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Submission Request Letter - General
LONDONASSEMBLY

Environment Committee City Hall
The Queen’s Walk
London SET 2AA
Switchboard: 020 7983 4000
Minicom: 020 7983 4458
Web: www.london.gov.uk

Our ref: CM/Env/Waste
Date: 9 September 2010

Dear

To what extent can financial incentives boost recycling rates?

The London Assembly’s Environment Committee will hold a public session on 4 November
2010 at City Hall, at 10.00 am to discuss the role of person al financial incentive schemes
in boosting waste recycling rates

The agreed terms of reference for the inquiry are to:

1. Explore the impact of waste financial incentive schemes on recycling performance;

2. Consider whether waste financial incentive schemes are necessary to improve recycling
rates;

3. Identify examples of best practice and lessons learned; and

4. Make recommendations on how waste financial incentives schemes might best be applied
to London.

The Committee is seeking written comments, including research material, in advance of 4
November session and would like to invite you to submit your views. The closing date for
receipt of submissions is Wednesday 13 October 2010. Please send your submission,
preferably by email to Carmen Musonda, Scrutiny Manager at
Carmen.Musonda@london.gov.uk or by post to the address shown above. Please limit your
comments to four sides of A4 paper.

The Committee is keen to hear your views on the following questions we have flagged up for
discussion. But please do let us know of other areas you think should also be considered
during the course of the inquiry:

¢ Do financial incentives schemes lead to individual behavioural change to waste
management over the long term?

e Does this type of intervention promote best practice recycling or can it lead to unintended
consequences?

e Are there other approaches that could achieve the same aim (ie sustained behavioural
change, leading to improved recycling performance) that should be considered first?

e What are the key considerations for local authorities thinking of implementing financial
incentive schemes?

Direct telephone: 020 7983 4388 Fax: 020 7983 4437 Email: Darren.johnson@london.gov.uk
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Invitations to participate in the session will be issued once we have received and considered
the written submissions. The session should last approximately two hours.

If you need to discuss this request or require further information you can contact Carmen on
0207 983 4351. Please note that we are required to release copies of your written responses
if members of the public or the media request them under the Freedom of Information Act
2000.

The Committee appreciates your help in this inquiry and looks forward to hearing from you.

Yours sincerely,

Darren Johnson AM

Chair of the Environment Committee



Submission Request Letter - Borough
LONDONASSEMBLY

Environment Committee City Hall
The Queen’s Walk
London SET 2AA
Switchboard: 020 7983 4000
Minicom: 020 7983 4458
Web: www.london.gov.uk

Our ref: CM/Env/Waste
Date: 9 September 2010

Dear

To what extent can financial incentives boost recycling rates?

The London Assembly’s Environment Committee will hold a public session on 4 November
2010 at City Hall, at 10.00 am to discuss the role of waste financial incentive schemes in
boosting recycling rates. The Committee may invite you to participate in the session, which
should last approximately two hours. | would be grateful if you could keep the morning of 4
November free. Officers will contact you nearer the time, with further details.

The agreed terms of reference for the inquiry are to:

1. Explore the impact of waste financial incentive schemes on recycling performance;
2. Consider whether waste financial incentive schemes are necessary to improve recycling
rates;
. Identify examples of best practice and lessons learned; and
4. Make recommendations on how waste financial incentives schemes might best be applied
to London.

w

The Committee is seeking written comments, including research material, in advance of 4
November session and would like to invite you to submit your views. The closing date for
receipt of submissions is Wednesday 6 October 2010. Please send your submission,
preferably by email to Carmen Musonda, Scrutiny Manager at
Carmen.Musonda@london.gov.uk or by post to the address shown above. Please limit your
comments to four sides of A4 paper.

The Committee is keen to hear your views on the following questions we have flagged up for
discussion. But please do let us know of other areas you think should also be considered
during the course of the inquiry:

¢ Do financial incentives schemes lead to individual behavioural change to waste
management over the long term?

e Does this type of intervention promote best practice recycling?

e Are there other approaches that could achieve the same aim (ie sustained behavioural
change, leading to improved recycling performance) that should be considered first?

e What are the key considerations for London/boroughs in implementing financial incentive
schemes?

Direct telephone: 020 7983 4388 Fax: 020 7983 4437 Email: Darren.johnson@london.gov.uk
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We would also be grateful if you could tell us about financial incentive schemes that are
operating borough and/or were trialled but discontinued. Please use the attached form as a
guide to the type of information we are looking for.

If you need to discuss this request or require further information you can contact Carmen on
0207 983 4351. Please note that we are required to release copies of your written responses
if members of the public or the media request them under the Freedom of Information Act
2000.

The Committee is aware that you will have contributed to a considerable number of
consultation exercises in recent months, relating to waste management. We greatly
appreciate your help in this inquiry and look forward to hearing from you.

Yours sincerely,

Darren Johnson AM

Chair of the Environment Committee
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FIR - 001 London Borough of Hillingdon

THILLINGDON

LONDON

Mr D Johnson AM
City Hall

The Queen’s Walk
London

SE1 2AA

Our ref:

22nd September, 2010
Dear Mr Johnson,

Re: L B Hillingdon View on the Extent Financial Incentives Boost Recycling Rates

| am writing to you in response to your letter (ref CM/Env/Waste) seeking the view of local
authorities on the role of personal financial incentives schemes in boosting waste recycling
rates.

In general the view of Hillingdon is against the use of financial incentives for boosting
recycling rates. To set the amount given at a realistic level based on the value of waste
diverted, would result in a small incentive and one not great enough to stimulate much
interest. To over inflate the incentive to increase public interest, would result in criticism for
wasting tax payers money.

In response to the four questions posed;

Do financial incentive schemes lead to individual behavioural change to waste
management over the long term? It is possible that the scheme may encourage people to
recycle more, or start recycling during the time they are in operation. However, if the
financial incentive is the only motivation for recycling, then this behaviour is very likely to
stop once the incentive is withdrawn.

Does this type of intervention promote best practice recycling or can it lead to unintended
consequences? This type of intervention may promote best practice, during the time it is
applied. It may distort recycling activities if it is only applied to one or certain waste
streams. Best practice would be based on people diverting the greatest range of items for
recycling at all times.

Waste Division; Planning, Environment and Community Services S
T.01895 556116 F.01895 277545 INVESTOR IN PEOPLE
Rwilliams2@hillingdon.gov.uk

London Borough of Hillingdon,

Block B, Central Depot, 128 Harlington Road, Hillingdon, UB8 3EU

www. hillingdon.gov.uk 5
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LONDON

Are there other approaches that could achieve the same aim (i.e. sustained behavioural
change, leading to improved recycling performance) that should be considered first? The
sustained behavioural change is in line with the approach of Hillingdon, so we agree with
this statement.

What are the key considerations for local authorities thinking of implementing financial
incentive schemes? The key consideration would be some form of cost benefit analysis to
determine if the avoided cost of waste disposal / potential income from additional
recyclables is greater than the cost of delivering the incentive scheme. It would be easier
to justify the cost if you were confident that the incentive scheme brought about longer
term behavioural change. However, the view of this authority is that incentive schemes do
not bring about long term behavioural change.

Yours sincerely,

Robert Williams
Waste Development Manager

Waste Division; Planning, Environment and Community Services
T.01895 556116 F.01895 277545 INVESTOR IN PEOPLE
Rwilliams2@hillingdon.gov.uk

London Borough of Hillingdon,

Block B, Central Depot, 128 Harlington Road, Hillingdon, UB8 3EU

www. hillingdon.gov.uk .



FIR - 002 London Borough of Ealing

WASTE FINANCIAL INCENTIVE SCHEMES INFORMATION SHEET

London Borough of Ealing

Short description of scheme
£80,000 is being made available to the top recycling wards in Ealing.

Ealing is made of 23 wards, lead by the elected ward councillors. Participation
monitoring was carried out in one recycling collection round in each of the 23 wards
(using WRAP participation monitoring guidelines), the results of which will be
aggregated to provide a total participation figure (in %) for each ward. This forms the
baseline data for the scheme.

Participation monitoring will then be repeated in April 2011, and the “top performing
ward’ and the three ‘most improved’ wards in terms of participation in recycling
services will each receive £20,000 to help their ward forum pay for local
environmental improvements, such as revamping a playground, installing new
benches etc.

Start date

e The participation monitoring was carried out over a three-week period in
September 2010, to establish baseline data for the scheme.

e The scheme was officially launched to residents in November 2010.

e A communications campaign will take place from November 2010-March 2011

End date & reason

e The second stage of monitoring will be carried out in April 2011 to establish
which wards will be receiving prizes

e Results of the monitoring will be published to residents in May 2011

e The winning wards awarded with £20,000 each in June 2011.

N.B. If the scheme proves to be successful, the Council may look at making the
scheme more permanent.

Brief description of Comms strategy

The recycling rewards comms strategy has three central principles; launch strategy,
engagement activity and integrating the message into business-as-usual recycling
campaigns.

A variety of marketing activities will be used including Around Ealing (monthly
magazine distributed to residents), lamp post banners, Council website, local media,
advertising wraps and business-as-usual recycling communications.

The key messages of the communication strategy are:

0 By participating in the recycling services you could help your ward win £20,000
for environmental improvements

0 The recycling services available are simple to use

o0 Recycling reduces landfill, conserves resources, saves energy and helps protect
the environment



0 Recycling and diverting waste from landfill can save the Council money in
landfill tax and disposal costs

Say how the recycling rates changed

Unable to state at present — will be able to establish change in participation rates
following the second round of monitoring in April 2011. Tonnages from kerbside
services may also be monitored to see if there has been an increase in tonnage as a
result of the reward scheme.

What lessons did you learn and is there anything you would do differently?
At time of writing scheme is about to be launched. See below for additional
comments.

Any other comments?
The aim of the scheme is to increase participation in recycling services available to
residents across the borough, and to encourage residents to fully utilise these services.

Participation in recycling services per ward was monitored as opposed to recycling
tonnages, as this could lead to residents needlessly disposing of items that could be re-
used, and the Council does not want to encourage residents to produce more waste.

All recycling rounds receiving the Council’s kerbside recycling collection service
were eligible for monitoring (approx 95,000 properties out of a total of 127,000).
Flats were not included in the monitoring, as it is difficult to measure participation in
the recycling services from residents living in flats as they are ‘bring’ schemes and it
is not straightforward to determine who from the flats contributes to the recycling.



FIR - 003

Chartered Institute of Waste Management

The Chartered Institution
of Wastes Management

The Chartered Institution of Wastes Management (CIWM) is the professional
body which represents around 7,000 waste management professionals,
predominantly in the UK but also overseas. The CIWM sets the professional
standards for individuals working in the waste management industry and has
various grades of membership determined by education, qualification and
experience.

To What Extent can Financial Incentives Boost Recycling Rates?

CIWM welcomes the opportunity to respond to the London Assembly’s
Environment Committee consultation on Financial Incentives. This is an area
that CIWM has had an interest in over a number of years and even
commissioned a study of other European countries to collate information on
incentive schemes that were implemented and the effect on recycling and any
other impact such schemes would have.

Terms of Reference

e Explore the impact of waste financial incentive schemes on recycling
performance

¢ Consider whether waste financial incentive schemes are necessary to
improve recycling rates

¢ ldentify examples of best practice and lessons learned; and

¢ Make recommendations on how waste financial incentives schemes might
best be applied to London.

Questions:

Do financial incentives schemes lead to individual behavioural change to waste
management over the long term?

Yes there is evidence in many European countries that incentive schemes lead to
individual behavioural change. Many schemes charge for residual waste and
have a lower charge for recycling, incentivising residents to reduce the amount
of waste put out for disposal and encouraging as much material to recycling.

10



There is the added advantage of waste reduction as well as recycling. See case
study document Waste Collection: To charge or not to charge?

Does this type of intervention promote best practice recycling or can it lead to
unintended consequences?

Belgium are being followed as a model by Welsh Assembly Government,

Fly-tipping is one unintended consequence of financial incentive; there is the
tendency by some residents to avoid paying anything for waste disposal,
consequently they fly-tip their waste, or put their waste in other people’s
containers. As noted in our study “Much is made of the possibility of fly-tipping
becoming a problem in the context of these schemes. Yet, as we shall see, this
is not borne out by much of the experience. Indeed, what may happen in these
contexts is that greater information is generated concerning a problem which
already existed, and where that information is specific to households, the
possibility exists for checking up on households whose behaviour is ‘out of the
ordinary’. Even so, one would expect that as with the ‘positive performance’ of
such schemes, the downsides of such systems are also related to issues such as
the quality of source separation schemes in place, and the degree to which
enforcement issues are taken seriously.”

Financial incentives that reward for recycling could lead to more waste arising,
people are not necessarily that effective at putting the right material out for
recycling, leading to contamination. This contamination leads to more material
being rejected for recycling and sent for disposal. Such incentives could also
encourage less consideration being given to reduction, more material means
more rewards.

Are there other approaches that could achieve the same aim (i.e. sustained
behavioural change, leading to improved recycling performance) that should be
considered first?

Intensive communication programme

What are the key considerations for local authorities thinking of implementing
financial incentive schemes?

Local authorities have to consider the budget to implement financial incentive
schemes. If the scheme is a reward based one there is the need for sponsors to
cover the rewards along with the data collection of how much has been recycled,
to monitor the effectiveness of the scheme.

If the financial incentive scheme includes charging then there needs to be a
billing system and consideration for debt collection. Many local authorities
already have billing for a number of other services but this one needs to relate
to residual and recycling material.

1"



If the local authority does not already have chipped bin systems in place this
would have to be implemented to gather all the information required, if wheeled
bins are being used.

If bags are being used for recyclable material then there needs to be a way of
tagging the bags to show that a fee has been paid. The tags either have to be
delivered to householders on payment or made available for residents to buy at
shops, etc.

Whichever system is used there needs to be a database to handle the
information, this will then make monitoring of the scheme effective and deliver
data on arisings and material recycled.

London Assembly Environment Committee Financial Incentives Call for Evidence Sept 2010 3|Page
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FIR - 003(b) Chartered Institute of Waste Management

“EUROCHARGE”

Waste Collection:
To Chargeor not to Charge?

A Final Report to
IWM (EB)

Chartered Institution of Wastes Management
Environmental Body

®. 00

eunoMmia eeee

research & consulting
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EUROCHARGE project — Final Report

Project Partners

> The Chartered Institution
of Wastes Management

Local Government Association

IWM (EB)

Chartered Institution of Wastes
Management
Environmental Body

ecunNoOMIa eese

resaanch & consulting

® c,e"

waste
CWATCH

The project has been funded by Biffaward, a multi-
million pound environment fund managed by the
RSNC, which utilises landfill tax credits donated by
Biffa Waste Services.

The Chartered I nstitution of Wastes Management
(CIWM) is the pre-eminent body in the UK engaged
in waste management issues. It represents 5,500
professiona waste managers and a ms to protect and
enhance the environment through devel oping
scientific, technical and management standards.

The LGA isthe national voice for local authorities.
Formed in 1997, itsmission is to promote better loca
government. We work with and for our member
authorities to realise a shared vision of local
government that enables local peopleto shapea
distinctive and better future for their locaity and its
communities. Weaim to put local councils at the heart
of the drive to improve public services.

IWM(EB) is aregistered environmental body that
sponsors origind research, devel opment, education
and informati on dissemination projects in furtherance
of professional and sustai nabl e waste management
practices.

This work was undertaken by Eunomia Research &
Consulting Ltd., with assistance from Waste Watch.
Both would like to thank Biffaward and CIWM for
their financia support and the LGA for their support
of the project.

All work other than the survey work was undertaken
by Eunomia Research & Consulting Ltd. Eunomia
is a consultancy specidizing in waste policy, strategy
and economics issues. The company carries out
leading-edge research in discharging challenging
projects intended to investigate how best to manage
resources in a more sustainable manner.

Waste Watch is aleading environmental organisation
promoting sustai nabl e resource management in the
UK by campaigning for all areas of society to: reduce
resource consumption, maximise resource reuse, and
increase the percentage of waste they recycle. The
support provided to this project was in undertaking
the survey with locd authority representatives,
ddivered by the Palicy, Research and Information
team. The team aims to provide strategic analysis of
information in support of the organisation's obj ectives.

Eunomia Research & Consulting

14
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EUROCHARGE project — Final Report
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EUROCHARGE Project —Final Report

1.0 Introduction

Eunomia Research & Consulting Ltd. was asked by the Chartered Institution of Wastes Management
Environmental Body (IWM (EB)) to carry out the Eurocharge project. Research support for the study was
provided by Waste Watch. This project was intended to identify the barriers to direct charging of UK
householders for waste collection and disposa based upon a comparative analysis of European practi ce
and feedback from local government members and officers.

This piece of research was given greater rel evance through the invol vement of both the L ocal
Government Association and the Chartered Institution of Wastes Management. At atime when the UK
stands at a turning point in terms of the management of materials in the waste stream, the lack of a
mechani sm to incentivise househol ders to take greater responsibility for their wastes potentialy
constitutes an obstacle to more sustai nabl e waste management. This work seeks to compare experiencein
Europe with UK opinion regarding the obstacles to the introduction of direct charging at the loca levd,
and to understand whether or not the effect of charging can be mimicked through appropriate design of
collection systems.

This report is a summary of more extensive research which can be found on the CIWM website at
http://www. ciwm.co. uk/pma/30.

1.1 Objectives

The objectives as set out in the Tender Document are:

1. To identify the barriers to implementation of direct charging in the UK and to make
recommendations that can be used in the development of policy enabling this or some similar
mechanism to be used to increase the participation of householders in recycling and to contribute
to waste mi ni misation.

2. Toidentify ballpark revenue/administrative costs for direct charging relative to current collection

costs.

From European experience, to highlight the perceived and actua benefits of direct charging.

To draw comparisons with the results of revised collection practice (e.g. reduction in bin

size/dternate week collection of residual household waste) in the UK.

Eal

1.2 Defining DVR Charging Schemes

The concept of ‘direct charging’ is usually used, in English-speaking countries (and especially in the UK),
to denote a form of charging in which refuseis charged for in rd ation to some measure —weight, volume,
number of containers, or a combination of these — of the quantity put out for trestment / disposal.

Direct charging could, however, be used to refer to a situation in which citizens were simply billed
directly for their waste collection and treatment / disposal independently of other services. There might be
no variation in the fee with the level of service use. Although somelevies of this nature do vary (for
example, on the basis of house value, or on the basis of the number in the househaold), the service
provided may not bear any relation to these. These are, however, user fees in that they are ear-marked for
the service provided, and in this work, we allow theseto fall within the definition of theterm ‘charge’.

More commonly, theterm *direct charging’ is synonymous with the terms ‘variable charging’, ‘ unit
pricing’, and ‘ pay-as-you-throw’. Where charging schemes are designed so as to provide incentives for

changes in househol d behaviour whilst retaining the goal of cost recovery, they usually do so by
providing differential unit charges across the different parts of the overal collection system.

Eunomia Research & Consulting 1
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In this report, to describe this type of system, we use theterm Differential and Variable Rate (DVR)
charging. Therationale for this choiceis to capture exactly what these schemes typically seek to achieve.
They seek to ensure that the charge for refuse collection is varied in accordance with what is produced.
They also seek to gpply differentia charges across the components of the collection system. The net
effectisto:

a) encourage areduction in waste set out for collection (through source reduction, home
composting etc); and

b) to incentivise improvements in separation (and hence to encourage a more efficient utilisation
of the separate collection infrastructure).

This term serves to convey the fact that the charge differentiates between unseparated and separated
fractions (which is not always conveyed in the terminol ogy used). Since this study seeks to identify and
understand the barriers to the impl ementation of such systems, it isas well to ensure that the language
used does not itself constitute an obstacl e by conveying an impression that all waste, irrespective of how
itis presented, will be charged for at the same variabl e rate. Whilst this is one possible design of a
charging mechanism, it is not often empl oyed.

1.3 Where Does it Happen?

DVR charging is becoming more widespread. The number of munidipalities introducing variable rate
schemes increases each year. The ‘increasing trend’ can be found in a number of countries, including the
United States, Wallonia (Belgium), Italy, and the Netherlands. Municipalities in other countries have
already introduced such schemes on a widespread basis. These include Germany, Austria, Luxembourg
and Flanders (Bel gium).

One Flemish report estimated the coverage of variable charging in 1999 for several countries/ regions.”
These were:

@ Flanders: more than 50 % of munic palities;
@ Brussds: 14 % of municipalities;

@ TheNetherlands: 22 % of municipalities’;

@ France less than 10 % of municipalities;
@ Luxembourg: 4 % of municipalities.

The widespread nature of charging schemes in Flanders has been assisted in part by attempts by the
Flemish government to formul ate recommendations for municipalitiesin respect of auniform charging
system. Thisisintended to avoid illegal dumping in neighbouring municipalities.

Proietti noted that DVR charging is aready well established in Austria, Belgium, Finland, Germany,
L uxembourg, Sweden and Switzerland:

1 BECO (1999) Benchmarking of Flemish Waste Management Policy Compared with Neighbouring Waste Mar kets,
Study Commissioned by OVAM, May 1999.

2 In the Netherlands, 58 % of municipalitieslevy afee for household waste services, which is calculated on the basis
of the number of personsin a household.

2 Eunomia Research & Consulting
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‘in some countries (Austria, Finland, Germany, Luxembourg, Sveden, Switzerland) Pay-as-you-
throw systems are stable and largely applied with increase of € ectronic systems and adaptation
of tariffsto encourage waste prevention

Belgium and Italy are experiencing a very fast evolution in applying of fees;

other countries (Denmark, France, Ireland, Netherlands) are evolving dowly, but the Ministers
of Environment (France and Ireland) arein favour of larger application of fees;

other countries are not applying fees, but this may change soon (United Kingdom and
Portugal).”®

A US study reported a fivefold increase in the number of municipaities adopting ‘ variable rate programs
between 1990 and 1996. By 2000, it was estimated that around 6,000 communitiesin the US were using
variable charging and only 4 states in the US reported no such activity. It was estimated that the 6,000
communities covered 20% of the population.*

The Netherlands Waste Management Council (AOO) suggested that the number of municipalities
adopting the ‘DIFTAR’ system (differentid tariff) grew from under 20 in 1995 to over 120 in 2001, with
the increase being 20% in the year 2000-2001. Currently, coverage is 25% of municipalities and 20% of
households nationwide.

The UK appears to be unique in preventing these systems through existing legislation (see Table 1),
although some exceptions to the rule apply. For example, many local authorities make charges for bulky
waste collection. Furthermore, to our knowledge (which is extensive with regard to landfill taxes), the UK
isthe only country with alandfill tax in place where DV R schemes are prohibited. This acts as a barrier to
the effectiveness of the tax since the incentive to improve waste management performance can be
conveyed to local authorities, but not to househol ders. Consequently, to the extent that this restricts the
degree to which local authorities can influence household behaviour, the tax tends to operate more on the
choice of disposal route made by the loca authority than on the behaviour of households.

One might consi der the existing state of affairs vis avis financing systems for waste as an indicator of the
‘maturity’ of waste legislation. Although for many countries, the switch to DVR schemes today implies a
switch from a specific fee which is paid to cover waste management costs, this might not always have
been the case. It isinteresting to note that the only countries where any municipal waste management
servi ces are financed through general municipal taxes are France, Greece, Portugal, Spain and parts of the
United States. In each of the last two, this varies regionally, and indeed, in Spain, thefirst DVR schemes
in the country are now in place. With the exception of the United States, if one adds the UK, these
countries resemble‘adub’ of the worst performersin respect of source separation in Europe. It is worth
considering whether the lack of any DVR charging schemesis, if not akey explanatory variablein the
poor performance of these countries, symptomatic of it. Other countries are increasingly requiring

muni cipalities to ensure that fees for waste management encourage waste minimization and source
separation. Sometimes, legislation explicitly refers to the Polluter Pays Principle. The UK legislation
looks strangely at odds with this, the more so sinceit actually appears in the very place where one would
have thought the Polluter Pays Principlewould hold some sway, the ‘ Environmental Protection Act.’

8 Stefano Proietti (2000) The Application of local Taxes and Fees for the Collection of Household Waste: Local
Authority Jurisdiction and Practice in Europe, Report for the Association of Citiesfor Recycling, Brussels: ACR

4 See Lisa Skumatz (2002) Variable Rate or ‘ Pay-as-you-throw \Waste Management: Answers to Frequently Asked
Questions, Los Angeles: Reason Foundation, July 2002.

5 A0O0 (2001) Informatiebulletin 02: Afval Informatief, June 2001.
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Tablel: Local Authority Competence for Levying Fees Directly for Waste Collection Services

Country

Competence

Legal basis

Austria

Yes

Article 8, paragraph 5 of the Constitutional Finance Law of 1948 (amended in 1966): the
legislation of the Lander may authorise municipalities to charge certain fees; this
legislation stipul ates the essential elements of these fees, and especialy their upper limit.

Belgium

Constitutional provisions supplemented by regional legislation.

Denmark

Article 48 of the “Environmental Protection Act” of 1998: “The local council can fix fees
to cover costs inrespect of: [ ...] collection of waste[...]”".

Finland

Articles 28 and 29 of “Waste Act” 1072 of 3 December 1993: “Municipalities have the
right to collect awaste tax to cover the costs of waste management and related tasks
organised by them”; “The general grounds for setting the wastetax are the type, quality
and quantity of the waste”.

