
Question Response

Q1. What is your name?  
Emma Beal as Chair of the National Association of Waste Disposal 
Officers (NAWDO).

Q2. What is your email address?  admin@nawdo.org.uk
Q3. Which of the options below best describes you?  Academic or research 

Business representative organisation/trade body 
Charity or social enterprise 
Community group 
Consultancy 
Distributor 
Exporter 
Individual 
Local government 
Non-governmental organisation 
Operator/ reprocessor 
Packaging designer / manufacturer / converter 
Product designer/manufacturer / pack filler 
Retailer including online marketplace 
Waste management company 
Other (please provide details)  X - National Local Authority Network

Q4. If you are responding on behalf of an organisatio
n, what is its name?

National Association of Waste Disposal Officers (NAWDO).

NAWDO membership represents around 80% of all local authorities 
with waste disposal 
duties and includes London Boroughs, Joint Waste Disposal 
Authorities, Metropolitan, 
Unitary and County Councils from all UK regions.  

Q5. Would you like your response to be confidential?  Yes 

No  x

mailto:admin@nawdo.org.uk


Issue Proposal No. Proposal Sub-
section

Question Tick Box NAWDO Response

Intro Q6

Do you agree or disagree that local authorities 
should be required to collection materials 
Kerbside: Alu Foil, Alu food trays, Steel/Alu 
aerosols, Alu tubes, Metal jar lids, Tetra pak

Aluminium Foil - Agree
Aluminium food trays - Agree
Steel and Aluminium aerosols - 
Agree
Aluminium tubes - Agree
Metal lids - Agree
Cartons - Disagree

Intro Q7 If you have disagreed with the inclusion of any of 
the additional materials above in the timeframe 
set out, please state why this would not be 
feasible, indicating which dry recyclable material 
you are referring to in your response.

Cartons NAWDO broadly agrees with all the proposed materials, with the exception of cartons.

Current end markets are insufficiently stable for cartons, and in the first consultation it was stated that the addition of 
any material in the core materials would be dependent on it being possible to collect and sort and for end markets to 
be available. Some members collecting Tetra Pak separately, but at times unable to secure outlets for the material. 
Local authorities should not be in a position where it is necessary to transport Tetra Pak long distances with associated 
negative impact on air quality and carbon emissions, due to insufficient infrastructure, or there is stockpiling at any 
point in the supply change, which could pose a health and safety risk. Sufficient quantities will be needed to stimulate 
the market, yet there is a possibility that producers will choose alternative materials as a result of modulated fees 
under EPR measures, leading to smaller quantities of cartons for local authorities to handle. 

Poor quality material may result from the collection of aluminium tubes due to the higher levels of food contamination 
as they cannot be cleaned out sufficiently.

As the successful inclusion of new materials is dependent on the engagement of residents, fully-funded, strong local 
and national communications will be needed to ensure residents present materials in the required way e.g. consolidate 
aluminium foil to large enough size that they can be captured at MRFs, and as much as possible rinse appropriate 
items. 

Intro Q8 Some local authorities may not be able to collect 
all these items from all households at kerbside 
by 2023/24. Under what circumstances might it 
be appropriate for these collection services to 
begin after this date?

Please provide the reason for your response and 
indicate how long local authorities require 
before they can collect all of these materials, 
following the date that funding is available from 
Extended Producer Responsibility.

Collection Contracts, Sorting 
Contract, MRF infrastructure 

capacity, Cost Burden, Reprocessing, 
End markets.

Collection of materials is unlikely to be the largest limiting factor in introducing these new materials, but rather the 
sorting, processing and end markets are lacking. Flexibility of implementation times needs to be built in to account for 
the lengths of waste collection and MRF contracts, and other changes such as EA and planning permit variations that 
may take time. This may vary for different local authorities. There needs to be recognition that local authorities may 
also incur costs for contract variations or termination.

Technology may need adapting in current processes at MRFs to allow for additional waste streams. There also needs to 
be demand for the reprocessed material to ensure stable end markets.

Intro Q9 Do you agree or disagree that food and drink 
cartons should be included in the plastic 
recyclable waste stream in regulations, to reduce 
contamination of fibres (paper and card)?

Please provide the reason for your response and 
state if there are any unintended consequences 
that we should consider.

Disagree -  cartons should be 
included the paper and card 
recyclable waste stream or not sure

NAWDO disagrees with this proposal, due to the confusion by residents who already use an established system where 
it is normally collected with cardboard, and this practice is likely to continue, which would contaminate the card/paper 
stream anyway. Public perception is key in this change, and strong local and national communications would be 
needed to ensure that there is sustained change in behaviour. This classification as plastic would cause some issues 
with the lack of capacity at MRFs used by local authorities, and also difficulty with sorting due to the equipment 
installed at MRFs.

Intro Q10

Assuming food and drink cartons are included by 
the date that Extended Producer Responsibility 
commences, what would be the financial impact 
on gate fees and processing costs from sending 
mixed material streams containing cartons into a 
Materials Recovery Facility?

Please provide the reason for your response.

Not Sure Where local authority processing contracts at MRFs are built around a 'basket' of materials, there may be a degree of 
flexibility for including a larger range of new materials or a greater quantity, but sudden changes may incur costs. Gate 
fees are particularly unstable for local authorities at the moment, and there is variance of gate fees for material mixes 
including Tetra Pak. Considering that there is no known mechanical equipment to separate Tetra Pak from other 
materials, an additional manual picking line would be required at some expense.

The impact on the change in the residual waste composition should also be considered. Where removal of a material 
from the residual waste stream causes a significant change in the calorific value, it may necessitate a contract 
negotiation.

Intro Plastic film Q11 Do you agree or disagree that local authorities 
should adopt the collection of this material from 
all households, including flats, no later than 
2026/27?

If you disagree, please provide a reason for your 
response.

Disagree

NAWDO disagrees that local authorities should adopt these collections. Some Local Authority contracts don’t currently 
include the processing of plastic films. Costs and timescale to renegotiate and change contracts to handle this material 
will be significant and would need to be covered, as will potential upgrading of MRF technology and purchase of any 
required vehicles. Sustainable end markets for plastic film are required, which are currently lacking. The quality of the 
material is of concern, considering that separate collections at supermarket's 'front of store' is currently of poor 
quality. Producers should be providing an end market for the material they are producing for closed loop 
manufacturing.

Local authorities have already seen an increase in residents' queries regarding compostable packaging, demonstrating 
that there is an increasing quantity being used, and it is thought that this will start to replace standard plastic films 
more over time, decreasing the quantity of petroleum-derived plastics that local authorities collect.

There is concern that the increase of collecting plastic film at the kerbside could result in more litter as it escapes from 
boxes and containers.
There is a lack of clarity in the consultation document about which types of plastic will be included, and therefore there 
may be an increase in contamination if the list of plastic types is not comprehensive.

Intro Q12 Which of the following reasons might prevent 
plastic film collections being offered to all 
households by the end of the financial year 
2026/27?
Please provide the reason for your response and 
provide evidence to support your answer.

MRF Infrastructure capacity, 
reprocessing and end markets, 

Other

MRF infrastructure capacity - NAWDO is concerned that there is insufficient capacity at MRFs, that they are not 
currently equipped with suitable equipment to sort plastic film, and that this could not be resolved by 2026/7.

Reprocessing and End markets - End markets are not currently sufficiently developed for plastic film, and there is 
insufficient demand for the material. NAWDO do not believe 2026/27 is a feasible time by which end markets will have 
developed. Some NAWDO members already collect plastic films, which is sorted and baled, but processed at cost, 
further emphasising the need for sustainable end markets and demand for the material

Other - as above, compostable plastics are starting to replace conventional plastic film, and it may be phased out by 
design.
Please also see comments in response to Q11.



Issue Proposal No. Proposal Sub-section Question Tick Box Answer NAWDO Response
Food Waste Proposal 3 Defines what will be included in the 

scope for food waste collections: 

All food material that has become a 
waste, whether processed, partially 
processed or unprocessed, intended 
to be, or reasonably expected to be 
consumed by humans and including 
any substance, including water, 
intentionally incorporated into the 
food during its manufacture, 
preparation or treatment. This 
includes the following:
• Food scraps
• Tea bags
• Coffee grounds

Q13 Do you agree or disagree that the above 
should be collected for recycling within 
the food waste stream?
• Agree
• Disagree
• Not sure/don't have an opinion/not 
applicable
If you disagree, please provide the reason 
for your response and specify which 
materials should be included or excluded 
in this definition.

Agree Please note the following points that NAWDO wishes to highlight:

Tea bags which contain plastic will degrade the quality of the digestate/compost produced in treatment processes. NAWDO recommends that Government bans the use of plastics in tea bags sold in the UK if it is proposing to allow their inclusion in food waste services as standard.

The Government should also be clear about whether bones are included, given they are generally not "intended or reasonably expected to be consumed by humans".

Finally, the Government needs to make it clear, through facilitated discussions with local authorities and the food waste treatment sector, whether unpackaged food waste will be accepted or not (i.e. whether treatment plants will routinely de-package items), and commit to producing 
and funding national communications for consumers if unpackaged food waste is not accepted.

Local authorities already collecting food 
waste separately must continue to collect 
this material for recycling at least weekly 
from the 2023/24 financial year

Not sure NO OPTION OF PROVIDING COMMENTS AGAINST THESE OPTIONS - THEY ARE ALL JUST TICK-BOXES. USE BOX BELOW OR NEXT QUESTION INSTEAD.

Local authorities should have a separate 
food waste collection service (at least 
weekly) in place for all household 
properties including flats as quickly as 
contracts allow

Disagree

Local authorities without existing 
contracts in place that would be affected 
by introducing a separate food waste 
collection service should have a separate 
food waste collection service in place (at 
least weekly), for all households including 
flats, by the 2024/25 financial year at the 
latest

Not sure

Local authorities with long term existing 
mixed food/garden waste collection or 
disposal contracts in place should have a 
separate food waste collection service in 
place (at least weekly) for all household 
properties including flats as soon as soon 
as contracts allow, with an end date to 
meet this requirement between 2024/25 
and 2030/31

Disagree

Local authorities with long term residual 
waste disposal contracts affected by 
introducing a separate food waste 
collection service (e.g. some Energy from 
Waste or Mechanical Biological Treatment 
contracts) should introduce a separate 
food waste collection service (at least 
weekly) to all households including flats as 
soon as contracts allow, with an end date 
to meet this requirement to be set 
between 2024/25 and 2030/31

Disagree

Please provide any views on the end date 
for these obligations and any evidence on 
associated costs and benefits

N/A There are long-term treatment/disposal contracts in some local authorities can continue well beyond 2030/31, and include MBT and/or IVC processes that will be impacted by the introduction of separate food waste collections. These local authorities should not be required to break or 
change these contracts unless Government funds this, and full consideration should be given to the economic and environmental impacts of doing so. These facilities - and associated collection infrastructure - contain embedded carbon that must be part of considerations as to the impacts 
of ceasing their (full) use earlier than planned, whilst the overall system impacts should be considered for technologies like MBT given these include an element of food waste treatment without the need for separate collections.

What reasons might be appropriate for 
collection services to begin after the dates 
above?
 Collection contracts
 Treatment contracts
 Cost burden
 Reprocessing
 End markets
 Other (please specify)

All ACTUAL TREATMENT COSTS HIGHER THAN FUNDING AVAILABLE
The Impact Assessment for this consultation has assumed that gate fees for treatment of food waste will remain similar to present levels in the future. However, NAWDO strongly disagrees with this assumption for the following reasons:
1. Mandating separate food waste collections for all households will fundamentally change the supply-demand balance for treatment capacity, and inevitably result in gate fees rising.
2. A number of subsidy regimes that currently support anaerobic digestion facilities will be ending.
3. New treatment capacity will be needed in some areas, requiring capital investment that will need to be repaid through gate fees.
4. supply chains being able to meet demand in a short lead in time is questionable for plant, equipment and vehicles;
5. infrastructure delivery capacity from transfer stations, depots, treatment facilities (AD) together with the necessary consents needed e.g. planning and permitting process, likely possible market distortion coupled with a short window to claim the greenhouse subsidies, which will cause 
investment uncertainty. Government could consider streamlining planning and permitting process to enable accelerated delivery and extend the timeframes for the green house subsidies. Lead in time for any form of infrastructure is typically 2-3 years (necessary consents) and then the 
actual construction and commissioning phase, minimum 4 years can be longer (5-6 years) if there are delays in securing the necessary consents / challenges and associated juridical reviews.

