Defra Review of Waste Policies 
- Response from the North London Waste Authority


Review of Waste Policy

General

Q1. What should the nation’s ambition for waste management be? What do we need to do to achieve a ‘zero waste economy’?

The nation’s ambition for waste management should be to move towards a zero waste economy.

We should be doing the following to achieve a ‘zero waste economy’:

1.1 A clear quantitatively (tonnages) and qualitatively (types of waste) definition of a ‘zero waste economy’ from Government. 
1.2 A clearer direction as to whether the emphasis is on waste or climate change and therefore whether waste tonnages or carbon tonnages should take priority.

1.3 A repeal of LATS - The recent Government consultation has produced overwhelming evidence for the repeal of LATS. The Government, mindful of pressures on local authority budgets, should take the earliest opportunity to repeal the scheme and remove at least part of the uncertainty in planning waste budgets in the future.

1.4 Alignment of waste streams - A ‘zero waste economy’ is most likely to be deliverable by the alignment of all waste streams and regulations treating local authority municipal waste, C&I waste and CDE waste in the same way.

1.5 Alignment of the Packaging Regulations measures and targets. Currently producer responsibility legislation, such as packaging, has a different set of recycling and recovery targets, priority materials and deadline dates from local authority targets for municipal waste. In terms of providing clear communication to residents, it would be helpful if there could be better alignment of the different targets to ensure consistent messaging to consumers and potentially greater joint working between the different sectors to recover more value from the waste stream. 
1.6  Under producer responsibility, producers should pay full costs of recycling their waste.
1.7 Policy guidance from on how to get to a ‘zero waste economy’, without this being too prescriptive. An example could be a policy which sets out minimum and maximum targets in line with the waste hierarchy. This could be in the form of a minimum recycling target, maximum recovery targets and minimum disposal targets. In order to do this an understanding is required of waste volumes and compositions and likely changes in composition over the future to make the targets realistic and achievable.

Two examples of a ‘zero waste town/city’ are described below and the benefits and constraints are discussed:

-
‘Zero Waste’ Town  Kamikatsu, Japan

Kamikatsu is a tiny village in Japan with about 2,000 residents. Their quest for ‘zero waste’ means sorting their rubbish 34 ways
. Despite this there is still a requirement to incinerate materials such as shoes, futons and carpets. Glass and ceramic ware and light bulbs are still disposed of in landfills. The only outlet for recycling batteries is hundreds of miles away. Whilst this initiative is highly commendable, the application of such a scheme will be near impossible in England. Firstly, it will be impractical, difficult, costly and logistically difficult to provide 34 collection bins for householders. Secondly, even if these were provided in the form of recycling centres, there is still a requirement for householders to get to these locations. In urban areas, recycling centres may be located close to residents, however, in rural areas they may be a greater distance away requiring people to drive to and not every householder has a car or is able to drive. This is also true in the Authority area and Local Authorities are adopting policies to reduce car ownership / usage for climate change and congestion reasons.
What this shows is that ‘zero waste’ is achievable but at a cost and there will always be some elements of the waste stream that will require incineration or disposal to landfill.
-
Masdar City

Masdar City located just 10 miles from the centre of downtown Abu Dhabi is being built from the ground up to be the world's first zero carbon zero waste city
. Masdar City will use incineration, will recycle or reuse plastics and metals, etc and compost biodegradable waste for fertilizers and soils2.
1.8 North London Waste Authority Evidence
The Authority will be responsible for approximately 1.3 million tonnes of waste by 2045 and has conducted an analysis of the ability to achieve ‘zero waste to landfill’ in North London. The analysis concludes that a minimum 1% of material (mostly fly-ash which can only be disposed of expensively) will still require disposal to landfill. Getting down to a minimum level of 1% comes at an additional cost, which our initial analysis shows to be between £15M and £17M in 2020, not taking into account inflation.
1.9 A sympathetic view on the classification of outputs from treatment facilities, for example compost-like outputs (CLO) from MBT is also required.
CLO from MBT plants does not meet PAS100 standard because it is produced from mixed waste. A recent policy statement issued from DEFRA means that CLO will not count towards recycling targets.  This will have an implication on recycling targets and also the amount of waste that is sent to landfill. The EA says that 650,000 tonnes of CLO will be produced a year by the end of 2010
. This is a massive quantity that will not count towards recycling targets. One solution may be for Government to create a standard for CLO that operators of MBT plants are required to meet and which counts towards recycling. Another solution is to recognise that CLO used for land restoration and daily cover is not waste and therefore should not be counted as waste.
1.10 Further market development for waste as a resource including recyclates, solid recovered fuel (SRF) and markets for difficult and expensive to treat material – for example fly-ash from energy from waste facilities. The Authority is seeking through its procurement of long term waste solutions to establish markets for the outputs from the waste treatment process as well as markets for the recyclable materials. However, the sort of  market concerns that exist for a local economy like north London are:

1.11 a lack of available markets within the north London surrounds;

1.12 market volatility for commodities along with fluctuating energy prices;

1.13 a limited outlet for marketable recyclable products with increasingly stringent quality requirements;
1.14 No bankable prospects of district heating / cooling to support local decentralised SRF use in energy generating facilities;
1.15 a lack of available and suitable land for building reprocessing facilities and other facilities such as AD; and

1.16 a larger distance to agricultural land for compost like outputs from biological process along with stringent standards (PAS 100 & ABPR) for composts and digestate.
Q2. How could the contribution waste management in England makes to the economy and our environmental and energy goals be maximised?

The contribution to our economy can be maximised by:

2.1 Generating energy from waste

Generating energy from waste and other renewables will reduce the UK’s reliance on fossil fuels and also the reliance on imports resulting in a positive impact on the economy. Developing energy from waste facilities will lead to job creation and therefore employment opportunities which is a boost to the economy. Although it is recognised that some displacement of jobs will occur, e.g. as landfill sites close.  As an example, the average number of people employed at LondonWaste Ltd (an NLWA owned company which includes an EfW facility and other waste processing facilities) in 2009 was 264 and through its procurement is expected to create over 700 jobs during construction. 

2.2 The use of Local Reprocessors

The UK’s recovered paper and plastic bottles and other materials are transported abroad for reprocessing. Whilst recognising that it is ‘one earth’ and ‘one world’ living, there are economic benefits that can be realised by siting reprocessors locally. Firstly, the cost of transport is removed. There is also a need to understand if the CO2 emissions from the transport of material overseas is less or higher than the savings achieved from recycling. A study carried out by WRAP concludes that there are CO2 savings to be made from recycling even if the recovered materials have to be transported to China
. Arguably greater CO2 savings can be achieved by not exporting any material. Secondly, the building, running and operations of these facilities create employment and finally, presumably there is a cost associated with buying back the recovered material. Again this cost can be removed if the materials are re-processed locally. Deduction from A Friends of the Earth report
 suggests that 25,000 new recycling jobs can be created based on a recycling target set at 50%. 

2.3 Job creation through targets set out in Extended Producer Responsibility (EPR) schemes.

One example of this is the extended producer responsible scheme (EPR) scheme for textiles in France. The EPR legislation sets a target on social employment such that ‘working or training hours (resulted from conventions with sorting operators) required to sort out the extra textiles tonnage shall be of 15% of total employee working hours’. i.e. there is an obligation of 15% of ‘social employment’ creation
, for companies that receive income generated through the Producer Responsibility Scheme.
The contribution to our environmental goals can be maximised by:

2.4 Higher landfill taxes.

Higher landfill taxes on wastes which are not pre-treated or no attempt has been made to follow the waste hierarchy will contribute to the environment and economy. However, sufficient lead in time should be designed to allow local authorities adapt to any proposed increase and any additional monies raised from Landfill Tax should be recirculated into waste prevention or recycling / composting initiatives. 
The contribution to our energy goals can be maximised by:

2.5 Generating energy from waste.

An ICE publication in 2005 stated that 10% of our energy can be generated from residual waste, i.e. after reuse and recycling have been exhausted. Generating energy from waste, Solid Recovered Fuel (SRF) and other renewables will reduce the UK’s reliance on fossil fuels and also our reliance on imports. 
2.6 Creating a level playing field for emissions at power stations irrespective of the fuel type used.
Q3. How can Government make the best use of the skills and knowledge of the private sector, civil society and local communities in delivering a zero waste economy?

The government can do this by the following means:

3.1 Consultations and Workshops
Consultations and workshops should be designed to encourage sharing of information and through the creation of knowledge transfer networks / partnerships.

3.2 Providing Support for Schemes such as:
· Community composting and allotment composting;

· Second hand shops e.g. through VAT breaks and repair services again for example through VAT breaks; and 

· Offering cash back on appliance hire if kept for a minimum period.

Waste Prevention

Q4. Do local authorities have the right responsibilities for waste services? Are there further services that could be devolved to local authorities or directly to local communities?

4.1 The responsibilities for waste services can be said to be those that ensure the waste hierarchy is adhered to, so ensuring prevention of waste generation, reuse, recycling and recovery. Where waste is produced the responsibilities include the collection and the correct management of waste.
4.2 When looking at the carbon impacts of waste, however, Government should be at least equally as rigorous in its analysis of C&I and CDE wastes as it is with the more politically visible (but much smaller) municipal waste stream.  Removing LATS burdens from Waste Disposal Authorities would also allow greater integration of services, with Landfill Tax being the driver against landfill that will deliver national compliance with the Landfill Directive.
Local Authorities

4.3 The responsibilities of encouraging waste prevention and minimisation should be taken at a national level with local authorities promoting and educating at a local level. However, it has to be recognised that local authorities can only have a limited impact on waste prevention – i.e. they can affect the ‘demand’ side of waste production, but cannot affect the ‘supply’ of waste, which is driven by producers. 