France

Yes

Article 14, paragraph 2, of Law no. 74-1129 of 30 December 1974: “Municipalities,
groupings of municipalities and local public establishments responsible for collection of
rubbish, waste and refuse may institute a fee based on the scale of the service provided.”

Germany

Yes

Constitutional provisions supplemented by legislation of the Lander.

Greece

Yes

Article 1, paragraph 1 of Law 25/1975: taxes for management of waste and for electricity
are calculated on the basis of the area occupied by each household multiplied by factors
established by municipal councils.

Ireland

Yes

Article 2 of the"Local Government (Financial Provisions) Act” of 1983: local authorities
may imposes fees for services provided, and Article 33 of the “Waste Management Act”
of 1996 gates that “ Each local authority shall collect, or arrange for the collection of,
household waste within its functional area’”.

Italy

Obligation

Article 49 of Legislative Decree no. 22 of 5 February 1997: the costs of management of
municipal waste are covered by municipalities by means of the institution of afee
comprising afixed portioninrelation to the essential components of the service
(investment and depreciation) and a variable portion based on the quantity of waste
produced, the service provided and management costs, so as to cover al investment and
operating costs.

L uxembourg

Obligation

Article 15 of the Law of 17 June 1997: "The cost of elimination of waste must be paid by
[...] the owner [of thewaste]" and Article 17, paragraph 3: "[Inrelation to the
management of household waste, bulky waste and comparable waste], taxes for services
provided must correspond to actual production of waste and in particular to the type,
weight and volume of waste. Moreover, they are based on the costs of the infrastructure
to be introduced".

Netherlands

Yes

Article 15.33, paragraph 1, of the “Environmental Management Act” of 1993: “To cover
the costs it incurs in connection with disposal of household waste, each municipality may
institute alevy which may be imposed on persons who, [...], actually use premisesin
respect of which an obligation to collect household waste applies [to municipalities]”.

Portugal

Yes

Article 20 of Local Finance Law no. 42/98 of 6 August 1998: municipalities may charge
feesfor the collection of municipal waste. These fees may not, in principle, be lower
than the direct and indirect costs of the services provided.

Spain

Yes

Article 25, paragraph 1 of Law 10/1998 of 21 April 1998: Public authorities may
establish economic, financial and fiscal means to promote the prevention, reuse,
recycling and other forms of recovery of waste.

Sweden

Yes

Article 27 of the Environmental Code of 1998: Municipalities may establish regulations
that set feesfor the collection [...] of wastewithin their jurisdiction (paragraph 4). Fees
may not exceed the total sum necessary to cover the costs of planning, investment and
operation. Thefee may be defined in such a manner asto promote reuse, recycling or
other environmentally friendly ways of managing waste (paragraph 5).

Switzerland

Compulsory

Article 32a(introduced in 1997) of the federal Law on Environmental Protection of 1983:
"The cantons shall ensure that the costs of disposal of municipal waste[...] shall be
charged, by means of emoluments or other taxes, to those who generate this waste".

United Kingdom

Prohibition

Article 45 of the “Environmental Act” of 1990: “No charge shall be made for the
collection of household waste, except in cases prescribed in regulations made by the
Secretary of State’.

Source: Sefano Proietti (2000) The Application of local Taxes and Fees for the Collection of Household
Waste: Local Authority Jurisdiction and Practice in Europe, Report for the Association of Cities for
Recycling, Brussels: ACR.
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2.0 CASE STUDIES FROM EXISTING LITERATURE

The following Section highlights some key findings from previous analysis of DVR schemes, described
in greater detail in the full report. The figures below concentrate on some of the * headline figures
associated with schemes implemented, these tending to be the effects on separation and on source
reduction. The literature tends to be | ess comprehensive regarding issues of costs, and frequently, the
collection systems are described only partially.

2.1 Belgium

A 1999 study carried out for the Flemish Waste Management Agency, OVAM, found that avariable
household tax has a significant impact on the amount of residual household waste offered.® It was found
that the introduction of a payment of €0.50 (£0.33) per grey waste bag purchased would lead, in an
average commune, to a decrease in the amount of residual household waste offered of approximately 30
kg per inhabitant.

There are two avenues through which the residual waste collected is reduced:

1. Firstly, the charges for the bags leads householders to improve separation of materias. This
means that the amount of waste which is separately coll ected increases significantly. Thisis
called the separation effect. The separation effect is responsible for about 30% (or 9 kg) of the
decrease in the amount of residual household waste offered; and

2. Secondly thereis areduction in waste set out for collection either through genuine preventative
behaviour or through evasion. This is believed to account for, on average, 70% (or 21 kg) of the
decrease in the quantity of residual waste.

The variable household tax (or retribution) does not simply reduce the amount of residual household
waste offered, but thereis some inverse correation with the amount of bulky waste offered for collection.
This conclusion arase from a mode that looked for the correlation between the variabl e e ement of the
waste fee and the amount of bulky waste offered for collection. Other parameters, such as whether or not
muni cipalities had a strong policy on bulky waste, were not included in this modd. It may be, therefore,
that municipalities with higher fees for grey bags were also the ones that were more severe on the bulky
waste fraction (for example, no door-to-door collection of bulky waste). Alternatively, it may be that
thereis a greater awareness amongst householders of the issues involved, or more bulky waste may be
sent to re-use centres.

The effect of theintroduction of a contribution scheme of €0.50 (£0.33) per grey waste on the total
amount of municipal waste (= sdlective fractions + non-sd ective fractions) offered li es somewhere
between 40 and 50 kg per inhabitant.” Thisis the net preventative and evasive-effect. Thisis equivalent to
approximately 10% of waste per inhabitant in Flanders.

® The rest of this section is taken from D. Hogg (ed.) (2002) Financing and Incentive Scheme for Municipal Waste
Management: Case Sudies, Final Report to DG Environment the European Commission

"OVAM (1999) The Effect Of Household Waste Taxes And Retributions On The Amount Of Household Waste
Offered, February 1999.
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2.1.1 Dilbeek

A study of the municipality of Dilbeek was presented in areport by the Oko Institut for the European
Commission.? Inhabitants of Dilbeek used to pay a general tax for the collection of their household wastes
that did not correspond to theindividual amount of waste produced by each household. Upon
implementation of the new waste management system, the general tax for household wastes was replaced
after atransition period of two years (1996-97) by a payment referring to the individual amount of waste
produced by each househol d.

Since 1998, inhabitants of Dilbeek have paid an individual fee which varies according to the wastes that
are collected by the municipality. In practice, the municipality of Dilbeek sells two kinds of plastic sacks,
one for household waste and one for recyclabl e packaging waste. Each plastic sack costs between £0.56
and £0.72 according to its size and volume. The costs for the waste collection are included within this
amount. The total waste disposal cost for each household varies according to the number of plastic sacks
they need to get their waste collected.

Dilbeek reduced its quantity of residual waste from households by more than 60 % within only six
months, in 1996. In total, the average household waste generated in Dilbeek fell from 495 kg/inh. in 1995

to 304 kg/inh. in 1996, implying a reduction of 39%(see Figure 1). At the same time, the Flemish average
was around 490 kg/inhabitant. It should be remembered that Dilbeek is a high-income area of Belgium.

Figure 1. Waste Minimisation in Dilbeek
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The financial gains for the municipality of Dilbeek due to the lower amount of waste areimpressive. In
1995, the costs of municipa waste management were €1.77 million (gpprox. £1.14 million), whereas in

8 Oko Institut et a (1999) Waste Prevention and Minimisation, Final Report to DGX |, European Commission, 29
July 1999.
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1996, total costs fell to €1.25 million (gpprox. £0.81 million). A further reduction to €1.24 million
(approx. £0.80 million) was observed in 1997. Without the measures the costs are estimated to have been
between €2.23 and €2.48 million (approx. £1.44 - £1.60 million). Also the collection fees paid by the
popul aion decreased with the waste prevention actions. In 1995, the inhabitants of Dilbeek paid €1.22
million (approx. £0.79 million), an average of €32.5 /inhabitant (approx. £20.97 / inhabitant). The costs
dropped to €1.12 million (approx. £0.72 million), or €29.8 /inhabitant (approx. £19.23 / inhabitant), in
1996 and went further down to €1.08 million (approx. £0.70 million), or €28.8 /inhabitant (approx.
£18.58 / inhabitant), in 1997. This means that the average costs per inhabitant decreased from €32.5 to
€28.8, or from £20.97 to £18.58, between 1995 and 1997.

This study has been reported € sewhere as an example of how DVR charging schemes can work. Yet it is
not clear, least of al, from the above figures, that it was the charging mechanismitsdf that played a
pivotal role in the changes observed. Many changes were made either before, or during the period in
which the new charge system was introduced. This makesit difficult to disaggregate the effects of the
DVR scheme from the wider changes which were i mplemented.

The most significant changes occurred in the first year of full implementation of a number of measures
which preceeded the DV R scheme’ s introduction (i.e. change in coll ection system, education / PR
measures etc.). As such, rather thanillustrating a signifi cant impact of charging per se, the study appears
to show the role which charging can play in supporting and sustai ning a more comprehensive package of
measures designed to incentivise more sustainable behaviour in respect of waste management. It would be
interesting to speculate, for example, upon the degree to which performance would have been maintained
in the absence of charging, or equiva ently, whether additional expenditure on PR etc. would have been
needed to maintain the level of performance over time observed under the new DVR charging scheme.

Note that even with the scheme, total waste arisings have crept up in the 1996-98 period. This suggests
that DVR schemes may have a‘one-off’ effect on arisings in which these effectively ratchet downwards.
It may also bethat they reduce the rate of growth which occurs following this one-off downward
ratcheting in arisings. Figure 2 shows a hypothetical illustration of the effect of DVR schemes.

Figure 2: Hypothesised Effect of DVR Schemes
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2.2 Denmark

One study looked at 5 municipalities that had introduced weight-based coll ection schemes and compared
these to 5 municipalities without weight-based schemes.® Two different approaches, one based upon
comparative data anal ysis and the other based upon a questionnaire, were used. Figure 3 shows the results
from these systems. It is unusua for DVR schemes to be implemented in the absence of collections for
biowaste. The Danish experience, which shows DV R schemes be ng implemented in the presence of
relatively poor systems for separate collection, has produced some effects which are difficult to explain.

Inlocal authority areas with weight-based schemes, the amount of domestic waste collected annually
from each household averages 359 kg less than in the reference areas. The difference drops to 279 kg per
household a year when allowance is made for there being a higher level of home composting in local
authority areas with weight-based schemes than in reference areas.

59% of households in local authority areas with wel ght-based coll ection schemes say that they home

compost virtually al fruit and vegetabl e remnants. The corresponding percentage in the reference areasis
21%. Thetotal response rate of the questionnaire was 41%.

Figure 3: Collected Amount of Waste (calculated in kg per household in 1999).
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The above study led to further questions being asked concerning the effects of weight-based schemesin
Denmark. The second report incorporated information from three sub-studies carried out in the
municipalities of Tinglev and Norre Rangstrup. The aim was basically to shed more light upon the issue
of the fate of waste which the above study suggested appeared to * disappear’ in the case of weight-based
schemes. Table 2 lists under various headings the amount of waste recorded in 2000 (up-scaled for one
year).

® Danish Environmental Protection Agency (2000) Forde e og ulemper ved gebyrdifferentierede
indsamlingssystemer for hushol dningsaffald. Miljgprojekt nr. 576, 2000. (Study on the advantages and
disadvantages of fee-differentiated waste collection schemes for domestic waste from households).
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Table2: Amount of Waste Recorded per Household

Category Tinglev Norre Rangstrup
Remai ning waste (recorded by the waste analysis in 2001) 318 kg 532 kg
Paper and cardboard (2000) 106 kg 105 kg
Bottles and household glass (2000) 34 kg 32 kg
Remai ning waste + paper and glass 458 kg 669 kg
Difference in amount of vegetable food waste and 36 kg -
garden waste (0.593 kg + 0.093 kg)

x 52 weeks

Total refuse 494 kg 669 kg
Refuse in civic amenity container labelled "combustible" (up- 74 kg 17 kg
scd ed for one year)

Total 568 kg 685 kg

Source: Danish EPA

This study probably raises as many questions as it answers. Firstly, one has to ask whether the approach —
a comparison of two authorities —is really an adequate one from which to draw general conclusions.
Secondly, the overall analysis of waste collection (see Table 2) suggests that the separate collection
infrastructure is not well-devel oped in either community. Only paper and card, and glass are collected
separately. Thirdly, the attempt in Denmark to have househol ds differentiate between materials which are
‘combustible but not for recycling’, and refuse, is one which seems likely to generate problems since who
isto differentiate what should happen to mixed waste, and if the wasteis not mixed, why isit
‘combugtible’ rather than ‘recyclabl € ? Presumably, the residual wasteis also being incinerated, so it
remains unclear asto why it is a problem for the overall system to have materid arrive a a civic amenity
container or at the doorstep whenits ultimate fate is the same.

It might reasonably be asked, therefore, whether the issues being highlighted in the study are not ones
which illustrate the shortcomings of the gpproach to waste collection and of the charging scheme in these
aress rather than purporting to show possibl e problems with weight-based charging. These no doubt exist,
but they are likely to be much greater where charges are applied with little scope for their avoidance as
appears to be the situation in these cases.

2.3 Netherlands

A study was undertaken for VROM by KPMG in 2001.%° The principa objectives of the study wereto
understand the fate of the materials diverted from the residual waste stream, in particular, to understand
the degree to which the reduction if refuse collected was dueto @) ‘positive’ changes (in respect of
genuine waste reduction) and b) ‘ negative’ changes (in respect of evasive activities/ illegal disposal).

3 types of each of 4 different DVR scheme were examined. Comparative results across the system types
were reported in an AOQO publication and are shown in Figure 4.

19 K PM G Bureau voor Economische Argumentatie (2001) Gedragseffecten van Tariefdifferentiatie. The Hague:
KPMG.
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Figure 4: Quantities of Separated Waste and Refuse by Charge System Type, 1999
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Source: AOO (2001) Afval Informatief, | nformatiebulletin, 06, Juin 2001.

2.4 United States

Severa studies of DVR charging schemes (usually referred to in the USA as variablerate pricing, unit
pricing, or pay-as-you-throw) have been undertaken. Some of these ook to assess householder response
in terms of dasticities of demand for refuse disposal services with respect to changing price, and others
have been undertaken on a cross-sectional basis, though frequently without reference to the degree to
which ‘responses’ are based upon rdative prices of the different collection routes (i.e. refuse and source
separation).

One of the most recent studies was that carried out by Skumatz.'* The results are shown in Table 3. These
effects are not as great as one finds in many cases where DV R schemes are implemented in Europe.
Specifically, many weight-based schemes report much higher reductions in waste coll ected. Skumatz
reported in 2002 that no full-scal e wei ght-based programmes were operating in the USA.

" SERA (2000) Measuring Source Reduction: Pay as you Throw / Variabl e Rates as an Example, Seattle: Skumatz
Economic Research Associates.
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Table 3: Source Reduction Estimates from Variable-rate Waste Disposal Programmes from Two
Estimation M ethods

Community Comparison Time SeriesM ethod
M ethod

Total effect of variable-rate programme 16 % 17.3%

Minus recycling effect for variablerates | 5-6% 6.9%

Minus garden-waste effect for variable 4-5% 4.6%

rates

L eaves estimate of source-reduction 5-7% from source reduction 5.8% from source

effect attributabl e to variablerate reduction

programs

Source: SERA (2000) Measuring Source Reduction: Pay as you Throw / Variable Rates as an Example,
Seattler Skumatz Economic Research Associates.

The above analysis does not illustrate the effect of higher differentials. The Flemish study above
illustrated how higher rates payable per bag can have an effect on the response of househol ders, and
economi ¢ studies suggest the same. SERA have estimated that a $1 increasein rate differentials for 30
gallons of service (approx 65p per 140 |) increases recycling by 0.3%. A $4 (approx £2.50) differential
was estimated to lead to anincreasein recycling of approxi mately 3%.

In addition, estimates of how the structure of charges for different container capacities would affect
behaviour were made. This form of ‘tariff escaaion’ (proportionately higher rates for larger volumes)
has been shown to be effectivein cities such as Sedttle. It is estimated that in systems where the unit
payment increases by 10% for higher use rates, so recycling increases by 0.2%. Thisis an average figure.
When communities employing high rates of tariff escalation (those with first contai ners priced 80%
higher than second ones) were examined, this suggested a 4.4% increase in recycling.

3.0 NEW CASE STUDIES

Six case studies were carried out specifically for this study. These studies show a range of technologi es
and arange of experiences. They were;

1. Gent and Deste bergen (Flanders, Belgium) — a system based upon expensive sacks in the urban
centre, and an identification-based system in the suburban area, where househol ds are charged ‘ per
emptying' of thebin;

2. Comuni de Navigli (Italy) —asystem using afixed fee and a variabl e € ement based purely on
expensive sacks;

3. Treviso Digtrict (Italy) —where afixed feeis paid in addition to a fee per emptying of the bin (using
an identification system);

4. Landkreis Schweinfurt (Germany) — a system using identification and weight to levy a fee composed
of afixed e ement (though varying with the choice of bin size), afee per emptying of the bin, and a
weight based charge for the refuse and biowaste systems;

5. Nijmegen (Netherlands) - based upon expensive sacks; and

6. Fingal County (Ireland) —in which atagged bin schemeis operating.

Eunomia Research & Constilting 11
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In the six systems operated above, it isimportant to understand the way the charge system operates on
biowaste. In Nijmegen, there is no charge for biowaste collection. In Gent and Schwei nfurt, there are
charges. In Treviso and Comuni de Navigli, thereis no charge, but discounts are applied for home
composters. Thisis significant since when considered aongsi de the nature of the biowaste collection
system, it appears to have a bearing on the potential for source reduction in the schemes. For example, in
both Gent and Schweinfurt, a significant factor explaining source reduction is the reduction in biowaste
collection achieved through the appli cation of the DVR scheme. There appears to be an effect in Treviso
also, but this is due to a discount applied for home composters. The Treviso scheme differs from that in
Comuni de Navigli in that the latter never sought to include garden waste in the doorstep collection
system. Hence, even though the Comuni de Navigli also seeks to offer discounts for home composters,
the impacts of this incentive on tonnages coll ected is much less, more or |ess non-existent, in the area.
This merdy illustrates the significance of the pre-existing collection schemein determining the levd of
dynamic effect one can expect from DVR schemes.*

Slightly less significant isthe charging regime for other materials. In Gent, packaging waste collections
are aso charged for, albeit at much lower rates. Indeed, the Gent system uses a mix of tariffs depending
upon the area of the City (inner or outer zone — see Table 4). On-vehicleidentification systems are used to
charge househol ders per emptying of a given bin in the outer areas, whilst in the inner area, an expensive
sack system is used.

Table 4: Structure of Charging System Applied in Gent

Type of waste Recipient Volume Pricein BEF (£)
Refuse waste Sack 151 15 (£0.24)
60 | 25 (£0.40)
60 | 50 (£0.81)
Woaste bin 401 35 (£0.56)
60 | 50 (£0.81)
1201 100 (£1.61)
2401 200 (£3.23)
osw Biodegrad. sack 151 10 (£0.16)
301 20 (£0.32)
Waste bin 401 25 (£0.40)
60 | 40 (£0.65)
1201 80 (£1.29)
2401 160 (£2.58)
PMD Blue sack 60 | 5 (£0.08)
max. 3 sacks
Paper/cardboard - - No charge
Glass - - No charge

Some charges are also levied at contai nerparks (the equivaent of CA sites). Whilst most fractions are
accepted free of charge (no residual waste is accepted), bulky fractions and rubble are charged for.

12t also re-affirms the significance of the issue of biowaste collection in cost-optimisation of collection schemes,
and in constraining growth in waste arisings. We have dluded to this elsewhere — see, for example, D. Hogg (ed.)
(2002) Costs for Municipal Waste Management in the EU, Final Report by Eunomia Research & Consulting to DG
Environment, European Commission; D. Hogg, D. Mansell and Network Recycling (2002) Maximising Recycling
Rates. Tackling Residuals, Research for the Community Recycling Network by Eunomia Research & Consulting,
Avon FoE and Network Recycling; D. Hogg and J. Hummel (2002) The Legidative Driven Economic Framework
Promoting MSW Recycling in the UK, Final Report to the National Resources and Waste Forum, www.nrwf.org.

12 Eunomia Research & Consulting
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Figure5: Charging Scheme for Households at Gent Container par ks (separ ate schemes apply to non-
household waste)

Table5: Waste Charge for Households - Variable Charges are Estimated Costs— Treviso District (1)

Household |Fixed quota|Variable Total Charge per HH After Reduction for
charge (incl VAT and District tax) [Home Composting
only garden | food & garden
waste waste
1 pers €53.08 €13.40 75.12 73.61 70.58
(£34.25) (£8.65) (£48.46) (EA7.49) (£45.53)
2 pers €53.08 €26.80 90.26 87.24 81.18
(£34.25) (£17.29) (£58.23) (£56.28) (£52.37)
3 pers €53.08 €40.20 105.41 100.86 91.78
(£34.25) (£25.94) (£68.01) (£65.07) (£59.21)
4 pers €53.08 €53.60 120.55 114.49 102.38
(£34.25) (£34.58) (E77.77) (£73.86) (£66.05)
5 pers €53.08 €67.00 135.69 128.12 112.98
(£34.25) (£43.23) (£87.54) (£82.66) (£72.89)
6 pers €53.08 €80.40 150.83 141.75 123.58
(£34.25) (£51.87) (£97.31) (£91.45) (£79.73)

The systems & so vary in the extent to which convenient source separation systems exist. In the area
which had probably the best system in operation before the DVR scheme was introduced (Comuni de

Navigli), the effects on waste quantities, both in terms of reduction and separation, appear to have been
limited. The source separation of foodwaste (introduced since 1997) led to a sharp reduction in residual
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waste production. On the surface, from the data available, it might appear that the application of aDVR
charging system does not seem to further reduce the amount of residual waste, in comparison to the
reduction achieved by introducing a quality system of source separation (the DV R scheme was introduced
in 2001) (see Figure 6).

Figure 6: Evolution of Residual Waste Collected in (some) Municipalities of Navigli-District
(between 1997-1999 door -to-door collection for foodwaste started; between 2001-2002 all
municipalities applied a DVR Char ge Scheme).
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This, however, has to be set agai nst the ongoing increase in the production of total waste. Hence, what
appears to be happening hereis that the DVR scheme is improving the accuracy of separation as carried
out by different premises. Perhaps unsurprisingly given the nature of the system, it isthe bulky wastes
which are most affected by the scheme. More of thisisbeing collected separately. It should be noted that
in other studies such as those carried out in the US, since fly-tipping is often associated with bulky items,
the implementation of quality bulky waste collections once DV R schemes are implemented is considered
important both for maintaining fly-tipping at low rates, but also, for increasing rates of separate
collection.

The effect of the introduction of the DV R scheme on the different routes for MSW collection is shown in
detail for 2 of the 13 municipalitiesin Figure 7. This shows that waste separation and recycling appears to
be princdipally affected by introduc ng the door-to-door collection of the strategically important (large
proportion) waste fractions and less by the application of the DVR scheme

By contrast, in Gent, increases in source separation occurred, though some of this must be attributed to
ongoing changes in the collection infrastructure. The scheme was introduced in 1996. Table 6 shows how
the DVR scheme hel ped to increase source separation rates. The authority also suggests that the scheme
helps to stabilise waste arisings (i.e. waste collected is no longer rising).

In Treviso and Landkreis Schweinfurt, source reduction effects appear to be significant. In the former, a
13% reduction was accompanied by a 14% increase in separately collected materials, leading to aresidual

waste reduction of 27% (see Figure 8). In the latter, areduction in residual waste collected of 43% was
achieved (see Figure 9). Recycling rates increased from 64% before the DVR scheme to 76% after.

14 Eunomia Research & Consulting
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Figure 7: Evolution of Different Waste Fractions Collected Befor e (2000) and After (2002)
Introducing a DVR Charge Schemein 2 Municipalities of Navigli-District;
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Table 6: Effectson Waste Production (figures aretonnes unless stated)

1995 1996 1997 1998 1999

Total Refuse (1)

Y early tonnages

Door-to-door 68,967 58,220 49,396 35,824 31,426

Bulky waste 4,466 10,846 10,468 10,874 8,663
Street cleansings 1,252 1500 1,600 1,651 2,271
TOTAL 74,685 70,566 61464 48,349 42,360

Kg per resident
Door-to-door 300 253 219 160 140
Bulky waste 19 40 46 49 39
Stredt cleansings 6 7 7 7 10
TOTAL 325 300 272 216 189

Selectively Collected Waste (2)

TOTAL 30,954 36,764 47,598 58,701 66,941

Kg per resident 135 160 211 261 299
Percentage of Tota % 31 35 44 55 61
Total household waste (1+2) (tonnes) | 105,639 105,830 | 107,463 107,050 109,301
ton
kg per resident 460 460 475 477 487
Eunomia Research & Consulting 15
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Figure 8: Evolution of Different Waste Fractions Collected Before (2001) and After (2002) Introducing a

DVR Chargeinthe TV2 District Area— Average Datafor 18 Municipalities
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Figure 9: Net Effect of DVR Scheme on Waste M anagement System in Schweinfurt
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The most awkward implementation was in Fingal where a combination of alack of convenient source
separation combined with the absence of appropriate | egislation (enabling the local authority to
implement sanctions agai nst non-payers) has led to problems of non-payment.

