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Purpose of Report The purpose of this report is to consider the optimum waste and 
recycling service model and the vehicles required to support this model 
from 2017 to 2024. 

Recommendations It is recommended that the Committee:

a) Endorses the proposed outcome of phase 1 of the TBC Waste 
Service Review to continue to collect comingled dry recyclable 
materials 

b) Provides feedback to Tewkesbury Borough Council on the proposed 
service design option. 

Resource 
Implications

The principal resource implications are covered in the body of the 
report, in particular the table immediately above paragraph 5.4.

1. BACKGROUND

1.1 Tewkesbury Borough Council (TBC) joined the Gloucestershire Joint Waste Committee and 
Team in December 2014 and is signed up to The Joint Municipal Waste Management Strategy 
(JMWMS) 2007-2020 along with other members of the Gloucestershire Waste Partnership 
(GWP).  In 2010 TBC introduced a waste and comingled recycling collection service change to 
meet one of the objectives of this strategy to achieve 50% recycling and composting by 
2014/15 and reach an annual landfill rate of 273kg per capita.  

1.2 The waste and recycling collection service is provided for TBC by the Local Authority Company 
Ubico. Ubico also provide street cleansing and ground maintenance services in the Borough.

1.3 The frontline vehicles currently used by Ubico for the delivery of the waste and recycling service 
are 26 Tonne, compacting refuse collection vehicles with a separate pod for food waste located 
behind the vehicle cab. All the vehicles used by Ubico in TBC  are contract hired through C P 
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Davidson. The contract hire agreement expires at the end of March 2017. It is therefore 
necessary to consider the type of services that should be provided and the new vehicles that 
will be required at this time.

1.4 A review of TBCs waste services was commissioned in September 2015 to consider whether 
the current service configuration is still fit for purpose and to compare it against other service 
models in terms of cost, performance and compliance. The second phase of the review will 
consider the means of procuring the vehicle fleet that is required to deliver the new service 
model to achieve best value.

1.5 Since the comingled recycling service was introduced in 2010 the Waste (England and Wales) 
Regulations 2012 (as amended) have come into force. These regulations require that paper, 
plastics, metals and glass are collected separately for recycling in order to promote recovery 
and high quality recycling where::

(a) separate collection is necessary to facilitate or improve waste recovery both in 
terms of quantity and quality of material recovered, and

(b)  it is technically, environmentally and economically practicable to do so.

 The TBC review of the waste and recycling collection service must therefore also consider 
compliance with these Regulations. 

2. CURRENT SERVICE PROVISION

2.1 The current waste collection and comingled recycling service includes:
 Weekly collection of food waste (stored in pods on the refuse and recycling vehicles 
 Fortnightly collection of Refuse, alternating with;
 Fortnightly collection of Comingled Recycling (including, paper, card, mixed plastics, 

cartons, cans, tins and foil and glass)
 Fortnightly collection of Garden Waste (charged)

2.2 This service configuration was introduced in 2010 in order to reduce residual waste arisings 
and increase recycling. The impact of the service change in achieving these objectives is 
shown in the chart below. In 2014/15 the household recycling rate in TBC was 50.7%.



2.3 Ubico Ltd. provides environmental services for TBC. This includes  management of the vehicle 
lease hire and maintenance contract with C P Davidson.  This contract expires in April 2017 
with no option for extension written into the contract. Procurement of the replacement fleet will 
be carried out by TBC and the Joint Waste Team (JWT), with specifications and vehicle types 
advised by Ubico. 

2.4 Comingled recyclable waste is currently being taken to the Grundon Waste Management 
Materials Recovery Facility (MRF) at Bishops Cleeve. The terms and conditions of this 
contractual arrangement are proving extremely challenging to Grundon due to low and unstable 
commodity values. However, agreement has been reached to continue using the Bishops 
Cleeve MRF until at least April 2017.

2.5 There have been issues with contamination of input material which has resulted in some load 
rejections. This is being addressed by TBC and JWT officers and some headway is being 
made. It is important to try and address issues of quality with residents.