4.4 Waste collection and disposal of municipal wastes, however, should be left to local authorities. It will be impossible to expect local communities to take on the task of collection and disposal. There are environmental health and health and safety implications of this.  

4.5 Local authorities should not be required to manage any further C&I or CDE waste streams; rather these should stay in the private sector, albeit with appropriate laws, policies and enforcement in order to protect the environment and human health.
Local Communities

4.6 The local community can, however, play a big part in waste prevention, reuse and minimisation schemes. An example will be setting up community reuse businesses.

4.7 There is, however, a challenge regarding who should be responsible for commercial waste. Government will have to watch closely to see how quickly the Landfill Tax works so that this tax burden is no greater than necessary. 

Q5. How can illegal waste activity be minimised, including reducing levels of fly-tipping? Are sanctions for breaches of waste regulation fair and proportionate?

5.1 Government needs to satisfy itself that the levels of enforcement and the sanctions applied are commensurate with the risks of any non-compliance with the Landfill Directive.

5.2 Also, local authorities taking reasonable actions to identify and prosecute fly-tippers who are causing real environmental harm as well as a financial burden on local council tax payers should not be held up for ridicule when, for example, using CCTV.
Q6.  How can we balance regulation to ensure that we protect health and the environment without unnecessarily burdening businesses and local authorities? What are the opportunities to reduce or remove the burdens or regulations?

6.1 The Authority has no comments to make on this question

Q7. What roles should (i) national and local government; (ii) businesses; (iii) voluntary organisations; and (iv) individuals take in order to prevent waste from arising, and to reduce the hazardousness or environmental impact of waste?

7.1 Waste reduction and reuse is a priority which requires a collaborative approach including shared responsibility among key partners. A nationally coordinated approach is important as it gives waste reduction and reuse higher priority on the waste management agenda and achieves economies of scale. However, flexibility needs to be given to authorities wishing to implement reuse and reduction projects on a local level.  A significant amount of the impact of waste reduction and reuse can be achieved through supply side rather than demand side initiatives, therefore, it is necessary in many cases for this work to be led from a national or even international level. The work that WRAP has been delivering through Love Food, Hate Waste and the voluntary Courtauld Commitment with retailers to reduce waste are excellent examples of this approach. 
The role of national and local Government:

7.2 To provide leadership by exhibiting waste prevention behaviours in its own workplaces and by incorporating waste prevention in contract procurement.

7.3 Give further guidance on existing packaging policies and legislation about over-packaging so that everyone understands and can take action quickly and easily.

7.4 Increase the packaging recovery targets.

7.5 Reduce the tax on products with less packaging / packaging made out of recycled materials.

7.6 Increase tax on single use items such as coffee cups.
7.7 Provide tax breaks for reuse and repair schemes.
7.8 The revised Waste Framework Directive places a requirement on Member States to produce waste prevention plans. This should create the opportunity for running communication campaigns about how to prevent waste and how it benefits individuals and the local community.

7.9 Run workshops for businesses and individuals on waste minimisation especially SME’s which would really benefit from training and workshops that cover legal requirements. An organisation such as WRAP already plays a huge role in this respect and should continued to be used to do so.

7.10 Increase the focus on environmental studies in school.

7.11 Increase the focus on lifestyle skill subjects at school such as cooking, sewing, gardening and DIY and repairing things in general.

7.12 Make it compulsory for all businesses over a certain size to operate a recognised environmental management system such as BS EN ISO 14001. A simpler environmental management system should be designed for small businesses.

7.13 Designate ‘zero waste places’ and green zones to showcase best practice.

7.14 Continue to fund a national Love Food Hate Waste campaign.

7.15 Recognise the importance of home composting and seek its inclusion in National Indicators. A tool was previously developed by WRAP which sought to analyse how much home composting contributed to LATS diversion. The Government should work with WRAP towards redeveloping the tool.

7.16 Encourage the reuse of items not already covered by producer responsibility legislation such as the WEEE Regulations, including the possible use of the Landfill Credits Recycling Fund monies to support reuse initiatives for non-obligated materials.
7.17 Actively spread best practice from other parts of Government such as community ‘pay-back’ schemes for young offenders; skills training for long-term unemployed as a funding stream to help furniture/appliance reuse projects such as Restore in North London/Croydon ARC plus more widely: e.g. Through a pan-London reuse network established by the London Community Recycling Network (LCRN) which has recently attracted funding support from the London Waste and Recycling Board (LWaRB).

7.18 Provide resources/guidance to Trading Standards on enforcement of over-packaging provisions.

The role of businesses:

7.19 The Government should assist businesses in solutions that involve businesses within close proximity pooling their resources together. It may be difficult for businesses to do these types of initiatives on their own, however, with some Government assistance this may be viable.

7.20 All shops can have a role e.g. in charging for single use bags.
7.21 Businesses should provide incentives for using products for the whole life of the product, e.g. greater rewards for keeping a mobile phone instead of trading it in.
7.22 Businesses can also ensure they act in accordance with the spirit as well as the legal requirements of the consumer information obligations of the packaging regulations.

7.23 Set waste prevention policies within their working practices and incentivise staff to adhere to those policies.

7.24 Design and make products that are durable and repairable but it will be necessary for others to ensure that these are enforced via trading standards and product purchasing legislation.

7.25 Individual producer responsibility to reward long-lasting products.

7.26 Making prevention ‘cool’.

The role of voluntary organisations:

7.27 Recognise the role of voluntary organisations in assisting local Government with waste prevention messages and communication campaigns.

7.28 Voluntary organisations can also help with waste prevention / repair workshops to raise awareness.

7.29 They can help with the separation of materials from bulky waste collected by local authorities in order that the materials can be reused.
7.30 Voluntary organisations can also help with community composting schemes and community clear-ups.
7.31 Use the ability of voluntary organisations to make contact with the community and encourage training.
7.32 Voluntary organisations can also assist in developing local networks of interested people to share knowledge and tips for making real lifestyle changes.
The role of individuals:

Individuals can assist by:

7.33 Taking responsibility for action and choices made.

7.34 Thinking before buying products about whether they are really needed.

7.35 Increasingly purchasing second hand items.

7.36 Only buying things that will last (have durability) and are not single use wherever possible.

7.37 Giving unwanted items to friends or charity.

7.38 Learning what to do with leftover food, how to store it and when it is time to discard into actual kitchen caddy.

7.39 Refusing to buy products that have excessive packaging and encourage others to do the same.

7.40 Telling others about good practices and examples, support businesses that do the right thing when it comes to waste prevention and do waste prevention at work.

7.41 Bringing their own mug/flasks in at coffee shops.

Q8. What can be done to encourage businesses to design and manufacture products which produce less waste – such as those which last longer, can be upgraded and/or repaired, and don’t have hazardous components? How might Responsibility Deals contribute to this? 

8.1 Government should fund advisors to talk to businesses on a one-to-one level to provide specific advice and  provide staff training for SME’s.

8.2 Increase the legal warranty period on products.

8.3 Make it easier for people to claim for repairs on products in warranty, perhaps by having service standards for the time for the repair to take place.

8.4 Implement tax rises to those companies designing products of poor environmental design (similar to road tax system for your car) – if a product fits between a range of criteria it can pay a certain duty but as the product’s environmental performance criteria diminishes then the product moves up to a higher tax/duty bracket.

8.5 Ensure that the cost for disposing of packaging is passed on to the manufacturers.

8.6 Encourage each business to have standardised displays with packaging that can be reused.

8.7 Encourage reusable packaging wherever possible e.g. large furniture items such as sofas being delivered in a padded bag which the store can then take back and reuse on another sofa to be delivered.

8.8 Introduce a packaging standard like a ‘kite mark’ or ‘energy star rating’ to signify the packaging to product ratio or amount of packaging used on a product relative to a ‘best in class’ threshold standard. 

8.9 All products should be labelled to say the expected lifetime of the product.

8.10 Run communication campaigns showcasing ‘best in class’ products that use minimal packaging.
8.11 Use the Consumer Direct website to ensure that people know their rights when products are not ‘fit for purpose’, using Trading Standards services to enforce these requirements.

8.12 Packaging

The Authority considers that an effective programme of action with manufacturers and retailers to reduce packaging is best devised and implemented at a national level. The voluntary Courtauld Commitment is already in place as noted previously to provide a focus for packaging reduction activities and the good work that WRAP is doing nationally with companies which have signed up to the Commitment should not be duplicated locally. On a statutory level the Packaging Essential Requirements Regulations are also in place to ensure that products are not over packaged and it is a requirement for obligated companies to meet these requirements. However, there are gaps in the current programme of action with manufacturers and retailers to reduce packaging which the Authority considers must be filled in order to maximise reduction further. These include: 

· An awareness raising programme about the requirements, particularly amongst smaller manufacturers and retailers.
· On-the-ground support to provide advice for obligated companies – for example design support to help smaller companies reduce their packaging requirements.

· Incentives to invest in less wasteful design.