 Certainty is needed to make investment decisions – something has to move first – brief window to claim the greenhouse subsidy. Lead in time for step change to build processing capacity is difficult, Normally need 4 years lead in time plus which is more realistic. Assumed savings are 
unlikely to materialise if market prices are at premium. Our members have plenty of experience in delivering infrastructure. As a consequence, the costs for providing separate food waste collections are likely to be higher than the Government is assuming for those authorities without 
treatment contracts in place (and eventually for others who need to re-let treatment contracts). The modelling that underpins the Government's decision to take forward this policy need to be substantially re-visited. In addition, New Burdens settlements paid through the revenue support 
grant to local authorities will need to be responsive to changes in the costs for providing the service, particularly between Spending Review rounds where this matter is considered, otherwise local authorities will potentially not be receiving sufficient funds for continuing the service.

UNAVAILABILITY OF DEPOT SPACE
Introducing separate collections of food waste will require a number of local authorities to take on an additional fleet without any real potential to reduce the number of other vehicles (the number of vehicles needed for residual waste is normally governed by the time it takes to get round 
the local authority area to empty all bins, rather than the amount of waste being collected). This will create a requirement for additional depot space that may not be available at existing sites, and if New Burdens funding does not cover the capital costs for expanding facilities or buying 
new depot spaces, it may not be feasible for local authorities to introduce these services.

PROCUREMENT AND DELIVERY OF FLEET AND CONTAINERS
The mandating of a new service across the country is likely to impose some significant challenges on the supply chains for vehicles and containers to be able to keep up with demand. Local authorities must be able to delay the launch of separate food waste services if they cannot source 
the necessary equipment to be able to run it.

COMMUNICATIONS
There will need to be significant and ongoing spend on communications with householders, otherwise participation and capture rates are likely to be low and the risks of contamination will be higher. If the Government does not adequately fund this through New Burdens - noting that it is 
not a one-off cost at the point of service change - then it may not be cost-effective for local authorities to invest in providing what is likely to be an underperforming service.

 
If you have disagreed with any of the 
proposed implementation dates above, 
please provide examples of circumstances 
where it would be appropriate for this 
collection service to begin after these 
proposed dates and any supporting 
evidence where possible.

N/A NAWDO disagrees with the requirement to provide a separate food waste service to all households, on the basis that the delivery of the service to flats above shops, houses opening directly onto the pavement or blocks of flats with severe space limitations will be extremely difficult and 
may be detrimental to the local street scene:
- Food waste boxes left on the pavement for several hours will create an obstruction to pedestrians (particularly those with poor sight).
- Adopting a similar approach as many local authorities use for refuse collections in these locations by having time-banded collections of single-use sacks will mean food waste is left out in a manner which will be much more susceptible to foxes, cats and other animals, and is also likely to 
cause odour issues.
- Communal collection points on main roads may be a possibility, but this needs to be properly tested first under a Government-funded study in order to develop models of best practice that can be rolled out elsewhere, and there may still be severe limitations on options for installing 
these in some areas.

Food Waste Proposal 5 We propose that the provision of 
caddy liners in the collection of 
separately collected food waste 
should be promoted as good practice 
and that guidance should be provided 
on caddy liners, including on caddy 
liner material types.

Q16 Do you agree or disagree with this 
proposal? Please provide any other 
comments on the use of caddy liners in 
separate food waste collections, including 
on any preferences for caddy liner 
material types.
• Agree
• Disagree
• Not sure / don't have an opinion / not 
applicable

Not sure NAWDO highlights that caddy liners are designed to be compostable, which means their use in co-collected/co-treated services with garden waste is entirely appropriate.  However, these materials do not break down at many existing AD facilities, meaning plant operators need to remove 
them when food waste is collected and treated separately.  Consumers are therefore potentially spending additional money on caddy liners that are not actually needed, while also having to deal with a type of bag (corn starch) that is inherently weaker and more susceptible to 
degradation due to heat and moisture than, for instance, a thin plastic bag.

‘Wet’ AD operators in this country have the same trouble with the liners not getting digested (one I visited ran the LA food waste they received where liners were used through the same de-packaging kit they had for supermarket food waste).  Given the Government has set out a clear 
direction in the RWS for food waste to go to AD, the use of compostable liners is going to have to be looked at in more detail – their cost and lack of strength compared to other options would not seem to be worth it if they are not actually going to break down during 
treatment.Promoting caddy liners may be appropriate if there are to be changes made to AD facilities to ensure the products break down, or if they can be segregated from not only the food waste but also other contaminants in order to be sent to a composting facility. However, if this is 
not the case then the Government should consider whether an alternative approach might be more appropriate to help make recycling of food waste convenient for residents without requiring additional money to be spent unnecessarily by consumers or local authorities. This could 
include studying the effectiveness of depackaging technology to enable residents to use instead, for instance, the bag their loaf of bread comes in to line their caddy.

Caddy liners should receive consideration as part of wider thinking on compostable/biodegradable packaging. The Government will need to engage with the retail sector if caddy liners are to feature in future collection systems, particularly if provided by local authorities, given many 
supermarkets sell these products most are not to the required standard therefore have compatibility issues with the treatment systems.

NAWDO members would like us to highlight the figures are not realistic in terms of food which could be caputured, NAWDO  members have been collecting seprarate food waste for many many years  the food waste capture  ris on average 65.13 Kg/Hhd pa equating to 1.25kg/HhD per 
week. Generally over time when people see food they start to waste less, there is a natural in built waste reduction with food waste.  Therefore providing caddy liners does not automatically suddenly increase food caputre rates. 

Food Waste Q17 Do you have any comments on how the 
collection and disposal of compostable 
and biodegradable materials should be 
treated under recycling consistency 
reforms? For example, this could include 
examples of what should be provided in 
guidance on the collection and disposal of 
these materials.

N/A The Government needs to properly assess the types of technology that can break down these types of packaging to ensure there is a viable route to incorporating them into kerbside streams.

There should also be regulation of the terms "compostable" and "biodegradable" in line with the findings of research into treatment options. Consumers are likely to do little more than glance at labelling before making a decision on how to dispose of an item, and as such there should be 
no scope for brands, retailers and other bodies to continue using terms that cause confusion or mislead consumers about the environmental credentials of their products.  NAWDO would recommend the development of simple, logo-based labelling (in line with Recycle Now) for any 
products that can (or will eventually be able to) be disposed of in food or garden waste collection services.

The Government should pay particular attention to products like disposable nappies, which some manufacturers have started to produce "biodegradable" versions of to attract more environmentally-conscious consumers. Where residual waste is being disposed of via EfW these offer no 
benefits at all, and there may be regulatory implications for organic waste treatment facilities around receiving the contents of nappies even if they could treat the 'compostable' plastic the products are made from. 

Food Waste Q18 Do you agree or disagree that anaerobic 
digestion plants treating food waste 
should be required to include a 
composting phase in the treatment 
process?
• Agree
• Disagree
• Not sure / don't have an opinion / not 
applicable
Please provide any evidence where 
possible and explain any advantages and 
disadvantages.

Not sure A composting phase may assist with breaking down some materials after the digestion stage, but the feasibility of introducing this will be for plant operators to respond about.  The ability of a composting phase to break down compostable/biodegradable packaging needs to be properly 
examined to ensure that it would deliver the desired results, as otherwise it will just represent additional cost without a marked improvement in the quality of the end product.

NAWDO would highlight that the addition of a composting phase will undoubtedly increase the gate fees for food waste treatment, both through additional operating costs as well as to cover capital repayments for expanding the treatment operation. This must be taken into account in 
the calculation of New Burdens funding for local authorities.

NAWDO would also point out that 'Dry AD' technology may be more appropriate to promote as part of any regional treatment capacity increases, given that it includes both digestion and composting phases while also permitting co-treatment (and thus co-collection) of food and garden 
waste. This could generate both financial savings and carbon emission reductions compared to separate collections of the two organic materials.

Food Waste Q14Proposal 4

Proposal 6

Separate collections to be provided to 
households by local authorities by 
2023/24, 24/25 where existing 
(collection?) contracts limit, or 30/31 
for long-term residual contracts that 
are impacted

Which parts of Proposal 4 do you 
agree with?

We propose to provide further 
guidance to local authorities and 
other waste collectors on the 
collection and disposal of 
compostable and biodegradable 
materials in kerbside waste streams.

Q15



Issue Proposal No. Proposal Sub-section Question Tick Box (option) NAWDO Response Supporting information

Green Waste 
free versus 
chargeable

Proposal 7 Definition of Garden Waste
Q.19 

Do you agree or disagree with the materials 
included in and excluded from this description 
of garden waste? ☐ Agree ☐ Disagree ☐ Not sure 
/ don’t have an opinion / not applicable

Disagree. NAWDO broadly agrees with the items with the exemption of garden weeds. Minimise the risk of causing confusion whilst striking a balance as not all weeds are acceptable for example Japanese knotweed etc. as Government is aware the material requires strict controls and not acceptable in green waste collection 
systems. Any such list should broadly align with permitting requirements which seek to control input and output based material quality. 

Proposal 8 Free Garden waste collection

Proposal 9  Other Garden waste collection 
options

Q21  How likely are the following options to support 
the above policy aims? (See table p48 of 
consultation doc) 

Please provide any comments or evidence on 
the costs and benefits presented above.

	                                                                                                                     
Very Likely	Likely	unlikely
Provide updated guidance on 
reasonable charges for garden 
waste.	√		

Issue clear communications to 
non-participating 
households.			√
Support on increasing home 
composting (e.g. subsidised 
bin provision).	√		

The policy aims should be pursued with or without a mandatory free garden waste collection service.

Government may wish to give consideration to specifying over what annual calendar period such services should look to operate. At the moment when to initiate and when to suspend garden waste collections is a matter of local determination. Some local authorities suspend such services for minimum periods over the 
annual festive break but with some suspending services for much longer. In the interests of ending up with a consistent approach, under the context of new burdens funding, the Government should consider specifying when during the year free garden waste or chargeable garden wastes should operate. 

 Q22

 Do you have any further comments on the 
above options, or any other alternatives that 
could help to increase the recycling of garden 
waste and/or reduce the quantity of garden 
waste in the residual waste stream? Please 
provide supporting evidence where possible.

NAWDO remains concerned with the low-price range quoted in the consultation document (£18 to £30) given Defra’s own research indicates the average charge is £43 per household. That means for most local authorities, the charge will not cover their full collections costs. This would then require DEFRA to fund the full 
costs for local authorities as it would fall under the new burden’s doctrine. Chargeable Services provided by local authorities should be determined at a local level, which is in line with existing acts and regulations and not mandated / capped from a top down approach. Like any business local authorities requires local 
services, workforce, third party supply of goods and services and markets rates and applicable costs apply.  
A general prohibition on placing GW in residual bins – possibly linked to other prohibitions (WEEE, Hazardous etc) that should be led from national level with a clear government message, so that council can enforce locally.  Some enforcement powers needed including a meaningful s46 power to direct residents on use of 
waste containers, and to charge for waste presented in contravention of a S46 notice.

NAWDO would like to work with DEFRA and other local authority networks to support a standardised approach / methodology of allow cost areas for chargeable green waste services, which reflects local and regional costs (just like any business would consider) for example: 

Allowable cost areas: 

Vehicle and staff direct operating costs for service (including fuel) allowing for depreciation, container capital cost including depreciation, contribution to depots (costs for depots split by % of GW vehicles houses at that depot), contribution to waste transfer stations (based on % of tonnage throughput of GW including 
haulage and tipping away payments for collection authorities), container delivery/collection charges to the residents property  and Replacement Container cost recovery, management of contamination costs (permitting changes input and output of materials)  and over heads and  back office costs. 

