Brent Friends of the Earth Response to Draft Waste Strategy October 2010 
Summary of Recommendations

· No co-mingled collections of dry recyclables

· Opt instead for Scenario 1B or 2

· Consider a small charge for collection of garden waste

· Consider collecting food waste separately for all households

· If co-mingling is the preferred scenario, consult all households again, making this clear

· Consider incentives to encourage recycling

· Do more to promote re-use

· Meet again with Brent Friends of the Earth before submitting the Strategy to the Executive for approval
1.
Brent Friends of the Earth (BFoE) support Brent Council’s aim of increasing recycling rates and of diverting materials from landfill, provided that the overall CO2 emissions are reduced under the new Strategy. 
2.
The driver for any new scheme should not simply be current legislation and the landfill tax, but Brent should be aiming for overall reduction in CO2.  An environmental impact survey should cover the whole process, from collection from households to eventual re-use of the materials recovered.  A saving in CO2 emissions from collection vehicles may be wiped out by the greater energy costs (and emissions) further on in the process when the materials reach the mrf.  If the materials are of such poor quality that they are exported to China or elsewhere for further sorting, the CO2 emissions will be even higher.
3.
Co-mingled collections

We are horrified that it is proposed to move to a “fully co-mingled dry recyclables collection” from kerbside sorting.  This is a completely retrograde step and will produce a considerably worse quality end product.  A greater proportion of the material collected will be unusable. Appendix B of the Strategy recognises this.  Material quality is the single most important factor affecting the overall carbon impact of a waste collection scheme (Campaign for Real Recycling).  Research shows that even separating glass or paper from a co-mingled stream is beneficial.  

4.
The Dry Recycling Collection Hierarchy has kerbside source separated at the top, and co-mingled with glass (which Brent proposes) at the bottom.  Materials collected in this way are usually unacceptable for UK re-processors, are usually only suitable for the export market, are vulnerable to price fluctuations and future tightening of quality specifications (Campaign for Real Recycling).  Brent used to pride itself (rightly) on the fact that its recyclables had a market in the UK.  The Strategy (Appendix B) mentions health and safety issues for kerbside sorters; the risks from shards of glass create serious health and safety risks for staff working in mrf’s.  (You’ll be aware, that despite the name, the sorting is not all done mechanically).

5.
Appendix C

The factor in common for the top performing local authorities shown in Appendix C is that they are in areas where a large amount of (heavy) green waste is collected.  The figures do not justify a switch from kerb sorted to co-mingled collections.  They are also totally different boroughs from Brent in terms of numbers of languages spoken (see para 1.1.1 of the Strategy- “Brent is one of only two local authorities where the majority of people are from ethnic minorities”) and population stability (see para 1.1.6 “Brent is affected by high levels of population chance and migration”).  Brent’s ambitious targets depend on successfully communicating the new system to residents.  These local authorities shown in Appendix C do not have Brent’s challenge of communicating a new system to an ethnically very diverse population.

6.
Camden Council has recently changed from a co-mingled system to a two stream system (in June 2010), following a comprehensive report on the environmental impacts of its recycling collection systems.  Paper and card are collected separately from the other recyclables.  Residents are asked to “separate your paper and card from the rest of your recycling and place for collection in a blue recycling bag. This will help to ensure a better quality material for reprocessing” (Camden Council’s website).

7.
 It is not made clear in the Brent magazine or the questionnaire, or on the website, or in the Executive Summary (page8) that the kerbside sorting is being abandoned.  Yet again the questionnaire does not give residents the chance to give their view on this essential change to the existing system.

We wrote to you about possible co-mingled collections from flats in April 2009, suggesting that it would be better to collect the paper separately, if possible.  This is still our view in situations where co-mingled collections are the only type possible.
 

8.
Garden Waste

Introducing a charge for the collection of garden waste (alongside a promotion on home composting bins) would encourage home composting, enriching garden soils and growing fruit and vegetables.  Somerset Waste Partnership charge around £15 per year for a bin (collected fortnightly) or £10 for 10 bags.  We suggested this to Brent in April 2009, but had no response.  We still think it should be considered.  It would be a small charge, it’s fair because it only applies to people with gardens (who could choose to compost this waste in order to avoid the charge) and it avoids unnecessary transportation of heavy green waste.  A local hire scheme for electrical garden shredders would enable more home composting by breaking down the more woody garden waste.
Some local authorities with high rates of diversion from landfill achieve this with large amounts of green waste (see Appendix C).  In terms of reducing emissions it is better for this waste to be composted in gardens or local schemes than transported to centralised sites.