· Promotion and encouragement for returnable products and refillable packaging. WRAP is doing some work in this area, but again it is the many smaller companies where such support is potentially just as urgently needed.

· Work with trade associations to embed an understanding of packaging reduction within them and amongst their members. For example it may be possible to consider additional voluntary agreements with trading associations to encourage all their members to sign up to waste prevention plans for example.

· Work with small retailers to promote the purchase of less wasteful and more sustainable products.
· Support for trading standards officers in the practical use of powers to enforce against over-packaged goods.

North London Waste Authority Evidence
The Authority and its constituent Boroughs have had some success in this regard by encouraging local businesses to display waste prevention posters showing what actions they are taking and also encouraging small retailers to display posters and give out reusable shopping bags and information about food waste. 

8.13 Voluntary codes of practice play an important role in helping the waste industry demonstrate its environmental and social responsibility.  However, there are occasions when they do not capture a high number of operators due to their voluntary nature. If statutory mechanisms are in place it can be ensured that the entire sector meets its social and environmental responsibilities. One example where a statutory mechanism might be considered is in regard to unwanted advertising material, often known as “junk mail’’. The Mailing Preference Service or MPS is an industry run system which many direct marketers sign up to, allowing residents to opt out of receiving addressed advertising material. Many local authorities run “no junk mail” campaigns as part of their waste prevention work, however this does not capture un-addressed material that is hand-delivered.  While “no junk mail” stickers on doors may dissuade some companies from placing their advertising in letterboxes, these stickers currently do not carry any legal status and can be ignored. 

8.14 This issue has been recognised in Victoria, Australia where the use of a sticker stating ‘no junk mail’ or ‘no advertising material’ is protected through the Environment Protection Act 1970. The Act makes it an offence for advertising material to be placed in a letterbox where such a sticker is on display, punishable by an ‘on the spot’ fine or a fine issued by a court. 

8.15 Another area would be the transparent use of Packaging Recovery Note (PRN) money and/or a more robust approach to consumer information obligations imposed upon obligated packaging companies. If for example companies obligated under the packaging regulations were required to provide an amount of money per obligated tonne to demonstrate compliance with the consumer information obligations already contained within the packaging legislation this would provide a useful and ongoing non-governmental funding source for national campaign work as well as providing a demonstration by the businesses involved that they were meeting their consumer information obligation requirements.  The Environment Agency (EA) may also need further resources in order to effectively monitor and enforce compliance.

Q9. Which waste streams or materials should be a priority for waste prevention? 

9.1 Priorities for waste prevention may vary from area to area and vary between commercial, industrial and household waste. This is because the relative environmental impact of different waste streams compared to, for example, other aspects of business performance may need to be taken into account. As an example some food retailers may choose to focus on reducing energy use in refrigeration as a priority, compared to reducing plastics use in packaging for example. The priorities for action will be driven by a range of factors including:

· Environmental impact relative to other actions, as outlined in the above example;

· Whether there are already targets in place for a particular waste stream (national or company specific);

· The ease of action – this may include the relative cost of taking action compared to tonnes of waste prevented;

· The overall proportion of total waste which a given waste stream represents; and 

· How much action is already being carried out on a particular waste stream, e.g. it may be most appropriate to target those waste streams where people are doing limited amounts of action now 

North London Waste Authority Evidence
9.2 In North London the Authority and the seven constituent boroughs carried out a waste prevention prioritisation exercise with the Waste and Resources Action Programme (WRAP) in order to prioritise materials for action. The results are enclosed in Appendix A.  As a result the partners prioritised food waste prevention (through promoting home composting and the Love Food Hate Waste campaign) and furniture reuse. The actions resulting are included in the full waste prevention plan included in Appendix B. 

9.3 The following waste / stream materials should be a priority for municipal  waste prevention:

1. Food

2. Textiles

3. Products made from crude oil

4. Rigid plastics

5. All non-recyclable streams.

The Authority leaves others to prioritise the large, many and varied non-municipal waste streams.
 Q10. How should waste prevention be measured? 

10.1 The success of waste prevention activities measures can be measured by an overall reduction or a slowing of growth of the waste stream, measured in tonnes. Waste prevention can also be measured by a reduction in tonnages of hazardous waste as one part of the definition of waste prevention is a reduction in the hazardousness of waste.
North London Waste Authority Evidence
10.2 For individual waste streams waste prevention success can be measured in a variety of ways. Appendix B to this consultation response includes a copy of the North London Waste Prevention Plan 2010-2012. Each waste prevention action is justified in the plan by an estimated tonnage diversion and cost for (which can be compared to alternatives such as disposal to landfill) – see table 8. For each waste prevention action a measurement approach is also proposed – see table 11. 

10.3 Whilst the sources for the estimated tonnage diversion from disposal vary, the Plan outlines a range of prevention (and reuse) actions which result in an anticipated overall diversion of between 9,727 – 11,960 tonnes (both direct and indirectly for 2010/11. The estimated cost per tonne diverted is between £20.28 and £24.93
 which compares favourably with landfill disposal prices and has thus been used to justify expenditure on waste prevention and reuse activities in North London. 

10.4 One of the key barriers to achieving household waste prevention targets is the historic focus on recycling and recovery of materials, rather than the prevention of materials becoming waste in the first place. Even though recycling has undeniable environmental benefits, it is significantly less beneficial than waste reduction. So far, whilst there is a number of recycling related success stories at a local and national level, a similar level of effort has not been focused on waste reduction and this lack of historic focus and momentum for waste reduction initiatives is a key barrier going forwards.

10.5 As already mentioned above, if prevention targets are ‘total waste’ based then the ability of local authorities to influence the same is limited. Supply side interventions focused on product producers and suppliers are likely to have a much greater impact than demand side measures focused on product users. Therefore, another barrier to the achievement of reduction targets is that suppliers have an influence on these targets and this is something outside of local authority control.

10.6 Another barrier is the complexity of the prevention message, as the DEFRA evidence review
 has indicated and therefore there is a need to tailor messages to individual waste streams. 

10.7 Fourthly, the achievement of waste reduction targets can be largely invisible to the householder, so unlike recycling where the householder can see if they are recycling a lot, it is much more difficult for householders to see that they are producing less and therefore helping to reach targets or benefit themselves. Coupled with this, the visible positive benefits associated with recycling, such as sitting on recycled plastic furniture or buying a fleece jacket made out of recycled plastic bottles are not there for waste reduction. There is nothing to show for not producing something in the first place.

· Ways to overcome the barriers
North London Waste Authority Evidence
10.8 In order to overcome the barriers of a lack of visibility and success stories for municipal waste prevention, it would be useful if national, regional and local level publicity could be used to showcase some of the achievements of residents and businesses who have reduced their waste.  For example after the North London prevention focused 2009 ‘Watch Your Waste Week’, householders, businesses and schools that had successfully reduced their waste (by an average of 50%) were presented with a certificate acknowledging their achievements in waste reduction. Improved publicity coupled with the inclusion of reuse within national targets will help to raise the profile of reduction and ensure that prevention messages become more visible. 

10.9 The barrier of the supply side influence on household waste reduction targets can be best overcome by the use of voluntary and legislative targets for suppliers. Further initiatives such as the Courtauld Commitment (a voluntary agreement between WRAP and major grocery retailers and brand owners which is leading to new solutions and technologies so that less food, products and packaging ends up as household waste and the Packaging Essential Requirements regulations) are needed.

10.10 WRAP announced on the 23rd of September that one million tones of waste have been prevented through Courtauld success.
  WRAP announced that UK’s grocery sector has prevented 1.2 million tones of food and packaging waste over the last five years. The value of this avoided food and packaging waste is estimated at £1.8 billion and the CO2 equivalent emissions avoided amount to around 3.3 million tones, the same as stopping half a million around the world fights.

10.11 Support for any further European extensions to producer responsibility, including possibly lobbying for a Europe-wide approach to the junk mail issue identified above (noting the associated lead times) would be constructive too.

10.12 The Defra Evidence Review advises a separation of messages for waste prevention in order to overcome the complexity of the issue. This is an approach which the Authority and its constituent borough councils have acknowledged in the new waste prevention plan for the area (2010 -12).

10.13 One of the ways the barrier of the invisibility of waste reduction achievements can be overcome is by linking waste reduction initiatives to benefits, such as money saved e.g. through food waste reduction or use of reusable nappies; or linking the householder’s actions to the benefits they provide to others such as a local charity e.g. by providing furniture or clothing for reuse. However, it has to be recognised that some reduction initiatives will continue to have an intangible benefit to the householder, such as a reduction in unwanted mail and that this may make them more difficult to promote and encourage. Increased communication with householders to extend participation in such initiatives, potentially supported by mandatory measures placed on suppliers will be needed to ensure that these measures are taken forward. 

10.14  Tax breaks should be provided for reuse
10.15 Rewards should be provided for using products for longer periods

10.16 Waste prevention may be measured by the following means:

North London Waste Authority Evidence

· The North London Waste Prevention Plan April 2010 – March 2012 outlines a range of methods for measuring the impact of waste prevention at a regional level, including measuring for example, the number of residents signed up to the Mailing Preference Service before and after a campaign about unwanted mail and then multiplying this by the average kg reduction in paper waste per household which is signed up to the service.  A copy of the North London Waste Prevention Plan is attached to this response as Appendix B.
10.17 In addition a number of other suggestions for potentially measuring the impacts of waste prevention are outlined below:

10.18 Having an ‘RPI’ of packaged items to use as a base line and assess against that for weight and/or volume of future packaging.