The above comments suggest that the effects have to be understood in the context of the pre-existing
source separation scheme. In schemes such as Comuni de Navigli, a system which operates well, and sets
out to avoid collecting garden waste, reduces scope for afall in the quantity of waste collected (because
less of the waste collected prior to the scheme can be home composted). In the case of Landkreis
Schweinfurt, households were abl e to reduce total waste quantities from already low levels principally
through diverting material from the biowaste bin to their gardens. In Treviso and Gent, the effect of the
system has been to i mprove source separation with some effect on total waste quantities.

Even where the effects on waste flows appear to be relatively insignificant, a number of less obvious
benefits arise in the context of these systems. Firstly, awareness among the genera public is deepened.
Secondly, greater transparency in costs can be attained. Thirdly, the system’s operation can be used as a
tool to manage the performance of vehicle crews, but dso to check on those households who apparently
produce very little waste.

The most significant problems in any of the schemes have been those felt in Ireland, for reasons just
discussed. In the other cases, fly-tipping is not entirely absent, though the degree to which the DVR
scheme increases such activity is beieved to be smdl (it was happening before).

In severa of the cases, information provision in the run-up to (and in some cases, following)
implementation has been accorded a significant priority. This is an important message for any local
authority seeking to introduce such schemes. In Landkreis Schweinfurt, the time elapsing between the
decision to implement the scheme and its full implementation was fourteen months, with a thirteen week
information campaign targeted at each of 29 communities in the County. In the Italian schemes,
information points are a significant € ement of the new costs incurred in the context of these schemes.

In the majority of the schemes, the cost profile of the systems is viewed favourably. This is especially the
case in Gent, where the switch to the DVR scheme was effectively used to generate revenue for the joint
public-private company to fund investments d sewhere in the overall waste management system. Even
before one considers the revenues, however, the estimated effects of the scheme were to save money
because of the avoided refuse collection and disposal costs implied by the system'’s effects. Savings of
approximately £9.38 per household are estimated by the company responsible for the scheme, IVAGO
(seeTable7).

Similarly, in Landkreis Schwe nfurt, costs for householders have fallen and the system has reduced the
costs of waste management for the municipality. Costs for households opting for a 1201 bin for refuse and
a 120l bin for biowaste are shown in Figure 10. This system — costing approximately £90 for a household
opting for this service level — ddivers arecycling and composting rate of the order 80%. No other
revenue source is received, but the collection of packaging is paid for by the Dua es Syteme Deutschland
(the organization with responsibility for meeting Germany’ s packaging recycling and recovery targets).

Eunomia Research & Constilting 17
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Table7: Total Costs, Savingsand Revenues of DVR System in Gent (annual)

Cost Item Total Costs Costs
(€Eand (£) (£/household, approx)
EXTRA COSTS
running Diftar system (third party) €0.7 mn £4.11
(£0.45 mn)
extrain-house admi nistration and foll ow up of €0.15 mn £0.88
contai ner changes (4 people) (£0.1 mn)
depreciation of containers €0.35 mn £2.05
(£0.23 mn)
clean up from evasion of the charge system €0.3 mn £1.76
(£0.19 mn)
AVOIDED COSTS OF TREATMENT
- 16.600 tons residual waste -€2.3mn -£13.49
(-£1.48 mn)
- 2.400 tons organic waste -0.2mn -£1.17
(-£0.13 mn)
LOGISTICS SAVINGS
fewer people and fewer lorries -0.6 mn -£3.51
(£0.39 mn)
INCOME FOR TREASURY FROM CHARGES =1 €5.4 mn £31.67
(£3.48 mn)
TOTAL COSTS €1.5mn £8.80
(£0.97 mn)
TOTAL SAVINGS €3.1mn £18.18
(£2.0 mn)
COSTSNET OF SAVINGS =2 -€1.6 mn -£9.38
(-£2.0 mn)
NET EFFECT ON REVENUES = (1-2) +€7.0mn +£41.06
+(£4.5 mn)

18

36

Eunomia Research & Consulting




EUROCHARGE Project — Final Report

Figure 10: Costsfor Households Using 120 | bin for Refuse and 120 | bin for Biowaste, L andkreis Schweinfurt
(DVR scheme implemented in 2000)
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The Italian experience is perhaps more re evant for the UK in this context since disposal fees tend to be
not so dissimilar to those in the UK. Here, the focus has been on low-capital cost systems, using sack-
based, or in exceptional cases, bin identification systems, as the implementing tools. There has been a
tendency to steer dear of the higher capital cost on-vehicle weighing approaches. Again, the net effect of
implementing DVR schemesin Italy tends to beafal in overall costs. A qualitative evaluation of the
Treviso experience compares the total management cost (£60 per inhabitant per year, or approximately
£40 per inhabitant per year) in the district with those determined by the Environmental Agency of
Veneto-Region for 2001 (ARPAV). The Agency analysed the financid plans of about 90 municipalities
of the Region. Some of the municipalities considered are not applying DVR schemes. Even so, the (total)

cost of the Treviso digtrict are competitive with those of other waste management schemes of the same
Region (see Figure 11).
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Figure 11: Management Costs for Veneto Region, 2001
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Evidencein this research, and in the German case study, suggests that the effect on waste arisings of

wei ght-based systems may be greater. Much depends, however, on the magnitude of the incentive that
can be safely applied (i.e. without jeopardizing revenue stability), and the scope for large incentives at
current disposal costsin the UK may be somewhat limited. In addition, to the extent that there are still
concerns regarding the ‘ disgppearing wast€ in DVR schemes, these are likely to be heightened in cases
claiming high levels of source reduction. Even so, it isfrom our Landkrei s Schweinfurt study that even
close examination of the possibleillegitimate routes which such wastes might have followed tends to
support the view that through careful preparation and implementati on, systems do not tend to generate the
negative outcomes which many suspect that they must.

4.0 COSTS OF CHARGING SYSTEMS

The costs of charging systems are not amenabl e to easy generdizations. Of course, costs will vary with
the nature of the system being implemented, but equally, in order to understand the incremental costs
associ ated with the scheme' s impl ementati on, one needs to understand the new system in the context of
what existed before. For example, if an authority sought to implement a weight based system, whether it
was changing from a bin or a sack-based scheme would affect the incrementa costs of implementation. In
such cases, the collection system is effectively changing at the same time asthe DVR schemeis
implemented.

Generdly, we differentiate between:
@ Static costs, understood as the incremental costs of vehicle adaptation where rel evant,
incremental costs of additiona staff timein collection process (tagging etc.) and in ‘regulation’ of

scheme, enforcement, costs of administering the scheme (ind uding additional time for admin
staff and billing mechanisms); and
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@ Dynamic costs, understood to cover the overall impact on total system costs. This ind udes
changes in cost associated with the impact of the scheme on the quantity of waste collected, such
as changes in quantities of residual waste and materials separatdy collected, savings associated
with waste reduction (in the context of measurement against what would have occurred in the
absence of the scheme), savings associated with avoided residua waste coll ection and disposal,
and any costs assod ated with additional clean-up / enforcement associated with policing attempts
to evade the charge scheme.

Note that the costs net of the revenue generated by the DVR charge payments depend upon the way in
which revenues are treated. Strictly speaking, if they are to be treated as a charge, the revenues should al
be used to fund the service being provided.

A mode was devel oped whi ch projects the costs of specific systems under different assumptions
concerning the collection system and disposal costs. The costs projected are simply representative costs
and represent attempts to bring together information from system providers, case studies discussed above
and dsewhere, and typical schemeimpacts.

4.1 Results

4.1.1 Comparative Analysis

For comparison, we show below al systems performing with the same response. Thisis given as 6%
source reduction, 5% increase in composting and 5% increase in recycling, in line with US systems. On
the one hand, this analysis may be ‘unfair’ to the extent that it denies the differences in the systems. On
the other, it has the merit of revealing some of the influences on costs.

In our moddling, the costs are much higher than is estimated for US systems. Note, however, the
difference in the ‘ net costs before accounting for collection system changes’, and the ‘ net increase’ after
accounting for these. The former situation show costs of the order £1.66 per inhabitant assuming
relatively high billing costs, £2.50 per household spend on information provision and an additional £1.00
per household spent on follow up of evasion. These are relatively generous rates.

In most costings examined by us, rdativey little account is taken of the changein costs of operating the
separate collection systems. Whilst it is possible that these might exhibit no significiant increase before
and after the DVR charging scheme' s introduction, this would imply areativey low efficiency of
logistics prior in the pre-scheme phase. If it isthe case that savings can be made on the refuse collection
logistics, it seems correct, to us, to allow for a higher cost of collection of source separated fractions, and
for the treatment of biowastes, in the wake of introducing DV R schemes. It is quite possible, however,
that this might be ‘ discounted’ as & |east a more desirable expenditure increase than other means of
treating municipal waste.

Even a £6.67 per household outlay for a 13% increase in recycling rate, and a 6% reduction in waste
arisings might be considered ‘ good value for money’in the current context. The sack-based schemes
ddiver this for £4.07 per household. If one was to assume a landfill tax rate of £35 per tonne, and a
background disposal cost of the order £50 per tonne, the net costs fall to £0.87 per household for the sack-
based scheme and £3.47 for the wel ght-based scheme. We re-emphasise here that these are ddiberatdy
costed on the high side, but other schemes frequently start from a more healthy position than many UK
authorities in terms of, for example, provision for informing and educating citi zens.
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Table 8 Comparative Analysis of DVR Schemes, Current Disposal Costs, Equal Dynamic Perfor mance

Weight- [ ID ID

based (expensive) | (cheap) | Sack
Source Reduction Effect 6% 6% 6% 6%
Recycling Effect 5% 5% 5% 5%
Effect on Separate Collection of Biowastes 5% 5% 5% 5%
Effect on Separate Collection of Recyclables 16% 16% 16% 16%
Disposa Cost (per tonne) £30.00 £30.00 £30.00 | £30.00
Efficiency of Logistical Savings 50% 50% 50% 50%
Total Cost Per Household (admin, incl. billing, and
chip) £3.07 £2.93 £293| £154
Savings on Refuse Collection (net of costs of
equipping vehicle) -£1.68 -£2.01 -£2.67 | -£2.75
Savings on Refuse Disposal -£4.80 -£4.80 -£4.80 | -£4.80
Increase in Composting Caosts (assuming 'mesat
included') £2.00 £2.00 £2.00| £2.00
Additional Monitoring of Evasion £1.00 £1.00 £1.00| £1.00
Information Provision £2.50 £2.50 £250| £2.50
Net Costs Before Accounting for Collection
System Changes £2.09 £1.62 £0.96 | -£0.51
Increasein Costs of Recycling Provision £2.08 £2.08 £2.08 | £2.08
Increase in Costs of Compost Collection Provision £2.50 £2.50 £250 | £2.50
Net Increase £6.67 £6.20 £5.54 | £4.07
Charge £20.80 £27.60 £27.60 | £31.20
Preceding Coallection and Disposal £66.04 £66.04 £66.04 | £66.04
New Cost £72.72 £72.24 £71.58 | £70.11
Required Flat-rate fee £51.92 £44.64 £43.98 | £38.91
Source Separation Before DVR 32% 32% 32% 32%
Source Separation After DVR 45% 45% 45% 45%

It should be noted, however, that in studies undertaken, the impact of we ght-based schemes in terms of
source reduction tends to be greater than for other schemes. This would imply that although the wel ght-
based systems appear relatively expensive in this comparison, the situation might be different if one
accounted for the distinct dynami ¢ effects of the various DVR schemes.

Clearly, the dynamic influence of any scheme depends upon many factors, not least of these being the
nature of the incentive mechanism confronting householders, but aso including the nature of the
collection scheme prior to the DVR scheme's introduction. Below, in Table 9, we estimate the costs of
systems ddlivering different rates of performance as set out in the top rows of the Table. The figures used
reflect the effects of schemes studied in the full report.

As can be seen from the above, the net costs of more capital intense systems may be lower once the
dynamic effects are factored in. The performance of the wei ght-based scheme assumed in the above Table
assumes a chargeisin place on biowaste collection, so that the increase in the quantity of materia
delivered into the biowaste collection is small. The effect is to increase home composting and improve the
accuracy of separation of the biowaste which is not home composted.
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Table 9: Comparative Analysis of DVR Schemes, Increased Disposal Costs, Equal Dynamic Performance

Weight- ID ID
based | (expensive) | (cheap) Sack
Source Reduction Effect 25% 13% 13% 6%
Recycling Effect 5% 7% 7% 5%
Effect on Separate Collection of Biowastes 3% 7% 7% 5%
Effect on Separate Collection of Recyclables 33% 27% 27% 16%
Disposal Cost (per tonne) £30.00 £30.00 £30.00 [ £30.00
Efficiency of Logistica Savings 50% 50% 50% 50%
Total Cost Per Household (admin, incl. billing, and
chip) £3.07 £2.93 £293| £1.54
Savings on Refuse Collection (net of costs of
equipping vehicle) -£5.77 -£4.47 -£5.04 | -£2.75
Savings on Refuse Disposal -£9.90 -£8.10 -£8.10 | -£4.80
Increase in Composting Costs (assuming 'megt
included’) £1.20 £2.80 £2.80| £2.00
Additional Monitoring of Evasion £1.00 £1.00 £1.00| £1.00
Information Provision £2.50 £2.50 £250| £2.50
Net Costs Before Accounting for Collection
System Changes -£7.90 -£3.34 -£3.91| -£0.51
Increase in Costs of Recyding Provision £2.08 £2.92 £2.92| £2.08
Increase in Costs of Compost Collection Provision £1.50 £3.50 £350| £2.50
Net Increase -£4.32 £3.07 £250| £4.07
Charge £14.00 £21.60 £21.60| £31.20
Preceding Collection and Disposd £66.04 £66.04 £66.04 | £66.04
New Cost £61.72 £69.12 £68.55| £70.11
Required Flat-rate fee £A7.72 £A47.52 £46.95| £38.91
Source Separation Before DVR 32% 32% 32% 32%
Source Separation After DVR 53% 53% 53% 45%
4.2 Summary

The costings set out above are not strictly accurate in respect of the increased costs of source separation
infrastructure. These costs will be affected by the effects of the schemes on specific materias, notably,
the material specific effectsin respect of capture rates of source separated fractions. They do, however,
give an indication of what might be achieved through such systems. Savings are clearly possible when
employed, especialy as the costs of residual waste management increase. In our Gent study, savings of
the order £9 per household were estimated. In the Landkreis Schweinfurt system, the saving was closer to
£4 per household, but this system started from a position of high recycling and dready low residual waste
per inhabitant.

The notion that DVR systems are expensiveis not borne out by experience. The literature aludes to many
instances where the dynamic effects of the system imply savings (notably on refuse collection and
disposal) which outwei gh the stati ¢ costs associated with the scheme' s introduction. Even the more
sophisticated schemes may generate net savings. However, many of the reports do not obviously estimate
the increase in collection costs which might be associated with the increased quantity of materia

collected through source separation routes. In our analysis above, the systems most likely to generate net
savings are those which have effects on source reduction which are proportionatel y greater than their
effects on the quantity of materias collected through source separation routes. In the literature, these tend
to be the wei ght-based schemes, whi ch generate larger reductions in waste arisings, but smaller effects on
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the quantity of materia collected for source separation (presumably because although the proportion of
the available materid which is collected separately may have increased, the quantity of material available
for capture has fallen, so absolute quantities remain quite similar).

Given the dynamic effects, these systems appear, on average, to generate effects which are worth the
potentially small, or even negative, margina costs. Furthermore, from the local authority’s point of view,
any increasein cost can be offset by revenue generated by the charge (which iswhat charge revenueis
intended for —i.e, funding the provision of a service). This may be a means by which to generate
additional revenueto support other activities in the period immediatdy following implementation,
including, for example, increased efforts in enforcement and prosecution in respect of fly-tipping where
thisis beieved likely to be of concern. All experience, however, suggests that thisis not a mgor issue.
Fly-tipping is principally related to commercial and bulky wastes, so as long as provision for collection of
the later through bulky waste collections and recycling parks/ CA sitesis present, the problem can be
kept in check. Other communities have found that one or two high-profile fines/ prosecutions can aso
help to maintain disciplinein this context.

Where DVR schemes are concerned, higher disposal costs are not so much necessary as desirable, since
they accentuate the benefits of the avoided disposal costs occasioned by the increases in source separation
and the source reduction driven by the charging scheme. At a £35 landfill tax, the DVR schemes begin to
look much more cost-effective. The higher avoided disposal costs make thelogic of such systems even
more compdlling.

It isinteresting to speculate as to the effects of DVR schemes in the current context, and that of a higher
disposal cost in future. The Strategy Unit Report recently suggested that it would like to see 30% of all
local authorities trialling incentive schemes by 2006. In what follows, we project the effects of this at
current leves of arisings of municipa wastein the UK. We also cal cul ate a benefit:cost ratio for the

i mplementation of such schemes. *

Theresults are shown in Table 10. For a net cost of just over £14 million, benefits of £112-319 million
are generated. This is associated with an increase in the national recyding rate from 32% to 37%, and a
reduction in residual waste of 7% of the pre-scheme level. Theimplied benefit:cost ratio is between 8:1
and 22:1. Of course, at higher disposal costs, the benefit:cost ratio can become negative (since the net
costs fall below zero). Inthis case, the net costs are negative, whilst generating the same benefits of £319
million are generated (see Table 11). The benefit cost ratio loses much of its meaning because of this net
fall in costs.

3 |n the full report, we argue that so called ‘ positive incentive’ schemes are likely to be a poor use of financial
resources. They seem to require afund to be devel oped to pay for the positive changesin behaviour before any
change has been generated. They appear to be mechanisms designed to side-step the lack of the relevant enabling
legidation allowing DVR schemes to be introduced. Furthermore, they establish ‘ disposal’ as the norm, with
separation being rewarded, whereas DVR schemes establish ‘disposal’ as something to be paid for, with separation
behavi our being rewarded by collections which are either free, or lower in cost. Thisisan important digtinction to be
madeif it isintended that recycling should become ‘the norm’ rather than something which people are paid to do.

1% The environmental benefits are cal culated on the basis of areview of published studies. Approximate figures are
used for the benefits of recycling atypical tonne of waste (£100 per tonne), the benefits of composting a typical
tonne of waste (approx £3 per tonne), and the benefits of source reduction (approx. £200 per tonne). Because source
reduction may be due primarily to increases in home composting, low and figures are cal culated on the basis that
20% and 100%, respectively, of the source reduction delivers the suggested benefit of £200 per tonne.
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Table 10: Costs and Benefits of 30% Cover age of Households Through DVR Schemes, Current Disposal
Costs

Costs (per household unless stated)

Weight-based ID (cap int) ID (lab int) Sack
Dynamic Effect
Source Redn 25% 13.00% 13.00% 6.00%
Recycling 5% 7.00% 7.00% 5.00%
Compost 3% 7.00% 7.00% 5.00%
Net Resdual Effect 33% 27.00% 27.00% 16.00%
Disposal Cost (per tonne) £30.00 £30.00 £30.00 £30.00
Efficiency of Logistical Savings 50% 50% 50% 50%
Total Cost Per Household (admin, incl. billing, and chip) £3.07 £293 £2.93 £1.54
Savings on Refuse Collection (net of costs of equipping vehicle) -£5.77 -£4 47 -£5.04 -£2.75
Savings on Refuse Disposal -£9.90 -£8.10 -£8.10 -£4.80
Increase in Composting Costs £1.20 £2.80 £2.80 £2.00
Additional Monitoring of Evasion £1.00 £1.00 £1.00 £1.00
Information Provision £2.50 £250 £2.50 £2.50
Net Costs Before Accounting for Collection System Changes -£7.90 -£3.34 -£3.91 -£0.51
Increase in Costs of Recycling Provision £2.08 £2.92 £2.92 £2.08
Increase in Costs of Compost Collection Provision £1.50 £3.50 £3.50 £2.50
Net Increase -£4.32 £3.07 £2.50 £4.07
Charge £14.00 £21.60 £21.60 £31.20
Preceding Collection and Disposal £66.04 £66.04 £66.04 £66.04
New Cost £61.72 £69.12 £68.55 £70.11
Required Flat-rate fee £47.72 £47.52 £46.95 £38.91
Source Separation Before DVR 32% 32% 32% 32% 32%
Source Separation After DVR 53% 53% 53% 45% 32%
TOTALS

Current Waste Arisings (tonnes) 34,000,000 34,000,000 34,000,000 34,000,000 34,000,000 34,000,000
Scenario 1
Households Covered (24 million in total) 5% 5% 10% 10% 70%
Waste Covered Before 1,700,000 1,700,000 3,400,000 3,400,000 23,800,000 34,000,000
Recycling at 32% 544,000 544,000 1,088,000 1,088,000 7,616,000 10,880,000 32%
Residual Waste Before DVR 1,156,000 1,156,000 2,312,000 2,312,000 16,184,000 23,120,000 68%
Waste Arisings After 1,275,000 1,479,000 2,958,000 3,196,000 23,800,000 32,708,000 96%
Recycling After DVR 680,000 782,000 1,564,000 1,428,000 7,616,000 12,070,000 37%
Residual Waste After DVR 595,000 697,000 1,394,000 1,768,000 16,184,000 20,638,000 63%
Increase in Recycling Rate 5%
Reduction in Residual Waste (absolute) 2,482,000
Reduction in Residual Waste (as % original) 7%
Net Costs (£ millions) -£5.18 £3.69 £6.01 £9.77 £0.00 £14.28
Estimated Environmental Benefit, Recycling (£ millions) £60.39
Estimated Environmental Benefit, Source Reduction (low, £ millions) £51.68
Estimated Environmental Benefit, Source Reduction (high, £ millions) £258.40
Total Benefits (low, £ millions) £112.07
Total Benefits (high, £ millions) £318.79
Net Benefit:Cost Ratio (low) 7.85
Net Benefit:Cost Ratio (high) 22.32
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Table 11: Costs and Benefits of 30% Coverage of Households Through DVR Schemes, I ncreased Disposal
Costs

Costs (per household unless stated)

Weight-based ID (cap int) ID (lab int) Sack
Dynamic Effect
Source Redn 25% 13.00% 13.00% 6.00%
Recycling 5% 7.00% 7.00% 5.00%
Compost 3% 7.00% 7.00% 5.00%
Net Resdual Effect 33% 27.00% 27.00% 16.00%
Disposal Cost (per tonne) £50.00 £50.00 £50.00 £50.00
Efficiency of Logistical Savings 50% 50% 50% 50%
Total Cost Per Household (admin, incl. billing, and chip) £3.07 £293 £2.93 £1.54
Savings on Refuse Collection (net of costs of equipping vehicle) -£5.77 -£4 47 -£5.04 -£2.75
Savings on Refuse Disposal -£16.50 -£13.50 -£13.50 -£8.00
Increase in Composting Costs £1.20 £2.80 £2.80 £2.00
Additional Monitoring of Evasion £1.00 £1.00 £1.00 £1.00
Information Provision £2.50 £250 £2.50 £2.50
Net Costs Before Accounting for Collection System Changes -£14.50 -£8.74 -£9.31 -£3.71
Increase in Costs of Recycling Provision £2.08 £2.92 £2.92 £2.08
Increase in Costs of Compost Collection Provision £1.50 £3.50 £3.50 £2.50
Net Increase -£10.92 -£2.33 -£2.90 £0.87
Charge £14.00 £21.60 £21.60 £31.20
Preceding Collection and Disposal £79.64 £79.64 £79.64 £79.64
New Cost £68.72 £77.32 £76.75 £80.51
Required Flat-rate fee £54.72 £55.72 £55.15 £49.31
Source Separation Before DVR 32% 32% 32% 32% 32%
Source Separation After DVR 53% 53% 53% 45% 32%

TOTALS

Current Waste Arisings (tonnes) 34,000,000 34,000,000 34,000,000 34,000,000 34,000,000 34,000,000
Scenario 1
Households Covered (24 million in total) 5% 5% 10% 10% 70%
Waste Covered Before 1,700,000 1,700,000 3,400,000 3,400,000 23,800,000 34,000,000
Recycling at 32% 544,000 544,000 1,088,000 1,088,000 7,616,000 10,880,000 32%
Residual Waste Before DVR 1,156,000 1,156,000 2,312,000 2,312,000 16,184,000 23,120,000 68%
Waste Arisings After 1,275,000 1,479,000 2,958,000 3,196,000 23,800,000 32,708,000 96%
Recycling After DVR 680,000 782,000 1,564,000 1,428,000 7,616,000 12,070,000 37%
Residual Waste After DVR 595,000 697,000 1,394,000 1,768,000 16,184,000 20,638,000 63%
Increase in Recycling Rate 5%
Reduction in Residual Waste (absolute) 2,482,000
Reduction in Residual Waste (as % original) 7%
Net Costs (£ millions) -£13.10 -£2.79 -£6.95 £2.09 £0.00 -£20.76
Estimated Environmental Benefit, Recycling (£ millions) £60.39
Estimated Environmental Benefit, Source Reduction (low, £ millions) £51.68
Estimated Environmental Benefit, Source Reduction (high, £ millions) £258.40
Total Benefits (low, £ millions) £112.07
Total Benefits (high, £ millions) £318.79
Net Benefit:Cost Ratio (low) -5.40
Net Benefit:Cost Ratio (high) -15.36

Once disposal costs are at £50 per tonne or so, than as household coverage is extended more uniformly,
so the benefits increase, and the costs fall. Indeed, in net terms, the costs turn negative. At 70% coverage,
in the Scenario below (Table 12), the benefits are estimated to be in the range £258-723 million. At the
higher end of therange, thisis approaching half the current bill for municipal waste management in the
UK. Thisisastaggering figure, and one which places concerns regarding implementation costs into
perspective. Residual waste requiring disposal falls by aimaost 6 million tonnes, or 16% of the total
guantity of waste. Costs of implementation there may be, but the net financial costs are low, and negative
at higher disposal costs. Factoring in externa benefits makes not doing this seem a strange decision.

