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1. Introduction

Thanet District Council (TDC) needs to consider options for making improvements to waste management services and systems. The options appraisal needs to take into account long-term requirements, opportunities to bring about change and external drivers. The main external drivers are likely to come from legislation, originating from European Union environmental policies and transposed into UK government targets, to manage resources and waste more sustainably.

There is increasing urgency to deal with domestic waste in a more environmentally friendly way. Waste products cause harm through polluting the ground, the air and the water unless dealt with carefully and responsibly. Products entering the waste stream have been produced at a cost using natural resources, labour and transport. When they are discarded, they are collected and treated, traditionally either buried to decompose slowly in a landfill site or to be burned at high temperatures in an incinerator to disperse the material as gases into the air and solid ash for construction material or landfill. These routes are no longer seen as adequate solutions to a mounting problem; they play a part but are no longer the first option with which more sustainable solutions compete.

Thanet has some unique problems related to its seaside location: tourism, seaweed and seagulls. To attract tourists, coastal locations need to minimise visual intrusion (ie litter and mess). Seaweed rotting on the seashore and seagulls scavenging waste food in refuse sacks are common complaints from residents. They are also a potential deterrent to tourists. The need to provide pristine streets and to reduce visual intrusion presents unique problems.

A waste plan for Thanet will need to take all these issues into consideration and plan activities to manage these problems.

2. Strategy of phases

The council requires a long-term strategy that will take it to 2029. However, projecting so far into the future is not possible, except in the broadest sense. To focus activity, the strategy has been divided into three phases. 

Where relevant, reference has been made to the Kent Sustainable Management of Household Waste Joint Strategy for Kent (Waste Policies), Kent Association of Local Authorities (KALA) Statement of Intent (based on future joint working) and a Green Waste Action Plan
.
Phase 1: Expanding and establishment of new services, 2004–2006

The review of current services and options put forward here will provide the council with a plan of what can be done immediately to deal with the current level of activity in all sectors, identifying easy wins with options for expanding and modifying existing recycling services. The main aim of the 2004–2006 phase is to achieve a recycling rate of 21% by 2006, to meet statutory targets.

Phase 2: Review and large-scale expansion, 2007–2010

The plan for the period 2007–2010 will be to review the current service, to expand and implement waste minimisation schemes, introduce large-scale recycling and composting services and rationalise bring systems. In partnership with Kent County Council (KCC), research into mass treatment of waste residue, to meet Landfill Directive targets will also be conducted.

The review will take the form of a comprehensive investigation of all waste management options available ranging from “perfection” through “high cost” to “incremental”. This will build on good practice elsewhere and particularly from high achieving neighbouring local authorities in Kent.

These might include:

· changes to the waste management collection service based upon reviews of residual waste (specifically the biodegradable component), single material and or multi material kerbside recycling collection services, bring systems, bulky collection service, street cleansing and grounds maintenance

· consideration of the delivery of the required services and the development of integrated contracts (in-house or contracted out) in conjunction with partner organisations 

· legislative and economic drivers.

2.1 Phase 3: Continuation and consolidation, 2011–2029

It is anticipated that 2011–2029 will be a phase of continuation and consolidation, with monitoring and evaluation (eg to assess options for contract changes and target modification).

3. Background

3.1 Location and population

The Isle of Thanet is a small district located in the north east of Kent. The main towns are Margate, Ramsgate and Broadstairs. It has 26 miles of coastline and covers an area of 10,300 hectares. Thanet has a population of 126,700 (2001 census) with 22% of residents aged 65 and over. Figure 1 shows population projection to 2029. The population is projected to grow by 6.35% from 2006 to 2021.

Figure 1: Forecasted population growth in Thanet
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Source: Thanet local plan housing background paper 2003/04

Thanet is the most deprived district in Kent. The area has suffered both economically and socially over several years from the decline in tourism, the closure of coalfields, and the reduction in agricultural jobs and shipping. To improve the area TDC recently developed a community strategy with plans that include the creation of job opportunities, improved communications (the development of London Manston Airport and a fast rail link to London) and an increase in tourism. 

4. Legislative drivers

4.1 Legislative background

Legislation is one of the main drivers for change in waste management. The Waste Framework Directive (WFD) requires European Union member states to produce a national waste strategy describing waste disposal and recycling policies. The directive sets out the theoretical waste hierarchy and waste management principles (Figures 2 and 3). A local authority planning waste management activities should take account of these waste management principles and ensure activities are developed in accordance with these principles. An integrated waste management strategy for an authority should aim for options at the top of the hierarchy (waste prevention and minimisation) taking into account that a strategy must also include provision for disposal of non-recyclable residual waste. 

Figure 2: Waste management hierarchy
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Figure 3: Waste management principles
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The England and Wales waste strategy (Waste Strategy 2000, published in May 2000) adopted the waste hierarchy and the waste management principles set out in the WFD. Waste Strategy 2000 introduced national targets including: recovering the value from 40% of municipal waste by 2005 rising to 45% by 2010 and to 67% by 2015. The strategy also set targets for the recycling or composting of at least 25% of household waste by 2005, rising to 30% by 2010, and to 33% by 2015.

The EU Landfill Directive was transposed into English and Welsh legislation through the Pollution Prevention and Control (Designation of Landfill Directive) Order 2001. The directive imposes targets on the UK to reduce the amount of biodegradable municipal waste (BMW) sent to landfill by 75% of 1995 production levels in 2010, 50% by 2013 and then 35% by 2020. These targets take no account of growth in BMW (in full) arisings. 

Statutory targets

To ensure all local authorities achieve these targets, the Government has set statutory performance standards on the quantity of household waste required to be recycled and or composted by 2003/2004 and 2005/2006, through the Best Value
 framework.

Table 1: Statutory recycling performance standards for Kent councils

Local authority
2003/2004

%
2005/2006

%

Ashford Borough Council
14
21

Canterbury City Council
20
30

Dartford Borough Council
14
21

Dover District Council
10
18

Gravesham Borough Council
22
33

Kent County Council
20
30

Maidstone Borough Council
12
18

Sevenoaks District Council
20
30

Shepway District Council
24
36

Swale Borough Council
16
24

Thanet District Council
14
21

Tonbridge and Malling Borough Council
20
30

Tunbridge Wells Borough Council
20
30

4.2 Legislation to increase waste reduction and recycling

Figure 4 overleaf shows a timeline of the most relevant legislation that has and will influence waste management services in the district. For example, it describes how the Landfill Tax escalates from £15 per tonne in 2004 to £35 per tonne in 2013. It also indicates the amount of biodegradable waste that KCC will need to divert away from landfill to meet its obligations under the Landfill Allowance Trading Scheme. See Appendix 1 for further information about legislation.

Figure 4: Legislation to increase waste reduction and recycling
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¹ The BVPI 199 figure is the combined percentage of sites with litter and detritus that fall below grade B. The government has set the acceptable level of sites below Grade B at 30%. 

