicating that
composting (as part of an integrated recycling. service) could deliver significant increases in performance.

Following detailed-research by independent consultants, the decision was made in December 2005 to
implement an A C refuse/recycling and dedicated weekly food waste scheme. Following an intense period
of planning and presentations in the first half of 2006, including the launch of a Recycling Hotline and the
recruitment of six additional recycling oYcers, (fixed term contracts), the scheme was rolled out in full to
26,000 households between June and October 2006.

The weekly food waste rounds mirror the ref se and recycling providing same day collections. The service
was projected to cost £13 per household per annum more than the core AWC refuse and recycling service
(£61 per household versus £48) whilst delivering a recycling rate of 48% compared with 34%. Performance
levels since November 2006 where recycling rates have been above 50% show the scheme is delivering against
the key strategy aims of meeting the statutory recycling target and reducing the risk of penalties under
LATS. Comparing performance in January 2006 and January 2007, the recycling rate increased from 22.5%
to 58.1%, waste to landfill reduced by 53% and total waste arisings reduced by 12.5%.



3727751042 Page Type [O] 09-10-07 12:02:51 Pag Table: COENEW PPSysB Unit: PAG1

Communities and Local Government Committee: Evidence Ev 159

Background

UDC’s Comprehensive Performance Assessment 2004 identified recycling, clean streets, free collection of
“end of life” vehicles and high customer satisfaction with waste collection and recycling services as strengths.
However, the CPA also identified that not me ling the statutory recycling target of 24% for 2003–04 and not
having pla s in place to meet the 2005–06 of 36% as weaknesses. In 2005 UDC already had the best figures
for dry. recycling of any council in Essex. But the Council were determined that further improvements were
required, both to meet Govemment targets, and their environmental objectives.

Key facts and figures:

— It is the largest district by area in the county covering 63,752 hectares.

— There are 57 Parishes including four major settlements of SaVron Walden, Thaxted, Great
Dunmow an Stansted.

— There are 30,218 properties within the district.

— The population of Uttlesford is 70,400.

— Highest average income in Essex.

— Highest Dry recycling rate in Essex 2005–06 of 25.6%

— Producing the third highest amount of waste per head of population in 2004/05 at 459 kgms.

Development of a Waste Strategy

Waste Composition

In 2004 ECC commissioned MEL Waste Consultants to undertake a comprehensive analysis of the
composition of waste across the County. The analysis for Uttlesford identified 35% consisted of waste was
kitchen waste. Any new system should not ignore this significant figure.

Single Pass System

UDC had a vision for a single pass system collecting dry recyclables and residual waste using split body
vehicles The council commenced a replacement programme in 2002 and by 2005 owned seven split body
vehicles.

Waste Strategy (version 1)

A short term Uttlesford Waste Management Strategy (version 1) was in place by January 2005, this would
info the development of a specification for the new combined Refuse and Recycling Contract to deliver its
waste collection and recycling plans up to 2010. The Strategy was based on a “single pass system” for a
weekly collection of residual waste (all properties), a fortnightly collection of dry recyclables (all properties),
and a weekly collection of kitchen waste from 18,000 properties.

Challenge to the Waste Strategy

The waste management team were not confident that the Single Pass system would deliver value for money
so in April 2005 the Council appointed an independent consultant, to challenge the viability of this strategy;
in respect of its potential for meeting the recycling target of 36%, reducing the risk of Landfill Allowance
penalties, the likelihood of it being generally accepted by the community and aIso provides value for money.
If the strategy failed to meet the respective aims then the consultants were asked to develop alternative
proposals for consideration. including the future costs of running a new contract to the same service levels.

The four options for member’s consideration were:

Cost per household Recycling Rate%

1. No change in service delivery £47 22%
2. Single pass system £63 29%
3. Alternate weekly collections of Dry recyclables and £48 34%

residual waste collected in wheeled bins
4. Weekly collection of Kitchen waste with an alternating £61 48%

collection of Dry recyclables and residual waste,
collected in wheeled bins, delivered by an in-house team

As a result of their review and challenge exercise it was clear that a single pass system would not deliver
the required recycling rate and that better value for money could be achieved through the adoption of a
weekly collection of separated kitchen waste together with an alternating weekly collection of dry recyclables
and residual waste system from every property, using wheeled bins, delivered by the in- house team.



3727751042 Page Type [E] 09-10-07 12:02:51 Pag Table: COENEW PPSysB Unit: PAG1

Ev 160 Communities and Local Government Committee: Evidence

From May 2005 a number of presentations ere given by, the waste team to political parties at both district
and parish level. It resulted in the adoption of a new Municipal Waste Management Strategy 2005 based
on option 4. This Strategy was adopted by Full Council on 13 December 2005 and identified three main aims
for the Council, which compliment both the county wide waste strategy for Essex and national priorities:

— reduces the impact of the landfill Directives and associated regulations;

— meet its previous statutory target of 36% recycling; and

— continue to increase levels of recycling to a practical maximum.

Improvements Achieved and Challenges Overcome

Implementation of the system

Strong project planning was key to the successful implementation of the new system. This was introduced
to ensure a smooth transition towards this step change in service provision. Rolling out the new three-bin
service to 26,000 households over six month period, and developing a new in-house service required careful
planning. The formation of a waste Management Project Team, comprising of cross-party joint member/
oYcer group who meet regularly to steer progress and problem solve.

“Project Planning was recognised by the Audit Commission as being of a high standard and
provided positive outcomes”.

Provide assistance to those who may have diYculties

UDC was sensitive to local concerns and recognised at not everyone would be able to recycle everything
and that the frail, elderly or disabled may need the Council’s assisted collection. Before each phase of six,
the council wrote to all residents with a questionnaire enabling anyone who thought they might have a
problem about recycling to tell the council.

— Sent out 29,300 questionnaires.

— 4,391 questionnaires returned

— 1,279 exemptions granted

— 1,002 required assisted collections

Clear guidelines

The project team introduced a detailed wheeled bin policy enabling members, oYcers and staV to work
within robust guidelines relating to aspects of wheeled bin implementation both during the roll-out and for
the life of the scheme.

— The audit Commission carried out a Waste Management Audit in July 2006.

Public Acceptance

A switch to alternate weekly collections and the implementation of “wheeled bins” did meet some
resistance. Evidence from elsewhere in the country showed that if well managed, public concerns are often
about the change and the new scheme would settle down. A communications strategy was essential to
support the project delivering clear communications and positive outcomes for the community, with this in
mind the U C appointed an external PR company (PeerGroup).

Information and Advice was Accessible and Readily Available

During the transition time when people’s refuse collection service is changing it is particularly important
to ensure that the council has the capacity and resources to deal with people’s queries promptly:

— March 2006 the council recruited 6 additional members to the recycling team, (on one year
contracts).

— April launched a dedicated Recycling Hotline handling 12,500 calls between Marchand August.

— Forty-two presentations to Parish councils and community groups.

— Twenty waste minimisation roadshow which promoted Reduce, Reuse, recycle as well as
showcasing the wheeled bins.

— Two newsletters were distributed to all households in June and August.

— Information packs were delivered to all wheeled bin users, detailing Three Ways with Waste as well
as the UDG’s other recycling services.
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Satisfaction Levels

Partnership Working

The team wish to benefit from partnership working and share bulking and transport facilities with
Braintree a neighbouring authority.

Future Targets & Goals

Is 60% possible?

UDC has adopted both a short term Waste Management Strategy for Uttlesford and a long term Joint
Municipal Waste Strategy for Essex which includes Essex County Council and the 12 district and Borough
Councils The table in Appendix one indicates the possibility of recycling over 50% in 2007–08 with
Uttlesford becoming one of the top performing local authorities in the country.

— Key Achievements.

— Two page article in the Institute of Waste Management magazine February 07 Food
Glorious Food.

— One Page article in Resource Magazine.

— A case study in WRAP’s new guide for Local Authorities wanting to introduce Alternate
Weekly Collections.

— Included within WRAP food waste trials.

Uttlesford has achieved a great deal and is set to see even further improvements by targeting schools and
flats for both dry recyclables and kitchen waste and finally the European Directive relates to Municipal
Waste rather than just household waste UDC will be working with Essex County Council in trials to
implement some form of commercial waste recycling service.

APPENDIX 1

LANDFILL ALLOWANCE TRADING SCHEME (LATS) FOR UTTLESFORD

Row 2005–06 2006–07 2006–07 2007–08 2007–08
Actuals Model for Predicted Model for Predicted

old system Actuals old system

1 Projected MSW arisings (tonnes) 37,648 38,777 31,898 39,941 29,250
2 Predicted BMW in waste (tonnes) % 68% 25,601 26,368 21,691 27,160 19,890

using Gov. 68% assumption row 1
3 Paper/Card/Books recycled (tonnes) 4,603 4,742 5,023 4,884 6,359
4 Green waste, Kitchen Waste and Wood (tonnes) 725 747 3,463 769 5,294
5 Textiles/Footware reused/recycled (50% 198 203 223 210 240

biodegradable)
6 Planned total BMW removal % total of 5,427 5,591 8,598 5,758 11,773

(tonnes) rows 3–5
7 Calculated BMW in waste to landfill % row 20,174 20,778 13,093 21,402 8,117

2–row 6
8 BMW permitted To landfill (tonnes) 18,750 17,960 17,960 16,097 16,097
9 Performance against target % row 7 – 1,424 2,818 "4,867 5,305 "7,980

(Figure in brackets is cumulative row 8 (4,242) "(3,443) (9,546) "(11,423)
total)

10 Penalty with regard to performance % row 9 X £17,084 £33,814 £58,402 £63,659 "£95,760
against target £12
(Figure in brackets is cumulative total) (£50,898) "(£41,319) (£114,557) "(£137,079)

Household Waste to Landfill (t) Total Household Waste (t) Recycling Rate (%)

Month 2005–06 2006–07 DiVerence 2005–06 2006–07 DiVerence 2005–06 2006–07 DiVerence

April 2012.68 1778.98 "233.7 2,701.97 2415.63 "286.34 25.51% 26.36% 0.84%
May 1,986.8 2,064.16 77.36 2,719.73 2,820.58 100.85 26.95% 26.82% "0.13%
June 2064.04 2036.15 "27.89 2,785.54 2,827.82 42.28 25.90% 28.00% 2.09%
July 2,008 1,479.53 "528.47 2,666.19 2,366.79 "299.4 24.69% 37.49% 12.80%
August 1,973.2 1,389.78 "583.42 2,674.43 2,352.09 "322.34 26.22% 40.91% 14.69%
September 2,208.06 1,221.35 "986.71 3,018.75 2,322.2 "696.55 26.86% 47.41% 20.55%
October 2,065.76 1,198.36 "867.4 2,810.28 2,346.54 "463.74 26.49% 48.93% 22.44%
November 2,039.74 1,046.36 "993.38 2,708.53 2,247.97 "460.56 24.69% 53.45% 28.76%
December 1,664.16 988.39 "675.77 2,217.2 1,975.84 "241.36 24.94% 49.98% 25.03%
January 2,240.84 1,057.86 "1,182.98 2,891.88 2,528.35 "363.53 22.51% 58.16% 35.65%
February 1,664.16 882.30 "782.56 2,190.23 1,960.06 "230.17 24.02% 54.99% 30.97%
March 1,982.38 2,637.64 24.84%
Total "6,784.92 "3,220.86 42.95%
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Memorandum by the Community Recycling Network UK (RC 43)

1. The CRN welcomes the chance to submit written evidence to this inquiry. We are also happy to submit
oral evidence, should this be requested.

2. The Community Recycling Network UK is a membership organisation promoting community based
sustainable waste management as a practical and eVective way of tackling the UK’s growing waste problem.

3. For more information, please see our website www.crn.org.uk

Definition

4. Words are important. We understand that the select committee’s definition of refuse includes material
destined and designated for recycling. In our view the domestic wastestream is a secondary resource and
ultimately an asset stream for the community and third sector enterprise. Recycling collections are a quite
diVerent business from that of hauling waste.

Wastestreams and Activities

5. CRN members have expertise, not exhaustively, in the following areas:

— multi-material kerbside collection schemes,

— commercial waste collections,

— civic amenity site management,

— waste reduction, refill and re-use,

— material sorting and processing,

— education, information, marketing, consultancy and advice,

— scrapstores and waste exchanges,

— community composting,

— furniture reuse and refurbishment,

— computer and electrical appliance refurbishment,

— wood recycling,

— public and special event waste management,

— recycling banks/bring sites,

— repaint schemes,

— waste auditing/analysis,

— market development for recyclables,

— SME support and development,

— real nappy campaigns.

6. This means we have a very wide appreciation as to what recycling collection means and entails. Apart
from the residual domestic waste in LB Ealing, which ECT Recycling collects as part of an integrated
contract, the one thing we don’t collect is refuse.

Kerbside Collections

7. Our larger members provide kerbside collections and similar services under contract to local
authorities. Our sector collects around 11% (Defra Dec05) of the domestic waste recycled in England.

8. The community sector has historically led the way in the development of source-separated collections
of domestic recyclables, which we have been undertaking since the early 1980s, under various forms of
agreement with many local authorities over time. Much of the innovation which is now accepted practice
was pioneered by the third sector. The pioneers are still at work. We oVer as example the work of ECT
Recycling with Somerset Waste Partnership, where kitchen waste collections are meeting with no small
success.

9. Whilst the original motivation of the sector is environmental, the sector has found the way ahead in
terms of eYciency in source-separation, and this is its first choice in terms of kerbside collection mode. We
have always been able to find a market for our collected materials. The market value of a typical basket of
dry recyclables has steadily improved since the early 90s. Informal comparisons suggest that the costs of
kerbside collection by our sector, per tonne or per household, have been consistent and possibly fallen in
real terms. Our experience is that environmental and economic eYciency considerations lead in the same
direction, that of source-separation.
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10. We have always sought to maximise the value from the wastestream, and the best way to do that is
to separate the various materials at the earliest possible stage and deliver them as cleanly as possible to the
reprocessor. We cannot see the point of mixing and compacting them simply to transport them locally. We
know the reprocessors will simply not want the contaminated materials they know commingling and MRF
sorting will cause. Where sector members run commingled collections into a MRF, this has been exclusively
at the insistence of the authority.

11. There are some geographical variations. In some cases, dry materials have been mixed in order to
bring them downstairs conveniently from blocks of flats, but without compaction and re-sorting happens
over a single conveyor belt. Other dense urban solutions deployed have included the pedestrian controlled
vehicle (PCV), which is an electric cart drawn along the pavement, not blocking the road or pumping out
diesel fumes.

12. In the case of rural collections, there are a number of payload/distance factors to be reckoned with.
Some sector pioneers have addressed these by instituting recycling pavilions (SMR, N.Devon) and similar
approaches which are small bring systems whereby hamlets can bring together their dry recyclables to a
single covered point for collection. Others in Wales and Yorkshire have used single person operated vehicles
(SPOVs) where eYciencies are achieved by careful and eYcient design, such as longer but lower vehicles and
such as there being no passenger seat, because that’s where the bags of textiles are carried. All these
collections include plastic bottles.

Collection Technology and Method Decisions

13. We refer the select committee to some of the above points regarding collection technology as
developed by the community sector.

14. No doubt the select committee will receive specifications of all kinds of waste collection and
processing technology. The fundamental point which we would like to make is that the technology we use
is simple, eVective and inexpensive. The vehicles most usually used for source-separated collections are
compartmentalised trucks cost typically around £40K for the most recent model. These usually carry
stillages or cages to contain the dry recyclables, and these are lifted oV and tipped by a standard forklift
truck. Typically the depot to which the materials are taken is a bulking station where materials are held in
bays. Newspaper and glass is generally loaded loose into articulated bulker lorries for transportation to
reprocessors. Plastics and metals are usually baled before transport. The depot and bulking station will
typically cost hundreds of thousands to build. This is substantially less than a typical MRF, which now seem
to cost millions.

15. The wastage rate from a bulking station is typically about °%. We understand that wastage from
MRFs are more likely to be 15% or more. Research is needed urgently by government or an independent
agency to make an objective cost and quality comparison between source-separated collections and those
made commingled and compacted for MRF sorting. In such comparisons as we have been able to make,
our methods would appear to cost rather less than commingling materials for later sorting in a MRF. More
importantly, it’s clear to us that our costs per tonne will go down as diversion for recycling etc increases.

16. With source-separated collections we can see no upper limit to the amount that it’s possible to collect.
Trucks can be further adapted to cater for the smaller categories within the domestic stream. Extra boxes
can be added as the volume grows. As long as the collection worker can see inside the box and exercise some
quality control and feedback to the householder, material value can be maintained.

Flexibility Needed

17. For these reasons we are sceptical about the need for any large or expensive waste processing
technology. Every week we read about some new plant authorities are thinking of building or being
persuaded to buy. There seems to be an assumption that there is going to be some substantial residue that
can’t be recycled. We can’t share that assumption. Moreover, we see it as dangerous, as it’s based on
ignorance of how much could actually be recycled or composted. A real push to find the limits of recycling,
if there are any, has yet to be tried in the UK. There is almost an element of the ‘king’s new clothes’ about
this. Seemingly nave questions need to be asked. We fear that many local authorities are in a mindset which
sees a big problem, which must therefore in turn require a large, complicated and expensive solution.

18. This line of thinking seems also to suggest that large MRFs are required for handling recyclable
materials recovered from the domestic waste stream. This suits the motivation of the private sector, looking
to keep labour costs minimal and to make a return on capital. It doesn’t suit the third sector, looking to
extract wealth from the waste for the benefit of the local economy.

19. Undoubtedly many new facilities are required, but if wastes are separated at source by the
householder there is no reason why these facilities should be especially large. Indeed, there are arguments
stemming from the proximity principle (see paragraph 26 below) and around local and community
ownership of waste which indicate that facilities might best be kept small and human scale. Waste is a social
construct and requires social solutions at least as much and arguably more than technical and economic
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ones. Large MRFs, once installed, are likely to dictate collection methods. These methods are likely to be
enforced commingling and suboptimal in that they may inhibit progress up the waste hierarchy and will be
inflexible to experimentation, of which much is still to be done.

20. When looking at the letting of a twenty-five year contract, with all its attendant commitments, and
looking back at how much has changed in waste management during the previous twenty five years, it is
clear how diYcult to anticipate change is. Therefore, no matter how much responsibility is being delegated
to a contractor, the local authority, still holding the ultimate responsibility to its public must, as far as it is
able, anticipate change, whether this be driven by central government legislation or by popular demand from
its resident population.

21. We are concerned that local authorities have missed out on what the community sector could provide,
not least of which would have been a degree of flexibility and adaptability over time. A partner who also
has a local and longer term stake would make a lot of sense in this situation.

The Right Sort of Business

22. As mentioned, we believe source-separated recycling collection to be a cost-eVective and competitive
means of diverting waste from landfill. We are not sure why local authorities elect to do anything more
expensive or complicated. From our perspective, it seems that the waste industry and others saw a larger
business opportunity than really exists in local authority waste management and recycling, as described
above. This may also have been true of government as well, with an eye on PFI opportunities. We suspect
that when it all washes down to a price per tonne paid, a large number of local authorities will discover that
they’ve shelled-out well over the odds.

23. Authorities see that they have to pay for collection services, and they are used to procuring those.
However, this needs care, as the economics are changing. The advent of recycling presents a diVerent
opportunity which local authorities have been very slow to grasp. If the service is undertaken in an
eYciently, it will yield an income stream which will oVset the costs in a substantial way. This needs the
authority to think like a business, which is not part of its culture. On the other hand, the business acumen
required is basic stuV and the obstacle arguably more about mindset than skill; the brain power required is
already there.

Further Rationale for Source Separation

24. Our sector believes that householder-separated collections of recyclables, as described above, with
kerbside sorting onto the truck, is the right way forward for domestic recycling. There are a number of
reasons for this, ones unlikely to prove popular with Daily Mail readers:

25. The Polluter Pays Principle: as the originator of domestic waste, the householder should do their
utmost to action its reassignment as a resource. Until a fuller advent of variable charging, this taking of
responsibility and some small trouble to sort their discards for kerbside collection at regular intervals is the
very least they can do.

26. The Proximity Principle: since the household is the point of both arising and discard, as much
processing as possible should be done on the spot. Again, the minimum is surely sorting materials for
collection.

27. Recycling Economics: is surely axiomatic in achieving good economy that the householder, under the
cosh of the above obligations or as willing volunteer, should pre-sort the waste as far as possible. This can
only be beneficial from a business perspective. It reduces later sorting costs and obviates the need for large
capital expenditure by the local authority or contractor.

28. Quality of Material: demand for material is high generally but the trend is toward higher quality,
especially where the recyclate has high embodied energy. This reflects energy resources in the Far East but
this will also be the result of any eVective global carbon policies in the future.

29. Higher Diversion and Reduction: as we drive up the waste hierarchy, reduction of packaging waste
and other dry recyclables will depend on the householder making purchasing and other choices. Nothing
will inform or galvanise these choices as well as that awareness of packaging excesses which comes from
every one us having to sort our own waste weekly and to a high standard. Thus reduction and minimisation,
although at the top of the hierarchy, are actually most easily accessed and delivered via practical activity by
the householder, a major instance and opportunity being sorting for kerbside collections.

30. The community sector believes that the householder should be treated as an intelligent human being,
capable of complex consumer and moral choices. The householder certainly exercises that level of
sophistication of thinking in the supermarket. Those charged with designing systems should look at how to
guide the householder in their choices, and not try to make the system idiot-proof, as in some do. Stages
further up the hierarchy will need intelligence on the part of the householder so, if local authorities intend
to go there, and we think they must, they should cultivate it from the outset.
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Thoughts on Information and Education of the Householder

31. As well as being a physical problem confronting local authorities, waste is also a social construction
characteristic of modern society. Similarly, domestic or municipal waste exists as a social problem as well
as a physical entity, and it requires social as well as physical, mechanical and economic solutions. The
concept of Zero Waste is one such line of thinking. Local authority attitude to its public and its perception
of the capability of that public are of paramount importance and should be the starting point of any
programme addressing domestic waste, and it should go well beyond the leaflet that goes out with the
kerbside box.

32. As mentioned in paragraph 30 above, we generally hold that the public needs to be treated as
intelligent human beings, capable of relatively complex moral and political choices, in which they can and
should be guided. The public generally asks that the procedure for recycling their household waste be made
simple. This result is not an unexpected one; no-one wants their life made more diYcult. However, they can
and will make intelligent choices when required to do so.

33. The public wants to recycle. They want to do the right thing environmentally. For many if not most
people, their household waste stream is the most visible and immediate manifestation of their personal
impact on the environment. Both consciousness and conscience are at play. Surveys have shown a high
percentage of people would make the eVort, given a suitable facility and infrastructure. Indeed, in local
surveys, the willingness and desire of the public to do this has taken some local authorities by surprise.
Householders have a grasp of the issues and in general a desire to understand them better.

34. The public should take responsibility for their waste, but it’s neither a corporate or commercial entity,
and therefore not easily subject to behaviour change through economic instrumentation. Part of the essence
of community recycling is to move that which is beyond the mechanical command of the contractor/partner
or the authority. The moving parts of the machine are management, the trucks and operatives, and then
beyond them the public and the community. Investments in these latter two, who have so much more
physical power to move and sort than the former, are often left to afterthought or worse, seen as a liability.
However, our view is that community engagement should start from this very perspective and DCLG could
help local authorities by looking specifically at this area.

Integrated Contracts

35. We feel that our sector has been left out in recent procurement rounds by authorities, especially where
these have been bundled together in an ‘integrated’ long term contract, where even the largest third sector
organisations could not reasonably be expected to compete. ‘Integrated’ contracts sound like a clever move
but in our view are a dim and lazy idea. Bundling together a number of diVerent skills and disciplines, not
least waste management and recycling, and requiring competence from the same contractor across the board
isn’t likely to generate optimal results.

Procurement

36. There has been much talk in the past regarding authorities setting the right conditions to procure from
third sector providers, particularly in their own area. Whilst this has been encouraging and has been pursued
actively by some DCLG oYcials, it has not translated in our view into much of substance. In our view it
needs more political will both from central government and local authorities. DCLG should engage with
the OYce of the Third Sector on this. This is an eYciency issue as much as a political one. Local authorities
could make far better use of the community/social economy sector. It starts with provision of a vision. We
have plenty. Does government?