Disagree.Q.20 Given the above costs, recycling benefits and 
carbon emissions reductions, do you agree or 
disagree that local authorities should be 
required to introduce a free minimum standard 
garden waste collection (240 litre containers, 
fortnightly collection frequency and throughout 
the growing season), if this is fully funded by 
Government, and if authorities remain free to 
charge for more frequent collections and/or 
additional capacity? ☐ Agree ☐ Disagree ☐ Not 
sure / don’t have an opinion / not applicable

NAWDO strongly disagrees with free garden waste collections. Public funds/resources should be better used on priority areas and not aligned to contribute to poorer outcomes. These policy proposal would encourage residents to move waste ‘down’ the waste hierarchy from waste prevention to recycling whilst increasing 
costs to taxpayers, the impact on the environment for small performance. Also local authorities can meet higher performance for their area (if rural) with chasing green waste tonnage due heavier weight compared to dry mixed recycling, simply put mean more garden waste to move around, so more vehicles on the road. 
Therefore NAWDO considers the impact assessments and additional burden funding associated with this proposal to be grossly under estimated.  Lowering costs also does not necessarily increase participation and or performance this can be achieved by other means e.g. communication/promotional activity and providing 
larger sized containers or more (subject to space constraints).  NAWDO believes  there is a risk of increased contamination as residents lose a sense of ownership and responsibility for the paid for service.

NAWDO concerned with the Government’s position on green waste which appears at odds with WRAP’s national household waste study from 2017 (published February 2020) which across the country suggested no more than 403,000 tonnes garden waste in the residual waste stream versus 3.143 million tonnes collected via 
dedicated collection services and another 1.053 million tonnes taken to household waste recycling centres (HWRCs). This suggests that residents who do not take advantage of the relevant kerbside services are much more likely to recycle such material at their local HWRC, which accepts the material for free as opposed to 
putting it into their residual waste bin. NAWDO would suggests that neither the consultation or impact assessment has properly established the level of garden waste present in the residual waste stream. Both also failing to recognise that the majority of kerbside residual waste services are provided using either 180ltr or 
240ltr wheelie bins collected on a fortnightly basis which for most households means there simply isn’t room for garden waste as well. NAWDO members have been undertaking compositional analysis of their residual waste over the last few years, some local authorities are experiencing low levels of garden waste within 
the residual waste streams ranging from 2.6% to under 7%. There does not appear to be any strong correlation between the charges levied by local authorities and the level of garden waste remaining in the residual stream, appreciating that there are always differences in waste composition sampling methodologies. More 
pertinent is the topography,  demographics, housing stock and the time of year the waste composition analysis was completed. NI191 shows that all of the top ten local authorities charge for their garden waste collection service, therefore this does not appear to impact adversely on high levels of recycling and residual kg 
per household performance when compared to those Authorities that offer a free garden waste collection service.

Furthermore 4 million tonnes of EFW capacity is under construction in uk. 2.2 million of LACW going to landfill , 19/20 WDF said around only  “8.5% of all local authority waste (2.2 million tonnes) was disposed of via landfill in 2019/20. This was down 0.6 million tonnes (21.3%) from 2018/19”.  This data includeds inerts, trade 
and bulky waste etc. This leads us to further question the impact assessment being based on diversion from landfill.   

NAWDO  members suggest this proposal would only provide a modest marginal improvement and much lower than the 5% the Government suggests in the consultation which further challenges the rationale put forward by the Government in support of free garden waste collections. Some of our members have undertaken 
compositional studies, to extract the green waste within the residual waste would equate to £2,000 per tonne, public funds/resources could be better used to drive a higher take up/participation rate and deliver better environmental and policy outcomes. Chargeable Services provided by local authorities should be 
determined at a local level, which is in line with existing acts and regulations and not mandated capped from a top down approach. Like any business local authorities requires local services, workforce, third party supply of goods and services and markets rates and applicable costs apply.  

1. Charging for these services both helps manage demand for services (cost are only incurred to provide services to those who need them), and allows resources generated from charging to be deployed into local services to reflect local political decisions - for which local politicians are accountable.
2. On a practical level, it is unlikely to be realistic for councils to choose to operate a free minimum statutory service, alongside fee-based voluntary top up services.  On an operational level for crews on the ground, it is likely to be impossible to distinguish between free service users, and paid service users in order to 
provide separate services – unless they are provided by different crews and vehicles which would represent a substantial loss of operational efficiency. 
3. As a general principle, the provision of garden waste collection services should be based on user need, not on mandatory free provision by the service provider, unless there is a wider public interest in doing so.  Many properties have ‘gardens’ without planted space, or may prefer to compost their waste and do not wish 
to use a collection service at all.  Where there is a price for the service, apart from providing a demand signal to enable allocation of resources, it allows those who need the service to receive it by paying, without requiring more resources to be expended providing the service, with no income to those who do not need it. 
4. The impact assessment makes reference to payments being returned to residents by councils through introduction of a non-chargeable service  – i.e. a net benefit to the public.  This is disingenuous. With subscription based services, a contribution (generally less that the overall cost of provision of the collection service) 
is made by those who use it. 

Those who do not wish to receive the service do not pay, and service delivery costs savings are likely to result from providing the service to a smaller pool of users.  The price gives a clear signal to enable the rational deployment of resources to meet local need.  The cost of universal service provision falls on all council tax 
payers, whether they want, need, or wish to use the service (including those without gardens), and regardless of what resources may be provided externally, the cost of provision of a service to those who do not want it and the loss of income, must represent, ceteris paribus, resources not deployed elsewhere to more 
useful effect.5. The core objective, of diverting garden waste from general waste collections, can be more directly achieved by more direct national level regulation which sets a clear regulatory standard for exclusion of materials such as garden waste (such measures could also exclude a range of other recyclable and non-
standard wastes) from household waste general waste collections.  This would include national messaging and policy to not allow some materials into general waste bins, that councils can then ensure is followed locally.  It would then be for local authorities to take responsibility for using these powers proportionately at a 
local level to ensure diversion is maximised.  It is also a reasonable compromise for regulations or guidance to set terms of charging, including setting maximum amounts chargeable with reference to local service delivery costs, with tapered implementation periods. 
In terms of Government proposals for funding for loss of garden waste income (as set out in the consultation), there appear to be two possibilities.  Either:
a. Government fully funds the loss of income from a free service at the amount lost in each council, in which case those with the highest charges currently are rewarded to the greatest degree.  This is not an effective use of scarce public funds, and perversely incentivises imposing cost increases to maximise future 
compensatory funding.
Or
b. Government provides funding using a notional allocation model, which may mean a net loss of funding with loss of income in individual councils that then require service cuts in other areas to make up the shortfall.  This undermines locally political decision making and the decision to provide a garden waste collection 
service free may result in other services becoming chargeable to balance overall spending.. Government may wish to give consideration to specifying over what annual calendar period such services should look to operate. At the moment when to initiate and when to suspend garden waste collections is a matter of local 
determination. Some local authorities suspend such services for minimum periods over the annual festive break but with some suspending services for much longer. In the interests of ending up with a consistent approach, under the context of new burdens funding, the Government should consider specifying when during 
the year free garden waste or chargeable garden wastes should operate. The consultation documents does not set out the growing, our members usually start commence green waste collections from February through to end of November, with special Christmas tree waste collections over January. NAWDO has concerns on 
the assumptions associated with the impact assessment and the assumed additional burden funding.

NAWDO would like to work with DEFRA and other local authority networks to support a standardised approach / methodology of allow cost areas for chargeable green waste services, for example:  Allowable cost areas

Vehicle and staff direct operating costs for service (including fuel) allowing for depreciation, container capital cost including depreciation, contribution to depots (costs for depots split by % of GW vehicles houses at that depot), contribution to waste transfer stations (based on % of tonnage throughput of GW including 
haulage and tipping away payments for collection authorities), container delivery/collection charges to the residents property  and Replacement Container cost recovery, management of contamination costs (permitting changes input and output of materials)  and over heads and  back office costs. 



Sub-section Question Options Response NAWDO Response
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Could the following recyclable waste streams be collected 
together from households, without significantly reducing 
the potential for those streams to be recycled?

If you have agreed with either of the above, please provide 
evidence to justify why
any proposed exemption would be compatible with the 
general requirement for
separate collection of each recyclable waste stream. 

If you have agreed with either of the above, please provide 
evidence to justify why any proposed exemption would be 
compatible with the general requirement for separate 
collection of each recyclable waste stream.

Plastic and Metal

Glass and Metal

Agree 

Unsure

NAWDO supports both of these proposals. Many local authorities currently co-collect both 
these combinations of materials without decreased quality. There are stable markets 
particularly for glass and metal. Co-collecting glass and metal could mean that glass bottle 
screw tops and jar lids are more likely to end up in the metals stream if separated from glass 
items during collection. Clarity would be required regarding the inclusion of cartons in the 
plastic stream, which NAWDO disagrees with.

Depending on DRS consultation outcome and subsequent removal of drinks containers from 
kerbside collections, co-collecting glass and metal may be more cost-effective for LAs who 
currently do not already glass at the kerbside. 

An increased yield is likely where co-collected due to the ease of use by the resident, and 
could facilitate better recycling from flats where storage space for recycling can be limited.

24

What, if any, other exemptions would you propose to the 
requirement to
collect the recyclable waste in each waste stream 
separately, where it would
not significantly reduce the potential for recycling or 
composting? 



Issue Proposal No. Proposal Sub-section Question Tick Box 
Answer

NAWDO Response

TEEP Q25 Do you have any views on the 
proposed definition for 
'technically practicable'?

"the separate collection may be 
implemented through a system 
which has been technically 
developed and proven to 
function in practice"

N/A NAWDO agrees in principle with this definition.

However, subject to the expansion in the range of areas that need to be allowable in the consideration of technical practicability (as set out in Q26 and Q27), the definition may need to be adjusted or 
suitably qualified to sufficiently capture that circumstances may be different between two apparently similar situations. As an example (but there are many others), it may be possible to provide a certain 
service design to a flat above a corner shop in the backstreets where there is low footfall, but that same service design may result in a higher risk of obstruction and hazard to pedestrians if introduced to 
flats above shops on a busy high street. The citing of a service provided to a backstreet location should not be considered as "proven to function in practice" when considering locations on main roads. 

In addition, it needs to be made clear whether only UK-based examples of existing systems will be cited, or whether the regulator will be looking at other countries. There are regulatory and cultural 
differences related to waste management that may mean that, for instance, the deployment of on-street communal bins for different recycling streams that may work in cities in Italy or Spain will not be 
practical in the UK.

TEEP Q26 Do you agree or disagree that 
the proposed examples cover 
areas where it may not be 
'technically practicable' to 
deliver separate collection?
• Agree
• Disagree
• Not sure / don't have an 
opinion / not applicable
If you disagree with any of the 
above, please provide the 
reason for your response and 
indicate which example you are 
referring to.

- Type of housing stock and 
accessibility
- Rurality and geography of 
property location
- Availability of suitable 
containers
- Storage of containers at 
properties
- Storage in existing waste 
transfer infrastructure

Agree NAWDO agrees that these are appropriate examples.

However, in setting up standard templates for assessing practicability, there must be scope to recognise that there can be significant variations even within criteria such as "type of housing stock and 
accessibility". This was highlighted in the previous question, but as another example, street level properties in some urban areas often have little front garden space, making it potentially impractical for a 
multi-container system for recycling and waste collections that would be technically feasible in more suburban areas. As a further example, smaller bin rooms in blocks of flats limit the scope to introduce 
separate containers for different recycling streams, as the overall capacity of waste storage provided is likely to reduce due to lower efficiency in the use of the floorspace available (particularly if Eurobin 
containers have to be swapped out for two-wheeled bins).

TEEP Q27 What other examples of areas 
that are not 'technically 
practicable' should be 
considered in this proposal? 
Please be as specific as 
possible.