5. Current waste management practices

5.1 Current services

Waste collected by TDC from domestic properties and street cleansing was 47,415 tonnes in the year 2003 to 2004. Approximately, 41,046 tonnes (86.5%) of household waste was landfilled, with approximately 6,369 (13.5%) recycled (2003–2004 BVPI 13.43%). 

Figure 5: Current domestic waste management operations in Thanet 2003-2004






5.1.1 Refuse collection cost

On average it costs £25.14 (2003-2004 BVPI) per household per year for TDC to collect household waste. The domestic refuse collection and street cleansing services are operated by SITA. The contract commenced in 1999 and will operate until March 2006, under an extension sanctioned by the TDC cabinet. 

Domestic properties receive a weekly front of property collection service. TDC does not provide any containment for residual waste – households are expected to provide their own bin bags and/or dustbins.

In addition to the weekly residual collection of waste, the council provides a service for the collection of bulky household items. The collection method differs depending on the type of material. Fridges are collected on a weekly basis. The collection of other bulky items is arranged on a pre-booked system.

The council currently does not operate a commercial waste service. Future provision of a commercial service could be an income generator. It could be organised via a dedicated collection service or combined with the current domestic waste service.

5.1.2 Street cleansing

The street cleansing service is operated by SITA, which is contracted to empty litter bins and dog refuse bins on a scheduled basis, as well as street washing and the removal of flytipped waste. In 2003–2004, 1383 tonnes of flytipped material was collected from around the district, principally domestic waste as reported to the Environment Agency.

One serious street cleansing issue is the poor containment of household waste, which results in a high level of scattered debris. If domestic waste was contained more effectively, there would be an immediate reduction in debris on the streets of the district.

There are two other related issues that are also implicated in the high costs of street cleansing. The first is the high incidence of side waste, in particular from the poor practice of households putting waste out in advance of the collection. This is dealt with as street litter. The second is an operational issue where manual street cleansing and litter bin emptying results in bags of waste being left on the street for the vehicular collection. Both these practices expose waste to scavenging and street litter. Along with containment issues, these waste practices exacerbate the seagull nuisance, by providing a reservoir of organic waste for scavenging, creating mess and nuisance from spilled bins and shredded bags.

The arrival of tourists, during the summer, further exacerbates the problems encountered by the street cleansing service to manage the amount of additional waste. In addition, the influx of tourists increases the amount of fast food purchased and its associated problems of food waste and food packaging on the street. The increase in food waste, during this part of the year, coincides with the breeding season of the resident seagull population further exposing both contained and uncontained waste to seagull assault.
5.1.3 Clinical waste

The council offers a clinical waste collection service collecting all grades of clinical waste, with around 80 collections per week. The service is operated by SERCO. The number of sharps collections (needles and syringes) has recently increased as the Primary Care Trust has taken the view that the council (and not the Trust) is responsible for the collection of household-derived clinical waste.

5.1.4 Recycling

The current systems for the collection and recycling of waste is based around a combination of bring sites
 and the operation of kerbside recycling services. Residents are encouraged to separate recyclable waste for deposit at one of the available bring sites. Table 2 lists the materials collected at bring sites and the contractors involved.


Table 2: Current recycling contractors

Material
Transporter
Recycler/Merchant
Contract period

Separated glass
Berrymans
Berrymans
ongoing

Paper
Bretts 

SCA
Bretts

SCA
up to 2007

ongoing

Mixed cans
Bretts

Kent Community Recycling
Bretts

Kent Community Recycling
ongoing

ongoing

Textiles
Oxfam & Medway Waste
Oxfam & Medway Waste
ongoing

Seventy-six percent of households in Thanet are within 1.5 km of a bring site, though not all materials are collected at each site.

The council also operates a kerbside collection service for recyclables. Paper and card are collected on a fortnightly basis from around 43,000 households, (approximately 75% of the district):

· 10,000 properties have black 55 litre boxes

· 2500 properties have non reusable, clear plastic sacks

· the remaining households have to provide their own containment (eg carrier bags or cardboard boxes). 

The kerbside collection service has been expanded to collect green (garden) waste from around 26,000 households. Tonnages collected via the kerbside service are 2640 tonnes of paper and card and 1225 tonnes of green waste tonnes for the period 2003/04. The council provides a waste paper collection service to 20 schools.

The household recycling rate for Thanet was 7% for the period 2002–2003. This compares with a national average of 14.3% (defra.gov.uk/news/2004/040811a.htm) and rates in other Kent authorities of 6% (Dover), 15% (Canterbury, Shepway, for the corresponding period (Table 3)).

Table 3: Trends in recycling 1998–2003


1998/99

%
1999/00

%
2000/01

%
2001/02

%
2002/03

%

Dover
4
4
4
4
6

Canterbury
10
11
12
12
15

Shepway
12
10
10
13
15

Thanet
7
5
4
4
7

Source: www.defra.gov.uk/news/2004/040811a.htm
5.2 Waste disposal

The council operates within a two tier local government system. As a waste collection authority, it has a statutory duty to collect municipal waste. KCC is the waste disposal authority, responsible for disposal of municipal waste. Currently, landfill is the main disposal route, using the Bretts landfill site at Sheldford near Canterbury.

Growth in waste 

In planning future waste services, it is necessary to make some assumptions about what is likely to happen with the growth in household waste and at the same time taking into account increases in population. Household waste arisings (domestic, street cleansing and recycling) in the district have been decreasing by 1.12% from 1999 to 2004. KCC has stated that waste arisings from Kent households produced just over half a tonne a year, a figure that is increasing by 4% every year (A Sustainable Household Waste Management Strategy for Kent). The national waste growth has been determined at 2.2% per year (Defra, Municipal Waste Management Survey 2002/03). The council is therefore one of a few councils reporting a downward trend in household waste arisings in the UK. Figure 6 shows household waste arisings from 1999 to 2003/2004.
Figure 6: Household waste arisings in Thanet
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Source: Figures provided by The Council. Data for 2000/01 are unavailable.

The Council has reported a reduction in its waste arisings from the year 1999. In 2004, every person in Thanet produced on average 374kg of waste. The Council has forecast a 6.35% increase in population between 2006 and 2021. The Isle of Thanet has also observed the recent opening of international routes from London Manston Airport and international ferry sailings from Thanet ports. These increases in population, economic growth and the projected waste growth of 2.2% will have a knock-on increase in the council’s waste arisings (Figure 7).

Figure 7: Projected household waste growth. 
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Note: Waste growth is estimated at 2.2% per year from 2005 to 2029. The estimated waste growth for the Council does not take into account possible expansions of recycling and waste minimisation activities. The waste growth is assumed to have levelled in the year 2024 with no further waste growth in the following years. 

The estimated growth in recyclate for 2004/5 shows a significant increase compared to the same months the previous year. The quantity of paper and garden waste collected via kerbside is estimated to increase significantly compared with the 2003/4 (Figure 8).

Figure 8: Materials recycling 2003/04 and estimates for 2004/5
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Figure 9 shows a breakdown of the council’s street cleansing and domestic residual waste collections.