Local Economy Issues

37. This follows on from the above point. It’s not mentioned with the select committee’s brief on this
occasion but since it has oversight of these issues, they are worthy of mention and of relevance here. Our
sector is trying to produce wealth from the waste stream for the local economy, mostly in the form of
meaningful jobs within more-than-profit, triple-bottom-line companies which will ensure that the wealth is
retained in the local economy as much as possible, and not simply exported, like the waste. We set out to
plug the “leaky bucket” and make the rash assumption that the local authority should and will value this.
Local economic development types who understand the concepts and language around this kind of
undertaking certainly value it, but our experience is that too few local authorities are joined-up enough to
make the connection and see policies through to implementation.

Variable Charging

38. Generally speaking, we are in favour of variable charging. It is an appropriate manifestation of the
polluter pays principle, which will motivate some individuals to do the right thing, as mentioned above. We
can see how both weight-based and uplift-based systems might work with source-separated collections and
would urge those authorities to experiment. However, we are concerned that authorities with commingled
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collections will find that less fastidious householders will take advantage and throw material from the
residual bin into the mixed recyclables. These are generally collected in a wheelie bin, with no real possibility
of quality control by the operative. The extra material, wanted or not, will go through the MRF. This will
very probably mean even more contaminated outputs, and less value for money for the authority.

Plastics Collections

39. Many of our members undertake collections of plastic bottles. There is no small planning and some
expense involved in adding plastic to the materials list. However, it is clear that the public very much wants
to recycle their plastic. It has been noted time and again that the eVect of adding plastic increases
householder interest in recycling and the eYciency of collection thereafter increases in cost terms. Study of
this eVect is needed.

Food Waste and Alternate Weekly Collections

40. A few of our members are involved in kitchen waste collections. After a range of dry recyclables have
been removed, generally including plastic bottles, the next logical step is to remove food waste. Once that
is happening, having removed around half of the domestic waste by weight, eYciency dictates a decrease
the frequency of the residual waste collections. In our view, there has been no reduction of service, it is simply
that the format of the service has changed.

Measurement of Tonnage

41. We favour a fundamental change in measurement from diverted tonnage by whatever method to
simply measuring what each authority landfills or disposes of by other means and dividing that by the
number of households in the LA area. This would save on a lot of arguments and confusion. DCLG and
Defra should look at this.

Garden Waste

42. Wheelie bin collections of garden waste are worth a mention here. It is unclear how many local
authorities are claiming this tonnage as domestic diversion, but it’s important to note that garden waste is
generally speaking an additional arising, occasioned by the oVer of collection. Had the oVer not been made,
most of the arisings would have stayed in the garden. The increase in per household arisings as a result
averages up to 180kg/hh (Eunomia 2002).

43. Quite a number of green waste collections started with Defra grants to the authority, generally to
purchase the wheelie bins. The collections proved popular and the authorities have felt obliged to continue
long after any grant support expired. It can be readily understood why they are popular, but they shouldn’t
count toward diversion. They are very poor use of local authority money, increase carbon footprint for no
good reason and run contrary to the proximity principle and home composting would have been the
obvious solution.

Memorandum by WRAP (the Waste and Resources Action Programme) (RC 44)

Introduction

1. WRAP (the Waste & Resources Action Programme) is a-not-for profit UK company providing
recycling and resource eYciency programmes for Defra, the Scottish Executive, the Welsh Assembly and
the Northern Ireland Assembly. The organisation was formed in 2000 to implement a number of the actions
set out in the Government White Paper Waste Strategy 2000.

2. WRAP works in partnership to encourage and enable businesses and consumers to be more eYcient
in their use of materials, and to recycle more things more often. This helps to divert waste from landfill,
reduce carbon emissions and improve our environment.

3. WRAP operates at the top end of the waste hierarchy, which gives priority to reducing waste at source,
reusing products and recycling materials. We have published research demonstrating the environmental
advantages of recycling over alternative disposal based options.66 This research showed that the UK’s
recycling eVorts in 2005–06 saved between 10 and 15 million tonnes of CO2 equivalent greenhouse gases,
compared with landfilling or incinerating the same materials. This equated to taking 3.5 million cars oV
UK roads.

66 Environmental benefits of recycling: an international review of life cycle comparisons for key materials in the UK recycling
sector, WRAP, May 2006. Available for download from: www.wrap.org.uk/wrap—corporate/about—wrap/
environmental.html.
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4. One of our main programme activities is focused on supporting local authorities in the choices they
make about their waste collection and recycling systems in order to promote waste prevention, secure
diversion of waste from landfill and achieve high levels of recycling eYciently. The programme is funded by
Defra. As well as providing direct support to local authorities it develops and facilitates the exchange of
good practice amongst local authorities. We welcome the opportunity to contribute to this enquiry,
therefore.

Background

5. It is easy to underestimate the scale of the change which local authorities have faced since “Waste
Strategy 2000” set a course towards much higher recycling levels from the very low base which existed at
that time. Previously waste systems were comparatively simple: householders put all of their waste into a
single receptacle, waste collection authorities arranged to collect them using large compacting vehicles and
transferred the waste, typically to a landfill site or incinerator provided through the waste disposal authority.
All of this was supported by a waste disposal industry geared up to handle bulk wastes eYciently and
regulated by the Environment Agency to control the direct environmental impacts associated with this style
of working.

6. By contrast recycling led collections are significantly more complex to organise. They involve systems
to separate waste streams with the co-operation of the public, acquisition of new collection infrastructure,
more complex system planning, and the identification and negotiation of contracts for multiple outlets for
the collected recyclable materials as well as a more diverse provision for the residual wastes . These changes
pose challenges for local waste authorities under 6 main headings:

— Communication—householders have to understand the new systems in order to operate them.
This task is compounded when collection systems vary widely between authorities.

— Skills—unsurprisingly, the number of local authority waste oYcers with practical experience of
running recycling services was initially very limited, as was the availability of relevant evidence of
good practice for local authority oYcers to draw on. There remains an absolute shortage of
experienced oYcers to manage the more complex systems. Training for operatives, including in
Health and Safety issues, needs to change.

— Infrastructure—providing householders with the appropriate mix of residual waste and recycling
containers and appropriate vehicles to service them was an early priority, supported in some areas
with Defra funding. Many local authorities have had to adapt existing infrastructure to a new role
and that explains, in part, some of the local variations in service design.

— Information—not all authorities have systematic information about the make up of their waste
arisings or about the propensity of diVerent households to respond to invitations to participate in
recycling schemes This make the design and planning of new schemes diYcult and authorities may
not have the resources or the skills to monitor participation and set out rates.

— Incentives—local authorities have very clear incentives to make the necessary changes in the form
of statutory recycling targets, and mandatory Landfill Allowances. The incentives for
householders to play their part are more muted. These are mainly exhortation and latterly changes
in collection systems which have the eVect of limiting residual waste capacity as recycling
collections are rolled out.

— Collaboration—waste collection has the unusual characteristic of being just about the only local
service provided to everyone in a local area. For this reason there is a strong tradition of
maintaining local control over how the service is delivered. The demands of managing more
complex recycling services with limited funding, however, may be met more eVectively by sharing
facilities and skills at county, regional or national level, as is being recognised by a growing number
of authorities.

7. A great deal of progress has been made since 2000. Nationally support from consumers for recycling
has increased significantly in all social groups. The leading local authorities are reporting recycling rates well
in excess of 40% and the national recycling rate has reached 27%. The level of skill and innovation by those
leading authorities ıas demonstrated in the recent Beacon Council round- is increasing strongly.
Nevertheless, despite this progress there remains a great deal of work to be done before the UK has recycling
services meeting the best developed country standards and having the full support of householders.

Principles

8. It is our view that, for reasons discussed below, there is no single “right” approach to organising waste
and recycling collections but in designing those systems there are some central principles which local
authorities should take into account. These are directed at developing systems which are eVective in
attracting participation by householders from a base which builds on their positive engagement with
recycling, relegates the use of sanctions for non-compliance to a last resort and delivers high quality recyclate
of a standard which could be used by UK reprocessors.

9. In our view these core principles are:
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High Quality Customer Services. Delivered through:

— Simplicity—schemes should be designed so that householders can use them easily without
mastering overly complex rules.

— Reliability—services should be carried out on advertised days and changes to routine should be
minimised.

— Adequacy—the system must be capable of providing the intended level of service.

— Flexibility—schemes should recognise genuine diVerences in household circumstances and not
force “one size fits all” solutions.

— EVective communication—householders need clear and repeated advice on how to use the scheme
and how to make use of flexible service options.

— Consent first, compulsion last—successful recycling systems should maximise the positive
engagement with householders and reserve sanctions for those who despite a flexible approach and
eVective communications are simply unwilling to do what is required.

EYcient Services. Public confidence in recycling is supported where collection systems are believed to
be eYcient and costs are controlled. Delivered through:

— Good design—the chosen system components should be appropriate to the area served—high rise
flats will need diVerent provision to suburban housing.

— Benchmarking—as services are developed, authorities need to systematically compare service
features and costs in order to optimise service delivery.

— Sharing skills and facilities—communications campaigns, depots, transfer stations, sorting
contracts can all be provided more eYciently where neighbouring authorities are able to share
costs.

— Health and safety—the new services bring new health and safety risks which must be assessed and
managed.

High Quality Materials. The quality of collected recyclate will aVect both its marketability and value.
Public confidence in recycling is enhanced when there is confidence that materials are being reused in
a positive way. High quality materials can be delivered through:

— Well structured contracts with reprocessors and Materials Recovery Facilities (MRFs). Poor
contracting may give short term benefit to authorities but create an over dependence on export
markets for recyclate which does not meet the standard required by UK reprocessors.

— EVective communication—the active engagement of householders will reduce the contamination
of collected materials and increase participation.

— Good scheme design—the mix of materials collected and the method of collection will aVect the
quality of the resulting recyclate. At present kerbside sort methods are most likely to provide the
best quality recyclate. Producing high quality recyclate from co-mingled collections requires local
authorities consider the quality of the MRF services they buy into and manage collection services
to reduce contamination.

Collection Methods

10. Decisions about recycling and waste collection services are made by the local authorities responsible
for providing those services. Decisions are made taking account of local characteristics including geography,
property types, population profile and existing waste collection infrastructure. The latter, in particular has
been a key factor in influencing how recycling services have evolved.

11. Local authorities tend to provide either wheeled bins or plastic sacks for residual refuse collection
which may be either weekly, or fortnightly alternating with recycling collections. Recycling collections are
more variable, variants include:

— Type and size of container—wheeled bin, box or sack.

— Number of containers.

— Range of materials collected.

— Frequency of collection—weekly, fortnightly, sometimes even monthly.

— Where the sorting of materials occur—at the kerbside into diVerent compartments of a vehicle
(“kerbside sort”) or at a sorting facility—MRF.

12. Many local authorities also choose to provide collection services for biowastes (garden and food
wastes). Again approaches vary—some authorities provide garden waste collections which may be free or
charged for. Some provide mixed garden and food waste collections, and a small but growing number
provide separate food waste collections.

13. Given the large number of variables, there are many permutations of scheme design and
combinations of collection services. Most are being operated by some authorities and as a result there is
considerable variation in the quality and level of service provision across the country. In general, however,
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there is a lack of good quality information about what recycling systems are most eVective and in which local
authority contexts. WRAP is undertaking work to develop an evidence base on the costs and performance of
diVerent recycling collections schemes in diVerent local authority areas as a basis for future benchmarking
of costs and service standards.

14. Whatever the particular variant, one common aspect of many collection systems is the alternating of
residual refuse collections with recycling and or biowaste collections (AWC). This system is used by around
40% of local authorities, typically, but not exclusively authorities with relatively low population densities.
Where these systems are chosen by local authorities that tends to be for two reasons: the overall constraint
on the capacity for residual waste is an incentive for householders to separate recyclable material into the
recycling collection. The lower cost of the residual waste service frees resources to fund investment in
recycling services. Where such schemes are introduced, the evidence indicates that they do result in higher
recycling rates. Typically the introduction of such systems are controversial on introduction but where they
are well designed and executed, satisfaction surveys conducted by local authorities, show majority support
of residents and that people do find the service convenient. Well designed and executed schemes should
demonstrate certain common features:

— When proposing changes in services, local authorities should consult with residents and
communicate any service changes well.

— Residents should be provided with a high quality recycling service. They must be able to recycle
at least half of their waste materials in order to compensate for the reduction in residual waste
capacity. They will need recycling containers of suYcient size to take account of diVerent needs
and circumstances. This may require some flexibility on the part of the local authority.

— Introduction of any changes should be properly supported with additional resources in order to
be able to provide those residents who require it with additional support to help them adapt to the
new services and to provide feedback both to residents and to council oYcers and members.

— The design of the scheme should address known public concerns about the new systems. So,
storage of refuse should be in secure, rigid containers to respond to concerns about the increased
risk of odour, flies and other nuisances as a result of storing waste for up to two weeks.
Householders will need simple practical advice on wrapping and bagging waste to reduce these
risks. Research conducted on behalf of Defra indicated that provided these simple measures to
manage waste are followed, there is no risk to public health from AWC systems.

15. Food waste. Where there is concern about AWC systems it commonly centres on concern about the
reduced frequency of collection of food waste. Together with the pressing need to divert biodegradable waste
from landfill, this has led some authorities, including some with support from WRAP, to trial systems for
the separate weekly collection of food waste. On the basis of research conducted by WRAP, into approaches
to collecting household bio-wastes (garden and food waste) WRAP now suggests that separate collection
of food waste on a weekly basis should be seen as a preferred option on environmental grounds for most
local authorities. The evidence indicates that higher capture rates of food waste are achieved where food
waste is collected weekly and refuse is collected fortnightly. The introduction of a weekly food waste
collection service alongside an alternate week collection of refuse may be a preferable option for authorities
considering changing their collection arrangements. Further authorities should normally:

— Avoid mixing food waste with garden waste collections. All the waste collected in such schemes
will have to be treated by enclosed or in-vessel composting due to the requirements of the Animal
By Products Regulations. Typically mixed collections attract a small proportion of available food
waste meaning that higher treatment costs must be paid for the much larger garden waste fraction
compared with the cost of windrow composting.

— Provide containers to make the separation of food waste easy for residents and to encourage them
to take part in the service.

— On cost grounds, take measures to restrain the set-out of garden waste where kerbside collections
are provided. There is evidence that where free kerbside garden waste collection schemes have been
introduced that they have attracted additional waste into the collection system which is expensive
to collect and process. However, such schemes are often popular with residents and so long as the
cost implications are recognised and acceptable locally, there is no overwhelming environmental
reason for not providing such services.

16. WRAP is continuing with its work into the best ways of collecting food waste and with funding from
Defra is supporting 17 local authority partners conduct food waste collection trials during 2007–08.

17. In addition, WRAP is currently investigating in more detail the infrastructure capacities across the
three collection elements (refuse, recyclables, organics) to explore the relationship with overall arisings
entering the waste collection system. This work is being undertaken on behalf of Defra and is due to report
in early summer.
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Information Programmes

18. Since autumn 2004 WRAP has promoted the national Recycle Now campaign.In order to drive
action at national and local levels and encourage people to recycle. The campaign comprises an integrated
mix of TV advertising, newspaper and radio advertising, website support including a suite of materials that
can be downloaded and used by local authorities, schools activities and a broad based PR campaign.

19. The initial target attached to this campaign was to generate a minimum increase of 10% in the public
perception of recycling as a “must or should do” activity. For measurement purposes this was translated
into a clear definition of a “committed recycler”, based on a selection of attitudinal measures that were found
to work eVectively in the monitoring of waste awareness campaigns in the past. Committed recyclers are
defined as those people:

— Who regard recycling as a “very/fairly important”.

— Who will recycle “even if it requires additional eVort”.

— Who recycle “a lot or everything they can”.

20. A baseline measure for “committed recyclers” was established prior to the start of the campaign in
August 2004 by way of a National Opinion Poll (NOP) tracker survey. This established that 45% of the
English population (18 years !) could be considered ‘committed recyclers’. Detailed and consistent tracking
surveys have been conducted on a regular basis and by the end of 2006 the committed recycler measure had
increased to 63%. Other key outcomes are:

— The tracking survey shows 63% awareness of the Recycle Now brand

— Eight out of 10 English local authorities are using the brand resources downloaded from the
website—representing a considerable eYciency gain compared to the costs of funding a large
number of free standing campaigns.

— Many other partners are also now using the brand, including leading retailers—eg on packaging,
on products made from recycled materials, on carrier bags and on buildings.

21. In addition to the national campaign, WRAP manages the Behaviour Change Local Fund (BCLF)
which provides funding to local authorities to support local communications campaigns. The combination
of awareness raising at a national level and linked local communications about the services in their area has
been a powerful combination in driving up participation in recycling. The importance of good and regular
communications to householders both reminding them of the services available and congratulating them on
what has been achieved should not be under-estimated and local authorities should be encourage to allocate
suYcient resources for these activities.

22. Whilst measurable success can be attributed to information campaigns concerning recycling,
communications and information campaigns around waste reduction and reuse are much less well
developed. WRAP is currently investigating the extent to which the iconography of the Recycle Now
campaign could be extended to campaigns on waste reduction and product re-use. Initial research suggests
that knowledge (amongst the general public in England) of the waste hierarchy (“reduce”, “reuse”,“recycle”,
“recover” and “dispose”) is low and caution is called for in using the recycle now brand in diVerent contexts.

23. There is some experience within local authorities of promoting single issue waste minimisation
campaigns eg reducing direct (“junk”) mail, but in many cases the impact of these initiatives have not been
measured. WRAP would encourage local authorities to look at the make up of their household waste and
plan to tackle the large elements first. Of the total household waste stream of over 28M tonnes around 30%
comprises garden and food waste. A further 5 M Tonnes is packaging waste and 0.5M tonnes are disposable
nappies. These are areas where WRAP has undertaken work.

24. Home Composting. Since 2003 WRAP has distributed 1.4 million subsidised home composting bins
in England and Scotland and provided support to new composters in how to use them. Research undertaken
by WRAP has shown that each new composter recruited will divert on average 220kg of biodegradable waste
from landfill each year. WRAP works in partnership with 120—mainly waste disposal—authorities and
oVers significant eYciency gains to those authorities by economies of scale in the purchase of composting
bins, production of marketing materials and shared overheads.

25. Food Waste Reduction. Research by WRAP has shown that around a third of all the food bought
in the UK is not eaten but is disposed of for a variety of reasons. This poses a significant challenge to the
waste management systems and Landfill Directive targets. It is also a significant climate change issue with
the embodied carbon in the edible part of wasted food being estimated as equivalent to taking one in five
cars oV the road. WRAP is preparing a campaign for launch in the autumn to raise awareness of food waste
and of simple measures which could be taken to reduce it. It is also working with major retailers to identify
actions, including packaging innovation, which could reduce food wastage.

26. Packaging minimisation. Packaging from groceries alone is estimated at 5M Tonnes a year. Much of
that packaging of course performs a necessary function but there are significant opportunities to reduce the
total weight of packaging sent for disposal by a mixture of reduced material content and closed loop
recycling. To this end WRAP has sponsored the Courtauld Commitment, a voluntary agreement involving
more than 90% by market share of the UK market and many of their leading suppliers with the objective
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of halting the growth in packaging waste by 2008 and establishing an absolute reduction by 2010. Following
the Commitment a number of the leading retailers have now announced specific reduction targets of up to
25% in their packaging.

27. Real Nappies. Some 500 K Tonnes of disposable nappies a year are sent to landfill. Although they
are not as significant in total as some other components of the waste stream, nappies do pose problems for
collection systems because they are concentrated in households with young children where they can take up
a large proportion of the space in the residual waste bin. For that reason many councils choose to make
additional provision available to families with children in nappies. Modern real—washable—nappies are an
alternative to disposables which lessen waste problems and a number of local authorities take the view that
it is economic to oVer significant subsidies to parents who are prepared to use them. Schemes of this sort
and promotion of modern reusable nappy options by the Real Nappy Campaign run by WRAP did succeed
in avoiding some 26,000 tonnes of waste nappies during the two years to April 2006. WRAP is in the process
of transferring the Campaign to a new company with a broader membership of key stakeholders.

Joint Working

28. The issue of joint working between local authorities, and in particular between waste disposal
authorities (WDAs) and the waste collection authorities (WCAs) in their geographical area (in two-tier areas
of England), is an important one in this context. Most of the work in this area has been developed by Defra
and DCLG,67 including the announcement on 22 January of proposals to introduce powers (in the Local
Government Bill) allowing the creation of joint waste authorities.68

29. The Regional Centres of Excellence,69 established by ODPM/DCLG in 2003, have also produced
relevant guidance and case studies, illustrating successful examples of joint working.

30. In broad terms, WRAP has not undertaken any projects specifically looking at the impact of joint
working. However, some of our work with local authorities is relevant to a discussion of the benefits of joint
working. Two programmes in particular—the local element of the Recycle Now awareness campaign, and
the home composting programme—have demonstrated the economies of scale that can be realised through
the central provision of resources which large numbers of local authorities can draw upon.

31. There are also team working benefits to be obtained from joint working. A consortium of local
authorities should be able to apply more resources to the waste agenda than each individual authority
working on its own. Also, co-operation between authorities can help to address skills gaps in individual
teams. This can be particularly helpful in smaller authorities where it may be diYcult to resource a full team
directly. WRAP is increasingly being asked to advise groups of authorities interested in exploring common
approaches to service delivery.

32. However, if joint working is to deliver eYciency savings, authorities must be prepared to give up some
of their autonomy. For example, if a consortium of authorities procures identical bins, there are likely to
be cost savings due to the economies of scale. However, if each authority reserves the right to specify the
type, size and colour of the bins used in their area, these savings are unlikely to materialise in practice.

33. In two tier areas in England it is particularly important for a holistic view of the waste treatment
system to be taken. If WCAs and WDAs make decisions in isolation, based solely on the practicalities and
economics of local waste collection and disposal options respectively, it is less likely that this will lead to an
eYcient system overall than if they make decisions based on the whole system.

Infrastructure Decisions

34. The need to consider collection and treatment/disposal holistically becomes more critical when
considering the contracting of services. A collection system ill-matched to treatment or disposal facilities
(and vice versa) is unlikely to deliver economies or eYcient operations. Issues of eYciency should be at the
heart of all contract structures. However, these need to recognise that collection contracts operate on much
shorter timescales of 5-10 years (seven years being the typical lifespan of a collection vehicle); whilst
treatment infrastructure requires a pay back period of 12-18 years, or longer for highly capital intensive
plant (such as energy from waste facilities).

35. This mismatch in timescales needs to be addressed well in advance of the procurement process. It
requires appropriate sizing of treatment facilities taking account of the factors likely to influence future
waste arisings and the quantity of residual waste requiring treatment/disposal, and flexibility in contract
terms. This has been hampered in some of the highly integrated PFI contracts and by their exclusive focus
on municipal waste.

36. WRAP therefore welcomes the recent changes to the PFI criteria to include consideration of
commercial wastes and to re-focus the award of PFI credits to contracts for residual waste treatment
facilities (as opposed to more integrated contracts that also provide for collection/recycling infrastructure).

67 Background information can be found at www.defra.gov.uk/environment/waste/localauth/partnerwork.
68 See www.defra.gov.uk/environment/waste/localauth/partnerwork/jwa.htm.
69 See www.rcoe.gov.uk
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This greatly increases the potential for flexibility within contract structures and for waste management
services to be delivered through multiple contracts. This flexibility should help overcome a common criticism
of long term contracts, particularly where they over specified the total capacity required for treatment/
disposal facilities and secured funding against future guarantees of gate fees for the municipal waste stream.
Those sorts of agreements undermined longer term waste reduction and recycling activities.

37. More flexible infrastructure contracts should mean that facilities are developed not only for
municipal waste but all wastes generated in a local authority area, as is common practice in much of Europe.
Progress with household waste reduction and recycling activities would not be constrained and would free
up capacity within a treatment facility for non-municipal wastes. The more holistic management of
municipal and commercial wastes was proposed in consultations on the forthcoming Waste Strategy, driven
in part by the increased landfill tax escalator announced in the recent Budget, and as required by planning
guidance, PPS 10.

