EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE – 28 JANUARY 2013
PUBLIC SERVICES & HEALTH POLICY AND SCRUTINY COMMITTEE – 
17 JANUARY 2013 
PART I – NOT DELEGATED
11b.
COMPOSTING & CARDBOARD ISSUES
(DCES)
1.
Summary
1.1
To update Members on the progress to date in providing options to remove cardboard from the organic waste collection stream.
2. Details
2.1 On 22 November 2012 the Council was informed that it had not been successful in its application to secure funding via DCLG’s weekly collection fund. Feedback has been requested on why Three Rivers was not successful, but nothing has been heard to date (it should be noted that only two District authorities in Hertfordshire received funding). As previously reported, due to changes in both technology and Legislation, together with the end of the existing Contract (with West London Composting) for the disposal of organic waste, the Council  must remove cardboard from the organic waste (brown bin) stream by 1 January 2015, which is the date that the new Contract will commence. Therefore the Council will have to fund any Service changes from within existing resources.
2.2 Officers are working towards revenue neutral service change options i.e. to operate within existing operational resources. A list of 10 different service options have been drawn up (see Appendix A), but as yet these have proven difficult to accurately price, due to the following unknowns
2.2.1             Hertfordshire Waste Partnership (HWP) Co-mingled procurement

2.2.1.1 A HWP procurement exercise, is currently underway to procure a Contract for the recycling of a range of different ‘co-mingled’ materials. The deadline for receipt of tenders is 22 January 2013, with award of Contract in February. Within the Contract are 11 Lots, all requested by HWP partners. These Lots are detailed within Appendix B. It is unlikely that any one contractor will price for all of these Lots, however it is possible that a variety of tenderers will supply prices which cover all of them. Obviously the total cost of any Service alterations will include the income received from the sale of materials and so officers are awaiting the outcome of this tender exercise, before finalising the total costs of options, in order to give Members the most informed data.
2.2.2    Waste Composition
2.2.2.1 Many of the options shown in Appendix A allow for the weekly collection of dry recycling. Feedback from many residents is that they now have too much recycling to cope over the existing fortnight period; some households place out up to 16 recycling boxes each fortnight, however others still only have the three originally given out. In view of this, officers believe that there is still a large amount of material that could be recycled (including food waste) being placed into the residual bin and that, by providing a bin or moving to weekly collections, we will move this material into the recycling stream and increase the Council’s dry recycling rate further.
2.2.2.2 As officers cannot be certain how much recyclable material is currently being disposed of as residual waste, it is impossible to estimate by how much the recycling rate could rise. Likewise, it is difficult to estimate round sizes and numbers of vehicles and loaders, without knowing the actual tonnage of materials. In view of this, officers arranged for a waste audit to be carried out early in December. In this, over the period of a week, waste is taken from 5 different socio-economic areas of the District and then hand sorted into its constituent types. A full report is then drawn up of the results. Officers are expecting the report in late January / early February 2013 and so will use the results to shape and cost the service options.
2.2.3 HWP Alternative Financial Model (AFM)

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 wastes 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 which had reduced their residual waste tonnages, it did not take into account growth in other waste streams i.e. garden and dry recycling, for which HCC either pay the disposal charges, or reimburse with recycling credits. 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 new model has not yet been finalised, but it is the intention that it will be by the end of this financial year, in time for it to be adopted for 2013/14. At the current time it is proposed that the model be based on a hybrid of two different options:
(i) deviation from average, whereby those that deviated positively (in terms of overall waste production) away from an average line received higher payments 
(ii) Consolidation, whereby those authorities which made service changes, which improved their performance were allowed to consolidate their savings each year, the intention being that this would act as an incentive to authorities to alter their service and reduce all waste (including garden, in addition to residual).

2.2.3.3
No matter which option above is chosen, any Service changes that Three Rivers’ chooses to make will impact upon the level of AFM paid. It is impossible to estimate the differences until the final model is agreed. It is anticipated this will be agreed at the HWP Members meeting at the end of January.
2.2.4
Capital Purchase
2.2.4.1
The existing capital programme has the sum of £2,530,000 agreed within it for replacement vehicles, over a rolling programme until 2019/20. It also has £50,000 per annum allocated for replacement domestic bins and boxes. In addition to this sum of money, officers placed a bid of £1,606,200 in the Environmental Protection Service Plan in 2013/14, which was the exact sum of money that the Council had bid to the DCLG for. As previously reported, this was for 6 split-bodied vehicles @ £169,300 each and 32,000 240 litre wheeled bins @ total cost of £590,400.