N/A The criteria do not specifically include "suitability of outdoor presentation point for containers".  This will be a factor for properties (such as flats above shops or houses with no/very small front gardens) 
where obstructions to pedestrians would be caused by multiple containers being presented.

Traffic/road congestion should also be a factor for consideration of potentially slower/more obstructive multiple-stream collection systems, particularly on narrow roads, 'red routes' etc.

TEEP Q28 Do you agree or disagree that 
the proposed examples cover 
areas where it may not be 
'economically practicable' to 
deliver separate collection?
• Agree
• Disagree
• Not sure / don't have an 
opinion / not applicable
If you disagree with any of the 
above, please provide the 
reason for your response and 
indicate which example you are 
referring to.

- Type of housing stock and 
accessibility
- Rurality and geography of 
property location
- Available recycling and 
treatment infrastructure

Agree NAWDO agrees that these are appropriate examples.  However, in setting up standard templates for assessing practicability, there must be scope to recognise that there can be significant variations even 
within criteria such as "type of housing stock and accessibility".

Building on the examples in previous answers, where front garden space is limited at street level properties, it may not be practicable for bins or boxes to be provided to residents for a multi-stream 
recycling service, requiring local authorities to provide reusable or single-use sacks (if even these would be practicable). This solution is likely to be more expensive on an ongoing basis than the provision or 
bins or boxes, which have higher up-front costs but will then remain in service for several years.

TEEP Q29 What other examples of 
'economically practicable' 
should be considered in this 
proposal? Please be as specific 
as possible.

N/A NAWDO believes there are a number of other critically important factors that should be taken into consideration for assessing economic practicability:

1. Collection contract change costs. There are likely to be a number of examples of local authorities who have collection contracts in place designed around a certain system, and the costs of changing these 
mid-contract will need to be taken into account (depending on whether transition funding through EPR or New Burdens is sufficient to cover this).

2. Treatment/disposal contract prices. Some contracts, particularly those let under the Private Finance Initiative, are less flexible and even have fixed prices for recycling that will mean local authorities will 
not see cost savings as a result of moving to more segregated collection systems.

3. Actual treatment gate fees vs modelled assumptions. It is essential that local authorities are able to assess economic practicability against the gate fees (plus any bulking and haulage) that they are able to 
get from the market for their material, rather than averages or benchmarks prescribed by the Government. 

4. Overall system efficiency. The delivery of different recycling services in different neighbourhoods according to technical practicability criteria may lead to lower overall levels of operational efficiency, 
particularly if different collections require different types of vehicles. Waste collection vehicles require regular maintenance meaning that operators need to keep a fleet of spares on hand to ensure 
services can be delivered, and a more diverse fleet will usually mean that the overall number of spares that are needed will be higher. 

5. Local congestion/emissions charging schemes. The operation of additional collection vehicles for more complex recycling systems will, in some areas (such as Central London), potentially attract higher 
charges because of local/regional emissions or congestion zones.

6. EPR payments. The formula by which payments from the EPR Scheme Administrator will be made to local authorities has not been defined, and based on current Government proposals as set out in the 
EPR consultation, there may not be clarity on this until well into 2023. Local authorities will need to be able to factor these in to their assessments of economic practicability, particularly in cases where the 
formula puts individual authorities at a financial disadvantage compared to others within the suggested 'family groups'.

7. New Burdens settlement. The process under which any New Burdens funding will be calculated and allocated to local authorities has not been defined, but is understood by NAWDO may be based on a 
basic formula and allocated through revenue support grants that will be subject to a future Government Spending Review. Local authorities must be able to assess the funding allocated compared to their 
actual costs as part of considering economic practicability.

TEEP Q30 Do you have any views on what 
might constitute 'excessive 
costs' in terms of economic 
practicability?

N/A NAWDO considers excessive costs cannot be easily defined in terms of monetary value, given the significant variations in budget and size between different local authorities across the country.  As such, a 
percentage increase in service costs may need to be set to define the scope for what is "reasonable" and what is "excessive". The threshold for when costs will become excessive will be different for all 
local authorities, taking into account their size, population, annual budget, other financial pressures etc. The starting point for each local authority in delivering services in line with Government proposals will 
also vary, meaning similar authorities may come to different conclusions on whether the costs of doing so are excessive. NAWDO recommends that the Government engages with the LGA and other bodies 
to determine reasonable guidance on this that will assist local authorities in making decisions on future service provision.

Given the financial pressures local authorities continue to be under, any increase in net cost could be considered to be excessive.  The determination of this may require consideration of a balance of 
financial costs, environmental impacts, local priorities etc. NAWDO would suggest that the Government, in considering how to put forward proposals on this, could look at indicative modelling that has been 
undertaken by some of our members for example East London. The technical reports that provide more detail on the modelling can be found at www.eastlondonwaste.gov.uk/jointstrategy, and by 
consideration of the "whole systems cost" aspect can provide some insight on what different percentage increases on overall costs could equate to in terms of financial implications for the local authorities. 
Depending on the proposals taken forward, should local authorities be required to provide business/commercial waste  access to household recycling centres and or other infrastructure, then the 
implications should be considered within additional burdens and TEEP assessment. Our members recycling centres have site specific constraints for example planning, permitting, physical space, contract 
implications and associated costs for managing the vast range of the waste streams accepted at these sites. 

There will also need to be consideration of the level of future cost certainty that different collection service designs can deliver.  If local authorities are exposed to fluctuations in material markets, a risk 
analysis of the potential financial implications of such fluctuations will need to be factored into consideration about whether potential costs are excessive compared to more securable long-term 
prices/costs obtained via material sorting contracts.

TEEP Q31 Do you have any views on what 
should be considered 
'significant', in terms of cases 
where separate collection 
provides no significant 
environmental benefit over the 
collection of recyclable waste 
streams together?

N/A NAWDO is concerned that the use of the word "significant" would suggest that the threshold for demonstrating environmental benefits (or a lack therein) of different collection options could be set very 
high. Depending on how "excessive costs" are defined, this could leave local authorities in a position that they are exposed to higher financial burdens for environmental benefits that may not justify such 
additional expenditure.

The determination of "significant" environmental benefits may vary from area to area, and will depend on what the Government includes within the scope of environmental impacts (as per Q32 and Q33 
below). For instance, an urban local authority may consider any increase in local vehicle pollutant emissions that will impact on air quality to be unacceptable, which may be less of a concern in more rural 
areas where overall GHG emissions could be the primary concern.  This means that the determination of "significant" will be very subjective, which may not be acceptable when a more consistent approach 
to assessments of service options across the country is being sought.

There may be a role for carbon accounting in helping to find a balance between the financial costs of providing services and the environmental benefits. Local circumstances are likely to result in different 
outcomes from assessments of environmental benefit. For instance, urban local authorities facing local air quality problems (with the associated public health impacts that arise) may make a different 
determination of the significance of this factor compared to more rural parts of the country.

TEEP Q32 Do you agree or disagree that 
the proposed examples for 'no 
significant environmental 
benefit' are appropriate?
• Agree
• Disagree
• Not sure / don't have an 
opinion / not applicable
If you disagree with any of the 
above, please provide the 
reason for your response and 
indicate which example you are 
referring to.

- GHG emissions (whole 
systems)
- Lifts per vehicle and journey 
length
- Availability of recycling 
facilities
- Reject tonnages

Agree NAWDO agrees that these are appropriate examples. However, "availability of recycling facilities" must sufficiently capture the travel distance that will be required to reach such facilities, and the transport-
related emissions that would result. It may be appropriate to change this to "availability and accessibility of recycling facilities" to ensure the haulage is taken into account.

TEEP Q33 What other examples of 'no 
significant environmental 
benefit' should be included in 
this proposal? Please be as 
specific as possible.

N/A NAWDO believes that there are a number of other factors which should be taken into account:

1. Local air quality. Pending the development of suitable alternatives at a suitable scale, most collection operations will continue to be provided using diesel-powered LGVs and HGVs for the foreseeable 
future, which will typically be operating in low gear for much of the time. This results in emissions that can significantly affect local air quality, the improvement of which is a key priority for many urban local 
authorities. Multi-stream collection systems which require a greater number of vehicles and/or slower speeds of collection may cause further detriment to the local environment, not only through the 
emissions of the collection fleet but also potentially from other road vehicles that are delayed because of the increased complexity of the collection system, and local authorities need to be able to take this 
into account alongside consideration of overall GHG emissions.

2. Developments in sorting technologies must be factored in, and any templates/benchmarks used be sufficiently adaptable to reflect this. For example, individual MRFs may be able to achieve higher 
material qualities through improved sorting processes and technology than overall industry averages.

3. The types of treatment technology available must also be considered. For example, access to 'Dry AD' may enable local authorities to co-collect food and garden waste (albeit presented separately by 
residents), achieving savings on collection carbon emissions (no need for separate garden waste rounds), generating biogas for energy generation (as 'Wet AD' does), and producing a more useful solid end 
product (than the digestate usually produced by 'Wet AD') in the form of a high quality compost.

4. There must be scope to realistically model participation and capture rates, which are likely to be lower for more complex recycling systems where residents are required to separate items into several 
streams. Similarly, the likely overall participation rate in a service such as food waste collections for flats above shops must be allowed to be taken into account in determining whether the service should 
even be introduced at all, given the GHG and pollution the collection vehicles will emit for potentially little material capture.

5. Embedded carbon and raw material use in existing collection vehicles, containers and sorting facilities must be taken into account, so as to be able to fully assess the environmental impacts of 
withdrawing these prematurely so as to be able to introduce a different collection system.

Q34 Do you agree or disagree that 
local authorities should only be 
required to submit a single 
written assessment for their 
service area?
- Agree
- Disagree
- Not sure / don't have an 
opinion / not applicable

If you disagree, please provide 
the reason for your response

Agree NAWDO agrees that a single written assessment should be appropriate for each local authority, and that there may be circumstances where combined assessments across authorities sharing infrastructure 
would be appropriate.

The review points/periods for these assessments must be made clear to enable local authorities to suitably plan the necessary resource allocation.

Furthermore, single or combined/linked assessments should be permissible for two-tier areas where single/joint contracts are in place, with cumulative/combined consideration of environmental benefit, 
technical and environmental practicability.

Q35 What other ways to reduce the 
burden on local authorities 
should we consider for the 
written assessment?

N/A NAWDO is concerned that the approach to compliance and enforcement will be leaving local authorities exposed to potentially costly challenge/judicial review processes launched by interested parties who 
may wish to see more local authorities adopt a particular collection system. The Government must ensure that the written assessment process is sufficiently supported by both the regulator and in law so 
that local authorities who follow the guidance and undertake a robust analysis are protected from such challenges.

Furthermore, the review and approval of written assessments by the regulator must be completed within a set time period so that local authorities are able to move forward with procuring and 
implementing services. There must also include an appeals process for Local Authorities and the Regulator, especially when there is a disagreement. There should be no possibility of a written assessment 
being rejected by the regulator after a set time period. TEEP assessment must remain valid for a period of time enabling capital expenditure to be depreciated and a contract cycle to be completed.

Q36 What factors should be taken 
into consideration including in 
the written assessment? For 
example, different housing 
stock in a service area, costs of 
breaking existing contractual 
arrangements and/or access to 
treatment facilities.

N/A NAWDO has already identified a number of factors in the responses to the earlier questions on technical/environmental practicability and "no significant environmental benefit". To summarise the key 
points:
- Housing stock type, including specific issues (such as front garden space) that may differ from average examples of each housing stock type.
- Street scene considerations, particularly for multi-stream collection systems that would cause an increase in the number of bags/boxes/bins being presented.
- Actual treatment costs, which may be governed by pre-existing contracts rather than what is available from the market at the point an assessment is undertaken.
- Market prices, which may vary from what has been modelled by the Government.
- Pre-existing infrastructure, including collection vehicles, containers and sorting facilities.
- Contract change/break costs.

Q37 Do you agree or disagree that 
reference to standard default 
values and data, which could be 
used to support a written 
assessment, would be useful?
- Agree
- Disagree
- Not sure / don't have an 
opinion / not applicable

If you disagree, please provide 
the reason for your response

Not sure NAWDO believes that the principle of providing references to standard values and data could be useful, but these must not be binding for local authorities completing written assessments as there can be 
significant variations in circumstances and costs between different areas.