Financing

38. The Lyons Review makes a case for local authorities to have a power to charge separately for waste
collection services. Evidence from Europe and elsewhere supports the theoretical proposition that direct
charging for residual waste collection can increase separation of waste for recycling and reduce total waste
arisings. In the general context of the government’s approach to Local Government and the freedoms and
flexibilities agenda, WRAP supports the principle of authorities having the ability to choose to introduce
charging for residual waste collections.

39. However, it will be essential for any charging schemes to be well designed and implemented and,
before individual authorities take the decision to introduce charging, it will be important for them to
consider overseas experience and how far that experience can translate directly into a UK context. In
principle, direct charging could support both weekly and alternate weekly collections of residual waste. It
will be essential, however, for any authority planning to introduce direct charging for residual waste
collections to consult and communicate widely with their residents and to retain public confidence in
recycling by oVering good quality recycling services, as defined above, so that residents have a genuine
alternative to paying the direct charge.

40. Although WRAP has not so far done any direct work on charging schemes, it does seem that it will
also be essential to show that the practical arrangements for determining charges, issuing bills and
controlling administrative costs have been carefully thought through. Any schemes would need to anticipate
the handling of diYcult cases: what allowance should be made for large families, families with children in
nappies or individuals with special needs? Would any element of cross subsidy for special need groups be
allowed?

41. Much public discussion of the variable charging option has focused on weight based charging, but
it is worth noting that many continental schemes are eVectively volume based. Householders pay diVerent
amounts according to the size or number of residual waste bins they use or they buy oYcial sacks and choose
how many to use each week. Such schemes are potentially easier to operate than weight based ones which
would require regular weighing and detailed record keeping for individual households. They also oVer
simple accounting and charging arrangements which help to keep down the overhead costs of schemes.

42. Experience from other public utilities is that issuing bills to householders based on individual usage
and enforcing payment can be both expensive and contentious. In the context of a direct weight based charge
for waste collection, strategies which restrict the amount of billing and collection would seem most likely to
be attractive. For example, a scheme which oVered a rebate from the following year’s Council Tax bill to
reflect reduced residual waste might be both simple and welcome to householders.

43. Local authorities do already charge for a significant number of services but none of them are
“universal” services like waste collection. This will raise new questions, which should not be underestimated,
and it is likely that local authorities would proceed cautiously in devising and implementing any charging
arrangements. It would be in local authorities’ interest for there to be collaboration between authorities to
consider practical problems and solutions before introducing any schemes and for there to be initially a
limited number of schemes which are properly monitored and evaluated. WRAP would be happy to support
local authorities in this process.

44. Trade Waste. WRAP is currently managing some 40 trials of trade waste/recycling services for
SME’s, the experience from these suggests that the services available for recycling for SME’s, the structure
of charges and the level of motivation are all very diVerent. In our judgement it is very hard to draw
conclusions from this experience which would be applicable to the question of charging for residual domestic
waste collections. Our work does identify a number of significant opportunities to expand and improve
recycling services in this sector and it suggests that SME’s will be prepare to pay a reasonable fee for a good
quality recycling service.
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Other Issues

45. The range of materials collected by local authorities for recycling is very variable but is tending to
converge around a broadly standard set at the kerb side. Typically these include paper, cardboard, metal
cans, plastic bottles. Glass is collected at both kerbside and at bottle banks. Authorities are even more
variable in what is collected at Household Waste Recycling Centres or Civic Amenity sites. Consumers find
this variation confusing. They are also confused by the detailed rules applying to diVerent materials—
sometimes envelopes are accepted—but not window envelopes or some plastics polymers may be accepted
but not others.

46. This variability in collected materials is of concern too, to the retailers who would like to be able to
include guidance on recycling on their packaging and who would like a wider range of packaging materials
to be accepted as recyclable. There is more to recyclability than collection systems. It is necessary to have
facilities capable of sorting more recyclable materials, reprocessors able to make use of the materials and a
sustainable market for them to be used in products for which there is a demand. This market development
activity is a core activity for WRAP. This means that one issue for local waste collection systems in the future
will be the expansion of and convergence in the numbers of materials collected for recycling. This move will
in turn impact on the types of collection system used and the infrastructure required to service it.

Conclusion

47. Local waste collection systems have developed rapidly in the last six years but systems remain in
transition with some authorities much further advanced than others. Further development of systems will
be required if the Government’s targets for future recycling rates are to be achieved.

48. Future developments of systems should take account of the principles proposed in this paper,
especially the principle of providing high quality services to householders and of proper consultation and
communication on proposed changes to collection systems. For environmental and customer satisfaction
reasons, particular attention should be given to developing separate weekly collections of food waste.

49. Local authorities should continue to be free to choose the collection system which best meets the
needs of their local areas but in doing so should recognise the degree of public concern about the detailed
variation in services provided in adjacent local authority areas. For this reason and the others identified
above a greater degree of collaboration and sharing of services between authorities should be encouraged.

50. Should the Government legislate to give local authorities the power of variable charging for residual
waste, any decision to implement a scheme should be taken by individual authorities and be carefully
considered and initially tested in a limited number of areas.

51. WRAP intends to continue its role of identifying and disseminating good practice in all aspects of
local recycling collections and providing specific and targeted advice to individual local authorities on
request.

Memorandum from the City of London Corporation (RC 45)

Introduction

1. The overwhelmingly commercial nature of the City provides for a very diVerent environment in which
to operate a cleansing and refuse collection service when compared with other localities. In addition to the
concentration of business premises, there is of course also the large volume of people who enter the City
during the day for work, as tourists or en route for other destinations within London. Together, these
present a challenging task for the City’s cleansing services but, nevertheless, the City of London is pleased
to have been selected for the Britain’s Cleanest City award in 2001 and 2005. The City was also runner-up
in 2003 and a finalist in 2007.

2. The City shares London Councils’ opposition to a single waste authority for London, provision for
which the Mayor has sought to include in the Greater London Authority Bill currently in the Lords. There
are arguments for an industry minimum standard of performance for private contractors operating in the
collection field. Very often commercial organisations select waste collection services by price and thereby
perpetuate the conflict between financial benefit and environmental security. Non-uniform standards of
service provision make partnership working with other authorities diYcult. Certainly the expectations of
service levels within the City’s communities are much higher than those in neighbouring London boroughs.

Commercial Waste

3. The City of London oVers a commercial waste collection service for its business constituents.
Commercial waste can take many forms and be produced in large quantities but the City Corporation seeks
to keep waste oV the street wherever possible and encourage business premises to use waste storage facilities
wherever they exist. The City employs a number of methods for collecting waste ranging from loose bags
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to compactor skips. The type of service provided will usually depend on the quantity of waste a premises
produces and the amount of storage space available. Many of the City’s newer commercial developments
have purpose built waste storage and collection areas factored into their design which has improved the
street scene by removing refuse from the public domain. The City welcomes this practice and would like to
see this developed further with the development of a minimum standard should be adopted perhaps through
consultation with bodies such as the British Standards Institute (BSI) or the International Standards
Organisation (ISO). The use of these facilities not only keeps waste oV the street but also helps to maintain
the high levels of security promoted throughout the City.

4. The majority of premises in the City produce loose sacks which in most cases are collected from the
highway. Every street in the City receives a minimum of two collections each day, Monday to Friday, to
remove loose waste from the highway. Any business that places waste on the highway in for the City of
London is requested to ensure that the waste is contained in pre-paid sacks and any cardboard is flattened
and secured by pre-paid adhesive tape. Commercial waste must be packed in suitable containers so that it
cannot fall out, blow away or escape from the receptacle such that it could cause pollution or harm to
anyone. Any instances of spillages of commercial waste brought to the attention of the City Corporation
are followed up to ensure that the producer takes all appropriate action to remedy the problem. Businesses
are made aware that if they leave any loose waste on the public highway for the City of London to collect,
which is not contained in pre-paid sacks or wrapped with pre-paid adhesive tape, they could be liable for a
Fixed Penalty Notice and continuous breach could lead to the City of London taking legal action.

Residential Waste

5. Unlike many other authorities, the City Corporation collects waste on a daily basis (Monday to
Friday) from all households in the City. Approximately three-quarters of households are concentrated in
large residential developments such as the Barbican, Middlesex Street Estate and Golden Lane Estate most
of which have waste management facilities within the development from which waste is collected. Some
smaller residential developments and individual premises however do not have such facilities and at these
locations waste is usually collected from the kerbside. There are no defined collection times for household
waste collections but all waste is collected by 4pm on the same day.

Hazardous Waste

6. Alongside the more conventional residential and commercial waste collection service, the City
Corporation operates a Household Hazardous Waste Collection and Disposal Service (HHWCDS) on
behalf of 31 of the 32 London boroughs (the exception being London Borough of Hillingdon) and the City
of London. This is a services available for use by residents of all London boroughs (with the exception of
Hillingdon) and the City of London and is able to arrange for the removal of wrapped asbestos and
packaged chemicals from households, charities, schools, council departments and emergency services.
Responsibility for the service was assumed by the City on 1 April 1998 when it took over from the
Environment Agency. The service is generally available free of charge to the householder for the collection
of one quantity of asbestos or up to three quantities of chemicals per year with any further collections
charged at additional costs. Charges for the service are levied to each participating local authority based on
a standing charge (fixed cost for vehicle, administration and other overheads) and a cost per collection
(based on per visit and amount collected). The City has received positive feedback on its operation of this
service and its use continues to increase. For example, in 2005/06, 1014 asbestos collections weighing 127.13
tonnes and 544 chemical collections weighing 27.08 tonnes were made. This compares with 1999/2000 when
there were 500 asbestos and 340 chemical collections.

Street Cleansing and Litter

7. The City of London removed its cast iron litter bins from the street several years ago for security
reasons following the heightened threat of terrorism in the 1990s. Until recently it has not been considered
safe enough for any litter bins to be placed on the City streets, but some explosive resistant litter bins are
now installed in a limited number of garden locations or open spaces. The City also operates a number of
newspaper recycling bins around the City in response to the increase in litter generated by free newspapers
handed out at Tube and train stations. The bins have been located in areas of greatest need where litter
generation is high but their location is constantly under review in terms of need and the potential security
threat.

8. The City however recognises that without littler bins on the streets, litter can quickly accumulate. In
order to address this potential problem every street in the City is swept by hand at least twice and sometimes
up to six times every weekday, while at night the roads are swept mechanically every weekday. This is
supplemented by a quick response team available to attend accidents and deal with snow clearance and road
salting and special occasions, such as the Lord Mayor’s Show. It is a requirement that all streets are swept
to a standard laid out in the “Code of Practice on Litter and Refuse” issued under the Environmental
Protection Act 1990. City standards however go beyond the requirements of the Code of Practice by paying
particular attention to the removal of dust, fluV and grit and the eradication of weeds. The majority of street
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cleansing waste collected in the City is smoking related litter. This is the result of no smoking policies in
buildings, which has resulted in smokers going out onto the street. This feature is expected to increase
following the imposition of the ban on smoking in public places which comes into force later this year.

9. The standards of the City’s streets are independently monitored by environmental campaigns group
ENCAMS (on behalf of Capital Standards) on a regular basis and their findings are reported to Cleansing
Services. In order to maintain the City’s high levels of cleanliness, one team of 27 sweepers works from
7.00am to get ready for the rush hour and to clean up after it subsides. The second team starts at 1.00pm
to deal with lunch-time litter before the evening rush home and stays on to 10.00pm to tidy up after it is
over. In addition, a small team starts at 10.00am and provides extra sweepers to patrol the busiest parts of
the City—one small mechanical sweeper to sweep channels amid the traYc, a team which clears and washes
Smithfield Market and another which flushes steps and footways and attends to emergencies. Finally, the
night shift carries out the bulk of the mechanical sweeping and washing (all main streets are swept and
washed daily), keeps the gullies free and flowing, washes footways and steps and sends ‘Tidy Teams’ to all
the stations to spruce up around them after the last late night travellers have departed.

Recycling

10. Recycling is an increasingly important topic and one which the City of London Corporation is
committed to addressing. In order to reduce waste going to landfill, and encourage the re-use of resources
and protection of the environment, the City Corporation has implemented two dedicated recycling services
to the benefit of all City residents and businesses. All residents within the City are now able to recycle their
paper, cans, glass, card and plastic bottles through the household recycling service which is collected daily
or twice weekly depending on the residential estate. For the business community, the City has recently
launched a new commercial recycling service. The service which operates on an “all in one bin” system allows
businesses to show that they are committed to recycling, but without spending valuable time in the working
day sorting out all the diVerent waste streams into diVerent bins.

11. Alongside this the City operates a collection for fridges, freezers and other white goods through twice
a week and goods which are deemed reusable are taken to a community project where they are refurbished
and passed on at low-cost to people in need. In addition to this and to promote further environmental
sustainability, the City’s “Real Nappy Scheme” oVers City parents the chance to receive money back on the
cost of purchasing real nappies or using a real nappy laundry service, when they are using them instead of
disposable ones.

12. In the future, it will be increasingly diYcult to handle more and more waste streams separately even
though there will be an expectation placed on authorities to do so. The use of “dirty” Materials Recovery
Facilities (MRFs) has been considered in the past but the demand for ever cleaner recycled materials by the
re-processors may prohibit progress on this. However, the improving sophistication within the processing
equipment should enable the sorting of an increased range of co-mingled recyclates including various types
of plastic, but there needs to be suYcient numbers of these facilities at strategic locations to assist local
authorities in improving their recycling performance.

Memorandum by the Greater London Authority (Mayor of London) (RC 46)

Reducing the amount of waste being sent to landfill is a the heart of managing waste sustainably. This is
central to my vision in my Municipal Waste Management Strategy and also the landfill directive. I am
particularly concerned that rather than genuinely reducing the amount of municipal waste being sent to
landfill, local authorities are attempting to find loopholes or disregard the rules relating to the Landfill
Allowances Trading Scheme (LATS) system to give the impression that landfill has been reduced, when in
fact the waste continues to go to landfill via the private commercial waste sector.

Around two-thirds of London’s waste is buried in landfill sites and mostly exported to sites outside of
London. I am concerned that any improvements in diverting waste from landfill shown in Government
statistics will actually be an exaggeration of the reality.

Summary

1. Reducing the amount of waste being sent to Iandfill is at the heart of managing waste sustainably. This
is central to the vision of the Mayor’s Municipal Waste Management Strategy and also the landfill directive.
The Mayor is concerned that rather than genuinely reducing the amount of municipal waste being sent to
landfill, local authorities are attempting to find loopholes or disregard the rules relating to the Landfill
Allowances Trading Scheme (LATS) system to give the impression that landfill has been reduced, when in
fact the waste continues to go to landfill via the private commercial waste sector.

2. In particular the Mayor is concerned that:

(a) Commercial waste portfolios collected by local authorities are being sold oV to the private sector
to contribute to meeting LATS obligations.
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(b) Waste collection authorities may be pricing themselves out of the commercial waste sector by
charging unreasonable rates.

(c) Whilst municipal waste to landfill appears to be reducing due to the actions set out above, that waste
continues to end up in landfill via the private commercial waste sector.

(d) Government are not properly monitoring the LATS scheme or following their own guidelines.

(e) Where local authorities are disregarding rules no action is being taken against them.

Introduction

3. The Mayor of London welcomes the opportunity to respond to the Communities and Local
Government Select Committee Inquiry into refuse collection. This submission highlights some of the key
issues the Mayor would like to see the Committee address.

4. As the directly elected head of London’s government, the Mayor is in a unique position to represent
the views of Londoners.

The Mayor’s Municipal Waste Management Strategy and the London Plan

5. The Mayor is responsible for writing the Municipal Waste Management Strategy for London. London
waste authorities (of which there are 37) must have regard to the Strategy when exercising their waste
functions set out in Part II of the Environment Protection Act 1990. The Mayor has published the London
Plan, the spatial development strategy for London. London borough local development plan must be in
general conformity with the London Plan. The London Plan sets a target for London to be 85% self-
suYcient in the management of its waste (municipal waste, commercial and industrial wastes, construction
and demolition wastes) by 2020.

6. At the heart of both the Municipal Waste Management Strategy and the London Plan waste policies
is the need to reduce the amount of waste being sent to landfill. London currently relies heavily on landfilling
its waste in the surrounding counties. The aim of the Strategy is to dramatically increase the levels of
recycling in London and to develop non-incineration based energy from waste technologies to manage the
waste that cannot be recycled.

7. The Mayor believes that to properly address these issues London needs a single waste disposal
authority. Without a coordinated approach to the management of London’s municipal waste it will continue
to be managed by the surrounding regions.

The Landfill Directive and LATS

8. The Government introduced the Landfill Allowances Trading Scheme (LATS) through the Waste
Emissions Trading Act 2003. The purpose of LATS was to ensure that all local authorities contribute to
meeting the requirements of the EU Landfill Directive, which requires the UK to reduce the amount of
biodegradable municipal waste it sends to landfill to:

— 75% of 1995 levels by 2010;

— 50% of 1995 levels by 2013;

— 35% of 1995 levels by 2020.

9. LATS has been introduced as the mechanism to meet England’s Landfill Directive requirements to
divert biodegradable waste from landfill. The Waste Emissions Trading Act 2003 places a duty on waste
disposal authorities to reduce the amount of biodegradable waste disposed to landfill. It also provides the
legal framework for LATS. Each waste disposal authority in England has been given an allowance of the
amount of waste it can send to landfill, and the total allowances equate to the contribution England must
make to achieve the UK’s diversion obligations.

10. Authorities must ensure they hold suYcient allowances to cover the actual amount of biodegradable
municipal waste they send to landfill in a financial year. Authorities that do not require all of their
allowances are able to sell their excess allowances or bank them into the following year. Authorities that do
not hold enough allowances must either increase the amount of waste they divert from landfill, purchase
excess allowances from another authority or borrow permits from their next year’s allocation.

The collection of commercial and industrial wastes by waste collection authorities

11. Under Section 45(1)(b) of the Environment Protection Act 1990 local authorities are required to make
arrangements for the collection of commercial wastes where requested to do so by a commercial premises.
Waste collection authorities may also arrange for the collection of industrial waste in their area with the
consent of the waste disposal authority, as set out in Section 45(2) of the Environment Protection Act 1990.
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LATS and commercial municipal waste

12. The purpose of the landfill directive (and the Mayor’s Municipal Waste Management Strategy) is to
reduce the amount of waste sent to landfill for the improvement of the environment, however the Mayor is
becoming increasingly concerned that some waste authorities may be meeting their LATS targets by selling
oV their commercial waste portfolios or by pricing themselves out of the market. The result of this is simply
to move waste from municipal waste figures to the private waste management sector. Without the incentive
of LATS, and with the landfill tax at its current rate this waste will inevitably follow the cheapest route,
which is, still of course, landfill.

13. The so called reduction of municipal waste to landfill is in some cases little more than a paper exercise,
whilst in reality that waste is still being sent to landfill. Waste managed at these sites has risen from 6.2
million in 2003 to 7.7 million in 2005. Attached in Appendix A is the total waste being sent to landfill sites
that re being used by London authorities. The figures are for the total waste entering the site (not just waste
from London), but the trend appears to suggest that the amount of waste being sent to these sites is actually
increasing.

14. Meanwhile the amount of waste being sent to landfill and reported as municipal waste (as published
by Defra) appears to be reducing significantly—see Appendix B. Whilst some of this diversion is genuine
due to improving levels of recycling, some also appears to be due to the creep of municipal waste into the
private was e sector.

15. The Mayor is aware of at least two London boroughs, Wandsworth and Kingston that have recently
sold oV their trade waste portfolios. Other boroughs such as the London Borough of Brent have also done
this but a number of years ago.

16. The Government’s own guidance on this issue “municipal waste, commercial waste and the landfill
allowance trading scheme” states that “a waste collection authority cannot evade its duty under the 1990
[Environment Protection A] by selling oV its existing collection services. Selling oV an existing service is in
substance no diVerent from the waste collection authority arranging for the commercial waste to be collected
by a private contractor. Thus for the same reasons the waste formally collected by the authority would
remain under its control and would constitute municipal waste”. Therefore waste authorities should
continue to report the tonnage of waste from any commercial waste portfolios they have sold oV. The Mayor
is concerned that this is not happening and the relevant monitoring authorities are simply turning a blind
eye to this fact.

17. The Government’s guidance also states that waste collection authorities can recover a reasonable
charge for commercial waste they collect including an element for the LATS scheme. However the Mayor
does not believe that Government is monitoring the charging rates of local authorities and therefore have
no way of assessing whether their charges are reasonable.

18. The table below gives the example of four London boroughs that have significantly reduced their
waste between 2000 and 2005. The Mayor fears that that this waste has merely been directed to landfill via
the private commercial waste sector. Government appear to have no handle on whether these reductions
are genuine represent the selling oV of commercial waste portfolios.

NON-HOUSEHOLD WASTE COLLECTED BY SOME LOCAL AUTHORITIES
IN LONDON 2000–06

Authority Collected non-household waste 2000–01 to 2005–06 (tonnes)
2000–01 2005–06 DiVerence

City of London70 64,830 39,252 "25,578
Kingston71 15,045 — "15,045
Wandsworth72 32,614 2,804 "29,810
Westminster73 148,625 110,699 "37,926

Total "108,368

19. The Mayor has written to the Minister for Waste on this matter and has received an unsatisfactory
response (the correspondence is attached in Appendix C). The Minister’s response states that “I expect
WDAs to report all waste in their possession or under its control”. That alone simply is not good enough.

70 Capital waste facts.
71 Western Riverside Waste Authority Best Value Performance Plan 2006–07.
72 Capital waste facts.
73 Capital waste facts.
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Conclusion

20. The Mayor would strongly urge the Committee to investigate the waste management practices of local
authorities in relation to meeting their LATS targets. In particular the Mayor recommends the Committee
investigate:

a. The selling oV of trade waste portfolios by local authorities to meet their LATS targets and the
measures government is taking to monitor this.

b. Whether some local authorities are setting unreasonable charges for their trade waste to price
themselves out of the market and what action is Government taking to monitor this.

c. How the Environment Agency and Defra are monitoring waste authority data to ensure they adhere
to the Government’s guidance on LATS and commercial waste.

d. Whether municipal waste figures published by Government actually show a real reduction in the
amount of waste being sent to landfill.

e. What action the Government taking against those authorities who are not following Government’s
guidance.

Joint memorandum by the Department for the Environment Food and Rural AVairs (DEFRA) and the
Department for Communities and local Government (CLG) (RC 47)

1. This memorandum has been produced by Defra and CLG. Defra has policy responsibility for waste
including waste collection. CLG interests include local government funding and planning. The evidence
below broadly follows the topics set out in the Committee’s terms of reference and is generally focussed on
municipal waste78 collection.

2. This memorandum sets out this Government’s policies on waste collection in England. The waste
strategy for England is currently being reviewed. A consultation document was published in February 2006
and the new Waste Strategy for England is due for publication later this month. The Waste Strategy is
addressing waste policy in an integrated way with particular emphasis on putting this in a broader
environmental context especially climate change. We would expect to be able to provide the Committee with
more information on the content of the Strategy by the time we provide oral evidence on the basis that the
Strategy will by then have been published.

3. Government sets the overall policy and legislative framework for waste collection, recycling and
disposal and local authority expenditure on waste is partly funded through Government grant. Local
authorities are responsible for a number of statutory targets or obligations on recycling and diversion of
waste from landfill. Government believes that local authorities should have the flexibility to decide how they
wish to meet these targets and obligations taking into account local factors and circumstances.

4. One of the key drivers for Government’s policy on waste is ensuring that all the options for waste
management are considered in terms of their environmental impact. The ‘waste hierarchy’ sets out the order
in which options should be considered to minimise environmental impact. First, waste should be avoided
wherever possible. Where waste cannot be prevented, it should be reused; waste should then be recycled;
where useful secondary materials cannot be reclaimed, the energy content of waste should be recovered and
used as a substitute for non-renewable energy resources (eg through incineration with energy recovery); only
if waste cannot be prevented, reclaimed or recovered, should it be disposed of by landfilling.