10.19 Use loyalty card data.

10.20 We have polling data now with questions covering how often items are replaced and could use that information to compare attitudes in the future.

10.21 Have standard waste compositional analysis categories across the country to measure changes in residual waste composition over time i.e. to show what materials are being taken out if the waste stream as a result of waste prevention. 
10.22 Businesses and others should be encouraged to sign up to give pledges for prevention measures, measure the number of people signing up.

10.23 National Indicator information for recycling and composting also includes reuse so information is being collected by local authorities on reuse and this can additionally be used to provide a measure of the impact of reuse over time. 

Preparing for Reuse

Q11. What more do you think Government, businesses and civil society could do to increase activities that prepare waste for reuse? 

11.1 The Authority welcomes the clarification afforded in the revised Waste Framework Directive which distinguishes ‘reuse’ of material regarded as ‘non-waste’ from ‘preparation for reuse’ of material which is regarded as waste and the Authority welcomes activity to increase both. In relation to increasing activities that ‘prepare waste for reuse’, there are a number of fiscal, regulatory and voluntary mechanisms which could be used to encourage a greater amount of reuse and re-manufacture. 
11.2 These range from requiring certain categories of product to be designed for reuse and re-manufacture to support for organisations such as London Remade and the Furniture Reuse Network.  Regulatory or financial intervention is likely to take some time to implement and the evidence base required to prove reuse can be complex, so that investing in reuse can be difficult on a practical level.  However, other countries have introduced a range of measures, such as the Dutch government’s packaging covenants, one of which requires producers and importers to refill 90% of bottles over one litre and to recover for reuse or recycling 75% of other bottles. Eleven US states also have a legal deposit on bottles and cans for beer and soft drinks and six states also have deposits on mineral water containers according to Enviros’s work for DEFRA.
11.3 An assessment should be done to assess the implication of this approach and if there will be value for money in adopting this approach in the UK. 

11.4 We also note that the Council for Protection for Rural England (CPRE) has launched a campaign to encourage the Government to set a goal of implementing a UK-wide deposit refund scheme by 2015 which they suggest will lead to: 
· a decrease in litter – a stated early priority for the Government;
· an increase in recycling (i.e. reuse) – by providing an incentive for individuals, households and businesses to act responsibly; and
·  A demonstrable movement towards a zero waste economy. 


11.5 More focus by the national ‘RecycleNow’ campaign to encompass reuse and re-manufacture would also be helpful so that these activities are promoted at a national level. It would also be helpful to allow local authorities to bid to WRAP for communication funding to promote reuse. Reuse and repair guides, tool share schemes and second hand and hire shops can all be promoted at a local and national level to good effect. Local authorities could also include targets for reuse and repair within their procurement goals for purchasing recycled products. 

11.6 From the perspective of ‘wider wastes’ the engagement of businesses in waste exchanges is a helpful approach, but in our experience to be successful requires on-the-ground outreach workers, hard copy lists of ‘wastes’ available for reuse or re-manufacture and regular visits to companies to encourage them to participate. A simple web-based listing of ‘waste’ available for reuse will not be extensively used without this additional support. The NISP programme is an excellent programme,    but is likely to require continued consistent support and investment of resources at local, regional and national levels in order for the service to be most fully utilised.
11.7 Ultimately businesses will only invest in reuse and re-manufacture if it makes economic sense to do so. Examples of companies making a financial case for investing in reuse and re-manufacture include Xerox copiers, toner cartridges provided by a range of companies and second hand car dealers. (Today for example, 90% of Xerox-designed equipment is capable of being re-manufactured. Source: Xerox Corporation, Environment, Health and Safety 2000 Progress Report). A piece of research which looked at the opportunities for reuse and re-manufacture, which explored the businesses which are doing it already and consumer and procurement professionals’ views towards reused and re-manufactured products would be a useful place to start for considering what more could be done to further stimulate this area of activity. An initial early intervention would also be required to provide incentives for manufacturers producing products which lasted longer or for consumers who were happy to retain products beyond a certain period – like a loyalty bonus but for product loyalty and longevity of use which could be rewarded as part of a take-back scheme.

11.8 Finally, some recognition of the opportunities to credit reuse and re-manufacture and count this tonnage towards some statutory targets would also be welcome.

The following is a list of what Government, businesses and local authorities could do.

Government

· Include a levy within the new purchase price for items that could easily have been bought as reused. For practical purposes it may be necessary to specific product groups to which this approach might apply, e.g. furniture and white goods;

· Investigate a payback mechanism for repaired and second use products;

· Exempt VAT from items under £200 sold for reuse;

· Increase the tax rate for single use disposable products;

· Improve the web communications infrastructure nationally to give everyone access to existing services such as Freecycle, Freegle and Ecomodo;

· Have reuse elements in Government contracts. Departments should not be allowed to buy new unless they have explored the option of reused products and demonstrated it wouldn’t provide value for money;

· Have a national portal for reuse and/or product rental, hire and leasing organisations and companies selling reused products;

· Require standardisation of product components such as the recent change where all mobile phone chargers use the same jack;

· Introduce PAS standards for reused products similar to those for recycled materials to help consumers identify a quality product and change the idea that reused is poor quality;

· Take enforcement on abusers of waste collection systems or those with total disregard for reuse or recycling; and

· Encourage groups such as the “operation payback” probation/community service teams to undertake separation/cleaning of waste for it to be ready for reuse. The ‘Tools Shed’ project at HMP Wandsworth is an example of this – as outlined in the text box below. 
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Businesses

· Make products easier to repair;

· Make repair services more competitively priced;

· Allow repairs to take place in other outlets to increase competitiveness;

· Standardise product components used;

· Stock spares for products in stores rather than making people order them which can be time consuming; and

· Introduce loyalty schemes for reuse and repair e.g. discounts on parts when items we produce are repaired here or 2 stamps on your loyalty card if you bring your own coffee cup

Civil Society

· Support training of vulnerable people in the community so they can learn a skill or trade through reuse – in our experience, most community sector reuse projects have a ‘social’ role within their terms of reference or articles of association.  One example of this is the extended producer responsible scheme (EPR) scheme for textiles in France. The EPR legislation sets a target on social employment such that ‘working or training hours (resulted from conventions with sorting operators) required to sort out the extra textiles tonnage shall be of 15% of total employee working hours’. i.e. there is an obligation of 15% of ‘social employment’ creation
, for companies that receive income generated through the Producer Responsibility Scheme
Q12. Which waste streams or products are priorities for reuse?

12.1 Priorities for waste prevention may vary from area to area and vary between commercial, industrial and household waste. This is because the relative environmental impact of different waste streams compared to, for example, other aspects of business performance may need to be taken into account. The priorities for action will be driven by a range of factors including:

· Environmental impact relative to other actions;
· Whether there are already targets in place for a particular waste stream (national or company specific);

· The ease of action – this may include the relative cost of taking action compared to tonnes of waste prevented;

· The overall proportion of total waste which a given waste stream represents; and

· How much action is already being carried out on a particular waste stream, e.g. it may be most appropriate to target those waste streams where people are doing limited amounts of action now 

North London Waste Authority Evidence

12.2 In North London the Authority and the seven constituent boroughs carried out a waste prevention prioritisation exercise with WRAP in order to prioritise materials for actions. The results are enclosed in Appendix A.  As a result the partners prioritised food waste prevention (through promoting home composting and the Love Food Hate Waste campaign) and furniture reuse. The actions resulting are included in the full waste prevention plan included in Appendix B. 

12.3 The Association of Cities and Regions for Recycling and Resource Management (ACR+) of which the NLWA is a member is calling for a 5% mandatory reuse target within the recast WEEE Directive.
12.4 The following waste streams / products should therefore be prioritised for reuse:

Household Waste Stream

· Textiles;

· Large electrical;

· Other WEEE; and 

· Furniture
Commercial and Industrial Stream

· Electrical Items; 

· Furniture; and
· Transit packaging.
Q13. What are the existing barriers to preparing more waste for reuse from both the household waste stream and the ‘Commercial and Industrial’ and ‘Construction and Demolition’ waste streams? 