Figure 9: Street cleansing and residual waste arisings
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5.3 
Current financial situation

As shown in Table 4, the cost of street cleansing is greater than the cost of the household waste and recycling collections combined. This is not the normal profile in local authority areas. The major spend on street cleansing can be attributed to poor containment of household waste resulting in organic waste being scavenged by seagulls. If domestic waste was contained more effectively, there would be an immediate reduction in debris on the streets of the district.

As discussed in Section 5.1.2, above, there are two related issues that implicated in the high costs of street cleansing. The first is the high incidence of side waste. The second results from delayed vehicular collection of litter bin emptying bags. Both these practices results in street litter.

With containment, reduced side waste and changed practices in litter bin emptying, the costs of street cleansing would reduce. The current budget could be diverted into dealing more effectively with other wastes, such as recycling, for example.

Table 4: Waste collection costs (2003 -2004)


Street 

cleansing
Waste 

collection
Recycling1
Total

Cost (£m)
2.05
1.4
0.42
3.88

Cost per household /annum (£)
34.17
24.14
7.00
64.5

Cost per tonne (£)
1240
36
66
1342

Notes: 1. Net of recycling credit at £34.75/tonne

6. Policies, plans and goals

The strategy encompasses all elements of the council’s waste operations as a waste collection authority (WCA). As the WCA the council has the statutory duty to collect municipal waste inclusive of beach cleansing (and seaweed clearance), grounds maintenance and waste from council offices, recycling operations and refuse collection and street cleansing. KCC as the waste disposal authority is responsible for the disposal of municipal waste. It is envisaged that the strategy will form the cornerstone of the tendering and contract negotiation phases of the re-letting of waste contracts for the new contracts to begin in March 2006. It should be noted that the kerbside paper and card contract is scheduled will operate to 2006.

The aim of the strategy is to ensure compatibility with the Sustainable Management of Household Waste Strategy for Kent (Kent waste strategy) to develop mutually beneficial arrangements and outcomes between local district authorities and the county council. The strategy recognises the importance of the Sustainable Waste Management Joint Policy Statements, (accepted by all of the local authorities in Kent). The sections below assess the issues and options for each element of the strategy. Where appropriate, the link with the Kent strategy is identified along with the relevant waste policy statement (WPS). (A summary of the statements of waste policy in the Kent strategy is provided in Appendix 2.)

To help manage waste more sustainably the waste hierarchy and waste management principles must be taken into account. At the top of the hierarchy is the preferred option of preventing waste, followed by reduction and recycling. The hierarchy should be adopted through fostering reuse, recycling materials to make new products out of the same resources, composting green material to enrich the land and then choosing more benign disposal methods to recover energy or minimise pollution.

TDC is responsible for the provision of waste and recycling collection services throughout the district. Disposal is the responsibility of Kent County Council. Within the collections framework TDC directs services for the collection of bulky waste, dry recyclables, garden compostables and residual waste. It also communicates with a population of over a quarter of a million people, purchases a considerable amount of goods and services, is responsible for planning and development, and works with business, regional and national government. Thanet is in a position to address the top rungs of the waste hierarchy and influence the final disposal route.

The plan includes targets for waste reduction, recycling, recovery and disposal. How those targets will be met will depend on the gap that needs to be filled and the resources available (Table 5).

Table 5: Identifying the recycling and recovery gap


2003/04
2004/05

estimated
2005/06

estimated
2007/08

estimated
2010/11

estimated
2015/16

estimated
2020/29

estimated

Household waste tonnage

(figure 5.4)
47414
47000
48000
50100
53300
59600
70900

Recycling target %
14
18 (locally set) 
21 (actual)
26
33
36
40

Recycling target (tonnes)
6638
8460
10080
13026
17589
21456
28360

Recycled tonnes
6369
9000
9000
9000
9000
9000
9000

The recycling gap (tonnes)
(269)
540
(1080)
(4026)
(8589)
(12456)
(19360)

Note: The above assumes no growth in recycling tonnages from the year 2004/05. In estimating the recycling tonnage from the year 2004/05 data were used from the months April to August. 

The Landfill Allowance Trading Scheme (LATS) will become an economic and legislative driver to reduce biodegradable waste from 2005. The provisional allocation of landfill allowances from 2005/06 to 2019/20 for KCC has been calculated (Figure 10). A secondary issue that may have direct consequences for the council is that KCC may direct the council to deliver biodegradable waste in a separated form for recycling.


Figure 10: Provisional allocation of landfill allowances
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6.1 Goals and objectives

The primary goal of the council in developing a waste strategy must be to improve recycling and waste management practices and to deal with the external drivers. The main objectives of the strategy are:

1. Reducing the quantity of waste going to landfill.

2. Meeting legislative requirements.

3. Keeping the streets clean.

4. Dealing with the large quantity of seaweed collected each year.

5. Meeting long-term requirements.

There are a number of options available to the council to meet these goals and objectives, which are set out in the sections below. To provide more sustainable waste solutions for the residents of and visitors to Thanet, the council will need to be take account of the following: 

· take pro-active measures to avoid, reduce, recycle, compost and recover energy where it is to the benefit of the environment, safe, practical and efficient and affordable

· engage and encourage people to participate in sustainable services

· deploy practical, customer friendly services appropriate to need

· develop local facilities

· contribute to cross cutting policy theme areas such as housing, training, transport, economy and access

· invest for the future.

7. Kerbside strategy

7.1 Kent County Council joint policy statements

Waste Policy Statement: WPS 13

The Kent Waste Partnership recognises the importance of making recycling services easy to access and use as a priority over general refuse collection. The Partnership would, therefore, support appropriate strategy changes or initiatives which incentivise recycling and discourage the production of general waste that will require final disposal.

Waste Policy Statement: WPS 8

The Kent Waste Partnership welcomes innovative proposals for managing household waste and will seek opportunities to trial and test such proposals. Local authorities will consider innovation in the development of contract and specifications for waste management services.

7.2 Thanet kerbside strategy

The Thanet Local Plan has stated that 32% of the district’s households are without a car or van. Those without transport will make limited use of bring sites and signifies the importance of present and future kerbside collection services.

A kerbside recycling service will also offer the council a higher capture rate over all other recycling services. It will target dry recyclables which constitute almost a half of domestic bin waste. Not all of it is easily recycled at present, usually because of levels of contamination, composite materials involved and/or cost. Approximately half of that fraction is readily targeted for recycling collections. The principal materials streams are newspapers and magazines and glass bottles and jars. They are both relatively heavy materials and easily recognisable by the public.

Cardboard and grey packaging card are also quite prolific in the waste stream and can either be collected with dry recyclables or with compostables. These materials are less dense than paper and glass. They can be separated (corrugated and grey) or the grey can be mixed with newspapers to make a low value mixed grade fibre.

Cans are easily recognisable and easily recyclable, however, they seem to achieve relatively low capture rates.

Plastics represent the most visible fraction of the dry recyclable waste stream. They are high volume and low density.