Furthermore, the determination of these values must be based on realistic evidence (which may vary from region to region) and be updated regularly to reflect inflation, changes in material markets and 
other factors.

The standard default values and data must be fully referenced so that local authorities can check whether they are applicable to their own circumstances.  Values that are based on commercially sensitive 
information which cannot be sense-checked by other parties may not be suitable.

Q38 Do you agree or disagree that a 
template for a written 
assessment would be useful to 
include in guidance?
- Agree
- Disagree
- Not sure / don't have an 
opinion / not applicable

If you disagree, please provide 
the reason for your response

Agree The template could build upon  the Route Map work that was undertaken by a group of local authority networks in 2014/15.  Guidance should be available for completing the template in order to ensure 
that a consistent approach is taken across the country, which will minimise the work needed by the regulator to review these.

The standard template should set triggers to show when ‘significant costs’ have been triggered – overall whole system costs to include collection and disposal costs. Funding model is set by Scheme 
Administrator for EPR and additional burdens, there is combined funding sources. A local authority should not be placed in a position where whole systems costs shows a design system of collection meets 
TEEP assessment and separate collections of materials and yet placed in an unacceptable position  due to funding gaps.  

TEEP

Technically 
practicable

Proposal 11 Conditions where an 
exception may not apply, 
and two or more 
recyclable waste streams 
may be collected together 
from households

Economically 
practicable

No significant 
environmental 
benefit

In circumstances where it 
is not technically or 
economically practicable, 
or where there is no 
significant environmental 
benefit to collecting two or 
more waste streams 
separately, obligated 
parties are required to 
complete a written 
assessment.
We want to avoid 
unnecessary burden on 
local authorities. We 
therefore propose that 
local authorities should 
only be required to 
complete a single written 
assessment for their 
service area, which will 
take account of the 
different exceptions, rather 
than multiple assessments 
for the same service area. 
It may be appropriate for a 
single assessment to be 
completed across more 
than one authority. For 
example, for two-tier 
authorities, partnerships, 
or authorities that share 
treatment infrastructure.

Proposal 12
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39 13

Do you agree or disagree with Proposal 
13, particularly on the separation of 
fibres from other recyclable waste 
streams and the collection of plastic 
films?

Agree/Disagree/Not Sure/don't have an opinion

If disagree, please provide the reason for your response

Agree.

NAWDO support the proposals concerning the collection of fibres and plastic film. However, this is heavily caveated that it must be subject to TEEP and implemented in suitable (realistically deliverable) timeframes. As for many of our members this may 
not be the best approach in their local area and circumstances.

Introducing more separation of dry recyclables should aid quality but at the same time it reduces the ease of the service for residents, so may reduce the overall volume collected/captured for some of our members.  Additionally, we are not aware if (or 
how)  the modelling included in the impact assessments accounts for the effects of significant and continuing changes in waste composition (mix of dry materials) seen recently and likely to be seen again going forward as new measures come into force 
(e.g. DRS and EPR).   

We also need to be wary of putting in place unnecessary measures based on current operational and processing capacity.  For example there is not enough domestic processing mill capacity to accept all the fibres produced by residents and business; so we 
are reliant on export markets.  The next generation of UK mills and pre-processing has not been designed or commissioned as yet. Consequently it is feasible that different approaches could be taken and the current domestic mill limitations/barriers 
overcome.  It is feasible for example that rather than exporting mixed material we may change to exporting a sorted and processed pulp as a standard product to meet demand in overseas mills; closer to production of much packaging material.

Keeping guidance up to date, relevant and fully aligned is a challenge that needs to be adequately considered in the design and approach to issuing Statutory and/or Non-Statutory Guidance.

Specifically with respect to film whilst some of our members already collect material others do not so we are wary of too quickly increasing supply.  As these materials are challenging and more difficult to process and recycle.  We need to avoid a cliff edge 
scenario whereby the duty to collect a specific material comes in before the sorting, processing and recycling capacity is also ready and robust.  

The consultation and impact assessments also appear to ignore the impact of residual waste capacity on the quantity of dry recyclable (and food and garden waste too) material that can be captured.  This is a strong factor affecting the cost and 
operational considerations does not appear to have been adequately considered.  NAWDO does not support statutory guidance that states a minimum frequency for local authorities to collect residual waste. Many local authorities have successfully 
implemented three or even four weekly residual collections.  Additionally, many of our members with fortnightly collections use differing standard issued residual waste bin sizes (for differing household sizes/considerations) which support and fit with the 
local collection need.  As such we believe that setting of residual waste capacity should be done at the local authority level.  However, Statutory Guidance could provide on what an authority ought to consider in its decision making process and be purely 
output rather than input based.  Notwithstanding, we need to ensure that the regulations are sufficiently clear, fit and robust to need only minimal Statutory Guidance.

40 14
Which service areas or materials 
would be helpful to include in non- 
statutory guidance?

Open answer

Whilst in theory there are many suitable (and worthy) areas that could be good candidates for the application of non-statutory guidance at NAWDO we are mindful of the volume of change proposed.  This namely the five other 
topics in the consistency consultation namely TEEP, compliance and enforcement, dry recyclable minimum service standards, residual waste minimum service standards and food & garden waste minimum service standards are 
proposed as content for Statutory Guidance.  Producing all the Guidance in itself is inherently complex as it will be not be easy to reconcile the many different aspects, and considerations whilst also trying to account for the level of 
interaction both within the proposal of this consultation and also with aspects of proposals contained within EPR and DRS consultations.  There is significant scope for differing timescales that our members will be working too for 
implementation, highly variable local socio-economic and geographic characteristics alongside potential changes in waste composition and sorting technologies and service standards (e.g. end of waste criteria).   Co-ordinating and 
balancing all of these aspects in order to keep statutory guidance from having conflicting aspects is all inherently difficult as it stands.  The proposed Statutory Guidance will need to be flexible enough to accommodate change whilst 
at the same time being robust and providing clarity and support.  It will also need to be written of a nature to ensure that it is fully lawful and correctly aligned with the actual new regulations to reduce the risk of and robustly 
defend any legal challenges to Government.  Therefore with respect to guidance proposed it would be preferable for the Government to focus on the outputs and the approach land factors local authorities should take and consider 
when determining how they best meet requirements; rather than the inputs.

As such NAWDO propose for the time being that no new areas of guidance are brought forward for now but instead resources are concentrated on producing to a high quality the required Statutory Guidance.   However, we be 
supportive of agreeing a suitable timescale  e.g. 2028 to review this need again, which would give chance for the a period of settlement and stability after implementation of many of the proposed changes.

41 15

Do you have any comments on the 
recommendations from the review 
of the Part 2 of Schedule 9 of the 
Environmental Permitting 
Regulations?

Open answer

NAWDO would support the seven recommendations as stated on page 63 of this consultation to amend Schedule 9 of the Environmental Permitting Regulations 2016 ("Schedule 9"). 

However, we'd propose that initially any changes are kept to a minimum in order to primarily ensure that Schedule 9 is aligned and supportive of the reporting aspects required with other proposed changes (e.g. relevant aspects 
which may arise from the recent consultations related to DRS and EPR). We do not consider that all of the recommendations proposed are essential to the function of Schedule 9 and are more enhancements, NAWDO would 
welcome the opportunity to work with Government and comment upon the draft legislation.

42 15

If amendments are made to Part 2 
of Schedule 9, do you agree or 
disagree that it is necessary to 
continue to retain requirements to 
sample non- packaging dry 
recyclable materials?

□	Agree

□	Disagree

□	Not sure / don’t have an opinion / not applicable 

Please provide the reason for your response where 
possible.

Agree. Additionally, it is highly likely the requirements may change over the next few years as services align with the required changes (e.g. dry recyclable collection systems) and the impact of proposed changes manifest. In theory changes 
in the structure and approach of MRFs nationally would follow changes in waste collection systems and composition. The unintended consequences maybe to roll back or significantly amend the proposed changes, further adding 
complexity and cost risks arising from repeated contract changes for local authorities. Consideration also needs to be given with respect to any changes regarding mandatory or changes to electronic Duty of Care and avoiding 
duplication of systems. This means there needs to be clear definitions in place for non- targeted material that is an operational concern but does not impact material quality, and genuine contamination that impacts on material 
quality. The protocol should not be designed in a way that leaves loopholes that will reduce or remove justifiable payments to local authorities and other waste collectors. So in summary Schedule 9 is in and working; granted with 
some areas of potential improvement. NAWDO would suggest to Government to minimise amending any part of Schedule 9 that is specifically necessary to ensure that Schedule 9 is aligned with and supportive of the data 
requirements for EPR.



Issue Proposal No. Proposal
Sub-
section Question Options

Tick Box 
Answer NAWDO Response

43 5

Do you agree or disagree that provision 
for exchange of recycling credits should 
not relate to packaging material subject 
to Extended Producer Responsibility 
payments? Agree/Disagree Agree

NAWDO agrees with the proposals in the consultations to remove recycling credits for materials that are expected to 
be included within the EPR process. Concerns are mainly around any potential funding gap between the removal of 
recycling credits and the Full Net Recovery cost payments being received by processors.

44

In relation to recycled waste streams 
not affected by Extended Producer 
Responsibility or which are not new 
burdens we are seeking views on two 
options

Option 1 Should we retain requirements for Waste Disposal 
Authorities to make payment of recycling credits or another 
levy arrangement with Waste Collection Authorities in 
respect of non-packaging waste?,  Agree/Disagree/Not sure Not sure

NAWDO have concerns in how a universal payment could be made consistently and correctly across organisations 
for only non-packaging waste and implemented across the Country ensuring all aspects of the Value chain are 
considered  and reimbursed accordingly.
Another mechanism needs to be considered for reimbursing WCA for non-packaging waste. 

Option 2 Should we discontinue recycling credits and require 
all two-tier authorities to agree local arrangements? 
Agree/Disagree/Not sure Agree

It is felt that the recycling credit funding mechanism as set out in legislation is no longer relevant or fit for purpose, 
and a reform either within legislation or agreed at local level (Local Area Agreements) to be the most appropriate 
due to the vast differences between Local Authorities. Consideration needs to be given to ensure the correct 
authorities receive the appropriate funding to manage the operational needs i.e. Collection and Disposal. In addition, 
is a process and system needs to be put into place to ensure these agreements are fair to both tiers of local 
government.

The recycling credits for non-packaging waste need to be viewed in the context of a continued and sustained decline 
in the amount of paper/newsprint collected for recycling. Any changes in the system should be designed with this in 
mind and the likely future occurrence of paper in the recycling stream in the next five to ten years.

45

Where local agreement cannot be 
arrived at what are your suggestions for 
resolving these? For example, should a 
binding formula be applied as currently 
and if so, please provide examples of 
what this could look like.  

NAWDO believe that in the unlikely event a local agreement can’t be  reached, Government should consider putting 
in place an appropriate appeals/mediation process. Purely by having the process in place it is more likely an 
agreement can be reached and stops one tier acting in a unilateral manner.



Proposal Question 
number

Question NAWDO response NAWDO comments

17 46 Do you agree or disagree that waste collectors should be 
required to collect the following dry materials from all non-
household premises for recycling, in 2023/24? 
Aluminium foil
Aluminium food trays
Steel and aluminium aerosols
Aluminium tubes (e.g. tomato puree tubes)
Metal jar lids

d d d i k  (   k)

Agree  NAWDO can already accept most of these materials as part of its current recycling provision. Where 
there are collection, sorting, reprocessing options and end markets available these materials can be 
collected. There are issues around the cleanliness of foil trays etc that have been used for food 
preparation and concerns around the quality of source-segregated plastic film collected for recycling 
which need resolving before widespread collection is viable.

17 47 Some waste collectors may not be able to collect all the items in 
the dry recyclable waste streams from all non-household 
municipal premises in 2023/24. Under what circumstances 
might it be appropriate for these collection services to begin 
after this date?