2.2.4.2
Since the Council has learnt that it has not been successful in its bid to DCLG, officers have reviewed the existing capital vehicle replacement programme in an effort to reduce the amount of capital expenditure required. However, as at this stage it is impossible to know what Service changes will be introduced and exactly how many and what type of vehicles will be required, this has proven impossible to do accurately and officers therefore recommend that, at this stage, the £2,530,000 currently agreed within the capital programme, together with £1,606,200 detailed in the Environmental Protection Service Plan remain unchanged in the capital programme. 
2.2.4.3
In order to provide Members with as much accurate information as possible, the Service Manager is currently undertaking a tender exercise for a range of vehicles, each with proposed delivery in 2013/14. This will ensure that Members are provided with actual prices when making the final considerations for Service changes.
2.2.5
HCC Waste Infrastructure Capital Grant (WICG)
2.2.5.1
In recognition of the capital investment that all Hertfordshire Districts need to make in order to remove cardboard from the waste stream, HCC have developed a WICG grant of £2 million to be split between the 10 Districts. HCC officers have devised evaluation criteria, which are attached as Appendix C. As there are so many unknowns at the present time with regards to numbers and types of vehicles, Officers propose submitting a bid for the wheeled bins, which they believe will be required for any service alterations. The bid has to be submitted by the 7 February 2013. Feedback on this bid submission will be detailed within the report to the Committee in June. 
2.2.5.2 
Capital funding within the Council is obviously limited and therefore, if the Council is not successful in its WICG application, Members may have to consider alternative solutions for the removal of cardboard, including combining it with the residual waste.
 2.3
The timetable for both the co-mingled procurement, finalising the AFM and the vehicle procurement is such that officers will not be able to bring a comprehensive report, including all financial elements, until the June meeting of the Committee. Any Executive decision emanating from this report will still enable vehicles/boxes to be procured, prior to a start date in 2014/15.
 3.
Options/Reasons for Recommendation
3.1
The existing Organic waste disposal contract expires on 31 December 2014 and due to Legislation changes, any subsequent contract will not include for the disposal of cardboard. The Authority must therefore remove all cardboard from its organic waste (brown) bin by this date.

3.2
The above report details the progress made so far in determining which Service changes should be introduced to facilitate the removal of cardboard. Officers do not have all the information needed to determine which option is best at this stage and therefore leaving the money shown in Section 5 within the Capital programme will ensure that the Council has sufficient funds to carry out any service changes. Applying for the WICG funding from HCC will also reduce the effect on the Council’s own capital reserves.
4. 
Policy/Budget Implications

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

5.1 The Environmental Protection Service Plan contains the following capital schemes to be considered by Executive Committee on 28 January 2013.
	CAPITAL IMPLICATION
	Current Year 2012/13
£
	

2013/14
£
	

2014/15
£
	Future Years 
£

	New Refuse vehicles
	0
	1,015,800
	0
	0

	New Wheeled bins
	0
	590,000
	0
	0

	Planned replacement programme

· Vehicles

· Wheeled bins
	225,120 
50,000
	0

50,000
	330,000

50,000
	2,200,000

350,000

	Total
	0
	1,656,200
	380,000
	2,550,000


6.
Legal, Staffing, Customer Service, Equal Opportunities, Environmental, Website and Community Safety Implications

6.1
None specific at this stage.
7.
Risk Management Implications

7.1
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. 

7.2
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.

7.3
There are no risks if the recommendations are agreed: 
7.4
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

	1. Cost of capital needed to alter Service exceeds that placed in capital programme 
	III
	B


7.5
Of the risks above none are already included in service plans:

7.6
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. 
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7.7
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.

8.
Recommendations
8.1 That the Public Services and Health Policy and Scrutiny Committee recommend to Executive Committee that:
8.1.1          The £1,606,200, together with the schemes for replacement vehicles and boxes, currently shown in the draft capital programme to be considered by Executive Committee on 28 January 2013, remain unchanged until final Service changes are decided.

8.1.2          An application is made, in consultation with the Portfolio-holder and Chairman of PSHPSC, to the HCC WICG for the provision of wheeled bins to contain cardboard and other recyclables
8.1.3          A further detailed report on the proposed Service changes be brought back to the June meeting of PSHPSC.

Report prepared by: Alison Page, Chief Environmental Services Manager 
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Removal of cardboard - Table of Options
	Option 1
	Alternate week collections, with collection of food waste in a pod.