13.1 There are a number of barriers to achieving targets for reuse and repair, several of which are outlined in a report on reuse in London (Third sector reuse capacity in London) the research for which was part funded by the NLWA. Some of these barriers are region specific, others are national issues.  Some of the key barriers include:

· Lack of investment/ market gaps – in particular areas of London;

· Lack of information to consumers – Information about how you can reuse items is not freely and widely available, if you can’t find out where you could donate an item for reuse then you’re more likely to throw it away;
· Lack of information about money saving benefits associated with reuse and repair (e.g. reusable nappies).
· Lack of adequate marketing of reuse and repaired products;

· Consumers’ lack of trust in reuse and the quality of repaired products;

· Operational issues / the capacity of reuse organisations including the difficulties of matching supply and demand across London; and

· Costs – when it is less expensive for someone to buy a piece of flat packed furniture new compared to buying a reconditioned second-hand item, then there is really no incentive to reuse. Potentially, therefore, another barrier to achieving the targets for reuse in particular could include finding a sufficient market for reused items if collection for reuse increases or attracting separate learning and skills funding into waste applications and for the duration of waste contracts.
13.2 Many of the barriers to expanding reuse and repair in London specifically are clearly outlined in the report referenced above ‘Third sector reuse capacity in London’, which was part funded by the North London Waste Authority – http://legacy.london.gov.uk/gla/publications/environment/reuse-fullreport.pdf
Ways to overcome the barriers

13.3 The ‘Third sector reuse capacity in London’ report mentioned above makes a number of recommendations in order to increase reuse capacity in the capital including strengthening the reuse and repair market by investing in infrastructure and increasing capacity, specifically:

· Reconfiguring all local authority bulky waste services to maximise reuse (and recycling);

· Strengthening the links between municipal housing services, social services and recycling and reuse services;

· Coordinating reuse services and improving their management information (this would enable peaks and troughs in supply and demand across the capital to potentially be evened out);

· Focusing and intensifying existing reuse services;

· Providing a development fund to create seven new reuse sites in London;
· Establishing an investment fund to incentivise business reuse;

· Contracting third sector reuse organisations to deliver municipal bulky waste / reuse services;

· Contracting third sector organisations to work with reuse and recycling centres in expanding facilities for the public to drop off reuse items;

· Agreeing a common monitoring framework enabling the payment of collection and reuse credits to all reuse organisations; and

13.4 The recommendations in the reuse in London report also include a number of suggestions for overcoming the awareness and perception barriers noted above, namely:

· Improving the retail profile of reuse on London’s high streets; and

· Resourcing a strategic marketing campaign promoting reuse to Londoners

13.5 The cost barrier of reuse is not something which will be easily overcome but potentially with a more coordinated third sector reuse service, this might bring economies of scale which will enable projects to charge prices which are more competitive to the ‘buy new’ alternatives.  Clearly, any new carbon-accounting regimes that may be introduced at international or national level in the future might substantially assist as the carbon benefits of reuse can be significant. We understand that one tonne of reused furniture can create more than one tonne of equivalent carbon savings.
13.6 In terms of overcoming the barrier of potentially insufficient demand for collected items, as collection for reuse increases, the key will be to ensure that any collection expansion initiative is backed up with a robust business case showing that sufficient outlets exist for the materials collected.

13.7 Finally the reuse capacity in London report, only reviewed third sector service provision, excluding private sector reuse and repair services. It would be helpful to update the third sector study with some additional analysis of repair in particular so that repair services across the capital might be more easily promoted. 
13.8 This could be combined with raising consumer awareness of product lifespans and the requirements placed upon producers to supply products which are fit for purpose, including information on guarantees, repairs and spare parts. The website for Consumer Direct (http://www.consumerdirect.gov.uk) contains a considerable amount of helpful advice and information including, for example, template letters for people to use if goods are not as described/not of a satisfactory quality or not fit for purpose made known at the time of sale.

Q14. Who is best placed to deliver an increase in reuse? How could civil society take a role? 

14.1 Central and local government, businesses, individuals, educational establishments and civil society all have roles to play.  No one organisation can encourage reuse in isolation and expect it to be successful.  Reuse requires a supply chain like all other activities so each type of organisation can contribute in different ways.  The lead for any activity like this which is to be carried out for the benefit of sustainability but has, as yet, been untouched by market forces should come from government bodies and the charity sector.  However, businesses also need to play a key role as it is their products that are to be reused.

Recycling

The waste hierarchy adopted in European and national policy frameworks identifies recycling and composting as preferable to either energy from waste (EfW) or landfill. Current Government policy sets a national target of 50% household waste recycling and composting by 2020, the London Mayor’s consultation on the Assembly Draft of the Mayor’s Municipal Waste Strategy identified the possibility of a 60% target for municipal (i.e. including both household and non-household waste collected by local authorities) waste recycling and composting and the administrations in Scotland and Wales have set a 70% recycling ambition. 
At a local level North London authorities have agreed a North London Joint Waste Strategy (NLJWS) that includes a recycling ambition of 50% household waste recycling and composting by 2020 and this is reflected in the reference project contained within the Outline Business Case for the Authority’s procurement of waste services and facilities for the long term, which will commence when the Authority’s current contract finishes in 2014. The NLJWS also set intermediate targets on recycling of 35% by 2010 and 45% by 2015 so as to achieve 50% by 2020. Against the 2010 target, the 2009-10 recycling performance in North London was 29%. 
Nationally the recycling rate was 37.6% in 2008-09; full year results for 2009-10 are not yet published although it is expected that there will be a further small increase in national recycling rates. 
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All analyses relating to collection systems suggest that a 50% recycling rate for an urban environment such as North London is very challenging and can only be secured by maximising the contribution to recycling performance by significant enhancements to collection systems, significantly improving Household Waste and Recycling Centres (HWRCs) and securing a further contribution to recycling performance from residual waste treatment.  
There are two significant issues that are likely to mean that North London may not be able to achieve the same recycling rates as are achievable nationally:

· Green waste is a smaller proportion of the household bin in North London than nationally arising from a relatively low number of private gardens, a large proportion of flatted properties without gardens and the gardens from those houses with them tending to be of a relatively small size. Recent composition work identifies that green waste is 10.22%
 of household waste in North London compared to 20%
 nationally;

· The large and growing proportion of flatted properties (including high rise apartments) which currently have a lower overall recycling rate than other properties, in part because of the lack of access to green garden waste as identified above. For example Camden, Hackney and Islington’s proportion of flatted properties is 86%, 80% and 76%. The national average proportion of flatted properties is 19%.

The Authority is therefore supportive of policies that seek to maximise recycling policies, however, the above analysis shows the difficulties with achieving greater than 50% in the Authority area.

Carbon Metric

The Scottish Government is proposing a resource displacement Carbon Metric as a basis for measuring recycling as their consultation responses on their ‘zero waste’ plan highlighted a general view that using waste tonnage as a basis for measuring recycling does not always promote waste prevention, reduction and reuse and does not focus recycling towards the waste material with greatest environmental impact
. 
The proposed Scottish Metric will recognise that the production of different primary materials produce different quantities of such emissions and will value recyclate accordingly. Full information on the proposed metric can be found in Annex A – Section 11 of Scotland’s ‘zero waste’ plan. It is however, interesting to note that according to the tonnage based metric, in 2008/9 Scotland’s recycling performance was 33% but using a carbon metric it was 27%. If a carbon metric approach is used however, this may result in the prioritisation of particular materials for recycling, i.e. those with the greatest carbon benefit (not necessarily the heaviest, which would be prioritised at present). As an example illustrated in Annex A of the Zero Waste Plan for Scotland, if you only collect 90% of the material in each of the three waste fractions with the largest carbon metric weighting factors, i.e.  paper and card, metals and plastic the ‘recycling performance’ achieved would be 87% using the carbon metric, but would only require the collection of only 31% of total waste arisings by tonnage. 
The use of a Carbon Metric alongside waste tonnages may, therefore, aid in focussing the prevention, reuse and recycling of waste with the greatest environmental impact.  Government in England may want to consider introducing such a metric, alongside the tonnage based method, however, further work will be required to understand the implication of this and if such a scheme is to be introduced, there should be enough lead time to enable authorities align themselves with this methodology. In Scotland the proposed Carbon Metric is still under development and it is expected that the metric will be used for all waste streams by 2025.

The Authority is also aware that the London Mayor is developing a greenhouse gas performance standard but this is not yet published.
Q15. What should the role and nature of local authority waste management collection and disposal services be?

15.1 The nature of local authority waste collection and disposal services, including collection frequencies of all waste flows should be decided by locally elected members in consultation with residents served to provide the most economical and environmental service to be adopted for that area. The nature of the waste service provided by local authorities is also increasingly being influenced by the ‘carbon agenda’ and ‘energy security’ drivers. The role of local authorities should be to seek to maximise the opportunities for waste management services to contribute to these other agendas, but within a framework which is set by national and regional government. 

Q16. How can individuals, businesses and communities best be motivated to recycle more?

· Services must be easy to use;

· Services must be cost effective; 

· Information about the services must be communicated clearly and frequently and;

· Incentive schemes should be aimed further up the waste hierarchy.

16.1 A significant body of work has been developed by the Waste and Resources Action Programme (WRAP) to assess the motivators and triggers for people to recycle more, and both WRAP and collection authorities are better placed to answer this question than ourselves. However, we would argue that any system to encourage people to recycle more should also be developed so that it doesn’t have unintended consequences e.g. for total waste volumes collected. In other words any assessment of motivators for increasing the amount of recycling should also take into consideration the potential impact upon other activities further up the waste hierarchy too, such as waste prevention. For example it may be better to recycle the same percentage of a static volume of waste per household year on year, than to recycle a greater percentage of an increasing volume of waste.

Q17. How does the choice, including frequency, of collection service impact on the quantity and quality of waste fit for recycling?

17.1 The choice of collection system, including frequency is a matter for our constituent boroughs. However, as a waste disposal authority the key issue for us at present is to see consistency of service over time, so that there is certainty regarding long term investments in waste processing facilities. The Authority has carried out extensive modelling work for its long term procurement. However, all the authorities in North London will need to sign an inter-authority agreement regarding long term plans to ensure a level of certainty for the future.  
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17.2 The quality of waste supplied by a collection system for recycling is dependent upon a range of issues, but from a disposal authority perspective clarity of resident communication regarding acceptable materials is a key issue. Previously the Authority has accompanied both collection crews and residents on site visits to recycling facilities to show the recycling process and why contamination is a problem for reprocessors. Whilst this is not a service that can be provided to all residents, our experience of accompanying visits suggests that an understanding of the problems caused by contamination is a very valuable lesson for people to understand and assists in reducing contamination overall.

