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Darren Johnson (Chair):  Item 6 is Waste Financial Incentive Schemes, where we are looking at the 

role that individual financial incentives can play in terms of boosting recycling.  I am pleased to 

welcome our guests from Recycle Bank, Closed Loop Recycling, the Royal Borough of Windsor and 

Maidenhead, the London Borough of Barnet and the GLA. 

 

Can I ask for a brief summary of your respective approaches and why you opted for that particular 

approach as a means to driving up recycling rates?  We have Terry Gould, from Windsor and 

Maidenhead, representing the classic ‘carrot’ approach, and Nicola Cross, from the London Borough of 

Barnet, representing the classic ‘stick’ approach.   

 

Terry Gould (Royal Borough of Windsor and Maidenhead):  Thank you for inviting us to come 

and give evidence. 

 

The story for us started with the previous Government’s strategy on incentivisation schemes.  There 

was a feeling in Windsor and Maidenhead that they were far too prescriptive, did not address local 

needs and were financially penalty based.  What we were asked to do was to go away and look at a 

local scheme and look at encouraging people using incentivisation to encourage people, rather than 

force people, because there was a belief that that would be a more sustainable approach. 

 

That fitted in with our general strategic objectives for the service which was all about securing 

affordability, it was about bringing the community alongside us, it was fitting very neatly with our 

sustainability agenda and of course, at that time, the climate change agenda was picking up and we 

saw that as a good adjunct to that as well. 

 

Really the members certainly wanted an incentive based scheme, longer lasting, and tailored to meet 

our own needs. 

 

We researched and we came across Recycle Bank, an American-based company.  We had discussions 

with them and our contractor and decided to go for a pilot scheme just to test this out.  We were fully 

cognisant of the fact that it had never been tried and tested in the UK before, so we elected to do it in 

two phases initially.  Firstly, to test out and use a recently introduced green waste scheme, a 

subscribed green waste scheme, to test out the technology and the reliability and the fitting and 

retrofitting of equipment on the trucks.  That was originally for three months.  That was very 

successful.  There were no problems with technology. 

 

We then ventured into a co-mingled scheme and that, for us, was a significant change.  Part of the 

reason we did it was we had a twin box system weekly collections.  Capacity was our problem.  We 

decided to give the borough residents a co-mingle bin of 240 litre capacity, retain the weekly 

collections and to fit those bins with chips so that we could measure it.  We set about, as a project 



 

 

team, with our partners, setting aside a whole suite of metrics to try to test out how it would come 

together. 

 

The pilot scheme - we extended the green scheme - ended, effectively, at the end of March 2010 but 

we carried it through to June 2010.  At the end of March 2010 we put in a report to the members 

evaluating what we had found and it ticked all the boxes and far exceed our expectations.  The paper I 

submitted, Chair, I hope simply puts that together with some of the results that we have obtained.  It 

took us by surprise.  People love the scheme, the reward partners love the scheme and we are very 

confident that we are going to achieve what we set out to do in terms of increasing recycling.  That 

was the background. 

 

Darren Johnson (Chair):  Just to clarify, what has been the increase in recycling rates as a result of 

the scheme? 

 

Terry Gould (Royal Borough of Windsor and Maidenhead):  We have got an increase in the 

weight of dry recycled material collected, as opposed to the overall recycling rate.  It is currently rising.  

It was 35%.  It is now over 40%.  We have not reached our full potential yet because we are still rolling 

out across the borough.  We have rolled out 39,000 of the 60,000 properties so far.  It is maintaining 

the level that we aspired to and it is over a 40% increase in material weight.  In terms of the overall 

percentage, too soon, I think, because of seasonal effects and the actual sample numbers. 

 

Darren Johnson (Chair):  Thank you.  That is a helpful introduction.  Other Members will be probing 

in more detail later on.  Nicola, do you want to outline why Barnet went for the scheme it went for and 

what the impact has been? 

 

Nicola Cross (London Borough of Barnet):  Thank you, Chair.  Barnet introduced a pilot 

compulsory recycling scheme on 1 April 2004.  The scheme is for the materials of paper, cans and glass 

bottles and jars.  We have a weekly kerbside sort collection service in Barnet.  We provide two recycling 

boxes.  We were finding that we had provided a high quality service to residents but residents were not 

using the service to the full capacity that they could do. 

 

We carried out a pilot scheme, as I said, from 1 April 2004.  We then did a very detailed analysis using 

some funding from the Department for Environment, Food and Rural Affairs (Defra) to review the 

scheme to see if there had been an increase in the participation in the scheme and an increase in the 

tonnage that we were collecting for recycling.  We wanted to make sure that that tonnage had not 

been diverted from the other services that we were providing, such as the bring banks in the borough. 

 

The Defra funded project found that there had been a definite increase through the compulsory 

recycling scheme of the tonnages of materials that we were collecting from residents from the 

kerbside. 

 

In January 2005 the decision was made to introduce the scheme borough-wide.  The scheme went 

borough-wide on 1 March 2005, so all 115,000 properties in Barnet have the blue and black recycling 

boxes and have a compulsory recycling scheme in the materials of paper, cans and glass. 

 

After the scheme had been running for a full year there had been a 28% increase in the tonnage 

collected through the recycling box scheme.  This is for dry materials that we collect for recycling.  The 



 

 

actual number of tonnes increase was 3,871 tonnes.  That, obviously, made a contribution to the 

improvement in the recycling rate in Barnet. 

 

Before we introduced the scheme we spoke to our contractor because we felt that there was going to 

be an effect on the additional materials that we would be collecting and the demand for recycling 

boxes across the borough.  Yes, we collected more tonnage and, yes, there were more recycling box 

requests. 

 

Darren Johnson (Chair):  That is a really helpful overview and it is useful to hear the two different 

perspectives from the two different authorities.   

 

Roger Evans (AM):  I want to explore in more detail the Communications Strategy and the timescale 

around that and the results that it achieved.  Have you managed to set out the results of the 

Communications Strategy from the incentives that you have provided?  Terry [Gould], perhaps you 

could talk a bit about that from Windsor and Maidenhead’s point of view first?  A lot of people say 

that you do not need incentives, or indeed penalties.  If you use a more informative approach to your 

communications you can achieve quite a good result without any of these extras. 

 

Terry Gould (Royal Borough of Windsor and Maidenhead):  It is very difficult, at this stage, to 

pin down what the precise impact of the Communications Strategy was in terms of hard numbers.  

What I can tell you with confidence is that, as a partnership - ourselves, Recycle Bank and our 

contractor - we agreed there would be a tripartite approach to communication and all communication 

would be agreed and signed off by each party, whether it be the local press, national press or whoever.  

We adopted very much a transparency agenda from the beginning.  We sent out specifically tailored 

letters to different sectors of the community.  We were very, very cognisant of the fact that we needed 

to offer them choice.  We were very open; explaining to them what we were going to do. 

 

At that time, if you recall, 18 months ago or so, there was a big campaign anti-wheelie bin, anti chips.  

That really did worry us at the time to see whether or not that would become an issue.  We were very 

upfront in terms of what the chip could or could not contain in terms of personal data.  We went 

through privacy impact assessments.  We have since checked it with the Information Commissioner’s 

Office (ICO) to make sure our strategy was OK and the data we collected was OK.  We have held 

nothing back.  We have put material on the website.  We have used all of the council’s local 

publications, newsletters and website frequently asked questions (FAQ), in terms of being very open 

and laying it out before people.  Our view is that openness and complete honesty has engendered a 

sense of trust in the community and that is reflected in the activations and the redemptions. 

 

I will leave Sue [Igoe] to explain a little more about that because Recycle Bank has employed an 

external public relations consultant to make sure that we were tailoring our messages in the right 

manner. 

 

Sue Igoe (Recycle Bank):  Thank you very much for having Recycle Bank here today.  I would say 

that the rewards are served through a unique platform of communications.  You cannot separate the 

communications that we are doing around the incentive scheme from the incentives themselves.  The 

way that we deliver the rewards programme is on a back and forth type of platform that can be 

accessed either over the phone or via the internet, so that all of the communications are tied up into 

one. 

 



 

 

One of the additional benefits of getting involved with a rewards and loyalty programme is that drives 

[communication] consistently back and forth with the resident.  They come online, they check, they 

call us and they get rewards in the mail.  They are constantly reminded they have got that blue bin 

outside in front of their homes.  Because of that reward mechanism you now have a more fluid 

communication opportunity with the resident so, to separate the two, I think would be very difficult. 

 

Roger Evans (AM):  Might it not be a good way to look at the effect to compare the number of 

people who are using the scheme with the number of people who are having the collections done?  

You have got 39,000 properties included now.  How many of those 39,000 are signed up and are 

claiming their rewards? 

 

Sue Igoe (Recycle Bank):  Right now it is a rolling process because, as more households come on, 

they activate and get involved in the scheme.  If we just take the trial data, because that would have 

been six months plus, on our green waste trial we had about 72% of the households that were 

activated but way up into the 90s, in terms of the percentage of people recycling on a regular basis.  

Even though they may not have activated into the programme they are still recycling kerbside. 

 

As far as redemptions are concerned, of that 72% that were activated, the redemptions amongst that 

group were very high, in the 70% region as well.  Those people who activated are engaging in the 

programme. 

 

On the co-mingled side I think we were in the high 60s percentage of the people that were activated 

but, again, into the 90s percentage of people that were recycling on a regular basis. 

 

Roger Evans (AM):  Do you think it is fair for you to claim responsibility for the people who are 

recycling but who are not activated?  It seems to me they are doing it for a different reason.  

 

Sue Igoe (Recycle Bank):  I think that there is a certain proportion of those people that we cannot 

say are still motivated by the incentives or the excitement that there is a new way of recycling and a 

new focus on recycling.  There is an amount of inertia in loads of people.  There are lots of people who 

take a while to activate their account.  You might be one of those people who shops at Tesco on a 

regular basis but never picks up the Tesco card until a year after you have been shopping there and use 

it occasionally but you like the idea that those rewards are there for you.  We have the same inertia in 

all rewards programmes.  Over time we see a lot of those people start to activate. 

 

There will be a portion that, no, we are not affecting whether or not they recycle and they will recycle 

whether or not there is a reward scheme or if there is a penalty scheme.  Whatever it is they are going 

to recycle.  I think there is still a portion that are not activated who are still motivated by the thought 

of the concept that, if they want to, they can go online and start getting their points. 

 

Roger Evans (AM):  72% is pretty good anyway so I do not think this is any sort of criticism. 

 

Terry [Gould], you say you have got 39,000 of the 60,000 properties in the borough on the scheme so 

far.  How did you choose the properties that you would start with?  Are you doing it by area or by 

types of property?  In London we have certain types of property in certain areas which are more 

difficult than others, frankly. 

 



 

 

Terry Gould (Royal Borough of Windsor and Maidenhead):  The initial pilot study picked a cross 

section.  The way we have structured our rounds throughout the borough is that a particular round 

would go in a particular area on one day and then another area on another day and another area on 

another day.  What we were getting was a cross section of low rise properties for the pilot scheme.  

