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Foreword

Everybody creates it, and everybody expects it to be taken

away, but very few of us thirkbout how or where our

food waste is managed once it enters the waste stream. Yet

every year we throw away over 7 million tonnes of food

and drink from our homes, with food waste accounting for

I NPdzy R wn LISNJ OSyid 2F it [2YR:

Of course preventing food waste from occurring in the first place is far better for the
environment than any form of treatment, but no matter how careful our cooking or
eating habits a certain amount of food waste is unavoidafi®em banana skins and tea
bags to meat bones and egg shells.
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metal, plastic and glass, the separate collection of food waste remains comparatively rare

in London, with fewer than half of all househslteceiving a food waste collection

service. At the same time London is struggling to meet its recycling targets while landfill
capacity is fast running out. The case for improving the collection of food waste is

therefore compelling.

This report looks agteps that the Mayor, local authorities and central government can
take to improve the management and treatment of food waste within London in order to
reduce the amount that goes to landfill.

During the course of our investigation we were pleased t@rexevidence from a
number of leading European cities as well as visiting a series of innovative comiadnity
projects here in London. All these examples showed that the-taid view that food
waste is too difficult and costly to collect in higensity urban London no longer holds
true.

In fact we found that properly funded and well promoted food waste collections can
actually reduce the amount of waste generated by households in the first place,
potentially making the service cogtS dzii NI f ®dre,aktte alta of Mralfill continue

to rise, the financial benefits of separate food waste collections will only increase further.



Like many world cities, London faces a series of challenges to its infrastructure over the
coming years as its populati continues to expand. It is clear, however, that the better
management of food waste can play a major role in helping to meet this challenge,
ensuring our city continues to operate efficiently and successfully, whilst also helping to
deliver the commitmat shared across all levels of government to support sustainable
growth.

Stephen Knight AM
Chair of the London Assembly Environment Committee



Executive Summary

Food waste is a huge environmental probléFhe UK alone creates seven million tonnes

of household food and drink waste, anengling that waste to landfill is especially

harmful to the environmentThere is political consensus that reducing the amount of

landfilled biowaste is a key policy prioyit In London, the Mayor recognises that

processing food waste will play an important role in boosting S  @dydiirey @il
compostingratesSy RAy 3 fSaa 2F [2YyR2yQa F22R ¢+ aids
priority for practical reason®o: the Geater London area contains very little landfill

capacity andsitesoutside its boundarieacceptingts municipal waste are expected to

be fullby 2025.

Recent attention has rightly been focused on how much offtioel we buy gets eaten.
Supermarketsn particularhave been criticised for the way that their buying and selling
practices contribute to food waste. This report concentrates on what happens to the food
wedothrow away. Thd 2y R2y | 4a SY o0t dnimittecthgsdobke®ayhos y G /
well Londm is performing in collecting and processing food waste, and our report

explores the potential strategies that will make recycling food waste moreeftesttive,

easier for residents and local authorities, and better marthge

[ 2YR2y Qa LISNF2NXI yOS

In recen years, London has greatly reduced the amount of domestic waste it sends to
landfill, butfood wastestill accounts for around 20 per cent i$ household waste.
Londonalsodoes not stand out nationally for its success in recydinghile recycling

rates vary widely acrogbe capital, there is particularly low participation in inner London
More London boroughs are collecting food and green waste than in thelgastever,
London urgently needs to introduce or extend food waste recycling in itsdegkity
housing stock.

With tightening budgetdocal authorities are often guided less by environmental

concerns tharthey areby costwhen choosing different recyclingnd processing

methods. In general, separate food waste collections are likely to makee

management more effective overalis bod waste is one of the few waste streams that

residents can directly controhlthough more expensiverpviding a separate collection

forF22R ¢l adsS OFy 32 &a2YS gl e& (2dockchiBa A YLINE O
performance.

Therefore werecommend thatboroughs should endeavour to include separate food
waste collections in their waste managent regimesacross all property types.
Additionally, eliable data on food wastis scarcend thislimits localauthoritieability

to plan for effective service provisiowe argue that rore should be done by those
involved in planning and managing waste and recycling to improve data collection on
food waste.