Of course, the modelling as carried out here is somewhat speculative. It makes certain assumptions
concerning behavioural change which might not be borne out in practice. Indeed, as we have suggested
elsewhere, responses are strongly conditioned by the ability of householders to respond in terms of source
separation and opportunities for waste reduction. However, these figures are indicative of what is
achieved in systems examined in this report.

One of the key constraints on adoption of DVR schemes in the UK at present would, or certainly ought to
be, the relative paucity of high quality collection systems. Optimal functioning of these systems occursin
the context of separate collection systems for most of the key dry recyclable fractions, as well as
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bi owastes (either kitchen only, or kitchen and garden waste), at the doorstep, and with Civic Amenity

sites being re-configured to collect separately a whole range of other materials besides.

Table 12: Costs and Benefits of 70% Coverage of Households Through DVR Schemes, I ncreased Disposal

Costs

Dynamic Effect
Source Redn
Recycling
Compost

Net Resdual Effect

Disposal Cost (per tonne)

Efficiency of Logistical Savings

Total Cost Per Household (admin, incl. billing, and chip)
Savings on Refuse Collection (net of costs of equipping vehicle)
Savings on Refuse Disposal

Increase in Composting Costs

Additional Monitoring of Evasion

Information Provision

Net Costs Before Accounting for Collection System Changes
Increase in Costs of Recycling Provision

Increase in Costs of Compost Collection Provision

Net Increase

Charge

Preceding Collection and Disposal

New Cost

Required Flat-rate fee

Source Separation Before DVR

Source Separation After DVR

Current Waste Arisings (tonnes)
Scenario 1

Households Covered (24 million in total)
Waste Covered Before

Recycling at 32%

Residual Waste Before DVR

Waste Arisings After
Recycling After DVR
Residual Waste After DVR

Increase in Recycling Rate
Reduction in Residual Waste (absolute)
Reduction in Residual Waste (as % original)

Net Costs (£ millions)

Estimated Environmental Benefit, Recycling (£ millions)

Estimated Environmental Benefit, Source Reduction (low, £ millions)
Estimated Environmental Benefit, Source Reduction (high, £ millions)
Total Benefits (low, £ millions)

Total Benefits (high, £ millions)

Net Benefit:Cost Ratio (low)

Net Benefit:Cost Ratio (high)

Costs (per household unless stated)
Weight-based ID (cap int)

25%
5%
3%

33%

£50.00
50%
£3.07
-£5.77
-£16.50
£1.20
£1.00
£2.50
-£14.50
£2.08
£1.50
-£10.92
£14.00
£79.64
£68.72
£54.72
32%
53%

34,000,000

10%
3,400,000
1,088,000
2,312,000

2,550,000

1,360,000
1,190,000

-£26.21

13.00%
7.00%
7.00%

27.00%

£50.00
50%
£293
-£4.47
-£13.50
£2.80
£1.00
£250
-£8.74
£2.92
£3.50
-£2.33
£21.60
£79.64
£77.32
£55.72
32%
53%

34,000,000

10%
3,400,000
1,088,000
2,312,000

2,958,000

1,564,000
1,394,000

-£5.58

D (lab int)

13.00%
7.00%
7.00%

27.00%

£50.00
50%
£2.93
-£5.04
-£13.50
£2.80
£1.00
£2.50
-£9.31
£2.92
£3.50
-£2.90
£21.60
£79.64
£76.75
£55.15
32%
53%

34,000,000

25%
8,500,000
2,720,000
5,780,000

7,395,000

3,910,000
3,485,000

-£17.38

Sack

6.00%
5.00%
5.00%
16.00%

£50.00
50%
£1.54
£2.75
-£8.00
£2.00
£1.00
£2.50
-£3.71
£2.08
£2.50
£0.87
£31.20
£79.64
£80.51
£49.31
32%
45%

34,000,000

25%
8,500,000
2,720,000
5,780,000

7,990,000

3,570,000
4,420,000

£5.23

32%
32%

34,000,000

30%
10,200,000
3,264,000
6,936,000

10,200,000

3,264,000
6,936,000

£0.00

TOTALS
34,000,000

34,000,000
10,880,000
23,120,000

31,093,000
13,668,000
17,425,000

-£43.94

£141.49
£116.28
£581.40
£257.77
£722.89
-5.87
-16.45

32%
68%

91%
44%
56%

12%
5,695,000
17%
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5.0 SURVEY OF LOCAL AUTHORITY REPRESENTATIVES

In order to inform our understanding of potentia barriers to the implementation of DVR schemesin the
UK, feedback has been sought from a number of local authority representatives. The survey focused
primarily on collection authorities (WCAS) in the UK. The sample included one authority from each of
Northern Ireland, Scotland and Wales. English WCASs were selected using ajudgmenta approach
supplemented with an d ement of stratification to reflect the distribution of different types (one or two
tier) of authorities. One Waste Disposal Authority was aso included in the sample.

In total, 65 interviews were carried out with local authority representatives. In order to obtain arange of
views from within a single authority, it was the intention to interview four individual s occupying specific
positions within each organisation. In practice, it proved extremely difficult to arrange appoi ntments with
Chief Executives and out of the 24 contacted only 10 agreed to an interview. The mgjority declined on the
basis that they were either too busy or did not generaly participatein surveys. It also proved difficult to
contact council leaders dueto their multiple commitments.

The following interviews were carried out across atotal of 24 authorities:

Chief Executives 10
Council Leaders 13
Heads of Waste Service 23
Environment Portfolio Holders 18
JWDA Chairman 1

Local authorities were selected to cover arange of authority types and included 2 L ondon Boroughs, 2
Metropolitans, 4 Unitaries, 23 Waste Collection Authorities and 1 Waste Disposal Authority. The sample
included authorities with low, medium and high recycling rates.

The questionnaire covered four main topic aress:

general awareness of charging systems

issues relating to existing approaches of local authorities to waste reduction and charging
perceived obstacl es, benefits and disbenefits associated with charging systems

issues relating to the distribution of fixed and variable elements of the charge and its collection

The foll owing sub-sections discuss some of the key issues arising from the interview process

5.1 Why Schemes Exist Elsewhere But Not in the UK

We asked thoseinterviewed what they thought were the motivations behind the i mplementation of
charging schemes in other countries (Figure 12). Most responded that they thought the schemes existed to
generate incentives for households to recycle more and/or minimise waste.

When asked why these schemes do not exist in the UK, relatively few gave ‘the obvious answer that
such schemes are prevented by law (see Figure 13). However, around 30% of respondents from al
categories cited the lack of leadership and political will displayed at the national level.

The main reason given by all groups was the view that the public expect the costs of waste management
to beincluded in the Council Tax as has traditionally been the case. Also ranking high was the view that
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the palitical concerns of councillors prevented implementation. Direct charging was seen as a potentia
vote-loser.

Figure 12: Understanding of Motivation for Introducing Charging Schemes el sewhere

Percent

Figure 13: Reasons Given for why Charging Schemes do not Exist in the UK
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5.2 Consideration of Charging Schemes

All respondents were asked whether their authority would consider implementing variable charging if
local authorities were given the power to do so. Whereas just over 70% of Chief Executives stated that
their authority would consider introducing such a system, the response of Council Leaders was almost
completely the reverse, 70% hol ding the opposite view. As with Chief Executives 70% of Portfolio
Holders and Heads of Waste Service thought that their authority would |ook to implement charging
(Figure 14).

Figure 14: View asto Whether AuthoritiesWould Consider Implementing Variable Charging
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This reflects reasons expressed in answer to the question why charging systems currently do not exist in
the UK (Figure 13), where approximately 20% of each Chief Executives, Heads of Waste Service and
Portfolio Holders named political concerns on the part of € ected members as an obstad e Interestingly,
Council Leaders were only haf aslikely as Portfolio Holders to cite political concerns as a barrier.

It isworth noting that a number of respondents, particularly among the Portfolio Holders and Chief
Executives, felt that a charging system should only be introduced if it were imposed nationally by central
government. The main reasons given for this view were that if direct charging were introduced by
individual local authorities, public resistance and lack of understanding would be greater and there would
also be an increased risk of illegal waste disposal across authority boundaries. A number of respondents
also stated that theintroduction of direct charging should be accompanied by a hational educati on and
awareness-raising campaign, which explai ned the motivations behind the scheme and the potential
benefits to househol ders (such as cost savings through increased recycling and waste reduction).

5.3 Perceived Barriers to Implementing Charging Schemes

All respondents were asked to specify what they perceived to be the key obstacl es to the impl ementation
(as opposed to the operation) of charging systems. No prompts were given. They were then asked to score
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these obstacles in terms of their significance on a scale of 1-5, with 5 representing a major barrier, and 1
representing barriers which were not at al significant.

Figure 15 shows the average weighted scores for each group and for the total sample. These have been
derived by taking the total score for each category and dividing it by the number of respondentsin the
category. Figure 16 shows the percentage of respondents citing a particular obstacle. The two figures
show a similar profile.

Consistent with the response to the question concerning why systems are not already in place in the UK,
the key obstacl es cited were the social and political barriers, and the perceived costs.™®

Environmenta /health concerns were also commonly referred to. The obstad es most frequently cited by
respondents from al groups were those related to social issues. Council Leadersin particular felt that
these were of greatest significance with aweighted average score of 2.75.

The most commonly cited social concern was public disapprova of, and potential customer resistance to,
direct charging. Thisis consistent with the perception that residents expect a‘free’ waste collection and
disposal service, which has traditionally been delivered by loca authorities and paid for through the
Council Tax. An overwhe ming mgjority of Council Leaders (over 70%) also considered this as the main
reason why such schemes do not exist inthe UK (Figure 13). Chief Executives and Heads of Waste
Service dso felt that public resistance was ardativedy significant barrier to the introduction of direct
charging (approximate average score of 2.5).

A further socid concern cited by respondents from all groups related to the potential impact of direct
charging on socially disadvantaged groups. Respondents felt that direct charging might penaliselarge or
low-income families or those with special needs (e.g. those in home-care) and that the charging system
would haveto be designed in such away as to allow discounts or rebates for such groups.

> Barriers classed as social included *protest / lobbying’ and ‘ potential deprivation issue (regressive ‘tax’)’.

Political barriersincluded responses reflecting concerns ‘direct charge could be seen as additiond tax’, ‘direct
charge isa potential vote loser’, ‘direct charge will rai se questions about what the rest of the council tax is spent on’.
Cost barriersincluded concerns that the system ‘ costs too much to implement’, that it needed to ‘ demonstrate cost
effectiveness’ and that the ‘ cost/benefit anaysis was not clear. Legal barriersinclude comments that it is against the
law to introduce adirect charge for waste services. Environmental / health barriersincluded responses relating to
increased fly-tipping, burning or hoarding of waste. Barriers classed as technical and contractual included
responses relating to the ‘ management of systems logistics, ‘ supporting infrastructure’, * contract renegotiation’ and
‘time required for implementation’.
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Figure 16: Percentage of Respondentsin Total Sample Citing Specific Barriers
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Lack of Public Awareness

Political concerns, such as the perception of direct charging as an additional tax, were frequently
cited by respondents from all groups. With a wei ghted average score in excess of 1.5, Chief
Executives and Portfolio Holders attributed it the highest significance. Respondents a so voiced
concern that direct charging for waste services would raise questions about the remainder of the
Council Tax and the services it provided.

Cost concerns featured most strongly among Chief Executives with awe ghted average score of
approximatdy 2.5. Heads of Waste Service aso frequently cited the cost of implementation and
administration of a charging system as a barrier toits introduction (1.8). By contrast, Council

L eaders considered this aless significant barrier (0.6).

Environmental / health concerns associated with a potential increase in fly-tipping were also
frequently mentioned by respondents from all groups. This concern featured predominantly among
Portfolio Holders, with aweighted average score of approximately 1.5.

5.4 Benefits

All respondents were asked what they saw as the benefits associated with the operation of a
variable charging system. There were no prompts for specific answers.

The overwhelming mgjority of respondents cited waste minimisation as the mai n benefit (see
Figure 17). Over 90% of Heads of Waste Service and Chief Executives and 80% of Portfolio

Holders fdt that variable charging would contribute to a reduction in household waste. Only 55%
of Council L eaders thought variable charging would have a significant impact on waste production.
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Figure 17: Expected Benefits of a Variable Charging Scheme
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Chief Executives were also the most optimistic of the groups with regards to the impact variable
charging may have on waste segregation, with 82% expecting areduction in residual waste and an
increaseinrecycling. Among Heads of Waste Service, 62% cited this benefit, as did 55% of
Council Leaders and 35% Portfolio Holders.

A significant number of respondents, particularly Heads of Waste Service (42%) and Portfolio
Holders (40%), also expected that the introduction of variable charging would have a significant
educational effect in terms of raising awareness of the ‘ true cost of waste'.

Finand a benefits such as improved cost recovery and greater budgetary control were cited by
Chief Executives, Portfolio Holders and Heads of Waste Service. Respondents from these groups,
in particular Chief Executives (18%), anticipated that variable charging would in the long term aso
lead to areduction in the cost of waste disposal for local authorities.

A number of respondents stated that they saw ‘no merit at al’ in variabl e charging systems.
Council Leaders (20%) in particular expressed this view. Reasons cited included that a number of
authorities had only recently undergone an extensive overhaul of their waste management system
and the introduction of a new system was not a priority & thistime. In addition, a number of
respondents felt that their existing recycling coll ections were performing well and expected to
reach government recycling targets without the i mplementation of variable charging.

5.5 Disbenefits

All respondents were asked to specify any potential disbenefits expected to arise through the
operation a system of variable charging. No prompts were given.
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The single most significant disbenefit perceived by all groups related to potential environmental /
health issues (see Figure 18). The overwhed ming majority of respondents, especially Portfolio
Holders and Heads of Waste Service (90 and 85% respectivdy), expected a significant increase in
illegal waste disposal, in particular fly-tipping.

Figure 18: Expected Disbhenefits of a Variable Charging Scheme
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The perceived cost of implementation and admini stration of a variable charging systems was aso
frequently cited by respondents from all groups. Heads of Waste Service expressed particular
concern over cost with 59% citing it as a disbenefit. This reflects their specific responsibility for
waste management and understanding of the budgetary constraints of local authorities. Related to
this were concerns over charge recovery, dted by almost 30% of all respondents. In this context,
respondents referred to potentia charge avoidance by the public through illegal waste disposal.
Furthermore, respondents expressed concerns over cal culating the correct charge levels required to
ensure cost recovery.

Potentia social disbenefits were also named by respondents from all groups, but featured most
strongly among Heads of Waste Servi ce (48%) and Portfolio Holders (41%). Concerns expressed
inthis context reflect the perce ved obstacl es to implementation of direct charging systemsin the
UK. Respondents felt that there could be negative financia implications for large or low-income
families, families with babies and househol ders with specia needs. A number of respondents aso
expressed concerns regarding a potentia increase in neighbourhood disputes over fly-tipping of
wasteinto neighbour’s bins.

5.6 Net Benefits, or Net Disbenefits?

All respondents were asked whether they consi dered the benefits to be greater than any downside,
or whether the opposite was the case.

As Figure 19 shows, the overall mgjority of respondents felt the benefits of variable charging
outwei ghed any disbenefits. Approximatey 60% of Heads of Waste Service and Chief Executives,
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and more than 50% of Portfolio Holders felt that the benefits of variabl e charging would be greater
than any disbenefits.

Figure 19: Would Benefits Outweigh Disbenefits?
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However, 36% of Portfolio Holders believed that the disbenefits would outwei gh the benefits. By
contrast, only 24% of Heads of Waste Service and 18% of Chief Executives held thisview. More
than 10% of Heads of Waste Service felt the outcome would depend on the particular system
introduced, as different systems had different advantages and disadvantages which would have to
be evaluated.

Council L eaders, however, showed a more cautious response. Figure 19 shows that al most 45% felt
the disbenefits would be greater than any benefits and 30% thought the opposite would be the case.
Almost 20% stated that they would like to see a pilot scheme to assess the practi calities and merits
of such systems. By contrast, 10% or less of respondents in other groups mentioned the need for a
pilot scheme. In addition, Council Leaders stated that the outcome would depend on how qui ckly
any benefits became apparent. This concern regarding the instant success of any new scheme
adopted perhaps reflects a more short-term outl ook among e ected members'.

Theseresults are consistent with respondents’ attitudes towards a possibl e implementation of
variable charging by their authority discussed above

A large number of respondents from all groups — including those expecting net benefits —
emphasised that ultimately the potential benefits depended very much on the type of system that

was introduced and how it was implemented. Respondents a so stressed the need for public
education and awareness-raising to explain why the scheme was put in place.
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5.7 Comment on Survey Findings

Care should be taken in seeking to extrapolate from our rather small sample to the UK asawhole.
However, theintention was to seek more detail ed information concerning knowledge of, and
reactions to, DVR schemes.

5.7.1 General Awareness of Charging Systems

Although recycling is now being ‘ mainstreamed’ in the UK, the awareness of DVR schemesis
relatively low, with less than half of those responsible for waste being aware of systems other than
wei ght-based schemes. Furthermore, the depth of knowledge is highly uneven, with many having
apparently given little consideration to such schemes (unsurprisingly, perhaps, given the legislative
situation), but with some having carried out their own studies on such schemes.

Perhaps reflecting the current situation in UK recycling systems, there was much greater interest in
the incentive effect imparted by DVR schemes than the rol e they can play in cost recovery.

5.7.2 Issues Relating to Existing Approaches to Charging

The main reason given by all groups as to why charging schemes do not exist in the UK was that
the public expect the cost of waste management to be included in the Council Tax, as has
traditionally been the case. Also ranking high was the view that the political concerns of
councillors prevented the implementation of charging schemes. Charging was seen as a potential
vote-loser. Note however that fewer councillors held this view than representatives from other
groups.

Heads of Waste Service cited the low cost of landfill as a reason why charging is not i mplemented
inthe UK. They aso fdt the UK was along way behind Europe in waste management terms, and
in moving towards implementation of charging schemes. Both Council Leaders and Chief
Executives thought that a key issue was the costs of implementation and admi nistration.

Interestingly, no one took the view that such schemes ‘wouldn’t work’, or ‘ couldn’t work’, or gave
other negative reactions concerning potential outcomes.

5.7.3 Perceived Obstacles, Benefits and Disbenefits Associated with
Charging Systems

Thesurvey identified that key barriers to the impl ementation of DV R schemes are considered to be

those of a socid/poalitical nature, costs, and environmental/health issues. It isimportant to seek to

understand the degree to which the barriers cited reflect experience el sewhere, and whether the
obstacl es are ones which are i nsurmountabl e, or ones which can be readily overcome.

As to the most commonly cited social concern, that of public disapproval of, and potential
customer resistance to, direct charging, there are at least four possible underlying perspectives:

1. theissueisthat of a perception that households would be ‘ charged twice’ for waste?, or

2. theissueof significanceis that of taking the charge for waste management out of the
Council Tax, or

3. theissueisrdated to that of the public ‘seeing what's left’” in the Council Tax asbeing ‘too
much to pay’ for the remaining non-waste services?, or

4. theissueis that of househol ds being charged by some measure of how much waste is set
out for disposal?
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Certainly, the ‘ double-payment’ issue is a non-issue. The aim can be made quite explicit — that the
charge should cover the costs of waste management and that the Council Tax should fall by a
corresponding amount (or it should be clearly demarcated on Council Tax bills).*®

Since public resistance was cited as ardatively significant barrier to the introduction of direct
charging (approximate average score of 2.5), and since the potentia impact of direct charging on
socialy disadvantaged groups was also seen as significant, one would incline towards the view that
it isthe latter issue which is accorded greatest significance in respect of public response The fact
that direct charging for waste servi ces would rai se questions about the remainder of the Council
Tax and the services it provided was accorded | esser significance, though it was certainly a
concern.

To this end, one might reasonably dispute whether these are such significant barriers. Many
different measures — free tags, rebates, free ‘emptyings etc., each alowing some ‘free basic
service' — are measures which can be applied in charging systems to offset any potentially
regressive impacts. As such, this barrier is potentially overplayed. It can be (and is, in existing
systems) overcome.

Equally, the corollary of a concern about the fact that the public might question ‘therest of the
Council Tax' isthat thereis a corresponding desire to hide the true (low) costs of waste
management to those who arein receipt of the service. At atime when aregime of ‘Best Vaue' is
sweeping through local authority service provision, it seems odd that one would seek to hide from
citizens the true costs of individual services. Surdly, the more people understand this, the more
informed any debate about costs and v ue (Best, or otherwise) would become. The same ought to
apply to the costs of the remaining services, and it seems to border on the undemocratic to exhibit
duplicity in seeking to mask the true costs of the other services which Council Tax payments
support. One of the advantages of DVR schemes is their cost transparency, but if such transparency
is perceved as athreat, perhaps this ought to give rise to concerns of a different nature.

Cost concerns aso featured as abarrier. Y et as we saw in Section 4.0, the costs are frequently over-
estimated. Net of charge revenues, DV R schemes can be negative cost systems, and frequently are.
Thisis because thereis a strong tendency to view only the incremental costs of the equipment and
the administration, without considering the dynami ¢ effects of DVR charging systems. The

dynami ¢ effects, as we have seen, generate waste reduction, and improved segregation
performance.

Environmenta health concerns due to a potential increasein fly-tipping were aso frequently
menti oned by respondents from all groups. Once again, though in other countries, thisis always
perceived as a potential problem, the degree to which it actua ly arises as a magjor problem appears
to be much lower. Experience e sewhere suggests that probably, peopl e have better things to do
with their time than to driveinto the country with sacks of waste to dispose of material there (not
least because the savings on a given sack are unlikely to be especially large). As long as good
servi ces for source separation (at the doorstep and at CA sites) arein place, and aslong as
enforcement is taken seriously as a potential issue, it seems that thisis overplayed in the concerns
of those seeking to i mplement schemes. The keys to reducing evasive behaviour are a) convenient
and high quality recycling, composting and re-use/ reduction schemes which offer an alternative to
payment of the charge and b) that enforcement is taken seriously, and is supported by sanctions
(backed by the authority to apply them) applied by the local authority, especialy in the period
immediatdy foll owing schemeintroduction.

181t seems unlikely to us that the existing Council Tax billing mechanism would be an appropriate way of
collecting charges under DV R schemes since the hilling tends to follow an annual cycle (even if payments
may be made throughout the year). The variable elements of acharge are probably best collected more
frequently.
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Theissue of public awareness and education is obviously an issuein any service change. It is
especially important where charging systems are being introduced. UK local authorities have
tended to be somewhat parsimonious in their spend in this area (though assistance through the
landfill tax credits scheme has helped). This would be an issue of potential concernin UK
authorities seeking to implement these schemes, and the respondents clearly felt that this would
influence the way any scheme was perceived.

One of the most interesting conclusions to come from the above ana ysis isthe clear distinction
between Council Leaders and the other interviewees on the really key questions in the survey.
Council leaders:

@ Bédievethe disbenefits will outweigh the benefits; and

@ Do not think they would introduce charging schemes, were they able to do so,
All other interviewee groups:

@ Bédieve benefits will outweigh disbenefits; and

@ Would seek to introduce a charging system were they able to do so.

Thisis made al the more interesting since the nature of the disbenefits cited by all groups are
broadly similar.

This difference between groups found expression in other responses to key questions. The
overwhelming mgj ority of respondents cited waste minimisation as the main benefit. This was
particularly true of Heads of Waste Service and Chief Executives. Fewer Coundil L eaders thought
variabl e charging would have a significant impact on waste generation.

It would be tempting to conclude from this that even if the law allows charging systems to be
introduced, it istheinternal politics of local authorities, notably Coundil Leaders, as much as any
other factor, which may be a major stumbling block for the introduction of charging schemes. It is
not for no reason that some municipdities seek to implement these types of change quickly
following Council € ections!

5.7.4 Issues Relating to the Distribution of Fixed and Variable
Elements of the Charge and its Collection

There was no clear preference for establishing the fixed or the variabl e aspect of the charge as the
greater e ement. Respondents favouring a higher variable d ement emphasised the incentive effect
of the charging system, stating that householders would be able to make savings by increasing their
recycling rate and reducing the overall amount of waste set out. Respondents preferring alarger
fixed d ement emphasised the greater fairness of such a charging system, as it would be less likely
to penaise any particular socia groups.