[Respondents are asked to tick all those where a delay to the 
proposed implementation date may be appropriate.  No tick = 
proposed date remains appropriate]

Collection contracts
Sorting contracts
Materials Recovery Facility
                          (MRF) infrastructure capacity
Cost burden
Reprocessing
End markets
Other (please specify)

Please provide the reason for your response and indicate how 
long waste collectors require before they can collect all these 
materials. 

•	Sorting contracts
•	Materials Recovery Facility (MRF) infrastructure capacity

•	Reprocessing
•	End markets

NAWDO notes that the collection of materials is unlikely to be the largest limiting factor in introducing 
these new materials, but rather the sorting, processing and end markets are lacking. Flexibility of 
implementation times needs to be built in to account for the lengths of waste collection and MRF 
contracts, and other changes such as EA and planning permit variations that may take time. This may 
vary for different local authorities. There needs to be recognition that local authorities may also incur 
costs for contract variations or termination.

Whilst all the materials listed at Q46 can be collected and sorted through current collection systems, 
mainly through comingled collections of mixed dry recyclable materials being sorted in a MRF, there is a 
loss through the sorting process of materials into the fines or contamination fraction. To increase 
recovery of these, MRF equipment will have to be upgraded for any collections that are not done 
separately. This upgrade may have to include equipment to sort out DRS obligated items that are 
presented in kerbside or bring collections. As councils will not receive payments for EPR obligated 
materials until 2023/24, and MRFs gain their income through gate fees from council contracts, it is not 
clear how they will receive a cash flow to provide the investment to change their equipment to be ready 
for the EPR materials to be collected and processed and thereby bid for future contracts unless the 
investment is speculative to be able to bid.

Technology may need adapting in current processes at MRFs to allow for additional waste streams. 
There also needs to be demand for the reprocessed material to ensure stable end markets. It is 
essential that processing capacity is developed first that can feed material in to stable and robust end-
markets. Collection of materials is essential for a business case to exist so that processing capacity can 
be developed. 

18 48 Do you agree or disagree that collections of plastic films could 
be introduced by the end of 2024/25 from non-household 
municipal premises?

Disagree It is essential that processing capacity is developed first that can feed material in to stable and robust 
end-markets. Collection of materials is essential for a business case to exist so that processing capacity 
is developed.

Bringing this material into the non-household waste stream earlier than the household stream risks 
consumers contaminating their household waste stream with the same material - it will likely create 

f i  d ibl   l l f f t ti  f  
18 49 Do you have any other comments on this proposal? For example, 

please specify any barriers that may prevent collectors 
delivering these services.

It is essential that processing capacity is developed first that can feed material in to stable and robust end-markets. Collection of materials is essential for a business case to exist so that 
processing capacity is developed.
Some commercial waste collectors are naturally averse to a change like this since their business case might be based on a different operating model with different waste streams. In 
addition, a number of questionable practises are used in the commercial waste sector whereby waste flows to the point of lowest costs not necessarily that with the best environmental 
performance. Those collectors with an interest in this practise will be most resistant to change which forces them to improve environmental performance. Some of the chains between 
the waste producer and the actual collector are complex, involving multiple layers of sub-contracting. This means there is not a direct relationship between the waste producer and 

ll t  hi h k  i l t ti  f  ll ti  t  di j i t d b  d  t  i d t di  
19 50 Do you agree or disagree with Proposal 19? Not sure Does on-site treatment contribute towards food waste prevention since the waste in effect becomes 

invisible. Costs will also become obscured if the capex and opex is met out of shared cost centres/ 
budgets e.g. maintenance or utilities infra. There is still a collection need to take residues away, water 
companies are concerned about system discharges to the sewer system, energetic efficiency of small-
scale facilities is often poor. Is there a robust end market for residues from micro treatment especially 
considering PAS and input control being decentralised and open to poor management. The real 

ti  t  f  b i   ft   h ll  d t i  did t t i li  
19 51 Do you have any other comments on the use of these 

technologies and the impact on costs to businesses and 
recycling performance?

There are only a very limited number of robust and reliable on-site treatment technologies for food waste available. In practise many businesses such as large hotels which have installed 
such systems have encountered operational issues due to the technology not being robust enough and discontinued its use (i.e. a number of central London hotels: The Langham, 
Mandarin Oriental, The Ritz, The Landmark etc)  
Al   t  f Q50  

20 52 What are the main barriers that businesses (and micro-firms in 
particular) face to recycle more?

[Options: Large barrier, Some barrier, low/no barrier].

Communication 
Financial
Space
Engagement
Drivers to segregate waste
Location
Enforcement
Variation in bin colours and signage
Contractual
Staff/training
Other

Please provide any comments on how these barriers can be 
overcome.

Low/ no barrier
•	Variation in bin colours and signage

Some barrier

•	Communication 
•	Financial
•	Staff/training
•	Contractual

Large barrier 
•	Space
•	Engagement
•	Drivers to segregate waste
•	Location
•	Enforcement
•	Other: 
unhelpful collection approaches by waste collectors so businesses end up with a service that is not really suitable for them, but which just generates attractive revenue for the collector 
so it pursued by them regardless. .

NAWDO agrees with the findings of WRAP’s research into waste management by SMEs. More assistance 
and support is required by these businesses to improve how their manage their waste and recycle more 
of it. 
At present the public realm is many local authority areas suffers from how commercial waste is 
managed. Too often commercial waste collectors rely on the public realm to store, contain or handle 
waste from businesses. This impact is especially felt in urban areas with a lot of commercial activity 
such as central London. 
Waste collectors purposely deploy collection methods that suit them rather than the customer 
resulting in pavements filled with bins and waste bags, litter from split bags, issues with vermin, 
obstructions to traffic or pedestrians. 

Additional staff are needed by local authorities to educate and enforce the correct use of bins, whether 
this service is provided in house or by private contractors. This resource should not be underestimated 
as education is an ongoing process and it can take several visits with a business to have collections 
running as they should. Businesses have staff turnover, so in some respects, more education may be 
needed. 

Enforcement powers for non-household and household waste are needed to back up any education that 
does take place. Local authorities do not want to use enforcement powers as this means behaviour has 
not changed, but having the threat of enforcement is a huge aid to the education process. When 
enforcement action is used, this can then also assist the local authority in their engagement with other 
businesses.

Small and micro businesses are less likely to know or understand their legal obligations regarding 
waste, especially when these new requirements to recycle and separate waste are introduced. This 
forms part of the education activities that local authorities will need to undertake, and this includes for 
b i  th t  t th i  t   l l th iti  ill ft  b  t t d f  d i  f  

21 53 Should micro-firms (including businesses, other organisations 
and non-domestic premises that employ fewer than 10 FTEs) be 
exempt from the requirement to present the five recyclable 
waste streams (paper & card, glass, metal, plastic, food waste) 
for recycling? 

Please select the option below that most closely represents 
your view and provide any evidence to support your comments.

Yes – all micro-firms should be exempt from the requirement – 
Option 1

 No – but all micro-firms should be given two additional years to 
comply with the new requirements in the Environment Bill (i.e. 
compliant in 2025/26) – Option 2 

 No – all micro-firms should be required to present these waste 
          

No, all micro SME should be included Most micro businesses are home based where they can access the existing household waste provision. 
Those that share accommodation e.g. in shared offices etc will have access to communal waste facilities 
provided for the building.  There is no reason why anyone in the UK shouldn’t recycle. Those businesses 
too small for their own individual collection contracts can be services via the standard household 
provision provided their waste is of a similar nature and quantity as household waste. Specialist waste 
types produced by micro SMEs e.g. hazardous or clinical waste will still require different collection 
arrangements.  

The waste from home-based SMEs is not classed as commercial waste and as such is managed through 
the household waste provision.
All shared office locations in Westminster where micro-SMEs might collaborate have central waste 
management facilities in place which is used to handle the waste generated by micro SMEs. 

21 54 Should any non-household municipal premises other than micro
sized firms be exempt from the requirement? Please provide 
evidence to support your comments  

No

22 55 Which recyclable waste streams should be included under a 
potential zoning scheme? 

Dry recyclable waste streams
(glass, metal, plastic, paper and card)

 Food waste

 Other items e.g. bulky office waste (please specify)

All 3 main waste streams: general waste, food waste, dry recyclable materials The proposals around zoning will work most efficiently if all waste types are included. Despite low or 
zero emission vehicles being used any additional collection vehicle will still impact on public realm use, 
traffic safety and levels of congestion and contribute towards public nuisances (noise, smell, vermin etc) 

22 56
Which of the below options, if any, is your preferred option for 
zoning/collaborative procurement? 

Please select the option that most closely aligns with your 
preference.

Encouraging two neighbouring businesses to share the same 
containers under contract.

 Encouraging businesses to use shared facilities on a site/estate

 Business Improvement Districts/partnerships tendering to offer 
a preferential rate (opt-in).

 Co-collection – the contractor for household services also 
delivers the non-household municipal services.

 Framework zoning – shortlist of suppliers licensed to offer 
services in the zone.

 Material specific zoning – one contractor delivers food, one for 
packaging, one for refuse collection services.

 Exclusive service zoning – one contractor delivers the core 
recycling and waste services for the zone.

 N  f th  b

NAWDO prefers the following options:
- Co-collection – the contractor for household services also delivers the non-household municipal services.
- Exclusive service zoning – one contractor delivers the core recycling and waste services for the zone.

BIDs won’t cover all businesses or non-domestic entities in their area. Only those over the value threshold and those that have opted to become BID members are part of the BID set-up. 
BIDs can play a useful role in business outreach and communication around the changes which RWS will bring.

It is essential the current burden of commercial waste on the public realm is reduced. Most urban centres have reported similar issues around this which has become a quality of life 
issue. There are those in the waste sector who deny the current commercial waste system is broken however they should have a look at the multitude of problems reported by the public 
with the current commercial waste system on Apps such as FixMyStreet.  A group of local authorities have offered DEFRA/WRAP to serve as a test bed for new approaches to commercial 
waste management, with Westminster one of them. 

22 57 Do you have any views on the roles of stakeholders (for example 
Defra, the Environment Agency, WRAP, local authorities, 
business improvement districts, businesses and other 
organisations and chambers of commerce) in implementing a 
potential zoning or franchising scheme?

For example, do you think there could be roles for one or more of 
these organisations in each of the following activities:
Procurement 
 Scheme design 
 Administration and day to day management 
 Enforcement 
 Business support 
 Development of tools and guidance 
 Delivery of communications campaigns 
 Any other activities (please specify) 

If you think that there is a role for any other stakeholders, please 

A more proactive role from the regulator around commercial waste collectors to ensure they apply the rules rather than cut corners since this is profitable for them. Note the earlier 
points on public realm impacts and mixing of recyclable fractions with waste in order to cut collection costs.  There is a big role for outreach and support to businesses by LAs to ensure 
there is compliance. Many large legislative changes see similar activities by LAs e.g. the roll out of the smoking ban in the mid-2000s and advice sessions for local businesses on how to 
comply. 
LAs need enforcement powers against waste collectors since often the waste producer simply follows the instructions given by waste collectors or simply get given a bin without proper 
consideration for local circumstances. See examples of e.g. Bristol etc with commercial waste bins all over the public realm.   
Certain materials such as paper/card and glass are sometimes scavenged by others whilst they await collection. This means these materials end up in the wrong hands, undermining the 
systems set up for legitimate recycling and accounting. BIDs are well placed to assist with the communication and outreach activities that result of the changes brought by RWS on 
commercial waste.

22 58 Do you have any further views on how a potential waste 
collection franchising / zoning scheme could be implemented?

The legislative framework does not currently exist for local authorities to franchise commercial waste. LAs need to be given a duty of care or control of all waste generated in their 
boundaries and to be allowed to procure a franchised commercial waste operation with two to three providers that ensures competition is retained. There is no-one else who could 
procure zone contractors but LAs, unless an entirely new organisation is created for that purpose, which could be expensive and remote. 