5. Environmental pressures mean that the UK is facing a significant change in how its waste is managed.
One of the key challenges is the need to reduce the amount of waste we send to landfill. Landfill is a major
emitter of methane, one of the most powerful greenhouse gases at 21 times more powerful than carbon
dioxide, because of the breakdown of biodegradable waste such as food and paper. Recycling materials that
would have been sent to landfill can also save energy—for example recycling an aluminium can saves up to
95% of the energy needed to create a new can.
Government is addressing the task of reducing the amount of municipal waste being sent to landfill through
measures to minimise waste generation, encourage reuse and support local authorities to increase recycling;
as well as improving treatment of the residual waste.
Landfill Diversion

6. To comply with the requirements of Article 5.2 of the of the EU Landfill Directive, by 2009–10 England
must landfill no than 11.2 million tonnes of biodegradable municipal waste (BMW), 7.5 million tonnes in
2012–13 and 5.2 million tonnes in 2019–20.

7. The Environment Agency has estimated that English waste disposal authorities landfilled 12.4 million
tonnes of BMW in 2005–06.79 This is estimated to be 1.5 million tonnes less than the previous year. England
is making good progress towards meetings its first Landfill Directive target of 11.2 million tonnes BMW to
landfill in 2009–10.

78 The Waste and Emissions Trading Act 2003 defines municipal waste as (a) waste from households, and (b) other waste that,
because of if its nature or composition, is similar to waste from households.

79 Report on the Landfill Allowances and Trading Scheme (LATS) 2005/06, Version 2 November 2006, the Environment
Agency, available at: http://www.environment-agency.gov.uk/commondata/acrobat/ep427—lats—report06—1517081.pdf
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Landfilling Biodegradable Municipal Waste

8. The proportion of municipal waste being recycled or composted increased to 27.1% in 2005–06. The
proportion of waste incinerated with energy recovery increased slightly to around 10%.

9. There has also been a major increase in recycling and composting of household waste with 11.2%
recycled/composted in 2001–02, 17.8% in 2003–04, 22.5% in 2004–05 and 26.7% in 2005–06 Performance on
recycling and composting of household waste exceeded the targets of 17% and 25% for 2003–04 and 2005–06
respectively. The highest performing authorities are now recycling more than half of the household waste
than they collect in their area.80

10. Variations in recycling and composting between local authorities and regions in England reflect the
historical availability of landfill, demographic diVerences, including the unique problems associated with
trying to encourage recycling either in built-up/urban areas and in sparsely populated rural areas and local
priorities (Government’s strategy to increase recycling, gives local authorities the freedom to set their own
strategies to meet their recycling targets).

Waste Collection

11. In 2005–06 local authorities collected81 an estimated 28.7 million tonnes of municipal waste in
England, of which around 89% came from households. Collection systems vary from area to area, with each
local authority responsible for implementing a system suited to its citizens, infrastructure and geography.
All district and unitary councils are waste collection authorities (WCAs). WCAs must arrange for the
collection of household waste82 and must arrange for the collection of commercial if requested.83 They may
also collect industrial waste if requested.84 They are free to choose how they fulfil their waste collection duties
including the frequency of the collections, the priority, degree of eVort and resources required. WCAs can
specify the number, size, construction and maintenance of receptacles, what can be placed in each, where
and when they are to be placed for collection. They are required to inform recipients of the waste collection
service what the conditions of that service are prior to their introduction.

12. Where WCAs have a general duty to collect waste they shall ensure, except in some circumstances,
that by 31 December 2010 they collect from each household at least two types of recyclable waste together
or individually separated from the rest of the household waste. In 2005–06:

— Around 88% of households in England were served by a doorstep collection of at least two types
of recyclable materials;

— Around 94% of households in England were served by a doorstep collection for at least one
recyclable material—compared to 69% in 2002–03.

The increase in provision of a quality kerbside collection service has undoubtedly made it easier for
households to participate in recycling activity. This has led to a nine-fold increase in the quantity of material
collected at the doorstep since 1997 which in turn has contributed to the increase in England’s household
recycling/composting rates—trebling in the last eight years and nearly quadrupling since 1997.

13. Local authorities are not permitted to charge for collection of household waste (although part of this
is funded through council tax), with some exceptions (for green waste, bulky waste and “side waste”). Local
authorities are entitled to charge other customers for collection of certain waste however, this charge must
be reasonable and cover the cost of collection only. The legislative framework for waste collection is set out
at Annex A.

14. All counties and unitary authorities are waste disposal authorities (WDAs). WDAs also play a small
role in collection, as they are required to provide civic amenity sites where residents can take waste
themselves. Well-managed and suitably located civic amenity sites are another important element of the
system for the separate collection of wastes for reuse, recycling and safe treatment.

15. The decisions that local authorities and other stakeholders take with regard to collection systems are
key to determining which products or materials are re-used or recycled, the quality of the material that is
reprocessed and the revenue gained. Decisions on collection arrangements need to take account of local
circumstances, scope for joint working with neighbouring authorities and third sector organisations, relative
costs and the prevention of fly-tipping and other waste crime. Third sector organisations have been
successful in pioneering systems of kerbside waste collection which can combine high participation rates
with low net costs, the latter achieved by collecting high proportions of good quality recyclate which can

80 Source: Best Value Performance Indicators 2005–06. See http://www.audit-commission.gov.uk/performance/
dataprovision.asp for further information.

81 The Landfill Allowances and Trading Scheme (England) Regulations 2004 define “collected municipal waste” as municipal
waste which comes into the possession or under the control of: (a) a waste disposal authority, or (b) a waste collection
authority within the area of the waste disposal authority, whether or not the waste comes into the possession or under the
control of that authority under or by virtue of the Environmental Protection Act 1990.

82 Environmental Protection Act 1990, c 43 (EPA), section 45 (1a).
83 EPA, section 45 (1b).
84 EPA, section 45 (2).
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command high prices from reprocessors. The Government would like to see third sector organisations
winning a higher share of local authority contract work because of these factors, and because of wider social
benefits which they bring.

16. Recent research into kerbside systems in Scotland, by Remade Scotland,85 reported that the factors
influencing high recovery rates for dry recyclate collections were found to be collection frequency, collection
capacity, number of materials collected, and collection frequency of residual waste. One of the findings of
the report was that dry recyclate schemes operated in conjunction with a fortnightly residual waste collection
produced 65% higher recovery rates than those associated with a weekly residual collection.

17. To continue to divert more waste from landfill, through reduction, reuse and recycling, some local
authorities are lobbying Government for the freedom to introduce recycling incentive schemes. Some are
also introducing rewards for recycling, compulsory recycling schemes and/or changes to their collection
arrangements to influence householder behaviour. These powers would stand alongside others, increasing
the choice of options available to local authorities.

Types of collection

18. As explained at paragraph 11, Collection systems vary , but local authorities typically provide either
wheelie bins or refuse sacks for residual waste. For recyclable waste, authorities oVer wheelie bins, boxes or
bags. Some require householders to separate diVerent recyclables (eg glass, paper, plastics) into diVerent
receptacles. Others operate a “co-mingled” recycling system, whereby householders place all recyclables into
a single container and they are then separated at a materials recycling facility (MRF). Good practice advice
and toolkits to help improve the performance of collection systems are available from the Waste
Information Network86 and from the Waste and Resources Action Programme87 (WRAP).

19. The type of collection can have an impact on the subsequent treatment of the waste, thus it is
important that strategies for the collection and disposal of waste are complementary. For example, green
waste that is collected separately can be treated by composting in the open air (known as windrow
composting) at low cost. But collecting green waste mixed with food waste means that both must be treated
in a sealed environment which will be more expensive. However, the costs and benefits will diVer depending
on local circumstances.

Frequency of collection

20. Many local authorities have altered the frequency of their residual and kerbside collections to
encourage householders to use kerbside recycling schemes and reduce waste arisings. WRAP estimate that
there are around 140 local authorities operating an alternate week collection (AWC) service, which
represents about 40%. of collection authorities. Around one third of all households receive an AWC service,
which usually means that there is a collection each week—one week for recyclables, one week for residual
waste. In some cases recyclables are collected every week. WRAP has carried out more detailed analysis of
AWC. Government considers that it is for authorities and not central government to determine the best way
to manage collection in their area. No authority is being required to introduce AWCs—they need to find
the right solutions for their local circumstances and for the environment and they should do this in
consultation with local residents.

21. Independent, research funded by Defra88 found no evidence of adverse health impacts with alternate
week collections compared to weekly collections. The report concluded that common-sense measures, such
as keeping waste tightly wrapped and bin lids closed, can help to deal with any potential increases in odour,
insects, or other nuisance that could be associated with alternate weekly collections. A literature review was
followed by questions to residents, waste operatives and local authority waste managers in areas with weekly
as well as alternate weekly collections. The survey was carried out in the winter and repeated in the summer
to compare experiences.

22. There is evidence that AWCs can increase recycling rates. Of the 20 local authorities achieving the
highest recycling rates in England, 19 of them have some form of AWC. But it is for local authorities to
decide on the most appropriate local option.

85 http://www.remade.org.uk/documents/reports/Kerbside%20Collection%20-20Factors%20for%20Success—1411202570.pdf
86 http://146.101.137.80/default.aspx
87 http://www.wrap.org.uk/
88 http://www.enviros.com/PDF/Defra%20HIA%20Alternate%20Week%20Collections.pdf
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Limiting collection volume

23. Common practice amongst waste collection authorities is to provide a specified receptacle (eg a
wheeled bin) to the householder and to collect only the waste within the bin. Doing this allows the local
authority to limit the capacity available for residual waste, thereby encouraging reduction of waste arisings
and diversion of recyclable material. It is important in such a system that the bin for residual waste is large
enough to accommodate what is left once a realistic level of recyclates have been separated out by the
householder.

Compulsory recycling

24. Many local authorities are now using compulsory recycling schemes, requiring householders to
separate material into specified containers using powers in section 46 of the Environmental Protection Act
1990. Barnet introduced a Borough-wide scheme in 2005 following a successful pilot in four wards. The
council does not allow residents to put glass, paper or cans in the black wheeled bin for general waste but
provides a black box for these items to be collected separately for recycling. Residents are encouraged to
recycle and those who persistently and deliberately fail to recycle will receive warnings and formal notices.
As a last resort the council may prosecute the most persistent oVenders and the magistrates court can fine
them up to a maximum of £1,000. Compulsory recycling does not apply to flats and those properties that
have shared refuse bins. Money collected from fines is held by the Magistrates’ Court, as the council receives
none of it.

Rewarding recycling

25. Defra carried out a pilot study of local authority household incentives89 in England, backed by £3.1
million in 2005–06. The aim of this study was to evaluate the eVectiveness of a comprehensive range of
incentive schemes in encouraging householders to reduce, recycle and compost their waste.

26. Based on the results from this research Defra concluded that incentives can be a useful tool to
authorities that wish to enhance the performance of their waste collection service. However, they have a
number of considerations to take into account when choosing an incentive to trial. There is no “one size fits
all” ideal solution. Authorities must first and foremost consider the barriers to recycling that it needs to
address, such as: lack of participation; excessive contamination; infrequency of collection service; number
or size of collection receptacles. The best solution may then actually be to introduce a service or
infrastructure change, for example, collect more material types rather than oVering an incentive alone.
Incentives should be seen as a means of maximising the eYciency of waste management infrastructure and
service provision that is already available to householders.

Financial incentives and variable charging

27. Under section 45 of the Environmental Protection Act 1990, local authorities have a statutory duty
to collect household refuse free of charge. Local authorities may impose a charge for the collection of bulky
items that will not fit in the receptacle, items over 25 kilograms in weight, and garden waste.

28. Sir Michael Lyons, in his Inquiry into Local Government, recommended that local authorities be
given the power to charge for household waste collection, provided the schemes are developed in close
consultation with local residents and other stakeholders. The Local Government Association (LGA) has
also called for these powers. The UK is the only EU country to expressly deny local authorities these powers.
It is worth emphasising neither Sir Michael Lyons nor the LGA are proposing that charging for waste
collection increase the net tax burden on householders.

29. The waste strategy consultation found support for the idea of household charging. Those in favour
argued that it would reduce waste and increase recycling rates, which would help tackle climate change (by
diverting waste from landfill) as well as potentially reducing the costs of managing waste. Drawbacks
identified in the consultation were risks of fly-tipping and unfair impacts on poorer households. In this
context, Defra are considering the full range of tools that could encourage producers and consumers to
change their behaviour regarding waste and recycling in general.

Waste Crime

30. The illegal disposal of waste (or fly-tipping) is a problem which aVects local authorities, the
Environment Agency, landowners and the public at large. Not only does it represent a strong pressure on
local authority resources, it also contributes to low levels of local environmental quality and has regularly
appeared in public satisfaction surveys as an important issue for local people.

89 http://www.defra.gov.uk/environment/waste/localauth/encourage.htm
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31. Flycapture, the national fly-tipping database, reports that waste collection authorities in England
dealt with over 1 million fly-tips in 2005–06. This averaged 89,173 incidents per month, costing local
authorities and the Environment Agency almost £50 million in clearance costs alone. Just over 545,000 (or
51%) of the incidents reported to Flycapture were household waste (black bags and other household) and
over half of the costs of clearance was due to clearing fly-tips equal to small van and Transit van loads of
waste. During the first nine months of 2006–07, local authorities reported to Flycapture that they have spent
£20 million on enforcement actions. The Environment Agency also spends about £9.1 million a year from
central government Grant in Aid dealing with enforcement and prosecution of waste crime.

32. This is the first year that local authority performance on fly-tipping will have been monitored against
a best value performance indicator (BV199d). Initial indications are that this indicator has helped to
encourage local authorities to take more preventative and enforcement action to help reduce fly-tipping
levels.

Causes and incentives for illegal waste disposal

33. Defra funded the Jill Dando Institute of Crime Science, part of University College London (UCL),
to carry out a comprehensive research project looking into the causes and incentives for fly-tipping. The
project also resulted in a Good Practice guide for local authorities including tips on preventing waste crime
and fly-tipping.

34. This research concluded that local authority policies and practices can aVect levels of fly-tipping. For
instance, opening hours of, information systems relating to, sites for, rules of, accessibility to and patterns of
charges for civic amenity sites can all be configured in ways which might make fly-tipping by householders,
businesses and waste carriers more likely. The research also found that at a national level there was scope
to diVerentiate the needs of densely populated, relatively poor inner city areas residential areas and the
suburbs in terms of waste collection arrangements.

35. Although continued work is needed to achieve a year-on-year reduction in fly-tipping incidences,
good progress has been made with implementing the Government’s waste crime strategy. This can be seen
by the increase in the numbers of prosecutions for fly-tipping which have increased by 45% between 2003
and 2005 (most recent figures).

Householders

36. Local and central government are keen to change people’s behaviour in terms of waste minimisation
for both the environmental, economic, and sustainable development benefits that this brings. But changing
people’s behaviour can often have unintended eVects. Authorities need to ensure that when incentivising
people to reduce their waste or treat it diVerently they are adequately mitigating risks of increased waste
crime.

37. It would seem sensible that any local authority, when developing, planning and implementing its
collection strategy, should formulate a specific plan to prevent where possible and mitigate the eVects of
increased waste crime or pressure on existing service provision. This strategy should also consider potential
impacts on neighbouring local authorities and the local authority will need to consult and work with any
neighbouring authorities to help prevent possible fly-tipping tourism from happening. They should also
work with and consult other local enforcement agencies like the local police force and fire brigades (many
fly-tips represent fire hazards), and local business and community groups.

Joint working

38. Joint working between local authorities is becoming increasingly important as a means of delivering
quality services to residents and meeting the UK’s Landfill Directive obligations at aVordable cost. For
collection authorities joint working could yield benefits such as: cost eYciencies through joint procurement
for collection contracts; single collection contract across a number of authorities opportunities to share
waste facilities, trucks and staV; and more joined-up services within and across local areas. Joint working
is particularly important in two-tier areas, where responsibilities for waste collection and waste disposal are
split between diVerent authorities.

39. Defra, along with CLG and the Local Government Association, supported the establishment of an
Innovation Forum to look at Joint Working in Waste Management. One of the key barriers to joint working
identified by the Forum is the limited legal basis for joint working arrangements. In response, Government
has proposed new powers in the Local Government and Public Involvement in Health Bill to allow the
creation of joint waste authorities (JWAs) to help those authorities which wish to put joint working on waste
on a statutory basis. Groups of two or more authorities will be able to voluntarily request the creation of a
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JWA to take on one or more waste function, after consultation with residents. It would be for groups of
authorities to propose exactly which functions a JWA should cover and the JWA would be governed by the
democratically elected members of the constituent authorities.

40. Partnership working on waste can take a number of forms and it is recognised that what suits some
authorities won’t suit others.

Local Authority Performance Framework on Waste

41. The performance of local authorities on municipal waste is measured in a number of ways through
a comprehensive performance framework which includes mandatory indicators and targets that contribute
towards national outcomes.

National recycling and recovery targets

42. To help the UK meet its obligations under the Landfill Directive the Government has established
national targets for recovery of municipal waste and recycling/composting of household waste in England.
Table 1 shows the current national recycling and recovery targets for household and municipal waste in
England.

Table 1

ENGLAND NATIONAL RECYCLING AND RECOVERY TARGETS FOR HOUSEHOLD AND
MUNICIPAL WASTE

2010 2015

Household recycling and composting 30% 33%
Municipal waste recovery90 45% 67%

Source: Defra.

43. In its 2006 consultation on the new waste strategy for England, which is to be published soon, the
Government proposed higher targets. Any new targets will be set out in the forthcoming strategy.

Best Value Framework

44. Since 1 April 2000, local authority waste collection services have been subject to the Best Value
duty which seeks to deliver continuous improvements in service provision. Under the Best Value
framework, local authorities must report against a number of waste management indicators and set
themselves a target for each indicator.

45. In addition, to help contribute towards achieving the national target Government set each
authority a statutory performance standard91 for the recycling and composting of household waste in
2003–04, 2005–06 and 2007–08. Where authorities fail to meet their target, we engage with the authority
to determine the reasons for its failure and try to understand the blockages to its progress. 2007–08 will
be the final year of best value performance indicators and targets.

Local Area Agreements

46. A Local Area Agreement (LAA) is a three year agreement between central government and a local
area about the priorities for the local area and how it will meet them. A local area is represented by the
local authority and a local strategic partnership made up of organisations that have a role to play in
delivering outcomes in partnership with the local authority, such as in public health and policing.

47. All LAAs include outcomes and indicators associated with reduction of waste to landfill and an
increase in recycling with baselines and targets recorded against the indicators. The exact outcomes and
indicators included in an LAA depend on what funding local authorities have received. As all authorities
receive a Waste Performance and EYciency Grant the following mandatory outcome and indicators
must be included in all LAAs:

— Outcome—Reduce waste to landfill and increase recycling;

— Indicators—Reduction in the percentage of municipal waste landfilled;
—Increase in the percentage of municipal waste recycled.

48. It is intended for local authorities firstly to establish baseline data for the indicator and then for each
year of the LAA to provide quantifiable improvement data.

90 Recovery includes recycling, composting and energy recovery.
91 The statutory performance standards for local authority household waste recycling and composting are set under Best Value

and performance against them is measured by adding together two Best Value indicators (82 a and b).
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Comprehensive Performance Assessment

49. Under statute the Audit Commission has an inspection role to assess how well Best Value authorities
are fulfilling their duty and so in 2002 the Commission established the Comprehensive Performance
Assessment (CPA). CPA distils a complex set of judgements on local government bodies and the services
that they provide into one simple rating. As part of this broader audit and inspection framework, the
Commission carries out inspections of specific functions or services of Councils—such as environmental
services including waste and street scene. In the current framework for single and upper tier authorities the
Audit Commission use three BVPI waste indicators as part of the environment services assessment: (i & ii)
Recycling and Composting (combined as one indicator) and (iii) waste generated per head. Each indicator
includes a threshold for good and poor performance. CPA has served to raise the profile of waste up the
political agenda.

Future Performance Framework

50 A new national performance management framework for local government will be introduced in
2008. New LAA arrangements will be a major part of this new framework.

51. A new national indicator set comprising approximately 200 indicators will be developed from the new
single set of priorities under development as part of the Comprehensive Spending Review. LAAs will
contain up to 35 targets drawn from the new national indicator set. The Government is currently developing
options for the local authority waste performance indicators which will make up part of the new
performance framework. These indicators will monitor local authorities’ contribution to an overall waste
outcome that leads towards more sustainable management of waste in England. The indicators are likely
to focus on decreasing the amounts of municipal waste produced and landfilled and increasing the amounts
of municipal waste recycled.

Information and Support Programmes

Waste and Resources Action Programme

52. WRAP is a not for profit company created in 2000 as a part of Government’s waste strategies across
the UK. WRAP’s mission is to promote sustainable waste management by working to create stable and
eYcient markets for recycled materials and products and removing the barriers to waste minimisation, re-
use and recycling. WRAP is jointly funded by Defra and the Devolved Administrations.

53. Since its creation, WRAP is having a positive impact in improving the prospects for recycling through
a variety of ways: capital grants, research and development, business advice and development and training.
WRAP works with the private sector, local authorities and the community sector.

54. WRAP’s programme oVers local authorities practical and expert support so that they can deliver high
quality recycling services, and waste minimisation, in a locally appropriate and cost eVective way. A
significant element is to focus on supporting councils who have a challenge in meeting the Government’s
statutory minimum recycling targets. Another feature of this programme is increasing waste diversion
through home composting.

55. WRAP also oVers an advisory service to local authorities on recycling and organics (ROTATE)
which provides technical advice and training for local authorities looking to implement and improve
collection systems for recyclable materials and organic wastes. A key aim is to optimise the management
of organic wastes through the appropriate mix of home composting, kerbside collection and use of civic
amenity sites.

56. WRAP is also working on behavioural change campaigns. Their aim is to change the public’s
behaviour on recycling issues through national advertisements and public relations campaign ie Recycle
Now. WRAP provides funding support for local authorities to boost recycling participation in their areas.

Waste Implementation Programme

57. The Waste Implementation Programme (WIP) was set up in June 2003 to help Local Authorities meet
their obligations to divert biodegradable municipal waste from landfill under the EU Landfill Directive.
WIP has provided this support through a number of programmes three of which are funded by WIP but
delivered by WRAP on our behalf: Minimisation (eg Courtauld Agreement, and Home Composting),
Kerbside collection (Recycling), and Public Awareness raising (through the Recycle Now Campaign, and
support for local authority campaigns).

58. The Waste Implementation Programme has undertaken a number of projects to help local authorities
reach their statutory recycling targets, by providing best practice, guidance and toolkits in waste
management. One of its tasks has been to significantly expand and improve the performance of collection
systems for dry recyclables and organic wastes, with a particular focus on kerbside collections.

59. The remainder of the WIP Programme has provided of additional support through:
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— New Technologies Programme—which aims to introduce and test in an England environment
technologies that are proven abroad but not currently in use in the UK.

— The Waste Infrastructure Delivery Programme which aims to accelerate the delivery of Waste
Management Infrastructure—in particular in respect of residual waste (ie material that cannot
sensibly be recycled). The programme has also undertaken the challenging task of identifying and
monitoring the waste infrastructure capacity gap which will help to ensure that (with other drivers
such as LATS, joint working, and the eYciency agenda) the total cost of delivery of the Landfill
Directive is not excessive.

— Funding for the Defra Waste Research team which presents additional evidence that provides for
sound evidence based decisions.

— The development of a Waste Data Strategy and its Waste Data Hub which draws together in one
area waste related data which provides information for improved evidenced based decisions.

“Cleaner Safer Greener”

60. Supporting performance improvement practice is a key aim of the CSGC programme which it
provides through the “How to” innovation and best practice programme. Launched in 2005, “How to” uses
a range of approaches including: producing guides and events to promote the eVective take-up by
practitioners of new and existing powers, and spreading awareness about successful approaches to building
eVective partnerships across public, private and the voluntary and community sectors.

61. The “How to” guides covering town centres and residential areas include sections advocating
approaches to improve management of commercial and domestic waste. The guides highlight statutory
requirements under the Environmental Protection Act 1990, key messages on minimising waste and how to
manage its collection with other advice and resources sign-posted. The guides also stress the importance of
the eVective interaction between waste collection and other services for example street cleansing. Updated
versions of the “How to” guides are scheduled to be published in May 2007.