9.
Food Waste

Best practice is to collect food waste separately from garden waste.  Your own Strategy acknowledges this based on research by WRAP (para 4.2.2.2 of the Strategy).  BFOE explained this to Brent in April 2009 following a Friends of the Earth conference on Residual Waste.  We urge serious consideration to be given to this.  We propose separate weekly collection of food waste from all households in a bin large enough to take a week’s worth.  
10.
Community composting of food waste using rocket composters should also be considered.  This avoids unnecessary transportation of waste and prevents problems with rodents.  For example Aardvark Recycling in SE London collects household and restaurant food waste for composting in a rocket composter.   Schemes on estates in Hackney have achieved an 80% participation rate.  We urge a trial scheme on a BHP estate (for example Fiveways on Winchester Avenue, NW6, where there is a vegetable growing project already).  
If food waste was collected separately for all households this would make it easier to take advantage of local composting schemes as and when they are set up (eg by Transition Kensal to Kilburn).
 

Composting and wormeries could be also introduced in schools. 

11.
To further reduce food waste Brent should get more involved in Love Food Hate Waste campaign.  In Camden for example they have written a recipe book compiled with recipes from local residents. Westminster produced recipe cards inspired by ingredients available in local shops.  This could be accompanied by cooking events, educating people to cook from scratch, which will reduce on food packaging waste.  This type of scheme operates at the Beethoven Centre in Westminster.
12.
Food and Drink cartons

We welcome the inclusion of food and drink cartons in the recycling (but not as part of a co-mingled system), particularly as food manufacturers are increasingly using this type of packaging.  Only query is where they will be processed as we understood that the only UK paper mill dealing with them (in Scotland) had closed down.  Will they be transported to mainland Europe or elsewhere for processing?

13.
Mixed Plastics

We welcome the inclusion of mixed plastics in the recycling (but not as part of a co-mingled system), but query where these will be processed.  For many years Brent’s position has been that mixed plastics were not collected because there was no market for them.  Where is the new market?

14.
Frequency of collections

Nowhere in Brent News is the frequency of collections mentioned.  It is also not mentioned in the text on the Brent website or in the Executive Summary of the draft Strategy.  It can only be found by reading to page 56 of the full Strategy!  How many residents do you think have done this?

Most residents will see the new collection arrangements as amounting to a less good service than at present, by the withdrawal of weekly residual waste and recycling collections.  The questionnaire does not ask residents to comment on this which is misleading to say the least.


Environmental health assessments should be done especially in summer months or in hot weather to check implications of fortnightly residual waste collections.  The Council should allow for and be prepared to increase frequency to weekly in periods of hot weather if it is shown that there is a risk to environmental health.
15. Zero Waste

Brent is one of 6 Zero Waste places in the UK on the basis of the Green Zones scheme.  What is the future of this now that Green Zones has been cut.?

16.
Other Initiatives

It is essential to encourage re-use.  Brent held a “Give and Take Day” for small electrical items at Willesden Green Library Centre on a Friday a few months ago which was poorly advertised and poorly attended.  These events need to be properly promoted.  Brent should also run or encourage events to encourage swapping, mending or altering of clothes (the Lexi cinema ran an event which was followed by a fashion show).  Community Groups could be involved and could be encouraged to apply for Neighbourhood Working Funding to run their own events.

17.
Brent could establish a network of re-use shops where second hand furniture and electrical items are sold at low cost (going further than the suggestions on pages 50, 51 of the Strategy).  These would complement organisations such as Furnish, and have the advantage of being on high streets and therefore more accessible to residents.  This is very successful in Flanders (which has a recycling rate of more than 70%).
18.
Brent should do much more to provide information about all the possible ways to re-use and recycle.  For example, the British Heart Foundation on Cricklewood Broadway collect furniture for resale, Wembley Metals will collect boilers, washing machines etc free of charge for recycling.