3. WASTE (ENGLAND AND WALES) REGULATIONS 2011 (amended 2012)

3.1 A Waste Regulations compliance review for TBC has been carried out by JWT. It   
demonstrates that comingling mixed dry recyclables under the current arrangement facilitates 
and improves recovery of all materials except glass and a TEEP (Technically, Environmentally 
and Economically Practicable) test is therefore required in order to determine the level of 
compliance of glass collections. 

3.2 A subsequent, preliminary report on the compliance of the current method of collecting glass 
and glass collections and alternatives indicated that separate glass collections may not be 
economically practicable. The draft report recommended that a review should be carried out of 
collection options that may improve recovery of glass and the economic viability of doing so, 
prior to the replacement of the existing vehicle fleet in April 2017. 

4. WASTE SERVICE REVIEW and VEHICLE PROCUREMENT



The Waste Service Review was initiated in September 2015 and was comprised of two phases.

4.1 Phase 1: 

 To evaluate the current service configuration and other methods of collection based on 
weekly collection of food waste, fortnightly collection of refuse, fortnightly collection of 
garden waste and a variety of recycling collection methods to determine which would be 
fit for purpose for the Borough.   

 This involved carrying out a financial and performance appraisal for each collection 
method and reviewing compliance with both the Waste Regulations and the waste 
hierarchy. The service models and vehicle configurations to be considered are shown in 
the  table below:

OPTION 1 2 3 4

Service Configuration “As is”
Comingled

Comingled, 
separate food 

collection

2 Stream 
comingled, 

separate food 
collection

Kerbside sort 
including food

Recycling
Paper
Cardboard
Metal
Plastic

Comingled Comingled Comingled (70%) 
Separately 
collected from the 
kerbside

Food POD 
Refuse/Recycling

Separate 
collection

Separate 
collection KS Stillage

Glass Comingled with 
recycling

Comingled with 
recycling

Separate 
collection (30%) KS Stillage

Refuse     
Garden Waste Charged Charged Charged Charged
  

Dry 
recycling

POD RCV RCV SB RCV

Food POD FWV FWV
RRV

Refuse POD RCV RCV RCV RCV 

Front line 
vehicle 
configuration

Garden RCV RCV RCV RCV

4.2 Phase 2: To determine the most advantageous procurement option for the replacement vehicle 
fleet. The procurement will also include grounds maintenance and street cleansing equipment 
used by Ubico.

5. EVALUATION

5.1 The service delivery options were evaluated in two stages. In stage 1 the options were scored 
against three groups of criteria using known performance data, property numbers and 
productivity levels for 2015. 



Financial Issues (42%) – including, costs of collection, sorting, capital, communications and 
client costs.  Materials value and financial impacts on the Waste Disposal Authority were also 
considered.

Customer Issues (30%) – including, level of disruption, container provision, and 
communications requirement. Safety issues for both customer and the service provider were 
considered as part of this category.

Environmental issues (28%) – including, recycling performance, participation and capture (or 
diversion) of materials, carbon impact and vehicle movements. Regulatory compliance was 
considered in this category.

In stage 2, the resource levels identified for 2015 were extrapolated to 2017, to test the 
resilience of the options and account for property growth, possible changes to tipping points, 
MRF gate fees, materials values and diesel price etc.

5.2 The completed evaluation score card is provided at Appendix 1 and a summary of the outcome 
of the stage 1 evaluation process is shown in the table below. 

OPTION 1 2 3 4

Service Configuration
As is.

Comingled

Comingled, separate 
food collection 

vehicle. 

2 Stream comingled, 
separate food 

collection vehicle 

Weekly KS 
recycling including 

food

Financial issues (42) 30 27 23 11
Customer issues(30) 29 24 18 2
Environment issues (28) 25 23 21 14
TOTAL 84 74 62 27

This indicates that at this stage of the evaluation there are advantages to remaining with a fully 
comingled recycling service (Options 1 and 2). The key factors influencing this outcome are:

 Smaller number of vehicles required and therefore low capital costs

 Avoided costs of change

 No transferred costs to WDA

 Minimal requirement for communications 

 Low customer and client impact

 No new containers are required and no requirement to retrieve existing containers

 Manual handling is minimised. 