We believe that a single provider model for business wastes is needed for the following reasons: 
1. Reduction of traffic in congested urban zones, and improvement in associated pollution impacts.
2. Reduction of fly tipping – all trade waste has to be in the same trade bags/bins, and businesses cannot slip between the cracks of different collection services and just leave their waste 
on the street.
3. Regulatory simplicity – either you have your trade service from the recognised provider or you are committing a DoC offence
4. Stopping the cherry picking of profitable customers to leave the LA with the problem ones (tricky waste such as ABPR from butchers might have to be subcontracted to the zone 
contractor)
5. Preventing collectors competing by offering a ‘one bin for everything’ business model for businesses that do not really want to recycle. 

22 59 Do you have any views on how Government can support non-
household municipal waste producers to procure waste 
management services collaboratively? This could include 
working with other stakeholders.

High quality services at value for money rates should be available to all businesses not just the ones most commercially interesting ones for the private sector.
Framework for small businesses, whether to individual or collectively procure services;
Price capping to ensure reasonableness;

Short-term lets, such as commercially operated Air B N B, and  serviced flats with concierge and hotel type service often avoid having commercial waste contract since they claim they 
produce household waste. Enforcement of this type of behaviour is longwinded and inefficient.
There are issues with waste from embassies which is usually presented as household waste and diplomatic immunity stops any  enforcement of commercial waste regulations.

22 60 Which type(s) of business support would be helpful? (Select any 
number of responses).

1:1 support 
 National /regional campaigns 
 National guidance & good practice case studies 
 Online business support tools 
 Other (please specify) 

All 

WRAP studies have indicated the types of support requested by businesses. NAWDO is willing to help and flexible around accommodating whatever support businesses need provided 
local authorities can access e.g. EPR funding to deliver this.

22 61 Are there any barriers to setting up commercial waste bring 
sites  and do you find these sites useful?

23 62 Could the following recyclable waste streams be collected 
together from non-household municipal premises, without 
significantly reducing the potential for those streams to be 
recycled?

Plastic and metal

Glass and metal

If you have agreed with either of the above, please provide 
evidence to justify why any proposed exemption would be 

       

Either,
These materials be more easily segregated from each other due to the physical properties compared to from a mix including fibres. Magnets or eddy-currents are extremely effective 
segregating metals from the mix concerned. Plastic and metals are collected together in the majority of European countries (Germany, Netherlands, Belgium, France, Spain, Portugal, 
Italy and Austria) and segregated afterwards. Combining metals and glass is a much used set-up in Italy, Spain and Portugal due to the ease of segregating these materials from each 
other.  Glass re-processors/ recyclers deploy segregation techniques already to extract both ferrous and non-ferrous metals bottle tops and lids. Considering DRS will capture most of the 
drinks cans the remaining volume of metals might be easily accommodate as part of the glass stream avoiding unnecessary dedicated collection or handling of a metals monostream.  

23 63 What, if any, other exemptions would you propose to the 
requirement to collect the recyclable waste stream in each 
waste stream separately where it would not significantly reduce 
the potential for recycling or composting? 

Collect the most dominant streams separate i.e. paper/card and glass with the remainder as part of a mix of light packaging materials (i.e. German, Dutch, Belgian, French models) with 
the option for deviation by e.g. collecting metals as part of the glass stream. It essential the system is workable for the waste producer and does not generate many inefficient 
movements for collecting small volume monostreams i.e. cartons or metals.
 Exemptions should be where either space is an issue, or the number of employees would indicate only a small (to be defined) amount of waste, and where it is not possible to take a 
collaborative approach with neighbouring businesses through sharing of containers.

NAWDO would like to see the possibility of allowing glass, plastic, cartons and metal to be collected together without the need for a written assessment. These materials create a natural 
“container” dry recycling stream that would lend itself then to a twin stream collection system when paired with a fibre stream. We are not aware that these materials have a 

        
24 64 Do you have any views on the proposed definition for ‘technically Yes, however the definition may wish to include the list of examples given in the consultation document, and also include suggestions in answer to Q63. Avoid the issues that in a single 

local authority area multiple TEEP assessments are used by those collecting commercial waste all justifying a certain collection set up. A level playing field is required. Where 
infrastructure does not have capacity currently it is essential that funding is available to expand this capacity and the planning system recognises the urgency of this  

24 65 Do you agree or disagree that the proposed examples cover 
areas where it may not be ‘technically practicable’ to deliver 
separate collection?

Disagree.
It should also consider implications on the public realm if pressures of different collection methods mean a segregation of its quality (different waste streams accumulating on 
pavements, containers encroaching into public areas whether for storage or awaiting collection, leakages, spillages and littering from bags containing inappropriate waste streams such 
as segregated food waste, shredded paper or plastic films). Some waste streams such as cartons, plastics, metals and potentially glass can be collected mixed provided the processing 
infrastructure can segregate  high-quality materials with a robust end-market.  

Health & safety considerations must also be taken into account, especially when undertaking kerbside sort in areas of high traffic and congestion. Further, the impact of manual handling, 
and of handling potential heavy containers e.g. glass, for operatives.

24 66 What other examples of areas that are not ‘technically 
practicable’ should be considered in this proposal? Please be as 
specific as possible.

The criteria do not specifically include "suitability of outdoor presentation point for containers".  This will be a factor for properties (such as flats above shops or houses with no/very small 
front gardens) where obstructions to pedestrians would be caused by multiple containers being presented. Most of Westminster's West End is not suitable for this type of collections. The 
criteria do not specifically include "suitability of outdoor presentation point for containers".  This will be a factor for premises where obstructions to pedestrians would be caused by 
multiple containers being presented, especially when considering many of our commercial premises have flats above shops. There is also the potential impact on the street scene which 
may increase littering and fly tipping. We are currently having to remove wheelie bins that are permanently stored on the street for this very reason.

Traffic/road congestion and air quality implications should also be a factor for consideration of potentially slower/more obstructive multiple-stream collection systems, particularly on 
narrow roads, 'red routes' etc.

If, as proposed, the TEEP assessments for individual premises are undertaken by the collector with input from the waste producer occupying the premises under unregulated local 
commercial waste collection markets then the following issues arise in relation to the proposed definition for ‘technically practicable’:
●	A bring-site led solution would not be able to be delivered on busy high streets. In this context individual collectors incentivised to accrue as many customers as possible will likely adop  

a ‘lowest common denominator’ approach to what is technically practicable in terms of the degree of separation for any given collection round.
●	There would be no account of the cumulative technical constraints presented by an unacceptable impact on the street scene due to a proliferation of containers.

●	The Government could consider issuing guidance in this regard for consistency. Even under a solution that is not substantively local authority led technical practicability in terms of 

street scene impacts should be able to be judged cumulatively by the relevant local authority on a cumulative basis with regards the assessments for individual non-household premises 
and commercial waste collectors.  

Under any system, except for a local authority bring-site led solution (which would facilitate the deposit of small amounts of separated recyclate from premises that do not generate 
sufficiently viable volumes to make separate set out through an individual container viable), the Government should issue guidance that exempts specific types of premises from the 
default position of having to present very small volumes of a given material separately for reasons of technical practicability (and allowing more focus on the larger volumes of materials 
that they are more likely to generate). 

24 67 Do you agree or disagree that the proposed examples cover 
areas that may not be ‘economically practicable’ to deliver 
separate collection are appropriate?

Disagree. It needs to be avoided that waste collectors prepare a TEEP assessment based on what is the most profitable way of collecting for them which is the case currently with a 
significant volume of commercial waste especially DMR being of low quality or end up  in lower performing treatment/ disposal outlets.
The definition set out in the document potentially sets too low a bar. The government could consider providing guidance on the values to be assumed to be placed on the added value of 
recovery and recycling as, without this, the consideration will be entirely subjective and qualitative. 

It is not clear if the assessment will reflect an ‘open book’ assessment of the relative marginal costs or the relative costs the waste producer would pay for the collection and 
management of the waste (i.e. including profit margin, administrative costs, etc). If the former it is likely to hit concerns around commercial confidentiality. For the sake of 
comprehensiveness (and at the expense of complexity) it would be useful to include any costs incurred by the relevant business in separating, containing and presenting separated 
recyclates. 

As above, the examples provided are too broad; the assessments should be conducted on a case by case basis balanced against cumulative considerations such that the level of 
                               

24 68 What other examples of ‘economically practicable’ should be 
considered in this proposal? Please be as specific as possible. 

Where volumes of materials e.g. metals, glass packaging etc  left after waste prevention and other RWS elements such as DRS are minimal so that it is better to collect them with other 
streams e.g. plastics/cartons/metals or glass/metals provided the output quality of the sorting process is high enough/ has a robust end-market.

NAWDO believe that this test should not rely on examples. The Government should produce a ‘ready reckoner’ with some numbers, such as the collectors’ relative marginal costs, able to 
be varied but other costs, such as the monetised benefits of recycling, fixed. The degree of separation should be based on the total costs for the round, not the individual premises, to 
avoid the outcome being driven by the lowest common denominator.

This further underlines the need for the Government to expedite zoning/franchising arrangements so this and other tests can be conducted with a known and fixed scope, have regard for 
cumulative impacts (not least economies of scale in this context) and have regard to the corresponding assessment for household waste in a given area as part of the tender and tender 
design process. This would deliver the best and most affordable solution for waste producers and the packaging industry (through EPR), as well as delivering higher levels of separation 
than the currently deregulated market would achieve. If the assessments are conducted under the current deregulated waste market it will likely lead to a ‘beauty contest’ between 
collectors that will favour those that have the simplest services to use (i.e.  those that have assessed that they can collect a relatively large proportion commingled). 

It should be noted however that modelling the costs of waste collection can lead to extremely varied outcomes (especially with regards marginal costs if necessary) so very precise 
guidance is needed to underpin such assessments. Given the complexities of modelling the marginal, per business, cost this further underlines the need to make the assessment by 
round, not individual business. 

It is also unclear at this moment in time how “economically practicable” will be determined in relation to EPR payments and the options for business waste that were put forward in that 
                         24 69 Do you have any views on what might constitute ‘excessive 

costs’ in terms of economic practicability?
The phrase ‘excessive costs’ is concerning. This implies that there is a high degree of magnitude above the standard cost before it is deemed that it becomes uneconomic for a local 
authority to collect materials separately. From a local authority perspective it is likely that any cost that is more than the current operations will not be acceptable with the conflicting 
financial pressures they face.

This then also brings into the discussion the point at which producers legitimately feel that a solution is ‘excessive cost’ in relation to their obligations and the funds they are paying into 
the system. If a local authority felt that costs were excessive for separate collections, but the producers/Scheme Administrator did not, there is a question as to who would ultimately 
decide? Equally the other way around. There could be issues with local authority sovereignty and local decision making as an unintended consequence.

There is no detail within the consultation on what level and type of evidence would be required to demonstrate that costs would be excessive for a local authority to collect materials 
separately. Until this is known it then makes it more difficult to comment thoroughly on this proposal.

As stated in the response to the previous question, there are still huge unknowns in relation to how EPR payments will be made in relation to business waste. This makes it extremely 
difficult to say what might constitute “excessive costs”, and to a certain extent there will be a view from producers on what outcomes they are willing to fund. 

From a local authority viewpoint, any additional costs to them are deemed excessive as it takes away funds from other services that they provide. When viewed against a backdrop of ten 
years of funding cuts to local authorities, even a small increase in costs to local authorities is excessive. The threshold for when costs will become excessive will be different for all local 
authorities, taking into account their size, population, annual budget, other financial pressures etc. The starting point for each local authority in delivering services in line with 
Government proposals will also vary, meaning similar authorities may come to different conclusions on whether the costs of doing so are excessive. NAWDO recommends that the 

                           24 70 Do you have any views on what should be considered 
‘significant,’ in terms of cases where separate collection 
provides no significant environmental benefit over the 
collection of recyclable waste streams together?

