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PROPOSED REFUSE & RECYCLING SERVICE CHANGES
(DCES)

1.
Summary
1.1
To recommend to Members service changes which will enable the removal of cardboard from the organic waste stream.
2. Details

2.1
Several Committee reports throughout 2012 detailed that, due to tighter controls on organic waste processing plants that, as from 1 January 2015, TRDC would have no option but to remove cardboard from this waste stream. Members therefore resolved to do this, which was confirmed at a meeting of Executive Committee held on 28 January 2013 (minute EX78/12 refers).
2.2
A report to the Committee on 17 January 2013 detailed how because of its bulky nature that it would be difficult to collect cardboard within the existing boxes and that therefore it may be better to collect it within a wheeled bin and combine it with other materials. Officers therefore undertook to investigate the different methods of doing this, however at that time there were various unknowns, which were preventing officers from progressing with the various service options. These were: 

· Waste Composting Analysis

· Outcome of Hertfordshire Waste Partnership (HWP) co-mingled recyclables procurement

· HWP Alternative Financial Model (AFM)

· HCC Waste Infrastructure Capital Grant


A summary of the conclusions of these are listed below:

2.2.1
Waste Composition Analysis
2.2.1.1
The outcome of the waste composition analysis was reported to PSHPSC on 14 March 2013. In summary
· Food waste was seen to be the major component of residual waste forming 33% of the total.  ACORN 1 placed the most food waste in the residual bin (Members will be aware that residents can place food waste in the brown organic bin, which is collected weekly, as opposed to the fortnightly residual collection).  

· Paper items made up 14.6% of the residual waste.

· Card and cardboard made up around 4% of collected residual waste.

· Plastics formed 14.3% (by weight) of the residual waste. This would be significantly more in terms of volume.

· Overall 17.5% of collected residual waste could have been placed into one of the three available recycling boxes.

· 36.6% of collected residual waste could have been placed into the brown bin.

2.2.1.2
The above bullet points show that there are still a large amount of recyclables being placed into the residual bin. The largest element of this is food waste, however there is also a significant amount of plastics (bearing in mind that 14.3% by weight would fill a much larger area by volume). In view of this Members recommended that a focus group be carried out to try and ascertain why people were not recycling. The results of these focus groups are shown in Appendix A.
2.2.1.3
Feedback from the focus groups showed that residents want an easy system for recycling. 95% of residents would prefer a wheeled bin for collecting recyclables, compared to the existing box system. The wheeled bins were deemed easier to transport and would contain the recyclables, even on a windy day. There was general agreement that a box for paper would be acceptable, on the understanding that the Council could sell this at a premium to assist in mitigating costs.

2.2.1.4
When asked whether residents would prefer a weekly collection of dry recyclables, or a weekly collection of garden / food waste, the results were less conclusive. 45% of residents would prefer a weekly dry recyclable collection and 55% weekly garden, however the majority of these residents were concerned about food waste only and if food waste were collected weekly, the number preferring a weekly collection of dry recyclables increased to 65%.
2.2.2
Outcome of Hertfordshire Waste Partnership (HWP) co-mingled recyclables Procurement

2.2.2.1
Following a procurement exercise, the HWP Contract for co-mingled recyclables was awarded in March 2013 to Pearce Recycling Ltd, a Hertfordshire company based in St Albans. The tenderers were asked to bid for 11 different lots, containing different combinations of recyclables. The prices submitted for each of these lots is attached as Appendix B, together with the anticipated income for each stream. At first glance it appears that, through income generation alone and in view of the high price paid for clean paper collected for recycling (currently £113.75 per tonne), that the best option for Three Rivers is to collect paper separately to other materials. This option however has to be weighed up against the operational savings achieved by completely co-mingling all materials and therefore officers investigated the costs of each option (see Appendices D & E).
2.2.3
Alternative Financial Model.

2.2.3.1
The AFM is a financial model in which HCC (the waste disposal authority) passes on savings in landfill tax as a result of reductions in residual waste delivered by the districts (waste collection authorities).  The original idea behind the AFM was to incentivise the waste collection authorities to invest in recycling schemes in pursuit of targets agreed as part of the Joint Municipal Waste Management Strategy.  Achievement of these targets would see a reduction in the amount of waste that HCC needed to dispose of which in turn would fund the model.  Conversely increases in residual waste per household will result in reductions in funding from the model.

2.2.3.2 A report to Executive Committee in January 2012 explained, how, due to flaws in the current AFM, HCC were losing money through the existing payment mechanism. In summary, this was because although the AFM rewarded those authorities who had reduced their residual waste tonnages, it did not take into account growth and the substantial gate fee increases in other waste streams i.e. garden and dry recycling, which HCC either pay the disposal charges, or reimburse with recycling credits for. All partners agreed that it was no longer practicable for HCC to lose money in this manner and therefore a review of the model was carried out throughout 2012/13. The revised AFM was agreed by HWP Members at a meeting on 28 January 2013 and takes into account overall waste production and not just residual waste. It is also worth noting that the AFM is a non-statutory scheme put together under the auspices of the HWP and in essence tops up payments received through the statutory recycling credits regime. Existence of the AFM is underpinned through commitments included in the Hertfordshire Waste Partnership Agreement.

2.2.3.3
A graph of existing average waste costs is attached as Appendix C. In summary, those authorities below the average line will receive 100% of any savings that they make in any one year. Those above the average line will only receive 70%, with the remaining 30% is halved and distributed in two ways: firstly, evenly amongst all WCAs whose performance has improved and secondly, evenly amongst all WCAs who are lower than average cost. Members will note that, despite having an extremely low residual waste tonnage, TRDC is very close to the existing average line. This is because this authority collects much more garden waste than the remaining authorities (324kg per head compared to North Herts District Council’s next nearest (223kg per head). The average line will fall as other authorities improve their recycling rate (which all are proposing to do) and therefore it is imperative that TRDC minimises its overall waste production as much as possible, in order to ensure that TRDC retains all of the disposal savings that it generates in any one year. In view of the existing low residual waste tonnage the easiest way to do this would be to reduce garden waste. Officers have therefore considered how to do this.
2.2.4
HCC Waste Infrastructure Capital Grant (WICG) 
2.2.4.1
The report to Executive Committee on 28 January 2013 detailed how HCC, in recognition of the capital investment that all Hertfordshire districts need to make, in order to remove cardboard from the waste stream had developed a WICG grant of up to £2 million to be made available, on a bid basis, to the 10 districts. Members resolved that TRDC submit a bid to receive funding from this Grant to provide wheeled bins for the collection of recyclables. Following the challenge bid process Three Rivers have been awarded £232,133 to part finance the provision of wheeled bins.