19.
Does the Reuse and Recycling Centre have an area where people can select items to take away (para 6.4.3)? 
If not, could this be introduced?
20.
Nappies

Disposable nappies typically make up around 3.6% by weight of household waste, more in areas with a lot of young families.  3.6% may not sound a lot, but it’s more than the weight percentages of dense plastic bottles or other packaging, so it’s a significant proportion (Friends of the Earth Residual Waste Research 2007).  Brent should sign up to the Real Nappy Scheme and give incentives for local businesses to set up in the borough to launder real nappies, since none are currently operative.  
The statement on page 49 of the Strategy that “the Council will continue to promote and raise awareness about the use of reusable nappies as an alternative to disposal nappies by providing information about their use and dispel myth”  is misleading.  Where does the Council provide this information at present? Is there anything more than one page on the website? Does Brent liaise with the National Childbirth Trust, with nurseries or childminders?
21.
Incentives

These should be considered.  The money back (or donation to charity) system works well in Scandinavia as it gives a value to glass and plastic bottles and cans.  It also reduces litter.  Offering a free 120 litre residual waste bin, and having a small charge for a 240 litre bin could also be considered.  The questionnaire should have asked whether residents would be prepared to pay in order to preserve weekly collections.  Other incentive schemes should be considered (Defra funded a number of these in 2007). 
 It is ridiculous to suggest that Brent might consider rewarding residents provided it didn’t cost the council anything (para 4.4.3.8).  This is missing the point that those residents who seek to recycle as much as possible- for example by separating and rinsing their food and drink cartons and taking them to one of only 4 bring banks in Brent are saving the council money.
22.
Education

The ambitious recycling target of 60% which Brent hope to attain will depend on an excellent programme of education.  On page 62 of the Strategy is the statement “The Council recognises that the new waste and recycling collection schemes represent a significant change”.  The reason the recycling rate is not as high as hoped by Brent after the introduction of compulsory recycling in August 2008 is due to a failure to communicate effectively with residents.  Even in areas of stable population where English is the first language there is confusion about which materials can be recycled at present.  A quick walk around the streets of Queen’s Park Ward after the recycling collection reveals cardboard, mixed plastics and drink cartons uncollected from green boxes.  This is why the Greenzones scheme was a vital tool in getting the message to residents.  Part of the allocated budget for communicating the new strategy should be used to re- start the Greenzones scheme.
23.
We suggest pictorial guides on the bins. The new vehicles, bins, contractors’ high vis jackets and all literature should display the money saving elements of reducing landfill, e.g. a wine bottle costs xp to landfill, “I’m saving xxx by recycling 60%” or picture of Lorraine Skinner – “if everyone recycled like me it would save the council £xxx” etc.  The implications in cost savings for council tax should be spelt out to residents very prominently.  At present it’s hard for residents to make the connection between what they put in which bin and the level of council tax.
24.
Many residents currently have poor knowledge of what should be recycled.  There needs to be a huge campaign, including demonstrations at events, library displays etc, door to door education, leaflets, articles in Brent magazine, local press, libraries, schools etc.  Brent Recycling Officers must be much more innovative when they attend events eg by organising recycling challenges against the clock rather than standing behind a stall handing out cloth bags.  
 

Brent Sustainability Forum members, Brent FoE, Green Zone leaders (if the scheme was revived), Streetwatchers and other community groups could be involved in an education role in their local areas.

25.
Projected savings 

Last year the landfill tax was 6.2million.  So far this year 9 million has been spent on landfill tax.  The proposed savings are only half a million  per year (after the first year).  This is a very small saving, and it’s not clear whether it represents a saving on operational costs or also on landfill tax.
26.
Audit Commission’s 2008 Report on Waste Management in Brent

This contained a number of recommendations, none of which are mentioned in the new draft Strategy.  Why not?

27.
Brent Friends of the Earth

This is the third detailed submission prepared by BFoE for Brent Council in relation to recycling since 2007.  Our group has a wealth of knowledge in this area which we are happy to share for the benefit of the whole borough.  We would like to be consulted at an earlier stage than the public consultation.  Our time and expertise is FREE yet Brent Council seem very reluctant to take advantage of it! 
It has taken many hours of work by volunteers to respond fully to the draft Strategy.  Can we please meet with cllr James Powney and relevant officers to discuss our concerns before the Strategy is presented to the Executive for approval?

28.
Consultation

BFOE is very concerned that there has not been proper consultation.  The statement in the Strategy that “Following the consultation period, the Council will review the responses received and amend the strategy accordingly before this is adopted” is completely meaningless if the consultation has suppressed two of the most important questions: the move to fortnightly collections for recyclables and residual waste and the shift from kerbside sorted to fully co-mingled collections.  How many consultees have given views on either of these issues?
Drafted by Elaine Henderson on behalf of Brent Friends of the Earth 19th October 2010 

Group co-ordinator Robert Gray