Cost of additional pollution and impact on e.g. public realm/ resident wellbeing (noise, emissions, vehicle impact on traffic safety etc etc)caused by collecting a material segregated as 
monostream exceeds the environmental impact vs collecting it partially mixed or fully mixed with other materials. E.g. the impact of collecting carton or metals as a monostream means 
a waste collector must add additional collection rounds, vehicles etc collecting the materials, additional handling of these streams, additional haulage etc which have a bigger impact 
that e.g. when cartons are collected mixed with plastics or metals collected with glass since these materials are relatively easily segregated from each other with no distinguishable loss 
of quality or lack of end markets. Even if plastics are collected as single stream it will require further sorting in order to get to useable monostreams. During this sorting process other 
‘stray’ materials need to be segregated out anyway e.g. metals. As such it makes more sense to allow certain materials to be collected together. Some mills are happy to accept cartons 
i  h  fib  i  d if hi   h  i   b  li  i  il bl  h    h ld b  ll d  k   i  h i  / d ll i  

24 71 Do you agree or disagree that the proposed examples for ‘no 
significant environmental benefit’ are appropriate?

Disagree.
NAWDO believes that there are a number of other factors which should be taken into account:

1. Local air quality. Pending the development of suitable alternatives at a suitable scale, most collection operations will continue to be provided using diesel-powered LGVs and HGVs for 
the foreseeable future, which will typically be operating in low gear for much of the time. This results in emissions that can significantly affect local air quality, the improvement of which 
is a key priority for many urban local authorities. Multi-stream collection systems which require a greater number of vehicles and/or slower speeds of collection may cause further 
detriment to the local environment, not only through the emissions of the collection fleet but also potentially from other road vehicles that are delayed because of the increased 
complexity of the collection system, and local authorities need to be able to take this into account alongside consideration of overall GHG emissions.

2. Developments in sorting technologies must be factored in, and any templates/benchmarks used be sufficiently adaptable to reflect this. For example, individual MRFs may be able to 
achieve higher material qualities through improved sorting processes and technology than overall industry averages. Quality of recyclate following MRF sorting (measured / dictated by 
industry standards?)

3. The types of treatment technology available must also be considered. For example, access to 'Dry AD' may enable local authorities to co-collect food and garden waste (albeit 
presented separately by residents), achieving savings on collection carbon emissions (no need for separate garden waste rounds), generating biogas for energy generation (as 'Wet AD' 
does), and producing a more useful solid end product (than the digestate usually produced by 'Wet AD') in the form of a high quality compost.

4. There must be scope to realistically model participation and capture rates, which are likely to be lower for more complex recycling systems where residents are required to separate 
items into several streams. Similarly, the likely overall participation rate in a service such as food waste collections for flats above shops must be allowed to be taken into account in 
determining whether the service should even be introduced at all, given the GHG and pollution the collection vehicles will emit for potentially little material capture.

5. Embedded carbon and raw material use in existing collection vehicles, containers and sorting facilities must be taken into account, so as to be able to fully assess the environmental 
               24 72 What other examples of ‘no significant environmental benefit’ 

should be included in this proposal? Please be as specific as 
possible.

Where no robust end markets exist e.g. the case for mixed plastic film from households/  businesses which is typically a mix of LDPE/PVC/ PP type films with high levels of impurities 
and/or contamination by organic materials, labels, glues etc and the material ends up in energy recovery/ SRF type applications.

Also consider
•	Carbon impact
•	Additional vehicles
•	Balance between material quality and  vehicle miles collecting separate materials

25 73 What ways to reduce the burden on waste collectors and 
producers should we consider for the written assessment?

The EA won’t be suitable as regulator to look after enforcements of hundreds of thousands businesses and/or their managing agents (presenting waste for collection). They do not have 
the resourcing for this and have bigger (waste crime) priorities to deal with. It would be more effective to make arrangements so that LAs can enforce this as they currently have under e.g. 
EPA1990 etc. A common evidence based needs to be applied for assessing TEEP so no collectors writes a TEEP assessment merely to justify their collection methods. 
A template with transparent calculations for waste producers showing what can be improved upon.  Include fields such as size of business, space of refuse area, options for linking in with 
surrounding businesses to check if other local options exist

25 74 We are proposing to include factors in the written assessment 
which take account of the different collection requirements, for 
example, different premises within a service area. What other 
f t  h ld  id  i l di  i  th  itt  t?

All assessments for waste collectors in a certain local authority area need to be the same in order not to have collectors using different assessments merely to justify their collection 
methods on commercial grounds or logistical convenience. It is essential to ensure a level playing field which all collectors work in, using the same evidence base avoiding multiple TEEP 
assessments for the same geographical area

25 75 Would reference to standard default values and data, that could 
be used to support a written assessment, be useful?

Yes, compulsory guidance, values and data as well tailored to certain characteristics of different areas. Ensure tonnage data is provided by collectors who now don't since they claim it is 
commercially confidential. 
There may be exceptions and there should be opportunities to state and explore these. Any implementation of standard default values and data should be based on robust data and 

h  d ti ll  d t d d fi d
25 76  Do you agree or disagree that a template for a written 

assessment would be useful to include in guidance? 
Agree  

25 77  Do you agree or disagree that the proposed approach to written 
assessments and non-household municipal collections will 
deliver the overall objectives of encouraging greater separation 
and assessing where the three exceptions (technical and 
economical practicability and environmental benefit) apply?

Not sure. 
Much will depend on how they will be checked, audited, and enforced by the regulator. Previous assessments merely justified every collector collecting in their preferred way. Are all 
collectors working from the same basics and according to the same rules?  NAWDO broadly agrees that the proposed approach could deliver greater separation in certain circumstances. 
However, the challenges faced by small and micro businesses in managing and having their waste collected separately should not be underestimated. 

There needs to be an assessment of the value in increasing the costs of collection against the increase in “quality” of material achieved.

Further, the process of a business having to do an assessment may encourage them to seriously consider recycling more of their waste, although they are more likely to respond 
i i l   fi i l i i  h   l   h  hi  ill b      f  b i  d h   i  b  h  i  ill b  f d

Bring sites should not be added to the public realm since this is already overburdened by commercial waste/ waste and litter in general. Suggestions by e.g. the ESA in previous Sprint 
Group session on relying on infrastructure in the public realm show how little this topic plays on the side of the private waste management industry. Investigate e.g. the S106 route or CIL 
funded to developed waste drop off sites within premises that a number of local waste producers can access to manage their waste in a sustainable, efficient and hygienic way that does 
not rely on the public realm or brings further burdens. 
Clearly a bring site led system would need to be a local authority led system delivered in the context as set out below as it cannot be realistically delivered unless the conditions set out 
above are in place. It cannot be delivered in an unregulated local commercial waste collection market. It is also obviously subject to the prerequisite technological solutions being in 
widespread availability. It also has to take into account the local circumstances and whether there is space available to locate such sites, and this should be the decision of the local 
authority.

With regards to the specific question relating to bring sites for commercial waste these could have a role in facilitating the optimal waste containment arrangements under specific 
circumstances from the perspective of the waste collector and waste producer whilst also minimising street scene impacts.  However, this should be in the context of the following:
●	The earliest possible introduction of waste franchising and zoning arrangements as proposed in the consultation document;

●	The adoption of option 4 considered by the Sprint group in relation to the recycling of packaging from non-household sources;

●	Government funded research into smart bin solutions and the assumed links between bring sites and overall fly tipping. Ideally technology would be affordable and be able to be widely 

implemented over time, including the ability to record the weight deposited from individual sources;
●	Funded business support and local communications by local authorities to manage the necessary step change at local level;

●	Clearer guidance on the apportionment of co-collected waste and waste per premises for reporting purposes - particularly where household and other wastes are mixed in individual 

bring sites;
●	Enhanced s47 powers backed by statutory guidance for clarity, ideally with the extension of the time banded collection powers contained in the London Local Authority Act 2007 as part 

of the enabling legislation for franchising. Given the expected increase in containers on highways (presumably some of which would be bring sites) powers are needed for local authorities 
to directly intervene and take a view in the round on matters of street scene and waste management in the round. This should be funded as a new burden given the change in context;
●	Potentially making local government an enforcement body with regards to the basic offences relating to non-household waste (i.e. not setting waste out in compliance with the TEEP 

assessment and the basic requirements for setting out waste for recycling). This would achieve better results against the objectives of the policy but would be a new burden and would 
need to be funded as such to be effective. 

Some HWRCs will be able to provide services for businesses however other more constrained sites won't be able to. If the barriers around HWRCs etc being used by businesses can be 
overcome (e.g. Recycling Credits, waste classifications, site licensing, capacity  etc) and an appropriate funding stream is in place then HWRCs can be an asset used for managing waste 
from (SME) businesses provided this does not bring further difficulties for the LA operating the site. 



Issue Proposal No. Proposal Sub-
section

Question Question contents  Tick Box Answer Response Evidence 
Needed

Impacts of Consistency

26 Costs and benefits 78

Do you have any comments and/or evidence on familiarisation 
costs (e.g. time of FTE(s) spent on understanding and 

implementing new requirements) and ongoing costs (e.g. 
sorting costs) to households and businesses? 

N/A

The infrastructure which requires delivering in a short space of time the necessary consents (planning and permitting) resources and funding 
will be needed.
Micro business may well require 1:1 support either via LEP's or through local authorities - need clear and simple information in the form of 
some simple set of rules to support them through the changes. Physical space constraints and/or communal collection areas would help.

Enforcement and engagement for h/hold and business implementation - will require funding. Typically when our members set up major service 
changes usually requires a dedicated team of at least 8 FTE's, supplemented by from the back office - contact centres, consultation team, 
communication teams, business intelligence and digital/ICT teams. With the addition of business waste easily need a team of 12 FTE's and 
working in collaboration with the LEP's. 

Impacts of Consistency

26 Costs and benefits 79
Do you have any comments on our impact assessment 

assumptions and identified impacts (including both monetised 
and unmonetised)?

Feedback N/A Feedback 80

Overall, how satisfied are you with our online consultation tool?
Very satisfied
Satisfied

Neither satisfied 
nor dissatisfied

NAWDO believes these are incorrect and using outdated data and assumptions. The £75 million savings assumed in Table 39 we have serious 
reservations they are achievable  as it does not account for the variation in approaches, assumes savings from landfill rather than EFW or other 
forms of residual waste treatment which are the primary recovery option for HH waste for our members. There are concerns about the 
assessment and carbon savings attributed to the mandated free collection of garden waste. Knowledge of charged for services from NAWDO 
members shows that the carbon inputs related to collections are generally much lower than free services. Fewer vehicles are used in 
collections; their routes are far more optimised and so the carbon attributed to them is smaller.

Carbon savings should be consistently applied to material streams and compared against the most appropriate treatment route (MBT and 
Energy from Waste),  landfill disposal is less prevalent as an option. NAWDO members have been undertaking compositional analysis of their 
residual waste over the last few years, some local authorities are experiencing low levels of garden waste within the residual waste streams 
ranging from 2.6% to under 7%. There does not appear to be any strong correlation between the charges levied by local authorities and the 
level of garden waste remaining in the residual stream, appreciating that there are always differences in waste composition sampling 
methodologies. More pertinent is the topography,  demographics, housing stock and the time of year the waste composition analysis was 
completed. NI191 shows that all of the top ten local authorities charge for their garden waste collection service and how this therefore does 
not appear to impact adversely on high levels of recycling and residual kg per household performance when compared to those Authorities 
that offer a free garden waste collection service.

NAWDO remains firmly of the opinion that given the integrated nature of the Government’s proposals in relation to not only Prevention, 
Consistency, EPR and DRS we have concerns in respect to the overall model being put forward by the Government. The Government’s approach 
has never been tried in the UK especially with funding mechanisms that are untested and opaque at best with significant risks remaining with 
local authorities. The Government needs to underwrite such risks. The impact assessments make clear DEFRAs assumptions of overall net 
positive value because of the assumptions it makes about the income from EPR and to a lesser extent DRS. 

If the Government wants local authorities to move forward and implement to their timeline they must be explicit about their financial 
modelling and how this will impact local authorities at unitary, upper and lower level. Local authorities who a unitary do not pay recycling 
credits which the modelling assumes under  EPR full net cost modelling.
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