There is a high correlation between the dry recyclable composition and socio-economic factors. In broad terms, the more prosperous the neighbourhood, the more heavy weight materials are available. There is also greater likelihood of participation: thus more newspapers and bottles will be presented at each property and more households will participate. This is particularly relevant to establishing kerbside collection rounds to optimise efficiency of the recycling workforce and fleet. 

All materials have to be separated to be of value. Further separation by type is also sometimes necessary or advantageous to improve value of product and secure long term outlets. In principle, as much separation as is reasonable should be asked of the householder. Separated material should from thereon be kept separate at collection with some additional separation made at kerbside. 

As described in Section 5.1.4 above, there is a limited kerbside system already in place. Some changes to the kerbside system will be required to increase efficiency and to meet legislative requirements (recycling targets). There are a number of options available to the council from minor modifications to wholesale expansion. These are set out in Table 6, showing estimates of quantities of materials available in the Thanet waste stream and likely outputs of each, based upon current performance data, documented schemes elsewhere in the UK and local socio-economic profiles. The capture rate for each stream increases with level of service and offers likely scenarios for weekly, fortnightly and alternate collection schemes. It profiles different combinations of materials and it explores the potential for increased capture of materials based upon national waste analysis profiles. The different options take no account of changes in household waste arisings, which would need to be factored in.

Table 6: Estimated recycling outputs viewing materials combinations and collection frequencies

Kerbside
Available recyclate
Option 1
Option 2
Option 3
Option 4
Option 5
Option 6


F
W
F
F
F
F
W
F
W
A

Paper
3645
4556
3645
3645
3645

4556

4556
4556

Glass
1523
1904


1523

1904

1904
1904

Cans
272
340

272
272

340

340
340

Plastic bottles
272
340




340

340
340

Card
1562
1953
1562
1562
1562
1562

1562

1953

Garden
3264
4080
3264
3264
3264
3264

3264

4080

Food
1685
2106





1685

2106

Total tonnes


8471
8743
10266
11966

13651

15279

Recycling rate


17
18
21
24

28

31













Improve capture by 7.5% (tonnage)


9106
9399
11036
12863

14675

16425

Recycling rate


19
19
23
26

30

33













Improve capture by 15% (tonnage)


9742
10054
11806
13761

15699

17571

Recycling rate


20
20
24
28

32

36













Bring sites











Paper
1400

1500
1500
1500
1500

1500

1600

Glass
670

720
720
680
680

680

740

Cans
55

60
60
60
60

60

60

Textiles
40

45
45
45
45

45

45

Books
3

3
3
3
3

3

3

Total
2168

2328
2328
2288
2288

2288

2448

Recycling rate
5

5
5
5
5
0
5
0
5













Beach (tonnage)
83

83
83
83
83

83

83

Recycling rate


0.2
0.2
0.2
0.2
0.0
0.2
0.0
0.2

Leaves (tonnage)
500

500
500
500
500

500

500

Recycling rate


1.0
1.0
1.0
1.0
0.0
1.0
0.0
1.0

Combined estimate


23
24
27
30

34

37

Combined high capture


26
26
30
34

38

42

Notes: F = Fortnightly
W = Weekly 
A = Alternate with residual refuse

Garden compost collections provided for 40,000 households

· Assumption 1: Participation and material capture rates increase with more frequent collections, greater range of materials and provision of container. Experience in South West England gives confidence that in otherwise similar service types and area, a fortnightly collection would yield approximately eighty percent of its weekly counterpart.

·  Assumption 2: The other significant factor in improving recycling rates is through making refuse collections less convenient thus diverting materials towards recycling; for this, we have assumed a rate equal to weekly collection.

· Option 1 indicates a fortnightly kerbside collection of newspaper and magazines, cardboard, garden waste, bring site and highway leaves.

· Option 2 indicates a fortnightly kerbside collection of newspaper and magazines, cardboard, garden waste, bring site and highway leaves with the addition of metal cans.

· Option 3 indicates a fortnightly kerbside collection of newspaper and magazines, cardboard, garden waste, bring site, highway leaves and metal cans with the addition of glass bottles and jars.

· Option 4 indicates a fortnightly collection of cardboard and garden waste and a weekly collection of newspaper and magazines, glass bottles and jars, metal cans and plastic bottles.

· Option 5 indicates a weekly collection of paper, glass bottles and jars, metal cans and plastic bottles with a fortnightly collection of cardboard and garden waste with the addition of food waste.

· Option 6 indicates an alternate weekly collection of recyclable materials and residual waste.

The top performing authorities in the UK are claiming recycling rates well into the 40% range and more recent quarterly figures are pushing above the 50% mark. Typically the high performers have introduced a three stream system collecting a full range of dry recyclables at the kerbside (Options 4 and 5). Option 6 introduces alternate residual and compostable collections supported by substantial education and promotion campaigns. Exploring the scenario whereby all the above materials were collected in specified streams, then outputs would concur with Option 6. This does not represent the maximum rate, only the likely rate.

In estimating recycling rates it is prudent to assume that new tonnage will be generated where free-of-charge garden waste collections are made, diverting from less convenient disposal methods. The ultimate range of services, therefore, would provide collections of three main streams, plus special and bulky pick ups. It would reduce the frequency of residual waste collection and provide same day recycling and composting collections. To roll out garden waste collection to all garden properties (estimated 40,000) and the combined bring and kerbside would yield recycling rates in the region of 22% to 25%. When glass and cans are included with dry kerbside collection, leaf fall and seaweed are collected for composting, the combined result would yield around 27% to 30%.

To move towards the higher figures it would be necessary to target food waste and plastics (as evidenced by high achieving authorities), with a combination of weekly dry recycling collections and garden and food waste collections, alternating with refuse collections. Yields have been estimated yields between 37% and 42%. To make further inroads into high recycling rates, it will be necessary to invest further in promotion with public information and publicity. 

The kerbside service options are set out in Table 7.

Table 7: Kerbside recycling service options

Material 
Kerbside dry
Kerbside green
Refuse
Special

Mixed paper
(




Corrugated card
(*
(



Grey card
(*
(



Glass
(




Cans
(




Textiles
(




Plastic
(




Garden

(



Food
(*
(
(


Bulky



(

Re-usable household


(
(

Contaminated


(
(

Frequency of collection
Fortnightly or weekly
Fortnightly (alternate)
Weekly (alternate)
On request

Standard container
Box and bag


W/bin or bundle for corrugated card

Lined bucket for food waste
Wheeled bin
None 

Variation
Micro recycling centres

Clear bag (one trip)

Lined bucket for food waste
Lined bucket for food waste
Bag


Notes: * suitable for composting

8. Compost collections

8.1 Kent County Council policy statements

Waste Policy Statement: WPS 5

The Kent Waste Partnership recognises and agrees that biodegradable waste needs to be diverted from landfill and agrees that green garden waste should be collected and composted as a priority. Other forms of biodegradable household waste will be considered for alternative management when the regulatory position becomes clearer.
8.2 Household waste

Organic waste is produced largely in the kitchen and the garden. Some products (such as paper and card) have high organic content and may contribute other elements (such as chalk) that are beneficial to compost products.