2.3
Options Considered
2.3.1
A financial overview of the options considered is shown in Appendix D, together with a more detailed breakdown of costs of each option within Appendix E. The reasons for the options considered are outlined below:
2.3.2
As detailed in 2.2.2.1 above, the best financial option within the co-mingled dry recyclable contract initially looks to be collecting partially co-mingled, but keeping paper separate. This option however involves specialised vehicles (twin-packs), which have a smaller capacity than standard vehicles. For this reason, the operational costs of collecting paper separately are more expensive than completely co-mingled.   Therefore, officers narrowed the Lots to consider within the co-mingled recycling Contract to Lot 1 (completely co-mingled) and Lot 2 partially co-mingled (paper separate). In either of these cases, the co-mingled element of the recycling would be collected in a wheeled bin, which is proven at the focus group is easier for residents to manage and therefore likely to maximize dry recycling.  Although residents may find it easier to contaminate their recycling by placing residual waste within a wheeled bin, this is less of an issue than with garden waste, as the recycling material passes along a conveyor belt system to be sorted. 
2.3.3
Another key factor with regards to the financial implications of any suggested scheme is the frequency of collection. Officers therefore investigated both fortnightly and weekly collections of dry recyclables. Interestingly, the savings in collecting fortnightly are not large, as additional vehicles are required to collect in effect double the quantity of recyclables each fortnight, (compared to each week). In addition an assumption is made that a weekly collection will encourage more recycling, upon which the Council receives an income, in the form of recycling credits, as well as sale of materials and, where this material is generated from additional diversion from the residual waste stream, AFM payments would accrue. 
2.3.4
A far bigger impact is whether to continue collecting garden and food waste weekly, or in light of cardboard being removed and there being very little garden waste over the winter, to move to a fortnightly collection service. This would avoid the crews visiting each house to collect very little waste over the winter months. The financial savings through moving to a fortnightly garden ./ food waste collection services are much more considerable, simply due to the increased payment through AFM, due to overall waste reduction. .
2.3.5
The majority of the focus group members stated that it was only the food waste element that concerned them with regards to a fortnightly collection of the brown bin.  There are 6 solutions to this:
· Residents are given the option of placing food waste into the brown bin one week and the residual the next, thereby ensuring a weekly collection. Although this would not maximise the recycling rate, arguably, as witnessed by the waste audit, a large proportion of residents are still placing their food waste into the residual bin, despite it being a fortnightly collection. This is also borne out by feedback from the focus groups, many of whom stated that they did not put meat of cooked food waste into the brown bin.

· On the alternate week to the garden / food waste collection, a special food waste only collection is introduced. Households would be provided with special 25 litre food waste caddies, which they could place out with their residual waste bin. These would then be collected using dedicated vehicles. It is estimated that 4 vehicles would be needed to cover the whole district each fortnight and as a consequences any revenue costs would increase by £273,400 per annum. There would also be the additional capital costs of £91,000 for 36,000 kerbside food caddies.
· Concerns with the above approach are that, officers cannot be certain how many residents would choose to use the food caddy and how many would chose to dispose of their food in either the brown or residual waste bin. A scheme introduced by Preston City Council, now well established, shows that on average only 50% of residents utilise such a scheme and this could mean that 4 vehicles and crews would be completely over-resourced. An alternative would be to introduce food waste recycling as an ‘opt-in’ service, whereby residents would request a food waste caddy, if they wanted a weekly collection. This option would ensure that collections could be targeted to best operational effect and build up over a period of time. If this option were chosen, only 2 vehicles and crews would be required, reducing the revenue implications by 50% (£136,700). Disadvantages to this approach would be the additional organisation required to administer the Scheme.

· Food waste could be collected separately using a podded vehicle. This is shown as option 10 within appendices D & E. Within this option, food would be placed out in the kerbside caddy each week and collected in the same vehicle as the fully co-mingled dry recycling and disposed of separately. A sample kerbside caddy will be available at the meeting for members to view. Although this would prevent the option of collecting paper separately and maximising revenue in this manner, as garden waste collected without food waste, does not need to be treated using an in-vessel composting (IVC) plant, it is likely that eventually the income lost will be recouped either via the AFM, or by TRDC procuring their own Contract for the disposal of garden waste. Consideration of the impact on the Waste Disposal Authority (HCC) would have to be made and potentially negotiated with HWP.  

· The Council could collect weekly from April to October (inclusive) and then revert to a fortnightly collection over the winter months (November to March inclusive). This would produce operational savings of approximately £62,000, based on agency savings and fuel costs. Concerns with this approach is that officers can never be certain when garden waste ceases and starts again i.e. in 2012/13 leaf fall was late and throughout November. This may lead to complaints from residents.
· A weekly collection of organic waste (garden and food) is still offered, but 140 litre (small) bins are provided. The existing brown 240 litre bins could then be used for the collect ion of co-mingled dry recycling, either keeping paper separate, or not. The financial implications for this are shown as option 11 in Appendix D. 
2.3.6
If garden waste becomes a fortnightly collection service, it is proposed to still only allocate one bin per household and give residents the opportunity to pay for a second one (existing charge is £104 per annum). This will ensure that the rounds are completed using three vehicles. Allowing additional bins at no cost may result in the crews not being able to complete and additional vehicles being required. 

2.3.7
Similarly, in order to minimise capital costs it is proposed to only give each property one wheeled bin for the collection of dry recyclables. Officers believe that a standard 240 litre bin will be sufficient for most households if collection frequency is weekly. Should Members chose to remain with a fortnightly collection, officers have allocated some funding for larger 360 litre bins, in order to accommodate those households that currently have over 10 boxes collected each week.  In either case, the Council would take additional recyclables if they are left out for collection in bags next to the bin. Any redundant boxes would be collected by the Council and taken for recycling – a fact that would be publicised.
2.3.8
Any service change will be introduced on a district wide basis and available to all households, including flats. However, the financial tables within Appendix E only show provision of wheeled bins for houses, as many of the flats have bulk collection points and already have bins in place. It will simply be a case of re-labelling the existing ones provided. 

2.3.9
Any service changes will be accompanied by a comprehensive public relations campaign, which will fully explain to residents the reasons for the alterations, together with the environmental and financial benefits of doing so. A full implementation programme for this work will be presented to a future meeting of the Committee; however there are two critical dates:

· Ordering of the vehicles must be done by end of June 2013, in order to avoid a 10% increase in cost (due to enhanced engine specifications from Euro V to Euro VI).

· The removal of cardboard from the organic bin, which must be completely removed by January 2015.
2.3.10
The Council has committed to a HWP Consortium Contract until 1 December 2014. Therefore should the Council choose a completely co-mingled collection service, there may be financial penalties for withdrawing from the Contract early. These will be negotiated with the existing Contractor.
3.
Options/Reasons for Recommendation
3.1
The Council has resolved to remove cardboard from the organic waste and the recommended option is the most cost effective, whilst ensuring that the Council’s recycling rate is maximised.
4.
Policy/Budget Implications

4.1
The scheme lies within the Council’s policy to minimise waste and maximise recycling.
4.2
The recommendations within the report are not within Council budgets.
5.
Financial Implications

5.1 The table below shows the capital implications should Members choose option 10 – collecting food waste in a podded vehicle. The figures within the agreed capital budgets for the service changes and replacement refuse vehicles. It should be noted that, following procurement of the vehicles for the new service, the existing vehicle replacement programme will need to be altered. This will be reported to PSHPSC at a later date.

