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Communications and promotion of the collection

A media strategy was prepared to launch the collection and a local celebrity, John Craven,
was used to front the campaign. Concerted efforts were made to generate positive press
coverage through press releases and events, such as road shows. The emphasis of the

campaigns was the environmental need to recycle more and to divert waste from landfill.

Communication with the residents in each roll-out area was carried out over a short period
of time in order to ensure that there was no long delay between informing customers of the
changes and their implementation, and thus maintain the momentum of the scheme’s
introduction. First a leaflet was delivered by hand to each household explaining that the
collections were soon going to change, and providing a brief explanation of the changes and
reasons why they were necessary. A couple of weeks later the garden waste bins were
delivered together with a more detailed instruction leaflet and a letter from the Executive
Member for the Environment. The leaflet provided a calendar of collection days and detailed
the materials that should be separated into the different containers. It also told residents that
side waste would no longer be accepted. A week later the last refuse collection with side
waste was made and two weeks later the brown bin and blue boxes were collected.

The number of calls to the call centre increased from an average of 500 a week to up to
2,000 for each phase of the roll-out. CDC also had one full time person dealing with e-mail
enquiries. The web-site was also updated to provide responses to some of the more common
enquiries.

In November 2004 a follow-up leaflet was delivered to each resident and this will be
repeated annually.

Performance of the collection

In 2004/05, the first full year of the operation of the collection, 12,238 tonnes of garden
waste and 10,087 tonnes of dry recyclables were collected, equivalent to 222
kg/household/year and 183 kg/household/year respectively. Participation is estimated at
approximately 80% from bi-monthly set-out counts on different rounds. With the collection
being alternate with refuse, participation is likely to be high. Most residents participate in
both collections, although some may not use the garden waste collection if they do not have
large gardens. On average, the collections generate an average of 507 kg/participating
household/year.

It is likely that the quantities of paper collected have increased with the introduction of the
kerbside collection, however, as the collection is co-mingled, no information is available on
this.

In 2002/03, the total quantity of household waste generated was approximately 59,000
tonnes per annum. In 2003/04, during the roll-out of the collections, this fell to 56,319
tonnes per annum. In 2004/05, 58,019 tonnes were collected. These data suggest that the
combined implementation of the recycling collections and switch to alternate week
collections of refuse and the ban on side waste, resulted in a reduction in the quantity of
waste being set-out by householders. The advantage of the alternate week collection is that
no additional bin capacity was provided to residents, except to those purchasing the blue
wheeled bins for recyclables.



Kerbside Recycling Experiences

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 CDC 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.

Table 1: KAT standard gross collection costs for household waste collected at the kerbside

Collected Round 2 Total Collection Tonnes Collection Collection
stream funding households  frequency collected cost per cost per
served 04/05 tonne household
(M (£) (€3]
Refuse - 55,042 Fortnightly 32,858 30 23
Co-mingled Vehicles for 55,042 Fortnightly 10,087
dry 55,000
households
Garden Containers for 55,042 Fortnightly 12,238 55 12
55,000
households
Total - 55,042 - 54,067 35 36
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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 way the collection was implemented and with the results. There
are a number of reasons for the success, including:

e strong project management;
* agood PR strategy in place for residents;
*  being prepared in advance to know how to deal with ‘special cases’;

e Field Officers recruited from existing staff so they know the area, rounds, collection
routine etc.;

e option to have second/alternative recycling container to cope with large quantities of
recyclables;

e enforcement and no side waste policy; and
e strong Member support.
Some of the less positive aspects of the collection are:

e CDC would like all residents to use wheeled bins for the dry recyclables due to the
volume and also handling; however, having charged a third of residents for the bin it is
difficult to give a bin to the other residents;

*  the tight timetable for implementation made it difficult and had there been problems
with, for example, bin or vehicle delivery, it would have been hard to implement it by
March 2004; and

o the collection is successful but does not include glass, and it would be difficult to
include it with the co-mingled materials due to the contamination of the other
materials; however, it raises the question of the best way to collect glass

Developments following the Round 2 funding

Further changes to the collections have not been made since the implementation of the
scheme, the time since having been spent letting the collection settle down and monitoring
progress. A door knocking campaign has targeted 10,000 poorer performing households and
promotion of the collections continues in road shows and in the press.

Consideration is being given to the best ways to increase glass recycling.