Experience from elsewhere suggests that a key issue here is revenue stability. The implementation
of aDVR scheme should not rely so heavily on variable rates that the response generated from
househol ders becomes so great that overall revenue declines significantly. A first priority isto
ensurethetota charge revenue covers the cost of the system. The way in which other Member
States implement the requirements of the Packaging Directive areimportant from this perspective.
Where specific fractions are effectivey financed through the producer responsibility mechanism,
the need to cover the costs of these clearly evaporates. This leaves fewer fractions for which fixed
infrastructure costs must be recovered, enabling (at least in theory) a higher proportion of the
overall feeto be charged on avariable basis.
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Interestingly, comments regarding the benefits of charge differentiation vary widely and do not
show ageneral consensus. A number of respondents favouring charges for segregated wastes
emphasised that dry recyclables should be included as these collection costs also need to be
covered by local authorities. It was commented that the rate for dry recyclables should be lower
than that for residual waste. Other suggestions included that the system could feature a rebate or
credit scheme to reward residents who participated in recycling, which would reinforce the
incentive effect. A number of respondents specified that the fee should also include compostabl es,
but that the rate applied should be lower than that for residual waste.

It would appear that in respect of dry recyclables, once again, producer responsibility can play a
role. Evidently, the need to charge for packaging recycling in Germany does not exist sincethisis
operated and paid for through the DSD system. In Belgium, where Fost-Plus covers some, though
not dl, of the costs of packaging collection, avariable chargeis applied, but at alower rate than for
theresidual waste fraction.

Since compostabl es are not readily covered by producer responsibility, the costs of their collection
usually has to be met by municipalities. Most now seek to implement a system which encourages
home composting, and where coll ections are for kitchen and garden waste, it istypical for this to
happen through charging for biowaste collection. The other reason for doing thisis so as not to
encourage contamination of biowaste by refuse by making the differentia so large that incentives
to cross-contami nate are established.

6.0 INTERVIEWS WITH KEY STAKEHOLDERS

As part of the work undertaken, we conducted face-to-face interviews with a number of
organizations with aninterest in this area. Theinterviews conducted broadly reflected the line of
questioning followed in the interviews with local authorities. Questions were deliberately retained
to ensure consistency in some of the responses.

Our impression is that thereis much better understanding of why these systems do not exist than of
how these systems are, or can be, designed to operate. It isinteresting that thereisimplied criticism
of national and local government with regard to the degree of commitment to the issue of waste
management. Equally, the degree to which interesting and i nnovative behaviour was encouraged
was questioned, and some suggested it was unlikely to arise spontaneously.

Low commitment from central government was cited as an issue, whilst there was also a perception
that it was difficult to retain the sort of high calibre staff within local authorities who might
persuade local and national poaliticians of the desirability of at least dlowing such schemes to be
tested.

Thisisinteresting given that in theloca authority research, interviews reveal ed that some loca
authority officers have been engaged in exactly this sort of activity, pushing forward theidea with
loca politicians and drawing their attention to the potential benefits. Whilst thisis far from
universally the case, it doesillustrate the fact that officers are aware of these types of scheme, and
that some have been persuaded of the rational e for allowing trials to take place

Most respondents fet that benefits woul d outwei gh di sbenefits though some respondents were
more cautious, urging the need for UK-specific trias. In truth, the question concerning relative
benefits and disbenefits depends heavily on the details of i mplementation, and the background

service level against which the scheme is introduced.

Interesting responses were received to the questions regarding the balance between fixed and
variable charge d ements, with some being attracted by the prospect of a‘strong incentive’,
implying alarge variable d ement. The problem with this approach is that it requires good
judgement (or luck) if problems of revenueinstability are to be avoided. It does illustrate, however,
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adesire on the part of several respondents to seeincentives in place for peopleto engage in source
separation schemes provided by municipalities. Indeed, one respondent felt that the rationa e for
any scheme is made stronger where differential performance (in terms of materials capture) occurs
across groups of householders —the DVR schemeis seen as away of bringing al households more
or less ‘up to scratch’.

The mixed responses regarding fly-tipping reflect a general unease about the issue, possibly in the
context of insufficient knowledge of what has occurred elsewhere. Opinion ranged from one who
felt this was amgjor obstacl e, to one who believed this was overplayed, it was an issue amenableto
control. One commented that those who red 1y felt it worthwhileto driveinto the country to dispose
of ablack bag ought to have better things to do with their time.

Another issue arising in discussions concerned the possible loss of goodwill. Thisis an issue which
has also been discussed in some of the Danish literature. One paper in particular argues that
introducing charging systems can lead to citizens ‘reframing’ the conditions upon which they
engage with recycling systems.*” Before schemes, citizens engage in systems out of a sense of
altruism and civic duty, as well as a sense of ‘feeling good' that they have ‘donether bit.’
Introducing charging schemes can lead to them altering the mental model which they use to
determinetheir participation in the scheme. Some citizens may resort to a ‘ cost-benefit’ rationale,
implying that if the incentiveisweak, the good will of citizensin recycling ‘for free’ before the
DVR scheme may be jeopardised. In the paper where this discussion appears, it is suggested that
this raises some questions about the design of DV R schemes. Equally, it seems to us that thistype
of approach re-emphasises the importance of conveniencein the provision of quality source
separation schemes. This, along with information provision, can act to minimise the extent to
which areframing in cost-benefit terms actua |y jeopardises engagement with the scheme.

It isinteresting to note, in respect of thislast point, that many of our respondents thought that the
way in which househol ds would respond to the implementation of DV R schemes would be strongly
influenced by the way in which the scheme was presented to households. Furthermore, severa
expressed concerns that the resources necessary to do this woul d be under-estimated in UK local
authorities, given the low priority currently given to adequate promotion of existing source
separation schemesin the UK.

7.0 RECOMMENDATIONS

7.1 Time to Change?

Our review of EU experience, and of EU approaches to charging for waste management clearly
shows the UK to be out of step with al nations who are seeking to pursue sustai nabl e waste
management strategies. More and more nations and regions clearly see the importance of
implementing the polluter pays principle at the household level. The only countries where any
muni cipal waste management servi ces are financed through general municipal taxes are France,
Greece, Portugal, Spain and parts of the United States. In each of thelast two, thisvaries
regionally. With the exception of the United States, if one adds the UK, thislooks like alist of the
worst performers in respect of source separation in Europe.

In all other countries, and indeed, some of those mentioned, municipalities have competence for the
levying of fees directly for waste management (though they do not necessarily relate the fee to the

7 John Thorgersen (1994) Monetary Incentives and Environmental Concern: Effects of a Differentiated
Garbage Fee, CeSaM Working Paper No.2, September 1994.
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level of service use). The UK appears unique in prohibiting this. Spainisthe latest EU country to
have implemented DV R schemes (sack-based schemes in Catalunya).

We have estimated the net costs of introducing these systems across 30% of households in the UK
allowing for the dynamic responses which can be expected flow from them. For a net cost of
£14.28 million (at current disposal costs), we estimate external (environmental) benefits of between
£112 and £319 million through the increases in source separation and the waste reduction which
result. Waste requiring disposal falls by 2.35 million tonnes. Aslandfill tax increases, the net costs
fall below zero as the avoided disposal costsincrease. In other words, as landfill tax rates move
towards the stated figure of £35 per tonne, these systems can generate significant environmental
benefits at negative (net) cost.

The question is surely not so much one of ‘if’, but ‘when?, and if one of the advantages of DVR
charging schemes is that it makes peopl e take responsibility for their waste, the answer to the
guestion ‘when? ought to be *as soon as possibl€ . This has been recognised by the Strategy Unit
in its recent report, where it was stated that ‘the Government should secure an early legidative
opportunity to grant local authorities powers to implement incentive and charging schemes for
waste if they want to do so’ (our emphasis). This would aso be entirdy in keeping with the current
drive towards greater freedoms and flexibilities for local Government which one sees in other areas
of service provision.

Thisis not to trividisethereal political barriers to change. These barriers, however, relate to issues
of expedience, and to that of how to implement charging systems in the context of the existing
framework for funding public services. Y et the potential advantages of DVR systems suggest that
‘business as usua’ has little to recommend it. So unless the decision has been made to maintain the
existing financing framework ad infinitum, the decision to change ought to be taken sooner rather
than later, subject to the political opportunities for such changes.

Of course, it would be desirable to have cross-party political support for this change. The potential
benefits outlined in this report are of such significancein the strategic context that opposition on
party politica grounds would seem churlish. DV R schemes can beimplemented in ways which do
not harm the poor, and measures can be taken to discourage fly-tipping. What is needed is support
for the message that DV R schemes, to the extent that they are used as mechanisms to fund public
Services, are not ‘new taxes', but a different way of paying (and potentially, a way of paying less
than one would otherwise haveto).

Outside some of the more obvious political arguments, it is difficult to formulate good arguments
for mai ntaini ng the existing situation, and for preventing experimentation with, and full-scale
adoption of, DVR schemes. Changeis aways ‘difficult’ and will no doubt bring with it a degree of
dissatisfaction amongst vocal minorities. But these are not arguments for not changing the existing
Situation.

7.2 Changing the Situation

Despite the potential benefits associated with introdud ng a DVR scheme, few seem willing to take
the political dedision to do so themselves. On the one hand, thereis criticism concerning alack of
national leadership, and clearly, aslong as the legislation appears to prevent such systems, the first
decision that needs to be made is one which must be taken centrally. At the same time, whilst the
majority interviewed in our survey foresaw greater benefits than disbenefits, some Portfolio
Holders and Chief Executives in our survey clearly felt that it would be more straightforward to
implement charging schemes if there was an obligation on them to do so. No one, it seems, wants
to make the decision, even those who see merit in the results which flow from it.

In this context, it seems unlikdy that Government would make such a system mandatory. A
sensibl e approach to take would seem to be to change the existing legislation and allow local
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authorities who wish to implement such schemes to do so. At the same time, some encouragement
to implement such systems should be given, even if only inthe form of formal recognition of the
potentia benefits which might flow from scheme i mplementation.

Alongside |l egislative changes which ‘alow’ DVR systemsto be implemented, careful attention
needs to be paid to the duties placed upon local authorities. The legidation should giveto local
authorities powers to:

1. decide not to collect where charges for refuse coll ection have not been paid (i.e., the duty
placed upon loca authorities must not be one which says ‘ collect from everyone irrespective of
payment or non-payment’ — thisisthelesson of the Irish experience);

2. enforcetherigours of a specified system, and prosecute and fine evasive behaviour. Thisisthe
corollary of the previous point; and

3. requirethat households ddiver their waste into the system operated by, or on behaf of, the
local authority. Thisisintended to avoid a situation in which househol ds by-pass the system by
engaging directly with private contractors (who may offer alower serviceleve for alower
cost).

Animportant question is that of how to extricate ‘ waste management funding’, in the form of DVR
charging, from the existing system of funding for waste management services.

Unless adedision istaken to require al local authorities to implement DVR schemes (which seems
neither likely, nor necessary), at any given time, some local authorities would have schemesin
place, and others would not. Currently around a quarter of funds for public services areraised
through the Council Tax, and three quarters comes from Central Government. These funds should
be capabl e of being moved across services since they are not strictly earmarked for specific
purposes. At the same time, decisions concerning the allocation of Central Government Grants
have to be made on a fair basis across local authorities. If some authorities are raising revenue
directly from citizens whilst others are not, the potential for making afair all ocati on of the Central
Government Grant are somewhat reduced.

It would seem to be necessary, in a situation where some local authorities implement DVR schemes
and others do not, to take waste management out of the SSA formula, requiring the funding to be
raised entirely from a combination of the Council Tax and charges | evied directly upon
householders. Thiswould leave local authorities free to determine whether al, or only part of, the
costs of waste management services, were to be raised outside of the Council Tax ‘umbrella’. Such
flexibility would appear to be useful given that administratively, different schemes have different
billing requirements. Pre-paid sack-based schemes, for example, need not require any separate
billing mechanism, so any fixed portion of the overall waste management service cost could be
retained within the Council Tax billing mechanism. Weight-based schemes demand separate billing
mechanisms, and the local authority would be | eft free to determine whether only the wei ght-based
(variable) e ement, or afixed dement aswell as the variable e ement were billed separatdy to the
householder.

One argument against thisisthat the Council Tax might be strongly geared to changes in waste
management services. Yet itisdifficult to view this as aflaw in the system. Indeed, various
comparators of local authority performance seek to highlight the costs of service provision, often,
onhe suspects, invain. In any case, it is difficult to see why this woul d be the case. At a cost of
around £60 per household, the provision of waste management servicesis hardly a mgor
determinant of thelevel of the Council Tax. Indeed, if very high quality systems were implemented
against a backdrop of higher disposal costs, it should be entirely possible to maintain costs at £100
or less per household. Even at theseleves, any implied increase in the Council Tax would still bea
relatively small fraction of the current leve. In the existing system, an increase in service costs of
£40 per household per annum would be met in part, say to the tune of £10, through the Council
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Tax. Theincrease under this system would be £40 per annum, a difference of £30 or 3% of the
average band D Council Tax (around £1,000 per annum).

7.3 Informing Key Decision-makers

Our survey reveals many interesting things. One has been that the leve of knowledge and
understanding of these systemsis quite varied. For example, less than half of those surveyed were
aware of the different types of DV R scheme (pay per bag, frequency based, weight based etc.). In
addition, it was clear from many of the interviews that the depth of knowledgeis also limited,
understandably since few have had cause to give such schemes serious cons deration. Some of our
interviews seemed to illustrate how respondents were able to identify ways of overcoming some of
the potential downsides they themselves identified.

Evidently, if the decision was made to allow these schemes to be introduced, there is scope for
providing information to local authoriti es, decision makers and the public. The significance of this
appears to be that the more people understand DVR charging systems, the more accepting, and less
resistant, they become of these systems.

We also believe that the careful use of language can play arole hereinimproving communication
about these systems. Hence, a process of informing local authorities about these systems ought to
go hand in hand with the changes to legislaion which are required to enable DVR charging
systems to be i mplemented.

In most countries, it would appear that the earl y movers take time to implement their system, and
they do so in the context of some public disquiet. However, the more systems which arein place, it
appears the more acceptabl e further systems become. Thisis part of a culture change in which pre-
existing flat-rate systems come to be viewed as less fair and transparent than those which ask the
heaviest users of the service to pay most. Even so, even in some countries where many schemes are
aready in place, however, munidipalities frequently take time taken to inform citizens, and in some
cases, as in our German case study, the time spent doing this can be significant.

7.4 The Necessity of Quality Collection Services

Strategy formulation and planning inquiries are still influenced by attempts to dicit ‘the BPEO' for
wastein what is inevitably a comparative static analysis of different waste management systems.
What the preceding discussion suggests is that:

1. DVR charging systems have a potentially important role to play in reduci ng total waste
collected, and in reducing residua waste; and

2. Such systems function best, and with fewest drawbacks, where they function in the context of
guality source separation systems which are convenient for househol ders to use. The absence
of these may lead to burning of waste, and incorrect separation.

This suggests that convenient provision for source separation has aroleto play in systems which
encourage waste minimisation. Static anayses tend to ignore the potentia impact of collection
systems upon the amount of waste collected. If systems which encourage minimisation are deemed
to be the best environmental option, then given the low (potentially dedining as landfill tax
increases) costs of these DVR systems, it seems reasonable to argue that both quality doorstep
collection services and DVR charging systems should be integral € ements of any BPEO strategy.

It ought to be possible in many local authorities to reduce residua waste from its current leve in
the UK (of the order 400kg per inhabitant) to around, or bel ow, 150kg per inhabitant.
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7.5 A ‘Right’ System?

Thereisno ‘right’ system. Municipalities which have introduced these systems tend to swear by
the one they use. Some of the evidence suggests that weli ght-based systems are the best onesin
terms of putting pressure on waste generation. However, they arelikely to be more costly in terms
of billing requirements (especialy since thereis, currently, no direct billing mechanismin the UK
for waste). Pay-per-bag schemes may beless costly in terms of billing, but they may be more open
to fraud and they may not generate the same effects in terms of waste reduction. In our view, an
important aspect of all schemesisthat they ensure mechanisms arein place to reward home
composting. Furthermore, it seems that thereis plenty of room for innovative charge setting, asin
our German case study, where athree-part tariff is set (afixed dement, a charge per emptying of a
bin, and a charge based on weight).

There are some principles which have been established for introducing DVR schemes. The USEPA
has produced several ‘manuas’ for loca authorities seeking to introduce such schemes, and there is
much that could be learned from this experience, though equally, the US has | ess experience with
wei ght-based schemes than, say, Germany, Sweden, Denmark and the like.

German local authorities have tended to move more towards identifi cation and wei ght-based
schemes partly because of challenges municipdities anticipate from citizens (regarding billing),
which pushes local authorities to seek digital recordings of weights and emptyings using read and
write transponders. In countries with smaller municipalities, such as Italy, the possibilities for
defraying the additional capital costs, and for re-opti mising logisti cs, are somewhat reduced, and
systems using lower capital outlays are used.

In the UK context, it would seem sensible for those on sack-based residua waste coll ections to
keep these systems in place, and to opt for ‘ expensive sack’ or ‘tagged-sack’ schemes such as that
used in the Comuni de Navigli. In those currently using wheeled bin residual waste collection, on-
vehi d e weighing may not necessarily be the best system. Such systems tend to operate on
collections which may be more frequent than they need to be. Systems based upon identification
only leave it to the householder to present abin for collection, and the chargeis based upon a
number of emptyings. Here, thereis an incentive not to present the bin for collection until it is close
to being full. In wei ght based schemes, no such incentive exists, implying that coll ections may be
made with unnecessary frequency, increasing the costs of the residua waste collection system.
Hence, systems of the type operated in the outer zones of Gent, and in Treviso, whichrdy on
identification only, may be more appropriate, and less expensive, than wei ght-based systems. It is
possible that the dynamic response might not be so strong. Our German case study appeared to
have found away of overcoming the possible shortcoming of weight-based systems aluded to
above by using a charging system based on both frequency of emptying and weight. Thisisa
particularly intelligent design.

It isimportant to bear in mind, whilst considering the nature of any DVR scheme, that the most
important aspect of any waste management schemeis not the charging system, but the integration
of al aspects of the system. Hence, there can be no substitute for careful consideration of the
collection system itself. Our study has investigated a number of cases where source separation rates
approach, or exceed, 60% (Gent, Comuni de Navigli, Treviso, Landkreis Schweinfurt, Nijmegen).
Sadly, very few municipalities in the UK have systems in place today which could aspireto such
levels of source separation. This suggests that few local authoritiesin the UK today could introduce
DVR schemes without having to confront issues associated with evasion of the variable e ement of
the charge. However, thereis no reason why DVR systems should not be implemented swiftly
after comprehensive collection schemes arein place, or indeed, at the same time as the collection
system changes.
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DVR systems rely upon, and appear to obtain, political support where they are introduced. They
command greater financial transparency, they improve data capture, they can help to improve
management of collection rounds, and they offer much-improved prospects for ensuring that
commercial waste collected on municipal roundsis charged for a an appropriate rate. Allied to the
other, more often-discussed benefits of DVR schemes (set out above), these advantages constitute a
powerful argument for introducing legislation to enable DVR schemes to be used. There are
potential downsi des to these systems, but precisely because these are so well-known, they can be
anticipated. M easures can be, and are, implemented to overcome these. As long as basic rules of
design are followed, DVR schemes can play an important rolein achieving key objectives of

sustai nabl e waste management in the UK.
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FIR - 004(a) London Borough of Islington

ENFIELD, HACKNEY AND ISLINGTON

Aim of scheme

The aim of this scheme was to increase the use of bring banks by residents in estates
of flats through the use of a Community Reward scheme.

Area features/demographics
The scheme ran in the London boroughs of Enfield, Hackney and Islington targeting
5,600 households (including controls) in a range of different types of flats. Each of the

boroughs provides communal recycling containers for these properties.

The Borough wide recycling rates and rank in the Index of Multiple Deprivation are
listed in the table below for each of the authorities.

Recycling Index of
rate Multiple
(2004-05) Deprivation
Enfield 23.63 93
Hackney 12.20 20
Islington 11.04 81

Scheme description

The three boroughs worked together to incentivise estates of flats. The project was
based on specific estates throughout each borough and involved high, mid and low
rise properties. Each estate had a comparable control estate. Both pilot and control
estates are provided with communal containers for recyclables

Each month the estates, in each borough, with the greatest increase in recycling rates
over a baseline level received a reward of £1,500 to be used by estates community
groups, tenants associations etc. Each borough also provided an overall prize
(E2,000) for the highest achieving estate overall at the end of the six month trial.
These community awards could be used for increased sustainability such as landscape
improvement, gardening works or the purchase of environmentally friendly products
such as energy saving light bulbs.

Defra funding

Defra funding for this scheme was £43,500, which covered the prize fund, all
publicity, promotion and communication material. This funding support from Defra
equates to support of around £7.76 per household.

Monitoring mechanism used

Due to the differening number of households on each estate the weight of recyclables
collected per household was used to monitor success of the scheme.
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Key results

The three graphs below show the Kg/hh/month in the pilot and control areas of the 3
boroughs. It shows that: -

¢ In Enfield the average weigh of dry recyclables collected per household in the
control areas has increased at a higher rate than in the trial areas.

e In Hackney and Islington the average weigh of dry recyclables collected per
household in the trial areas has increased at a slightly (clarity with a number)
higher rate than in the control areas.
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Average Weigh Per Household in Pilot and Control Areas - Islington
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It should be noted that these weights per household are based on fill levels of
communal recycling bins, thus there is potential for a small margin or error to be
present in these results.

A survey conducted in Islington (covering 170 households) showed that the majority
of residents questioned did not feel an incentive would encourage them to recycle
more, but a good reliable service would.

Conclusion

The results show that the amounts of recyclables collected in the pilot areas in
Hackney and Islington has increased at a slightly (please clarify with a number)
higher rate than in the control areas, which suggested the incentive has had a small
positive impact on recycling behaviour. This increase however is so small that it may
be due to the error margin of doing volumetric conversions.

This limited impact may be due to the low value of the community reward (an estate
would have to have been the top performing authority for each of the 6™ months to
win the total prize money (for its borough) of £11,000.

Although the three boroughs have varying recycling rates and level of depravation, it
is difficult to see from these results how these may have effected the impact of the
incentive.

The results of the Islington survey suggest that a reliable service is more important
than a community or individual finical reward.

Key lessons learned
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Anecdotal evidence suggests that flats that had lower housing representative to tenant
ratios showed better results. This suggests that having local individuals to whom the
community have access to can help promote the scheme.

Feedback from the doorknockers that spoke to residents suggests that residents felt
they would not see where the money would be spent meaning they thought they
would not see or get to enjoy the benefit of it. For these householders a community
reward may not be an incentive or the value of the reward may not have been large
enough for householders to see what improvements it would bring and thus
incentivise them to recycle.
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FIR - 004(b) London Borough of Islington

defrad

Household Incentive Pilot Scheme (HIPS)
FINAL MONTHLY REPORT

(To be sent to Carolyn Couch (lawpp@defra.gsi.gov.uk) no later than 13" April 2006)

Section One

Local Authority: London Borough of Islington

Project Title: Estates Incentives Scheme Reporting Period:
1/09/2005 up to 31/03/2006

Overall Project Status
Project Status: (PlIs input status here e.g. Red, ) Project Status Detail: Please input any comments

in the SEace ﬁrovided below.

Red: Overall the study was highly problematic. All
Aspects required substantial attention and many
problems were encountered that had a strong impact
on the successful collection of data.

Amber/Red: Overall the study was problematic. The project was problematic in terms of data
Some aspects required substantial attention and this | collection. Tick sheets were used and were difficult
had an impact on the successful collection of data. to obtain from crews in a timely fashion. Estate TMO

etc were very slow at collecting prize funds and this
was highly problematic for the final month of the
project. In Islington the incentivised and control
estates went to a door-to-door collection in February,
however this was hugely problematic in terms of data
collection. Overall we managed these problems and
have still collected good usable data sets.

Amber/ : Mixed — some aspects required
substantial attention but overall the project ran well.
Good — Overall the project was very

successful and ran with few problems.

Section Two

Progress made during Last Month

Progress made against planned milestones on project schedule during the last month

Progress Made:

o Finalised all payments to very tight deadlines. Obtained data from contractors during a very
problematic phase where the estates went to a door-to-door collection. Estates very please with their
wins and we hope to hold a “Give and take day” at one of them

Major Success:
o Estates finally receiving payment and deciding on what they will spend funds on.

Major Issues:

o As mentioned above data collection during the change over was problematic. Will explain this in
more detail further down.

Outlook

Please take this opportunity to inform us of your future plans to use incentives to promote waste reduction & recycling.
Do you plan to carry on using the incentive you have just been piloting? Do you plan to stop using the incentive
altogether or possible look at using alternative incentives?

Page 1 of 5
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e This was a useful project for us to assess whether or not we would continue to use incentives. While
we will not rule this out in the future we will have to carefully assess attitudes to incentives. Tonnage
did not rise greatly for the incentivised estates. It might be useful to explore individual incentives as
they may have a larger impact. In addition a questionnaire carried out in February of the campaign
showed that the majority of residents questioned did not feel an incentive would encourage them to
recycle more, but a good reliable service would. Details included.

Section Three

End of Pilot Assessment From
Please now scroll down to the next page and complete t he 2-page final assessment form. The assessment
form has been designed to gauge two key things:
1. How you feel you performed against each of t he success factors listed — please be honest, as this
will provide us with very useful information.

2. Your opinion on how important each of the success factors was to the implementation and operation
of your scheme.

Page 2 of 5
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Local Authority Incentive Schemes
d‘?fr_99 Aaqrscnmo:.oalv

We would be grateful if you could spend a few minutes completing this survey.