Funding and costs

For London boroughs, the biggesirkers to collecting food waste are finances any
financial benefits of separate food waste collections must outweigh the cé&sound

that separate food waste collection schemes need not be more expensive than schemes
that include biewaste with oher municipal wasteProgrammes that offer authorities

public funding and technical advice have belmonstiably successful. Such support for
local authoritiesshouldcontinue or evenexpand @nsequently we recommend thathe
Mayor should support London Councils in its efforts to secure additional resources from
the Government to develop separate food and organic waste collection sentiges.

should also support waste reduction and recycling programmes suitte ¥aste ad
Resources Action programmé/RARor Recycle for Londgand make a longerm
commitment to protecti KS [ 2y R2Yy 21 adGS I yR budgedshouddi y 3 . 2
[ 2! w. Gfidan@n§ cafabilities not be sufficiently achieved

The costs of landfillingontinue to rise buthe landfill tax raised is not returned to
London boroughs, asappensin Scotland and Wales. At the same time, for boroughs
that send residual waste for incineration with energy recovery, the cost issue is not
landfill tax but gatedes. The devolution of landfill tax to London would allow many
authorities to invest more in food waste recycling and other sustainable waste
management practiceandwe argue thathe Mayor should lobby the Government for
this.

Resident participatiorand communication

Even when separate food waste collections are available, participation rates can remain

f2g 0SOIFdzaS 2F LIS2L) SQa YAaOo2yOSLIiAz2yas Sal
Communication is essential to increasing participation, and communicatiategtes

need to be clear and consisterithe Committee recommendss#rategic, paA_ondon

approach. Additionally, boroughs should look for ways to extend and diversify their

approach to inform residents more successfully about food waste recycling.

Participation in separate food waste recycling generally declines with rising urban density.
London urgently needs to improve its performance in recycling food waste from its
high-density housing stoclRositive examples exist, such as Bexley in London or Milan in
Italy, whichprovide best practices that may help others.

It is crucial that new developments are designed to accommodate recycling. Planning and
design policies in Londaireadytake note ofsuchissuesut the Mayor must use his

L FYyYAY3 YR Ay@SadyYSyid LR26SNE (2 A0GNBYy3IlGKS
Additional financial and technical support to waste collection authorities and community

groups to retrofit alternative waste solwatns, such as composting schemes or the

removal of single stream waste chuteguld be welcomed.

Processing and recycling household food waste

London urgently needs new treatment facilities for organic waghas investigation
foundthatkssthanhal2 ¥ [ 2y R2y Q& F22R ¢ andatjada LINR OS &
present, only one plant in London provides dedicated organic waste treatnfena



growing city Londonwill requirefacilities to process about one million extra tonnes of
food and green wastalhile the Mayor is encouraging the development of further
sustainable waste treatment facilities in Londdiis hard to see wherthe fundingwill
come from Therefore, we recommend that the Mayor uses some ofdnslholdings to
enabk ¢ or directly provide ¢ waste infrastructure such as food waste processing plants

Finally, bere is a perception within the waste industry that London is a complicated place
to do business. LorAgrm direction and security are, therefore, key to decismaking

and delvery, but the interestsof local authorities and the waste industry are not always
aligned. Stakeholders within the waste industry are calling for greater leadership and
more coordinated policiedVe found that theras a need for greater exchange of
knowledge and understanding of need and demand, both between authorities and
between the public and private sectors. More widelg argue, thaboth sides would

benefit from a stronger brokerage role taken up by LWARB.



1 Introduction

Food waste is aonsiderablesnvironmental problem In the UK alone, wereate
7 million tonnes of household food and drink wagteery year While aroundtwo thirds

of thiswaste was collected by local authorities in 2012, most wasgiinthe WNB & A Rdzl f Q

general wate, which may end up on landfillOnly 11 per cent of the foodlascaptured
through separatecollections of food wasté Sending food waste to landfill is especially

harmful to the environment The methane and carbon dioxide released by organic waste

in landfill sites globally addm estimated3.3 billion tonnes of greenhouse gases to the
9 NIKQa FilY2aLKSNB

There is political consensus Europethat reducing the amount aandfilledbio-waste is

a key policy priority This is backed up by a raft of legislation, incentives and penalties.
The European Union Waste Framework Directive (WFD) stipulates that the separate
collection of paper, metal, plastic and glass will become mandatory f@ib;2he

separate collectionofbig 8 1S 6 KA OK Ay Of dzR3ethesam@ RE A a &

time, the Landfill Directive requires Member States to progressively reduce landfilling of

municipal wasteln the case of the Uke adopted targetsareductionto 35 per cent of

1995 levels by 2020A further legislative package recently presented by the European
Commission proposes phasing out landfilling by 2025 for recyclable waste (including
bio-waste) and enforcing separate collection streamss thas not been formally adopted

but a further, purportedly more ambitious, programme of measures is expected later in

20154

In Londonthe Mayor recognises thairocessingood waste will play an important role in

022al0Ay3a [2YR2Y Q4 gNBeOR REAYHERNRA O MZA/IR OA A f

Management Strategy 2011 sets out his ambitions to reduce the amount of municipal
waste produced, increase the amount of waste reused, recycled or composted, and
generate low carbon energy from the residual wastle London Plan sets targets that

g2dZ R 4SS [2YR2yQa 02NRdzZAKa g2NJAy3I (G261 NRA

to landfill by 2@6z | yR NB O Of Ay3a 2NJ O2YLRAadGAYy3I pn

by 2020

These targets are challenging bepsarating out household food waste at source would
significantly contribute towards the national and Mayoral targeEach tonne of food
and drink waste diverted from landfill could reduce carbon emissions b§.@.tbnnes
CQ equivalent® Foodwastecan also providegreen energythereby mitigatingclimate
change, particuldy through anaerobic digestion (AD).