Planning for Waste Management Infrastructure

62. In her review of planning, Kate Barker highlighted that although the development control statistics
published by Communities and Local Government indicate that some 90% of waste applications are granted
(higher than example for housing), “there is some anecdotal evidence that a number of applications for
waste disposal or recovery do not come forward at all”. She said it was not possible to be clear about the
reasons for this, “but factors such as failure of the planning system to bring forward suitable sites, local
communities’ concerns about the possible health implications of waste schemes, and insuYcient thought on
the part of developers regarding how to engage positively with the planning system may all play a part.”

63. The way new facilities for waste management are planned and delivered through the planning system
was considered by the Cabinet OYce Strategy Unit in their 2002 report Waste not, Want not. This
recommended that planning policy be revised as a matter of priority. The new Planning Policy Statement
10 (PPS10) Planning for Sustainable Waste Management reflects the areas of concern highlighted by the
Strategy Unit and was published as part of a wider package of reforms to waste policy delivered with Defra
in July 2005.

64. PPS10 emphasises the need for integration of waste planning with other spatial concerns (for example
growth area strategies), regionally and locally, and with the municipal waste management strategies
developed by waste disposal authorities. It looks for greater eVort in local planning to identify appropriate
sites and locations for waste management facilities and an appraisal process which focuses on moving waste
management up the waste hierarchy.

65. PPS10 also emphasises that good design and layout in new development can help secure
opportunities for sustainable waste management, including for kerbside collection and community
recycling as well as for larger waste facilities. Planning policy therefore expects planning authorities to
ensure that new development makes suYcient provision for waste management and promote designs and
layouts that secure the integration of waste management facilities without adverse impact on the street scene
or, in less developed areas, the local landscape.

66. The Manual for Streets, which has been recently published by the Department for Transport and
Communities and Local Government, provides practical guidance on how to design into new residential
streets litter bins and waste collection systems.

Waste Funding

67. Costs for local authorities of municipal waste collection and disposal are rising steadily due to
increased waste arisings, the need to fund the infrastructure to divert waste from landfill, more sophisticated
methods of waste collection and increases in the landfill tax. Local authorities revenue expenditure is
funded through:
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— Centrally allocated funding (roughly three quarters)—includes formula grant (Revenue Support
Grant (RSG) and redistributed National Non-Domestic Rates) and specific grants;

— Locally raised funding (the remaining quarter)—includes council tax and charges.

68. Most non-schools funding local authorities receive is not hypothecated to a particular service. Local
authorities are responsible for determining how much should be allocated to diVerent services, and it is not
therefore possible to say how much grant has been provided for collection of household waste, or any other
particular service.

69. The distribution of formula grant between authorities is based on its responsibilities and will largely
depend on its socio-economic and demographic characteristics, together with the number of band-D
equivalent properties within its area. Over the last few years, the Government has guaranteed every
authority at least a minimum percentage year on year increase on a like for like basis (the “floor”). The
increase in overall Government grant since 1997–98 including specific grants on a like for like basis, is
£28.394 billion. This is an increase of 39% in real terms.

70. Commercial and industrial waste collected by local authorities is funded through a reasonable charge
for the service.

71. Local authorities report budgeted and outturn expenditure onwaste collection in the returns sent to
Communities and Local Government. For 2005–06, the latest year for which outturn information is
available, local authorities reported expenditure of £1.068 billion.

72. The Government are considering the pressures on local authorities, including those in the area of
waste management, and the ways to manage them in the context of the Comprehensive Spending Review
2007. This work has included:

— a Joint Review of Waste Funding involving Defra, DCLG and HMT with input from the LGA;

— a Treasury review of the impact of past spending and reforms;

— a Treasury review of the long-term challenges likely to face the UK in future, and how public
services/spending should respond (now published); and

— an EYciency Review to embed and extend eYciency and value for money into departments’ long-
term planning.

— a series of issue-focussed oYcial level seminars with local government, which included waste.

73. Government has provided substantial extra funding and support for waste management to local
authorities in recent years. The Waste Minimisation and Recycling Fund provided funding totalling £249
million over the three years to 2005–06 for specific projects to expand recycling operations. Its successor,
the Waste Performance and EYciency Grant, ran in parallel for the first year and provided a further £260
million over the three years to 2007–08. Of this, £255 million was unringfenced and the remaining £5 million
was used to help local authorities pilot incentive schemes to encourage householder recycling in 2005–06.

74. Through the Private Finance Initiative (PFI), credits worth £355 million were made available over
the three years to 2005–06 as an extra source of funding, with a further £535 million available in 2006–07 and
2007–08. As well as helping to meet and exceed Government waste targets, PFI schemes encourage greater
partnership working between authorities, more integrated waste management solutions and the benefits of
economies of scale that flow from this and a more strategic approach to planning and procurement. Recently
approved PFI projects have consistently looked to deliver long term recycling and composting targets above
current national targets and often in excess of 50%.

75. Alongside the additional funding, Defra provides increased support to local authorities through a
number of organisations oVering both advice and funding. The Waste Implementation Programme (WIP)
devoted more than £150 million over the three years to 2005–06 to strategic measures helping authorities
to divert waste from landfill and continues to provide support and advice to help drive waste management
solutions up the waste hierarchy. This has included a Local Authority Support Unit aimed specifically at
assisting local authorities to reach their targets and manage waste in a more sustainable fashion. The Unit
has provided help, where appropriate, in the form of best practice guidance, practical support and up to
£20k worth of direct consultancy advice to each local authority in England.

76. On a national basis further support is provided through WRAP, a not-for-profit company supported
by funding from Defra, the Department for Trade and Industry and the devolved administrations of
Scotland, Wales and Northern Ireland. It is working to promote sustainable waste management by creating
stable and eYcient markets for recycled materials and products. They also run the Recycling and Organics
Technical Advisory Team (ROTATE) which is available to all local authorities in England to provide
support and advice on the separate collection of dry recyclables and organic wastes.

Landfill Tax

77. The landfill tax increases the price of waste sent to landfill, encouraging diversion of waste from
landfill to more sustainable ways of managing waste. The standard rate of landfill tax applying to active
wastes, currently £24 per tonne, has been increased by £3 per tonne in each of the last three years as part of
the Government’s aim (announced in 2002) of reaching a rate of at least £35 per tonne.
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78. In the Budget this year Government announced that from 1 April 2008 and until at least 2010–11,
the standard rate of landfill tax will increase by £8 per tonne each year. The lower rate applying to inactive
waste will also increase from £2 to £2.50 per tonne from 1 April 2008.

79. Increases in the landfill tax escalator have been kept revenue neutral to local government, since
increases in the tax take from local government have been oVset by increases in the Revenue Support Grant.
Since the extra funding has been put into the RSG it is revenue neutral to local government as a whole, not to
individual authorities, so there remains a financial incentive for individual authorities to divert from landfill.

80. The Government also committed to introducing the Landfill tax escalator in a way that is revenue
neutral to business as a whole. In line with this commitment, the Spending Review 2004 announced that the
additional revenues would be used to fund programmes to support business in improving its resource
eYciency and minimising its waste. The £284 million funding has been distributed over three years from
April 2005 to March 2008. Working with DTI, HMT and business stakeholders, Defra identified a package
of resource eYciency expenditure measures which make up the Business Resource EYciency and Waste
(BREW) Programme. BREW is funding a range of organisations including Envirowise, WRAP and the
National Industrial Symbiosis Programme (NISP).

Recycling Credits Scheme

81. WDAs are funded to manage the treatment and disposal of all household waste in their area. A saving
is therefore generated when a WCA collects and recycles household waste rather than passing it to the WDA
for treatment. The recycling credits scheme requires WDAs to make payments to WCAs that reflect these
savings. These payments help to oVset the extra cost of recycling for WCAs.

Annex A

LEGISLATIVE FRAMEWORK FOR WASTE COLLECTION

Environmental Protection Act 1990

Section 45 of the Environmental Protection Act 1990 places a duty on local authorities designated as
waste collection authorities (WCAs), district and unitary authorities, to collect:

— household waste, except where the waste is so isolated or inaccessible that the cost of collection
would be unreasonably high, and the local authority is satisfied that adequate arrangements for
its disposal have been made by the holder of the waste;

— commercial waste, where requested to do so; and

— industrial waste, where requested to do so and the waste disposal authority for the area gives its
consent.

Section 45 also specifies that WCAs may not charge for the collection of household waste, except for
exceptions specified in the Controlled Waste Regulations 1992, and allows WCAs to make a reasonable
charge to producers of commercial and industrial waste for collection.

Section 46 of the Act gives WCAs the power to specify by notice the type and kind of receptacles into
which waste is to be placed.

Section 48 of the Act requires WCAs to deliver waste collected to the waste disposal authority (WDA)
for the area unless it is retained for recycling.

Section 51 of the Act requires WDAs to dispose of controlled wastes collected in their area and to provide
sites to which residents may take household waste (commonly called civic amenity sites or household waste
recycling centres).

Section 52 of the Act sets out the recycling credits scheme, which requires WDAs to make payments to
WCAs representing the savings made through not having to dispose of waste which the WCA has recycled.
A similar power, not a duty, is available for both WDAs and WCAs to make payments to third parties.

Clean Neighbourhoods and Environment Act 2005

The Clean Neighbourhoods and Environment Act 2005 amended sections 46 of the Environmental
Protection Act 1990 to give local authorities the power to issue fixed penalty notices of up to £100 to those
who breach section 46 notices as an alternative to prosecution under section 46(6). A section 46 notice can
and usually does take the form of a leaflet delivered to each household. A section 46 notice must be issued
to all recipients before the conditions come into eVect. This means a new s46 notice must be issued each time
the local authority wants to change the way it collects household waste.
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Controlled Waste Regulations 1992

The Controlled Waste Regulations 1992 define waste to be treated as household waste where it may not
be obvious that waste from those sources should be considered as household waste. It includes:

— waste from places of religious worship;

— premises occupied by a charity and used mainly for charitable purposes;

— waste from any land belonging to or used in connection with domestic property, a caravan or a
residential home;

— waste from a private garage which either has a floor area of 25 square metres or less or is used
wholly or mainly for the accommodation of a private motor vehicle;

— waste from a private storage premises used wholly or mainly for the storage of articles of
domestic use;

— waste from a moored vessel used wholly for the purposes of living accommodation;

— waste from a camp site;

— waste from a prison or other penal institution;

— waste from a hall or other premises used wholly or mainly for public meetings;

— waste from a royal palace; and

— waste arising from the discharge of the local authority’s duty under section 89(2), namely keeping
roads clean.

The Regulations also define the types of household waste for which a charge can be made, these include:

— any article which exceeds 25kg in weight;

— any article of waste that does not fit or cannot be fitted into a receptacle for household waste
provided in accordance with section 46; or where no such receptacle is provided, a cylindrical
container 750 millimetres in diameter and 1 metre in length;

— garden waste;

— waste from a residential hostel, home or from premises forming part of a university, school or
other educational establishment or forming part or a hospital or nursing home;

— waste from a camp site;

— dead domestic pets

— waste from premises occupied by a charity and used for charitable purposes;

— clinical waste from domestic property, caravan or moored vessel used wholly for living
accommodation;

— any substance or articles which, by virtue of a notice served by a collection authority under section
46, the occupier of the premises may not put into a receptacle for household waste provided in
accordance with that section.

Household Waste Recycling Act 2003

The Household Waste Recycling Act 2003 provides that where English WCAs have a general duty to
collect waste they shall ensure, except in some circumstances, that by 31 December 2010 they collect at least
two types of recyclable waste together or individually separated from the rest of the household waste. The
circumstances in which they would not have to comply would be where the cost of doing so was
unreasonably high or where comparable alternative arrangements are available. The Secretary of State may
also make a direction that the duty shall not apply to a waste collection authority until a later date, which
must be before 31 December 2015.

Waste and Emissions Trading Act 2003

The Waste and Emissions Trading Act 2003 sets out the basis of the Landfill Allowance Trading Scheme
and place a duty on local authorities to produce joint municipal waste management strategies in two-tier
areas.
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Memorandum by PM Group Ltd (RC 48)

Summary

As the international market leader for on-board vehicle weighing systems, PM Group Ltd is pleased to
have the opportunity to give evidence to this inquiry.

The key messages that we want to put before the Committee are:

— For the necessary sea change in public attitude there needs to be a shift to the “polluter pays”
approach—which means direct, variable charging.

— The fairest way of directly charging for waste collection is through its weight, as the system ensures
that households only pay for the waste that they produce.

— Waste has been reduced by up to 40% in other European countries applying variable charging,
while recycled waste has increased by up to 90%.

— Households are able to manage their own costs, and many will be able to save money.

— Detailed analysis of the data can be utilised to plan more eYcient collection routes.

— Data capture would provide information on the origins of commercial waste as well as helping to
reduce the amount of illegal collection and dumping.

— Capital costs associated with charge-by-weight schemes can be recouped after seven years.

— Authorities need to demonstrate in a very transparent way that the cost of refuse collection is
removed from the Council Tax under a pay-by-weight system.

— Fly tipping is not likely to rise significantly over the medium term.

— Large or low income households could be oVered rebates or local tax adjustments.

— Education as well as kerbside and community recycling facilities need to be provided.

— Local authorities should be given the option of introducing variable charging.

1. PM Group Ltd

1.1 PM Group Ltd, founded in 1985, has established itself as the international market leader for on-
board vehicle weighing systems and associated software which can be used as the basis for charging for waste
collection, and can assist local authorities and private operators to reduce waste and increase recycling.

1.2 Our systems are in use in the UK, Ireland, Belgium, Germany and other European countries.

2. Change of Behaviour Needed

2.1 A significant shift in public behaviour is needed to create an environment where individuals
understand the personal implications of waste creation.

2.2 With councils currently required to provide collection services free at the point of consumption,
households have no direct economic incentive to recycle or reduce waste, so only the environmentally aware
minority are likely to do this on a regular basis.

2.3 In its report on The Future of Waste Management (May 2003), The House of Commons Environment,
Food and Rural AVairs Select Committee commented “The cost to the householder is the same no matter
how much waste they throw away or recycle, so there is little incentive for individuals to try to reduce the
amount of waste they produce.”

2.4 For the necessary sea change in attitude and performance to come about there needs to be a shift to
the “polluter pays” approach—which means direct, variable charging.

3. The Mechanics of Weighing Waste

3.1 Although there are several ways of directly charging for waste collection, by far the fairest means of
doing so is through its weight, as the system ensures that households only pay for the waste that they
produce.

3.2 Weighing systems work with existing or new wheelie bins being equipped with a microchip that has
a unique identification number. No customer information is held on the chip. Customer details are either
held on a secure local authority computer, or another system if this service is sub-contracted.

3.3 Only when the weight information and identification number is communicated from the truck to the
computer is the information on the home address known—thus ensuring customer confidentiality.

3.4 The bin is weighed as it is lifted with waste, and then again on the descent without waste so that the
net waste weight is registered without slowing the collection process.
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3.5 The vehicle stores the information and, after the collection round, it sends the information to a central
computer which analyses the gathered data and sends individual, periodic invoices to the customer, who
then pays according to the amount of waste collected.

4. Benefits of Variable Charging

Waste reduction

4.1 In many European countries where pay by weight is established, up to 40% reductions in waste
creation have been seen—reducing the average amount of waste to 150kg per inhabitant, which compares
very favourably to the UK average of around 400kg.

4.2 The reduction in the overall quantity of waste produced should in time apply all the way up the refuse
chain, as consumers will not take home unnecessary packaging, and will demand action from retailers and
manufacturers.

Examples

4.3 In County Monaghan, Ireland, a bin charge system saw waste to landfill reduced by 30%-40%. These
kind of results led the Government to roll out “Pay as you Throw” nationwide.

4.4 Garmisch-Partenkirchen in Germany have seen waste disposal amounts reduce by 40% from 1995,
while recycling has increased by 90%.

4.5 In one Isle of Man authority the amount of waste put out for collection was down by 30% within just
a month of variable charging coming in.

Recycling

4.6 Financial incentives to recycle can be introduced through separate bin collections which are charged
at a lower rate or through a credit scheme for the recycled amount. Where direct charging operates, this has
led to increases in recycling of up to 90%.

Examples

4.7 In County Monaghan, Ireland, around half of the 30%–40% drop in total waste can be accounted for
by increased recycling levels.

4.8 During trials between June and December 2001 in Brent and Lambeth, where cash incentives were
oVered to engage in kerbside recycling, the amount collected rose to 31%.

Incentive schemes

4.9 Under the constraints of current legislation banning direct charging, the Government has
communicated the importance of local authorities using technology to incentivise households to reduce their
waste and recycle and compost more. To be eVective waste has to be weighed to determine the behaviour
of individual households.

4.10 Specific options for schemes could include:

— Cash rewards or council tax rebates.

— Prize draws for households.

— Vouchers for local amenities such as parking, leisure centres, public transport or restaurants.

— Community rewards (ie environmental/regeneration projects).

— Charitable donations—with households oVered a choice of recipient.

4.11 Incentive could be linked to overall waste reduction and/or to increases in specific forms of
recycling.

4.12 Councils could send updates to individual households about their behaviour together with any
rewards gained. This would include notice of added benefits that could come as a result of further reductions
in waste creation or increased recycling levels. Their personal record would also be available for them to
access on-line.

4.13 For incentive schemes to work eVectively, it would be important that councils also spell out how the
scheme has reduced waste and boosted recycling so that householders are able to appreciate their
contribution.
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Taxpayer value for money

4.14 Currently, the annual household bill for the collection of household waste, paid as part of Council
Tax, is usually around £60–£90. However, with landfill charges rising by £8 per tonne per annum and the
likelihood of heavy fines being paid unless the amount of waste sent to landfill is reduced, charges for waste
collection will increase, pushing up Council Tax.

4.15 If nothing is done, people will end up paying through higher council taxes for the behaviour of others
who take no action to minimise their non-recyclable rubbish.

4.16 By de-coupling waste collection from council tax, a strain will be removed on council tax, the public
will become aware of the full value of the waste management service being provided, and an incentive will
be provided for households to alter their behaviour and reduce the amount of waste put out for disposal.

4.17 Shifting to a “polluter pays” approach enables households to manage their own costs, and evidence
from elsewhere in Europe shows that many will be able to save money.

4.18 By using currently available technology to charge by weight, local authorities can also improve their
eYciency and reduce costs whilst generating valuable data to provide central government with assistance in
planning overall waste management strategy.

Examples

4.19 A Danish study in 1996 investigated 10 regions, two which had introduced weight-based systems.
On average, in one of these, Bogense residents paid £123.31 less a year for the collection and disposal of their
waste than in non-weight based areas.

4.20 In County Monaghan, Ireland, before pay by weight was introduced in January 2003, the average
annual waste to landfill was approximately 1.25 tonnes per household. This is now 770kg, ensuring
households are generally paying the same or less (an average of ƒ270 (£181) a year) than they did several
years ago when under the fixed rate, even though landfill costs have doubled in a short space of time.

EYciency gains

4.21 Whether or not a waste weighing scheme is linked to direct charging or an incentive scheme, a major
advantage of using the system is the eYciency gains that can be achieved.

4.22 There is currently no profiling of waste production and collection by street or area. Refuse collection
vehicles only know how much waste they are carrying when they are weighed at the disposal point.

4.23 With on-board weighing systems, vehicle operators are able to measure the weight of waste being
collected, carried and delivered by their vehicles so that the vehicles are consistently loaded to the permitted
maximum without being overloaded or, indeed, being underused.

4.24 Detailed analysis of the data can be utilised to plan more eYcient collection routes, while missed
collections can also be more easily identified.

Examples

4.25 Koerich and Kopstal in Luxembourg saw collection times reduced by 30% over two years.

4.26 Dublin based Dun Laoghaire-Rathdown Council has reduced the number of routes necessary to
serve its 65,000 households by almost a half, from 20 to 11, while manning levels have been reduced from
five to three men per vehicle—doubling productivity.

4.27 As the system can identify and monitor recycled materials and show seasonal changes in waste
disposal, customers are able to be advised on the best methods for managing waste, increasing recycling and
cutting down on their waste disposal.

4.28 Together, these eYciency gains and incentives to recycle will lower both the cost to the authority of
waste management and also to the economically and socially aware individual.

Commercial waste activity

4.29 Close to 10% of trade waste is being collected illegally (c2.6 million tonnes). As data capture would
provide information on the origins of waste, as well as helping reduce the amount of illegal collection, the
Environment Agency will know where to concentrate their limited resources to tackle this.

4.30 By obliging companies to include weighing equipment on their trucks, information can be collated
at various points of a collection round. This will allow drivers to be monitored.

4.31 Currently, some drivers will oVer to illegally pick up and dispose of industrial waste for a set fee—
with or without the knowledge of their employer. As weighing waste provides regular comparative
information, it can ensure that waste is not being collected at an unscheduled stop, and that it is not being
deposited illegally.
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4.32 The initial costs of installing weighing equipment is also likely to discourage unscrupulous
individuals from entering the market, and companies not complying with new regulations on installing
weighing equipment are not likely to be oVered contracts from the major players in the industry to collect
and dispose of construction and demolition waste.

5. Cost of Weight Weighing Schemes

5.1 Each bin chip costs around £1.20 to buy and install, while the fitting of the weighing equipment to
vehicles and IT support costs approximately £15,000 per vehicle.

5.2 Other costs include account database modules to store and retrieve customer account details, bin
database modules for bin allocation, route compilation and manager module for the creation and
management of vehicle route information, and training for operators and drivers. The total cost of the
software is around £6,000.

5.3 An estimated total cost for a fleet size of 20 vehicles, servicing 280,000 people, might be £350,000.

5.4 Savings on disposal costs and the greater eYciencies that result (see below) produce a saving which
more than compensates for the set up costs per vehicle. Overall the capital costs should be recouped after
seven years.

5.5 Financial assistance or incentives linked to performance could be given to local authorities which
install a weighing system. In Belgium, Holland and Germany grants have been given to authorities by
government to help pay for the implementation of kerbside weighing and identification.

5.6 A review in The Netherlands on weighing waste concluded that there appeared to be complete
recovery of costs.

5.7 As the “Waste Not, Want Not” report indicates, in a scheme performing moderately well, the net
costs for conservatively costed variable schemes are in the order of £4.07–£6.67 per year per household.

5.8 However, using diVerent assumptions concerning the responses of households (based on experiences
elsewhere in Europe), the Strategy Unit report stresses that the net costs could fall to below zero—as has
been proven where direct charging schemes operate.

6. Charging Options

6.1 The recovery of waste management costs through direct fees, as opposed to through the Council Tax
and central taxation, frees authorities to tailor prices to suit their own needs.

6.2 The balance between the variable element of a collection charge and a fixed element is important as
a means of ensuring that incentives are eVective, costs are recovered and the charge is fair on households.

6.3 According to one survey of local authority oYcers and politicians, the majority questioned thought
that the variable rate should be significantly higher than the fixed rate (citing a ratio of 80%–20% or
70%–30%) to ensure a maximum incentive eVect.

6.4 One option to allow billing systems to be established and to acclimatise residents is to operate a fixed
fee system for the first two years of a direct variable charging scheme, before moving to variable weighing.

7. Negating Potential Problems

Double taxation

7.1 It is important that authorities demonstrate in a very transparent way that the cost of refuse collection
is removed from the Council Tax under a pay-by-weight system, and that this is not a hidden way of
increasing the Council’s overall revenue.

7.2 Charge by weight is fairer than general taxation as it means, for example, that an elderly couple with
minimal waste will not have to pay as much as a large family. It also means that the environmentally
conscious are not paying through the council tax for those who refuse to recycle or seek to reduce their waste.

7.3 There is also an important democratic principle, which is that it enables voters to judge if the service
represents value for money.

Fly tipping and transferral of waste

7.4 Evidence from the Continent suggests that although fly tipping may increase in the short term after
the introduction of charging, after six months when the schemes were bedded down and individuals had
become used to the options available to them, tipping normalises.