Please specify the type of incentive you used during the pilot scheme to encourage improved waste practices by householders, if you
piloted both a financial/carrot and a voluntary/carrot then please complete the form for both incentives but colour code the asterisks
(*,*) so that we can distinguish between each incentive.

Please mark the box with an * Please specify:

1. Financial / Carrot . e.g. cash rewards; discounts; subsidies Cash for estates tenants
organisations

2. Voluntary / Carrot e.g. community rewards; charitable donations

Please now provide your assessment of how well the success factors (listed below) were implemented during the operation of your
scheme (Column A). Please also provide your opinion on how important each success factor was to the implementation of your pilot
scheme (Column B). Please put an asterisks (*) in the box you select:

®,

< Stakeholder Commitment: (commitment of all stakeholders to the success of the incentive scheme)

A B
Score your Performance How important was this factor to the success of
Success Factors your scheme?
Excellent Good Satisfactory Poor V-Poor Critical Very Fairly Low Not at All
1. Support from top . .
management?
2. Support from Councilors? . .
3. Support from Partners?
(e.g. Oxfam, Save the . .
Children, collection
companies)
4. Alignment with waste
management * *
policy/targets.

Please provide any further comments below:

A critical factor in this scheme was the fact that our contractors do not have onboard weighing and do not routinely
take note of bin volumes. They do of course have weighbridge tickets but these could not be used for this project. The
crew used tick sheets, which were problematic to collect. Another critical factor was that fact that the project went
door to door in February. This was not foreseen at the beginning of the project. This development meant that we had
two sets of data to account for in some instances. These data sets had to be calibrated. We continued to collect data
from bring sites and from door to door collections during this time period. However, we were able to compare door-to-
door weights to bring site weights for a small section of estates in eth scheme, which is very useful information.
Details to follow.

< Ownership: (overall drive, commitment from people operating the incentive scheme)

A B

How important was this factor to the success of

Success Factors Score your performance your scheme?
Excellent Good Satisfactory Poor V-Poor Critical Very Fairly Low Not at All
5. Time commitment of staff . .
(Full-Time, Long Term?)
6. Drive of staff working on . .
the incentive.
7. Delivery from Partners. * *

Comments: (e.g. who thought of the incentive? Is the incentive original or has it been done before?)

The three partners came up with the focus on estates recycling incentives. We chose this as we all wanted to focus more efforts on
estates as we all felt we needed to target these areas more than kerbside properties. Also the housing stock from the three boroughs
compared favorably well in terms of estates. This was an original incentive in Islington.

% Financial funding:

A B
Score vour performance How important was this factor to the success of
Success Factors yourp your scheme?
Excellent Good Satisfactory Poor V-Poor Critical Very Fairly Low Not at all
8. Availability? * *
Page 3 of 5
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9. Security into the future? * *

10. Appropriateness/realism? * *

Comments:

Funds were very quick to come through and simplified the process greatly by having funding upfront. LBI ended up paying for some
leaflets from our own budget however because of the initial delay. As a result we had to return “unspent” funds at the end. DEFRA were
very helpful however with advise on money allocation and very efficient. This scheme worked well in terms of community involvement
however in terms of recycling tonnage not as well. The funds will not be available internally to run this type of scheme in the foreseeable
future. The idea of incentivising estates and estate tenant groups for recycling is really good which is why we wanted to run the project.

The fact that we did not have din weigh equipment meant this scheme was labour intensive, however we hope to get bin weigh
equipment and will certainly look at incentives for select groups when this happened such as schools, certain estates etc.

1.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

Project Management: (Da

Success Factors

Suitability of Specific
management structure?
Suitability of measurable
objectives/aims?
Achievability of
objectives/aims?
Alignment of
objectives/aims with
waste management
policy?

Suitability and realism of
timescale.

Quality of Risk
Assessment in place.

Comments:

to day management of the incentive scheme)

A

B

Score your performance

How important was this factor to the success of
your scheme?

Excellent Good Satisfactory Poor V-Poor

Critical Very Fairly Low Not at all

*

*

The scheme was quite tight to deadlines at times and required a lot of project management especially at the end /beginning of each
month, prize period.

17.

18.

Communication: (Within Local Authority and to the community)

Success Factors

Internal awareness of
scheme.

External awareness (i.e.
publicity, awareness
level)

A

B

Score your performance

How important was this factor to the success of
your scheme?

Excellent Good Satisfactory Poor V-Poor

Critical Very Fairly Low Not at all

*

*

Comments (e.g. type of media used etc):

There were three sections of communications. The first involved a door knock and leaflet drop to all residents on the incentives
scheme in October. This was followed up with a letter (mid December) to remind residents of the scheme and a free cloth bag to
promote recycling in general. This letter also has some helpful tips on the back for a Recycling Christmas.

Next we door knocked in January and again in February with a questionnaire and free recycled pencil to promote recycling.

®,
o

Value of the Incentive

A

B

Score your performance

How important was this factor to the success of
your scheme?

Excellent Good Satisfactory Poor V-Poor Critical Very Fairly Low Not at all
19. Rate the success of the
incentive in promoting * *
your scheme.
Comments:
Page 4 of 5
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The incentive didn’t really promote recycling hugely on the estates. The recycling did increase over all however part of this was due to
change in collection method.

20. How was the success of the incentive monitored & evaluated? E.g. were there set targets for participation/tonnage recycled etc?

The project was deemed successful overall as we did succeed in increasing recycling tonnage and encouraging people to recycle

more however when questioned the vast majority of people felt a good reliable service was the most important factor in encouraging
recycling participation.

Page 5 of 5
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FIR - 005 The Association of Manufacturers and Domestic Appliances

Food Waste Disposer
Group

The Association of Manufacturers
of Domestic Appliances

Mr D Johnson

Chair of the Environment Committee
London Assembly

City Hall

The Queens Walk

LONDON

SE1 2AA

13 October 2010

Dear Mr Johnson
To what extent can financial incentives boost recycling rates?

AMDEA is the UK trade association for large and small domestic appliances. We
represent manufacturers at UK, European and international level; with government
and EU political institutions; in standards and approvals; with non-governmental
organisations; with consumers and in the media. AMDEA protects and promotes its
members' interests in all these fields.

Our members include the world’s leading manufacturers of in-sink domestic food
waste disposers, who draw on over 70 years of worldwide experience in the food
waste disposal sector, the capture and recycling of municipal waste and the recovery
of value from this waste stream.

Over the decades our members have accumulated (and continue to build) a
formidable evidence base of scientific knowledge in the municipal waste
management field - peer-reviewed research executed by academics and recognised
experts around the world. In addition to these data, we count on the practical
experience of their operations in over 80 countries including those societies, such as
Sweden, considered to be at the forefront of sound environmental management.

We are grateful for this opportunity to share the scientific knowledge and practical
experience gained as we firmly believe that any inquiry into boosting recycling rates
should acknowledge the potentially crucial role of domestic food waste disposers
(FWD) to capture and extract value from this waste stream, to remove it from
contaminating dry recyclables and motivating citizens to participate in dry recyclable
collection. We consider this is especially true in those areas with historically low
recycling performance — high-rise flats and the most densely populated areas of
London.

AMDEA

Rapier House

40-46 Lambs Conduit Street
London WC1N 3NW

Tel.: +44(0)20 7405 0666
Fax: +44(0)20 7405 6609
info@amdea.org.uk

Chairman: Uwe Hanneck, Chief Executive: Douglas Herbison
A company limited by guarantee
Registered in England No. 1465823
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Do financial incentive schemes lead to individual behavioural change over the
long term?

In AMDEA'’s view the essence of successfully motivating citizens to recycle lies in
making this task simple and achievable in practice. While financial incentives may
induce behavioural change in the short term, and are certainly useful to encourage
some people to try to do the right thing, continuity depends on simplifying what can
be onerous and inconvenient tasks for some citizens; depending on their type of
housing, state of health and “green” commitment.

The biggest challenge lies in high-rise buildings, multi-tenanted conversions and
densely populated streets where terraced houses open straight onto the pavement.
Living space is small and waste-storage space non-existent; both inside homes and
on the doorstep. Any frustration at managing the most difficult waste stream — food
waste - can be expected to lead in the long run to a reluctance or impatience to deal
with dry recyclables.

In-sink food waste disposers (FWDs) are a convenient and user friendly solution for
householders, particularly in flatted properties. They can grind practically all food
waste to minute particles that are easily carried away by the wastewater system,
directly to wastewater treatment works, all of which in London have anaerobic
digestion (AD) plants or will have reinstated them soon. Most of the sewage sludge
in the UK is treated by AD. The ease with which FWDs manage this task, in the
kitchen, has proved to encourage citizens in Sweden to adopt behaviours that have
cut municipal waste to landfill by 60%.

Are there other approaches that could achieve the same result (i.e. sustained
behavioural change, leading to improved recycling performance) that should
be considered first?

We suggest that removing food waste from the mix, by managing it when and where
it is produced, at the kitchen sink, avoids contamination of other recyclables, reduces
the burden for tenants and not least the weight, where other waste streams such as
cans, cartons and newspapers need to be carried down flights of stairs. The ease
with which they have managed their food waste is also more likely to create a
positive attitude and along with this the necessary energy and enthusiasm for
separating other recyclables.

In the context of the carbon footprint of FWDs, independent research (which we can
make available) has demonstrated that this option is second to none and better than
landfilling, incineration or centralised composting. They use minimal electricity, 2 — 3
kWh per year and via anaerobic digestion yield 25 times this amount of renewable
electricity around 76 kWh per functioning unit per year. In addition to valuable
biogas, fertiliser and soil improver can also be recovered from the output of FWDs,
using existing anaerobic digestion infrastructure which is now used to treat most
sewage sludge. The consensus from field studies is that additional water usage
where FWD are installed is low - in the order of one lavatory flush (6 litres) per
household per day.

Post-collection separation of dry-recyclables is a cost effective means of working
towards a zero waste economy but the yield of reusable or recyclable materials is
reduced/limited/compromised when wet, sticky, putrescible food waste contaminates
the waste. FWDs remove this risk at the kitchen sink. When surveyed, users have
consistently expressed high satisfaction rates (>90%).
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Typically domestic FWDs last for 12 years and remain in the property when the
tenants move on. In London with floating populations that move between boroughs
and recycling regimes this continuity is an important long term benefit. FWDs are
themselves 95% recyclable.

The best way to motivate most people to recycle more is to make it simple,
convenient, odour-free and consistent with their household arrangements. The last
might sound trivial but requiring people to have multiple bins inside and outside their
homes can be resented, especially if they smell. Information that it is good for the
planet and/or economy will motivate some people but not all.

Personal financial return is often a motivator as the following example from
Surahammar, Sweden shows. In 1997 Surahammar introduced new waste charges
which for kitchen food waste meant £0 per year for home-composters, £27 per year
for an 8-year leasing contract for a FWD installed by the municipality and £209 per
year for kerbside collection of kitchen waste. By late 1998 30% of households were
using FWD, in 2008 this had increased to 50%, 30% were home composting and
20% had kerbside collection. There were drop-off bins for cardboard, glass, plastic
and metal. Waste to landfill was cut from 3600 to 1400 tonnes/year. The wastewater
treatment works’ biogas increased by 46% but the load [cost] to the wastewater
treatment plant did not change; the hypothesis is that the dissolved load was
biodegraded by biofilms in the sewers, whereas particulate food particles passed
through to the anaerobic digester.

Surahammar shows, that when FWD are included in the mix of options for food
waste, the overall waste strategy enabled residents to decrease the waste sent to
landfill to 40% of the amount sent before the strategy was deployed. 50% of
residents found using a FWD was a convenient and hygienic option, 30% did home
composting and 20% used kerbside collection for their kitchen waste. The reduction
in contamination of residual waste and the improvement in separation of recyclables
accounted for this very impressive performance.

This Surahammar case study has passed peer review and is in print for publication in
the December issue of Water & Environment Journal. We can supply an advance
copy and if helpful can also check if one of the authors, Dr Tim Evans, might be
available to attend your public session on the 4 November.

What are the key considerations for local authorities thinking of implementing
financial incentive schemes?

One key consideration is whether the incentive is cost effective, another is whether it
induces long-lasting behaviour change.

The cost of domestic FWDs purchased in bulk is about £50 each. The typical life
expectancy of a domestic FWD is 12 years, i.e. £4.20 per year. The cost of food
waste collection and disposal to landfill is rising to about £170/tonne, if the typical
quantity of food waste is 180 kg/household.year, that is £30.60 per year. In addition
there is the increase in dry recyclable yield that can reasonably be expected and the
increase renewable energy production at London’s wastewater treatment works.
These figures show that FWD satisfy the cost effectiveness criterion. At over 90%
user satisfaction, FWD can be considered to satisfy the long-lasting behaviour
change criterion as well.
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For many householders, particularly those who are still unable or unwilling to recycle,
managing waste and recycling are not compartmentalised issues. Negative or
positive attitudes and enthusiasm to collaborate will be influenced by the hardest task
set for them. Making food waste easy to manage and taking it off the kerbside in
urban areas will give all other recycling policies a stronger chance of long term

SucCcess.

Yours sincerely

chln.. Ho b

Douglas Herbison
Chief Executive
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FIR - 006 Royal Borough of Windsor and Maidenhead

CASE STUDY: Behaviour Change

“Paying the public to recycle”

Introduction

This paper summarises a pilot stu dy that focu ses upon th e use of ani ncentivisation reward
scheme seeking to change community recycling.

The strategic objective was to divert waste from landfill by incent ivising households to increase
the amount of resid ual waste recy cled through t he use of po sitive enco uragement (‘ carrots’)
rather than legal sanction or the imposition of penalties (‘sticks’). The net effect of this i s to save
the avoida ble co st of la ndfill tax; redu ce the im pact upo n Coun cil tax; enco urage sustainable
behaviour; increa se recycling; demo nstrate community lead ership an d ‘exemplar st atus;
encourage community-based environmental stewardship; and stimulate the local economy.

Background

The Royal Borough of Windsor and Maidenhead (RBWM) is a unitary bo rough with 142 ,000
residents, 66,000 households.

The social demography of the area is predominantly Acorn classes A, B and C; being perceived
as an affluent area.

In terms of recycli ng performance RBWM is currently around 37 %; has high con sumption value
generating ~700 kg /hh pa of waste arisings; and sending some 42,000 tpa to landfill.

In September 2008 RBWM embarked on a pioneer project to test out whether incentivisation was
an effective intervention driver for encouraging and motivating households to increase the amount
of waste recycled and decrease the amount of residual waste.

To facilitate the pilot scheme the Council supplied larger capacity (240 litre) wheeled bins in lieu
of a twin box (56 litres each). The perceived benefits of the system was a rewards programme
that linked the amount of recycled material (weight) to earning redeemable reward points through
a network of national and local re ward partn ers. In other words, the mo re one recy cled, the
greater the rewards earned up to a pre-determined capped number of points.

The Scheme

The recycling incentivisation scheme, the firstin the UK, i s based on 4 pillars of behavioural

change: (i) design; (ii) communication; (iii) measurement; and (iv) rewards.

(i) Design:

Making life easy (convenience) to the point of instilling habitual behaviour;

Making recycling accessible and offering choice;

Using community based marketing techniques;

Focusing upon ‘encouragement’ and positive behaviours such as incentives, feel

good factors and WIIFM?

e Taking into account past and present experiences through examining complaints,
past experiences and problem resolution strategies.

(ii) Communication:
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Information and Education — Targeted and strategic press campaign coordinated
with ho usehold out reach throu gh lett ers from th e co uncil, a nd regi stration
information that is consistent with the measurement;

The u se of language - How the de sired a ction, the mea surement an d the
achievements are described and communicated to the pu blic. The beliefwas
messages not only have to be relational to the achievements or actions made by
the members, but also ne eded to spea k to the self serving side of the reward s
scheme while also po sitioning the resident as part of a bigg er communal effort,
as a socially conscious programme th at has direct impact on t he environment
and communities. Essentially, the sche me makes it OK to be selfish, taking th e
guilt out of greed.

(iii) Measurement:

(iv) Reward:
[ ]

A pre -occupation with relevant metri cs was deemed imp ortant in order to
demonstrate to participants the sense of achievement.

To gauge the effectiveness of the scheme and to ensure objective evaluation of
the key pa rameters of success the following basket of mea sures were agreed:
reliability (chi ps and technology); wei ght-based data; activations; redemptions;
reward points earned and redeemed; perceived monetary value earned; numbers
of Reward partners; customer perception indices.

Access to on-lin e acco unts with re al time measu rement statistics of an
individual’'s efforts tran slated into re wards and p ersonal contribution to redu cing
environmental impacts.

Targeting local retailers a nd businesses, makin g sure that the local econo mic
factor was considered when seeking out Reward Part ners, focusing upon a mix
of rewards to serve all residents, including donations to local schools.

An appreciation of what works in Windsor does not necessarily work in Wales so
in terms of consume rism ensuring a blend (choice) of re wards th at refle ct the
characteristics and demographics of the community.

How The System Works

The system works by using state of the art te chnology. A Radio Frequency Identification (RFID)
chip is embedded in a wheelie bin. The chip has a unique identification number that is scanned
and assigned to the Unique P roperty Refe rence Number (UP RN) a nd encrypted codes. The
waste collection vehicles are fitted with scanners and calibrated weigh cells that enable the bin to
be lifted (on emptying) to be sc anned, identified and assigned to a property and weighed. The
weight is captured and entered on to a data base. Households that ‘activate’ their p ersonalised
accounts are married up with their weight data that is converted to reward points and entered as
an entry on to their p ersonalised activated acc ount. On-line access to personalised a ccounts
provides det ails on the rewa rd points earne d and particip ants choose from a list of rewards
available offered by approximately 115 local Reward Partners.

Does Incentivisation Work?

The Customer’s Perspective

91% found it easy to participate in the programme
69% found ordering rewards simple

72% thought the choice of rewards were great
Average value of household rewards £135/pa
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Recycling Performance

Appendix 1 shows the in crease above a ba seline figure of ~6kg/hh/pw, in dicating an average
35% increase in weight of re cycled materials collected over the pilot period.(as of 30th June
2010)

Participation & Economic Activity Summary

One of the objectives of the pilot scheme was to establish wheth er incentivisation was an
effective intervention for stimulating economic growth. Appendix 2 sets out some of the headline
results that strongly suggest that the scheme has had a positive impact upon the local economy
and is well supported by local residents earning and redeeming points through local outlets.

e Total number of potential HH 3,630

o Activation Rate 71%

e Reward Points earned 4,700,000
e Reward Points spent 609,250

e Spent Points value £40,60 0

e ‘PV’ of Reward Points earned £313,000
e ‘PV’ earned per HH £120

Independent Validation Study

Towards the end of the pil ot scheme RBWM commissioned an in dependent waste composition
analysis, the objective of which was to ascertain whether there are positive changes in the waste
disposal behaviour of residents who have actively registered themselves onto the scheme.

The indicative results indicated:
(i) In terms of waste diversion:

o 95% (activated) presented residual waste for collection compared with 82% (non-
activated) households.

e Activated ho useholds contained le ss resid ual waste (9.6 kg/hh/wk) than non-
activated households (11.5kg/hh/wk).

o Around 24% of residual waste collected from non-activated kerbside properties
could h ave been diverte d to mixed kerbside recycling compared to 14% for
activated households.

o 4.8% of re sidual waste from no n-activated households wa s re cyclable gard en
waste; compared with 3.1% from activated households.

(i) In terms of recycling:
o 88% of activated h/h pre  sented re cycling bin s co mpared with 82% of non-
activated h/h.
e Activated h/h set out far more kerb side recycling at 6.8kg/hh/wk when compared
with 5.0kg/hh/wk for non-activated h/h.
¢ Recycling material collected from non-activated h/h (16.2%) was seento be far
more contaminated that that from activated h/h (7.7%).
e The capture rate for all re cycling m aterials fo r non-activated h/h  was 6 5%
compared with 83% for activated h/h.
e Capture rates for all individual recyclables were seen to be higher for a ctivated
h/h.
- recyclable glass (92% activated; 68% - non-activated).
- cardboard (83% activated; 57% - non-activated)
- paper (82% activated; 60% - non-activated)
- plastic bottles (76% activated; 69% - non-activated)
- metals (70% activated; 65% - non-activated)
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(iii) In terms of Costs and Financial Return:

e The costs associated with the Recy clebank schem e are ba sed on one of two
models: (a) a flat sub scription fee levie d per household irre spective of wheth er
the account is ‘activated’. This is also subjectto a performance based sliding
scale shoul d the percent age of weigh t co llected a bove a state d thre shold be
exceeded; and (b) a percentage of the landfill diversion savings. RBWM opted for
the former i.e. flat fee option.

o Revenue costs to the Borough i.e. subscription costs, publicity and additional net
processing savings have proved to be cost neutral based on a 25% increase in
weight of recycled mate rials ag ainst a n establi shed baseline. The Borough is
currently experiencing a 35% increase.

o Capital costs relate to the cost of the news bins; bin lifts and on-board scan ning
equipment and weigh cells. These costs need to be amortised over 10 and 8
years respectively.

e Given this was a ‘pioneering’ project all financial projections were founded upon
sensitivity analysis.

The overall evaluation of the scheme across a basket of key perfo rmance indicators an d set
targets confirmed th at in centivisation was an e ffective means of stimulating positive beh aviour
change in the 3800 p articipants in the pilot project. Consequently, RBWM agreed to roll o ut the
scheme to all households in the Boroug h in two phases. Phase | is being rolled out to ~46,500
households with a completion date of end-November 2010; and Phase Il to the remaining 13,000
households comp rising multi-o ccupancy properties, na rrow a ccess, and propertie s receiving
residual collections using refuse sacks. Phase Il is due to be rolled out from December 2010 and
will be b ased ona community-based, particip atory sch eme ra ther than one which i s weight
based. This represents a new te chnological solution to ensure th ere is community equality and
fairness. This should provide interesting data around a scheme based on ‘trust’ and ‘honesty’.

N.B. the grap h illustrated in Appendix 1 : Recycling Performance is a ru nning average from the
onset of the pilot co-mingled scheme to present day (September 2010) and includes some of the
Borough-wide roll out that commenced collections on 7" June 2010.

Way Forward

This pilot sch eme has pioneered a fre sh approach to cha nging people’s behaviour through the
use of incentives. There is little dou bt at the local level it is perceived as a ‘win-win-win’ situation
in term s of society-economics — envi ronmental stimulus. B ut why hasitb een perceived so
successful, surpassing any initial expectations and been so readily accepted by the community as
a whole demonstrated through high levels of participation, activity and support?

There are a number of theories and models relating to behaviour change that might help explain
the relative success of this particular program. However, few ha ve given attention to m odels or
theories th at attempt to u nderstand be haviour change within g roups, organizations and whole
communities. The design of programs to reach populations requires a respectful understanding of
how those communities work, their b arriers and constraints and enablers to change and what
influences behaviours in general.

Mounting eviden ce sug gests that beh aviour ch ange occurs in stages a nd movement th rough
these stages is likely to  be cy clical in nature, progre ssing th rough th e sta ges of adoption,
maintenance, relapse and re-adoption over time. The objective must be to instill a sense of
habituation such that be haviours be come su b-conscious and * a way of life’. Certainly, an
examination of the reasons for the success of the RBWM scheme when cross checked against a
number of behaviour theories suggest there are strong links between the theoretical factors and
the approach adopted by RBWM, consciously or otherwise.
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Although the RBWM pilot scheme has been based on recycling, itself an et hical and socially
acceptable behaviour, the opportunities to expand the concepts of this scheme to other areas are
limitless on ce the sy stem be comes p ublicly accepted an d trust ed. Th ese o pportunities might
include, for example:

= Targeting incentivisation at ‘reducing consumption’ in more general terms.
= Waste minimisation — residual; launching organics collections;

= Carbon reduction;

= Contribution to climate change i.e. mitigation/adaptation;

= Transport — modal shifts;

= Health agenda — e.g. ‘Get Fit’; CHD & obesity;

= Council tax rebates on a wider scale;

= School curricula;

=  Wider sustainability agenda

= ‘Big Society’ agenda

The use of ince ntives as part of the evolving ‘Big Society’ agenda is bein g explored in more
depth.

Summary

RBWM has pioneered a recycling incentivisation scheme to rewa rd households for p ositive and
sustainable behaviour - a community and individual behaviour change programme that is founded
upon motivation and positive encouragement.

RBWM believes this pilot scheme h as demonstrated that incentivisation can be used to ch ange
behaviour and be used as a publicly acceptable and effective policy intervention instrument.

The initiative has demonstrated that in the context of chan ging recycling behaviour the chosen
incentivisation scheme:
= Significantly increases recycling rates
Saves money on landfill and taxes
Drives economic value for residents
Stimulates local economy
Offers significant opportunities to expand the concept into other areas

T.J.Gould Bsc (Hons); FCIEH; DMS
Head of Public Protection
Royal Borough of Windsor and Maidenhead.

September 2010

Creative Commons Copyright: http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/3.0/ 5
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Appendix 1: Recycling Performance
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Appendix 2: Claimed Behaviour Change

SURVEY QUESTION YES NO JUNSURE
PROBABLY|

Q1: Are you recycling more since the start of 70% 29% 1%
the programme?
Q2: Are you recycling more frequently since) 51% 49% -
the start of the programme?
Q3: Are you being more careful now of what is 65% 34% 1%
being recycled?
Q4: Is everyone else getting involved in 7% 15% 8%
recycling now? (EVERYONE)|(ADULTS)
Q5: Will you try to recycle more because you 55% 15% 30%

can receive rewards now?