That is important.  It was a good mix. 

 

What we took out of that, quite deliberately, were multi-occupancy, narrow access and properties that 

were on a sack residual collection because there is no point going to people on that sort of 

arrangement and asking if they want a 240 litre recycling bin.  You are just going to wind people up. 

 

However, what we have done in September 2010 is we have just got agreement and we are in the 

process now of putting the final plans together that, when we do our final roll out of the last phase in 

November 2010, we are doing flats, narrow access and people on the sacks.  That makes up 14,000 

properties.  It is a slightly different scheme.  That is not a weight based scheme, strictly speaking.  

There are no tags on this one.  This is a community-based reward scheme where rewards are shared out 

between those that participate on a particular round.  Again, we can tell you more about that. 

 

That was always the challenge: how do you deal with high rise?  Not that we have got a lot of high rise 

but we have certainly got a lot of maisonette type blocks where one size does not fit all.  We were very 

cognisant of that fact.  Some people have got boxes, some people have got communal bins and some 

people want wheelie bins.  Our stance on that is that we are going to give people the choice.  If they 

want a chipped bin - and it can be housed for their own individual responsibility - we will do that.  By 

and large though it will be, we suspect, communal bins or retention of the box scheme.  There will be 

multiple schemes in operation. 

 

Roger Evans (AM):  I think I am finished with Windsor and Maidenhead now, but I would be 

interested to hear how the stick has worked. 

 

Darren Johnson (Chair):  Shall we hear from Barnet on your Communications Strategy? 

 

Nicola Cross (London Borough of Barnet):  In preparation for both the pilot and the borough-wide 

scheme, Barnet put together a very comprehensive Communications Strategy.  We have calculated the 

cost per household of the Communications Strategy which is, approximately, 70p, so it is not an 

expensive Communications Strategy that we had in place but it was very comprehensive. 

 

Like Windsor and Maidenhead, we delivered a letter and an FAQ to all households affected by the 

scheme.  Through the Defra research about the pilot scheme, that was how residents wanted to hear 

information about the scheme and that is how a lot of residents found out about the scheme.  We also 

put stickers on the refuse bins of residents, posters around the borough, information on the website 

and press releases, so a very comprehensive Communications Strategy covering media outlets and 

looking at the opportunities to see the publicity.  We felt that that was a very important part of the 

compulsory recycling scheme. 

 

Obviously the other part of the Communications Strategy is also the compulsory recycling monitoring 

that we carried out.  Would you like me to go into that detail now? 

 

Darren Johnson (Chair):  Gareth [Bacon] is going into that - we will just stick to the 

Communications. 



 

 

 

Roger Evans (AM):  I am interested to know how many people you have fined. 

 

Nicola Cross (London Borough of Barnet):  We have not fined anybody and we have not issued 

any fixed penalty notices either.  Barnet Council does not issue fixed penalty notices for the 

compulsory recycling scheme, so we have not fined anybody in Barnet. 

 

What we have done is, for some residents of the borough where they were not participating and we 

had carried out monitoring and they had continued not to participate, we started following the process 

that would, ultimately, take them to the magistrates court where, through the Environmental 

Protection Act, the fine that there can be for this offence is Level 3 on the standard scale, which is 

£1,000.  In the event it was not necessary to take it to that stage because the residents started 

participating in the services before we got to that level. 

 

As part of the compulsory recycling scheme, the first step is to issue a Section 16 notice from the Local 

Government (Miscellaneous Provisions) Act 1976.  We obtained the details of the residents living in 

the property and then, using the details that we had obtained through that information, we then 

issued six Section 46 notices.  For each of those six households it was not necessary to take it any 

further, as I said, because they participated in the recycling scheme. 

 

Roger Evans (AM):  What do you do with people who participate to a lesser extent or participate 

incorrectly?  My experience of recycling schemes in the boroughs that I know is you do get a lot of 

people who will put all sorts of stuff in the recycling box which is not recyclable.  It is more than six.  I 

am sure your residents are not much more compliant than they are anywhere else. 

 

Nicola Cross (London Borough of Barnet):  No, indeed.  The compulsory recycling monitoring is 

tailored and targeted to the low performing areas of the borough.  We do not monitor all of the 

participation in Barnet all the time.  We do not have the resources to do that.  We have limited 

resources and we target those resources to areas where participation is low.  Areas where participation 

is low; that is where we carry out monitoring over three weeks to see the number of households taking 

part in the scheme. 

 

If somebody has not taken part for the three weeks then we deliver a letter to them telling them about 

the compulsory recycling scheme.  Most times residents ring up and either explain that they have been 

on holiday or they might order a recycling box or there might be a reason why they cannot take part in 

our recycling scheme, such as they have limited mobility.  In those cases we have a register of people 

who cannot take part in the scheme and we would not take a compulsory scheme any further to those 

residents. 

 

James Cleverly (AM):  With regard to the understanding of the recycling process.  Terry, yours is a 

weight based scheme; one of the messages that is worth getting across is about waste minimisation.  

Obviously a weight based scheme, if anything, potentially disincentivises weight minimisation.  How do 

you ensure, through your communications or through the technical element of it, that you are not 

incentivising inappropriate behaviour, either through not taking opportunities to waste minimise or 

also, following on from what Roger [Evans] was saying, about putting inappropriate things into the 

recycling system to bulk it out? 

 



 

 

Terry Gould (Royal Borough of Windsor and Maidenhead):  Firstly, it is capped; how many points 

you can earn.  Secondly, we have an escalation procedure in place that, if people do abuse the system, 

it is effectively three strikes and you will come off the scheme.  You still get your waste collected but 

you will be off the incentivisation scheme.  That is how it worked for the pilots. 

 

Your point about generation of waste is an issue that we are considering right now, given reports in the 

last couple of days.  We have always said, from day one, we will start with recycling because recycling 

people are comfortable with, just to prove the concept.   

 

Our intentions will be to look very seriously, over the next 24 months, at precisely what you are getting 

at in terms of minimisation.  If the programme works - and it has certainly got those indications - there 

is absolutely no reason why you cannot put a chip in a residual bin, once you have removed the fear 

factor of Big Brother and uses for the scheme that really are based on perception rather than fact. 

 

James Cleverly (AM):  Nicola [Cross], coming at it from the different point, is there a concern that, 

having taken the stick more than the carrot, there is a potential gulf that gets created between the 

residents and the borough that might mean that other messages about things like waste minimisation, 

other behavioural messages, might be either ignored or reacted negatively to, because there is, 

potentially, a tension that has been created between the collection authority and the local residents? 

 

Nicola Cross (London Borough of Barnet):  The selection of the materials to be in the compulsory 

recycling scheme was chosen very carefully, so materials are paper, cans and glass.  Those three 

materials were selected on the basis that all residents in the borough were likely to have all or some of 

those materials in their refuse bin already.  Those people who were already participating in the 

recycling services in Barnet, through the introduction of compulsory recycling, would notice no 

difference in the scheme and would not be affected by it.  That was a very clear message that we put 

to residents as well: it is only those people who were not taking part in the services.  Our opinion was it 

was very likely that those residents would have some paper - especially as two free papers are delivered 

in Barnet - glass or cans in their refuse bin and, therefore, they should be able to participate in the 

services without any trouble at all. 

 

Gareth Bacon (AM):  I am, on behalf of the Assembly Environment Committee, currently engaged in 

an investigation into why recycling rates across London vary so much.  If the other witnesses could 

forgive me, for the moment I am going to be devoting my attention to Nicola [Cross], for the next few 

minutes, being a London borough representative. 

 

Firstly, your compulsory scheme has been running for about five years now, I believe.  It jumped up, I 

think, by just under a third.  It went from 22% to 29% within the first full municipal year after 

introducing the compulsory element of your scheme.  Is that right, in terms of percentage recycled? 

 

Nicola Cross (London Borough of Barnet):  The actual percentage of recycled includes the 

collection of organic waste from residents as well.  That was introduced at about the same time as the 

compulsory recycling scheme.  The dry recycling scheme - the collection of dry materials for recycling - 

was what increased by 27%, the tonnage from that. 

 

Gareth Bacon (AM):  So roughly a third more than you were recycling before you introduced it.  I 

think your overall percentage was 22% of your municipal waste initially, and then it went to 29%, or 

thereabouts? 



 

 

 

Nicola Cross (London Borough of Barnet):  Yes. 

 

Gareth Bacon (AM):  It is currently running at about 31%.  Is that correct? 

 

Nicola Cross (London Borough of Barnet):  33%. 

 

Gareth Bacon (AM):  33% now.  Congratulations.   

 

What was the key pressure that made you do it?  We have talked a bit about the Communications 

Strategy that was employed.  You said yourself that there was a very good service being provided but 

many residents were not using it.  I think that is probably a fair comment in most boroughs.  It is 

almost as you though you used the compulsory element and the threat element as a shock to the 

system to borough residents to make them start thinking about it all of a sudden.  You seem to have 

backed that up by saying you only ever issued six Section 46 notices and you have prosecuted no one.  

Is it fair to say that it was intended to be a jolt to the system to make people take it more seriously? 

 

Nicola Cross (London Borough of Barnet):  I think that would be a fair assessment.  Before we had 

the compulsory recycling scheme we had approximately 75% participation in the services for residents 

that we offered.  After the introduction of compulsory recycling we have an average of 85% 

participation in the services.  In some areas it is up to 95%.  Certainly the introduction of a compulsory 

recycling scheme got a lot of residents taking part in the services that we provide. 

 

Gareth Bacon (AM):  At a corporate borough level, what was the incentive?  What was the stimulus?  

Why did you decide you needed to do that? 

 

Nicola Cross (London Borough of Barnet):  To achieve targets. 

 

Gareth Bacon (AM):  National targets? 

 

Nicola Cross (London Borough of Barnet):  National targets and local performance targets as well. 

 

Gareth Bacon (AM):  Was there any financial element to that?  I am thinking about the landfill 

allowance trading scheme (LATS) and landfill tax, really.  Did that play any part in your thinking or was 

it simply because Government said we need to hit these targets? 

 

Nicola Cross (London Borough of Barnet):  It was Government saying that it had targets to hit and 

Barnet had targets of its own to hit.  That is what we were trying to do.  It was not related to LATS or 

landfill tax. 

 

Gareth Bacon (AM):  Barnet is part of the North London Waste Authority (NLWA), which is a disposal 

authority, isn’t it? 

 

Nicola Cross (London Borough of Barnet):  Yes. 

 

Gareth Bacon (AM):  Did you take any soundings with fellow members of the NLWA regarding the 

scheme that you were going to introduce to see if they might be interested in doing something similar? 