{SYRAYy3 tSaa 2F [2YR2yQa F22R ¢gLaasS G2
Greater London area contains very little landfill capaeitd sitesoutside its boundaries
acceptingts municipal waste are expected tee fullby 2025.

However, Londoffiaces particular challenges disposing ofood waste coseffectivdy.
Funding structures for waste disposalthe cityare complex Foodwaste recycling
services are difficult to operate in areas of higgnsity housing It can be hard to

LJS |
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treat food waste offer economic and environmental opportunitiegeating the necessary
infrastructure can be challenging when the needs of the waste industry conflict with
those of local authorities

This report recognises that the public debate on food waste needs to shift from
consumption to disposalRecent &ention has rightly been focused on haauch of the
food we buy gets eatenSupermarkets, in particular, hateen criticiseddr the way that
their buying and selling practices contribute to food wastdis report, in contrast,
concentrateson what hapens to the food we throw awayThe @mmittee has looked at
how well London is performing in collecting and processing food wastep@anieport
explores the potential strategies that will make recycling food waste moreeaftesttive,
easier for residerd and local authorities, and better managed.

10
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dispose of food waste?

In recent years, London has greatly reduced the amount of domestic waste it sends to
landfill. In 2011/12, about 30 per cent of such waste wentanodfill, a major

improvement on peviousyears Although this figure is better than the average for
England (which stands at 38 per cehipndon still lags behind other European cities in
Germany, Austria and the Nordic countriegany of which have jaictically phased out
landfilling of municipal wast&.Thisshould continueo be our aspiration

Food waste accounts for around 20 per cent of household waste in the cafital.
Waste and Resources Action Programme (WRAlhates that 890,000 tonnesf food is
thrown away in London each year, of which 540,000 tonnes is avoidable.

Producing a separate collection of food waste can go some way towards improving an

I dzi K2 NR & Q& 2 @S NI f lionddleaddfedyofed dryl AR 2 NY | y OS @
successflly (paper, plastic and glagsSuccess in managirgptl waste, however, is

harder to achieve:tis more difficult and costly to proceskondon boroughalready

spend over £50m per year disposing of household food wasteind20 per cent of

[ 2 ¥ Ryl @aste treatment and disposal coStAs a result, boroughs have been

slower toextend theircollectionand procesmg offood waste.

Strategies and initiatives

To achieve the greatest cost savings and environmental benleiits, authoritiesadopt a
Wgl 4GS KA S NBbedheily. Thisatriatbgy se€&k3td midimise disposal to landfill
by conentratingon preventing, reusing and recycling wasteor food wastethis
effectively meangomposting, anaerobic digestipandincineration, paticularly in
wasteto-energy facilities

The Waste Hierarchy prioritises prevention, reuse and recycling

Stages Includes

Using less material in design and manufacture

Prevention or reduction «—» Preventing waste from entering the waste stream
(for example composting food scraps at home)

Reuse and preparing . B .
for re-use <~——— C(leaning, repairing or refurbishing

Tuming waste materials into new products. Includes
composting providing it meets quality standards

Other Includes anaerobic digestion, incineration, gasification
recovery and pyrolysis processes that produce fuels, heat and power
Disposal Landfill and incineration without energy recovery

{2dNDSY ¢KS al @82NRa Ydzyi OA LI
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As dfferent methods have similar environmental benefiscal authoritie§rhoicesare
often determinedby wst. For exampleaccording to Sutton md Wandsworth, only very
smallreductionsin carbon are achieved ldiverting food waste from an
energyfrom-waste (EfW) facility to a composting or AD procd3sta fromthe
Departrrent of Energy & Climate Chand2HCTandthe Department for Environment,
Food & Rural AffairDefra® indicates that there is often only a small difference in the
environmental benefibetweenanaerobic digestiomnd other forms of energy recovery
Costfactorstherefore become even more significant for strategic decision making.