	CAPITAL IMPLICATION
	

2013/14
£
	

2014/15
£
	2015/16

£
	Future Years per annum
£

	Refuse vehicles
	0
	1,445,000
	0
	0

	Wheeled bins
	0
	640,000
	0
	0

	Kerbside Caddies
	0
	91,880
	0
	0

	WICG Bid
	0
	(232,133)
	0
	0

	TOTAL
	0
	1,943,747
	0
	0


5.2 The table below shows the revenue implications of option 10. It shows the variation to existing budgets.

	CASH IMPLICATION
	Current Year 2013/14
£
	

2014/15
£
	

2015/16
£
	Future Years per annum
£

	Expenditure

Crew - drivers
	0
	26,114
	52,228
	52,228

	Crew - Loaders
	0
	19,240
	38,480
	38,480

	Additional Agency 

Additional Maintenance 

Additional running costs


	0

0

0


	26,000

13,215

13,150


	52,000

26,429

26,300
	52,000

26,429

26,300



	TOTAL COSTS
	0
	 97,719
	195,437


	195,437



	Income
Co-mingled recyclate

Paper Income

Recycling Credits

Impact from AFM
	0

0

0

0


	(85,000)

154,755

(39,000)

(120,000)
	(170,000)

309,510

(78,000)

(240,000)
	(170,000)

309,510

(78,000)

(240,000)

	Total Income
	0
	(89,245)


	(178,490)


	(178,490)



	Net Commitment
	0
	8,098
	16,187
	16,187


6.
         Staffing Implications
6.1
The operational staffing implications are shown within Appendices D and E. At this stage it is anticipated that the administration of any service changes can be met from within existing staffing resources.

7.
Customer Service Implications 

7.1 A District wide public relations campaign will be developed, which will involve the Customer Service Centre in order to explain the proposed changes to residents. Details of which will be brought back to the Committee at a later date
7.2
The CSC will also be involved in reviewing any Proactive Scripting and any collection route changes. Time will need to be allocated to ensure that staff are fully trained to be able to answer a variety of questions about the new service. 
8.
Website Implications 

8.1
Any service changes will need to be promoted on the Council’s website, which will be updated by Environmental Protection staff. 

9.
Environmental Implications

9.1 The weekly collection of garden waste is not an environmentally friendly option. Since the frequency of collection has increased from fortnightly, the Council now collects over 1100 tonnes than before. This waste not only has to be paid for treatment, it is likely to be mainly waste that was composted at home. This is borne out by a comment made within the focus group. Reducing the frequency of collection of garden waste will decrease fuel consumption and also encourage residents to use the most environmentally friendly option, which is to compost at home.

9.2            
Conversely, increasing the frequency of collection of dry recycling and food waste to weekly will encourage residents to place those recyclable materials, which are being placed into the residual waste bin. This will ensure that the Council’s recycling rate is maximised and residual waste tonnage minimised, which should see greater payments via the AFM    

10.
Legal, Equal Opportunities and Community Safety Implications

10.1
None specific at this stage.
11.
Risk Management Implications

11.1
Although every effort has been made to get accurate information, there are still many unknowns with regards to the proposed service changes. Officers cannot be certain how much cardboard will divert from the organic waste and its impact on the dry recycling waste stream, or indeed the remaining tonnages within the brown bin (bearing in mind that cardboard is bulky and weighs less than garden waste). Similarly, officers do not know how much food waste will be diverted by offering a separate food waste collection and how this will impact on vehicle rounds. Best estimates have been made with regards to numbers of vehicles and crew required, however, as with any new Scheme, the numbers may have to be reviewed at a later date. In addition, the payment via AFM is dependent upon the waste reduction of all 10 Hertfordshire district councils and not only TRDC.
11.2
The Council has agreed its risk management strategy which can be found on the website at http://www.threerivers.gov.uk.  The risk management implications of this report are detailed below. 

11.3
The subject of this report is covered by the Environmental Protection service plan. Any risks resulting from this report will be included in the risk register and, if necessary, managed within this plan.

11.4
The following table gives the risks that would exist if the recommendations are agreed: 
	Description of Risk
	Impact
	Likelihood

	1. Contract is under resourced, leading to additional expenditure
	II
	E

	2. Recycling rate drops
	I
	C

	3. Resident satisfaction decreases
	II
	D

	4. Residents choose not to use caddies
	II
	D

	5. Price of co-mingled recyclate decreases thereby making scheme costly
	II
	D

	6. AFM reviewed and income not received
	III
	D

	7. Unable to procure a contract for the disposal of garden waste.
	III
	D

	8. Unable to remove food waste from existing brown bin, resulting in a more expensive disposal route 
	III
	D


11.5
The following table gives the risks that would exist if the recommendation is rejected, together with a scored assessment of their impact and likelihood:

	Description of Risk
	Impact
	Likelihood

	9. Cardboard not removed in timely manner 
	III
	C

	10. Costs escalate
	III
	C

	11. Recycling Rate decreases
	I
	C

	12. Resident satisfaction decreases
	II
	C

	13. Price of paper  decreases
	I
	E

	14. Paper tonnage reduces making scheme not effective 
	II
	C


11.6
Of the risks above none are already included in service plans:

11.7
The above risks are plotted on the matrix below depending on the scored assessments of impact and likelihood, detailed definitions of which are included in the risk management strategy. The Council has determined its aversion to risk and is prepared to tolerate risks where the combination of impact and likelihood are plotted in the shaded area of the matrix. The remaining risks require a treatment plan. 

	Likelihood
	A
	
	
	
	
	
	Impact
	Likelihood

	
	B
	
	
	
	
	
	V = Catastrophic
	A = >98%

	
	C
	2,11
	12,14
	9,10
	
	
	IV = Critical
	B = 75% - 98%

	
	D
	
	3,4,5
	6, 7, 8
	
	
	III = Significant
	C = 50% - 75%

	
	E
	13
	1
	
	
	
	II = Marginal
	D = 25% - 50%

	
	F
	
	
	
	
	
	I = Negligible
	E = 2% - 25%

	
	
	I
	II
	III
	IV
	V
	
	F =  <2%

	
	Impact


	
	


11.8
In the officers’ opinion none of the new risks above, were they to come about, would seriously prejudice the achievement of the Strategic Plan, and are therefore operational risks. The effectiveness of treatment plans are reviewed by the Audit Committee annually.

12.
Recommendations
12.1
That PSHPSC recommends to Executive Committee that:

12.1.1
all households are provided with a wheeled bin for the collection of completely co-mingled recyclate.

12.1.2
The collection frequency for dry recycling be increased to once a week

12.1.3
A weekly collection of food waste be introduced (Option 10)

12.1.4
The collection frequency for garden waste is reduced to once per fortnight.
12.1.5
A collection service is implemented for any unwanted recycling boxes and they are recycled.
 