 Maintains the existing high recycling rate 



5.3 The emergence of the comingled options is despite an apparently higher risk of challenge for 
non-compliance with the Waste Regulations. However, the performance analysis that was 
carried out as part of the evaluation indicates that there would be a reduction in the quantity of 
recycling collected and this would transfer to the residual waste stream increasing the amount 
of waste going to landfill. This is because of an anticipated reduction in householder 
participation as a result of the change to kerbside box collections. The performance impacts 
have been modelled on an estimated 5% transfer from recycling collections to residual waste 
but it is possible that this estimate may be conservative. The estimated performance of each 
option is shown in the table below:



1 2 3 4
Annual Material Tonnages

Tonnes Tonnes Tonnes Tonnes

Residual waste 15,000 15,000 15,460 16,089
Commodities: Kerbside
Food waste 2,366 2,366 2,366 2,366
Steel cans (mixed) 519 519 519 493
Glass (mixed) 2,537 2,537 2,181 2,410
Paper 2,554 2,554 2,554 2,426
Plastic (mixed) 649 649 649 617
Cardboard 866 866 866 823
Textiles 102 102 102 97
Garden waste 5,844 5,844 5,844 5,844

Total recycling 15,437 15,437 15,081 15,076
TOTAL Household waste 30,437 30,437 30,541 31,165

Recycling rate 50.7% 50.7% 49.4% 48.4%

On this basis it is not deemed necessary to collect glass, paper, plastics and metals separately 
to improve recycling and therefore there is no requirement to carry out the tests of technical, 
environmental and economic practicability. However, the evaluation indicates that although it is 
technically possible to collect the key materials separately, financial barriers have been 
identified that make it not economically practicable to return to segregated collections. These 
include the additional costs of disposal that would be incurred by the Waste Disposal Authority 
(WDA) from diverted recycling. 

A summary of the financial evaluation is provided in the table below:



UBICO Collection costs 2015/16 OPTION 1 OPTION 2 OPTION 3 OPTION 4
638,384£              559,284£              559,285£              559,285£              

81,438£                398,235£              398,235£              -£                            
265,225£              265,226£              265,226£              265,226£              
660,266£              572,433£              739,580£              1,289,804£          

1,645,313£          1,795,178£          1,962,326£          2,114,315£          
375,804£              375,804£              150,080£              -£                            

175,000£              
800,000£              800,000£              800,000£              800,000£              

Annualised container cost (over 7 years) 12,214£                24,429£                
5,700£                   19,543£                

20,000£                40,000£                
40,000£                

-£                            -£                            38,055-£                324,693-£              
395,245-£              395,245-£              395,245-£              375,501-£              
100,000-£              100,000-£              100,000-£              96,818-£                

2,325,872£          2,475,737£          2,417,020£          2,416,275£          

58,625£                112,581£              

2,325,872£          2,475,737£          2,475,645£          2,528,856£          

1,938,000£          1,960,000£          2,350,000£          2,625,000£          
85,500£                171,000£              
39,900£                136,800£              
20,000£                40,000£                

45,000-£                
1,938,000£          1,960,000£          2,495,400£          2,927,800£          

New Containers
Container delivery/retreival
Communications
Scrap value of bins
Total capital/one off costs

WDA Additional Revenue impacts

Total whole system cost
Capital items/0ne off costs
Vehicles

Container delivery/retrieval (over 7 years)
Communications
Additional client support
Material Value
Recycling Credits
Landfill avoidance credit

TBC Net Revenue impact

Refuse
Food
Garden
Recycling

Collections Sub-Total
MRF gate fees
Materials handling costs
Overheads

5.4 The EA has described examples of indicators of different levels of compliance in their briefing 
paper “Separate Collection of Recyclables” (22.12.14). This suggests that comingled options 
can provide a medium to high level of compliance providing a robust evaluation process has 
been carried out. In these circumstances a low to medium level of intervention could be 
anticipated.

5.5 In Stage 2 of the evaluation the project team challenged the resilience of the options against 
the following issues:

 Property growth

 Vehicle capacity and speed of loading

 Availability of hire vehicles 

 Change of tipping points

 Increase in oil prices

 Commodity values

 Compatibility with reduced frequency of collection



A further financial evaluation was carried out based on the projected number of vehicles 
required for each option in 2017/18 and allowing for the elevated level of property growth that is 
forecast up to 2020. This evaluation indicates that although Option 1 is marginally cheaper 
(~£35k PA) Option 2 offered more flexibility to meet the future challenges.