As with all waste, the preferred solution is to eliminate it at source and this can, to some extent, be achieved through promoting awareness and advice (eg on considered shopping, purchasing the right quantities for consumption and dealing with garden waste in the garden). Home composting, when properly contained and managed, is the preferred environmental and economic option for dealing with garden waste. It does, however, require some knowledge and effort to be effective and acceptable to the gardener. 

There is considerable scope for further increases in green waste segregation at household waste and recycling centres (HWRCs). Garden waste collections should be approached with caution. A free collection will inevitably increase total waste arisings and may divert material from home composting schemes. The upside for a collection authority such as Thanet is that it will improve recycling rates, help meet statutory recycling targets and reduce organic input to landfill. It will also reduce the organic content of waste collected (meeting bio-waste reduction targets) and scavenging potential (see Section 5.1.2).

The suggested options for organic waste collections are set out in Table 8.

Table 8: Composting collection options

Range of materials
Type of container
Frequency of 

collection
Seasonal variability in service
Charge for collection

· garden

· food

· cardboard
· re-usable bag

· biodegradable bag

· wheeled bin

· other
· weekly

· fortnightly

· alternate with refuse

· alternate with dry recyclables
·  frequency variable     with season


· per bag

· bin rental

· free



Material availability will be determined by the size of garden and type of management. It will vary from season to season and also be sensitive to weather conditions on a week-by-week basis. Participation will be affected by socio-economic and demographic factors as well as individual attitudes to the environment. Performance is likely to be affected by:

· the level of service offered – the more user friendly, the more likely the uptake

· charge or free collection – a charge levied for collection has considerable impact on uptake

· level of service offered on residuals – the less convenient the residual collection the greater the diversion to other systems.

Garden waste collections vary considerably in relation to the above factors; however, there is a body of recorded evidence from schemes monitored in the UK and local experience to make predictions with some confidence. It would not be unusual to attract as much as 270 kg per household per year from the top performing quartile (households with high garden waste) and as little as 60 kg per household per year from the bottom quartile. As mentioned earlier, a garden waste collection scheme attracts new tonnage and is not just taking the current fraction out of the residual stream.

Food waste represents a significant fraction of the domestic dustbin, which if collected and composted would help meet recycling targets and reduce organic input to landfill. Developments in this field have been interrupted. The Animal By-Products Order has affected controls on collection of organic waste (to reduce the risk of spread of foot and mouth disease). This has resulted in demands for enclosed composting systems to prevent cross contamination of products.

8.3 Seaweed 

The council currently collects 9000 tonnes of seaweed from beaches within the district. This is undertaken to minimise the nuisance of odours between the months of April and September. Collected seaweed is currently disposed of on local fields as a soil conditioner and fertiliser. However, this option of disposal is short term as this method may be in contravention of the Nitrates Directive (adopted in 1996). This depends on the organic manure loading of the seaweed and field application rates. The district of Thanet has been designated a Nitrate Vulnerable Zone since 1996.

When considering future options for the processing of seaweed, co-composting with green waste, cardboard and leaves at a local composting facility should be explored. The council should seek further advice on the composting process, final product, market, and spreading application rate (agricultural) of the composted material.

8.3.1 Grounds maintenance

The horticultural management service currently disposes of bulky and grass cuttings into skips for ultimate landfilling. Leaves collected from the council’s parks are composted and the compost used as a mulch. 

The availability of a local composting facility would enhance the council’s ability to compost all fractions of organic waste and avoid the current system of disposing to landfill.

9. Recycling bank strategy

9.1 Kent County Council policy statements

Waste Policy Statement: WPS 14

Local authorities will through their planning development control functions seek to ensure the provision of adequate storage for recyclables inside and/or outside dwellings and the provision of neighbourhood recycling points associated with new developments.
9.2 Options

There are three options for the existing bring system that can be considered within the district.

Option 1: Continue with existing system

As Thanet has to increase recycling to meet targets, this course of action would not be recommended. If this option was adopted there would be a lost opportunity to collect a “mixed bag” of materials at a relatively low cost. 

Option 2: Improve and expand the existing system adopting a modular bank policy serviced by external contractors

Modular banks are generally serviced by external contractors (eg Berrymans and Bretts). Separated glass is collected by Berrymans from igloo-type containers, while paper is collected by Bretts in REL containers. Depending on individual circumstances, modular banks are the preferred choice in many local authorities due to a one-stop approach to collect and process the collected material. Table 9 lists the advantages and disadvantages of modular banks.

Table 9: Modular bring sites advantages and disadvantages

Advantages
Disadvantages

· high level of capacity reduces the need for high frequency collections

· the shape of the banks is associated with recycling in the minds of the public, not waste like other bin types

· tried and tested collection system

· modular banks can be more durable than other containers

· most sites will not require planning permission

· sites at supermarkets generally work well and have high yields
· vehicle access for emptying can be problematic

· can easily vandalised without additional fixtures being installed (eg kick rails)

· if a TDC bulking-up facility or material recycling facility became operational bring site collected material may not be able to be processed through the facility

· not compliant with self sufficiency and proximity principles

Option 3: Improve and expand the existing system adopting an 1100 litre bank policy serviced by DSO

These are often referred to as mini recycling centres. More local authorities are opting for this approach using direct services organisation to service sites. Sites often require banks to be secured to the ground using substantial fittings to reduce vandalism. Existing modular banks can be substituted for 1100 litre containers and could be serviced by the DSO using a top-loading recycling vehicle or a RCV with a bin lift.

Table 10: 1100 litre bring sites advantages and disadvantages

Advantages
Disadvantages

· access problems would be minimised since bins could be wheeled to the collection vehicle

· this collection system provides flexibility in fleet management because most RCVs with a bin lift could be used to collect the recyclates from the sites, although in a single format. To collect a combination of recyclate on one round would require a more specialised compartmentalised top loading vehicle

· all site can be branded with the corporate image

· offers a solution on estates/multi occupancy where kerbside collections are not viable

· potential to introduce sites where modular banks cannot be installed or serviced

· yields of recyclate could be increased

· potential to introduce recycling services to businesses.
· experience from other areas has shown that, without a great deal of promotion, these sites have low yields

· the bins need to be of sturdy construction to reduce vandalism and contamination with general refuse, this is more of a problem using smaller bins

· sturdy fixtures are needed to reduce vandalism

· potentially high yield supermarket sites cannot be serviced using such small banks

· installing these sites will require permanent fittings and fixtures and planning permission

· sites often overflow and require regular cleaning

· may require a permanent vehicle and staff to operate service

· specialised vehicle under capacity.

9.3 Economics

The contribution that bring sites made to the 2003/04 recycling target was 4.67% (2003/04). This represents around 25% of the overall recycling rate (14%). The operational costs of this service are shown in Table 11. If all this material was sent to landfill, an approximate cost would be £80,511 (gate fee plus landfill tax * recyclate tonnage), excluding administration costs. The disposal savings plus income (recycling credit income plus disposal savings minus charge per tonne) gives a net revenue of £99,437.