Report prepared by: Alison Page, Chief Environmental Services Manager 
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Appendices: 
Appendix A – Results of Focus Groups

Appendix B - Prices submitted for each of the lots together with the anticipated income for each stream.
Appendix C - Graph of existing average waste costs
Appendix D - Financial overview of the options considered
Appendix E - Detailed breakdown of costs of each option
Refuse and Recycling Focus Groups
Wednesday 1 and Thursday 2nd May 2013

METHODOLOGY

Two focus groups were facilitated by officers from Three Rivers District Council and were held at Rickmansworth Baptist Church on Wednesday 1 and Thursday 2 May 2013 at 7 – 8.30pm.  

20 residents attended the events over the two days.  The respondents were recruited by telephone by Opinion Research services. The first night’s group were recruited as ‘frequent recyclers’ (who stated in the recruitment process that they recycled ‘a lot’ or ‘as much as we can’). The second night’s group were recruited as ‘reticent recyclers’ (who stated that they ‘did not recycle much’, or ‘not at all’).  Both groups contained a demographically representative spread of Three Rivers residents (mix of housing type, affluence, area, age, gender and disability).  All participants were wholly or jointly responsible for the refuse and recycling at home. 

All respondents received £30 of high street vouchers for taking part. The groups were recorded on flip charts and dictaphones.  

OBJECTIVES

The key objectives of the focus group were as follows: 

· To understand what would encourage residents to recycle more

· To determine what vessel (s) residents would prefer to contain their recycling (e.g. wheelie bin, boxes, bags)

· To determine preferences on collection schedules, specifically, which collection residents would prefer to be collected weekly: brown bin (garden/food waste) or dry recycling.
Environmental Protection will incorporate this feedback in to a report to the Public Services and Health Policy and Scrutiny Committee on Thursday 6 June 2013. 
REFUSE

Capacity of bin 

The majority of the respondents who recycled a lot, claimed that their residual (green) bin was between half full to full on collection day.  There were only a few instances of overflowing bins, for example, after parties.  When this occurs, bags were taken to the recycling centres.

“Don’t produce much residual rubbish and compost myself”

The ‘Reticent Recyclers’ had much more of an issue with the capacity and frequency of collection of the residual bin.  On collection day, the majority claimed their bin was very full.
“Take extra bag to work to throw away- green bin”

Main products in refuse bin 

Enclosed is a list of the main items that are put in the green residual bin.  The highlighted items are those that could potentially currently be recycled. 

“On a bad week it all goes into green bin”

“No time to sort”

· Polystyrene/expanded foam – “Takes up a lot of room”
· Dog waste and cat litter

· Guinea pig bedding (unaware that this can go in brown bin, as compared with dog and cat waste which cannot)

· Foil trays (!) not it with tins

· Plastic trays- for meat products

· Clingfilm

· Crisp packets 
· Old fashioned light bulbs

· Paint tins

· Used kitchen roll

· Cleaning clothes (eg J clothes)

· Detergent boxes- residual bin- foil lining 

· Fruit juice cartons (plastics)

· Tetra packs 

· Cans (because too sticky/messy)

· Nappies 
· All those who have had to dispose of nappies, were not aware of the nappy sacks that can be bought to contain the nappies separately to the residual bin 

RECYCLING

Challenges in understanding what can be recycled

Many of the focus group members felt unsure where some of the recyclables went. There was particular concern for the elderly (for whom some of the attendees helped them with their recycling)

· [image: image1.png]


  Arrow symbol can be misleading, as there are products, particularly plastic, that could be recycled but some residents are assuming that if there is no symbol, that it cannot be (e.g. the plastic wrapper around some vegetables). 
“This is an education for me [the focus group], what I should be doing versus what I am doing and I’m pretty sure that I’m not the only person that is not quite doing the correct thing” (reticent recycler)
Capacity of the recycling boxes

Plastics appear overwhelmingly to create the biggest challenges in terms of capacity of boxes and storage.


Some residents have up to six boxes to put out, which can be problematic in terms of storage, multiple trips to the curb and trip hazards. 

 The weight of paper bins, rather than the volume of product, appears to cause problems. 

What would encourage recycling?

A simpler, easier to understand system would make some of the participants recycle more.   Some felt that recycling was very time consuming.
The participants would appreciate feedback on the income generated from recycling (e.g. the paper recycling money) and how this contributes to a halt on council tax rises and revenue generation for projects (e.g. improvements at the Aquadrome).  This information could be advertised on the side of the lorries and in Three Rivers Times. 

Participants would also like information on where all the recycling goes and what it is used for (to allay doubts that the recycling ends in landfill in China)

Type of ‘vessel’ for dry recycling collection

The vast majority of participants wanted co-mingling dry recycling (including cardboard) in a wheelie bin, rather than recycle boxes with separated recycle products.  This would be a simpler, neater, safer, cleaner way of collecting the recycling.  The wheelie bins were deemed easier to transport to curb and more durable than the boxes. 

“This would solve the problem of putting some items in the residual bin when unclear which recycling box to put the item” (e.g. tetra pack)

“More may recycle if its easier to do”

“Boxes are difficult to carry and on windy days the lids fly off”
“The wheelie bins are so much easier to manoeuvre”

There was general agreement that participants would accept a box for paper, on the understanding that the Council would be able to sell this at premium and help to cancel out any council tax rises.  The benefits of paper separation need to be effectively publicised. 



Minor concerns with wheelie bin option

There was a small contingent (within the frequent recycler group) who felt it was a ‘shame’ that after the investment in recycling education that a co-mingled recycling system would be ‘stepping back’, although they did concede that on balance, residents would recycle more as result of the simplicity.  
“Took a lot of time to convince people to recycle!”
There was also a small concern by a minority that some residents would put all waste in the recycling bin (whether recyclable or not) as ‘it will be sorted for me anyway’.  

For those that would require their bins in front of the house, there was some concern that passers by would be items in the bins. 
Brown Bin

Food waste

The majority claimed to put their food waste in the brown bin.   However, some did not know about the kitchen top caddies or the caddy liners. The frequent recyclers also put some of their food waste (vegetable matter) on their compost heap. 

Some were not quite as keen to recycle meat and bones waste in their brown bins due to partly because of the concern about the smell and pests but also because they do not think of it as a ‘compostable’ item (they would not put it on their garden compost heaps).. 
“It’s because of the association with compost.  You wouldn’t put meat and bones on your own compost heap at home.  It’s a psychological thing”

Garden waste

Enthusiastic composters still required their brown bins for certain leaves that are hard to compost and for perennial weeds.  However there was acknowledgement that this was not a considerable problem in terms of volume.

“My husband used to compost, but you’ve spoilt him and he now puts it in the brown bin”

Mess/Cleanliness

The smell and infestation of the brown bin in summer time is a concern for some.   There was a request, backed up by other attendees for a brown bin liner.

“I get maggots in the bin”

Compost

Many of the frequent recyclers had a compost heap at home, whereas, only 2 out of the 9 Reticent Recyclers did. Those that do not have one either did not know about the availability of composting bins or do not have space. 
COLLECTION FREQUENCIES

The focus groups were asked which collection they would prefer collecting on a weekly basis:  their dry recycling (including cardboard) or their brown bin (food and garden waste).  These are the two collection frequency options available to Environmental Protection from 2014. 