7.5 When charges for waste were introduced in Ghent, Belgium, although there was an initial 5% increase
in fly tipping, after four years tipping levels started to fall. Strict police regulations and the availability of
“bring sites” have helped reduce the amount of illegal tipping.
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7.6 There is also concern that unscrupulous individuals may seek to transfer their refuse to other
households in order to reduce or avoid payments. If complaints are made about waste transfer, long-term
data capture through the bin weigh system can analyse the likelihood of any transfer, and who might be
responsible, through looking at neighbouring households with frequent over-loaded bins.

7.7 Bin locks can also be fitted to prevent third-party filling, such as in the Isle of Man. Here, all bins have
keys for opening when free-standing. The locks on the domestic and plastic commercial bins automatically
unlock through gravity when the bins are being emptied.

Large households/low incomes

7.8 There is a concern that variable charging schemes will have the largest financial impact on the socially
disadvantaged, or those with a low income and a high number of individuals in their households.

7.9 To address this, those aVected could be oVered rebates or adjustments in local taxes to compensate
them, or, as with energy bills, the adjustments could be made through the social welfare system.

7.10 For instance, in certain local authorities of Ireland, a waiver system exists whereby disadvantaged
householders (eg elderly or unemployed citizens) have their annual collection fee paid for or subsidised.

Communal residential areas

7.11 In some Irish authorities multi-occupancy units and community bins are dealt with through share
initiatives, where waste charges are calculated by weight and shared by various calculated methods between
the occupants and invoiced individually or as a management charge.

Public reaction

7.12 In a Brook Lyndhurst/MORI survey (2001), interviewees were asked whether they agreed that
people need a financial incentive to make them create less rubbish and recycle more. 52% agreed with the
statement, while only 26% disagreed.

7.13 Such surveys highlight that the public understands the benefit of variable charging.

7.14 However, to ensure eVective implementation, it will be important to engage with the public and
provide any information that they may need to make the process easier for them.

7.15 Kerbside and community recycling facilities also need to be put in place that makes it easier for
households and businesses to be waste conscious.

7.16 It will be easier and more appropriate for some local authorities to introduce variable charging than
others. For example, those areas with less transient populations will find it less complicated. Given this, the
Government should allow authorities the option of whether to introduce variable charging rather than make
it compulsory.

May 2007

Memorandum by the Collect Refuse in Oxford Weekly Campaign (RC 49)

This report has been compiled from evidence obtained by Collect Refuse in Oxford Weekly (CROW)
Campaign.

CROW was established by Dr Annie Skinner and Mr Eric Murray in January 2007 in response to the
introduction of Alternate Weekly Collections (AWCs) of household waste in Oxford City.

Oxford City has a mixed population and a variety of housing and housing needs, plus a high student
population. Additionally there is an active tourist industry.

The city has been divided into three areas and the scheme has been introduced in three phases: November
2006, February 2007 and April 2007. Therefore the last phase has had little time to evaluate the scheme. The
scheme has worked in some parts of the city. Yet there are areas where the system is clearly not working and
causing problems for residents. Equally there are areas where people are managing with the new
arrangements but it is causing diYculties.

Our report is based on observations from a variety of sources including: emails, letters, residents’
associations, telephone calls, conversations with residents, media coverage and government, council and
other reports.

Further information and pictorial evidence can be obtained from our website www.crow.uk.com/
index.html



3727751049 Page Type [E] 09-10-07 12:02:52 Pag Table: COENEW PPSysB Unit: PAG1

Ev 194 Communities and Local Government Committee: Evidence

Introduction

Since we were established in January 2007 we have collected a dossier of visual and anecdotal evidence
from across the city from members of the public who have contacted us. Some of the situations and concerns
identified in this report can equally be attributed to other areas of the country. The complaints range from
the introduction of a complex method of collection without adequate public consultation, the diYculties of
recycling in particular circumstances, inadequate refuse space, contempt towards residents by the council
and councillors and ridiculous advice by council oYcers. But by far the biggest concern was the threat to
public health arising from the system introduced.

These concerns are summarised below. We have used photographs to illustrate the problems where
appropriate.*

Public Health

1. Research

There is concern that the recent DEFRA report (Waste Implementation Programme Wycombe District
Council Health, Impact Assessment of Alternate Week Waste Collections of Biodegradable Waste:
Cranfield University and Enviros Consulting Limited, March 2007), is being used as the blueprint for more
councils to justify and introduce the AWCs. This report claims that fortnightly household waste collections
are not harmful to public health providing that waste is wrapped and placed in awheelie bin that is closed.
Yet no research has been carried out to look into the health eVects of the thousands of rubbish sacks on
our streets.

The Oxford situation is as follows:

— Oxford has at least 4,500 households who cannot have wheelie bins; this means that each week
there are at least 9,000 authorised rubbish sacks in our gardens or streets every week and every
fortnight there are 18,000 in addition to side waste.Photograph 1 illustrates an example of a street
that cannot have wheelie bins.

— In some areas there is a consolidation of these properties. This is shown in photograph 2.

— These sacks are full of household waste—which includes food waste, nappies, incontinence and
sanitary products.

— Sometimes the bags split open and rubbish spills onto the street as demonstrated in photograph 3.

— The bags cause an obstruction to the public, particularly for elderly and disabled people and
parents with small children. On occasions some have leaked fetid liquid onto the street.

— The rubbish gives oV a disgusting smell that many have to pass daily for access to shops, buses and
to get to work.

— Refuse sacks are piling up in the city for days that are ignored by our council shown in
photograph 4.

— Wheelie bin space is inadequate for many households in the city and there is side waste that will
remain uncollected once enforcement is imposed. A typical example is shown in photograph 5.

— There are a large amount of houses of multiple occupation in particular areas of the city. These
properties tend to have problems with refuse collection as illustrated in photograph 6. Sometimes
up to twenty rubbish sacks are used in a fortnight.

— In view of the lack of research on the health impact on residents of uncollected side waste and
refuse sacks are these situations compromising public health?

2. Specialist and experts in the field

The World Health Organization (WHO), The Waste and Resources Action Programme (WRAP),
Professor Pennington, Pest Control Technicians Association and DEFRA scientists have all made
contributions to the debate. For example the WHO advise weekly collections in temperate climates,
Professor Pennington suggests that if wheelie bins are left open this will attract rats, the Pest Control
Technicians Rodent Report in 2007 lists AWCs and food composting as a contributory factor for the increase
in the rat population and DEFRA scientists advised that AWCs were a potential health risk in 2006.

— Why is the advice from these agencies being ignored?

— There seems to be conflicting advice on the use of food composters which is promoted by our
council and other agencies. Have the health eVects of food composting been researched?

* Photographs not printed
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3. Restricting containers for rubbish and enforcement

Given that the underpinning theory is to restrict waste space for households to force more recycling the
following should be addressed:

(i) Is there hard empirical evidence that weekly household waste collections will undermine the
commitment to recycling?

(ii) Recycling rates will increase as there are more facilities for recycling.

(iii) DiVerent houses have diVerent facilities, diVerent families have diVerent needs and diVerent
neighbourhoods have diVerent needs:

(a) Families

Families have diVerent needs:

— Some will use disposable nappies.

— Some may have several menstruating women.

— Residents may need to use incontinence products.

— Some households will have big families.

— There may combinations of these situations and in some cases all the above may apply.

— The bins do not have enough space for some households evident in the example shown in
photograph 7.

(b) Households

— Terraced houses may not have side entrances or front gardens.

— Back gardens are small so storing household waste is too much for a fortnight.

— Some houses have no back garden so waste has to be stored in the house.

— Residents with cars are already taking rubbish to the dump.

— Holidays—if a holiday does not synchronise with a fortnightly collection household waste could
be hanging around in the house, garden or street for up to a month—One resident was told to store
his waste in the freezer as he missed the collection as he was away on holiday.

(c) Neighbourhoods

— Urban areas have high density populations.

— In urban areas consolidation of small terrace houses with limited facilities.

— There is a consolidation of houses with no front gardens therefore there is a collective build up of
fortnightly household waste that magnifies the problem already illustrated in photograph 2 and
further so in photograph 8.

— Transitory communities—WRAP have advised that some areas such as university cities will have
a concentration of students who have short stays in the town and have less commitment to the
scheme.

4. Pest control

Oxford City Council claims that rat sightings are down. This needs to be contextualised.

— Residents have complained to us that they have had vermin in their homes and gardens within
weeks of the system being introduced.

— Households are using private companies for pest control as they attend faster than local authorities
(three weeks wait in Oxford).

— Residents will treat their own rat problem.

— Therefore statistics on rat increases are skewed.

Summary

1. In Oxford City (as will be the case elsewhere in the country) there are high levels of houses of multiple
occupation in some areas. In households where several adults occupy a property but live separately (not in
flats) more rubbish will be generated.

2. DiVerent houses have diVerent facilities, diVerent families have diVerent needs and diVerent
neighbourhoods have diVerent needs. Councils cannot be prescriptive in this.



3727751049 Page Type [E] 09-10-07 12:02:52 Pag Table: COENEW PPSysB Unit: PAG1

Ev 196 Communities and Local Government Committee: Evidence

3. If rubbish is uncollected because of enforcement it will be flytipped, (already a common site in the city
see photograph 9), taken to the dump, placed in neighbour’s bins, taken to public bins, burnt or left in
gardens or the street contributing to the risk to public health.

4. Enforcement will only move the rubbish somewhere else—especially when people can’t aVord to pay
fines. In many cases it will stay in the back gardens—the problems will still be there but hidden from
public view.

5. Oxford City Council is ignoring the concerns of residents. (79.4% of residents voted in favour of weekly
collections in an on-line local newspaper poll in March 2007 Oxford Mail)

6. Weekly collections of household waste need not compromise recycling rates. There is a strong
commitment to recycling in the city.

7. There have been no pre- and post- comparisons of how successful schemes have been—much evidence
is anecdotal.

8. We have not seen the eVects of a hot summer but residents are beginning to notice maggots in their bins.

9. There is considerable need for further research on the health impacts of waste collections on residents,
particularly in diVerent areas, diVerent households and diVerent types of houses.

10. Would it not have been in order in this instance for the policy-makers responsible for approving the
fortnightly collection of household waste to have applied the precautionary principle, as the true
environmental eVects and potential threat to human health have not been suYciently researched?

Memorandum by Piers Eyre (RC 50)

These angles that do not seem to have the exposure they deserve:

1. What used to be called civic pride. It is an attitude of mind that does not respond to coercion any more
than a football team can be instructed to have the will to win. The concept of policing by consent comes
to mind.

2. Government sponsored hygiene advice that two weeks for food waste poses no health risks is
contradicted by the World Health Organisation’s one week limit.

(a) Two weeks oVends against people’s experience of smells maggots and vermin. Basing policy on
claims contrary to experience is bound to alienate many on whose co-operation is needed. Bank
Holidays extend two weeks anyway.

(b) The idea that exhorting people to double wrap solves the problem is like saying that if a population
that is notorious for leaving litter did not do so, we would not have a litter problem

(c) Wheelie bins with lids closed exclude vermin. Maybe deter because there are so many easier targets.

(i) Those who cannot use wheelie bins use plastic bags, for example where we live, the council
recognises that owing to hilly terrain many houses cannot use wheelie bins. Bags are often split or
untied before dogs or vermin or vandals get at them.

(ii) Times that collections are delayed eg Christmas/New Year when overspill is inevitable.

(d) Problem with accommodation so cramped and with access only to street there is nowhere to store
rubbish. We have exactly that near us. Through no fault of hard-pressed families with babies and
children they resort to using a lidless wheelie bin and plastic bags on the opposite side of the road
(their shared door opens onto a narrow pavement). Rubbish is often strewn around from
opened bags.

3. Existing new developments where the design requires wheelie bins and other containers to be kept fully
exposed by the front door next to the pavement.

Suggestion

Two weekly collections at least for perishables be rejected to allow for plausible reasons for the economic
collection of recyclable waste to oVset irksome extra eVort by householders. Two weekly is uneconomic
because it reinforces distrust, disfigures our street and is unhygienic. The Law of Unintended Consequences
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Memorandum by Doretta Cocks BSc, Campaign for Weekly Waste Collection (RC 51)

1. Introduction

I am the founder of a national Campaign for Weekly Waste Collection.

My local authority, Eastleigh Borough Council, was one of the first to introduce alternate weekly
collections in trial areas in 1996. It was evident from the first summer experience of this scheme that the
fortnightly collection of domestic waste is inadequate and, in my opinion, poses a threat to public health.

2. My Experience

2.1 Local

It was not until 2001 that I became more involved with this issue—a serious rat infestation in my garden
led me to call the Council’s pest control department and it was then that I first suggested a link to the
alternate weekly scheme. Eastleigh Borough Council’s policy was to issue as standard a 140 litre wheeled bin
for residual waste. Many residents had to place side waste by their bins and I believed this could be attracting
rodents. The Council appeared to be unconcerned. When I requested figures for reported rat sightings for
the 10 years to 2001 I studied these and noted that from 1991 to 1996 a steady increase year on year was
recorded. From 1996 to 1997 when several areas were trialling alternate weekly collections, reported rat
sightings more than doubled in this year alone. When I asked to be informed of the areas where these
increases were reported I was told they did not have that information.

I organised a local petition and surveyed 139 households—85% of the householders I visited were eager
to sign my petition to request our Council to revert to weekly waste collections. I had no idea people were
experiencing fly and maggot infestations on a regular basis and almost all residents commented on foul
odours emanating from bins in warm/hot weather conditions. There were also many reports of rat
infestations. This information was passed to our Council in January 2002. The petition was ignored and
three months later the Council introduced a £34 pest control fee for treatment of rats and mice.

2.2 National

I have been researching alternate weekly collections for more than 5 years. When I started being contacted
by residents and Councillors from other boroughs in the UK, following local press articles, I eventually
decided to set up a Campaign website to support the residents who were not being told that some councils
had reverted to weekly collections.

Neither had they been told about the summer problems associated with these schemes.

One only has to check council websites to see all those operating alternate weekly collections have
“maggot advice” for residents. I have yet to discover any such advice on council websites where they are still
operating weekly collections.

From August 2004, when less than 50 councils were operating alternate weekly schemes and our publicity
was scarce, the Campaign has grown from a few hundred members to many thousands—in the past few
weeks thousands more people have joined due to the immense press interest. Doctors, nurses, pharmacists,
Councillors, refuse collectors and of course residents have expressed their concerns. Every resident who
describes their problems reinforces my belief that public health will sooner or later be compromised. Can
we take that risk?

3. Public Health

It is very diYcult for residents to provide substantive evidence of ill health or increased infestations as a
result of a 14 day collection frequency. A stomach upset could be treated by a remedy available in all
pharmacies and no specific link can be proven. Recent health reports and laboratory tests carried out for
national newspapers, however, suggest there is a real risk to public health. The Defra/Wycombe study
undertaken by Environs Consulting and Cranfield University concluded there were no adverse health eVects
to residents as a result of alternate weekly collections. This study concentrated on Wycombe District
residents and refuse collectors. In Wycombe residents have the option to place food waste, including meat
and fish, in either the general waste bin or the garden waste bin, eVectively receiving a weekly collection of
most organic waste if they so wish. This is not representative of most areas operating these schemes and
should not be hailed as such.

The Appendix gives examples of the problems residents are experiencing.* This is just a small sample of
the many thousands of e-mails I have received. The people are speaking but most of the local authorities
are not listening. 11 councils have reverted to weekly collections in the past few years. Recycling is important

* Not printed
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but residents are using alternative methods of disposing of their waste, such as, fly tipping and paying private
waste carriers to collect their waste on the weeks councils do not. Public health should be of the highest
priority.

4. Conclusion

I would respectfully request that the Committee considers applying the Precautionary Principle and insists
that any waste containing organic matter (food, nappies, incontinence pads, sanitary towels and pet faeces)
should be collected at least once a week in accordance with the World Health Organization
recommendation.

Memorandum by the Ridgeway Court Residents Association (RC 52)

Ridgeway Court is a development of 42 flats. Waste disposal is via large communal bins, one to each block
of six flats. These are unlidded to allow an access chute for first and second floor flats. So, although all waste
is wrapped, it can still smell, especially in hot weather.

Individual householders can control the contents of their individual bins; larger bins accessed by six
households cannot and we really do need weekly collections as a result. The local council has provided us
with separate recycling bins for paper/card and tins and these are well used; the two paper/card bins are both
full at the end of a week.

All the discussions on this subject that I have read or heard seem to concentrate on houses but flats have
their particular diYculties.

Memorandum by Dr Fiona Gameson (RC 53)

I listened to the programme yesterday on You and Yours, Radio 4, about recycling, but was unfortunately
unable to get through to speak. Recycling, and care for the environment in general, is something that is very
close to my heart and my husband an I do our utmost to keep a s small a carbon footprint as is possible. I
therefore wished to write to you and raise a number of issues that I feel are important.

We moved to Durham just about a year ago and were deeply shocked by the general lack of recycling
provision here.

We had lived in Canterbury, Kent, where we had a fortnightly collection of paper, cardboard, tins, cans,
plastics and any other waste clothing; kerbside collection fortnightly during the spring and summer of
garden waste; numerous bottle banks; and fortnightly “other” waste, though to be honest we had so little
usually, only fruit juice cartons for which we have never found any useful way of recycling, that we could
have had a monthly collection.

When we arrived here, moving into a complex of 17 apartments of varying sizes with shared rubbish
facilities, there were three small baskets for paper, tins and cans, and bottles. I instantly contacted the council
and we now, thanks to my complaints, have nine baskets, which are almost always full when they are
collected each fortnight. I asked about cardboard, but was told there was no provision for cardboard or
plastic. Then, at Christmas, notices went up urging people not to advertise their new DVD players to thieves
by leaving cardboard boxes on the street, but to contact the council for collection. My heart rose, since
having moved with over 800 boxes of books alone, we had a great deal of cardboard to get rid of. I rang the
council who said that they could collect boxes, at the rate of three a week, but, when questioned, admitted
that these would then go into landfill, not be recycled. They gave me the address of a firm handling their
rubbish who said it was uneconomical to recycle plastic or cardboard. I was told to take all my cardboard
to the dump, some 10 miles away, where there were collection bins for cardboard, but they are still not
making it clear if that cardboard collection is then recycled or just land-filled. Since we do not have a car,
part of our eVort to keep a low carbon footprint, this means we have had to rely on the kindness of friends
to take us on several occasions to the dump with a car packed to bursting with flattened cardboard, and of
course smaller boxes just go into the rubbish bins!

Is it not possible, if it is uneconomical for Durham City Council to recycle cardboard or plastic, to
encourage, or indeed force, councils to band together so that there would be a central plant for County
Durham, or indeed for Newcastle and County Durham to process what would then be an enormous amount
of waste material? Why, if Canterbury can manage (with a population about the same size as that of Durham
city) to sort the recyclable material on the collection vans, and recycle almost everything, that Durham has
these tiny, weather-aVected open baskets into which people seem incapable of putting the right objects in
any order (I am always taking out plastic bottles and putting bottles into the basket full of bottles rather than
into the midst of the newspapers). Why cannot Durham City Council organise a more eVective recycling
programme? As was mentioned on the radio programme, and as questioning my acquaintances from around
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here makes plain, the policy varies so widely from one authority to another as to what they collect and how,
that it is totally confusing and shows a remarkable lack of will on the part of the local authorities to make
recycling work.

I apologise for this somewhat rambling letter, but I feel very strongly on the matter of recycling and energy
conservation and wish you and your Select Committee every success in coming up with some positive
strategies.

Memorandum by Nic Godden (RC 54)

During the “You and Yours” programme this morning, you were good enough to comment on an email
I submitted concerning our system of collecting domestic rubbish. I got the impression that you may have
thought my suggestion was more of a giggle than a serious contribution and I would like the opportunity
to submit a more detailed paper to your Committee in the hope of correcting that impression.

We have inherited from the past a system designed for the needs of public health and which is unsuited
to our current need to conserve energy and protect the environment. It is indeed perverse in its eVects in that
it encourages conduct which defeats our objectives. I realise that your primary purpose may be to resolve
the short term problems arising in operating the present system but I would suggest that he problem itself
is by nature long term and will eventually require longterm” and radical solutions.

I guess that most people would agree as to the objectives that any system should now support:

— To reduce to the bare minimum the production of materials that eventually become rubbish and
encourage energy conservation and recycling.

— To enlist the British public in recovering and if possible recycling the maximum percentage of such
unwanted materials.

— To achieve the above with the minimum of public interference and with maximum eYciency and
eVectiveness.

The reasons that the present system can be regarded as being perverse are quite straightforward:

— Under the present system, manufacturers and retailers have virtually no incentive to economise on
the production of materials that eventually become rubbish, little incentive to research the design
and use of new materials which might be biodegradable or less enviromentally oVensive and little
incentive to recycle. On the contrary, manufacturers of packaging material have every incentive
to maximise production and retailers gain marketing advantage by requiring “name-specific”
packaging on every product. Meanwhile, manufacturers of consumer durables encourage
replacement rather than repair, the latter being made as diYcult and expensive as possible. If they
were required to fund the entire collection, disposal and recycling of their unwanted products,
manufacturers and retailers would find this conduct substantially less attractive.

— There is equally little incentive for the public to collect, sort and bin rubbish and the more
complicated the process becomes the less patience they will have with the whole process. Public
reaction to the changes that have already taken place and to the prospect of charging by volume
make it quite clear that no cooperation will be forthcoming.

— The present charging structure breaks the first rule of taxation, eg; that it should be easy to collect
and be collected from a smaller rather than a larger number of contributors. Under any
conceivable method of charging, a substantial percentage of householders will be given exemption
by reason of inadequate means or will refuse to pay, so any hope of achieving the desired result
by higher or diVerential charging is quite illusory.

I believe that it is possible to achieve our objectives by turning the system on its head:

— The householder who collects and recycles rubbish should be regarded as a public benefactor and
should be congratulated and rewarded rather than penalised. The rate of payment which would
prove eVective is open to question but one looks for a positive encouragement for the public to
collect rubbish from outside of their own homes to add to their own store and if this were achieved
it would greatly improve the appearance of our public areas.

— Conversely, those producing and distributing materials constituting “potential rubbish” should be
regarded with some distaste as, at best, performing an undesirable if sometimes necessary function.
A properly designed charging system would motivate them to economise on the use of all such
materials, introduce materials that are less ecologically damaging and easier to recycle and
reintroduce cost eVective repair facilities for consumer durables.

— While having no statistics as to the source of our domestic rubbish, it is a racing certainty that over
90% is produced or retailed by a relatively few major public companies, probably far fewer than
100. This provides an ideal tax base, small in number and not in any position to avoid payment.
I also believe that a rolling statistical sample of the contents of our bins would provide at low cost
a quite acceptable data base to identify the proportion of the cost each industry, manufacturer and
retailer should bear.
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I predict that there would be a number of flow-on consequencies in such a change in policy:

— There would be a radical change in approach by manufacturers and retailers in the packaging and
marketing of their products.

— Retail pricing would very quickly reflect the true rubbish disposal costs of every product, thus
diverting consumer demand towards ecologically preferable brands. Conceivably, packaging
would be charged for separately.

— Manufacturers would set up much more eVective and cost competitive spares and repair facilities.

— The public would become committed to support he ecological aims of the policy and would
enthusiastically tidy up after each other to secure reward

— The physical state of our public places would improve.

— There would be substantially greater research into the use of biodegradable and more easily
recyclable materials.

— If manufacturers and retailers were encouraged to become involved in domestic rubbish collection,
the whole process would become more eYcient and eVective by reason of their greater knowlege
of the hazards and potentialities of the materials involved.

In conclusion, the onus of operating the system would be put on to the shoulders of a relatively few major
public companies who should have both the ability and resources to manage the operation in the most
eVective way, both from the ecological and financial points of view. They might not like the responsibility
but then they would have every incentive to get on and make a good fist of managing it!

Memorandum by Fraser Old (RC 55)

I caught your item on Radio 4 about refuse collection.

I have a little professional association with waste management, and being retired, can take a few extra
minutes in the day to separate our household waste.

It is frustrating that the Green Box collection will not accept all the plastic items marked with the recycling
symbol, but I was pleased to see that the local Civic Household Waste Amenity Recycling Centre (aka the
“tip”) has now installed a couple of skips for cardboard and for soft film plastics. These are well-used, but
need people to take the stuV to the tip, which an extra journey and busy people often do not have time. But
clearly there is now a disposal route for these items.