 



 

 

Nicola Cross (London Borough of Barnet):  The North London Waste Authority is made up of 

seven local authorities, of which Barnet is one.  We did not ask the North London Waste Authority 

about the scheme before it was introduced because our materials do not go to the North London 

Waste Authority.  Our materials are retained by our contractor, the contractor sells the materials and 

we share the income with the contractor for the materials.  It is an incentive for the contractor to 

collect more materials. 

 

When Barnet introduced the pilot compulsory recycling scheme and then made a decision to have a 

borough-wide compulsory recycling scheme, there was a lot of interest across the other North London 

boroughs.  As you can imagine, we meet together, the seven boroughs.  I have spoken to them as a 

group about the scheme and individual local authorities have also asked me to come along and explain 

the scheme to them, which I have done. 

 

Gareth Bacon (AM):  You waited until the scheme was introduced first and allowed them to see the 

benefit of it, rather than engaging with them beforehand to see if they might be interested in joining 

you on it? 

 

Nicola Cross (London Borough of Barnet):  Yes.  Having a borough-wide compulsory recycling 

scheme. the messages were very tailored to the Barnet residents and were marked up with Barnet 

publicity.  I am just thinking about whether it would have been so effective, for example, if we had 

joined with a next door neighbour.  It worked quite well being at a Barnet level. 

 

Gareth Bacon (AM):  I do not dispute that.  I am a councillor in a borough and we are very proud of 

what we do and it is one of the things that councillors are judged on, probably the thing that they are 

judged on more than anything else.  Nevertheless, though, many residents do not really know when 

they are crossing a borough boundary into another borough and they make no particular distinction 

because it looks very much the same on one side of the street as it does on the other. 

 

I think there is certainly a feeling, the higher up you go, that some kind of pan-London scheme would 

have benefits in terms of simplicity and getting people to understand it, even if it is done on a localised 

level so neighbouring boroughs do something very similar.  I was interested in your views - because 

you are part of the NLWA, that is a grouping of boroughs who have joined together for economies of 

scale in their waste disposal - whether that would have been something that could have been explored 

and driven up the recycling levels both in Barnet and in the neighbouring boroughs? 

 

Nicola Cross (London Borough of Barnet):  I think it is probably fair to say that you could not 

exclude something like that happening in the future.  Obviously the London-wide Recycle for London 

campaign, which I am sure Andrew (Richmond) could provide information about, Barnet is part of that 

and benefits from the publicity messages that go out across London.  So, yes, I cannot see why a 

borough-wide, North London Waste Authority wide or London-wide compulsory recycling scheme 

would not work. 

 

Gareth Bacon (AM):  There has been lots of controversy around the Big Brother approach to waste 

and recycling and we have all read the fairly lurid tabloid accounts of snoopers and bugs in bins and all 

the other stuff.  How have your residents reacted to the imposition of compulsory recycling?  Do you 

think you have taken them with you? 

 



 

 

Nicola Cross (London Borough of Barnet):  When we carried out the pilot recycling scheme, 

through Defra, we appointed a consultant to do a very thorough piece of work looking at the effects of 

compulsory recycling and  tonnages performance, but also at residents’ views of the scheme because 

we wanted residents’ views; those who were in the pilot area and those in the rest of the borough.  The 

consultant found that 77% of residents were in favour or happy with a compulsory recycling scheme;  

we found that a very positive piece of information. 

 

At the time, you may recall there was some very limited negative press about the compulsory recycling 

scheme that only took place for a couple of weeks.  There were lots of positive responses in our local 

paper by residents who wrote in saying, ‚Don’t be daft.  It is a compulsory recycling scheme.  We have 

already taken part in the service.  It doesn’t affect you, so just take part in the recycling services‛.  

There has been no lasting negative publicity in Barnet. 

 

Gareth Bacon (AM):  It is now some years since the scheme was introduced.  What is your current 

landfill percentage?  I realise that is putting you straight on the spot. 

 

Nicola Cross (London Borough of Barnet):  I will just do a quick calculation if I may;  our current 

recycling rate is 33%.  In Barnet our waste goes through the North London Waste Authority, so some 

of the waste goes to the energy facility at Edmonton, but the majority of Barnet’s waste goes to a 

landfill site in Calvert in Buckinghamshire;  probably around 60% of our waste goes to the site.  

 

Gareth Bacon (AM):  There are obviously gate charges for both incineration and for landfill, which 

are heading north all the time.  How are the costs in the North London Waste Authority  divvied up 

between the seven members, in terms of who pays what, in terms of gate fees and things like landfill 

tax and LATS? 

 

Nicola Cross (London Borough of Barnet):  The cost of the disposal and treatment of the waste 

that the boroughs collect in the North London Waste Authority area - that is approximately one million 

tonnes a year - is portioned to the boroughs based on a default levy system.  The cost relating to 

household waste is charged on a tonnage basis according to the tonnes that we collect, and the rest of 

the costs are apportioned on a Council Tax Band D basis. 

 

The landfill tax and the local allowance trading scheme operate at a north London level, so does not 

come down to each borough level.  Because Barnet sends more waste to landfill, because we happen to 

have the rail transfer facility in our borough, we are not penalised for that because that is shared across 

the seven boroughs. 

 

Gareth Bacon (AM):  Shared equally?  They are not done proportionately? 

 

Nicola Cross (London Borough of Barnet):  Proportionate to the amount of waste that we send to 

landfill. 

 

Gareth Bacon (AM):  Just to be clear, are the costs for the landfill tax and the LATS shared 

proportionately amongst the boroughs?  If Barnet puts in 20% you pay 20% of the cost?  Or is Barnet 

shielded from the percentage cost that is going to landfill? 

 

Nicola Cross (London Borough of Barnet):  Please may I ask a question?  Do you mean in relation 

to the tonnes that we actually send to landfill? 



 

 

 

Gareth Bacon (AM):  Yes. 

 

Nicola Cross (London Borough of Barnet):  Then no,  it is in relation to the total tonnage that we 

have that the costs are apportioned. 

 

Gareth Bacon (AM):  I am trying to get an understanding of whether being part of the North London 

Waste Authority incentivises you to increase your recycling and increase your landfill or not?  Being 

part of that seven member organisation, if you wanted to increase your recycling amount from the 33% 

it is now to, let us say, 50% in any particular time - you would need to do something quite radical but 

you could do it - whether or not there is an incentive for you to do that? 

 

Nicola Cross (London Borough of Barnet):  Yes, there is an incentive because, the less waste that 

we put in to the group - that is north London -  the less we have to pay for, collectively in landfill tax 

charges.  Yes, there is an incentive. 

 

Gareth Bacon (AM):  When you say collectively do you mean the less Barnet has to pay or the less 

the North London Waste Authority has to pay? 

 

Nicola Cross (London Borough of Barnet):  I mean the less the North London Waste Authority has 

to pay.  Then, what the North London Waste Authority has to pay, it then divvies up between the 

seven. 

 

Gareth Bacon (AM):  Yes, but it divvies up equally?  It divides the cost by seven?  It does not divide 

it by Barnet contributed this much? 

 

Nicola Cross (London Borough of Barnet):  It does divide it up according to the total tonnage that 

we deliver in, not that we have sent to landfill. 

 

Gareth Bacon (AM):  OK.  I started the questions by observing the initial step change in recycling 

that you have achieved, just under a third in one year, which is a very impressive increase.  The increase 

has been a much shallower increase in the last three years, up to the 33% that it currently sits at.  You 

have just said that there would be an incentive for Barnet to increase the amount of recycling it 

produces, because the recycling goes to your contractor anyway, who, presumably, pays you for it.  Is 

that a fair comment? 

 

Nicola Cross (London Borough of Barnet):  We share the income 50%/50%. 

 

Gareth Bacon (AM):  So, there is a financial incentive on two different levels then, for Barnet to 

improve.  Do you think that the compulsory element of your scheme is now a bit past its sell by date?  

It was very good at providing a shock to the system and increasing recycling for that one year.  The 

Mayor’s Municipal Waste Strategy has a target of 50% to be achieved by 2020;  I realise that feels like 

a long time away, but it is not really and things would need to change in order for Barnet to get to 

that.   Is that a discussion that is being had at Barnet and would Barnet be interested in looking at 

alternative schemes to the one that you have at the moment in order to increase recycling? 

 

Nicola Cross (London Borough of Barnet):  The compulsory recycling scheme still exists in Barnet 

and there is the potential to add in more materials to the scheme, for example, plastic bottles which we 



 

 

collect from residents we could add in to the scheme.  Yes, we need to consider ways of meeting the 

targets in the future and changes and improvements to the schemes that we offer to residents.  That is 

something that we are doing at the moment because we are very aware that the Mayor has a target 

and the North London Joint Waste Strategy has a target of 50% recycling and composting in 2020.  

Yes, we are looking to make, and we need to make, significant changes and improvements developing 

a comprehensive strategy, to take our services forward for the next ten years. 

 

Gareth Bacon (AM):  Recycle Bank is the one that is attracting all the headlines at the moment which 

is why the composition of the Panel is what it is today.  Do you think that a scheme such as that might 

be suitable in Barnet, or is that not something you would entertain? 

 

Nicola Cross (London Borough of Barnet):  Barnet has had discussions with Recycle Bank and 

Recycle Bank has visited Barnet.  The question that Barnet has at the moment is: we do not believe 

that a pilot has been run using recycling boxes.  As Terry [Gould] spoke about earlier, he is using his 

240 litre wheel bins, and we are not aware of a box trial taking place.  That is what we would be 

interested to see taking part somewhere and seeing the effects of that, and then we would make a 

decision about whether that scheme -- 

 

Gareth Bacon (AM):  You do not fancy being a pioneer then?  You would rather watch someone else 

make a mess of it first and then correct it? 

 

Nicola Cross (London Borough of Barnet):  No.  I think we would say we have been the pioneer for 

compulsory recycling, and we will let somebody else be a pioneer for this! 

 

Darren Johnson (Chair):  Murad [Qureshi] will be asking some detailed questions on the Windsor 

and Maidenhead scheme and recycling. 

 

Gareth Bacon (AM):  I may come back later, if that is all right, but I think I am finished at the 

moment. 

 

Darren Johnson (Chair):  Thank you.  I was extremely indulgent with Gareth because he is leading on 

another piece of work for the Committee looking at differential recycling rates in London.  I am not 

going to be as indulgent with other Members and will expect them to stick very strictly to individual 

financial incentive schemes.  We move on now to Mike [Tuffrey]? 

 

Mike Tuffrey (AM):  Thank you, Chair.  Can I take the focus away specifically from the two borough 

representatives?  Let us start with Chris [Dow] at the practical end of things.  Many of us have visited 

what you are doing and are impressed with the service and facility you offer.  What is your take on the 

financial incentive or disincentive approach? 

 

Chris Dow (Closed Loop Recycling):  We had a good long think about this and it is something close 

to our heart.  I would probably go back a step and say in the UK now we have fairly wide ranging 

kerbside collection, which has been a fantastic increase and has really driven so much of the increase in 

collected recyclables. 