Q6: Have you ordered rewards since joining the| 66% 34% -
programme?

Q7: Does receiving Reward Points encourage| 50% 15% 35%
you to recycle more?

Q8: Would you say that rewards are a good| 78% 20% 2%

reason to recycle?
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FIR-007 Waste Watch

Waste Watch @

Change the world around you

Consultation on financial incentives for recycling

Waste Watch response, 12 September 2010

Waste Watch

56 - 64 Leonard Street
London EC2A 4LT

T +44(0)20 75490300
F +44(0)207549 0301

www.wastewatch.org.uk
info@wastewatch.org.uk
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About Waste Watch

Waste Watch (registered charity no.1005417) is an independent, not-for-profit, environmental
organisation specialising in promoting sustainable resource use across the UK. Our vision is of
a less wasteful society, and we believe everyone has a part to play in reducing waste and
living more sustainably.

Since it was established in 1987, Waste Watch has been promoting pro-environmental
behaviour change through communications campaigns, community engagement and schools
education programmes. Though our work has been primarily focused on waste and recycling,
we are increasingly applying the knowledge and experience we have acquired across the
sustainable behaviours spectrum.

We are funded by charitable trusts, the corporate sector, local and central government and
individuals.

With nearly 20 years’ experience of working with the education and waste management
sectors in the UK, we have accomplished some outstanding achievements. Waste Watch'’s
successes include:

1980s
e Created first National Directory of Recycling Information

1990s
e Co-ordinated the first national waste awareness week
o Created first ever UK Recycled Products Guide
e Drew up Manifesto for Market Development, which lead to the formation of
WRAP (Waste and Resources Action Programme)

2000s
¢ Launched the telephone recycling information service Wasteline and accompanying
website www.wasteonline.org.uk (reaching over 70,000 visitors per month)
e Launched Recycle Western Riverside, the UK’s largest regional public waste
awareness campaign
e Created ‘Rethink Rubbish’ which led to the national ‘Recycle Now’ campaign
e Cycler, the rapping robot, met his one millionth child after visiting over 5,000 schools

Waste Watch contact

Claudia Kuss-Tenzer

Research & Policy Programme Manager

Tel: 0207 549 0311

Email: claudia.kuss-tenzer@wastewatch.org.uk
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Consultation questions

Waste Watch welcomes the opportunity to respond to London Assembly’s Environment
Committee consultation on the potential role of financial incentives in improving recycling
performance.

Below we set out our views on each question, supported by evidence where possible.

1. Do financial incentives schemes lead to individual behaviour change to waste
management over the long term?

Incentives can play an important role in encouraging householders, businesses and
communities to reduce their waste and to increase recycling.

It is important to distinguish between different types of financial incentives such as

1. Variable charging for waste collection and disposal service

This type of scheme rewards households and businesses that reduce their overall waste
generation through waste prevention and recycling. It works by applying variable direct
charges for waste collection and disposal services based on weight or volume of residual
waste set out. Many EU countries have this kind of scheme and it has been attributed with
reductions in overall waste volumes and increased landfill diversion rates.

A study commissioned by the CIWM in 2003 supports this." Costs of such schemes vary
depending on the cost of disposal; however, with increasing landfill tax, costs of implementing
such schemes reduce significantly. The effect on recycling and waste arisings depends on
recycling performance at the start of the scheme — where performance is low at the outset,
increases in recycling are likely to be greater that where the recycling rate is already high.

2. Deposit refund schemes

Deposit refund schemes for packaging waste have been shown to increase recycling rates in

countries such as Germany. Here a universal point-of-purchase fee is levied on the packaging
items targeted, which is refunded when the packaging item is returned to registered collection
facilities.

Recent figures from the Deutsche Pfandsystem GmbH (German Deposit Scheme) put return
rates for packaging with deposit, including high value materials such aluminium cans, at
89.5%.

A recent report by the Campaign for the Protection of Rural England (CPRE) has provided
valuable insights into how such a system could work in the UK and how it would increase
recycling.?

3. Financial payments for recycling set out

Schemes such as RecycleBank act as a loyalty scheme which lets recyclers collect points
every time they set out recyclables for collection. The points collected are converted into
shopping vouchers and other monetary incentives. To our knowledge no independent
research has been undertaken to date to show evidence that this type of scheme increases
recycling rates.

The trial scheme run by the Royal Borough of Windsor & Maidenhead showed increases in
recycling yields by weight between 30-35% for households that had activated a RecycleBank

'To charge or not to charge, CIWM, 2003, http://www.ciwm.co.uk/mediastore/FILES/10529.pdf
? Have we got the bottle?, CPRE, September 2010
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account. However, this did not necessarily translate into a corresponding increase in the
borough’s recycling rate as contamination with non-recyclable waste also increased. *

Reports from the US indicate an increase in recycling rates to around 40% but this has already
been exceeded in the UK by around one quarter of local authorities, without the need to offer
any such incentive. We also need a better grasp of the impact on different socio-economic
groups — the maximum value that can be claimed is £100 worth of points, which is a very
different proposition for a poor family than a wealthy one.

2. Does this type of intervention promote recycling best practice or can it lead to
unintended consequences?

Itis a common concern that charging for waste collections service will lead to increased fly-
tipping. However, this is not borne out by the experience of countries using these systems,
particularly where variable charging systems are combined with a deposit refund system for
packaging.

Deposit refund schemes have a positive side effect in that they act as a deterrent to litter by
putting a value on the packaging often discarded by consumers where no deposit is charged.

Financial incentive payments such as RecycleBank have a number of potential negative
impacts which should be considered in an overall cost-benefit analysis. These include:

Impact on collections scheme: RecycleBank works best with co-mingled collections of
recyclables where only one container needs to be weighed, scanned and emptied. This could
act as a barrier to increasing separate collections of recyclables wastes, as envisaged by the
revised Waste Framework Directive. The separate collection of recyclable wastes is crucial to
achieve the quality of recycled materials required by UK reprocessors.

WRAP’s 2009 MRF Quality Assessment Study includes quantitative and qualitative evidence
that co-mingled material processed through MRFs still fails to meet the quality standard
required by UK and mainland EU reprocessors. Standards may still be declining, according to
reprocessor experience, and most MRFs do not appear to have taken notice of the quality
imperative.

It is theoretically possible to implement a scheme like RecycleBank with a kerbside-sort
scheme, but this would presumably be more costly as usually such schemes use at least two
recycling containers to keep paper separate in order to ensure its market value and quality.

In Maidenhead and Windsor the scheme is to being trialled on garden waste — is this an
appropriate material stream?

Costs to the taxpayer: The administrative costs of a scheme like RecycleBank need to be
met by local authorities and ultimately the taxpayer. Any savings on landfill tax and other
disposal will be offset by the RecycleBank’s operating costs, whereas these saving could be
realised in full if recycling had been increased through purely voluntary means. There are also
likely to be start-up costs such as the introduction of bins with electronic chips that enable the
collection of points.

Fairness and equal access: An essential requirement for the operation of RecycleBank is the
identification of individual households’ recycling receptacles to ensure reward points are
allocated to the correct household. The main way of doing so is by providing householders

3 ‘RecycleBank trial exceeds expectations in Windsor’, LetsRecycle.com, o February 2010,
http://www.letsrecycle.com/do/ecco.py/view_item?listid=37&listcatid=5477 &listitemid=54570
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with electronically tagged bins, although reportedly there can be problems with matching the
correct bin and household by the collection crew. The scheme can work for flats door-to-door
collection schemes, whereby householders are provided with a disposable tag to tie onto their
recycling bags. The same system can work for communal bins, provided the collection
contractor has a system in place to separate the tags before the recycling bags are sent for
reprocessing. However, this clearly constitutes an extra cost and additional layer of complexity
for collection scheme operators.

People living in flats are often the very residents incentives need to target because of their
lower propensity to recycle due to constraints as less convenient recycling facilities and lack of
storage space within their homes.

It is also not fair that people, who are often on lower incomes, are excluded from the
opportunity to benefit from financial incentives.

Doing the right thing: Evidence from focus group research we have undertaken for many
local authorities in London and elsewhere shows that residents don’t feel that ‘throwing money
at a problem’ is always the best solution to increasing recycling. Furthermore, ‘doing the right
thing’ has a feel-good factor associated with it and makes people feel more connected with
their local community. This would be in the spirit of the Big Society ideal, where people do
things for the good of their community and country rather than for personal financial gain.

This kind of financial incentive also sets a negative precedent for other pro-environmental
behaviours in that people might expect to be paid for driving or flying less for example.

Increased contamination: As financial incentive schemes such as RecycleBank are weight-
based, people might be tempted to increase the number of points collected by setting out
items in their recycling bin that can’t be recycled within the local scheme.

This has been borne out by the experience of the trial scheme operated in RB Windsor &
Maidenhead where a 30-35% increase by weight was experienced as a result of the
introduction of the RecycleBank scheme. However, a council representative was quick to
point out the difference between collected material and increases in the local authority's
recycling rate as not all the material set out could necessarily be recycled.*

Encourages more consumption and counter-acts waste prevention messages: There is
also concern over the fact that increased recycling is rewarded with shopping vouchers which
encourage increased consumption and thus increased waste arisings. This kind of mixed
message is likely to counter-act any waste prevention messages that local authorities are
promoting alongside their recycling campaigns.

3. Are there any other approaches that could achieve the same aim (i.e. sustained
behavioural change, leading to improved recycling performance) that should be
considered first?

We feel that current proposals favouring financial payments to individuals for recycling more
should only be a last resort where other methods do not work.

As the rapid increase in recycling rates over the last decade have demonstrated, existing
policies have been highly successful and recycling is now firmly embedded as a mainstream
activity that individuals adopt voluntarily.

4 ‘RecycleBank trial exceeds expectations in Windsor’, LetsRecycle.com, 9" February 2010,
http://www.letsrecycle.com/do/ecco.py/view_item?listid=37&listcatid=5477 &listitemid=54570

88



Other instruments such as residual waste bin size restrictions and alternate weekly collections
of residual waste, combined with separate weekly collections of food waste, have even
resulted in the reduction in the overall waste levels. In 2008/09, the top ten recycling
authorities operated alternate weekly collections. An example of this is the innovative and well-
designed recycling scheme of the Somerset Waste Partnership.

Community based incentives such as improved local environmental quality or community
infrastructure, rather than individual material incentives, will result in longer-term behaviour
change through changing values and social norms. This clearly chimes with the Coalition
Government’s Big Society principle.

Competitions between neighbourhoods have also been shown to embed norms and to
encourage long-term behaviour change.®

We also believe that the national government should re-consider the introduction of a deposit
refund scheme as part of its producer responsibility system. Deposit refund systems are also

more socially equitable than financial incentives such as RecycleBank, as they are universally
applied on a nation-wide basis and accessible to anyone.

A report produced for CIWM in 2007 sets out advantages and disadvantages of various
different approaches. °

4. What are the key considerations for local authorities thinking of implementing
financial incentive schemes?

Any local authority considering the introduction of financial incentive schemes needs to ensure
that the existing recycling infrastructure, collection services and communications are working
well. If incentives are introduced without these essential in place, there could be a backlash
from residents feeling unable to participate in the scheme because of missed collections for
example and communication will be vital to prevent increased contamination.

Local authorities should undertake cost benefit analyses that consider the costs of financial
payments schemes compared to the cost of voluntary approaches as set out above. This
analysis needs to include:

e administrative costs of the scheme

o start-up investments, e.g. equipping bins with electronic chips and collection vehicles
with readers

retraining of collection crew

potential changes to existing recycling collection contracts

cost of communication of service change and promoting the new scheme

landfill tax savings

additional income from increased quantities of recyclables (taking into account quality
of the materials)

potential increase in contamination and rejected loads

o different impact on lower and higher income households

e equality of access to the scheme, e.g. in hard to reach areas such as blocks of flats

® The Surrey Scholar Project, University of Surrey, 2005
® Direct and variable charging for residual waste — Overview of key issues, CIWM, 2007,
http://www.ciwm.co.uk/mediastore/FILES/14030.pdf
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FIR - 008 Royal Borough of Kensington and Chelsea

Do financial incentive schemes lead to individual behavioural
change to waste management over the long term?

Response: | am aware that some authorities have started financial
schemes and found them to be successful. The behavioural change
needs to be balanced with the financial impact after deducting
outlay, and at what point it is deemed to be worth it. Whether they
achieve behavioural change in the long term is best answered by
those authorities. A financial incentive scheme would reward
existing recyclers in addition to new ones (unless there was a
complex system of deducting a threshold recycling level), which
could be viewed as unnecessary expense.

Does this type of intervention promote best practice
recycling or can it lead to unintended consequences?
Response: Any incentive scheme is likely to raise awareness of
proper treatment of waste which is no bad thing. Whether it is best
practice depends on individual circumstances. Those authorities
who choose to have, for example, chipped wheelie bins can more
easily measure wastes produced and calculate financial incentives
accordingly; (whether or not this leads to adverse behaviour such
as residents taking waste from elsewhere to raise their own
recycling would best be answered by those authorities implementing
such schemes). For those authorities who do not operate rigid
containerised systems, or where it is almost impossible to allocate
wastes presented to particular dwellings (because of the layout of
properties for example) there is no practical way of allocating a
financial incentive through kerbside recycling.

Are there other approaches that could achieve the same aim
(ie sustained behavioural change, leading to improved
recycling performance) that should be considered first?
Response: This mainly depends on the demographics and physical
make up of properties in an authority. The Royal Borough of
Kensington and Chelsea has a significant challenge in
communicating effectively with our residents and businesses over
waste issues because of the high transient population. Reaching
the correct individual who is responsible for waste issues is difficult
enough; once achieved, that person often moves on. The process
involves constant revisits and repetition. It would be helpful if
landlords and letting agents were required to ensure their tenants
all received information relating to waste storage and presentation.
It would also be helpful if all kitchens were equipped with the
means to separate wastes easily, for example using trio bins or
similar receptacles. At the moment this cannot be imposed, but it
has the potential to make a significant difference if it were
compulsory, say, for new developments or refurbishments. This
could apply to domestic and commercial premises, especially
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bearing in mind the proposed change in definition to municipal
waste. National campaigns about waste issues help to drip feed
messages. Taking a more regulatory approach, compulsory
recycling schemes also reinforce the requirement to separate
wastes and are possibly more viable where it is difficult to allocate
financial incentives (even though it may be hard to track down
producers, simply knowing it is a requirement to separate will lead
to some people complying). Authorities could apply incentives to
the whole street, for example by providing hanging baskets or some
other environmental enhancement, but this is not simple, or cheap,
to measure or administer.

What are the key considerations for local authorities thinking
of implementing financial incentive schemes?

Response: In addition to the above, the process and cost of
administration should be carefully thought through.

With regard to the table that was attached, we have not tried a
financial incentive scheme at all in the past.

Kind regards
Kathy May

Head of Waste Management and Markets
Royal Borough of Kensington and Chelsea
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FIR - 009 London Borough of Haringey
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FIR-011 RecycleBank

Response to the London Assembly

1) Do financial incentive schemes lead to individual behavioural change to waste management over the
long term?

There is evidence to show that financial incentive schemes lead to sustained behavioural change over
the long term. The RecycleBank programme has been available for kerbside recycling since initial tech
trials in June 2009, and therefore two examples from the US from two of the longest serving clients are
shown below. These examples relate to Clayton, New Jersey and Upper Dublin, Philadelphia:

Clayton NJ half year average recycling weights
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~—
< 60.00
~—
§ 50.00
% 40.00 * ¢ ¢ ¢ *

30.00

H1 2008 H2 2008 H1 2009 H2 2009 H12010
=—4—Pre RB Baseline  =fll=Av lbs/hh/wk
Upper Dublin half year average recycling
weights
- 90
Pn e . .
£
§-60
£ 5 . - - - *
Z 40
H1 2008 H2 2008 H1 2009 H2 2009 H12010
=—4—Pre RB baseline  =fll=Av lbs/hh/wk

The recycling performance of residents in both these municipalities is significantly higher than the pre-
RecycleBank base line (shown in blue) and has continued at a consistent rate since the implementation
of the programme. Please note that the total waste arisings for both municipalities was unavailable.

We would suggest that the slight drop in recycling shown H1 2009 into H2 2009 would mirror a drop in
the total waste arisings brought on by a reduction in consumption from the global economic downturn.

93



2) Does this type of intervention promote best practice recycling or can it lead to unintended
consequences?

Response: We believe that rewards for recycling supports best practice. By incentivising recycling, there
are three key benefits; households are generally more interested in recycling as there is now a tangible,
personal benefit to recycling. In a recent survey, 82%* of RecycleBank customers claimed to be recycling
more since the implementation of the programme. In addition we believe that this heightens awareness
of the materials that can be recycled, leading to householders diverting recyclate from the residual
waste stream towards the recycling waste stream, thus maximising the level of recycling diverted. In a
recent survey, 74%* of customers surveyed are more careful of what’s being recycled to make sure that
they receive their points. Additionally residents are recycling more frequently as a result of joining the
RecycleBank programme. In the same survey®*, 70% of RecycleBank customers claimed to be recycling
more frequently since starting on the RecycleBank programme.

There is no evidence of unintended consequences as a result of incentivising householders to recycle. A
cap is applied to the number of points that an individual household can earn within any given month.
This ensures that residents that may attempt to challenge the system by making their recyclate heavier
than it is (e.g. filling plastic bottles with liquid or including soggy paper) aren’t rewarded. In addition,
there is no evidence to suggest that rewarding customers drives an increase in consumption. In fact in
these tough and challenging financial times, there is evidence that customers are turning to coupons
and vouchers in lieu of cash to maintain their spending power.

3) Are there other approaches that could achieve the same aim (i.e. sustained behavioural change,
leading to improved recycling performance) that should be considered first?

Response: RecycleBank has evidence to prove that recycling performance with the programme can be
increased over and above the benefits of implementing the fundamental building blocks of a recycling
programme. It’s important to ensure that residents are aware and educated and that the correct
frequency of collection and capacity are available for residents. However, excellent recycling
infrastructure, awareness and education of residents will take the level of recycling to a particular level,
but we believe that incentivising residents to recycle can take recycling to higher levels.

In our trials with Halton Borough Council, we worked with an innovative and progressive local authority
that had implemented service changes, educated residents and invested heavily in a communications
campaign to increase recycling. Implementing the RecycleBank scheme helped take recycling in the
Borough to a new level and in the trial; residents on the RecycleBank trial recycled 60% more weight
than those without access to the scheme.
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4) What are the key considerations for local authorities thinking of implementing financial incentive
schemes?

There are a number of key considerations for local authorities when considering implementing
financial incentive schemes, which we believe include:

e There may be a need to invest in some assets in order to implement an incentive scheme such as
RecycleBank, e.g. weighing technology and RFID tags. However these costs are generally recovered
over the lifetime of the contract as savings increase where landfill taxes will rise in future years.

e Understanding the authority’s waste composition analysis is important to ensure that there is
sufficient recyclate in the residual stream to create savings. If recycling rates cannot be driven much
higher, then economic benefit is harder to establish.

e An engaging communications plan in place to make sure the scheme is clearly promoted to the
residents. If residents don’t know about it or how to use it properly, then the scheme will not be a
success. A good incentives company such as RecycleBank should be able to provide this as part of
their service.

e Arobust baseline is important to ensure that the benefit of implementation of a financial incentive
scheme, such as RecycleBank can be measured correctly.

e A customer care support process in place, residents will have queries and questions as they regularly
use the scheme. They need to be responded to in a timely and accurate manner to ensure continued
success of the scheme. Once again you should look for you incentives company to provide this.

e Financial incentive schemes, such as RecycleBank, can offer wider economic benefits. By working
with local shops & businesses, individual reward programmes are created. These reward programmes
will drive custom into local shops and businesses, supporting local economic development and
employment.

e Programmes must offer a wide variety of reward partners, and give residents the ability to donate
their points to good causes. The RecycleBank green schools programme allows residents to donate
their points towards environmental grants which enable environmentally based projects to take
place.

e Finally a financial incentives scheme, such as RecycleBank, can create a “halo” effect for local
authorities. In a recent survey* of RecycleBank customers, 95% of customers said that they would
recommend RecycleBank to friends and family. The positive equity from this recommendation
reflects well on the local authority.

e Steps towards a waste minimisation programme.

*Survey of 1,777 residents of the RecycleBank programme from April and July 2010.
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FIR - 012(a) London Borough of Lambeth

Estates Incentives Pilot Scheme - Residents survey form

Introduction

I am working for the local council, H&F, and | was wondering if | could speak to you about the local recycling scheme? |just have few questions
I'd like to ask you.

Survey information

i Surveyors name

ii Date

iii  |Block name

iv  |Flat number

Estates recycling scheme

1 |Do you use the recycling banks in the estate?

| Yes (complete section A) I:lNo (complete section B)

Section A. Uses estates recycling scheme

2 |How often do you use the recycling banks?

A few times a
Everyday week Weekly

Fortnightly |:|M°mh'y I:lRare'v

Other (please specify)

3 |How do you store your recycling within your home?

What type of container do you use to take your recylables down to the bank? (plastic bag, box etc)

4 |How often do you recycle the following materials in the estates recycling banks? (prompt resident with materials)

Never have any of
this material to
Always Sometimes Rarely Never recycle

Newspaper / paper

Magazines

Cardboard

Glass bottles/jars

Drink & Food Cans

Aerosols

Plastic Bottles

Other (please specify)

5 |How would you rate the recycling bank scheme on this estate?

On arating of 1 to 5 (1 being Poor and 5 being Very Good)

| |Is it well promoted (enough information about the scheme provided)

| |ease of access to the recycling banks

| |is it clean/well maintained

Other Comments
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NOW GO TO SECTION C
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Section B. Does not use estates recycling scheme

1

Why do you not use the recycling bank?

| |Not enough time

| |Not interested in recycling

| |Bring banks/bins are too full

| |Bring banks are too far away

| |Unaware of the scheme

| |Scheme not convenient

Other (please note reasons)

Would you recycle if:
You were provided with a reusable sack to store and carry your recyclables

If the recycle banks were closer

If the Estate could win a prize

NOW GO TO SECTION C

Section C. Ask all residents

1

Which of the following would encourage you to recycle more?

| |M0re information about how to recycle

| |M0re information about why to recycle

| |Making recycling easier

| |Entry into a lottery for recycling

| |If recycling was made compulsory and you were fined if you did not recycle

| |Paying for the amount of rubbish you produce

What would you recommed to make recycling more effective on this estate?

|No

Yes (please specify)

If this estate were to win some funding for improvements such as:

anew or improved childrens play area

landscaping on the estate

landscaping or environmental improvements to local schools

landscaping or environmnetal improvements to community resources such as meeting rooms and halls

what improvements would you like to be made?
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|Please specify
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THANK RESIDENT FOR COMPLETING SURVEY
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FIR - 012(b) London Borough of Lambeth

Estates Incentives Pilot Scheme - Residents survey form

Introduction

I'am working for the local council and | was wondering if | could speak to you about the local recycling scheme? | just have few questions
I'd like to ask you.

Survey information

i Surveyors name

ii Date

i |Block name

iv. [Flat number & floor

Estates recycling scheme

1 |Do you use the recycling banks in the estate?

H

Yes (complete section A) No (complete section B)

Section A. Uses estates recycling scheme
2 |How often do you use the recycling banks?

A few times a

Every day week Weekly

!
il
il

Fortnightly Monthly Rarely

Other (please specify)

3 |Are you aware of the recycling competition that your estate is taking part in? (show flyer & explain)

H
!
D

Yes No Don't know

4a |Did you receive one of these flyers or a letter from the council about the competition? (show flyer)

H
U
D

Yes No Don't know

4b |Yes - Has the competition and the chance of winning the money changed the way you think about recycling®

]

Yes No Don't know
Recycle

more

No effect - still recycle the
same amount

0
L

Other (please specify)

5 [How often do you recycle the following materials in the estates recycling banks? (prompt resident with materials)

Never have any of
this material to
Always Sometimes Rarely Never recycle

Newspaper / paper

Magazines

Cardboard

Glass bottles/jars

Drink & Food Cans

Aerosols

Plastic Bottles

Other (please specify)|

6 |How would you rate the recycling bank scheme on this estate?
On arating of 1to 5 (1 being Poor and 5 being Very Good)

Is it well promoted (enough information about the scheme provided)

ease of access to the recycling banks

|

is it clean/well maintained

Other Comments

NOW GO TO SECTION C
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7 |Why do you not use the recycling bank? -open question
_Not interested in recycling
_Bring banks/bins are too full
_Bring banks are too far away
_Unaware of the recycling scheme
_Recycling scheme not convenient
_omer (please note reasons)
8 |Are you aware of the recycling competition that your estate is taking part in? (show flyer & explain)
9 |Did you receive one of these flyers or a letter from the council about the competition? (show flyer)
Yes - can | please ask why the competition and incentive of winning the money did not encourage you to recycle?
Not Can not be
interested bothered Don't know
o Specify)_
10 |What would make you recycle?

NOW GO TO SECTION C

What would you recommend to make recycling more effective on this estate?