Q18. Should greater emphasis be placed on using recyclable/recycled materials in manufacturing and production and, if so, how should this be achieved?

18.1 Yes, greater emphasis should be placed on using recycled materials in manufacturing and production. One way in which this could be achieved would be by using tax incentives. A product made wholly from recycled material could have a zero rate of VAT, 50% recycled material 50% VAT, etc. Voluntary approaches such as the Mayor’s (London) Green Procurement code which encourages organisations to buy recycled products and thereby stimulate demand for recycled products is another approach.

Energy Recovery

Q19. What are the barriers to delivering an increase in EfW capacity, including a huge increase in generation from anaerobic digestion? How might these be addressed?

19.1 The term ‘EfW’ has traditionally been used in the waste industry to refer to thermal treatment of waste, rather than other types of energy generating waste treatments such as landfill gas to energy or AD with energy production.  The recently published DEFRA ‘Guidance on Applying the Waste Hierarchy’ includes a summary table of the options for treating different waste streams organised in terms of ‘smallest to largest’ environmental benefit. For both food and garden waste the document details the order of preference from an environmental benefit perspective as:  - Waste prevention – Anaerobic Digestion (AD) – Composting - other energy recovery technologies – Landfill. Taken together with the Coalition’s ‘Programme for Government’ which highlighted an intention to see a substantial increase in Energy from Waste through Anaerobic Digestion, there seems every prospect of new Government policy that is highly supportive of AD. 
· North London Waste Authority Evidence

19.2  The analysis of the environmental benefits of AD was anticipated by the Authority’s OBC and reference project. This placed significant emphasis on AD for source-separated material and in adopting AD as a form of biological treatment for residual organic waste in Mechanical Biological Treatment. The total amount of waste that is estimated to go through all AD facilities in North London is approximately 350,000 tonnes per annum. However, the Authority has some concerns about the ability of AD to treat all organic waste. In particular, that AD is not necessarily the best treatment process for garden waste, especially the woody elements. Composting can therefore play a big part in this element of the waste stream. Whilst it is important to regularly revalidate the emphasis given to AD, against technological improvementis in AD and all alternatives, the other points to note when comparing AD as an EfW technology versus thermal treatment are that:

· AD will only generate up to 20% of the net electricity production of a modern EfW facility;

· AD requires both space and time using both a digestion and composting stage; 
· AD produces a digestate which if it is not produced to the appropriate PAS standard will have to be disposed of; 

· Increasing AD infrastructure may result in over capacity and generating unnecessary competition for feedstock; and
· There is a high cost associated with the separate collection of food waste collections.

19.3 The remainder of the Authority’s response to this question is organised into a consideration of barriers to thermal treatment EfW and then more generally to the public perception barriers which we consider apply to both thermal treatment and AD. Understanding the requirements for developing thermal EfW facilities is helpful before addressing the barriers to the same. The following requirements are necessary to deliver thermal EfW facilities and the relative barriers are outlined below:

19.4 Planning  

Where planning permissions are required to implement service contracts (of for example 25 years), planning risk associated with the ability to secure consents is critical to selecting service providers. The Authority is concerned that the ability to secure timely planning permissions for EfW plant and associated infrastructure may be a barrier to delivering an increase in EfW capacity. Even in circumstances where the planning policy framework supports EfW development the Authority believes that the timescales associated with securing planning permissions can be protracted, with no certainty of success given waste development is generally considered to be contentious and raises local concerns. 

In addition the following barriers exist:
· Large economies of scale for EfW facilities necessitate larger local environmental impacts;

· Even if planning is approved – the length of time to achieve this is long. Typically in the UK delivery of plants takes 7 years and the EfW facility at Belvedere in East London took 17 years to gain planning permission.
· The land take of a large EfW facility (250,000 tpa) is between 2 and 5 hectares
. Barriers around this could be the appropriate allocation of land for waste use to allow siting of EfW plants. 

19.5 Funds 

· The capital cost of a gas fired CHP is typically ten times less than that of an EfW CHP facility, therefore discouraging investment in any waste fired CHP. The higher cost arises partly as a result of the cost of compliance, i.e. meeting WID requirements and the uncertainty in Government revenue streams to offset costs.

· There are limited outlets for digestate (approx 50% of inputs) arising from AD of mixed residual waste. Disposal costs for this digestate can be as low as £10 per tonne, excluding any applicable taxes, when used as a landfill cover or as high as £100 per tonne if it is sent to an EfW facility. This difference has an implication on the overall costs and what is used when designing a financial model.

· There is a high reliance on financial penalties such as LATS and Landfill Tax rather than financial incentives such as ROCs/CHP/CCL. Although not pertinent to barriers to EfW, this point illustrates what appears to be a situation where penalties are focused on the waste sector and the incentives are focused on the energy sector.
· There is an uncertainty over replacement for ROCs and how the Renewable Heat Incentive (RHI) will be funded and this is preventing long term planning for any waste project.

19.6 Support

· AD can exist as a standalone treatment for organic waste or can be incorporated into MBT facilities and used to treat the organic fraction of residual waste. Equal support should therefore be given to AD and MBT facilities incorporating AD..
· Lack of co-ordination and investment in CHP opportunities e.g. neither the Edmonton EfW facility in North London nor the South East London Combined Heat and Power (SELCHP) waste facility in South London has a heat network running from it.
19.7 Civil / Process Contractors

· A risk of there being a lack of skills / unavailability of contractors to develop EfW (thermal treatment and AD) projects from conception through to commissioning and operating.

· To some extent, a slow pace of skills transfer of European and International expertise and experiences in to the UK.
19.8 Public perception / public support 

North London Waste Authority Evidence

Notwithstanding terminology and scope, public perception is a key barrier to increasing EfW capacity in any form.  As an example, the Authority’s Outline Business Case (OBC) for PFI credits assessed a range of scenarios/possible different combinations of facilities and technologies for managing municipal waste in North London in order to meet the targets set. The scenario assessment concluded that any scenarios which would see the construction of a new thermal treatment plant or an EfW facility with a combined heat and power facility adjacent to the existing incinerator at Edmonton in North London, with concurrent operations, would be viewed as significantly increasing the Edmonton site’s waste processing capacity. Scenarios with this arrangement were assessed as ‘carrying a very high risk’ of planning deliverability. 

As outlined in the OBC:
“Notwithstanding the limited remaining operational life of the Edmonton EfW, under these scenarios the thermal processing capacity of the site would be viewed 
as increasing significantly for an indefinite period of time and the planning 
application would be likely to attract major objections from the community and other stakeholders. As such, the Authority is not confident that these scenarios could be delivered within an acceptable timeframe and would result in a very costly process.” 
It was additionally concluded that the same assessment would equally apply to the establishment of an EfW facility at two other sites in north London– Pinkham Way and/or Hendon. 

19.9 There also a number of existing campaigns and web-based information sources opposing EfW – particularly thermal treatment including the UK Without Incineration Network at www.ukwin.org.uk.

19.10 Three recent reports namely, the Review of Environmental and Health Effects of Waste Management (DEFRA), The Impact on Health Emissions to Air from Municipal Waste Incinerators (Health Protection Agency) and the Update Statement on the Review of Cancer Incidence near Municipal Solid Waste Incinerators by the Commission on Carcinogenicity of Chemicals in Food, Consumer Products and the Environment (CoC) demonstrate that there is minimal health risk with siting a thermal EfW facility close to people. The findings of these reports need to be publicised so that people can understand that EfW does not present a threat.

19.11 Clarity of the Policy Framework

The policy framework currently supports some types of EfW and is less supportive of other types of EfW and this may be a future barrier to increasing EfW capacity in the future. As an example, the Authority’s OBC references the planning policy framework within the London Plan, the spatial planning strategy for the capital. The scenario assessment work referred to above notes in its concluding remarks under ‘planning deliverability’  …..

“…the lack of support for incineration as evidenced by Policies 4A.21 and 5.17 within the London Plan which supports advanced conversion technologies for waste in preference over conventional incineration.”

Therefore the policy framework may be such as to support some types of EfW over others and this may be a barrier in the communication about types of EfW which the policy framework does support and which Government evidence says can be safely employed.
19.12 Electrical export / cost of CHP

An off-take of heat required. Power can be exported to the grid, but if there is no market / customer for the heat as discussed in paragraph 19.6 then benefits may not be realised, thus deterring the uptake especially as planning policy nowadays dictates that facilities should be designed with a heat off-take in place.  There therefore needs to be an investment in heat infrastructure and financial support as the cost of heat pipes is typically between £1M and £5M per kilometer.