In their quest to prevent and reduce waste, local authoritiessangported by a number

of initiatives to reducdood waste Inwest] 2 Y R2y = T2 NJ $dvé FoadHSE 2 w! t
Wastecampaignsuccessfully encouraged people to change key targeted behaviours

which then reducedhe amount of avoidable food waste by an estimated 14 per cent in

just six months The campaign included radio, digital and print advertising along with

supporting events, and community engagement such as cookery classes and direct

customer engagement through a network of volunteedscha modelwould berelatively

easy to replicaten other boroughs and linked with a Londwande strategy

The M- € 2 NXiion pomdSavscheme helpsmadl and mediumsized businesses to
reducefood waste; andhere area number of community or charity schemies
operationd dzOK I & WG &<udkaindbl bdtednd fRiCe that uses surplus
produce,2 NJ Wt f | ,yaidtcBraRirg) &efvice to connect businesaéth surplus
food to charities.

Performance

Londonas a wholedoes not stand out nationally for its success in recyclBigce 2008,

0KS Y2dzyi 27 [ 2y¥dtboje@wasté serdto fandfill takesligeNA (0 &
significantly but the city, on averagestill hasone of thelowest household recycling rage

among English regions, at 34 per cehtoreover,] 2 Y R2y Qa 2@SNI ff NBO&O
virtually levelled over the last three years with almost halEohdon boroughs recycling

less in 2013/14 than the previous yé€ar.

Rates fornner Londonat 16 per centare exceptionally lowThe next poorest performer
nationallyq the West Midlandg; hasa total recycling rate of 31 peent, nearly double
that of inner London® However recycling rates vary widely across Londdhere are
also boroughs that have achieved or exceeded a 50 per cent recyclinghratamplex set
of factors influences these rates, includidgmographis, the materials collectedthe
systensand containers used, communications, ahe composition of housing stock.

12
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waste is low, particularly in central and nomlastern boroughs

o Levels of household waste
é\_ sent for reuse, recycling
> or composting 2012-13
}/ (,/ l 51% - 60%
v ‘ 41% - 50%
I:] 31% - 40%
<309
Source: Defra. Analysis by SITA UK with Nathaniel Lichfield &Partners. - 0%

© Crown Copyright and database right 2014. Ordnance Survey 100032216 GLA

More Londorboroughs are collecting food and green waste than in the.pAstording
to London Councils, the number of boroughs providinghcollection services has
steadily increased to 51 per cent of households over the last 10 ya#r$0 boroughs
still do not collect domestic food wast all. In its own research, thednmittee found
that 23 out of the 33boroughscurrently collect food waste separately from other
recycling andfrom the residual wastewhich isoften destined for landfi. These
collections servd.7 million of households 14 per cent increase since 2012.

There arel2unitary authorities Map 2: Stratggic London Waste Authorities
responsible for both colleain
and disposal of its wasia
London For the remaining 21
London boroughs,idposal is
arranged across four joint waste
disposal authorities comprised o
the East London Waste Authorit
(ELWA), North London Waste
Authority (NLWA), Western
Riverside Waste Authority
(WRWA) and the West London
Waste Authority (WF\)VV'A%)2 Source: www.londonwastemap.or

13



Map 3: The majority of London boroughs offer separate food waste collsction

L
Py -
J \%\ Enfield
~ N,
AK
5 / /4
\/\‘/’/ } \\ Barnet ),\ N,_\)
= ,).; J /
\l Haringey Waltham
S /}fv\r e Redbridge
= \/
} \L \ Havering
Y < Brent N Cam e N o o Ha(knev A
i t-/ \ \1 gt sl o
bl ,\ L ”’P Tower ) Newham
Hillingdon aling \)J\li Hamlets y
% Westminster Lordon Se P
%% o) k/
~ R [T (N
! 5 )2 \O) Y-
J 7 7 ~ e @
f N
a - Nt }?:u&wa Greenwich
> Hounslow N Lambeth / f
o ¢ . Richmond peiy
SN ) upon ( "

Wandsworth

g Thames

b { ; b\

\_/‘ ¢ \C“v\/ A ) ’_\&w v \\/~

\4 Kingston B i$ ﬁ
\upon Thames B ! oy !
3 4
; ' f

g

o

3
e \M
E

Food waste collections

// 2014
y / ‘:’ No separate food waste
( /(/ (j collection
LJ ‘/'/*/ Separate food waste
g ‘:‘ collection - food only or
\z '\' FGW (not mixed with
~— residual waste)