Further expansion of the current bring sites may involve high capital costs regarding land acquisitions. However, an approach to parish councils and retailers to locate bring sites on their respective properties, rent free or at a pepper corn rent, may avoid the need to purchase land.

Table 11: Current operational costs/income and savings for bring sites from main materials

Material
Tonnage 

(2003-04)
Recycling credit income 1 
Disposal savings 1
Charge per tonne (£)
Total charge

(£)
Savings plus income

Paper
1329
46174
46174
28
37212


Glass
869
30197
30197
20
17380


Can banks
119


4139
4139

7000


Textiles



n/a
n/a


Total


2317


80510
80510
n/a
61592
99428

Notes: 1 @ £34.75

Table 12 lists the operational costs, income and savings for bring sites that would result from a 10% increase in tonnages from expansion and improvement. A 10% increase in tonnages collected from bring sites would increase collected material by 232 tonnes, and a 0.7% increase in the bring site contribution to the 2003/04 recycling target. The net income and savings would be £110,656. This does not take into account any expansion of kerbside that might divert material away from recycling banks.

Table 12: Operational costs/income and savings

Material
Tonnage 

increase 
Recycling

credit1 
Disposal savings 1
Charge per tonne 

(£)
Total

charge

(£)
Savings plus income

Paper
1462
51157
51157
28
40936


Glass
956
33457
33457
20
19120


Can banks
131


4587
4587

7700


Textiles



n/a
n/a


Total


2549


89201
89201
n/a
67756
110646

Notes: 1@ £35.00

9.4 Operational issues

The system in Thanet is typical of any bring bank network, with a number of potential issues that could reduce effectiveness:

· acceptance by the public

· appearance and convenience of use

· awareness of nearest site

· bank density on well-used sites

· cleanliness of sites

· effects of introduction or expansion of kerbside

· vandalism

· vehicle access for emptying.

The main operational issues for the bring site system are detailed in Table 13.

Table 13: Bring site operational issues

Issue


Cause


Effect


Recommendations



Cleanliness
Difficult vehicle access

Untidy sites
Overflowing sites, messy and uninviting

Flytipping
Cleansing of sites within 24 hours of sites within 24 hours of overflow reported

High through-put sites on a once-a-day cleanse

Low through-put sites on a once-a-week cleanse

Contractors and material handling
Collection of recyclate by multiple contractors
Advantages: specific expertise for each material

Disadvantages: administration and co-ordination is more complex and loss of control of recyclate once collected by contractors
To co-ordinate with future kerbside recycling services to collect, process and transport collected recyclate to reprocessors/end market

Education and awareness
Little promotion
Under-use of sites
Increase education and awareness of both bring-to sites and kerbside recycling services

Location and appearance


Poor signage

Inadequate furniture
Low annual tonnages


Provide good road signage

Provide information boards at sites informing residents of ownership and materials collected

Provide shielding to help reduce noise, aesthetic improvements and containment

10. Multiple occupancies

10.1 Kent County Council policy statements

Waste Policy Statement: WPS 14

Local authorities will through their planning development control functions seek to ensure the provision of adequate storage for recyclables inside and/or outside dwellings and the provision of neighbourhood recycling points associated with new developments.
With an estimated 3% of households in Thanet being of multi-occupancy properties there is a need to provide recycling facilities that meet their requirements. Kerbside is only appropriate for street-based dwellings and some other form of provision is required for flat-dwellers. This will depend largely on space constraints either within the property or immediately adjacent. 

There is a perception that providing recycling facilities for flat dwellers is difficult. According to Waste Watch, which undertook research into recycling in flats this is not the case. 
 The research shows that some local authorities are making inroads into providing equal access to recycling facilities for all residents, not just those living in kerbside-friendly houses. This research is an important step in providing access to recycling schemes, giving everyone in the UK a chance to reduce their environmental impact and become more waste aware.

The study identified four different approaches to collecting recyclable material from flats:

· central collection facilities – central locations that most residents are likely to pass(ie areas of heavy ‘footfall’)

· near-entrance collection facilities – typically close to the entrance of individual blocks of flats, or within communal refuse collection areas

· door-to-door collection – these are where flats on streets rather than estates, the collection is usually from the door of the flat rather than at street level

· kerbside collection from flats – provision depends on the number of blocks /floors (ie not above sixth floor).

As a first step to introduce recycling to flat dwellers in Thanet, an audit of flat-based properties needs to be undertaken. The audit will establish which of the above options are feasible for each area.

11. Bulky waste collection service

11.1 Kent County Council policy statements

Waste Policy Statement: WPS 10

The Kent Waste Partnership recognises the important role that the community sector can play in helping to achieve a higher level of sustainability in the management of waste. It recognises that the potential of the community sector needs to be explored further. To this end, local authorities will:

· seek to co-ordinate community group activity with local authority services wherever practicable;
· seek opportunities through their corporate property departments for appropriate premises to be made available to community groups where required;
· review the level of recycling collection credit paid to third party recyclers;
· seek to assist community groups in accessing funding for landfill tax projects; and
· explore how community group recycling activity can be incorporated into local authority promotional literature.

Local authorities will also seek to work closely with and to obtain the support of parish and town councils when introducing new initiatives.
11.2 Bulky waste overview

As with other waste service areas, there are opportunities to deal with the product in a more sustainable manner. A bulky waste collection service can link strategically with reuse and recycling outlets and bring benefits. It would also address council policy and interest beyond the confines of a waste management contract. A service that aimed to maximise reuse and recycling in partnership with a reuse organisation would be positioned to deliver on environmental policy by contributing to recycling targets and reducing the amount of material going for disposal. It would also address social and economic objectives such as training for the long term unemployed and the provision of low cost goods for those in need.

The bulky waste service should aim to maximise reuse and recycling at an affordable cost. When deciding upon the best affordable service, the following would be considered:

· Environmental service delivery: how does the service perform when measured against a waste hierarchy?

· Does the service provide best value for money? Does the service function efficiently and at an affordable cost? Considerations such as collection efficiency, staffing, vehicles, equipment, added value and material sales.

· Customer satisfaction: how straightforward is the system? Customer focused considerations such as information and advice provision, contact, arrangement, time and presentation.

· Wider socio-economic benefits: is the service joined up with other departments, social enterprise and industry? Considerations are: reuse, poverty relief, training, employment, reprocessing and distribution.

In order to move towards a good practice service, the emphasis needs to change from waste towards resource management. This needs co-operation from all the key partners:

· person requesting a collection

· collection team 

· recycling organisations 

· recipient of the refurbished item, recovered material or waste product for treatment or disposal. 

The key functions for the service include:

· call centre

· collection

· final destination.

Each depends upon background promotion and information from the council through a variety of media for different target groups.