The London Development Agency (LDA) is working on the Thames Gateway Heat network which is to be designed to allow for heat users and heat suppliers to connect to. Our understanding is that it will take up to 15 years to be fully ready. Government needs to invest more in these types of developments to provide the infrastructure for those looking to supply heat. 
19.13 Outputs from EfW

Some of the outputs from EfW plants are:

· Incinerator bottom ash (IBA); and

· Air pollution control (APC) residues – these are classified as hazardous

In order to make the overall project feasible and economically beneficial there is a requirement for sustainable, low cost outlets for these outputs. IBA constitutes 15-25% of input waste to an incinerator. IBA is commonly processed and then used to replace primary aggregates such as gravel.   A quality protocol is to be developed by the Environment Agency for those who process IBA. Ensuring there is a market for IBA ensures EfW projects remain feasible. APC residues are considered as hazardous and are disposed of in suitable facilities. More should be done to encourage low-cost outlets for the treatment of APC residues and the disposal of any resulting outputs from the treatment process.

19.14 Process Innovation

Advanced EfW technology such as gasification is being developed and operated in other countries. However, in the UK, there seems to be some reluctance in the use of technology that has not been operating on a similar feedstock and at a similar throughput (tones / year).  Most funders look for proven technology with a strong operating track record.  This approach could potentially stifle the uptake of advanced technology. Those that take the risks and choose to use advanced technology tend to do so at an additional cost to the project. The Defra New Technologies Demonstrator Programme appears to be a means by which this issue can be dealt with.
Q20. What role should Government, industry and voluntary groups play in communicating the benefits of EfW to local communities?

20.1 The Government should adopt a leadership role in communicating the benefits of EfW (energy security, job creation, reduction of CO2 emissions, resource conservation) to local communities. This should be followed up by developing policy that encourages EfW. EfW in this instance refers to both combustion technology and Anaerobic Digestion and equal coverage to that which is given to AD should also be applied to EfW. 

20.2 The industry can be loosely divided into the energy generation industry and the energy consumption industry. More should therefore be done to encourage users with a high energy demand to reduce their reliance on fossil fuels and to look to energy from renewable sources including waste. One example of this is Ineos Chlor a petro-chemical company that employs approximately 600 people in Runcorn which will soon be taking part of their huge energy demand from a plant that makes good use of fuel derived from Greater Manchester’s waste. Those jobs are more secure as a result of the stability in energy supply. In North London we have separated out the production of a fuel from waste that cannot be recycled or composted and invited energy solutions in a way that potential energy users do not have to be waste management companies. As a potential source of energy refined fuel derived from waste is just as useable and transportable as coal we receive from Indonesia or South Africa – or gas supplied from the Middle East.

Q21. How can Government best support local government in the development of waste management plans that include EfW facilities?

Government can best support local government through the following means:

21.1 Bankable Incentives

The current incentives available for EfW facilities are ROCs, FITs and potentially the RHI. The RHI at this point in time is yet to be decided and it is still unknown as to how the scheme will be funded. This type of uncertainty does not allow for confidence in investment in EfW facilities. There is also no certainty in the current ROCs regime due to the length of support that is proposed. Support is only given for up to 20 years and will only be available for new projects up until 2037. Is there an opportunity to extend support over the life of the project? The other disadvantage is the uncertainty of the value of the ROC as the value changes according to the market making it difficult to design financial models on values that are not guaranteed. The former Non-fossil fuel obligations offered genuinely bankable support at fixed levels, and therefore did not generate the funding uncertainties of more recent market-based support mechanisms.
21.2 Grid / heat connections

In the renewable energy strategy it is noted that responses from the consultation had generally agreed that transmission access to the grid is one of the main barriers of renewable energy deployment. The Government should take steps to ensure that this barrier is removed and projects can connect to the grid as soon as they are ready to.

21.3 Clear Government strategy / legislation 

Government needs to set out clear legislation and strategy on EfW. Currently strategies such as landfill tax and ROCs offer conflicting messages to the industry.  Government should also aim to tie in more closely waste policies and energy policies. 

21.4 Funding

The number of PFI’s in place could potentially stretch lenders and private companies’ capacity. The Authority urges the Government to protect allocated PFI funds and to consider what additional support may be necessary in the future, particularly if the Government’s aspirations for increased recycling rate are going to rise.  The Authority seeks greater transparency in relation to RSG allocations relating to waste management that reflect the higher costs incurred in densely populated urban areas.
Q22. What steps can be taken to encourage community ownership of EfW facilities?

22.1 Economies of scale need to be taken into consideration. An EfW plant (irrespective of technology) can not be built just for a small community as it will not be able to demonstrate value for money. An assessment can be made to understand energy demands in an area and a suitable location can then be chosen to site an EfW facility with the energy fed back into the community. 

Disposal

Q23. How best to further reduce the amount of waste going to landfill?

23.1 The mechanisms available to Government to deliver any ‘zero waste’ to landfill policy include: 

· Regulation that bans the landfilling of certain types of waste from a pre-determined date or targets for zero waste or zero untreated waste to landfill;

· A continuing use of the landfill tax framework, including sufficient notification of planned increases in the same and provided that the funding generated in the medium term is used to support more sustainable waste solutions and does not become a new burden on local council taxes;

· More demanding requirements for the recovery of packaging by producers of goods;

· Variable rates of VAT to further stimulate increases in reuse and recycling e.g. through the use of variable VAT rates for higher percentage recycled products and/or products that can be reused and

· A combination of two or more of these approaches.

23.2 A regulatory approach is a blunt instrument that does not allow for detailed judgements about the extent to which different approaches could sensibly be adopted on diversion. It is also an approach that Government does not appear to favour. On the 8 September 2010, the Government published a response to a consultation on the possible introduction of bans on the landfilling of certain wastes. The Government has concluded that “it is not minded to introduce further landfill restrictions in England at this stage, but will consider how best to make progress towards the objectives of zero waste to landfill as part of the Review of Waste Policies, due to conclude in Spring 2011”.

23.3 Landfill taxes are a proven means of achieving progress towards minimal landfill and a clear Government signal of increasing landfill taxes in real terms beyond 2014-15 of a similar amount to that proposed for the period up to 2014-15 – taking landfill tax to around £120/ tonne by 2020 would be sufficient to deliver the policy intent as it would make many treatment processes more economical than landfill. The difficulty with this approach is that Government has moved away from using the funding generated by higher landfill taxes to support more sustainable waste solutions and the infrastructure that is required. The Authority may want to support a landfill tax approach to zero waste providing the funding generated in the medium term is used to support more sustainable waste solutions and the move to a zero waste to landfill does not impose a new burden on local authorities and consequently on local council taxes. 

23.4 Finally, the packaging recovery system potentially reduces the burden on local taxpayers associated with waste disposal costs and transfers it to consumers. It also encourages the producers of goods to fully explore market development and design work to re-use recycled materials. The Government should fully explore the contribution that this system can make to securing minimal landfill, along with further forms of producer responsibility.
Q24. What are the types of waste where a continuation of landfill might be acceptable?

· Non-biodegradable wastes; 
· Any wastes with value that can be recovered at a reasonable economic cost without endangering the environment / human health. An example will be the recovery of construction rubble for use as a secondary aggregate. 
· Wastes which have undergone a form of pre-treatment to reduce its biodegradability.

Q25. When should we aim to be as close to zero waste to landfill as possible?

25.1 This target would be better set when there is a clear definition of ‘zero waste’ to landfill. The Authority is supportive of any national and regional policy moves towards ‘zero waste’ to landfill provided that the timescales allow for the development of new treatment capacity and the policy allows for a small residual amount of material going to landfill.
Appendix A

Waste Prevention Prioritisation Workshop - 31.03.09

North London Waste Authority and Partners

1) Which activities provide the greatest tonnage gains – see separate sheet

2) Ease of implementation and impact – see separate sheets
I have grouped the LA but kept the families separate. 

3) Which communication methods to use

	Activity 
	Primary Method
	Supported by 

	Home composting
	Leaflets targeted at hh with gardens  to recruit new users, workshops / community outreach to maintain existing users 
	Website

Door to door / road shows as appropriate 

	Furniture reuse
	Leaflets to all hh

Community posters
	Website

Door to door / road shows as appropriate

	Smart Shopping 
	Roadshows
	Website

Door to door / community outreach as appropriate

	LFHW
	Roadshows
	Leaflets

Community posters

	Junk mail
	Community adverts / press adverts

Leaflets (with care)
	Website

Door to door / road shows as appropriate

	Reusable bags
	Roadshows

Community outreach
	Website

Door to door / road shows as appropriate

	Reusable nappies
	Targeted community outreach
	Website

Door to door / road shows as appropriate

	Community composting
	Roadshows to recruit and door to door to maintain
	Website

Community posters Community outreach

Community adverts 

Use networks

	Give and take days
	Leaflets targeted by location and by users sequence events so people can attend following events

Community posters


	Press ads and press releases


4) Using the 4Es as a framework for developing behaviour change programmes

LFHW – favourite delivery mechanism was road shows/community work, supported by web and posters
Enable local delivery, regional promotion, regional purchasing where possible – co branding / national brand used

· Recipe cards

· Fridge thermometer

· Shopping list / replacement board

· Info on benefits / environmental and economic

· Advice on planning shopping, cooking with leftovers, dates, labelling and storage (through road shows, workshops leaflets website) portion planner in supermarkets

· Tie in with retailers re BOGOFS on perishables and recipes near store cupboard essentials. 

· Food exchange donation to homeless shelters – fareshare

· How to inform
 –cookery demo / online

· Schools waste free lunches reusable bottles.