If the issue was purely based on volume, then the majority of the focus group would like dry recycling to be collected weekly.  

However, the smell and vermin issue associated with the brown bin was an issue to many people, particularly in summer.  Ideally, although it is understood not to be logistically possible, the brown bin would be collected weekly in the summer months (when the smell and garden waste volume increased) and the dry recycling in the winter months (when there would not be much in the brown bin.  “If that’s all you’re going to send the lorry out for: just a bit of food waste every week, whereas everything else you’ve got mounting up”.  

When asked to decide just between one option for the whole year, the results were as follows:

Frequent recycler group: 6 out of 11 would prefer dry recycling to be collected weekly

Reticent recyclers:   6 out of 9 would prefer the brown bin to be collected weekly. 
“Don’t like to take this stuff in the back of the car”

Separate food caddy

On listening to a proposal of a big food caddy that could be provided for a weekly food collection, this convinced 4 more people within the ‘reticent recycler’ group that brown bins could be collected fortnightly and dry recycling weekly.  

· i.e. 7 out of 9 now stated they would prefer dry recycling to be collected weekly (based on there being a weekly caddy food collection). 

The ‘frequent recyclers’ who stated they would prefer the brown bin to be collected weekly, concurred with the reticent recyclers that it was the food, rather than the garden waste that motivated them to prefer weekly brown bin collection.  

The only issue with the large food caddy, was concern that they could be easily knocked over and accessed by animals, such as foxes (whereas the height and sturdiness of the big brown bin prevents this). 
Number of bins
A further point raised, in terms of volumes, came from residents in flats.  There were two requests for an audit in to bin numbers and size, as these residents felt that some bins were not in the correct proportions (too little space for general and dry recycling and too much space for brown bins).
COMMUNICATION

Participants were asked how they would like the Council to communicate changes and information regarding refuse/recycling. 

A request was made for a leaflet that hangs off the door or bin handle, or a sticker that fits on the bin.  It was felt that leaflets/literature through the door can be ignored. 

Other marketing option suggestions were: fridge magnets.

In terms of the type and amount of information present, it was felt important not to overload with text – maybe, a few key highlights with pictures.  As most items can be recycled, it was felt it might be easier to state what could not be put in the recycling bins. 

It would also be good to have access to a comprehensive list of recycling (maybe through directing to the website).
QUESTIONS AND FURTHER COMMENT

At the end of the session, further questions and comments were encouraged. In order to help and plan for any future publicity, the following points raised are documented below: 

Questions raised
· How many are loads rejected? 

· How can we (the residents and the Council) influence national policy, evoke change from the supermarkets and reduce over packaging of food?

· When will a decision be taken on the new collection options?

· When will this decision come in to place?

· Will the changes affect Council Tax?

· The free compost: is it good quality?

· Request for all bins to be collected weekly.  One participant felt that this was what her Council Tax payment should cover.

· Concern about litter dropping and how to inform the Council and those regulating the issue.

· Can the leaflets be provided in different languages and in audio?

· Can the bins be adapted for blind/partially sighted people, in order that they can tell which colour they are (e.g. brail on the bin)
PRAISE!!

One member of the Reticent Recyclers group mentioned how good the refuse and recycling teams were – and there was resounding agreement from the rest of the group.
	Lot
	Successful bidder
	Delivered
	Collected
	Lot Description 
	Estimated Income to TRDC (based on existing tonnages)

	
	
	Fixed 
	Variable
	Fixed 
	Variable
	 
	

	Lot 1
	Pearce
	£25.00
	£26.90
	£17.00
	£18.90
	All materials co-mingled
	£122,400

	Lot 2
	Pearce
	£19.00
	£20.66
	£9.00
	£10.66
	All material s except paper
	£349,510

	Lot 3
	Pearce
	£20.00
	£21.07
	£12.00
	£13.07
	All material s except paper & Cardboard
	£199,000

	Lot 4
	Pearce
	£35.00
	£36.11
	£25.00
	£26.11
	All materials except glass bottles & jars
	£112,500

	Lot 5
	Pearce
	£42.00
	£40.00
	£26.00
	£24.00
	Cardboard, plastics & Cans only
	£115,000

	Lot 6
	Pearce
	£35.00
	£36.60
	£25.00
	£26.60
	Cardboard, Plastics, cans,& Newspaper
	£112,000

	Lot 7
	Pearce
	£20.00
	£20.17
	£12.00
	£12.17
	All cans and glass bottles
	£199,000

	Lot 8
	Pearce
	£20.00
	£21.19
	£12.00
	£13.29
	All plastics, glass bottles, Tetrapak & cans
	£199,000

	Lot 9
	Pearce
	£50.00
	£54.14
	£36.67
	£40.81
	All plastics, cans & Tetrapak
	£329,000

	Lot 11 -bidders lot (*)
	O-Brien
	£40.00
	£0.00
	£10.00
	£0.00
	THIS WAS FOR HOUSEHOLD WASTE SITE WASTE ONLY
	N/a

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	PLEASE NOTE THE ESTIMATED INCOME TO TRDC IS BASED UPON THE FIXED PRICE COSTS QUOTED
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	Fortnightly Garden 

	 
	1. Existing Service using boxes (card mixed with Paper)
	2. Weekly co-mingled (all materials)
	3. Fortnightly Co-mingled (all materials) 
	4. Weekly Recycling - Paper Separate)
	5. Fortnightly Recycling – paper Separate
	6. Weekly co-mingled (all materials) 
	7. Fortnightly Co-mingled  (all materials)
	8. Weekly dry recycling (Paper Separate)
	9 Fortnightly dry (paper Separate)
	10 Separate Food, using Pod
	11. Garden collected using 140 litre (small bin).
Paper Separate

	Capital Costs
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	No. of vehicles
	7 
	6 
	5 
	7 
	6 
	3 
	2 
	7 
	6 
	8 
	7

	Cost of vehicles
	1,470,000 
	870,000 
	725,000 
	1,295,000 
	1,110,000 
	435,000 
	290,000 
	1,295,000 
	1,110,000 
	1,360,000 
	1,295,000

	Rural Vehicle
	85,000 
	85,000 
	85,000 
	85,000 
	85,000 
	85,000 
	85,000 
	220,000 
	85,000 
	85,000 
	215,000

	Cost of Bins
	99,720 
	640,000 
	684,000 
	640,000 
	684,000 
	640,000
	684,000 
	640,000 
	684,000 
	730,880 
	512,000

	WICG Fund
	0 
	-232,133 
	-232,133 
	-232,133 
	-232,133 
	-232,133 
	-232,133 
	-232,133 
	-232,133 
	-232,133 
	-232,133

	Total Capital Costs
	1,654,720
	1,362,867 
	1,261,867
	1,787,867
	1,646,867 
	927,867 
	826,867 
	1,917,867
	1,646,867 
	1,943,747
	1,757,867

	Revenue Costs
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	 
	 
	

	Additional Crew
	129,188 
	45,354 
	45,354 
	129,188 
	45,354 
	0 
	0 
	0 
	0 
	90,708 
	90.,708