© Crown Copyright and database right 2014. Ordnance Survey 100032216 GLA

London urgently needs to introduce or extend food waste recycling in itsdeghbity
housing stock Most boroughs offer kerbside collection47 of the 33 london boroughs
also offercollections from multistorey flats or estates, but coverage is much lower here:
only ten havean extended service to more than half of all flats6 boroughsdo not

collect foa waste from flats at glitwo of thesehave confirmed that they armtroducing

a collection service teomeflats or estates The densely populated inner London
boroughs, with high proportions dlats, tend not to have separate collections for food
waste h@SNI £ £ KFEEF 2F [2YyR2yQa K2dzaSK2ft Ra adj
waste collections
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Map 4: Food waste collection from different property types varies across London
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In general, separate food waste collections are liktelgnake waste management more
effective overall They canincreasetotal recycling rateswhich correlate strongly to the
rates for aganic recyclingSeparate collections can alkelp reduce the amount of food
wasted in the home TheLondon Borouglof Hackney and others have reportedr
example that separatecollectionscan prompt residents to notice how much food they
are wasting

Foodwaste is also one of the few waste streams that residents can directly comral
recent workshop and suey on recyclingmany participantsonsidered collecting food
wastethe best thing their council couldo to help them recycle moreA quarter of a

ge LJQ\ Ol f K2dza SK2{ Ritsieasy tb @dntBpand séparate fPoR otldet a (0 S
waste!

Some Lordon local authorities collect food waste separate from garden waste while
otherscollect it mixed which can affect the choice and cost of processing

15



Map5: Food and garden waste can be collected separately or mixed in London
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Outlook: can theboroughs do better?

The Committee appreciates thitcan bedifficult for somelLondon borough$o extend or

introduce separatecollectionsfor food waste The Environmental Services Association
(ESA¥trongly supportseparatecollections but is not in favour of making time

mandatory(as suggesteth the pastby the EU CommissipnThe Associatiobelieves

GKFG GKSNB A& y2 Wz2yS &aA1S TAGa fttQ O2ftSC
notes:a ¢ KS RS&AA3IY 2 Ehemds B doBiple® antl lefedds anFattordisuch as

the demographics, geography, housing stock and proxitaitreatment facilities *&®

Authoritiesmay find it harder irthe future to find the advice they needDefra continues

to help authorities sustainabljanage their food waste, with technical support and
information aboutappropriate treatment options> At the end of 2013, however, the
Department announced that it would scale back support to local authorities in this‘area

London waste authorities have offered other reasons for not implementing separate
food waste collectionsin their evidence to usghey havecited the need to meet costs, to
address existing waste contracts, to achieve high participation rates, amanage
colledions from highrise propertiesas barriers to progressOpportunitiesto instigate
and extend food waste collectionsll arise, however, such aghen existingwaste
contractsend. We believe that athorities should plan now to takeadvantage of these
opportunities

16



Recommendatiorl

Following the final local government finance settlement for 2015/16, every London
borough shouldallocateavailable resources to include separate food waste cotasti
in their waste management regimes, across all property types

Data collection and monitoring

Reliable data on food waste is hard to come By the national level, information about
local authority collected waste is reasonably well gatherbdyugh reporting and

tracking systerma dzOK | & 5 S ¥ NJ .(BattkeSI 3 R31zalSh 12GE @ NRaQ 9
LYA2Y [/ 2YYAGGSS O2yO0f dZRSR Ay |-LINB ABY 8B NB 2 N

Information onconsumer participation or capture rateshich would giva picture of
how much food waste remains in residual birssparticularlyscant. The chta that does
existvaries greatly isubstanceand format many boroughs do not analyse waste
composition or participatiotevels

Recommendatior?

The London Waste and Recycling BoaMYARR in partnership with the GLA,
Boroughs andhe Waste and Resources Action ProgramiMRAR should improve
data collection on food waste so that better projections of need and demand can &
YIFRSE FYR (GKS AYLIOG 2F F22R ¢l aasS 2
can be assessednnual food waste recycling statistics for local auities should be
made available on the London Data Store.

17



3 Funding and costs

For London boroughs, theiggest barriesto collectingfood wasteare financial To begin
with, local authorities must be convinced that separate food waste collectore
costeffective They musteceive adequate financial support set up and operatefte
schemes Contractual arrangements need to be flexible enough to allow boroughs to
rationalise and share servicésiecessary The costs of landfill continue tese and
London boroughs currentlgo notbenefit from devolved landfill tax, in the way that
authorities in Scotland and Wales do.

Making food waste disposal costffective

The financial benefits of separate food waste collectionsinoutweigh the costsOne
critical factor is takaup rate among residentsHfective food waste collection can reduce
the amount ofwaste generatedn the first place, potentially making the organics service
costneutral. Ehough peoplenustusethe serviceto offset thecods of set-up and
collection'® The following chapter points to ways of ensuring good participation rates.