 

One of the issues that we need to address now: is the participation rate,  engaging with people, 

communicating and getting them excited about recycling -  as we are down in Dagenham - that is the 

next great challenge.  There are obviously pluses and minuses on both sides.  We, ourselves, would 



 

 

take the approach that a long term positive approach to engaging with consumers about recycling is 

the way to go.  We entertain a lot of schools at the plant.  We see a younger generation that are 

genuinely interested and interested in the environmental effects and all the positive things that go 

with recycling.  Recycling is something that is so direct that the consumer can have such a direct 

impact and feel part of a positive change and an environmental change. 

 

From our point of view, we see the Recycle Bank approach as a very modern and creative tool, but not 

only that, a very powerful tool!  We do believe that we live in a world - as Sue [Igoe] mentioned before 

- where Tesco and all the retailers involved with incentive schemes are part of our everyday life.  I, 

personally, am one of those persons who, when they say, ‚Have you got a Nectar card?‛ ‚No.  Just 

check me through‛.  However, it is part of the young generation, and it is part of the modern youth 

approach.  Even within the sample space that I deal with - and that is visitors to the plant - it is 

virtually without exception, when we talk about various schemes that get them excited, Recycle Bank 

comes at the top of the list, or the idea of being able to go and get a Marks and Spencer voucher is 

crucial. 

 

We know that there are initial costs;  we were absolutely thrilled with the numbers that came out of the 

Windsor and Maidenhead trial because that really put some solid background to it. 

 

The other thing that I would say about that is:  in recycling, we know that when we add another 

stream, whether it is adding plastic bottles or this type of thing, the total tonnages of the other 

streams go up.  I would apply that in a way to what happened at Windsor and Maidenhead.  I am 

completely staggered at the percentage of households that it activated; the number was absolutely 

beyond belief!  I believe that a more wide ranging roll out of a programme such as this would probably 

see, almost certainly, the Windsor and Maidenhead numbers go significantly higher.  Very much the 

local authorities, for us, are the primary producers of material that goes into a secondary resource, so 

maximising that collected material is crucial.  We are a supporters of these types of systems;  we do see 

them, as I say, as modern. 

 

I do get concerned about potential negative tension created, making people do something.  I am very 

much of the view that we have got to bring them with us. 

 

Finally, I would say that, as a communications strategy, having someone register and link on the 

internet is the best method because you will have captured a modern form of communication with 

them that is second to none.  Then being able to monitor the contamination and weight, - as Terry said   

you can literally see when people are cheating and being able to act on that.  I do think that that, in 

itself, may have a positive effect on something that is very dear to our heart, which is the quality of the 

output; that is, largely, our view. 

 

One other thing I would say is that we are wheelie bin guys, as in, we do think that the wheelie bin is 

the way to go, and that boxes have the potential to head south over a period of time.  That is just a 

view that we have at Closed Loop; it is very practical and very simple.  Not only that, it is a secure way; 

in other words you are not getting material flying down the street and that type of thing - that 

supports the programme of incentives. 

 

Mike Tuffrey (AM):  That is interesting because you are in the positive camp and you are pretty 

crucial to the side of the equation that puts a value on the good stuff that is collected rather than, as 

Gareth was saying, reducing the bad side of the increase in taxes. 



 

 

 

Can I bring in Andrew [Richmond] just to get a London strategic perspective?  The Mayor, in his 

manifesto, name checked Recycle Bank as something he wanted to see.  I have been questioning him 

about that and the lastest that he said was that there were active discussions with seven London 

boroughs going on to roll out the Recycle Bank.  From a GLA strategic perspective, which side of the 

fence do you sit on in terms of incentive versus the more negative approach to incentivising people?  

Can you give us your perspective? 

 

Andrew Richmond (GLA): Yes, certainly.  Thank you, Chair.  Thank you for having us here today.  As 

you are aware from the Mayor’s strategy the Mayor is keen on incentive programmes.  It was a 

manifesto commitment, as you pointed out. 

 

In addition to working with Recycle Bank, we have been working with other incentive based 

organisations and we are very willing to work with other incentive organisations that come forward.  

There is one in particular one called Green Rewards that we are currently having discussions with 

around its green points programme.  I would just say that it is not exclusively Recycle Bank that we are 

working with; we are keen to work with others. 

 

Darren Johnson (Chair):  I think we have others represented in the gallery. 

 

Andrew Richmond (GLA):  Excellent!  With regards to the seven, these are the seven boroughs that 

Recycle Bank has actively been in communication with.  Our process was: we wrote to all of the 

boroughs, made it clear what the Mayor’s view are on incentives, introduced them to Recycle Bank 

through a process of writing to them and set up some introductory meetings.  At that point we have 

sat back, and let the boroughs have individual discussions with Recycle Bank on whether such a 

scheme would be suitable for them. 

 

Our view on incentives is in the Strategy; is it quite clear that there is a preference for incentives over 

stick approaches to encouraging or changing behaviour or manipulating behaviour. 

 

First of all, though, there are three clear things that you have to have in place before you even 

consider going down an incentive route:  that is access to recycling facilities, obviously, but also access 

to a wide range of recycling as well, so not just a limited recycling;  capacity is also a key issue.  A study 

that we have undertaken and that we have shared with Gareth [Bacon] clearly identified that capacity 

is a major barrier to recycling. 

 

Mike Tuffrey (AM):  Capacity where, sorry?   

 

Andrew Richmond (GLA):  Recycling capacity at the individual’s doorstep.  Really, there needs to be 

large enough containment facilities, and there needs to be a frequency that meets the capacity that an 

individual is given.  

 

Then, thirdly, communication:  they need to be aware of what the materials are that are to be 

collected, and why they are being collected;  that is a key message that has sometimes been missing. 

 

Those are the three main factors that you have to have in place, and that will enable anyone that 

wishes to recycle to recycle, happily and contently, knowing why they are doing it and that it is going 

to be taken away. 



 

 

 

Then you get to a point where you have got all the information and you have got all the access; so, 

why are you not recycling?  That is where the incentive comes in, and you change behaviour.  There is 

a worrying disconnect between what people say and what they do.  The Recycle for London campaign 

in 2009 did a survey and it identified that 87% of people claimed that they recycled a lot or everything.  

Now it is either they do not want to tell you that they are not recycling a lot or everything, or they 

believe they are because they know no better.  We know they are not because we are only at a 

municipal recycling rate of 25% in London and 29% for household waste -  that is really where the 

incentive comes in. 

 

What I would say though is: at this point in time, we would not say there is a one size fits all approach 

to incentives.  It is a new approach and it is one that needs to be tested.  There are a number of 

varying ways in which this can be implemented.  Some are more appropriate to housing stocks or 

communities than others.  Therefore, I would say, at this point in time, it is looking at new things that 

we want. 

 

Mike Tuffrey (AM):  I think we have got some questions later on estates and those sorts of things. 

 

Can I pick up a point from earlier?  It was a point James [Cleverly] brought up which is: we really 

should not be incentivising recycling as a first thing; that should be a third thing after incentivising 

reduction and then reuse.  I am a bit concerned that the thrust seems to be - I do not know whether, 

Sue [Igoe], you can speak against your own best interest - to have more and more of the incentivising 

recycling schemes, or should we not be saying, ‚Thank you very much Windsor and Maidenhead for 

testing it, now let us move on to the second stage which is incentivising a reduction somehow.‛  I am 

concerned that we all go on a recycling kick, rather than dealing with the fundamental issue here, 

which is reduction. 

 

Let us get a GLA strategic view first and then maybe, Sue, you can come in? 

 

Andrew Richmond (GLA):  Of course reduction should always be the first consideration when you 

are looking at dealing with a waste stream.  Incentive schemes, traditionally, have come forward and, 

to date, have been around recycling; it is a concept that householders understand now.  The majority 

of them understand and it is an easy concept to get people to understand.  The approach we have 

taken at present with the Strategy is this: let us test incentive based recycling.  Once we have got some 

test cases under our belt then, definitely, it needs to be looked at: ‚How do you incentivise waste 

reduction?‛ 

 

It is a different message and it is quite a complex message to an individual: how can they reduce their 

waste.  I think they need to understand a bit more about what the waste stream is, what can be done 

with stuff in order to know that they are reducing in the right way and not just sticking it in someone 

else’s bin.  It is a very complex and difficult message.  

 

Mike Tuffrey (AM):  Exactly.  The point has been put to me certainly - I am not sure whether, 

previously, the Committee has - that what we should be doing - and Chris [Dow] may have a view on 

this - is take the wet stuff out - so the food waste and the organic stuff - and then everything else 

goes off to a material recycling facility (MRF) to have the value extracted from it.  Actually we are 

going completely off down the wrong road of saying, ‚Take out your glass and your plastic and your 

paper and your cans‛.  If we are into reduction then we should focus on everything, rather than just 



 

 

extracting a bit.  I do worry that we are on a recycling kick because it is great fun, rather than 

addressing the issue here. 

 

Andrew Richmond (GLA):  We do aim to address that within the Strategy.  It has only been out for a 

couple of weeks;  I will not take up too much time on that.  We are proposing an emissions 

performance standard that looks at the emissions response to dealing with waste in different ways.  It 

does mean that you do not necessarily look at going down a high weight based recycling route; it is 

about waste reduction and reuse first of all, but then it is about resource management and looking at 

the embodied carbon within materials.  I will not go into any more detail on that now but I would be 

more than happy to discuss it further at another date;  it is quite long and complex. 

 

Your point on MRFs:  we do need to look a lot more at MRF capacity, and at a lot more potential pre-

treatment capacity to pull out the materials.  It is more costly though, and that is the main factor;  

there are land take implications and planning issues around it.  If you can take most of the material you 

need out at the doorstep it is free labour, effectively.  You are getting the Londoner to do the job for 

you, and it will reduce your costs.  Yes, absolutely, there is a place for infrastructure in this. 

 

Mike Tuffrey (AM):  Sue, full marks for bringing the model here and trailing it, but can you get 

beyond the current model about encouraging people to put more and more recycled material out, and 

get more into this space of reduction and finding ways of incentivising people to reduce, rather than 

create? 

 

Sue Igoe (Recycle Bank):  Just to provide a timeline, we have been in operation here for just over a 

year.  In the past year what we have been trying to do is prove a concept.  We wanted to execute on it 

and we wanted to do a great job and have some really good partners that believed in what we were 

doing on the recycling side. 

 

At Recycle Bank we believe that everybody is on an engagement curve of not knowing or caring about 

recycling up to being a five star environmentalist. You need to get everybody around a single rallying 

point; something that they understand and something that is simple.  The infrastructure in this country 

makes recycling a great rallying point that you can get everybody around.  If you think about it, for 

many residents, they are told what to do when it comes to recycling;  you must do this, you have to do 

this.  Residents are pushed with all these instructions;  what the rewards schemes do is they ask the 

residents to come along on a journey with the councils, to be a part of increasing recycling, saving 

money, doing better by the environment, and we are going to reward you for doing this,  ‚This is a 

good action that we are going to reward you for‛.  There is this engagement curve and we believe that 

recycling is at the core of that rallying point. 