	Additional Agency Costs
	72,000 
	26,000 
	26,000 
	52,000 
	26,000 
	-26,000 
	-26,000 
	0 
	-26,000 
	52,000 
	26,000

	Additional Maintenance 
	85,714 
	12,143 
	-8,571 
	72,857 
	46,429 
	12,143 
	12,143 
	92,143 
	46,429 
	26,429
	70,714

	Additional diesel & roadtax
	25,650
	25,000
	-50,650
	25,650
	0
	0
	-25,650
	51,300
	650
	26,300
	25,650

	Total Revenue Costs
	312,552 
	108,497 
	12,133
	279,695 
	117,783 
	-13,857 
	-39,507 
	143,443 
	21,079 
	195,437 
	213,072

	Income
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	

	From Sale of Co-mingled Recyclate
	0 
	-170,000 
	-122,400 
	-21,320 
	-12,792 
	-122,400 
	-122,400 
	-40,513 
	-31,625 
	-170000 
	-40,513

	Paper Income
	146,310 
	309,510 
	309,510 
	0 
	0 
	309,510 
	309,510 
	0 
	0 
	309510 
	0

	Recycling Credits
	0 
	-78,000 
	-46,800 
	-78,000 
	-46,800 
	-78,000 
	-46,800 
	-78,000 
	-39,000 
	-78000 
	-78,000

	Impact from AFM
	0 
	20,000 
	20,000 
	20,000 
	20,000 
	-80,000 
	-80,000 
	-80,000 
	-80,000 
	-240,000 
	-80,000

	TOTAL Additional income generated
	146,310 
	81,510 
	160,310 
	-79,320 
	-39,592 
	-18,490 
	60,310 
	-198,513 
	-150,625 
	-278,490 
	-198,513

	
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	

	Net Revenue Costs
	458,862 
	190,007 
	172,443 
	200,375 
	78,191 
	-32,347 
	-20,803 
	-55,067 
	-129,546 
	16,947
	14,559


	OPTION 1 - Existing Service, box collection, including cardboard with paper 

	CAPITAL COSTS
	Number
	Cost each
	Total Cost
	Notes

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Standard Vehicle (one pass)
	7
	£210,000
	£1,470,000
	Includes spare vehicle

	Rural Vehicle
	1
	£85,000
	£85,000
	 

	Cost of Bins Boxes
	36,000
	£2.77
	£99,720
	 

	WICG FUND
	 
	 
	£0
	May be negotiable

	Total Capital 
	 
	 
	£1,654,720
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	REVENUE COSTS
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Crew - drivers
	2
	£26,114
	£52,228
	 

	Crew - Loaders
	4
	£19,240
	£76,960
	 

	Additional Agency costs 
	 
	 
	£72,000
	To cover loss of pool staff & additional holiday cover

	Additional Maintenance costs 
	 
	 
	£85,714 
	 

	 Additional running costs
	 
	 
	£25,650

	 

	Total costs
	 
	 
	£312,552
	 

	
	
	
	
	

	Income
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	From Sale of Co-mingled Recyclate
	
	
	 

	Paper Income
	
	
	£146,310
	Takes into account the drop in income from mixing paper and card

	Recycling Credits`
	
	
	
	 

	Impact from AFM
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Total Income`
	 
	 
	£146,310
	 

	NET COSTS
	 
	 
	£458,862
	 


Advantages
· Keeps current collection – no change for residents.

Disadvantages

· Most expensive model

Does not meet residents wishes (focus group clearly showed that residents want wheeled bin for recycling)

	OPTION 2 - Weekly all co-mingled / weekly garden

	CAPITAL COSTS
	Number
	Cost each
	Total Cost
	Notes

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Standard Vehicle (RCV
	6
	 £145,000
	£870,000
	 

	Rural Vehicle
	1
	£85,000
	£85,000
	 

	Cost of Bins Boxes
	32,000
	£20.00
	£640,000
	 Includes delivery

	WICG FUND
	 
	 
	£(232,133)
	 

	Total Capital 
	 
	 
	£1,362,867
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	REVENUE COSTS
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Crew - drivers
	1
	£26,114
	£26,114
	 

	Crew - Loaders
	1
	£19,240
	£19,240
	 

	Additional Agency costs 
	 
	 
	£26,000
	 

	Additional Maintenance costs 
	 
	 
	£12,143 
	 

	Additional running costs
	 
	 
	 £25,000
	 

	Total costs
	 
	 
	 £108,497
	 

	
	
	
	
	

	Income
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	From Sale of Co-mingled Recyclate
	 
	 
	-£170,000
	 

	Paper Income
	 
	 
	£309,510
	Takes into account the drop in income from mixing paper and other materials

	Recycling Credits`
	 
	 
	-£78,000
	 

	Impact from AFM
	 
	 
	£20,000
	 

	Total Income`
	 
	 
	£81,510
	 

	NET COSTS
	 
	 
	 £190,007
	 


Advantages

· Introduces a weekly collection of dry recyclables – maximising tonnage

· Keeps garden and food weekly

· Most operational efficient fro dry recyclables

Disadvantages

· Does not encourage reduction of garden waste

· High costs

Does not maximise revenue from sale of paper

	OPTION 3 - Fortnightly Co-mingled / weekly garden

	CAPITAL COSTS
	Number
	Cost each
	Total Cost
	Notes

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Standard Vehicle (RCV)
	5
	145,000
	£725,000
	 

	Rural Vehicle
	1
	£85,000
	£85,000
	 

	Cost of Bins Boxes
	28,000
	£20.00
	£560,000
	 Includes delivery

	Larger bins (360litre)
	4,000
	£31
	£124,000
	For those households that need them – includes delivery

	WICG FUND
	 
	 
	£(232,133)
	 

	Total Capital 
	 
	 
	£1,261,867
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	REVENUE COSTS
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Crew - drivers
	1
	£26,114
	£26,114
	 

	Crew - Loaders
	1
	£19,240
	£19,240
	 

	Additional Agency costs 
	 
	 
	£26,000
	 

	Additional Maintenance costs 
	 
	 
	£(8,571)
	 Saving due I less RCV

	Additional Running Costs
	 
	 
	 £(50,650)
	 Saving, due to fewer vehicles

	Total costs
	 
	 
	£12,133
	 

	
	
	
	
	

	Income
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	From Sale of Co-mingled Recyclate
	 
	 
	-£(122,400)
	 

	Paper Income
	 
	 
	£309,510
	 

	Recycling Credits`
	 
	 
	£(46,800)
	 

	Impact from AFM
	 
	 
	£20,000
	 

	Total Income`
	 
	 
	£160,310
	 

	NET COSTS
	 
	 
	£172,443
	 


Advantages

· Keeps garden and food weekly

· Most operational efficient for dry recyclables

Disadvantages

· Does not encourage reduction of garden waste

· High costs

· Does not maximise revenue from sale of paper

· Fortnightly dry recycling will not maximise tonnage

Some households will require bigger bins for dry recycling – possible capacity issues