11.3 Impact on targets

Of bulky waste collected in the UK, it is estimated that some 30% is reusable and, with a developed local infrastructure, up to 70% could be diverted from disposal. It does however represent a relatively small portion of the overall municipal waste output, likely to be between 2% and 5%. Currently, reuse does not feature in the BVPIs and does not count towards recycling targets.

It does, however, reduce total waste going to landfill. It demands a separation of items to a degree that affords greater access to recycling streams, further separating wood and metal products. It also aids more effective control over special waste streams (eg fridges) and pre-empts forthcoming demands for improved handling, treatment and tracking of waste electronic equipment.

11.4 Cross cutting benefits

Improved systems management of the bulky waste collection service would afford wider benefits to the community and economic development in the area. A carefully structured partnership with the community sector would enhance local employment and training opportunities, create new economic activity in the neighbourhood and impact on the social and health agendas through providing worthwhile occupation and improved economic status to individuals and their dependents.

12. 
Waste minimisation and reuse strategy

12.1 Kent County Council policy statements

Waste Policy Statement: WPS 2

The Kent Waste Partnership is committed to reducing the growth in waste by promoting waste reduction and waste reuse and will seek to do so wherever possible on the basis of a County-wide approach. The War on Waste Campaign will be subject to review to identify how its role can be strengthened to support not only the reduction and reuse of household waste but also commercial and industrial waste. Each local authority will also review its own internal and external activities to identify how it can introduce new initiatives and enhance existing ones. Furthermore, the Kent Waste Forum will actively lobby Government to stimulate waste reduction and reuse.

Waste Policy Statement: WPS 10

The Kent Waste Partnership recognises the important role that the community sector can play in helping to achieve a higher level of sustainability in the management of waste. It recognises that the potential of the community sector needs to be explored further. To this end, local authorities will:

· seek to co-ordinate community group activity with local authority services wherever practicable;
· seek opportunities through their corporate property departments for appropriate premises to be made available to community groups where required;
· review the level of recycling collection credit paid to third party recyclers;
· seek to assist community groups in accessing funding for landfill tax projects; and
· explore how community group recycling activity can be incorporated into local authority promotional literature.

Local authorities will also seek to work closely with and to obtain the support of parish and town councils when introducing new initiatives.

12.2 Options appraisal – waste minimisation

Waste minimisation, also known as waste prevention and source reduction, is a process that reduces the amount of waste generated. Waste minimisation is the cornerstone of an effective waste management policy. With high targets to meet, the best way of stabilising waste growth is by introducing waste reduction schemes and services.

12.3 Options appraisal – reuse

There are many opportunities that can be exploited in Thanet for extending the life of materials or equipment through reuse. Fostering reuse will not meet recycling targets but will provide much needed benefits (eg capacity building, job creation, training schemes and the provision of good quality equipment) to local communities. It should be noted that reuse projects only delay the point at which material enters the waste stream.

The range of materials that can be collected for reuse schemes includes furniture, white goods (fridges, cookers and washing machines), IT equipment (computers, printers and peripherals), paint and timber. TDC should assess the opportunities for fostering community sector reuse initiatives. The table below shows different options including diverting material suitable for reuse from bulky goods collections to a furniture store or potentially contracting out the bulky waste collection to a furniture store. 

Table 14: Waste minimisation and reuse options

Options
Waste minimisation and reuse 
Examples

1


produce a guide (leaflet) to minimisation, reuse and recycling services
waste minimisation top tips

reuse schemes, bags for life and eliminating junk mail

2


promotion of home composting, real nappies and scrap store


Kent County Council initiatives



3


contact local community groups to investigate working together on waste minimisation, reuse and recycling initiatives
Potential projects may be a furniture reuse scheme, white goods recycling, scrap store, Re>Paint scheme and adopt a recycling centre

4


involve local business links and networks in waste reuse activities


The Kent Sustainable Business Partnership has developed a waste minimisation and exchange programme 



13. Handling facilities


Kent County Council policy statements

Waste Policy Statement: WPS 9

The Kent Waste Partnership will have regard to the potential for employment opportunities and particularly for disadvantaged members of local communities when making decisions on waste activities.
As collection becomes more complex, different waste streams will need to be managed in specialised ways to maintain quality standards for the recyclate and compost markets.

It would be wise to invest in the near future facilities with sufficient capacity to handle the various recycling streams, be designed to a standard compliant with relevant legislation and have some flexibility to adjust to market opportunities, increased throughput. Facilities do not need to be high-tech but they do need to be mindful of material and traffic flow and to be located conveniently for access by collection vehicles.

Typically, a facility would comprise a secure yard with weighbridge, bulking bays for loose materials, covered storage for paper, a shed to house sorting, baling and handling equipment and provide some secure storage, and office and staff facilities. Ideally the layout would allow for one-way traffic flow to improve efficiency and safety. 

A composting facility would normally comprise either windrow or aerated static systems and in-vessel treatment for kitchen waste collections to safeguard against the spread of foot and mouth and other livestock disease. On site composting requires large amounts of space for materials reception, processing and maturation. Such a facility would require high capital funding.

There are environmental, economic and social advantages for establishing local handling facilities. Benefits will be gained in reduced transport movements and costs, value added to materials collected, local jobs and new enterprise opportunities and greater local responsibility for locally generated waste.

14. Office waste

14.1 Kent County Council policy statements

Waste Policy Statement: WPS 6

The Kent Waste Partnership recognises the part it needs to play in creating markets for recycled products and therefore commits itself to specifying recycled products in purchasing policies wherever possible.
The council currently operates from the main offices in the centre of Margate and from subsidiary offices throughout the district. Waste paper is currently collected but no other office waste streams are being collected for recycling. There are opportunities to improve the scope of the existing paper recycling scheme, for example:

· ensuring staff are aware of the systems in place by improving communications

· encouraging staff to print only when necessary and to print and copy double-sided

· monitor both paper purchased and paper recycled

· provide reuse trays at all desks to store single sided paper for use as note paper and for copying and printing

· segregate office paper from all other grades to reduce collection costs.

Further options to minimise, reuse and recycle the council’s waste arisings could be incorporated into a wider scoping environmental management system (EMS). 

15. Filling the recycling gap

Total recyclate tonnage from Table 6 (Options 1, 3 and 6) has been inputted into Table 15 to calculate filling “the recycling gap” for future target years. It can be seen that if Option 1 is implemented as early as 2005/06, the 21% recycling rate will be achieved. Implementing Option 3, in 2007/08 will surpass the estimated recycling rate of 26%. Option 6 will achieve estimated recycling rates of 33% in 2010/11 only. To achieve the higher recycling targets of 40% and above will require the introduction of waste recovery technologies (anaerobic digestion, gasification, incineration with energy recovery, etc) alongside waste minimisation.