 

If we take some indicators from what we are doing in the United States, you will see where we go from 

here.  In fact, in Philadelphia, we have 450,000 homes that are doing a waste utilisation scheme right 

now; Terry spoke about this earlier on and that is exactly what we are planning on doing here!  We plan 

on starting with recycling and then layering on the other initiatives that are important to the local 

authorities on a case by case basis, whether it is introducing food waste - which is, I think everyone 

here knows, a very hard behaviour to encourage.  Even if the infrastructure is great, people do not take 

to it very well.  It is a difficult thing to convince people to do.  We will be looking at that; We will be 

looking at waste minimisation.  This will all be on a rewards basis, not on a penalty scheme, and looking 

at what that percentage is of recycling, as opposed to waste going on.  It may be an overall community 

basis and what it is doing on its waste efforts and bringing that waste down and bonusing the whole 



 

 

community.  There are loads of ways to do it.  We will have to be flexible because each local authority 

has different goals.  For instance, we did green waste in Windsor and Maidenhead because that is 

something that it wanted to trial.  We will work with the local authorities to customise what the 

incentive scheme is, based on what its goals are.  Certainly, waste reduction is the future for us here in 

the UK. 

 

Secondly, Recycle Bank is a host platform, for lack of a better word.  We are nothing without our 

partners.  A good example of this is the fact that our closes partners are the local authorities and the 

boroughs and how they join with us to connect with the residents.  We also have other partners in the 

programme, and if we look to some of the things that we have been doing in the United States and 

realise that we are planning, in 2011, to bring all these things here to the UK, we have partnerships 

with eBay on product extension and reuse.  It really is at the top of the game when it comes to reuse 

and reselling and taking that product and extending the life of it.  We also have programmes going 

with electronics manufacturers to recover e-waste and provide points for that for householders.  We 

recently have launched a scheme in Chicago, with the Chicago Utility Board, to look at energy 

reduction and giving points for energy reduction. 

 

When I say we are a host platform, we are a platform that takes people on with this rallying point of 

recycling but then brings them along an engagement curve of being more environmentally aware of 

their own actions.  Yes, rewards are a part of this; it is part of the programme; you are getting points.  

The other part of the programme that we are developing and we are bringing to a more broad scale is 

the social impact of being involved.  It is not just the points but the social badges that you get as being 

part of the programme.  You will see that people have little widgets that they can put on their 

Facebook page about how many kilos they have recycled.  You will see that in the UK next year.  You 

will see that people have an environmental footprint that goes alongside their points.  There is a social 

message and a social status that people are also trying to achieve. 

 

When I say that recycling is important and that it is key, it may seem, at first, that it is perversely 

coming first when it is not first in the waste hierarchy, it is the easiest thing for people to understand.  

Getting them to talk about waste reduction is a very difficult message.  You have to have their buy in.  

We believe that recycling is where you get the buy in. 

 

Darren Johnson (Chair):  So recycling is like a gateway drug for the harder edge stuff later on then? 

 

Sue Igoe (Recycle Bank):  I am really glad you said that and not me! 

 

Darren Johnson (Chair):  That overview has led us nicely now into some of the detailed questioning 

for the Windsor and Maidenhead scheme which Murad [Qureshi] is going to lead on. 

 

Murad Qureshi (Deputy Chair):  Terry, in your earlier statement - I am not sure I caught this - could 

I ask you the level of capital investment that was involved in the incentive scheme, given it is quite 

technology high?  As you can see, it is one of the yardsticks we can judge the balance between carrot 

and stick approaches. 

 

Terry Gould (Royal Borough of Windsor and Maidenhead):  For the pilot scheme the capital 

investment was clearly the replacement of the boxes, the bins, and it was also retrofitting of an existing 

fleet, or a part of that fleet; three vehicles to start with on the pilot scheme.  That was scanners and 

the weighing scales on the back of the collection vehicles. 



 

 

 

What we have done since, as we roll out the programme now across the ten rounds, is we are 

retrofitting our fleet.  Normally you would not do this.  We would accept that.  £36,000 per vehicle as a 

retrofit you would not do normally with mid-life vehicles.  It was part of the proof of concept and 

getting it going. 

 

We are currently in discussions with contractors regarding our new contract in 2012.  What we have 

assured is that that money, £350,000 for the retrofitting, those lifts will be taken off the existing fleet 

and put on to a new fleet and then the amortisation life is eight to nine years on those lifts.  This was 

£40,000 a year. 

 

Murad Qureshi (Deputy Chair):  Is that vehicle cost? 

 

Terry Gould (Royal Borough of Windsor and Maidenhead):  No, that is just the kit.  That is 

retrofitting.  If you buy a new vehicle, I am advised, you can negotiate and have a significant part of 

that capital cost as part of the deal on the new vehicles, particularly if you are buying in bulk.  As I said, 

you would not do it normally mid-contract, but there were other imperatives as to why we wanted 

proof of concept. 

 

The other capital issue was around the replacement of what is, effectively, about 46,000 wheelie bins.  

We needed those anyway for many other reasons that were said earlier.  Capacity was an issue.  There 

were complaints about litter blowing out of the boxes; about heavy things to pull around for vulnerable 

people.  We took the view we needed to do those anyway.  This would be a good time.  It was a cost; it 

is £1.2 million.  The advice that we would give anybody is use procurement frameworks out there and 

shop around because you can get a significant reduction on that sort of volume through the local 

authority procurement frameworks. 

 

Murad Qureshi (Deputy Chair):  Thank you very much for that.  I was just wondering, with the stick 

approach in Barnet, how much were the capital costs involved in setting up that approach? 

 

Nicola Cross (London Borough of Barnet):  The answer is nil. 

 

Murad Qureshi (Deputy Chair):  Nil?  That is interesting.  There are revenue costs, presumably?  

That is another side which I will let someone else ask.   

 

Can I now go to Recycle Bank.  In your submission you cited the two examples which you have just 

mentioned.  One of the things that struck us was that it told us that there was initial enthusiasm for 

the scheme but it did wear off and keeping up the interest and the recycling rates, as a result, did 

require incentivising it further.  I am wondering how much work and effort has gone into that in 

Windsor and Maidenhead? 

 

Sue Igoe (Recycle Bank):  I want to explain something about the two charts, just to be clear.  One of 

the things that is unfortunate about the United States is they do not do a lot of tracking, so baseline 

numbers before we came in were it was £X that year, and that is it.  There was no trending.  The other 

thing is that we do not have the trending of is the actual waste, because Recycle Bank does not track 

that; we just track the recycling activity.  So what you are seeing here in the plateau is the economy 

dipping and the overall recycling weight going down.  Actually, the charts are showing a plateau but 



 

 

we are really keeping things up as overall residual is going down.  Does that make sense?  This is 

strictly recycling weights that we are showing you. 

 

James Cleverly (AM):  The proportions are increasing against an overall decline in total volumes? 

 

Sue Igoe (Recycle Bank):  Yes.  That was the first thing.  The second thing I should bring up is that, 

when the rewards programme is leveraged correctly by a local authority, when we start to see those 

plateaux, we can certainly do a variety of campaigns to encourage people to recycle more and we can 

look at other parts of the stream that can be included in getting out some of that recyclate.  At some 

point, you either have to invest in going after those people, that 10% to 20%, that are just not 

recycling no matter what you do, and we can leverage the rewards programme to do so.  That is the 

partnership with the local authority to determine how we are going to use the awards programme. 

 

I do not believe that you need to put more points in the programme or offer people more financial 

incentives; it is more about getting them engaged and how you leverage the programme to get them 

engaged.  Some of the things that will encourage engagement are other earning opportunities, as I 

mentioned before, whether it is through some of the partnerships with the other companies that we 

work with.  That is another way to get people engaged, because there are more earning opportunities 

which ticks an uptake in recycling as well.  I do not think it comes down to giving them more financial 

incentive; it is everything to do with just getting them to engage and to come on board. 

 

Murad Qureshi (Deputy Chair):  What is the local authority perspective on that? 

 

Terry Gould (Royal Borough of Windsor and Maidenhead):  I would concur with Sue.  If you do 

start to see a dip then you start promoting and you start having a push.  You can pull and push.  One 

of the great things about this scheme is you can pull and push people’s behaviour. 

 

In terms of our own experience, of course we are still rolling out, so we have not hit that plateau yet, as 

we see it.  We are still rolling out with 39,000 out of 62,000.  What we are finding is that we are 

maintaining that level of interest despite the dilution factor that is coming in.  I think we will take Sue’s 

advice as we get nearer to the full roll out and see if there is a plateau. 

 

You are going to get a plateau anyway on recycling unless you start introducing new waste streams.  

Again, one of the big things about this scheme is you can incentivise any waste stream, like organics 

that Sue was referring to, which is quite difficult.  That is in our plan. 

 

Murad Qureshi (Deputy Chair):  Clearly we are going to have to keep a watching brief on what 

happens further in Windsor and Maidenhead. 

 

Could I also highlight a discrepancy which has been picked up on the recycling rates themselves in 

Windsor and Maidenhead?  Terry, you mentioned up to 40% recycling.  We have got a press release 

from one of the partners in the recycling bank, Marks and Spencer, claiming up to 60% recycling 

among residents in the local authority.  Which one should we believe?  40% or 60% or is there another 

figure that Recycle Bank may have? 

 

Sue Igoe (Recycle Bank):  We also work with Halton Borough Council as well. 

 

Murad Qureshi (Deputy Chair):  This press release mentions Windsor and Maidenhead specifically. 



 

 

 

Terry Gould (Royal Borough of Windsor and Maidenhead):  Chair, it is not 60% at Windsor and 

Maidenhead.  I can assure you. 

 

Murad Qureshi (Deputy Chair):  It is 60% in Halton.  Is that what you are saying? 

 

Sue Igoe (Recycle Bank):  Yes.  It is 60% in Halton Borough Council. 

 

Murad Qureshi (Deputy Chair):  Let me just check.  That is interesting, because the difference 

between the two local authorities does help us ask questions about the equality of access to reward 

based schemes and whether that explains the differences in recycling rates.  It seems to be differences 

in the make up of local neighbourhoods can affect the recycling rates.  I just wanted to know if that 

explains those figures as well as what can be learnt for London on that front? 

 

Sue Igoe (Recycle Bank):  Windsor had very high recycling rates to start out with and Halton did not.  

I think in the ability to increase more, Halton had a lower baseline to start out with.  Windsor was doing 

much better.  That is the discrepancy in those rates.  I think what it shows is that the attraction or the 

interest in incentive schemes can be across a variety of demographics because Halton is certainly very 

different from Windsor. 

 

Murad Qureshi (Deputy Chair):  Where there are differences in neighbourhood make up, how much 

bearing should that have in determining what type of recycling regime you have, whether it is more 

emphasis on the stick or the carrot? 