	OPTION 4 – Weekly Twin pack (paper separate) / weekly garden

	CAPITAL COSTS
	Number
	Cost each
	Total Cost
	Notes

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Standard Vehicle (twin-pack)
	7
	£185,000
	£1,295,000
	Includes spare vehicle

	Rural Vehicle
	1
	£85,000
	£85,000
	 

	Cost of Bins Boxes
	32,000
	£20
	£640,000
	 Includes delivery

	Larger bins (360litre)
	0
	£31
	£0
	For those households that need them – includes delivery

	WICG FUND
	 
	 
	-£(232,133)
	

	Total Capital 
	 
	 
	£1,787,867
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	REVENUE COSTS
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Crew - drivers
	2
	£26,114
	£52,228.00
	 

	Crew - Loaders
	4
	£19,240
	£76,960.00
	 

	Additional Agency costs 
	 
	 
	£52,000
	 

	Additional Maintenance costs 
	 
	 
	£72,857 
	 

	 Additional Running costs
	 
	 
	 £25,650
	 

	Total costs
	 
	 
	£279,695
	 

	
	
	
	
	

	Income
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	From Sale of Co-mingled Recyclate
	 
	 
	£(21,320)
	 

	Paper Income
	 
	 
	£0
	 

	Recycling Credits`
	 
	 
	£(78,000)
	 

	Impact from AFM
	 
	 
	£20,000
	 

	Total Income`
	 
	 
	£(79,320)
	 

	NET COSTS
	 
	 
	£200,375

	 


Advantages

· Keeps garden and food weekly

· Maximises revenue from sale of paper 

· Weekly dry recycling should maximise tonnage

Disadvantages

· Collection of dry recycling less operational efficient – more vehicles – more diesel & associated pollution

· Does not encourage reduction of garden waste

· High costs

	OPTION 5 - Fortnightly Twin pack (paper separate) / weekly garden

	CAPITAL COSTS
	Number
	Cost each
	Total Cost
	Notes

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Standard Vehicle (Twin Pak)
	6
	£185,000
	£1,110,000
	Includes spare vehicle

	Rural Vehicle
	1
	£85,000
	£85,000
	 

	Cost of Bins Boxes
	28,000
	£20
	£560,000
	 

	Larger bins (360litre)
	4,000
	£31
	£124,000
	For those households that need them 

	WICG FUND
	 
	 
	-£(232,133)
	 

	Total Capital 
	 
	 
	£1,646,867
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	REVENUE COSTS
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Crew - drivers
	1
	£26,114
	£26,114
	 

	Crew - Loaders
	1
	£19,240
	£19,240
	 

	Additional Agency costs 
	 
	 
	£26,000
	 

	Additional Maintenance costs 
	 
	 
	£46,429 
	 

	 Additional running costs
	 
	 
	 0
	 

	Total costs
	 
	 
	£117,783
	 

	
	
	
	
	

	Income
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	From Sale of Co-mingled Recyclate
	 
	 
	(12,792)
	 

	Paper Income
	 
	 
	0
	 

	Recycling Credits`
	 
	 
	(46,800)
	 

	Impact from AFM
	 
	 
	20,000
	 

	Total Income`
	 
	 
	(39,592)
	 

	NET COSTS
	 
	 
	£78,191
	 


Advantages

· Keeps garden and food weekly

· Maximises revenue from sale of paper 

Disadvantages

· Fortnightly collection dry recyclables does not maximise tonnage

· Some households will require larger bins – possible capacity issues.

· Does not encourage reduction of garden waste

· High costs

	OPTION 6 - Weekly all co-mingled / Fortnightly garden

	CAPITAL COSTS
	Number
	Cost each
	Total Cost
	Notes

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Standard Vehicle (RCV)
	3
	£145,000
	£435,000
	 

	Rural Vehicle
	1
	£85,000
	£85,000
	 

	Cost of Bins Boxes
	28,000
	£20
	£560,00-
	 

	Cost of larger bins
	4,000
	£29
	£116,000
	 

	WICG FUND
	 
	 
	-£(232,133)
	 

	Total Capital 
	 
	 
	£927,867
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	REVENUE COSTS
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Crew - drivers
	 
	 
	£0
	 

	Crew - Loaders
	 
	 
	£0
	 

	Additional Agency costs 
	 
	 
	£(26,000)
	Existing workforce moved to pool cutting down on costs

	Additional Maintenance costs 
	 
	 
	£12,143 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Total costs
	 
	 
	£(13,857)
	 

	
	
	
	
	

	Income
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	From Sale of Co-mingled Recyclate
	 
	 
	£(170,000)
	 

	Paper Income
	 
	 
	£309,510
	 

	Recycling Credits`
	 
	 
	£(78,000)
	 

	Impact from AFM
	 
	 
	£(80,000)
	 

	Total Income`
	 
	 
	£(18,490)
	 

	NET COSTS
	 
	 
	£(32,347)
	 


Advantages

· Generates cost savings

· Most operational efficient for dry recyclables – fewer vehicles

· Encourages the reduction of garden waste 

· Weekly dry recycling will maximise tonnage

Disadvantages

· Does not maximise revenue from sale of paper

Fortnightly collection of food waste 

	OPTION 7 - Fortnightly all co-mingled / Fortnightly garden

	CAPITAL COSTS
	Number
	Cost each
	Total Cost
	Notes

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Standard Vehicle (RCV)
	2
	£145,000
	£290,000
	 

	Rural Vehicle
	1
	£85,000
	£85,000
	 

	Cost of Bins Boxes
	28,000
	£20
	£560,000
	 

	Cost of larger bins
	4,000
	£31
	£124,000
	 

	WICG FUND
	 
	 
	£(232,133)
	 

	Total Capital 
	 
	 
	£826,867
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	REVENUE COSTS
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Crew - drivers
	 
	 
	£0
	 

	Crew - Loaders
	 
	 
	£0
	 

	Additional Agency costs 
	 
	 
	-£(26,000)
	Existing workforce moved to pool cutting down on costs

	Additional Maintenance costs 
	 
	 
	£12,143 
	 

	 Additional running costs
	 
	 
	 -£(25,650)
	 Savings due to one less vehicle

	Total costs
	 
	 
	£(39,507)
	 

	
	
	
	
	

	Income
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	From Sale of Co-mingled Recyclate
	 
	 
	£(122,400)
	 

	Paper Income
	 
	 
	   £309,510
	 

	Recycling Credits`
	 
	 
	 £(46,800)
	 

	Impact from AFM
	 
	 
	 £(80,000)
	 

	Total Income`
	 
	 
	£60,310
	 

	NET COSTS
	 
	 
	£(20,803)
	 


Advantages

· Most operational efficient for dry recyclables – fewer vehicles

· Encourages the reduction of garden waste, thereby maximising income via AFM

Disadvantages

· Does not maximise revenue from sale of paper and therefore no cost savings

· Fortnightly collection of food waste 

· Fortnightly collection of dry recyclables will not maximise tonnage 

· Some households will require larger bins – possible capacity issues.