Table 15: Filling the recycling gap from stated options


2003/04
2004/05
2005/06
2007/08
2010/11
2015/16
2020/29

Household waste tonnage
47000
47000
480001
501001
533001
596001
709001

Recycling target (%)
14
18
21
26
33
362 


402

Recycling target (tonnes)
6638
8460
10080
13026
17589
21456
28360

Recycled (tonnes)
6369
9000
11299

(option 1)
13054

(option 3)
18227

(option 6)
18227

(option 6)
18227

(option 6)

The recycling gap
(269)
540
1219
28
638
(3229)
(10133)

Notes: 1 Household waste arisings are assumed to be in line with the national waste growth at 2.2% per year. The estimated waste growth for the Council does not take into consideration possible expansions of recycling and waste minimisation activities. The waste growth is assumed to have levelled in the year 2024 with no further waste growth in the following years. 

2 recycling and recovery target

Figure 11 shows the contrast between Thanet’s future household waste arisings (excluding recyclate) and projected recyclate collections. Where the two trend lines converge at around 2010/2011 is the recycling theoretical target area for sustainable waste management. However, from 2015/2016 onwards the gap between waste arisings (excluding recyclate) and recyclate widens as waste arisings grow and the collection of kerbside and bring site collected recyclate stabilises. To reduce this gap will not only require the front-end recycling services of kerbside and bring services, provided by the Council, but also the introduction of new waste management technologies, provided by KCC, to reach the higher targets.

Figure 11: Projected recycled and household waste arisings
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16. Conclusions

In broad terms, Thanet would wish to foster a well-informed public, consuming and discarding more sustainably and encouraging more people to recycle more of their waste. To meet both the environmental and economic imperatives, and comply with proximity principles, waste and recyclate would be collected and managed within the district and sold on to the market to offset costs of the service. This will demand local facilities for unloading, sorting and dispatching clean dry recyclables and also for unloading, processing and dispatching compostables.

The profile and design of the collection fleet depends on the range of materials to be targeted and the degree to which material is to be sorted by the householder, the recycling collector, the picker at the recycling facility or mechanical processes. The more that is collected as recyclable or compostable waste, the less remains in the residual waste and thus economies can be made on the standard refuse service with options for alternating service weeks.

Whichever service profile is to be adopted, its success will depend upon a positive culture promoted by the council. This goes beyond information and notices and extends to face-to-face contact with householders as well as written promotional materials, telephone and internet advice and mainstream media. There are opportunities to provide resource material for teachers and children at school through curriculum-related studies, extend community involvement activities, shared extensively with other stakeholders at a regional and national level.

Key features of an improved service would include:

· reduction in overall waste outputs

·  increased separation of materials for diversion reuse, recycling and composting 

· more benign disposal methods.

The service would be recycling (and composting) led and optimise services and facilities to manage waste more sustainably. 

17. Recommendations

The key recommendations for changes to the waste management services in Thanet to meet the objectives are as follows:

Legislation
· Review legislative requirements and actions to be fully compliant with all current and forthcoming legislation

Kerbside
· Option 3: the council adopts a multi-material kerbside collection service that meets future statutory and estimated recycling targets. At the same time (collectively with neighbouring Kent authorities) meets the Landfill Directive objectives. 

· Option 1: the council adopts a phased kerbside collection service that meets and goes beyond its 2006 statutory target.

As these develop in Phase 2 of the strategy then move to Option 6 (fully flexible multi-material collection).

To meet these options it will require:

· the council to explore the potential to develop a bulking facility or a clean material recycling facility to process collected material

· the council to continue to explore potential merchants for collected recyclate.

Bring
· along with expansion of kerbside (see above), the council reviews and expands existing banks. This will capture recyclate from areas not serviced by a kerbside service 

· implement improved communications (road signage) to advise the public on bring site locations and types of materials that can be collected

· seek new sites in consultation with parish and town councils at a later date (Phase 2). 

To enable any expansion the council should explore local processing facilities and markets as above.

Bulky waste
· review and analyse bulky waste service to assess quality of service and quality and quantity of collected material

· identify and prioritise fractions for reuse and recycling to verify what can be done with individual items and the impact it will have on reuse and recycling

· consult with local community to explore potential partnerships co-operating in bulky waste reuse and recycling

· source local outlets for bulky waste re-use and recycling.

To enable the council to develop bulky waste re-use and recycling the council should explore the potential to develop a bulking facility to process collected material.

Waste minimisation and reuse

· continue to Continuation and consolidation, 2011–2029 
· promote home composting and real nappy services in co-operation with the county council.

Organics
· review current disposal practices and identify and explore composting options in line with garden waste and seaweed processing detailed in the strategy

· work towards implementing a fully flexible multi-material kerbside collection) in Phase 2

· analyse chemical components of seaweed along with other contaminants with a view to the market requirements of the end product

· seek recommendations on application rates and local crop requirements

· develop a local composting facility and/or make use of a neighbouring facility (eg Canterbury)

· comply with the nitrates directive.

Street cleansing

· provide wheeled bins in conjunction with a multi-material kerbside collection service

· enforce a no side waste policy and ensure home owners have accurate information on collection timetables


Appendices

Appendix 1: Legislation

Appendix 2: Sustainable Management of Household Waste Joint Strategy for Kent
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� Thanet District Council is a partner in the Kent waste strategy along with the other districts and Kent County Council


� Best Value requires local authorities to seek to achieve continuous improvement by having regard to the efficiency, effectiveness and economy of their service delivery.


� Environment Agency flycapture


� Bring sites are sometimes called min-recycling centres, and are often located on retail car parks where the public has easy access


� Waste Watch, 2004. Recycling in flats. Prepared on behalf of Defra.
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26 April - EC adopts Landfill Directive

The Landfill Directive is transposed into national law

13 November - Waste Emissions and Trading (WET) Act introduced

October - landfill sites require PPC permit to operate

February - EC adopts WEEE Directive

Government consultation on Household Waste Recycling Act 2003 - closed 1 October

Government publishes final draft consultation on WEEE - close 
29 October

13 August - WEEE Producer Responsibility takes effect

31 December - annual targets to recover/recycle WEEE take effect

Government consults on the Review of the Recycling Credit Scheme - closed 22 October

UK consultation on EC draft Directive on Batteries and Accumulators - closed 5 August

Landfill tax at £15/tonne

Landfill tax at £18/tonne

Landfill tax at £21/tonne

Proposed amendments to Recycling Credits Scheme to take effect

Landfill tax at £24/tonne

January - 
ELV Producer Responsibility takes effect

WCA to collect at least two recyclable materials separate from refuse collection

Landfill tax at £33/tonne

Landfill tax at £35/tonne

LATS provional allocation for Kent County Council 2006/07:
396,222 tonnes

TDC BVPI target to recycle 14%

BVPI 
(199)¹

BVPI 
(199)

BVPI 
(199)

BVPI 
(199)

LATS provional allocation for Kent County Council 2005/06:
417,156 tonnes

LATS provional allocation for Kent County Council 2007/08:
368,310 tonnes

LATS provional allocation for Kent County Council 2010/11:
259,099 tonnes

LATS provional allocation for Kent County Council 2013/14:
185,864 tonnes

LATS provional allocation for Kent County Council 2019/20:
135,884 tonnes