Evidence from elsewhere suggests thaparate food wastealection schemeseed not
be more expensivéhan schemes that includeio-wastewith other municipal waste
Manyinnovative and coseffectiveseparate collectioschemes have been implemented
in the south of Europgn parts of the UK and in somew EU Member State¥. For
example, in Milan, Italy, between 80 and B€rcent ofhouseholds mostly inblocks of
flats, are regularlyseparating their food wastevhile n Hackneygood levels of
participation are recorded for stredevel propertiesln Waltham Foresan improved
waste collection service achieved significant finansaaiings (see box below).

A number of factors influence feasibitityre availability of funding, the costs of landfill
disposalparticipation rates contractual arrangementsnd, not leastthe costs of
equipment Providing free baggor examplejs anobvious cost, although they are
popular among user®. Offeringnew userdree bags for an initial periochight hep to
limit costs overd.

Case study, costsand benefis

The London Borough of Waltham Forest negotiated a new waste collection cointra
2011 with specifications designed around the preferences of residents as express
consultation the previous yeafThe new service maintains a weekly residual and dr
recycling collection antlasincreased an existing food and garden waste sernigye
using splitbody vehicles and doublghift working on recycling collectionthe scheme
has saved £2 million per yeaBy giving residents recycling bins instead of boxes an
reducing the size of residual waste bittee authority has increased theemount of
recycling materials collected from the kerbsiole17.6 per cent in the last yeaAt the
same timeresident satisfactionith the waste collection service has risen to 82 per
cent- an increase of 32 per cent since 2G41.

18



Opportunities for r@tionalising and sharing waste services

There are opportunities for waste authorities to rationalise their operations and achieve
significant savingsData collected by thednmittee shows thaexisting food waste
collection arrangements vary greatly acsdsondonin 20 boroughs, 6od and residual
waste is being collected by five different operataifse other 13 boroughs manage the
service themselves. Wastessnt, by 12 different operatordp 14 different locations

within and outside London for processimgr(e locationsfor food that was collected
separately from the residual wasteln comparison, in Berlin, a city of 3rillion people,
only two operators manage the separate waste atillen, recycling and processing, as
well as street cleaning and other services.

Public funding schemes and other support

Programmes that offer authorities public fundiagdtechnical advice have been
noticeably successfuLWARBfor example, has estabhed a¥lats Recycling
Programméanda ‘Priving Up Performance Fu@Qavhich havehelped to extend food
waste collections to around 95,000 households across seven London bordtlghs
Department of Communities and Local Governm@€LGhas offered funs to seven
boroughs, through & Weekly Collection Support Scherm®helpextend food waste
collections

Such support for local authorities must continue and expanahdon Councils has asked

the Government to provide further support for separate foadd organic waste

collection servicesThe House of Commoiisvironment, Food and Rural Affairs

Committeehas made a similar calh its receninquiry on waste management in England,

it heard that,despite the success of hidiINE FAf S O YRS O&EPHS abBDKQ I & N.
C22R 1 FGS 21aGSQ 20SNJ GKS L) ad GSy @SFENRZI 5
Britain Tidy*

LWARBasin the pastreceived capital and revenue grant funding frobefra This

funding, which has been gradually reduced of the pa&sirs, is due to run out this year

LWARB is expectad continuecoveringits operational costs and carry on investing in a

pipeline of investment opportunities through its own revolving investment fuhdas

also announcea partnershipprogrammewith WRAP.

Recommendatior3

The Mayor shoulgbin London Councils in its efforts to secure additional resources
from the Government to develop separate food and organic waste collection servi

19



Recommendatiord

Alongside government funding the Maysiouldmake available from his own
resources ongoing funding for waste reduction and recycling programmes stiod as
Waste and Resources Action Programme (WRAREcycle for London.

Shouldi KS [ 2y R2Yy 2 aidS LWARBselSitaicind capitiities rif
be sufficiently achieved, the Mayor shoutthke a longerm commitment to protect

[ 2! w. Qa4 0dzRISGI (GKSNBoeée SyloftAay3a [ 2!
boroughs and successfully embed food waste recycling in theiteaaanagement
strategies This could be achieved, for example, by including fimgpdor LWARB in the
GLA budgeplans through ta2018/19, or by entering into contracts with LWARB for
funding in return for delivery.

Landfill tax and gate fees

The costof landfilling continue to riseAlthough boroughs have significantly reduced
their reliance on landfill in recent years, some (for example, Wandsworth) have not saved
enough on landfill tax to cover the cost of providing a separate food waste collection

At present, the landfill tax raised is not returnedltondon boroughs, as it is in Scotland
and Wales Devolving this tax would allow authorities to invest moreaod waste
recycling and other sustainable waste management practi¢é& London Finance
Commissiornas alreadyrgued that London shoulehjoy greaterfinancial and fiscal
control®® London Councils hasibsequently asked the Government to consider
devolving the landfill tax to Londdf.