 

Andrew Richmond (GLA):  I think, at present, our view is it should be carrot, but not always the 

same carrot.  That is really what we are looking at.  Yes, different parts of London will react differently 

to different incentive schemes.  Incentives are all about changing behaviour through encouraging you 

to do something which has got an added value for you.  That value will change.  I think that is the key. 

 

As I said before, it is not really a one size fits all approach that would be most effective in London but 

you need to identify areas, identify what kind of incentive is most appropriate for that area and to 

implement such a scheme, rather than a one size fits all approach that really just might not be of 

interest to an individual.  It really depends on an individual interacting with the process and that factor 

that gets them to interact will change. 

 

Murad Qureshi (Deputy Chair):  What about the building fabric?  For example, Chris [Dow] made 

the comment that wheelie bins would be infinitely preferable but there are certain neighbourhoods, 

street properties in central London, where I am not sure that is going to work particularly well.  Is that 

another consideration? 

 

Andrew Richmond (GLA):  Yes.  It is a major consideration and it has a very different impact on the 

kind of incentive system that you can put in place.  The Recycle Bank system, currently, and the 

majority of the system rolled out in Windsor and Maidenhead that deals directly with a household that 

has a wheelie bin which puts in a certain amount and knows that it will get vouchers for that is very 

different to a multi-occupancy building that has communal bins and everybody’s input and effort is 

being measured and everybody is being rewarded on the group impact. 

 



 

 

A lot of the work that Defra did about monitoring incentive schemes that were put in place looked at 

community based incentives and individual incentives based on community input.  It came up with 

some very interesting data.  I cannot vouch for its sensitivity but it is very interesting data about the 

fact that community measured schemes that rewarded individuals performed relatively poorly, but 

community based schemes that rewarded communities performed much better. 

 

Yes, you do have to look at the fabric and look at how that will interact with the individual’s behaviour 

and come up with a scheme that is most appropriate for that fabric. 

 

Darren Johnson (Chair):  Following up on that, some of the evidence we got from Waste Watch, the 

environmental charity, was concerned about the social dimension of this.  If you are not online and you 

have not got email access then you are not going to be able to participate in Recycle Bank.  Are we in 

danger of having a situation where the poorest people are excluded from getting financial rewards and 

the wealthiest people are being rewarded?  Is that a problem?  How can that be overcome? 

 

Andrew Richmond (GLA):  For us, it comes down to the fact that a one size fits all approach is not 

going to work for London.  You can put in incentive schemes that do not require online interaction.  

The Recycle Bank scheme does not fit that model, as yet, I do not think. 

 

Darren Johnson (Chair):  Sue, how you have overcome some of those problems? 

 

Sue Igoe (Recycle Bank):  There is no doubt that the online experience is richer because you can 

track and see and visualise all that is going on with your participation, but all the residents in the 

scheme can contact us over the phone.  They can have reward catalogues sent to their homes and they 

can talk to the customer care agent that is based here in the UK and ask them about their point 

earnings.  They can still talk to us over the phone and participate in the programme and the rewards 

are still mailed to them. 

 

The other thing is that most of the local authorities that we work with will also make computer usage 

available in local libraries and leisure centres so they can access their Recycle Bank accounts there and 

see the online experience.  No doubt, if you are not online, you are not going to have as rich an 

experience, but you can still participate in the programme. 

 

The other thing that I want to make sure that I put out there is that, when we develop rewards 

programmes, we do it based on the community, so we go in and understand what is important to that 

community.  It is a rewards programme based on what is interesting to them.  What you see in Windsor 

is not what you see in Halton when it comes to reward programmes.  We really do try to make it 

something for everyone that is in the community. 

 

At the end of the day, our demographic reports show - and this is for United States and a little bit 

more about the UK - there is a portion of the poorest that are not interested in recycling and it does 

not matter if you give them a reward scheme, this is not something that is at the top of the mind.  I 

think that, as much as we want to say that we are going to appeal to that group, it is not always the 

case.  For the most part it is an 80%/20% issue.  80% of the people it really works for, but in some 

communities there is that 20% that recycling is just not something for them. 

 

Darren Johnson (Chair):  That is about tackling wider social problems, rather than simply the 

recycling issue.   



 

 

 

James Cleverly (AM):  So far the discussion has been quite binary.  We have had a look at incentive 

schemes and we have had a look at penalty schemes.  Incentivising desirable behaviour and 

disincentivising less desirable behaviour are not mutually exclusive.  Are there any examples of where 

an incentive based scheme has run in parallel to some kind of penalty for non-compliance and, if so, 

what effect has that had? 

 

Sue Igoe (Recycle Bank):  I do not know of any.  We have never shied away from the opportunity.  

Pay as you throw is very popular in the north east of the United States.  We have certainly talked to 

councils about dual schemes.  There has never been an opportunity but we would be more than happy 

to look into that.  We would be focused on the positive behaviour and we would suggest that you just 

get a little fewer points, or not all your points, if there was the stick approach brought in.  We would 

certainly welcome the opportunity to trial something like that. 

 

James Cleverly (AM):  Recycle Bank is focused on the delivery of the incentive based scheme.  From 

a local authority point of view, Nicola [Cross] has already said that, in terms of the capital investment, 

there is a nil capital investment for the penalty element of it to help sweep up that rump of people 

that, for whatever reason it might be, just are not engaging with the incentive scheme.  Might it be 

worthwhile looking at a bit more stick to go along with the carrot? 

 

Terry Gould (Royal Borough of Windsor and Maidenhead):  We have certainly not focused on 

that at all.  We have been so primarily focused on getting this scheme in and running, and some of the 

curveballs that come out of the woodwork when you are pioneering on making sure that those fit.  We 

have not even considered a dual scheme at all, so I really cannot offer comment on that one.  I cannot 

see that we would have the capacity to do it currently.  The current scheme is working. 

 

James Cleverly (AM):  Sorry, not the capacity or not the necessity? 

 

Terry Gould (Royal Borough of Windsor and Maidenhead):  The capacity in terms of the 

resources in-house to be able to run the scheme and administer the scheme.  Someone has still got to 

administer this scheme in-house. 

 

James Cleverly (AM):  Sorry, when you say the scheme you mean the penalty scheme? 

 

Terry Gould (Royal Borough of Windsor and Maidenhead):  A penalty scheme, yes.  The political 

imperative in Windsor and Maidenhead is carrot approach. 

 

Chris Dow (Closed Loop Recycling):  Murad [Qureshi] made the point earlier;  what Nicola [Cross] 

and the team have done there in Barnet - the communication - was probably the biggest point.  You 

have not fined anyone - which I think is wonderful - but the shock of communicating that message was 

probably the number one issue.  Also, Recycle Bank probably has, in that way, a similar effect.  The 

difference between the two is that one produces a platform for long-term communication and 

incentivisation and the other one does not. 

 

James, to take up your point, I am not sure whether you would achieve very much - if the cost is nil it 

is not a problem to talk about it - by introducing a stick approach as well. 

 



 

 

James Cleverly (AM):  What I am thinking is that different people are motivated in different ways 

and by different things.  If a communication came through saying, ‚If you improve your recycling you 

will get this bonus, and if you do not you will get this fine‛? 

 

Darren Johnson (Chair):  It neatly brings us back to the issue of communications. 

 

Mike Tuffrey (AM):  Roger [Evans] started by pushing on this point and, in a sense, you managed to 

avoid the question by saying, ‚We don’t know‛ which may well be true but is not very helpful in terms 

of getting the question answered!  The issue is how you keep the curve going up so we get to these 

targets that we are not there on yet and whether communications is not just as good a measure 

without the actual vouchers or threats of fines.  We probably should not reopen this whole thing but if 

there is just a further thought? 

 

Chris Dow (Closed Loop Recycling):  Constant communication is crucial - there is no doubt - 

constant communication with the consumer. 

 

One of the things we have not spoken about at all, and I think is absolutely crucial to achieving a lot of 

the outcomes, is the type of system we are providing for the consumer.   

 

Darren Johnson (Chair):  It is icing rather than the cake, you are saying?  You have got to get the 

system right in the first place. 

 

Chris Dow (Closed Loop Recycling):  There is a natural wall there.  We know that there are 

examples around the world of countries collecting 70% recycling but I think that we are creating a 

natural wall for both of these systems.  I do not want to get off the subject but we need to consider 

the fact that the system we are providing to the consumer and the uniformity and the way in which we 

teach them, ‚Here’s the method for recycling in this area‛ that is absolutely going to be a long term 

thing that we cannot avoid.  The type of system we deliver and understanding and communicating to 

the local authorities that this method is the most preferred. 

 

Murad [Qureshi] made a good point.  I talked about wheelie bins before.  None of these are one size 

fits all approach and they must be analysed and they must be carefully monitored.  That is going to be 

a crucial point for the success of what Sue [Igoe] is doing or what Nicola [Cross] is doing, to bring that 

along. 

 

Mike Tuffrey (AM):  We need to simplify the waste coming in so that people know what to do.  ‚Is 

this plastic or this plastic plus paper because it is some sort of amalgam?‛, all of that stuff.  Then there 

is the physical infrastructure on the street. 

 

Chris Dow (Closed Loop Recycling):  That goes back to reduction and the things that we were 

talking about.  It goes further down the line.  What we are putting into the stream and how we design 

the stream.  Is quartile one and two delivering on the aspects that we want and provide less 

packaging? 

 

Mike Tuffrey (AM):  Exactly.  Sticking with how you engage and communicate with people, I have 

been pushing the idea for a while of a sustainability card, I have called it.  It is not a very user friendly 

thing.  It was prompted by the Tesco points where they gave me points for reusing my plastic bags and 

then sent me a mail shot saying I could redeem them by flying to Prague or something.  It struck me as 



 

 

completely bizarre and a total failure of joined up thinking.  Could we use the points system to 

incentivise good behaviour?  The obvious way is on the recycling. 

 

A number of councils are talking about e-cards, whether it is for leisure centres or libraries.  I have 

spoken to the Chief Executive of Windsor and Maidenhead about the Nectar concept for good 

behaviour and Big Society and all that stuff.  Without getting into that agenda this morning - fun 

though that might be - can I ask about reward cards, either borough-wide or London-wide, because I 

think there might be a London angle on this.  Is anybody looking at that; giving people the e-thing 

that they can get money off the leisure centre and redeem their library books?  

 

Sue Igoe (Recycle Bank):  Yes.  We have had some talks now with the providers of some of these 

e-cards.  We would like to see the mechanism be two ways so that you can earn points for certain 

activities but that you can also redeem at local shops and businesses.  I think that technology is not 

ready yet. 

 

Mike Tuffrey (AM):  We have the Oyster Card in London.  Virtually everybody now has one in their 

pocket and yet all we use it for is getting home.  We do not use it for all these other things we could be 

doing. 