Weekly recycling (co-mingled)
	RCV

Podded vehicle

	Option 2
	Alternate week collections, with food waste in a pod

Weekly recycling co-mingled, separate paper
	Podded vehicle

Twin-pack

	Option 3
	Fortnightly residual waste

Weekly garden with Food waste

Weekly recycling (co-mingled)
	RCV

RCV

RCV

	Option 4
	Fortnightly residual waste

Weekly garden with food

Weekly recycling with paper separate
	RCV

RCV

Twin-pack

	Option 5
	Fortnightly Residual waste

Fortnightly garden waste

Weekly food waste (separate vehicle)

Fortnightly / weekly recycling – source separated
	RCV

RCV

RCV

Kerbsider

	Option 6
	Fortnightly residual waste

Fortnightly garden waste

Weekly food waste (separate vehicle)

Weekly co-mingled recycling – separate glass
	RCV

RCV

RCV

Podded vehicle

	Option 7
	Fortnightly residual waste

Weekly garden waste with food

Weekly cardboard

Fortnightly recycling – source separated
	RCV

Twin-pack

Twin-Pack

Kerbsider

	Option 8
	Fortnightly residual waste

Weekly garden & food waste

Weekly recycling – cardboard & paper

  - plastic, tins & glass
	RCV

RCV

Twin–pack

Twin-pack

	Option 9
	Fortnightly residual waste

Fortnightly garden & food

Fortnightly recycling
	RCV

RCV

Kerbsider (or RCV if co-mingled)

	Option 10
	Fortnightly residual with cardbaord

Weekly garden & food

Fortnightly recycling
	RCV

RCV

Existing Kerbsiders


Lots Within HWP Co-mingled Procurement for Recyclables
· Lot 1 - Fully co-mingled – steel and aluminium cans, aerosols, aluminium foil, all forms of cardboard, drinks cartons (inc. tetra packs), glass bottles and jars, newspapers and magazines, plastic packaging, shredded paper, junk mail, white directories and yellow pages.
· Lot 2 - Partly co-mingled (1) – steel and aluminium cans, aerosols, aluminium foil, all forms of cardboard, drinks cartons (inc. tetra packs), glass bottles and jars,  plastic packaging, shredded paper, junk mail, white directories and yellow pages  (newspapers and magazines would be kerbside sorted and dealt with separately by the HWP).
· Lot 3 - Partly co-mingled (2) – steel and aluminium cans, aerosols, aluminium foil, drinks cartons (inc. tetra packs), glass bottles and jars,  plastic packaging, shredded paper, junk mail, white directories and yellow pages  (newspapers and magazines would be kerbside sorted and dealt with separately by the HWP).
· Lot 4 - Partly co-mingled (3) – steel and aluminium cans, aerosols, aluminium foil, all forms of cardboard, drinks cartons (inc. tetra packs), newspapers and magazines, plastic packaging, shredded paper, junk mail, white directories and yellow pages  (glass bottles and jars would be kerbside sorted and dealt with separately by the HWP). 

· Lot 5 - Partly co-mingled (4) – cardboard, plastics and cans (newspapers, magazines and glass bottles and jars would be kerbside sorted and dealt with separately by the HWP).

· Lot 6 - Partly co-mingled (5) all plastics, newspapers, magazines, catalogues, letters and envelopes, and all types of cardboard.   

· Lot 7 - Partly co-mingled (6) all cans and all glass bottles and jars.

· Lot 8 – Partly co-mingled (7) all glass bottles and jars, all plastics, tetrapaks and all cans.

· Lot 9 – Partially co-mingled (8) all plastics, all cans and tetrapaks. 

· Lot 10 - Plastics from HWRCs -  plastic children’s toys,  plastic garden furniture, plastic garden hoses,  plastic water butts, plastic storage containers, plastic large ingredient tubs, plastic bakery / bread trays, plastic wheelie bins & bottle banks
· Lot 11 - Plastics from HWRCs -  plastic children’s toys,  plastic garden furniture, plastic garden hoses,  plastic water butts, plastic storage containers, plastic large ingredient tubs, plastic bakery / bread trays, plastic wheelie bins & bottle banks

(*) Schedule 2 contains definition for newspapers, magazines, cardboard, mixed paper and plastics

Hertfordshire County Council ‐ Waste Infrastructure Capital Grant 
Selection Criteria 
December 2012 
The County Council has decided to support the Hertfordshire Waste Partnership (HWP) by reallocating funds from the Waste Infrastructure Capital Grant (WICG), which had been identified for the development of Household Waste Recycling Centres, in order to support the Waste Collection Authorities (WCAs), under the HWP Agreement, in changes to their waste collection services that must include the removal of cardboard from the organic waste stream. 

The following selection criteria will be used for determining bids put forward under the WICG. Note that the total collective value of the successful bids shall be no more than £2 million. 

General principles:‐ 
(a) The WICG is being made available to support changes to collection systems that redirect cardboard to the dry recycling stream, with any system changes also encouraging residents to maximise use of existing recycling services and reduce residual waste arisings. 