For boroughs that send residual wadbr incineration with energy recovery, tloest
issue is not landfill tax but gate feeGate fees for organic waste treatment plants are
generally lower than for residual waste plantsor some authoritiegBexley for
examplg, the residual waste gatfee is the financial motivatdo set up a separate food
waste collection; for otherghis potential saving can be negated by the higher costs
involvedin collecting, providing equipment and promoting the scheme

Recommendatiorb

In line withthe Londol€ A y I yOS / 2YYAaaArzyQa OFffa
allowed to make additional setfetermined investments in its own infrastructure, the
Mayor should lobby the Government for the devolution of landfill tax to London.

20



4 Resident participatiorand communication

Even when separate food waste collections are available, participation rates can remain

f2¢ 0SOIFdzaS 2F LIS2L) SQa YAaO02yOSLIiAz2yas Sal
Communication is essential to increasing participation, and communicdtiategies

need to be clear and consistent. A strategic, famdon approach would be beneficial.

Thus, the Committee recommends that the Mayor should work with LWARB and London
Councils to establish a more consistent, Longlade approach to communicatioabout

food waste. Additionally, boroughs should look for ways to extend and diversify their

approach to inform residents more successfully about food waste recycling.

Communicating with residents

The most common reasons given by residents for not recyfiod) wastetend to be

assumptions rather thareal problems Residents spoke to theo@mittee, for example,

of their concerns about hygiene, odour or verngirssues that wereonsidered

significantly less important by those residents who participatetténcollections®

Many households believe that they are not producing enough food wasteake

participating in recycling worthwhilein fact2 w! t KIF & aK2gy Ay Ada w¢
Wadi SQ addzRe GKI G S dfSg¢nerite razfoSdivaste it prodce ok Y A y 3
average 2.%g per weel?®

Most of these issues can be addressed by consistent, clear and regular commurficatio

Many people do not understand what happens to their waste after it lediveis home

Residents have called for more detaiiedormation to build their trust in the system, as

well as interest in the environmental benefit€harlotte Morton, Chief Executive at the

Anaerobic Digestion & BiesourcesAssociationsaidd L G A a NXBFf & AYLR2NII
population as avhole,to understand why they are being asked to segregate their food

waste and what the benefitistothen¢ K| G g2 dzf R LINPO | 0f & %K YLINE @&
Residents are alsdten confusedby therange of grvicesand collection systemgrovided

in different areas®

Improving equipment and schedules

People are more likely to participate in food recycling if containers are the right size and
easy to use Containers outside a property are inconveniemsidents interviewed

RAzZNAY 3 062 0K NILtal Qgal deRARS &5 S £ a2 YSydAzy GKI G
stopped them from recyclind. Indoor caddies for interim storage can be more
acceptablegspecially for wet itemsFree biodegradable bin liners also encourage

participation andreduce the dangeof contamination Providing bagshowever,

represents acost for local authoritiesin some casesusingnewspaperto wrap waste las

been successfully promoted.

The most effective food waste schemes offer a weekly collectitbuidence collected by
WRAPand other organisations suggests that collections can achieve high levels of public
support where food waste is collected weekly, even if residual waste is collected
fortnightly.
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Collecting fromestates and blocks of flats

Participation in separate foodaste recycling generally declines with rising urban

density* ! NRdzy R KI f F 2F [ 2y RBcfupancykhe pedparybdis & 2 O
much higheiin inner Londorg and it generates 40 per cent of municipal wa3te

Collecting this waste presentspiaular difficulties: storage space is extremely limited,

and residents can find it hard to carry waste to a central collection pdiathorities

struggleto promote recycling tolie often diverse and hartb-reach grops living in flats

and estates As a resultrecycling performancé&om these propertiess, on averagepnly

10 per cent

Maximising participation in highdensity housing areas

Experience suggests that boroughs should make targeted interventions to encourage
residents in these areas tecycle their food wasteSuch interventions can include:

1 bin cleaning advice or services;

1 arange of bin and container options, to cater for the needs of different
households;

1 free caddesor bin liners;

1 suggestions foalternatives to using a kitcherootainer or biodegradable bags,
for example to wragood waste imewspaper;

1 more iformation on the scheme itself, including tlend uses for compost and
digestate;

1 regular reminders, particularly to capture newnmovers, for example with
Council Tahills; and

T incentives or rewards, for example CounaiXTreduction for participantésee
box below)