We know Germany quite well, and are impressed with the array of individual bins in supermarket car
parks and street corners for the separation and deposition of individual waste streams. I would like to
suggest that you look at making such facilities more widely available in the UK. Clearly some people are
prepared to make the eVort to separate their waste and take it to the tip, and probably more people would
do so if facilities were more widely provided and promoted. This would lead to an increase in the proportion
of waste recycled.

FYI we live in South Oxfordshire.

Memorandum by Graham Knowles (RC 56)

As a former councillor now living in Luxembourg, may I oVer you my observation of the excellent refuse
collection service which operates here.

The big diVerence in which is that our refuse collection bins are supplied in three sizes (80/160/240 Lt) X 1,
2 or more and residents are charged accordingly. Biodegradable bins, paper bins and bottle bin are similarly
supplied, coloured and are free. All council rates are paid monthly by direct debit.

Memorandum by BBC Radio 4: You and Yours (RC 57)

You and Yours is BBC Radio 4’s flagship consumer and social aVairs programme broadcast between 12
noon and 1 pm every week day lunchtime.

The programme has 3.181 million listeners per week. Their average age is 59. 56.1% of You and Yours
listeners are female. 43.9% are male.
The social grading of listeners breaks down as follows:

— A and B: 36%;

— C1: 36%:

— C2: 14.4%; and

— D and E: 13.6%.
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Introduction

Between 24 April and 4 May, working in conjunction with the House of Commons Select Committee
looking into Refuse Collection, we gave our listeners the unique opportunity to contribute directly to the
Committee’s report looking at the refuse collection via our phone in.

Our phone in programme ‘Call You & Yours’— which invited listeners to air their views on their
experience of how rubbish is now collected?
Refuse Collection—was broadcast between 12.00—13.00 on Tuesday 1 May 2007 on BBC Radio 4. We
asked our listeners to give us their views on:

“measures such as fortnightly collections, recycling schemes and pay as you throw proposals—what’s
your experience of how your rubbish is now collected?”

Response

We had a large response as this is something that has had a lot of media coverage. Over the course of two
weeks we received 611 emails and 224 calls and texts. They break down into eight broad categories:

— 48% (400 listeners) were positive in their experience of refuse collection and recycling
opportunities, many in favour of the two weekly collection and many suggested other ways to
recycle.

— 30% (246 listeners) were unhappy with the way their refuse is collected, many making reference to
problems with rats and maggots.

— 12% (96 listeners) drew international comparisons and felt other countries had a better system.

— 7% (56 listeners) had general comments or questions.

— 2% (15 listeners) wanted uniformity across the country.

— 0.2% (two listeners) said they were against having to recycle their refuse.

— 0.2% (two listeners) said that it’s hard to recycle because too many bins look unsightly and there
is nowhere to put them.

— 1% (nine listeners) talked of community scheme or charities that oVered recycling services.

Supplementary memorandum by the Local Government Association (RC 58)

Summary

LGA submitted a memorandum on 30 April 2007. This supplementary memorandum responds to the
Committee’s request for further evidence on the following points:

— Information on financial incentives for recycling in other countries, including administration
costs.

— Information on the four prosecutions which have been brought to date under the Packaging
(Essential Requirements) Regulations.

— Experience of diversion of nappy waste from landfill.

We also enclose for the Committee’s convenience at Annex our briefing on the Government’s Waste
Strategy for England and Consultation on the Incentives for Recycling by Households published on
24 May.* LGA is embarking on process of discussion with Members and oYcers in its constituent councils
to inform its response to these documents.

Financial Incentives for Recycling in Other Countries

The most common approaches are:

— sack based systems.

— weight based systems.

— volume based systems.

*Not printed
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Sack based system

In this system, households buy diVerent sized pre-paid sacks of special tags to go on ordinary bin bags
from their local authority or possibly local shops, for general household waste. This option is more common
in urban areas where space prevents households using wheelie bins. This system provides a very clear
incentive to reduce waste. Similar systems already operate successfully in England, for example, for
garden waste.

Maastricht

Maastricht is a city with 57,450 households, 60% of which are houses and 40% are multi-storey buildings
or estates. It introduced a sack based system for waste charging in 2000 to deal with the growth in
household waste and encourage optimal reuse. Households can purchase 25/50 litre sacks priced at ƒ0.69/
ƒ1.04, which are collected weekly/fortnightly. Following introudction of the system, the total amount of
household waste fell dramatically, described as “like going back in time 10 years” and waste separation
increased from 45% to 65%. Maastricht is now the top municipality in its class for waste separation,
provides a service level that is higher than the national average, separates 65% of its waste (compared to
a national target of 53%) and is seeing the financial benefits.

Weight based system

In this system, wheelie bins are fitted with chips to allow the bins to be weighed when they are loaded onto
the vehicle, much like the system that is currently used for trade waste in the UK. Households are sent a bill
(this could be quarterly or even annually) for the amount of non-recyclable waste they throw out. Chips can
be fitted to new bins or retro-fitted to existing bins.

Sittard is an authority where just 25% of homes are apartments, so they introduced a weight based system
for houses in 2002 to reduce waste and increase recycling. They provide houses with a two-compartment
bin for garden waste and residual waste, which they collect weekly. Since introducing the scheme general
waste is down 41% and dry recyclables up 23%. Sittard estimate the system has resulted in savings of ƒ1.1
million per year.

Volume based system

In this system households choose from a range of wheelie in sizes according to the amount of waste they
think they will generate, and are charged accordingly. After set periods of time, households can elect to
change bin size, although clearly doing this too frequently would result in unreasonable costs.

Haarlemermeer operates a fortnightly volume based collection system, where residents can purchase bin
ranging from 80 litres (ƒ142) to 240 litres (ƒ215). Residents are fined for setting out extra waste. Recycling
in the area has increased and the scheme is saving the council money, as it is cheaper to operate than
incineration.

Other options include charging by frequency of collection or combinations of weight, volume and
frequency.

Importantly, these systems do not operate in isolation. They form part of a comprehensive waste
management service, including kerbside recycling schemes, free or low cost home compost schemes, civic
amenity sites and bottle banks.

Examples from Flanders and France illustrate options for funding waste through a diVerent type of
charging system.

Flanders has a total population of 6 million, with 308 municipalities united in 25 public associations for
waste management. It introduced waste charging in 2000 in an attempt to improve waste prevention by
13% between 2000 and 2007. The authorities operate a variety of bin and bag based systems, depending
on local circumstances.

Flanders authorities’ waste activities are funded 30% through central grant; 30% through flat rate local
charge; 30% through variable charge; and 10% through Producer Responsibility measures (packaging,
WEEE, batteries), to cover the total annual household cost of ƒ220. Thus households pay approximately
ƒ60 each year via variable charging. Authorities were given capital subsidies to introudce charging, as an
incentive to introduce the scheme. They had a six to 12 month communications lead-in time before
introducing charging in any one authority (often focused on explaining this was not about paying more,
but changing what households do). Flanders authorities pay ƒ10 to ƒ20 per household per year on
communications.
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Authorities in France have three choices when it comes to funding waste:

— finance it out of the general budget (5% of authorities; 6% of the population).
— a waste tax; charged on broadly the same basis as the property tax (64% of authorities; 84% of the

populuation) and is set out separately on the property tax bill. The average in 2004 was around £50
per person. The tax can be set at diVerent rates in diVerent zones; with the zones depending on
frequency of collection; type of collection—door to door or from designated points; whether
householders sort their rubbish; whether there is any intermediate treatment before collection
(composting, etc).

— a waste charge (30% of authorities; 10% of the population). If authorities choose to introduce a charge
they have discretion on what to charge, but it must be set to cover costs; whether to exempt certain
industrial or commercial zones; whether to reduce the tax for properties with their own incinerators.
The average in 2004 was around £45 per person. The charge can be set on the basis of volume on waste
collected; capacity of waste bins; weight or number of people. It can be divided into a fixed and
variable cost.

Benefits

The primary objective of waste charging schemes is to increase recycling by creating the right incentives
for households. On a basic level, the considerably higher rates of recycling in other European countries that
operate waste charging schemes would suggest that the incentive does indeed change behaviour, although
there may be other contributing factors to the higher recycling rates seen elsewhere, such as greater
environmental awareness. Evidence from the individual schemes does suggest, however, that diVerential
charging for waste does indeed increase recycling rates. Unsurprisingly, the level of the charge has a
diVerential impact, and evidence suggests the incentive is greatest in weight and sack based schemes. Given
the significant further increase required in the recycling rate in England, it is worth, therefore, considering
whether charging could be an important tool for some authorities.

Waste charging can also have an impact on the amount of waste generated, with some authorities in
Europe reporting up to a 30% reduction in household waste. Often the potential to reduce waste arises where
garden waste that is currently collected through the waste stream is composted. It is also likely that some
of the reduction simply gets diverted, for example to civic amenity sites. There is some evidence to support
the fact that weight based schemes have more of an impact on reducing waste.

Administration costs

Evidence on the administration costs associated with introducing financial incentives has been usefully
brought together in the recently published report Modelling the impact of Household Charging for Waste in
England published by DEFRA on 24 May.93

Using evidence of incentive schemes in other countries, and o council tax billing and charged garden waste
collection in the UK, it concludes that “billing costs might range from £5 to £6 per household per year” (page
171). It accepts that ore detailed work would be justified (and LGA will be seeking the views of member
counciIs on this point) but describes its estimate as “a sound basis on which to draw our overall conclusions.
In other words, there is evidence from a number of sources that supports out billing cost estimate to such
an extent that we believe that any uncertainty that remains is no significant in the context of the overall
results of the modelling”. These estimates are bases on an assumption that administration would be separate
from council tax; the report points out that costs could be even lower if it were practicable to combine billing
with Council Tax.

Prosecutions under Packaging (Essential Requirements) Regulations

The EU Directive 94/62/EC was implemented in the UK in the Packaging (Essential Requirements)
Regulations of 1998 and was updated in 2003. Annex II of both documents reads: “Packaging shall be so
manufactured that the packaging volume and weight be limited to the minimum adequate amount to
maintain the necessary level of safety, hygiene and acceptance for the packed product and for the consumer.

Four firms have been successfully prosecuted since the packaging regulations were introduced in 1999:

1. OYce World was found by Northamptonshire trading standard oYcers to consistently use large
boxes to dispatch very small item.. In one case, the company used a box over 14 times larger than
the goods it cont. fined. The firm was fined £2,000 plus £500 costs.

2. Northamptonshire oYcers also prosecuted a butcher who sold pre-packed meat on an upturned
polystyrene tray inside another larger tray. He was fined £1,000.

93 Eunomia, 2007.
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3. In Cambridgeshire a customer complained to trading standards after buying some Cadbury’s Giant
Chocolate Fingers at Tesco which were not actually giant. They came in a tin over 16cm long but
inside were individually wrapped chocolate fingers less than 12 cm long. The company responsible,
Burton’s Foods Ltd was fined a total of £5,000.

4. OYcers in Oldham took a firm called Nadia Luciani to court after discovering a tin of dried
mushroom powder had a false bottom, making it three inches longer than necessary. The company
was fined £500.

LGA and LACORS continue to press government to amend he regulations to remove loopholes and
increase maximum levels more likely to constitute a deterrent to large corporations. A recent press release
is enclosed at Annex B.*

Nappy Waste

Annex C sets out a number of examples of local authority practice.

LACORS (Local Authorities Coordinators of Regulatory Services) will be including an information sheet
on real nappy campaigns in their climate change took to be published on 5 July. This is intended to exploit
the potential of registration services as a channel of communication to new parents.

Annex A

LGA BRIEFING ON THE WASTE STRATEGY REVIEW

Key Headlines on Today’s Waste Strategy Review

— New targets for 2010 for waste not re-used, recycled or composted (15.8m tonnes) and higher
targets for recycling (at least 40%) and municipal waste recovered (53%).

— Consultation on proposal to give local authorities power t introduce a revenue- neutral incentive
scheme to encourage reuse and recycling, where this is desired locally;

— An “aspiration” to reduce commercial and industrial waste by 20% by 2010 and consideration of
a target to halve construction waste by 2012.

Key Messages

— The LGA supports the emphasis on waste minimisation and recognises the importance of this in
meeting the global challenge of climate change.

— The LGA welcomes the consultation on powers to incentivise recycling. The LGA has previously
called for a power, not a duty, to charge for waste provided it had local support and was
accompanied by strict enforcement of fly tipping and no overall increase in council tax. The
government’s proposed scheme satisfies these criteria, but the LGA will be consulting widely with
its membership in formulating a response.

— The LGA is disappointed that the government has failed to place the same expectations on
producers for meeting the challenge of reducing waste, with aspirational aims for commercial
waste and only a proposal, subject to analysis, for higher packaging recycling targets from 2008.

— The Government must recognise that meeting the ambitious targets for recycling and waste to
landfill will require significant investment in was a collection and disposal. The comprehensive
spending review must provide suYcient resources to enable councils to meet this challenge and
ensure increasing landfill tax revenue is returned to local government in an open and
transparent way.

Summary of Key Proposals Affecting Local Government

Targets

Household residual waste to landfill (reduction from 2000):

2010 29%
2015 35%
2020 45%

Recycling and composting targets (note: these will be reviewed in 2010):
2010 40%
2015 45%
2020 50%

*Not printed.
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Municipal waste recovered:

2010 53%
2015 67%
2020 75%

Commercial and industrial waste

Expected 20% reduction by 2010, compared with 2004 (note: this is not a target) Consideration of a target
to halve construction, demolition and excavation waste by 2012.

LGA view

— The LGA recognises that the higher recycling and residual waste targets are necessary to divert
suYcient waste from landfill, avoid penalties under LATS and landfill tax.

— The LGA supports a statutory minimum recycling level for local authorities, providing this is
framed within an enabling environment which recognises the challenge it will pose for some
authorities and provides funding and support to deliver, and which rewards those authorities
whose recycling performance is much higher.

— A residual waste target reflects the welcome focus on minimisation, and is in line with the landfill
allowances already set under the LATS scheme. The challenge for some local authorities of finding
alternatives to landfill should not, however, be underestimated. Government must be prepared to
support significant revenue and capital investment required to meet this target.

— Recovery of waste targets is welcomed and shows a commitment to reduce carbon emissions
provided there is no particular emphasis placed on energy from waste and decisions on final
disposal options remain local.

— It is disappointing that a stronger commitment has not been made to encourage business to reduce
waste production with only an “expected” 20% reduction by 2010 and no mandatory targets.

Consultation on the incentives for recycling by households

— The government is consulting on giving councils powers to introduce a revenue neutral incentive
scheme, where this is desired locally.

— The proposal would allow authorities to design their own schemes, including the amount to be
charged, type of collection and eligible discounts, provided they took steps to avoid increases in
fly-tipping and had kerbside recycling facilities for at least five waste streams.

— Money raised by the scheme would be returned to residents in full on a flat rate basis, resulting in
those who had recycled gaining more.

— Costs incurred in setting up and administering the scheme will need to be fully funded out of the
expected costs savings, which Defra modelling suggests could be up to £18 per household.

— Responses to the consultation should be received no later than 16 August.

LGA view:

— Councils, working on the ground with local people, have the knowledge and expertise to decide
how best to encourage residents to understand the consequence of throwing away more each year
and to take more responsibility for their rubbish.

— The LGA has called for a power, not a duty, to introduce household incentive schemes that do not
result in any additional tax burden and have local support.

— The LGA will be consulting widely with its membership and welcomes individual authority
responses to the questions posed in the consultation.

Regulation

— Simplifying waste protocols.

— Reforms of permitting and exemption systems and controIs over handling, transfer and transport.

— Intention to consult on legally restricting types of waste be landfilled.

— Restating existing approach to prevention and enforcement on fly-tipping and illegal dumping
abroad.
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LGA view:

— Welcome intention to simplify regulation but will need to look at detailed proposals.

— Can see arguments for legal restrictions on landfill but would need to explore what value it adds
to incentives provided by Landfill Tax and LATS, a d ensure disposal authorities could comply
with any restrictions practically and at economic cost.

Materials, products and sectors

— Action on 7 “key waste materials”—paper, food, glass, aluminium, wood, plastics and textiles.

— New Products and Materials Unit in DEFRA.

— Proposal to develop new “eco-design requirements” and business advice centres to encourage
resource eYciency.

— Largely voluntaristic approach to tackling packaging and unaddressed mail.

— Consulting on making construction Site Waste Management Plans mandatory over a certain
site value.

— Consultation proposed on amending producer responsibility regulations on packaging and David
Miliband to lobby at European level.

— “prepared to regulate it [current approach] does not deliver”.

LGA view:

— Striking contrast between targets and financial incentives applied to councils, and proposals for
consumer incentives, and largely voluntaristic approach to producers and retailers.

— Will support government in constructive engagement with retailers and producers and European
lobbying but government must show it is really serious about its willingness to regulate if there is
not very substantial early progress.

Investment in infrastructure

— Advice on collection, recycling and procurement.

— Pushing waste projects in Regional Spatial Strategies and promoting best practice on council waste
strategies.

— PFI/capital allowances/ROCs to encourage energy recovery technologies Energy from waste
“expected” to 25% of municipal waste by 2020.

— Developing market for wood waste.

— New WRAP centre of expertise on export markets.

LGA view:

— Directionally correct but will need to await CSR to form a view whether resources will be available
to make it a reality

Local and regional governance

— Mention of Joint Waste Authorities, LAAs and local government performance framework.

— Encouraging councils to work closer with small businesses.

— Encouraging RDAs to co-ordinate business waste and resources management.

LGA view:

— Any action from RDAs should genuinely add value to local and sub-regional action.

— Disincentive created by LATS to councils collecting business waste remains.

Culture change

— Campaigns on awareness and reduction as well as recycling.

— “Zero waste places initiative”.

— Encouragement to third sector involvement.

— Voluntaristic approach to reduction in plastic bags.
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— More recycling bins in railway stations etc.

— Guidance and other measures to promote recycling and eduction in schools.

— Demanding targets for government departments’ own waste.

LGA view:

— Continue to press government for tougher action on plastic bags—for their contribution to the
waste stream and their totemic significance.

Delivery

— New government Waste Strategy Board. Two non executive places but no designated place for
local government.

— New Waste Stakeholder Group.

LGA view:

— The government role in waste collection and disposal is shared between central and local
government, indeed entirely delivered by the latter. Local government must be represented on the
new Board.

Annex C

NAPPIES—EXAMPLES OF GOOD PRACTICE NORTH LONDON WASTE
AUTHORITY

North London Waste Authority

The North London Waste Authority (NLWA) currently pays f54.15 to parents through its partner
boroughs (Barnet, Camden, Hackney, Haringey, Enfield, Islington, Waltham Forest) to encourage the use
of real nappies. This money can help oVset the cost of buying nappies for home washing or can be used to
subsidise the cost of a nappy laundry collection service. The subsidy only applies to reusable nappies. They
don’t oVer cashback for biodegradable or ecological nappies that are not reusable.

Many of the North London boroughs undertake significant outreach and promotion work to promote
real nappies to new and expectant parents support the real nappy subsidy through seminars, “nappychinos”,
nappy fashion shows and promotional stalls at local hospitals. They also includes visit Sure Start classes,
ante natal classes and parent and baby clinics.

Five of the seven North London boroughs have recently signed up to the Real Nappies for London
scheme, which is due to be launched shortly. This scheme will provide parents with redeemable vouchers,
rather than parents having to pay for products and then claim the money back from their council (a potential
barrier to those on lower incomes). The two boroughs that have not signed up will continue to use the current
system run through NLWA.

The level of subsidy provided by NLWA has been calculated based on the avoided waste costs, with
studies showing that one baby using real nappies removes 225kg from the waste stream each year. In the
past three years 1,402 babies have been registered for the real nappy scheme in North London and in the
2005–06 financial year an estimated 50.9 tonnes of waste was avoided.

Camden, one of the boroughs involved in the NLWA scheme funded a 6 month Service Level Agreement
with a local sociaI enterprise, Nappy Ever After, so they could be paid to start a volunteer network and
provide real nappy outreach throughout the borough.

Norfolk County Council

The Norfolk County Council nappy scheme as been running since 2001. They oVer a f30 discount for
every parent that spends £45 or more on real nappies. After one year, the parents are sent a £10 “thank you”
card which they claim by spending £10 or more.

Claims made average at around eight hundred babies per annum. This is equivalent to eight per cent of
parents in Norfolk using real nappies, but does not show the parents who may have been given some nappies
etc. and not made a claim.

Real nappy week is well supported in Norfolk, with over six hundred sample bags being given out each
year. The roadshow visits large and small venues right across Norfolk.
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Regular events include the Real Nappy Coordinator visiting antenatal groups, hospital wards, health
visitor clinics, postnatal groups, local environment fairs, toddler shows, local colleges and Baby cafes. The
Council has good links with health visitors, nursery nurses and midwives in the area. Health professional
packs are available to use in their own sessions.

The nappy scheme is advertised in all the maternity booklets in the area so that all expectant parents get
to see the advert This is followed up by a leaflet being made available in the registration packs when parents
go to register the birth of their baby.

The Council has an online “Norfolk Nappy News” which is for local parents and businesses to talk about
real nappies and share ideas and to promote local business ventures. This can be viewed at w.norfolk.gov.uk/
nappies. Parents can also download the application form here. A DVD is available at local libraries and by
calling for a copy.

The Nappy Co-ordinator post was initially funded through WRAP for two years. Since this funding
finished it has been paid for out of the Council’s Waste Performance and EYciency Grant. As the scheme
is well established the post holder no longer works full time on real nappies but also works in other areas
of waste education.

Southwark Council

Southwark Council actively promotes real nappies o householders and other users including nurseries and
health professionals. hey are currently running an incentive scheme whereby households can receive either:

— cash back of up to £40 upon proof of purchase of real nappies; or

— two months for the price of one with a real nappy laundry service.

The scheme was launched in January 2007 and to date there has been a high level of interest and enquiries.
The Council hold outreach sessions at a number of health centres throughout the borough and provides free
packs of real nappies to Southwark based health professionals.

In addition, the Council is currently running a year long pilot scheme to test the feasibility of using real
nappies in nurseries. Four nurseries in the borough are participating in this scheme which uses a nappy
laundry service. The scheme has been a great success with all four nurseries keen to continue using real
nappies beyond the pilot period. An addition four council run nurseries have expressed an interest in
switching t using real nappies and this is something that the Council is currently investigating.

Bexley Council

Bexley Council is a Unitary Authority in London hat has a population of 220,000. Bexley has gained
Beacon Status in waste twice now, the first time in 1999. It has a history of good practice in waste and
recycling and currently recycles over 37% of its waste. This makes it among the highest recycling urban
council’s in the United Kingdom, including the highest in London in 4 out of the last 5 years. This success
is underpinned by its comprehensive urban cutting-edge recycling services, the Council’s corporate
processes that drive performance, the development of markets for waste materials and the management of
waste on its own premises.

Bexley has also used imaginative ways to ensure that all sections of the community are actively engaged
in recycling with an impressive Schools Waste Action Club, Waste Minimisation and Recycling Focus
Group and extensive door stepping campaign with the authority’s recycling wardens each achieving over
500 visits per week. Bexley as also worked hard with its various communities to get them engaged with the
three R’s message.

Over 3,000 babies are born in Bexley every year. With over 7,500 babies wearing nappies at any one time
the waste produced makes up 4% of our overall waste. We were able to provide information but general
awareness was minimal in the Borough. We therefore wanted to increase the profile of Real Nappies to get
more families using them an decrease the amount of waste attributable to disposable nappies.

In 2004, we applied for funding from the London Recycling Fund in partnership with Women’s
Environmental Network to compare three diVerent incentive schemes (Cash back, Giveaway, Voucher) in
6 London Boroughs with the view to developing an overall London Real Nappy Scheme.

Bexley chose to run a trial pack scheme. We approached the local laundry service and lollipop nappy
advisor to produce a scheme that was mutually beneficial. They were keen to work in partnership with us
and we are still working with them today. Residents are able to apply for 3 types of trials all worth £35 (the
cost of disposal of a tonne of rubbish which a baby would produce if it was in disposables), 2 home washing
packs and a laundry service trial. We decided that we wanted parents to be informed before they received
packs to give them the best chance possible of getting on with the nappies. We therefore require them to
either go to a Nappachino which we hold once a month or have a demonstration by one of the partners in
the scheme.
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We have given health professionals and baby groups in the borough training and a demo pack of nappies
and information, which they can then use to promote Real Nappies on our behalf. This spreads the message
further than our resources could allow.