(b) The WICG will be allocated by means of an evaluation process which requires provision of information necessary for a fair evaluation of proposals without placing an undue burden on those making applications. The level of detail required will be proportionate to the funding and complexity of the service change being proposed. 

(c) Bids will need to confirm that revenue funding is in place to support the deployment and operation of capital assets over their life expectancy. 

(d) The WICG will look to prioritise opportunities for joint working, joint procurement and/or bids which encourage a consistency of approach. However, the need to ensure the appropriate deployment of assets will over ride the need to jointly procure. Effective planning of HWP related procurement should minimise any such conflicts. 

(e) For the avoidance of doubt, funding is only available for changes to collection systems that include the diversion of cardboard from the organic waste stream to dry recycling routes. Bids that include diverting cardboard to residual waste shall not be considered. 

(f) Also permitted will be bids for funding for any part of a wider change to collection services which also meets the overarching requirement for the timely diversion of cardboard from the organic waste stream with a view to achieving overall value for money and improvements in performance. 
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Specific Waste Infrastructure Capital Grant principles:‐ 
1. Waste Collection Authorities may make bids on an individual or joint basis, including collective bids from the HWP or a group of WCAs. 

2. Applications should be made on a 2‐year strategic basis. It is accepted that some bids will be provisional based on the need for Committee approvals and external factors like the provision of material recycling capacity. 

3. Any cost of public relations, promotional activity, delivery to residents or installing/ fitting of machinery, systems or equipment linked to the deployment of new capital assets will not be paid for by the WICG. Other funds must be available for this. 

4. The total collective amount to be allocated to successful bidders shall be no more than £2 million and the absolute maximum level of funding that will be available to any individual WCA submission is 75% of the value of the total amount sought. 

5. Where possible, bids for new services should look to adopt common approaches between Waste Collection Authorities. 

6. Bids must include the removal of cardboard from the organic waste stream, those that seek the following objectives will be viewed favourably:‐ 

6.1 Implementation of service changes for the years in a timely manner in 2013/14 and 2014/15 

6.2 Value for money in both collection and disposal costs taking account of population served by proposed service changes 

6.3 Joint working between authorities and the impact on the WDA’s contractual arrangements 

7. The overriding criterion for WICG funding is the removal of cardboard from the organic waste stream. The primary criteria against which bids will then be scored are as detailed in the attached Evaluation Form. The amount of funding for each Waste Collection Authority will be decided on an individual basis according to specific bid information and scores received. This will allow flexibility in funding approvals as the WICG programme is adapted to take account of new opportunities, significant service developments in individual boroughs/ districts, the need to tackle individual waste streams, and any reviews of the overall strategy. 

8. The bids shall be evaluated independently by a panel of officers including representatives from the County Council and the HWP. These independently evaluated scores will then be subject to a levelling meeting prior to any recommendations being made to the HWP Member sub‐group for final award. 

9. In submission of any bid, the WCAs acknowledge that they agree with the principles and requirements of this additional funding scheme and recognise that the County Council’s decision in awarding any funding to any party is final. 

10. The decision of the County Council with respect to any redistribution of funds not taken up by successful authorities is entirely at its own discretion. 
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The closing date for bids to be received is 5pm on Thursday 7 February 2013. Any bids received after this deadline shall not be considered. 
Please submit all bids to Helena Jackson at Helena.jackson@hertfordshire.gov.uk or by post to: Helena Jackson, Waste Management Officer, Waste Management Unit, CHN104, County Hall, Pegs Lane, Hertford, Hertfordshire SG13 8DN. Any queries can be directed to Helena by email or phone on 01992 555326. 

Bid Evaluation:‐ 
These are the main considerations that will be taken into account when assessing bids:‐ 

(a) Bids must aid in the development of collection services and related infrastructure which deal with the removal of cardboard from the organic waste stream and support the objectives set out in section 6 above. 

(b) Bids must include a business case that is realistic and includes the identification and management of risks associated with the bid. 

(c) Bids should highlight any funding relevant to their proposals from internal sources, third party funding, external contractors or other stakeholders. Bids should specify the value, type and sources of any private sector investment being provided as part of the bid. This should be interpreted widely and should not be confined to financial investment. 

(d) Applicants should confirm that the necessary revenue funding is available to support the operation of their capital asset(s). 

(e) Bids should describe the nature of any new capacity / infrastructure being provided together with the materials which will be handled, the number of properties to be served by the proposed change and the type and tonnage of recycled "product" produced. 

Bids will receive a weighted score against each of these criteria, as set out in the attached Evaluation Form. Funding amounts will be assigned according to scores allocated, budget available and bid information received. 
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