Don't know

Prompts

more recycle bins
more information
Incentives

THANK RESIDENT FOR COMPLETING SURVEY
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FIR - 012(c) London Borough of Lambeth

Cotton Gardens 45.18 35.13 65.39
Hertford 53.04 65.64 68.91
Heath Road 90 82.79 77.88
Denby Court 36.52 199.33 74.29
Baseline (kg/hh/year) Average Increase (kg/hh/year)
Cotton Gardens 34.81 48.57
Hertford 56.17 62.53
Heath Road 89.55 83.56
Denby Court 17.09 103.38
INCENTIVE SCHEME RECYCLING YIELDS
BASELINE DATA VS AVERAGE INCREASE
120
100
80
O Baseline
(kg/hh/year)
60 1 B Average Increase
(kg/hh/year)
40 -
20
0
Cotton Gardens Hertford Heath Road Denby Court
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FIR - 012(d) London Borough of Lambeth
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FIR - 013 London Borough of Tower Hamlets
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FIR - 014 London Borough of Hammersmith and Fulham

RE: To what extent can financial incentives boost recycling rates?

Thank you for the chance to comment on the above as per Darren Johnson’s letter of 9
September 2010.

Please see below LBH&F’s response to the questions given:

1. Do financial incentives schemes lead to individual behavioural change to
waste management over the long term?

Evidence from trials and new schemes (e.g. those using Recycle Bank at Royal
Borough of Windsor and Maidenhead and Halton) have shown recycling tonnage
increases but have not been running long enough to determine whether they
have initiated behavioural change. It is unclear whether increased recycling
tonnages would be maintained were the incentive scheme to be removed.

2. Does this type of intervention promote best practice recycling or can it lead
to unintended consequences?

Providing incentives for residents to recycle more will help divert waste from
landfill, but is not compatible with the waste hierarchy, according to which reusing
and reducing waste are higher priorities. Therefore as well as recycling
incentives, waste minimisation incentives should also be considered as part of
this inquiry.

A tonnage-based incentive scheme could also lead to increased contamination
and lower quality recycling resulting from the “rush” to increase recycling in order
to collect the incentive.

3. Arethere other approaches that could achieve the same aim (i.e. sustained
behavioural change, leading to improved recycling performance) that
should be considered first?

Improving recycling participation and capture rates from flats is a priority for
many London Boroughs given that these types of multi-occupancy properties
traditionally recycle far less than kerbside properties. The recycling infrastructure
on estates must be improved, and consideration given to incentives to improve
participation.

4. What are the key considerations for local authorities thinking of
implementing financial incentive schemes?

For Boroughs with large areas of traditional housing and containers compatible with RFID
technology incentive schemes are being shown to increase recycling collected.

For Hammersmith & Fulham there would be serious logistical issues with introducing an
incentive scheme. Due to the nature of the Borough, the Council does not use a wheeled
bin or box collection. Instead, it operates a collection of sacks for both refuse and co-
mingled recycling from its street-level properties. Around 70% of households within the
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Borough are flats, and these properties are provided with either recycling sack collections or
collections from communal recycling bins.

In the case of sack collections from either street-level properties or flats, identifying which
properties are/are not recycling is not possible without either:

1. The collection process being severely impeded due to operatives looking at address
labels on sacks or scanning bar-coded sacks, or;

2. Significant financial investment. Conversations with experts from within the
industry indicate that RFID technology can be incorporated into sack collections,
but that this is still in the testing phase. Cost implications of such a scheme would
be significant, with figures of £1 per bag being quoted — LBH&F currently uses in
the region of 5 million bags pa. Retro-fitting technology to vehicles and the
financial incentives themselves further add to the financial commitment required.

In the case of collections of communal recycling bins from flats which are shared by many
different households, the Council cannot see how a personal financial incentive scheme
could be implemented. Given that, in LBH&F this equates to 28% of all households, a
significant proportion of the Borough would be excluded from a personal incentive scheme.
Most of these households are contained on social housing estates where recycling
performance is traditionally poor and where the greatest improvement in recycling is
required. Some form of communal incentive scheme should therefore be investigated for
these housing types.

Given the current economic climate, any incentive scheme would need to demonstrate the
potential for cost savings or at least be cost-neutral. Given the issues described above it is
difficult to see how this could be the case for LBH&F. The Royal Borough of Windsor and
Maidenhead has indicated that in their case a 25% increase in recycling tonnage is required
for the Recycle Bank scheme to become cost neutral. A similar target would be challenging
for London Boroughs where street-level properties already have high participation rates and
flats cannot be included in the scheme.
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FIR - 015 East London Waste Authority

East London Waste Authority

Submission to:

London Assembly Environment Committee Investigation - How Can Financial Incentives

Boost Recycling Rates?

1.0
1.1

1.2

2.0
2.1

2.2

2.3

24

2.5

2.6

3.0
3.1

Background

The East L ondon Waste Authority is responsible for the d isposal of mu nicipal waste from
the four Lo ndon Boroughs of Newham, Redbridge, Barking & Dagenham and Havering.
Whilst not listed as a consultee st akeholder of this inquiry, we  woul d like to make the
following submission.

Our comments are in no particular order and we would welcome the opportunity to take part
in the inquiry on a more formal basis.

General comments

We note th e list of st akeholders and research papers to be considered includes only one
London bor ough repre sentative, in addition  to the Royal Borough  of Wind sor and
Maidenhead. We consider that for t his inquiry to reflect the breadth of waste management
issues across London, a more representative group is required. This would help ensure
any evidence is based on an appropriate range of demographics and service delivery types.

The inclusion of a representative from Tesco may be appro priate, as we understan d their
recycling incentive scheme resulted in some p erverse outcomes that may usefully info rm
the inquiry. For example, as the scheme rewarded the recycling of each bottle and can, we
have anecdotal reports that customers learned that cutting up their waste generated greater
rewards. Thus, the scheme paid out more rewards than was necessary.

It would be interesting to identify whether any research is av ailable on the impact on other
consumer behaviour, such as custo mers buying more goods in order for them to claim the
recycling reward. This contradicts the waste hierarchy aim of reducing waste.

We acknowledge the p arallel revie w of recycling rates across Londo n and consider the
need for financial incentives to boost recycling may not be necessary if collection authorities
adopted different collection methods. We have experience of introducing wheeled bins with
a strict side waste policy, which red uced residual waste vol umes. Also, we are aware of
other local authorities significantly increasing recycling rates by introducing wheeled bins for
the collection of recyclable materials. Combining this with alternate weekly collection and
strict policies on residual side-waste encourages residents to recycle even more.

An effective, widespread media campaign ma y be more ef fective than a reward scheme.

Residents may not be aware of t he costs associated wit h waste ma nagement and may
respond if they understand that reducing and recycling their household waste results in less
likelihood of council tax increases and may re sultin a de crease. This initse If could be
promoted as a finan cial incentive t o council ta x payers, wi th the advantage of no cost to
authorities.

Whilst the issue of fina ncial incentives for recycling is pop ular, for ma ny authorities th e
focus now is on cost re duction. Th e greatest cost to local authorities in relation to waste
management is that associated with disposal to landfill, so i t may be more appropriate to
consider incentive sch emes for residual wa ste reductio n. This st ill sho uld i ncrease
recycling, it being one way for resid ents to reduce residual waste, but it focuses minds on
reducing the waste burden and thus aligns better with the waste hierarchy.

Funding

We have i dentified a number of  issues asso ciated with the funding of the in centive
payments.

Page 1 of 2

108



East London Waste Authority

Submission to:

London Assembly Environment Committee Investigation - How Can Financial Incentives

Boost Recycling Rates?
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3.6
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4.2

4.3

4.4

Waste management activity is primarily funded through council tax. However, the funding
may represent a relatively small amount of a household’s council tax payment. Any savings
arising from additional recycling activity will be a small part of this amount and may not be
considered sufficient to act as an incentive. To pay incentives at a value above the savings
achieved will require additional funding.

In addition, the cost of administering the sche me will need to be met from the savings or
additional funding.

We are aware of waste PFI schemes, similar to ours, whereby the PFI contractor ta kes the
risk and reward associated with finding markets for recy clate. T his limits the p otential of
funding an incentive scheme from the sale of additional recyclate.

Whilst current schemes may be ‘spo nsored’ by a private sector partner, the scope fo r such
partnerships is likely to reduce the more wides pread such schemes become, especially in
the current economic climate.

A particular issue for our boroughs is that there would be minimal savings achieved by an
increase in recycling because th e technolog y we use to processt he waste, removes
recyclate such as g lass and metals that is mixed with the  residual waste. Whilst other
recyclable materials such as plastics, paper, card or textiles that are mixed with the residual
waste are n ot recycled, this mix is processed into fuel so is similarly n ot sent to landfill.
Therefore, there are no landfill savings that could be used to fund a financial incentive
scheme.

Participation

The success of any scheme relies on widespr ead particip ation. Ea ch type of in centive
scheme is likely to be  attractive to different d emographic groups. T herefore, multiple
schemes may be required to help ensure the greatest participation. For example, offering a
council tax discount is unlikely to incentivise a household in receipt of council tax benefit, or
one household may not be interested in vouchers from a particular partner. The availability
of multiple schemes is likely to require multiple administrative arrangements.

The nature of the administration may exclude certain resid ents. For example, a scheme
that requires on-line registration and offers rew ards via e- mail, limits membership to those
with access to a comp uter. However, this may be the most cost- effective method of
administration.

Transience may be an issue unless schemes are London-wide and  allowed transfer of
reward credits.

As we have alluded to above, recycling is not necessarily the most effective or efficient use
of the waste resource. One type of financial incentive may be the ability to purchase
energy from waste at a reduced rate. This may not reduce the amount of waste produced
but may assist coun cils, planning authorities and residents when deciding ab out the
construction of energy from waste plants and the ability to close the waste loop locally.

Paul Taylor

Managing Director

East London Waste Authority
paul.m.taylor@lbbd.gov.uk

07875 993 657

Page 2 of 2
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FIR-016 London borough of Bromley

Dear David

Thank you for your reminder, and my apologies for not responding sooner. |
would emphasise that this is an officer response, and thus doesn’t represent
Bromley’s official policy on this subject.

In general, | am unconvinced that financial incentives, particularly those
currently being promoted, are the most appropriate methodology to improve
residents’ recycling performance, or to promote the issue of waste
minimisation.

For the average household, the cost of collecting and disposing of their waste
will be in the realm of £120 per annum. A financial incentive scheme which
offers rewards of over £200 per annum will surely distort residents’
appreciation of the costs of managing their waste, and will promulgate the
idea that a relatively modest change to their habits will be sufficient to resolve
the matter.

The reality, in contrast, is surely that we need to educate and inform the public
in the relative merits of various disposal options, promoting the waste
hierarchy and explaining the negative impact on the environmental of their
actions.

A recent WRAP report on food waste highlighted that the average family
spends £700 per annum buying food only to throw it in the bin. Surely a
comprehensive campaign to educate and inform consumers on the impact of
their shopping habits would be a more sustainable approach than offering
rewards to simply put this waste in a more appropriate bin.

Practically, there is the question of how much recycling performance can be
increased in authorities where residents are already recycling at a high rate.
The marginal improvement in an already high recycling rate is unlikely to
justify the expense of introducing an incentive scheme.

There also seems to be little evidence available regarding the true cost of
introducing incentive schemes. The provision of containers (predominantly
wheelie bins), chips for the bins, on-board weighing equipment, appropriate
IT systems and the accompanying changes to recycling methodology,
represent substantial capital and operational costs.

Bromley’s approach has been to provide better collection facilities, enabling
residents to separate their waste into as wide a range of recyclables as
possible, whilst avoiding over-burdening them with too many containers. In a
trial covering 27,000 properties, we have introduce weekly food waste
collections, with paper collection also weekly, whilst collections of residual
waste, glass, cans and plastics are made every other week.

The result has been an increase in the kerbside recycling rate from 25% to

52%, a reduction of 45% in residual waste tonnage, and a fall of 8% in overall
waste tonnage.
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With over 83% of residents participating in the scheme, and 73% of them
positively approving of the changes, this seems a more effective manner of
engaging the public in helping us deal with their waste than simply offering a
financial incentive which bears no direct relation to the costs involved in the
process.

| feel that our approach encourages sustainable behavioural change by
making residents more aware of their waste, provides facilities to enable them
to deal with it appropriately, and by emphasising the volume of waste they are
generating, encourages waste minimisation. | would thus suggest it
represents a more efficient use of scarce resources than the resource-
intensive requirements of the current iteration of incentive schemes.

| hope this information proves useful and at least contributes to the debate
over this issue.

regards

John Woodruff

Head of Waste Services
London Borough of Bromley
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LONDON BOROUGH

Director of Environment and Operations
The London Borough of Barnet,
Building 4, North London Business Park
Oakleigh Rd South,

London N11 1NP

Carmen Musonda contact: Nicola Cross

London Assembly tel: 020 8359 7404

City Hall e-mail: nicola.cross@barnet.gov.uk
The Queen’s Walk fax: 0870 889 6811

London date: 27 October 2010

SE1 2AA our reference: NC/589

your reference:

Dear Ms Musonda,
Re: Compulsory Recycling in Barnet

Thank you for your interest in Barnet Council’s compulsory recycling scheme. Barnet Council
provides a weekly kerbside recycling service to all 115,000 houses in the borough, using black
and blue boxes. The remaining 23,000 households live in flats and are offered a flats recycling
service. The multi-material kerbside recycling service was phased in over a six month period
from October 2001. The kerbside service is carried out by our partner, May Gurney CIC
(previously ECT Recycling CIC). The items collected on the kerbside scheme for houses are
batteries (car and household), cans (including aerosols), foil, engine oil, glass bottles and jars,
mobile phones, newspapers and magazines, shoes, textiles, plastic bottles and cardboard. The
flats recycling service is for newspapers and magazines, cans, foil, glass bottles and jars,
plastic bottles and cardboard.

Compulsory recycling was introduced to four wards (22,000 households) in Barnet on 1 April
2004, and on the 1 March 2005 the scheme went borough wide. On both occasions before the
scheme started households were sent a letter signed by our Cabinet Member for Environment
and a FAQ sheet.

Barnet has told its residents that cans, paper and glass bottles and jars must not be placed in
the refuse wheeled bin, instead these items should be placed in the black recycling box for
collection. The legislation that Barnet Council is using to specify what waste is put into what
container is the Environmental Protection Act 1990, Part 2, Section 46. Before this scheme was
introduced we obtained detailed advice from our legal section on the legality of introducing this
scheme. In the Environmental Protection Act it states that a person who fails without
reasonable excuse to comply shall be liable on summary conviction by a magistrate to a fine
not exceeding level 3 on the standard scale. Level 3 on the standard scale is £1,000. Any fine
would not be passed to the Council, it would be retained by the magistrates court. Barnet
Council could claim for costs but it is not guaranteed that all or any of the costs would be paid.
As a result of the Clean Neighbourhoods and Environment Act 2005 it is possible to issue fixed
penalty notices for this offence as well.

! 2002-2003
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To proceed with a prosecution, for failure to comply with the compulsory recycling scheme, the
Council will have to prove that glass bottles and jars, paper and cans are being put in the
general refuse wheeled bin. The Council is using participation in the black and blue box
recycling scheme as a measure that a resident is not putting these recyclables in the general
refuse wheeled bin. A resident could also comply with the scheme by taking their recyclables to
another recycling facility e.g. bring banks or the civic amenity and recycling centre.

To successfully prosecute a household we will need to prove that cans, glass bottles and jars
or paper are being put into the general refuse wheeled bin. This scheme does therefore not
apply to those households who have shared refuse facilities i.e. flats, as we would not be able
to prove who put what into the general refuse wheeled bin, particularly as these types of
residences also tend to have shared refuse facilities.

We have two Recycling Assistants to assist in the monitoring of the compulsory recycling
scheme, as well as other education and promotional work.

Non participation in the compulsory recycling scheme is currently monitored by looking at
participation in the black and blue box recycling scheme on the scheduled collection day. In the
monitored area, if a household fails to put out recycling containers for three consecutive weeks,
then a letter is delivered to the property setting out our compulsory recycling scheme. These
letters frequently result in requests for recycling boxes.

As a result of the compulsory recycling scheme we have recorded an increase in participation
in the kerbside recycling scheme, with participation rates now regularly at least 85%.

| hope this information is useful.

Yours sincerely

Nicola Cross
Environmental Services Manager — Waste Strategy
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Material change for Waste & Resources T 01295819900

a better environment Action Programme E helpline@wrap.org.uk
The Old Academy W www.wrap.org.uk
21 Horse Fair, Banbury
Oxon Helpline freephone
0X16 0AH 0808 100 2040

WRAP’s response to the London Assembly Environment Committee: To
what extent can financial incentives boost recycling rates?

1. Do financial incentives schemes lead to individual behavioural change to waste
management over the long term?

Financial incentive/reward schemes have not been running long enough in the UK to measure
the long term effect on behaviour change. Local authorities that have trialled incentive/reward
schemes in the past have found it difficult to isolate their success as in many cases service
changes or other communications activities have occurred at the same time as the incentive
scheme was introduced. There is only anecdotal evidence as yet that any short term impacts
such as increases in participation or capture are sustained.

However, research conducted by WRAP on Barriers to Recycling at Home -
http://www.wrap.org.uk/local authorities/research guidance/communications/barriers to.html,
- identified that residents that already recycle said they would be encouraged to recycle more
by:

- Seeing the practical impact of recycling in their local area (86%)
- Feeling more appreciated by the Council (52%)

- Receiving an incentive for recycling (56%)

- Being fined for not recycling (34%)

These figures suggest that sections of the public could be encouraged to recycle, or recycle
more, by a well targeted reward scheme provided the other barriers to recycling are also
addressed (see below).

There is some wider evidence to suggest that community-based incentive schemes have had a
positive impact on individual’s behaviour. For example if a local community group benefits
financially from the recycling of certain materials, residents in the community may be more
likely to participate or participate more actively. However, there is no evidence to suggest that
the incentives must be financial - or at least of financial benefit to them personally. These are
an alternative to individual incentives and tend to be lower cost to operate.

2. Does this type of intervention promote best practice recycling or can it lead to
unintended consequences?

Again there is not enough evidence within the UK to provide us with a firm answer. However
some local authority officers have voiced their concern that such schemes could encourage
more consumption and hence waste production. Depending on how they are set up schemes
may promote quantity over quality and mean that materials collected are sent overseas for
reprocessing.

Best practice recycling is achieved through good quality services that suit the circumstances of
the local authority. The Waste Collection Commitment, jointly developed by WRAP and the
LGA, http://www.wrap.org.uk/local authorities/waste commitment.html is based on research
into residents’ views on what they like and don't like about their services and in consultation
with local authorities. From a resident’s point of view, these are the principles which should
underlie local waste and recycling collection services. If applied correctly these commitments

address many of the barriers to recycling.
C¥recycle
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Are there other approaches that could achieve the same aim (i.e. sustained
behavioural change, leading to improved recycling performance) that should be
considered first?

WRAP's Barriers to Recycling at Home research identified four very different types of barriers
which may hamper recycling performance and thus behaviour change:

e Situational barriers; including not having adequate containers, a lack of space for storage,
unreliable collections, unable to get to bring sites;

e Behaviour, for example not having the space or systems in place in the home to recycle,
being too busy with other preoccupations, difficulties in establishing routines for sorting
waste and remembering to put it out;

e Lack of knowledge such as knowing what materials to put in which container, and
understanding the basics of how the scheme works; and

e Attitudes and perceptions such as not accepting there is an environmental or other benefit,
being resistant to householder sorting or not getting a personal motivational reward from
recycling.

Apart from the opportunity to reward recycling behaviour, a key to improving performance is
the provision of a good quality service that is simple and convenient for householders to use
with the minimum of detailed rules and as much similarity to neighbouring services as possible.
It should collect the key recyclable materials (e.g. paper, card, plastic bottles, cans, glass). A
robust communications programme which clearly explains to people what services they receive
and what materials they can and can't recycle locally is also essential. Restricting the capacity
for residual waste either through providing smaller bins or reducing the frequency of collection
has also been used successfully by many authorities.

Access to recycling facilities at home, at work and on the go and consistent messaging will also
reinforce behaviours and help to normalise recycling.

3. What are the key considerations for local authorities thinking of implementing
financial incentive schemes?

Do they have a good quality, reliable, accessible service in place and provide sufficient
container capacity to cope with the potential increase in materials? Do they have the flexibility
to increase capacity on their vehicles/at the depot/at the MRF?

Who is their target audience? Are they trying to encourage residents that do not recycle to take
part, or to encourage medium recyclers to do more?

Is it a time limited / one-off scheme or is it to be embedded within the authority’s approach to
waste management? If it is time limited, they should have an exit strategy so residents are
aware it will end. If it is longer term, there should be clarity on how they will finance and
resource the scheme in the long term and how it can be constructed so as to incentivise
continual improvement in performance. They should also consider whether it should form part
of a wider scheme to incentivise other behaviours related to the broader corporate objectives
of the Council.
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FIR-019 The Nappy Alliance

.l.

an alliance of reusable nappy companies: promoting consumer choice and protecting the environment

The Nappy Alliance — briefing on waste reduction

The Nappy Alliance is the trade body for the re-usable nappies industry. It was set up in
2003 by independent providers and distributors of re-usable nappies to promote awareness
of the key benefits of re-usable nappies, which include waste reduction, improved well being
for babies and significant cost savings for parents of up to £600 per child.

Re-usable, or real, nappies are nappies that are washed and re-used, reducing both waste
and cost, with parents saving up to £600 per child®.

This paper briefly outlines the waste reduction benefits of re-usable nappies and how they fit
in to a wider waste reduction strategy.

Local Authority spending

Waste collection and disposal is a significant cost burden on Local Authorities, who spend
approximately £22 billion per year on waste collection and disposal in England?, according to
figures from the Chartered Institute of Public Finance and Accountancy. Waste reduction,
therefore, offers an excellent opportunity for cost savings in local government. This means
prioritising waste minimisation and re-use.

If a 10% conversion rate from disposable nappies to re-usable nappies was achieved across
the UK, figures show that this would equate to Local Authority savings of around £5 million
per annum.

As Government, both locally and nationally, seeks to encourage more environmentally
friendly behaviours, it is important to ensure that policies do not create adverse unintended
consequences. One possible area that runs this risk is in policies that solely incentivise
recycling. While recycling is undeniably better for the environment than disposal or
incineration, and should therefore be encouraged, it is both less environmentally friendly and
more expensive than waste minimisation and re-use. Incentivising recycling while not
rewarding or encouraging waste minimisation and reduced consumption runs the risk of
dissuading people from using re-usable products or, for example, products with minimised
packaging.

Landfill Reduction
Using re-usable nappies, as opposed to disposable nappies, can have a significant positive
impact on the environment by reducing the amount we throw away.

In terms of landfill, disposable nappies have a significant impact on the environment. Nearly
3 billion disposable nappies are thrown away every year — around 8 million per day — making
up almost 4% of all household waste, which adds to the UK’s landfill site problems.

o Landfill sites represent an excessive use of land and are a potential source of water
pollution.

! According to figures from ‘What Mums Really Want’, commissioned by Lifecycle Marketing, publishers of
Emma’s Diary, and conducted by independent research company Mum’sViews.

% CIPFA Finance and General Statistics 2008-09
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¢ Landfill sites produce environmentally harmful greenhouse gases and account for
38% of total methane emissions, a significantly more environmentally harmful
greenhouse gas even than carbon dioxide.

e According to the Environment Agency, the decomposition timescale for some of the
materials and chemicals currently used in disposable nappies is more than 500
years.

Environmental Impact

Re-usable nappies not only help to alleviate the increasing problem of landfills, they can
have a much wider positive environmental impact, as shown in the Environment Agency’s
2008 revision of their Life Cycle Analysis Report on Nappies. The report showed that re-
usable nappies can be up to around 40% better for the environment than disposable
nappies.

EU Waste Framework Directive

Not only do re-usable nappies address this problem, but they are also aligned with the
priorities of the revised EU Waste Framework Directive (WFD) - the document which sets
the ground rules for waste management across Europe. The UK has until December 2010 to
bring into force the laws and regulations necessary to comply with the WFD.

At the heart of the Directive is the waste hierarchy, which the provisions of the Directive state
should act as a priority order in waste prevention, legislation and policy. The hierarchy
includes 5 priority levels:

e Prevention;

e Preparing for re-use;

e Recycling;

e Other recovery - including energy recovery;
e Disposal.

The waste hierarchy calls for waste prevention to be the top priority of Government policy
and legislation, with preparing for reuse the second priority. Re-usable nappies prevent
waste and are re-used - they can even be kept and used for future children — the two top
priorities for waste management. In contrast, disposable nappies are poor fuel for
incineration and are therefore mainly disposed of, the last of the options in the hierarchy.

Conclusions

While encouraging recycling must form a key part of any waste management strategy, it is
obvious that as the Government reviews UK waste policy, the priority must be on policies
which encourage a minimisation of waste and the use of re-usable products.

The Nappy Alliance has a strong commitment to the environment and to facilitating
environmentally friendly behaviours among parents and is keen to support policies that help
to reduce waste by encouraging minimisation and re-use.

The Nappy Alliance is therefore calling on the Government to ensure that the waste
management review prioritises waste minimisation and re-use policies rather than just
incentivising recycling.

The Nappy Alliance
November 2010
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