 

Sue Igoe (Recycle Bank):  I would agree with you.  That is not our business.  We would love that 

service.  We would love to pay somebody to develop this.  Think about how great that is.  You reduce 

the fulfilment costs.  You have everything right there.  We would be happy to work on any project and 

put resources towards anything that would develop such a fun and easy to use card, but our feedback 

at this time is that we are just not there yet.  Not so much that the technology does not exist; the 

partnerships do not and the unified belief in a single card is still not there. 

 

Mike Tuffrey (AM):  Given that time is getting on I would put a marker down for Andrew [Richmond] 

because I have tried to talk to Transport for London (TfL).  There is the obvious platform, the 

technology that now controls it, but getting anybody to join up the thinking within the GLA, never 

mind with boroughs and partners, we are not there yet.  You are nodding so let us take that and do 

something with that. 

 

Andrew Richmond (GLA):  There is some preliminary work going on around it.  The Oyster is another 

issue which we should keep separate. 

 

Darren Johnson (Chair):  That is something we can consider when we pull together our report. 

 

Mike Tuffrey (AM):  At the risk of then moving into Gareth’s [Bacon] area around the London 

specific issues, we talked a bit earlier about whether it should be Barnet or North London Waste 

Authority.  I agree that nobody knows what the North London Waste Authority is.  They either live 

locally or they live in London and should there not be some sort of London-wide push in this area, if 

we really want to dramatically get people’s buy in?  Is there not a case for us here at City Hall taking a 

lead?  I appreciate the incentivisation needs to be done locally, the collection is done locally and the 

disposal is done variably, but the messaging could be done centrally. 

 

Andrew Richmond (GLA):  Yes, absolutely.  We are running the Recycle for London campaign for 

another three years.  The Recycle for London campaign will provide London-wide communication and 

messaging very much at a local level for waste reduction, reuse and recycling.  It will be funded by the 



 

 

London Waste and Recycling Board.  It is advanced for the next three years, Recycle for London, 

whereas there will be less London-wide communications and more local communication of a London-

wide message.  I will try to explain what I mean by that. 

 

The next lot of messaging we are looking at will be around informing people that it is generally cheaper 

to recycle than it is to landfill, so if you put it in your recycling bin you are saving your local authority 

money.  In these current economic climes it makes sense.  That is the message that we are effectively 

going with.  Most of the delivery will be at a local level so the idea is that local authorities use their 

marketing opportunities they have got with libraries, vehicle livery and all those kinds of things 

delivering that message at a local level so you have got that local connection with the message.  Then 

there is also money available for communications for borough service support.  There is about 

£1.4 million available over three years for borough service support.  We are putting a food waste 

collection system in.  Recycle for London can provide you with advice and communications messaging. 

 

The reason for this, the concept there, is around having similar, consistent look and feel with all 

communication messaging across London and, breaking this down, you might have moved from one 

borough to another and you have got to understand a new language and have a whole new 

conversation.  It is making sure that that conversation is consistent.  We are looking at communication. 

 

With regards to a single message on whether it should be compulsory or not, I think those kinds of 

things are a local decision.  They clearly are a local decision to be made. 

 

Gareth Bacon (AM):  Many of the barriers to recycling in London are around the logistics.  We have 

lots and lots of flats.  I am sure you have noticed.  Is there anything that Recycle Bank can offer that 

can be adapted to take account of things like 50% flats, and also the high level of transient population 

that we have in London? 

 

Sue Igoe (Recycle Bank):  Yes, we have done a lot of research on how to address multi-occupancy.  

We were out there putting radio-frequency identification chips on bags that were disposable and 

seeing how they could be read.  It just proved to be really costly.  We looked at swipe cards on 

communal bins.  Again, a costly investment, capital up front, for local authorities. 

 

What we have now is a scheme that we call the iRecycle scheme and it is based on self-reporting.  We 

get measurement on the weight of the recyclables from the local authority.  It is a complementary 

scheme that we will be launching on 22 November 2010 in Windsor and Maidenhead.  It will 

complement their kerbside scheme with the chips in the bins.  We are very confident that this will be a 

good scheme to implement in high rise.  It is not as elegant a solution but, then again, it is far less 

costly and it leverages what the existing infrastructure has. 

 

It is also based on community weight bases so you are not getting an individual amount of points 

based on what you personally did, because we are not carrying a scale round to each home and seeing 

what their sacks of recycling weigh.  Instead, anybody who participates gets a portion of what the 

community does.  You still have your own individual points, you still have your own individual account 

but it is based on what the community does.  I think in areas like London where there is a lot of close 

living this idea of working together with your neighbours also will resonate a bit more.  You will have 

your personal incentive but you will also have the community efforts that are rewarding you as well. 

 



 

 

We are really excited about that one.  We have been talking to a lot of London boroughs about this.  

We hope to see that in action quite soon.  There is a challenge there, because the infrastructure is not 

as easy for the householder to recycle, so I do not think you are ever going to see the levels that you 

see in Windsor and Maidenhead unfortunately.  We would love to see that but the infrastructure is not 

as easy for the householder and, like you said, there are language issues and there are transience 

issues. 

 

The good thing about the Recycle Bank account is that you can take it with you wherever you go.  The 

other good thing is that Recycle Bank has very concrete plans, in 2011, to make sure that there are 

additional earning opportunities for you so, if you do leave a borough, if you move to another borough 

that does not have the recycling scheme, you still have your Recycle Bank account and you still have 

the ability to think about your recycling habits in addition to the other earning opportunities that you 

have for other green actions.  We believe that will be a very, very good solution for many London 

boroughs but, at the end of the day, it may not be for all of them.  We do think that it is something 

that will improve recycling rates. 

 

Gareth Bacon (AM):  Thank you for that.  For clarification, you mentioned that it was a self-reporting 

scheme based on a community weight basis with individual points and accounts but a share of what 

the community produces.  How does that work?  How does self-reporting work?  Then, how do you 

manage to work out the points? 

 

Sue Igoe (Recycle Bank):  The experience for the resident is almost identical to what you would see 

in a low-rise situation.  There are some slight differences.  A householder gets an activation mailer.  

They are invited into the scheme.  They activate their account.  During the activation process they sign 

up for reminders, so these are either email or text reminders, to recycle and to claim your points.  When 

you get the reminder you are reminded to recycle and then, if you recycle, you let us know and then 

you get a portion of the points.  That is where the self-report comes on.  It is an individual reporting 

action as opposed to an automated reporting action that you would see with technology.  That is 

simply because the cost of doing technology in this situation is prohibitive. 

 

Again, not as elegant and not as concise as what we see on the individual weight based scheme in 

Windsor but a more effective way of communicating with people on a regular basis with regular 

messages to recycle. 

 

The other thing that is key to all this comes back to communication.  The reason why Recycle Bank 

works is partly because of the points but it is partly because of that communication method.  It is 

partly because you are shocking the system and talking to them about recycling in a new way and 

asking them to join with you, as a borough, to increase recycling rates.  Will we see the same results?  I 

would love to see the same results.  I am not sure we are going to see the same results but we should 

see some real incremental improvements in recycling. 

 

Gareth Bacon (AM):  The self-reporting system; has that been used and been shown to be effective 

anywhere else?  The United States would be the obvious example. 

 

Sue Igoe (Recycle Bank):  Yes, we launched it in the United States this summer, so we are still in 

early research.  It is doing very well.  The activation levels are in line with the other models that we 

have out in the markets, so getting people to join in to this scheme is equally effective.  The recycling 



 

 

rates are showing improvement right now but, again, it is very early.  We are about 60 days in.  We will 

need a little more time. 

 

Gareth Bacon (AM):  Is it possible for the self-reporting element of the Recycle Bank scheme to be 

tagged on to something that boroughs might already be doing elsewhere?  They might be doing their 

own recycling scheme and then they use this, perhaps, for their flat developments, or something like 

that. 

 

Sue Igoe (Recycle Bank):  One of the things that we have done, very quickly since entering into this 

market, is iterate on the programme.  When we first introduced the programme here we went with the 

traditional model to test it out, but there are market conditions, there is the way the Government 

works here, there is the economic climate and there are the different types of collections that go on.  

Recycle Bank has been quick to iterate on our model in order to have a much more flexible opportunity 

for councils to engage. 

 

Yes, to your question.  We are just a rewards and communication platform that layers on an existing 

collection system or existing infrastructure.  We certainly could add this to whatever is existing right 

now. 

 

Mike Tuffrey (AM):  Just as a postscript to that, in inner London the argument is always there are 

lots of flats but the other feature of inner London is estates where there may be flats, not exclusively, 

but you then have a community infrastructure.  That is where the incentives come in because you have 

a tenants association, you may even have a tenants co-operative or tenants self management, and if 

you can turn your points into money then you start to really drive communal behaviour on an estate 

where there is already, it seems to me, a sense of community and belonging that you might not get 

just in an anonymous block of flats on a road in the conventional sense. 

 

We touched on food earlier.  Can anybody help us with how to drive that one forward?  I think, 

currently, fewer than half the boroughs have any food collection system.  Is there an incentive or a 

stick approach to unlocking the food waste collection?   

 

Terry Gould (Royal Borough of Windsor and Maidenhead):  We have not got there yet but, as I 

intimated earlier, certainly our aspirations are to move down this route in the not too distant future and 

use an incentivisation scheme, probably on the community weight based scheme, because you are 

dealing with smaller containers basically.  There are technical limitations to encourage people to take 

out the biodegradable waste from their kitchen. 

 

Mike Tuffrey (AM):  Again, there seems to be some sort of psychological blockage.  People will put 

it in the bin but they will not put it in the special bin!  It is something you are looking at rather than we 

have an answer. 

 

Terry Gould (Royal Borough of Windsor and Maidenhead):  Absolutely. 

 

Mike Tuffrey (AM):  That is a pity.  

 

Darren Johnson (Chair):  Finally, both the GLA and Closed Loop mentioned deposit schemes in their 

submissions.  I think the Mayor is lobbying for a deposit scheme.  Some of us remember them from our 

childhoods.  Could that work just on a London level or would it need to be national? 



 

 

 

Andrew Richmond (GLA):  This is certainly something we are very interested in.  We have done some 

desktop research and looked around at global examples of deposit schemes.  What we tend to find is 

most of them are either on a national or, in the United States, a state based level. 

 

We will do some further exploring as to whether we could look at a London-wide system.  I think the 

difficulties are that there is a risk of putting retailers within London at a commercial disadvantage, 

because you will need to increase the cost of the unit.  Secondly, whether London on its own has got 

the infrastructure that it requires to undertake such a scheme.  Ideally, nationally, it makes sense more.  

Yes, we are going to be writing to Government and putting our support forward, alongside the 

Campaign to Protect Rural England that put a proposal in to Government, to say that it believes a 

deposit scheme would work nationally and should be reconsidered. 

 

Some of the data we have found is fantastic.  For the United States, those states that do not have 

deposit schemes are currently recycling at 23% of containers that are being sold and those states that 

do are recycling about 78% of the containers that are being sold.  Similar statistics are apparent in the 

Scandinavian countries.  The data is really interesting and really stacks up. 