Case study Incentives

The London Borough of Bexley specifically targets residents in blocks of flats to jo
Green Points scheme, part funded by LRBAPoints are awarded for increased
recycling which residents can use to claliscounts and offers provided by retailers ¢
local high streetsRecycling rates have gone up since the scheme began and itis 1
being rolled out to more propertie®’

Recommendatiorb

Boroughs should consider introducing specific measargkincentiveso increase
resident participation in separate food waste recycling collections, particularly in fl
and estatesthereby reducing the amount of food waste in the dsal waste stream.
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Communicationand marketingapproaches

Communication is an essential element in increasing levels of participation in food
recycling Successful trials various countriefiave highlighted théenefit of educating
communitieson the merits ofrecoveringfood waste3* London boroughsan learn from
these initiatives, both in promoting the benefits of collecting food waste and offering
practical advice.

Communication strategies need to be consisteRtomotional campaigns must present
potentially competing messages a packagen prevention, home composting and
recycling food The public often has little grasp of the waste hierarctuyd authorities
need to explain how Londoners should prioritise their behaviour

A strategic, pasLondon approach is essentiblt currently notsufficientlyvisible

Residentdiving and working in different boroughs, for example, need t@pmvided with

consistent message§. 2y R2y [ 2dzy OAf & ARSYUAFASEA [2YR2Y(
population,especially people that do not speak English as a first langaagarticularly

hard to engage Collaboration between boroughs and other authorities is essential:

standard messages, slogans and graploastly adopted byall participating boroughs,

could help raise awarenessdchange behavioumnore widely

¢KS Hamn NBLRNI WECKSAELKSOOAYB2NAAGwEQ[ 8l WBadDE
the sort of leadership to help find a better balance between localisation and the

devolvement of decisionsid choices on recycling, combining local insight and knowledge
GAGK | yIGA2yFf FNIFYSE2N] GKFG GKE Lzt A0 |

Support for boroughs in developing their communication strategies is available from
LWARB In June 2014he Boardre-launched its Borough Communication Support
Programmeijncluding a £100,000 funahich offers support and advice, mainly through
WRAP One of the priority areas for this new fund is low performing areas such as estates
and large blocks of fla.

Tools and messages

London boroughs can useaange of communication took® raise awarenesandengage
communities They should sendouy Sa al 3Sa (GKIF G FRRNBaa LIS2LI S
recycling explain the environmental benefit of separating foadste, and offer simple

solutions Boroughs carchoosethe toolsthat are most suited to local circumstance

follow a joint approach with other boroughs generatemore consistent messages

beyond borough boundariegsee box overleaf)
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Tools thatwork

o

Mail drops with letters and leaflets,
booklets or bin stickers

Door knocking and canvassing exercis
particularly aimed at low participation
areas

A dedicated enquiry hotline during the
early weeks of a new or changed sche

A dedicated webpageombined with the
use of social media such awifter

Press adverts and articles in the local
press/borough magazines and local
radio adverts

Outdoor adverts on bus backs, refuse
vehicles, bus stops, town centre

ol yySNEZ Oe& Of A aioa
community notice boards

Offering adviceat roadshows, drop in

sessionsinformation stalls in town
centres andat local markets

9aidl oftDAINSSKSAYY F K& Y LIA
target specific groups or communities
and to support council staff

Use ofcolour coded bin stkers with
pictorial images of items including a
budget for replacement bin stickers at
reasonable intervals

Messages that work

o

o

Fostering a better understanding
about end uses for recycled
household food waste and promotin
the value of these uses

Communicating reasons why people
should want to participatend
explaining how home composting ar
food waste collection complement
each other

Setting out practical information on

making food waste recycling as eas'
and convenient as possible such as
cleaN\J WR24 YR R2Yy(

Including feedback and updates on
how residents and the waste
authorities have been performing,
providing positive feedback

Including incentives like a voucher fi
free caddy liners, prize competitions
or a points scoring system to@ss
incentives

Combine cohesive and consistent
messages and branding, for exampl
by applying standard WRAP
iconography across all types of
communication

Source¥®
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Boroughs in.ondonand beyond use a range of messages and tools to communicate with
residents Greater Manchester, for exampli, & & dz0O0S&aa ¥dzf £ & NMzy AG &
campaignwhich used tags to highlighite correct separation of materials, and included
follow-up visits to lmuseholds where continued contamination occurredther boroughs

use imagery and messaging to promote forthcoming collection schemes, give instructions
and offer practical suggestions.

Bournemouth Council promotes its new food waste scheme

Food Waste Scheme
Coming Soon

Source: www.bournemouth.gov.u

Hackney Council includpgactical suggestions in its food recycling campaign

Source: www.hackney.gov.L
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