· Work with religious groups

· Offices as per schools and make double dinners, posters staff emails / reminders

· Press to promote, link with local restaurants

· Smart packaging

· Workshops / seminar tours to universities

· Tap into existing meeting / resources with NHS and LSP

· Use electric media web, applications on mobile phones, electronic shopping list 

Engage local delivery some pan London / north London 

· Community kitchen and cookery demos 

· Good pr of these events link with credit crunch

· Cooking workshops

· Links with other audiences – e.g. young offe4bders

· Road show quiz food rescue kit

· Pledges

· Recipe competition residents / businesses– SOS food

· Volunteer meetings with leftover food ‘cookin’s 

· Embed in food courses at college / adult learning / schools. 

· Use web / you tube for demonstrations

· Online mailing list – recipe of the month

· ‘Stop think – could you have avoided this waste’ sticker for bin 

· Women’s institute – road shows?

· BAME engagement – church food open days?

· Celebrity chef campaign supporter (press releases)

· WRAP waste prevention adviser

· Target religious festivals (x mas) and cultural groups

· Educate retailers to encourage them to give food waste prevention advice

· Engage with community group s(F.O.E. pensioners – who else?)

· Engage with local take aways

· Restaurant offer tap water as marketing advantage for green customers. 

Encourage – can be delivered predominantly at a North London / London level with some Borough lead activity. 

· Messages around financial incentives hh can make through reducing food waste– link to credit crunch.

· Messages around environmental benefits

· Merchandise - Tupperware, spaghetti measurers etc

· Feed back campaign results (tonnages, pledges), thanking for contribution. Express in meaningful terms such as slices of bread, cost per hh etc. Develop good visuals to present results

· (Leftover) cooking classes and recipe leaflets / cards

· Launch invitation

· Encourage residents to enter leftover recipe competition with the winners being made into a book

· Limit where people can put their food waste (food waste bin) and tax those that produce more than the average

· Show testimonials of how families / schools have reduced their food waste

· Run a pledge scheme

· Compulsory recycling

· Food waste challenge

· League table

Exemplify – predominantly borough lead, share examples with other authorities and London level. 

· Procurement policy with minimum standards

· Councillors – blog / diary showing how they are reducing food waste

· Policy on access to equal food choices in school (in some the last pupils must have the same choice as the first)

· Ensure all staff have access to microwaves / fridges

· Council run residential care homes

· Approved list f caterers – portion control guides and pics of typical portions

· Posters in kitchen areas

· Staff cooking club and workshops

·  Run and internal LFHW campaign – intranet, departmental newsletters, screensavers

· Inform public of positive steps taken (press release / articles)

· Share evidence – stats/audit

· Take case studies to ALMOs and schools etc

· Prizes for groups / individuals who have made changes

· Area for a

· Case studies for city road shows

· Promote through LSP

· Website

· Simple case studies for use by anyone

5a) Furniture Reuse 

Enable (link to engage routes)

· Starter packs  - provide for people moving form temporary accommodation into permanent accommodation  

· Free collections for 2nd hand furniture removal

· Increase storage and share between community groups

· Inform resident through housing associations  

· Provide information to housing associations to set u their own projects

Engage

· Feedback to residents and staff

· Hold workshops and roadshows

· Press adverts and press releases

Exemplify

· Councillors to donate / buy items

· Amends procurement policies

· Green works contract

· Interdepartmental exchanges

· Internal freecycle set up on outlook

· Involve contractors

· All of the above to be informed through press relapses, I single item to be followed by article

· Shop – one open living room furnished with second hand furniture

· X% of furnished housing accommodation to be from 2nd hand

Encourage

· Discount for donators to buy back
· Link to give and take days so excess can still be useful
· All donators to be entered into a prize draw.
5b) Smart Shopping 

Enable

· Define objectives and pick 5-10 products or behaviours 

· Info on website, roadshows and via schools

· Highlight low packaging / repair reuse shops

· Small booklet with tips

· Eco / co2 implications

· Libraries

Engage

· Info in job centres / canbs
· Visulaise the amounts of waste
· Food co-ops
· Schools project – low waste lunch / waste challenge
· Merchandise – bottles etc
· Waste challenge
· WYWW
· Link with budgeting infor for classes
Exemplify

· Reusable bag area

· Food co-op

Encourage 

· Vouchers for repair shops etc
· Cost savings of bulk buying / long lasting / repair etc
5c) Community Composting 

Enable

· Information n technologies / equipment

· Training

· Funding or help finding funding

· Guidance on suitable bins

· Demonstration site with ‘how home’ or advertising board

Engage

· Recruit existing enthusiasts eg

· Green champions

· Tenants resident associations

· Schools

· Sheltered housing

· Care homes

· Places of worship

Exemplify

· Schools cc schemes

· Displays at city farm / sustainability centres / horticultural colleges

· Member examples for flat dwelling members?

Encourage 

· League table for community gardens
· Beautify grounds
· Reduce waste rebate for flat maintenance
· Reduce pests
· Free compost
· Community cohesion
· Seeds / plants freebies
· Job creation / upskilling
5d) Junk Mail 
Enable

· Provide info / junk mail stickers at events, websites, packs, resident emails

· Inform residents where they can buy posh ‘no junkmail’ signs
· Laptop to sign people up at events straight away
· Slip in local paper that residents can send off
· Change law to make it illegal to deliver junk mail through a door with t a no junk mail sticker
· Target residents associations
· Provide return to sender stickers
Engage

· Advertise through existing networks e.g. freecycle
· Junk mail pack included with new resident pack
· Advertise through posters on community notice boards, bus shelters
· Provide information on how easy it is to do to community groups and ask them to insert in their community newsletters 
Exemplify

· Get rid of the electoral list which is sold to the companies
· Communicate more via electronic means
· Encourage departments to cancel subscriptions to magazines
Encourage 

· Photo shoot illustrating how much junk mail can be avoided

· Press release focussing on ease of signing up and environmental benefits

· Feedback on hitting certain targets (e.g. 20,000 hh signed up)

· Junk mail sticker design competition

Summary

	Activity 
	Potential tonnage diversion*
	High ease / impact for LA
	High ease / impact for families
	Communications methods**

	Home Composting 
	1
	√
	√ (where appropriate)
	Leaflets targeted at hh with gardens  to recruit new users, workshops / community outreach to maintain existing users 

	Furniture reuse
	2
	√
	
	Leaflets to all hh

Community posters

	Smart shopping
	3
	
	
	Roadshows

	Love food hate waste 
	4
	√
	√
	Roadshows

	Junk mail
	5
	easy
	√
	Community adverts / press adverts

Leaflets (with care)

	Reusable bags
	6
	easy
	
	Roadshows

Community outreach

	Real nappies
	7
	
	
	Targeted community outreach

	Community composting 
	8
	
	
	Roadshows to recruit and door to door to maintain

	Give and take days
	9
	
	√
	Leaflets targeted by location and by users sequence events so people can attend following events

Community posters




* need to check assumptions particularly on furniture, smart shopping, junk mail and community composting. 

** supported by website and face to face work where appropriate. 

Appendix B
North London Waste Prevention Plan 2010-2012

This is enclosed as a separate document.
Recycling garden tools


Recycle your old garden tools with the Tools Shed project. You can deposit old garden tools in a special collection bank at the � HYPERLINK "http://www.wrwa.gov.uk/" �Western Riverside Waste Authority Civic Amenity Site�, Wandsworth.


From here, the tools are picked up by HMP Wandsworth, where they are refurbished by inmates in the prison’s workshops. The refurbished garden tools are then distributed to primary schools within the boroughs of Kensington and Chelsea, Hammersmith and Fulham, Lambeth and Wandsworth.


Source: Royal Borough of Kensington and Chelsea website at:


http://www.rbkc.gov.uk/environmentandtransport/domesticrecyclingandrubbish/gardenwaste.aspx














� � HYPERLINK "http://www.guardian.co.uk/environment/2008/aug/05/recycling.japan" ��http://www.guardian.co.uk/environment/2008/aug/05/recycling.japan� 


� � HYPERLINK "http://www.reuk.co.uk/Masdar-City-Zero-Carbon-Zero-Waste.htm" ��http://www.reuk.co.uk/Masdar-City-Zero-Carbon-Zero-Waste.htm� 


� Endsreport.com ( 7 September 2010) Councils’ recycling rate to plummet. 


� WRAP (2008), CO2 impacts of transporting the UK’s recovered paper and plastic bottles to China


� Friends of the Earth (September 2010), More jobs, less waste – potential for job creation through higher rates of recycling in the UK and EU.


� ACR+ (December 2009), Description and comparative analysis of selected “Extended Producer Responsibility” schemes for textiles in the EU.


� Note that this excludes any additional costs which may be incurred by the constituent boroughs in delivering the relevant activities.


� Defra (2009) Household Waste Prevention Evidence Review :Executive Report


� http://www.wrap.org.uk/media_centre/press_releases/one_million_tonnes.html


� ACR+ (December 2009), Description and comparative analysis of selected “Extended Producer Responsibility” schemes for textiles in the EU.


� North London Waste Authority, Waste Composition Analysis Project for NLWA, Final Interim Report, ENTEC, August 2010.


� Dr Julian Parfitt, WRAP. Analysis for 'Waste not, Want not' 2002, available at http://www.defra.gov.uk/evidence/statistics/environment/wastats/bulletin09.htm


� Scotlands Zero Waste Plan (June 2010)


� Planning for Waste Management Facilities – A research study. Enviros, 2004.
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