Since the scheme began in April 2005, 250 families have started to use Real Nappies and the research that
we undertook showed that 70% were likely to continue to use them. The research also proved that a trial
pack scheme reaches people who would not have thought to use Real Nappies otherwise. The scheme is
therefore more far reaching than the other incentives were found to be. Overall awareness of Real Nappies
in the Borough proved to increase over the period of the scheme (April 2005 to April 2006) and we can see
it improving all the time.

— If implementing an incentive scheme choose the one that best fits your borough. For example, we
implemented a trial pack because we did not have the resources available to run a voucher or cash-
back scheme.

— Concentrate any outreach activities on pre-natal rather than post-natal because that is the time
that parents are making their choices and it is harder to change the habits of someone who has
already got used to using disposables.

— Take the time to work with your local hospital and NHS trust as research showed that after friends/
families it is health professionals/midwives that influence the nappy type that someone chooses
to use.

— Work in partnerships with diVerent organistions eg WEN, Sure Start or local suppliers as they can
help with outreach and promotion.

— Work on your own—explore diVerent areas for cross sector working. Real Nappies cover many
spheres as well as waste minimisation for example, poverty and communities.

— Hand out nappies without explaining how they are to be used. We spent at least 30 mins per
customer. This ensures that they have the best chance of continuing with them.

— Forget to follow up how customers are getting on with the nappies so that they feel supported and
any problems can be solved before they give up.

Memorandum by London Councils (RC 59)

I have only recently become aware of your Inquiry into refuse collection. Had I known at the appropriate
time I would certainly have asked London Councils to submit evidence on this important issue. I apologise,
therefore, for writing to you now, well after the date you wished to receive evidence, but having seen a copy
of the written evidence by the Mayor of London to your inquiry I am concerned that it paints a misleading
picture of the activities of London boroughs in relation to non-household waste. This evidence seems to me
to represent such a distorted view that I thought you would wish to hear our response to the allegations
made by the Mayor and his advisers.

London Councils represents all 32 London boroughs, the City of London, the Metropolitan Police
Authority and the London Fire and Emergency Planning Authority. London Councils fights for more
resources for London and for a fair deal for London’s 33 councils.

The Transport and Environment Committee, TEC, provides a range of high quality operational services.
TEC aims to ensure that London boroughs’ concerns and best practice are taken fully into account in the
development and implementation of the whole range of transport, environment and planning policies
generated by Government departments, the European Union, and the Mayor of London. The committee
deals with a wide array of issues, including waste, climate change, air quality, water resources, bio diversity,
nature conservation, licensing and public protection.

1. London Councils support the direction of European and national policy and legislation to reduce
landfilling, improve alternative disposal methods and increase recycling. The financial implications of not
achieving the statutory EU Landfill Directive targets means that reducing the amount of biodegradable
municipal waste being sent to landfill is at the top of the local authority environmental agenda. London
Councils’ view, therefore, is that it is entirely disingenuous of the Mayor of London to imply otherwise, as
in paragraph 1 of his memorandum and in response to oral question 91, that local authorities are seeking
to exploit loopholes or disregard the rules relating to the Landfill Allowance Trading Scheme (LATS).

2. Paragraph 18 of the Mayor’s memorandum and in response to oral question 93 complains that four
boroughs have reduced the amount of commercial waste they collect by 108,368 tonnes over a five year
period (2000–01 to 2005–06). He then suggests that this waste is probably still going to landfill but by private
sector waste companies. Appendix A (Total waste managed at sites accepting municipal waste from
London) to the Mayor’s memorandum shows the amount of waste going to the landfill sites used by London
increased by 1.4m tonnes between 2003 and 2005. It is unreasonable to link these pieces of information and
imply that London boroughs are doing something wrong (paragraph 18 of the memorandum) or that
London needs a single waste authority to sort this out (paragraph 7 of the memorandum and oral evidence
response to question 105).
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3. The figures quoted by the Mayor (Appendix A) are, in any case, misleading as the totals for landfill
that he quotes are simply the total amount of waste going into landfill sites that accept municipal waste.
Some of this will be municipal and some commercial, but this is unspecified. Some may be commercial waste
diverted from landfill sites that previously did not take municipal waste. It is impossible, from these figures
alone, to draw any conclusions about the total amount of commercial waste going to landfill.

4. Even if the Mayor’s figures were accurate, the increase in commercial waste sent to landfill is far greater
than any reductions in the amount of commercial waste collected by London’s boroughs. It is, therefore, in
London Councils’ view, entirely wrong to link the two together.

Environmental Protection Act 1990: Part II Waste on Land: Section 45 Collection, disposal or
treatment of controlled waste

5. Government policy over the last 15 years or more has been to allow commercial organisations the
freedom to choose who will collect and dispose of their waste, with local authorities providing a fall back
collection and disposal operation of last resort. Those local authorities listed by the Mayor (paragraph 18
and in response to oral questions 91 to 94) that have seen commercial waste collection moved to the private
sector are, thus, only following Government policy.

6. In paragraph 15 and in response to oral question 91 the Mayor implies some London boroughs have
recently sold oV their trade waste portfolios. Any commercial waste collected by private sector organisations
on behalf of local authorities is still municipal waste and must be reported as such. Only commercial waste
that is collected entirely independently of local authorities is outside the scope of LATS and boroughs have
no control over this waste. Local authorities are fully aware that if they divest their commercial waste
services they must be careful to ensure that they are meeting their statutory duty to provide a commercial
waste service if requested. They must also correctly report municipal waste arisings.

7. The Environment Agency monitors compliance with LATS and will inform Department for
Environment, Food and Rural AVairs (Defra) if there are problems with local authority reporting of non-
household waste. We understand that Defra have said that they have not been informed by the Agency that
the local authorities cited in the Mayor’s evidence have been reporting inaccurately.

Conclusion

8. In considering this matter, London Councils hopes the Committee will recognise that local authorities
in London have operated entirely within the legislation. In 2005/06 (the latest year for which figures are
available) 21% of the waste collected by London local authorities was non-household compared to 11% in
England as a whole. This suggests that London boroughs are collecting relatively more commercial waste
than authorities outside London. London Councils view, therefore, is that it is an entirely spurious argument
by the Mayor to use these figures to suggest that boroughs are not doing their job properly and that a Mayor
led Single Waste Authority is the answer.

Memorandum by the North London Waste Authority (RC 60)

1.1 Thank you for providing North London Waste Authority (NLWA) with the opportunity to respond
to the consultation on the above.

1.2 The Authority is one of the four statutory joint waste disposal authorities in London and was
established in 1986 as a statutory waste disposal authority after the abolition of the Greater London
Council. The Authority’s prime function is to arrange the disposal of municipal waste collected by its seven
constituent boroughs. These boroughs are:

— Barnet;

— Camden;

— Enfield;

— Hackney;

— Haringey;

— Islington; and

— Waltham Forest

1.3 The Authority has a membership of 14 councillors, with each constituent borough appointing two
councillors. A twenty year contract for the transfer and disposal of the Authority’s waste was awarded to
LondonWaste Ltd, a joint venture company between the Authority and SITA UK in 1994. The Authority
manages just under 1 million tonnes of waste per annum and in tonnage terms is the second largest waste
disposal authority in the country, Greater Manchester being the largest.
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1.4 This Communities and Local Government Committee Inquiry into refuse collection is relevant to the
Authority because the Authority has to provide the necessary services and facilities to manage the material
collected by its constituent borough councils. The methods and frequency of collections used by the
Authority’s constituent boroughs therefore have an impact upon the Authority’s operations and plans to
minimise environmental impact, meet statutory targets and provide maximum value for money for the rate
payers of North London.

1.5 The Authority has the second highest amount of municipal waste arising in its area of any waste
authority in England and represents over 3% of the total English municipal waste arisings according to
DEFRA’s 2005/06 statistics, so decisions on waste collection services in our area (whether for re-use,
recycling, composting, recovery or disposal) will have an impact on the country’s performance against
targets.

Collection Methods

2.1 The Authority’s constituent borough councils operate a variety of collection systems and collection
frequencies. These include a three times per week pick up of material from households in one borough (two
refuse collections and one recycling collection per week) as well as the more “typical” twice per week
collections (one refuse and one recycling collection per week). None of the North London boroughs provides
an ‘alternate weekly’ collection, ie one collection of refuse in one week and one collection of recyclables the
following week.

2.2 Principally, the method of collection is a matter for our constituent borough councils; however the
Authority has two particular points to make on this issue:

2.3 Firstly the Authority is concerned about the proliferation of materials used by manufacturers that
end up in waste that councils are then obliged to collect and the immense diYculty this creates in identifying
viable markets for the genuine recycling of these materials. The Authority notes the steps that some retailers
are making towards a reduction in the number of polymer types for rigid containers in particular and
welcomes this move. However, it is imperative that pressure is exerted upon producers to take account of
the impact of the myriad range of materials and mixed materials that they use in products and the associated
onward impacts upon the costs of collection and reprocessing that this has for local authorities. The
Authority recommends that producer responsibility legislation is extended to take account of this impact.

2.4 The second point on collection methods is that the Authority has noted the uptake of “alternate
weekly collections” of municipal and particularly household waste, elsewhere in the country as a way of
increasing recycling performance and makes the following comments:

2.5 The Authority recognises that many authorities elsewhere have benefited from a move to alternate
weekly collections and accepts that with suYcient time for planning the transition to alternate weekly
collections, comprehensive management, and communication, that such systems can oVer real benefits in
terms of increased participation in recycling services and resultant improvement in recycling rates.

2.6 Compulsory recycling has been pioneered in the Authority’s area, and food waste collections are now
oVered by nearly all our constituent borough councils, both of which are probably pre-requisite to a move
to alternate weekly collections (but by no means an inevitable precursor to the same). However, if any of
the Authority’s constituent boroughs were to introduce such a system, our main points of concern would
be the potential for increased contamination in the recyclables stream, as residents may seek to ‘hide’
particularly potentially odorous or otherwise inconvenient waste that should be saved for a refuse week
within their recyclables container as a way of getting rid of it sooner.

2.7 The Authority believes that collection authorities should not be “forced” to move to an alternate
weekly collection system as the only option available to them to increase recycling rates and as such the
Authority welcomes the recently announced Government consultation on incentives for householders to
recycle.

2.8 The Authority would also suggest that the Committee notes the potential impact of climate change,
with increasing mean temperatures potentially speeding up the process of decomposition of organic waste
and therefore impacting upon what might be regarded in the future as the most appropriate collection
systems.

Joint Working

3.1 The Authority supports any encouragement that Committee wishes to give to joint working. The
North London Waste Authority and its seven constituent borough councils have been working together
since 1986, when the Authority was created. The Authority would be pleased to share its experiences of joint
working with others.

3.2 In the North London authorities’ case, the ease of joint working is reinforced by “joined up” financial
management, which is not the case in a “two tiered” county/district arrangement where political
management and finances are separate between the two tiers. Specifically, through a levy arrangement the
North London boroughs jointly pay for the costs of running the Authority and the recycling, composting
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and disposal services it provides for the boroughs. Each borough now pays a share of the costs, based upon
their most recently audited share of the tonnage of waste delivered, thereby increasingly incentivising waste
prevention work too. The recently announced proposals for joint waste authorities in other parts of the
country would seem to have recognised these benefits.

3.3 Finally, in the Authority’s experience, joint working often makes sense on a practical, economic and
environmental basis. In North London for example, the partner authorities carried out an assessment of the
best method of achieving the municipal and household waste recycling, composting and reduction of waste
to landfill targets that have been set by Government. This assessment, based upon the Environment
Agency’s assessment tool WISARD,94 showed that a joint “partnership approach”, with relatively few
shared facilities scored more highly than a “borough led” approach, which was based upon each borough
developing its own services and facilities independently and therefore needing relatively more facilities and
operating with lower economies of scale.

Information Programmes

4.1 The Authority supports the national “RecycleNow” campaign and associated “Recycle for London”
campaign on the same basis and welcomes the work that the Waste and Resources Action Programme
(WRAP) has carried out to improve the quantity and quality of information available. Both the national
and London campaign are important vehicles for ensuring consistency of messages across the country and
for reinforcing messages to the public and business.

4.2 The Authority urges that such information programmes continue to be supported by central
Government in the future, but it is also important that they focus messages upon the importance of minimal
contamination of recyclable collections and the importance of the quality of recyclate for maximising
recycling into the future.

4.3 The Committee may also wish to note that the Authority is currently leading a campaign involving
four of the constituent borough councils which is promoting recycling to diVerent communities in North
London. This work involves sharing the development of materials and images to communicate messages
about recycling in 10 of the 200 community languages spoken in North London and includes advertising
on community radio stations, print advertising and community workshops. This programme is being funded
through WRAP’s Behavioural Change Local Fund.

4.4 Finally, the Authority would like to stress to the Committee the importance of messages about waste
prevention. In many cases collection and disposal authorities do not provide a service for waste avoidance,
reduction or re-use which can reinforce the written or verbal communication provided. So it is doubly
important that as we focus attention further up the waste hierarchy, towards encouraging people to avoid
waste production in the first place, to reduce what they throw away and to re-use things where possible, that
comprehensive and motivating information is provided and extensive communication encouraged, backed
up with real facilities and services.

Planning for Future Sorting, Collection and Disposal Facilities

5.1 The increasing need to recycle and compost higher proportions of our waste, and the ever closer
relationship between the specification of waste collection services and various waste handling and treatment
services means that the joint structures seen in areas such as North London and other joint waste authority
areas are increasingly demonstrating an ability to deliver real service improvements to residents, particularly
when the urbanised nature of our area is taken into account. The Authority suggests therefore that the
Committee should recommend the Government actively encourages the creation of new Joint Waste
Authorities, rather than just passively create the option for local authorities elsewhere.

5.2 Secondly, the new English Waste Strategy 2007 notes the importance of business waste, which can be
four to five times the tonnage of municipal material produced in an area. In London, the London Plan (the
spatial strategy for London) also requires London boroughs as planning authorities to plan for the spatial
development of waste facilities to handle both municipal (local government collected household and non-
household waste) as well as other types of business waste, and the London Mayor’s emerging Business Waste
Strategy appears to encourage local authorities to move in this direction too.

5.3 However, the new national strategy gives limited guidance on how local authorities might work more
closely with the private waste sector to finance, build and operate facilities which process both municipal
and non-municipal waste. It is not reasonable for waste disposal authorities to be forced in any way to take
the risk of commissioning additional capacity for business waste if it we are not able to ensure that such
waste is delivered to satisfy this capacity. But if the planning system was to be specified so that tenderers for
waste disposal authority contracts could more easily gain planning permission for facilities that had a higher
capacity than our needs in relation to the municipal waste stream, so that they could take the commercial
risk on attracting the much larger quantities of local non-municipal waste, and waste disposal authorities
(and our tax-payers) could then benefit from improved economies of scale, the Authority would support

94 Now updated and replaced by the WRATE assessment tool.
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such change. Delivering change in this way would continue to keep commercial and industrial wastes
predominantly in the private sector, and thereby ensure that increasing waste treatment and disposal costs
for this sector do not migrate into public sector spending.

5.4 If local authorities are to provide new waste treatment facilities for commercial and industrial wastes
arising in their areas, the Authority recommends most strongly that producers should be required to pay
for all the associated costs. Producer responsibility legislation for example will shortly (from 1st July) require
electrical and electronic equipment (EEE) producers and distributors to finance the free collection and
reprocessing of waste electrical and electronic equipment (WEEE) collected by local authorities at publicly
accessible re-use and recycling centres (although this regime does impose additional collection and handling
costs on local authorities). There is therefore no reason why the Government could not raise the necessary
finance from producers and pass this finance on to local authorities to enable them to provide such services
for other types of business waste, or keep it wholly in the private sector.

Funding

6.1 Given that the Government committed the country to the Landfill Directive and accordingly
committed local authorities to meeting the targets contained within the Directive, the Authority argues that
in line with the New Burdens Protocol, these new burdens being placed by central government upon local
government should be financed centrally. Accordingly, funding should be forthcoming from central
government to expand the recycling and composting collection and reprocessing services required to meet
the targets. It is unreasonable of the Government to impose new responsibilities on local government and
require local government to raise this necessary money to finance these additional new services from local
taxpayers.

6.2 Secondly, in relation to producer responsibility, the Authority urges the Committee to recommend
that Government extend mandatory initiatives to require producers to fully fund the collection and
reprocessing costs of products that they place on the market, as noted above in relation to WEEE producer
responsibility legislation. Unlike the new WEEE regime however, the Authority recommends that collection
costs are fully covered by producers too, as it is not reasonable to expect separate collection services for
increasing types of waste to be established at public expense, nor for re-use and recycling centres to be
expanded with only cash-limited private sector contributions.

Charging

7.1 In North London, the Authority has been forced to add a “LATS95 premium” to its non-household
waste charges to the seven constituent borough councils. EVectively this means that the constituent
boroughs and their trade waste collection customers are paying for the disposal of their non-household
waste, plus an additional charge for LATS. This is likely to make their services uncompetitive compared to
private sector waste collection companies, which are not currently faced with landfill limits or fines for going
over those limits. Therefore, there is an uneven playing field between the private sector business waste
collection services and local authority trade waste services faced with the imposition of LATS. As LATS
values rise this inequality will only increase, going against the Government’s stated aim to encourage a more
holistic approach to waste management by local authorities.

7.2 There is concern within our constituent borough councils too that any possible proliferation of small
private waste collection companies might mean that the local authority is less able to manage its street scene
(as waste would be left out for diVerent waste companies at diVerent times on diVerent days). This would
be detrimental to eVorts to improve the quality of streets and public places.

Supplementary memorandum by the Department for Environment, Food and Rural AVairs (RC 61)

Following the hearing that Phil Woolas and I attnded on 4 June I agreed to write with clarification of a
couple of issues, namely prosecut ons of packaging oVences (response to Q216 and Q217), eYciencies
(response to Q22) and reliability of data (response to Q286). I also address an oversight I made regarding
alternate weekly collections in London (response to Q255).

95 LATS—Landfill Allowance Trading Scheme. This is the scheme which allows local authorities with surplus credits for waste
which has not been landfilled to sell these credits to authorities which are short of credits, ie the authorities which are in danger
of going over their landfill limits set by the Landfill Directive.
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Prosecutions for Packaging Offences

In response to questions Q216 and Q217, prosecutions for packaging oVences are carried out through the
Criminal Courts and it is the local authority that takes action rather than individual oYcers. Of four cases,
one was brought by Trading Standards at Oldham Borough Council, one by Cambridgeshire County
Council and two by Northamptonshire County Council.

All cases were successfully prosecuted for a cessive packaging with three also successfully brought for
breaches of the Trade Deseriptions Act. In one of these cases the Magistrate specifically stated that they
thought the packaging oVence was the more serious oVence.

As a point of clarification, the issue in Q214 is with the final measure that is given in the Directive’s
essential requirements where it reads: “packaging shall be so manufactured that the packaging volume and
weight be limited the minimum adequate amount to maintain the necessary level of safety, hygiene an
acceptance for the packed product and for the consumer”. It is our view that consumer acceptance isn’t
quantified in the Directive and is therefore open to interpretation.

I would also like to clarify that there are three countries which have enforcements regimes: France, the
UK and the Czech Republic, with Slovenia to follow shortly.

Efficiencies

Regarding question Q223, the forecast cumulative position by the end of 2007–08, based on the data
submitted by councils in their annual eYciency statements, is £35Om. The target Defra had was £300m, so
the “overshoot” is expected to be approximately £5Om.

Reliability of Data

The evidence submitted by the GLA to the Committee shows data for the collection of non-household
waste for four London Boroughs for 2000–01 and 2005–06 (table in paragraph 18). The table shows a
decrease for Kingston-upon-Thames from 15,045 tonnes in 2000–01 to 0 tonnes in 2005–06. My oYcials
have compared the data in the table against data provided by local authorities to Defra’s municipal waste
surveys which includes non-household waste recycling tonnages. For 2005–06, Kingston-upon-Thames
reported that it had recycled nearly 12,000 tonnes of non-household waste, making the drop between the
two periods much smaller. In Kingston’s case this is mainly recycled rubble.

My oYcials have also confirmed that there was a decrease in the amount of non household waste reported
by local authorities in London of 17% between 2004–05 and 2005–06. However, this change should be kept
in erspective; it equates to only 187,000 tonnes of waste—4% of London’s total municipal solid waste
(MSW), or about 0.5% of England’s municipal waste in 2005–06. Municipal aste accounts for around 90%
of total waste produced in England. It may also be that part of the decrease in London’s non-household
tonnages could reflect changes in reporting requirements in 2005–06 that enabled a more detailed
breakdown of waste type to be reported and hence potentially shifted some marginal tonnages between she
household and non-household classifications. Instead it is more reliable to consider total municipal waste,
which fell in London by a similar proportion to that observed n-tionally, and to draw conclusions from
longer term trends rather than focusing on a single year as fluctuations in waste produced can occur for
seasonal and other exogenous factors.

The Environment Agency has recently written to the Mayor seeking information and evidence relating
to the Mayor’s claims regarding commercial municipal waste in London.

In their written evidence the GLA relate the municipal waste figures to figures for waste received at a
selection of landfill sites. This is a misleading comparison as the figures given relate to all waste going to
those landfill site- (not just that from London) and there will also be other landfill sites receiving waste from
London. Added to this several landfill sites used by London have closed over recent years. Hence, this is not
a complete and therefore accurate picture of the trends in waste from London that is being landfilled. In
order to obtain this, we have asked the Environment Agency to analyse landfill site returns which we should
receive later this month and be able to provide a more comprehensive assessment of waste being sent to
landfill from London.

Defra and the Environment Agency take waste reporting seriously. The Agency is conducting a detailed
audit of all waste disposal authorities. These will tell Defra if the authorities audited are complying with the
rules for reporting commercial waste and if there are any systematic problems that need to be addressed.
The initial round of audits of 24 authorities is ongoing (including some in London) and will be completed
by the end of June 2007. They will discuss any problems with the authorities concerned and inform Defra
if there are serious problems. Defra will take appropriate action, including the potent all options to impose
penalties and/or suspend authorities from trading, depending on the circumstances. The Environment
Agency will publish reports of the audits later this summer. All waste disposal authorities in England will
have been audited by 2009. I will send the Committee a summary of the outcome of the first set of audits.
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Alternate Weekly Collections (AWC)

In response to question Q255, I stated that I did not believe that any local authorities in London had
implemented AWC. There is in fact one, Harrow Borough Council. I apologise for this oversight.

Energy from Waste

Further to our discussion on the role of energy from waste I wish to draw the Committee’s attention to
chapter 5 of Waste Strategy for England 2007, which directly addresses the issue of locking in waste. Striking
the right balance between recycling and energy recovery will require both excellent, early consultation
between stakeholders and suitably flexible facilities and contracts—ie that do not require fixed amounts of
waste to feed waste to energy plant. Technology providers are known to be oVering local authorities flexible
solutions, safe in the knowledge that any future shortfall in capacity (eg due to improvements in recycling)
can be made up from residual waste from other sources.

In relation to gas plasma technology, I wish to clarify that while this is not one of the processes being
specifically looked at as part of Defra’s New Technologies Programme, the Defra-funded Waste Technology
Data Centre contains information on the strengths, weaknesses and history of this technology. Plasma
technology is also referenced in Waste Strategy 2007 as one of a number of advanced processes for
recovering energy from waste. Due to the emerging nature of this technology, we do not have suYcient
evidence to support—view on its commercial viability for treating municipal waste, although the technology
providers claim it is cost-eVective on certain high gate-fee wastes.

While Government does not generally have a preference for one waste to energy technology over another,
with the exception of anaerobic digestion for treating food waste, any given technology is more beneficial
if both heat and electricity can be recovered. Technology choice needs to reflect Iocal circumstances, which
will vary, but Government expects greenhouse gas emissions to be a key consideration of those developing
waste to energy plants.
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