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Alm

&T0 update Delegates on progress
with the ongoing work to model the
cost and performance of various
options for the collection and
processing of kitchen waste by
councils working In partnership



Outline Business Case
Parameters

@ In order for the investment to proceed the
cost per tonne should not be more than a
set percentage above the potential
permit/fine of £150 per tonne plus modelled
landfill cost

@ Sensitivity analysis has been used in the
financial/ performance models

¥ Recommendations have been made as to
where risks can be reduced



Logistics

& Higher costs per tonne will occur In rural
areas due to increased transport distances
& Transfer faclilities will be needed in the short-
term due to lack of local infrastructure

& Dedicated collections of kitchen waste will
require rapid transfer

& The optimum size of in-vessel composting
facilities will need to be determined on the
basis of the modelled tonnages



User Friendly Cost/ Performance
Modelling
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Use of Control Panel Feature

Control Panel for Sheet 1 Only
Input all values in control panel only. These value s are in red

District Total % %
Household Garden Kitchen

Waste Waste Waste

Tonnage

Council 1 35831.00 20.00 17.00
Council 2 51265.00 20.00 17.00
Council 3 34924.00 20.00 17.00
Council 4 41588.00 20.00 17.00
Council 5 20986.00 20.00 17.00
Council 6 40297.00 20.00 17.00
Council 7 17634.00 20.00 17.00

No. of

Properties

37784.00
64411.00
33605.00
44325.00
20882.00
38629.00
22053.00




Use of Control Panel Feature

Participation
Rate

Co-mingled

Kitchen Waste
alone

Recognition Rate

Co-mingled
0.50 0.30
Kitchen Waste
alone
0.70 0.65




Use of Control Panel Feature

7.5 tonne kw only vehicle parameters

Properties per vehicle per day 1400

Weeks between collections 1

Days per week worked 5




Use of Control Panel Feature

LATS 150
£ Per
tonne
Council 1 provision of 240
litres 8500 homes Landfill 40
Council 2 provision of 240 £ per
litres 13000 homes tonne




Use of Control Panel Feature

32 tonne co-mingled RCV parameters

Properties per 2 weekly freighter

14000

Length of operational

lease in years for 240l bins




Use of Control Panel Feature

Integrated Route i.e. Kitchen

and

Garden Waste
Together

High

145000.00

20.00

2.00

50.00

30.00

100000.00

5.00

Low

125000

14.00

1.00

30.00

20.00

50000

2.00

Cost p.a.
per truck

cost per
bin(s) unit cost

cost of
publicity

p.h.h.p.y
inc. staff )

l.V.C.

processing  per tonne

Difference IVC c.f.
windrow

Contractors' claims

Transfer costs per
tonne

Non-integrated
Route i.e. and
additional

service just for kitchen waste

High

120000.00

7.25

2.00

50.00

30.00

5.00

Low

100000.00

4.50

1.00

30.00

20.00

2.00




Financial Outcomes

& Collections more frequent than once a
week are unaffordable

& |t would be uneconomic to fund co-
mingled collections for Councils who do
not already provide brown bins

& Net costs are very dependent on
capture rates



Capture Rates Modelled-Scenario 1

Participation Recognition
Rate Rate

Co-mingled Co-mingled
50% 30%

Kitchen Waste

Kitchen Waste

only

Alone Alone
70% 65%
Capture rate 15%
co-mingled
Capture rate kitchen waste 46%




An Existing County Summary-Scenario 1

Option Kitchen waste Gross Cost per Gross Cost per
diverted tonne High tonne Low

£ £
Tonnes

Universal 6180 611 415

co-mingled
collections across
the County

Universal 18760 340 258

separate collections
of kitchen
waste alone

3 non brown bin 8100 368 280

Councils- new
kitchen waste only
collections

Existing Brown bin 3500 430 250

authorities co-
mingled
collections




Scenario 2

Participation Rate Recognition Rate
Co-mingled Co-mingled

0.50 0.30
Kitchen Waste alone Kitchen Waste alone

0.90 0.90




Scenario 2

HIGH LOW
NON-INTEGRATED
33395.69 33395.69 Tonnage Diverted
215.15 158.08 Cost per Tonne of KW £
1335827.70 1335827.70 Landfill costs saved £
7185032.03 5279051.25 Gross Costs £
7.19 5.28 Gross Costs £m
5.85 3.94 Costs after landfill saved £m
839850.45 -1066130.326 Net Costs after LATS and landfill saved £
Net Costs after LATS and landfill saved £m
0.127616  0.127615958 Tonnes per household p.a.
127.61596  127.6159583 kgs per household p.a.

Kitchen waste collected

separately
every week




Risk Reduction

& Risk sharing funding agreements between WDA and
WCA with performance incentives
& Passing capture risk to contractor

& Benchmarking with councils already operating
similar schemes to determine the actual levels of
cost and performance being delivered

& Refine transfer costs in the model using waste
Industry data

& Moving to multi-year modelling

& Undertake trials- balance against risk/ costs of
delay



Alternative Interventions
In a “balanced basket”

& Buying LATS allowances

@ Using third party “merchant” capacity

& Procuring treatment capacity-interim and permanent

& Improving Recycling Household Waste Structure for
BMW diversion

& Kitchen Waste Collections

& Waste Minimisation Initiatives




Critical Factors to success

& Capture rates-the influence of good
W.C.A. promotion and enforcement
practice

& The need to advance some W.C.A.’'s
guicker than others potentially

& The need to practise local refinement and
procurement

& The importance of robust data collection



Questions?

pictures ex Peter Ridley Waste Systems Ltd