	OPTION 8 - Weekly Twin pack (paper separate) / Fortnightly garden

	 
	Number
	Cost each
	Total Cost
	Notes

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Standard Vehicle (twin-pack)
	7
	£185,000
	£1,295,000
	Includes spare vehicle

	Rural Vehicle
	1
	£220,000
	£220,000
	2 vehicles - 1 large & 1 small

	Cost of Bins Boxes
	32,000
	£20
	£640,000
	 

	WICG FUND
	 
	 
	£(232,133)
	 

	Total Capital 
	 
	 
	£1,917,867
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	REVENUE COSTS
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Crew - drivers
	0
	£26,114
	£0.00
	 

	Crew - Loaders
	0
	£19,240
	£0.00
	 

	Additional Agency costs 
	 
	 
	£0
	 

	Additional Maintenance costs 
	 
	 
	£92,143 
	 

	 Additional running costs
	 
	 
	 £51,300
	 

	Total costs
	 
	 
	£143,443
	 

	
	
	
	
	

	Income
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	From Sale of Co-mingled Recyclate
	 
	 
	-£(40,510)
	 

	Paper Income
	 
	 
	£0
	 

	Recycling Credits`
	 
	 
	-£(78,000)
	 

	Impact from AFM
	 
	 
	-£(80,000)
	 

	TOTal Income`
	 
	 
	£(198,510)
	 

	NET COSTS
	 
	 
	£(55,067)
	 


Advantages

· Maximises revenue from sale of paper, therefore substantial savings

· Weekly collection of dry recyclables will maximise tonnage 

· Encourages reduction in garden waste, thereby maximising impact through AFM

Disadvantages

· Fortnightly food waste 

· Less operationally efficient for dry recycling – more vehicles

	OPTION 9 - Fortnightly Twin pack (paper separate) / Fortnightly garden

	 
	Number
	Cost each
	Total Cost
	Notes

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Standard Vehicle (twin-pack)
	6
	£185,000
	£1,110,000
	Includes spare vehicle

	Rural Vehicle
	1
	£85,000
	£85,000
	 

	Cost of Bins Boxes
	28,000
	£20
	£560,000
	 

	Larger bins (360litre)
	4,000
	£31
	£124,000
	For those households that need them 

	WICG FUND
	 
	 
	£(232,133)
	 

	Total Capital 
	 
	 
	£1,646,867
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	REVENUE COSTS
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Crew - drivers
	0
	£26,114
	£0
	 

	Crew - Loaders
	0
	£19,240
	£0
	 

	Additional Agency costs 
	 
	 
	£(26,000)
	 

	Additional Maintenance costs 
	 
	 
	£46,429 
	 

	 Additional running costs
	 
	 
	 £650
	 

	Total costs
	 
	 
	£21,079
	 

	
	
	
	
	

	Income
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	From Sale of Co-mingled Recyclate
	 
	 
	£(31,625)
	 

	Paper Income
	 
	 
	£0
	 

	Recycling Credits`
	 
	 
	£(39,000)
	 

	Impact from AFM
	 
	 
	£(80,000)
	 

	Total Income`
	 
	 
	£(150,625)
	 

	NET COSTS
	 
	 
	£(129,546)
	 


Advantages

· Maximises revenue from sale of paper, therefore substantial savings

· Encourages reduction in garden waste, thereby maximising impact through AFM

Disadvantages

· Fortnightly food waste 

· Fortnightly dry recycling will not maximise tonnage 

	OPTION 10 - Weekly food using pod - co-mingled recycling

	 
	Number
	Cost each
	Total Cost
	Notes

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Standard Vehicle (pod)
	7
	£170,000
	£1,360,00
	Includes spare vehicle

	Rural Vehicle
	1
	£85,000
	£85,000
	 

	Cost of Bins Boxes
	32,000
	£20
	£640,000
	includes delivery

	Kerbside caddies
	32,000
	£2.84
	£90,880
	 

	WICG FUND
	 
	 
	£(232,133)
	 

	Total Capital 
	 
	 
	£1,943,747
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	REVENUE COSTS
	 
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Crew - drivers
	2
	£26,114
	£52,228
	 

	Crew - Loaders
	2
	£19,240
	£38,480
	 

	Additional Agency costs 
	 
	 
	£52,000
	 

	Additional Maintenance costs 
	 
	 
	£26,429 
	 

	Additional Running costs
	 
	 
	 £26,300
	 

	Total costs
	 
	 
	£195,437
	 

	
	
	
	
	

	Income
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	From Sale of Co-mingled Recyclate
	 
	 
	£(170,000)
	 

	Paper Income
	 
	 
	£309,510
	 

	Recycling Credits`
	 
	 
	£(78,000)
	 

	Impact from AFM
	 
	 
	£(240,000)
	 

	Total Income`
	 
	 
	£(178,490)
	 

	NET COSTS
	 
	 
	£16,947
	 


Advantages

· Weekly collection of dry recyclables will maximise tonnage
· Most operational efficient for dry recyclables – fewer vehicles

· Encourages the reduction of garden waste, thereby maximising income via AFM

· Enables weekly collection of food waste

· Option most likely to maximise recycling rate

Disadvantages

· Does not maximise revenue from sale of paper and therefore no cost savings

· High capital costs

· Two different disposal points may impact on collection rounds

· Unproven – can only estimate tonnages and therefore staffing resources.

	OPTION 11 - Weekly food & garden using 140 litre bin – paper separate

	 
	Number
	Cost each
	Total Cost
	Notes

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Standard Vehicle 
	7
	£185,000
	£1,295,000
	Includes spare vehicle

	Rural Vehicle
	2
	
	£215,000
	 One large (£130,000)& one small (£85,000)

	Cost of Bins Boxes
	32,000
	£16
	£512,000
	includes delivery

	WICG FUND
	 
	 
	£(232,133)
	 

	Total Capital 
	 
	 
	£1,789,867
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	REVENUE COSTS
	 
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Crew - drivers
	2
	£26,114
	£52,228
	 

	Crew - Loaders
	2
	£19,240
	£38,480
	 

	Additional Agency costs 
	 
	 
	£26,000
	 

	Additional Maintenance costs 
	 
	 
	£70,714 
	 

	Additional Running costs
	 
	 
	 £25,650
	 

	Total costs
	 
	 
	£213,072
	 

	
	
	
	
	

	Income
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	From Sale of Co-mingled Recyclate
	 
	 
	£(40,513)
	 

	Paper Income
	 
	 
	0
	 

	Recycling Credits`
	 
	 
	£(78,000)
	 

	Impact from AFM
	 
	 
	£(80,000)
	 

	Total Income`
	 
	 
	£(198,513)
	 

	NET COSTS
	 
	 
	£14,559
	 


Advantages

· Weekly collection of dry recyclables will maximise tonnage

· Encourages the reduction of garden waste, thereby maximising income via AFM

· Enables weekly collection of food waste

· Maximises revenue from sale of paper

Disadvantages

· Moving to a 140 bin for organic may be seen as a service reduction

· High volume of complaints re, excess garden
· Size of bin may cause grass /. food to compact and become stuck in bin.[image: image3][image: image4.png]
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