 

We do not want to just leave it at that though for London.  We are looking at deposit schemes that 

could work in London but are not necessarily based on paying an actual deposit on a bottle.  With 

Closed Loop we are looking to work with some other partners to look at reverse vending machines in 

public places, whereby you get a voucher off another product.  Reverse vending machines have been 

trialled.  Tesco, I think, have a number of reverse vending machines.  The difficulty it found with those 

was that it gave you points.  People were, apparently, cutting up cans and cutting up bottles and 

getting a point for every little piece that they put in.  With incentives there can be perversions and you 

have got to be careful of those perversions that incentives can encourage.  Such a scheme where you 

get money off your next purchase there is no real incentive to keep putting in.  If you are hanging 

around on the street and you see some cans, as a kid, it might be worth you picking them up and 

putting them in and you have got 10p off your next whatever. 

 

Darren Johnson (Chair):  I certainly remember doing that when I was a child.   

 

Chris Dow (Closed Loop Recycling):  That was very interesting, that Tesco story.  Apparently a 

couple paid for their honeymoon on cutting up plastic bottles.  It took them a lot of time but they 

managed to do it! 

 

Traditionally, recyclers are very positive on deposit schemes because, when we look at Sweden, we see 

very clear bales and that type of thing.  For the UK now to go down that path, our fear is that it is very 

costly; it is changing horses midstream and it is starving the kerbside system.  My view is that we have 

committed a lot of money and a lot of resources to the kerbside system and it would be my choice to 

work two aspects of that: greater participation - which has obviously been the subject of today; the 

other crucial one is the quality of the material that comes out of those kerbside collection systems, 

which is something that we need to urgently address in the UK. 

 

On a deposit system, yes, we understand that the United States has data about the collection rates but 

it is a very expensive way to get to that rate.  I think we are on a winner with the kerbside system and 

the way it has been taken up.  Even plastic bottles we are at 80%.  Unfortunately Barnet falls into the 

small minority that do not collect plastic bottles.   



 

 

 

Nicola Cross (London Borough of Barnet):  We do now. 

 

Chris Dow (Closed Loop Recycling):  That is good.  There is a lot of value in plastic bottles too and 

we are concerned that that might take cash out of that kerbside system as well.  If local authorities are 

sharing in some way in the financial rewards of high recycling rates we want to keep that high.  We like 

the idea of a high plastic bottle price because it puts something back into the system directly to local 

authorities to fund all sorts of activities. 

 

Darren Johnson (Chair):  That is helpful.  Thank you to all of our witnesses this morning for your 

contributions.  We will produce a full report with recommendations but some general lessons are that 

incentive schemes of various types can work and have been shown to work but you have got to have 

the collection system right in the first place, and communication seems vital, whatever system you 

choose.  Thank you, each of you, for coming along and sharing your thoughts with us. 
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Darren Johnson (Chair):  Item seven is the Mayor’s draft Business Waste Management Strategy.  

Firstly, in terms of the target, you have set a 70% reuse, recycling and composting target of 

commercial industrial waste by 2020 and a 95% reuse, recycling and composting of demolition 

construction waste by 2020.  How did you arrive at the two targets? 

 

Andrew Richmond (GLA):  The two targets are the targets that have been lifted directly from the 

London Plan.  They are, in fact, the targets that were in the original London Plan of 2003.  At that 

point in time the targets were arrived at looking at current recycling rates, which were around 75% to 

80% for construction, demolition and excavation waste, and around 40%, as a best estimate, for 

commercial industrial waste.  The construction, demolition excavation waste target for the London Plan 

of 95% was based on best practice at the time and there were a small number of cases where, up in the 

high 90s percentage, were being achieved. 

 

We are pleased that the Olympic site has managed to achieve pretty much around 95% recycling.  I 

have not actually seen its construction, demolition and excavation rate recently but, certainly, about a 

year ago, it was almost on 95%.  For us, it confirms that we believe that rate is achievable. 

 

For commercial industrial waste, again, it was using some examples of best practice but also looking at 

the composition of the commercial industrial waste stream, looking less at the feasibility but more at 

the ability to recycle a percentage of that material stream; really looking at the higher value materials 

such as paper, cardboard, glass and metals and focusing on those and seeing where they could be 

achieved.  The targets have been maintained, I think, rather than set. 

 

Darren Johnson (Chair):  Talking about partnership working, how will you pull these partnerships 

together and what incentives are there to get other groups to work with the Mayor? 

 

Andrew Richmond (GLA):  Currently there are a number of programmes that are being run through 

the London Development Agency and those programmes, particularly, were programmes we were 

working with or looking to form greater partnerships with businesses, particularly around the waste 

reduction, reuse and recycling element. 

 

We are looking particularly to form strong relationships with the business improvement districts as they 

are a great example of businesses getting together and working together, and they understand the 

message of sustainability and resource management.  We are going to focus particularly on developing 

partnerships with those businesses. 

 

With regards to larger partnerships, we are seeking people to come forward to us who are willing to 

work with us.  The main incentive is really to work with the Mayor on delivering an improved, 

sustainable London.  That is really the value that we have got, plus, obviously, our access to 



 

 

information and expertise within the building and with other organisations that we have close 

relationships with. 

 

Gareth Bacon (AM):  The draft Strategy sets out some high level implementation targets.  Do you 

envisage the need for a more detailed plan with achievement dates and lines of accountability built 

into it?  If so, when will that be forthcoming? 

 

Andrew Richmond (GLA):  Yes, certainly.  The implementation plan at present really sets out when 

we are looking to start things and who the main partners are going to be.  Based on the responses that 

we get from the consultation, the implementation plan will then be laid out, depending on the partners 

that have come forward and the responses that we have had, particularly from those partners that we 

have identified as delivery partners.   

 

Gareth Bacon (AM):  Could you remind me again when the consultation ends? 

 

Andrew Richmond (GLA):  The consultation ends on 14 January 2011.  The implementation plan will 

be part of the final report.  The final report will have the dates on which we are looking to achieve the 

particular objectives by. 

 

Mike Tuffrey (AM):  On small business, you know that this Committee did some work on that a little 

while back.  Indeed, it is referenced in the Strategy, which is always nice when somebody pays some 

attention to what we do, so thank you for that.  Specifically on the smart green business group idea, 

can you tell us a bit more about that?  The Strategy is talking about engaging 1,300 small and medium 

enterprises (SMEs) in that, but there are hugely more SMEs.  The Federation of Small Businesses alone 

has 6,500 members.  Are you not being rather unambitious on Policy 2 in terms of tackling the small 

business part of the business community? 

 

Andrew Richmond (GLA):  Certainly.  Yes, there are a huge number of small businesses.  When we 

were drafting this I was absolutely flabbergasted at the proportion of small businesses that contribute 

to employment within London.  It is a massive number.  We have to be realistic with regards to what we 

can undertake.  This is a non-statutory Strategy for us and, therefore, resource-wise is limited. 

 

What we will really be looking at is for small businesses and clusters of small businesses to come 

forward with proposals and opportunities to look at developing these smart business initiatives.  The 

smart business group that we have been engaging with, particularly through the Cross River 

Partnership, is an excellent example.  We are certainly keen to work with as many small businesses as 

possible and expand this out as far as possible. 

 

When we get the full consultation responses in we will have a much better idea as to what we will be 

able to deliver and, if there is a demand and a will to work with us to deliver this, then we will look at 

it.  We can extend that target. 

 

Mike Tuffrey (AM):  There clearly will not be the resources in the current environment for you to go 

round setting up all the infrastructure to support partnerships but if you have got a model that you can 

give to people, like the Cross River Partnership, to borough councils themselves who will have their 

own networks of small businesses and to the other agencies like the Federation of Small Businesses, 

that might get you greater scale. 

 



 

 

Andrew Richmond (GLA):  Absolutely. 

 

Mike Tuffrey (AM):  It is good to know that is on the cards anyway.  Thank you. 

 

Murad Qureshi (Deputy Chair):  The Committee has previously observed that there needs to be 

more co-ordination of waste streams produced by London businesses.  I want to know how the Mayor 

intends to address that. 

 

Andrew Richmond (GLA):  This Strategy itself has particularly focused more on waste outputs than 

waste inputs, although Policy 1 is all about resource efficiency and making sure that your business is 

not producing unnecessary waste.  What we have not necessarily done is looked at the major retail and 

manufacturing industry and said, ‚We need some mainstreaming on the types of plastics that are 

coming to the consumer‛.  

 

We do have a very close working relationship with the Waste & Resources Action Programme (WRAP) 

and we intend to discuss with WRAP these issues.  We have offered our services to WRAP to pilot and, 

particularly, to amplify any areas of work that WRAP wants to do around products and manufacturing, 

reduction, mainstreaming and slimming down potential waste streams and packaging streams.  We 

have said that we would be very willing to pilot any examples that come forward in London. 

 

Darren Johnson (Chair):  That is also an issue we flagged up in our On the Go recycling report.  If, in 

the next version of the Strategy, you want to name check another Environment Committee report and 

take on board the recommendations, that is one worth looking at as well! 

 

Murad Qureshi (Deputy Chair):  That deals with the retail manufacturing.  My main concern is the 

partnership work with building construction.  Before 2020 the two major things are Crossrail and the 

Thames Tideway Tunnel.  I did not get any sense, in the Strategy, that there are working partnerships.  

Is the Mayor saying what they have put up is sufficient for the purposes of achieving those targets?  

This is about the construction waste. 

 

Andrew Richmond (GLA):  Most of the detail for the construction waste will come out in the 

construction demolition supplementary planning guidance that is looking to be revised as part of the 

London Plan revision.  I am not sure if we have got any dates in there.  Much of the detail will come 

out in that supplementary planning guidance document.  I will take that on board and will have a look 

at that and see if there is something that we feel that we have missed there. 

 

Murad Qureshi (Deputy Chair):  I am not sure whether Thames Water has spoken to you about 

those issues.  On Crossrail I am sure the Mayor has many other levers which he could use to make sure 

it does not become an issue around Paddington Station, for example.  

 

Andrew Richmond (GLA):  Yes.  We have tended to deal with them as a planning issue to date but, 

obviously, we have good communications with our planning teams and we input on to those.  They are 

big issues.  They are individual short-lived projects though and I think that is the difficulty we have 

had.  We do not want the document to be too project specific in a way.  Case studies are a big part of 

the document, showing best practice and spreading the best practice word around.  Certainly I will 

have a look to see if we have missed an opportunity there. 

 

Darren Johnson (Chair):  Is there anything else you need to tell us about the draft Waste Strategy? 



 

 

 

Andrew Richmond (GLA):  No.  The consultation runs until 14 January 2011.  We are going to be 

running a number of events.  There is going to be a public event here in December 2010.  You would 

be very welcome to attend and we can go into some more detail about both strategies, both the 

Municipal and the Business Waste Strategy at that point. 

 

Darren Johnson (Chair):  Thank you.  That is useful.   
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