5.6 The preferred option therefore that has emerged from the evaluation process is Option 2. This 
option utilises standard Refuse Collection Vehicles (RCVs) for both refuse and recycling. These 
vehicles have high capacity that would enable them to accommodate the accelerated level of 
property growth that is expected in the borough over the next 5 years. There is also the 
likelihood that the tipping point for refuse will change to the Javelin Park facility in 2019. The 
extra capacity and speed of loading will mitigate a longer distance to the tipping point, although 
the County Council will cover reasonable additional costs of direct delivery to Javelin Park over 
the current arrangements. 

5.7 In Option 2 food waste will be collected using dedicated small vehicles. While these extra 
vehicles add cost, this is mainly offset by the efficiency factors involved in using standard RCVs 
mentioned above. With potentially longer distances to tip in the future, this solution is 
likely to be the most cost effective in the long run.

5.8 Selection of this option avoids considerable costs of exchanging the well-established wheeled 
bins for recycling already in use in the Borough. From the perspective of the customer, the 
service will appear unchanged and therefore it is not considered necessary to consult residents 
prior to implementation.

5.9 The selection of Option 2 as the preferred option is dependent on TBC being able to secure an 
economically viable outlet for the comingled mix of dry recycling for the period 2017 – 2024. It is 
therefore recommended that TBC carry out a “soft market” test of MRF facilities prior to 
commencing the procurement of the new fleet of collection vehicles.

6. Risks

6.1 The soft market test for MRF facilities indicates a higher rate per tonne than has been 
anticipated: This could prompt a re-evaluation of the options with a different outcome. This 
could delay the vehicle procurement process. 

6.2 TBC could be challenged by the EA or third parties regarding compliance with the Waste 
Regulations. This risk has been mitigated by ensuring that compliance with the Regulations has 
been considered throughout the review and through legal representation on the project team.

6.3 Maintaining the existing system removes an opportunity for more direct feedback to 
householders where contaminated material is presented. This can be mitigated by maintaining 
and targeting communication.  

APPENDIX 1: Evaluation scorecard



OPTION 1 2 3 4 

Service Configuration As is. 
Comingled, separate 

food collection 

Semi-Comingled, 
separate food 

collection 

Weekly KS recycling 
including food 

Recycling 

Paper 

Comingled Comingled Comingled (70%)  
Separately collected 
from the kerbside 

Cardboard 

Metal 

Plastic 

Food POD 
Refuse/Recycling 

Separate collection Separate collection  KS Stillage 

Glass 
Comingled with 
recycling 

Comingled with 
recycling 

Separate collection 
(30%) 

KS Stillage 

Refuse         

Garden Waste Charged Charged Charged Charged 

   
Front line 
vehicle 
configuration 

Dry 
recycling 

POD RCV RCV SB RCV 
RRV 

Food  POD FWV FWV 

Refuse POD RCV RCV RCV RCV  

Garden RCV RCV RCV RCV 

 
Collection costs  (6) 6 4 2 0 
Sorting/handling costs (6) 0 0 6 5 
Materials value (6) 0 0 1 6 
Capital and one-off costs 
(6) 

6 6 3 0 

WDA costs (6) 6 6 3 0 
Comms/client costs (6) 6 6 4 0 
Depot space (3) 3 2 2 0 
Commercial capability (3) 3 3 2 0 
Financial sub-total (42) 30 27 23 11 
Level of disruption (6) 6 4 4 0 
Container impact (6) 6 6 3 0 
H & S (6) 5 5 3 2 
Congestion (6) 6 4 4 0 
Communications (6) 6 5 4 0 
Customer issues sub-
total (30) 

29 24 18 2 

Performance (6) 6 6 5 4 
Participation/Capture (6) 6 6 5 4 
Regulatory compliance 
(6) 

3 3 4 6 

Carbon impact (6) 6 5 5 0 
Vehicle movements (No. 
x freq) (4) 

4 3 2 0 

Environment sub-total 
(28) 

25 23 21 14 

TOTAL 84 74 62 27 
 


