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The garden waste generated an average of 583 tonnes a month from the 28,000 properties
served, equivalent to 250 kg/household/year.

Participation has not been measured in either collection but is estimated to be approximately
50% in the dry recyclables. It is estimated to be higher in the garden waste collection.

Overall, the collections are estimated to have contributed approximately 13.8% to BVPI 82a
and 82b; however, it must be remembered that the garden waste collection is only offered to
30% of residents and the dry recyclables collection replaced an existing paper collection.

The total quantity of waste arising has risen from an average of 5,445 tonnes a month for
the first 3 quarters of 2003/04 before the collections were introduced to an average of 6,174
tonnes a month in 2004/05 once the collections were established. This increase could be due
to both the introduction of wheeled bins in place of sacks to the residents receiving the
garden waste collection and the introduction of the garden waste collection. Both these
activities have been shown in other authorities as possible causes of overall waste increases.

Standard collection costs
It is difficult to compare collection costs between authorities for many reasons including
contracting out versus in-house service, lease versus purchase of capital equipment,
accounting practices, etc. Therefore, for the purpose of the case study analysis, Kerbside
Analysis Tool (KAT) has been used to estimate a standardised cost for each collection. It
should be stressed that the use of KAT is to overcome difficulties in comparing a service that
is operated and paid for in a number of different ways across authorities and not as a
reflection of perceived inaccuracies in the audited or declared costs for individual authorities.

KAT uses information on the infrastructure actually employed to carry out the collection, for
example the number and type of vehicles, and applies a unit cost, uniform depreciation and
financing. The standard costs calculated by KAT are not the same as the price paid to
a contractor for operating the service or the same as the costs that appear in the
audited accounts of the authority. However, they enable a fair comparison between
authorities of the costs of running kerbside collections.

Standard costs have been estimated for all the kerbside collections operating in the authority
including refuse collection, regardless of if they were funded by Round 2 or not. It is
sometimes impossible to separate out the elements funded by Round 2, for example if it only
covered part of a collection or if it replaced an existing collection. Therefore, the cost analysis
can only be undertaken at an authority wide level. Refuse collection costs are included as
well as those for recyclables collection because it provides a useful base reference against
which to compare the costs of the recyclables collections, refuse collection costs not being
uniform over the country.

The cost analysis is for the financial year 2004/05 and can therefore be directly related to the
performance above.

The standard collection costs for the refuse and kerbside collections in NBC are presented in
Table 1. All the costs are gross, i.e. do not include any benefits from the sales of materials or
from the receipt of recycling credits if payable.
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Table 1: KAT standard gross collection costs for household waste collected at the kerbside

*refuse and garden waste collections use the same vehicles so costs are average for both

When considering the costs presented in Table 1 it is essential to remember that they cover
the collection of household waste/recyclables only, i.e. trade waste is not included, and
additional costs for spare vehicles, depots and other support costs relating to collection are
not included. Post collection costs, such as gate fees for refuse, MRF processing and
composting, and ancillary costs such as for promotion, education, call centres and
communications are also not included. Depending on the extent of these facilities and
activities, and also the level of recycling credits or sales revenues, the standard KAT cost may
be lower or higher than the audited accounts and a direct comparison is impossible with
BVPI 86.

Lessons learnt
Officers are pleased with the residents’ response to the collection and believe that it has
been well accepted for a number of reasons including:

• the simplicity of the collection, using single compartment RCV, making it easier to
implement in the timescale required;

• the quality and intensity of the promotion campaign that has continued prior to the
introduction and is still ongoing;

• production of the promotion material in-house meant fast turn around times;

• alternate week collections that have encouraged participation in the dry recyclables
collections; and

• the short timescale determined by the DEFRA funding requirements pushed the
implementation forward, limiting the delays in some decisions that would usually, it is
believed, have taken longer had the pressure not been there.

Collected
stream

Round 2
funding

Total
households

served

Collection
frequency

Tonnes
collected

04/05
(T)

Collection
cost per
tonne

(£)

Collection
cost per

household
(£)

Refuse – 57,000
28,000

Weekly
Fortnightly

36,317 (est)
13,000 (est)

23
38*

15
31*

Paper –
for 85,000
households

85,000 Fortnightly, on
alternate

weeks

9,177 109 7

Cans and
plastics

1,394

Garden for 28,000
households

28,000 Fortnightly 6,998 38* 31*

Total – 85,000 – 66,886 41 32
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Some of the less positive aspects of the implementation are:

• the timescales did not permit residents to have a choice of a smaller wheeled bin;

• the leaflets were distributed in the boxes and it is believed that it would have been
more effective to have posted them (this was carried out for the recent expansion of
the garden waste collection and has proved to be more effective);

• overall, the quantities of waste collected have increased;

• the timescales put Officers under great pressure to implement the collections quickly – it
worked this time, but slightly longer would have enabled all the details to be refined.

Developments following the Round 2 funding
Expansion of the garden waste collection
NBC was a successful partner in a County wide bid for Round 3 funding to expand its
alternate week 240L bin collection of garden and non-recyclable waste to a further 32,000
households, bringing the total on this collection to 60,000 households. Of the remaining
25,000 households many properties are unsuitable for wheeled bins so remain on the weekly
sack collection for refuse.

Initial results for the first quarter of 2005/06 following the expansion show increases in the
quantities of not only the garden waste, from 2,586 tonnes for the first quarter of 2004/05
to 5,210 tonnes for the same quarter in 2005/06, but the quantity of dry recyclables has also
increased by approximately 500 tonnes in the same quarter.

Overall, the total waste stream has also risen from 16,126 tonnes for the first quarter in
2003/04 to 18,955 tonnes and 24,951 tonnes for the same quarters in 2004/05 and
2005/06 respectively. This could be due to a combination of introducing wheeled bins and
the collection of garden waste. The combined BVPI 82a and 82b has risen from 14%, to
31% to 36% for these quarters.

Expansion of alternate week collections to households unsuitable for
wheeled bin collection
The remaining 25,000 households provided with a weekly refuse collection from sacks will be
looked at in the future.
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