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1. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

1.1 DCLG has announced a Recycling Reward Scheme to support the provision of 
incentives for residents to recycle their waste. The purpose of the £5m scheme is 
to enable local authorities to drive behavioural change within their communities, 
rewarding residents for doing the right thing and reducing and recycling their 
waste.  
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1.2 Bids should be received no later than 5 pm on 7 November 2014. They will then 
be assessed and DCLG expects to announce successful bidders by January 
2015. It is expected that funding will be allocated to successful bidders in April or 
May 2015. 
 

1.3 A bid has been developed that seeks funding to trial a new weekly kerbside 
domestic food waste collection in the northern part of LBHF, rewarding residents 
for recycling their food waste. Officers also considered a borough wide food 
waste collection, but at an estimated cost of almost £1m in the first year (with 
only £5m of DCLG funding being available for all bidding authorities), this is 
unlikely to be successful. A third bid has been developed for a recycling 
communications and incentive scheme aimed at encouraging greater 
participation in existing schemes alongside the provision of some new community 
recycling facilities. 
 

1.4 The bid for a food waste collection trial is based around the ‘chipping’ (barcoding) 
of food waste caddies in order to enable data analysis and reward, with each 
participating household given a chance of winning a prize. The key objectives of 
this bid are to widen the recycling streams available to include food waste, 
reduce contamination within the existing recycling streams and to re-engage 
residents with recycling.   
 

1.5 The bid for a communications and incentive scheme is aimed at engaging 
communities on a large scale with the messages of reduction, reuse and 
recycling of waste.  In essence the project will support community organisations 
in setting up reduction, reuse or recycling schemes and in turn be incentivised for 
doing so upon the provision of achieving an agreed tonnage.  

2. OPTIONS 

2.1 There are three bids to consider, as follows: 

Option 1: full borough wide food waste collection scheme – costing £1m in year 
one and unlikely to be successful at 20% of the total DCLG funding available for 
all bidding authorities. This is also considered too risky for the council as this is a 
significant initial investment with no guarantee that it will lead to increased 
recycling; 
 
Option 2: area based food waste trial collection scheme in the north of the 
borough – costing £273k in year one and providing the opportunity to gauge 
success and consider whether it could be rolled out borough wide;  
 
Option 3: a recycling communications and incentive scheme to encourage 
greater participation in existing recycling schemes alongside the provision of 
some new community recycling facilities – costing £60k in year one 
 

3. RECOMMENDATIONS 



3.1 That approval be given to submit a bid to DCLG for both options 2 and 3. 

4. REASONS FOR DECISION 

4.1  Given that there is no guarantee that food waste collections will successfully 
increase recycling in Hammersmith and Fulham, the expense of option 1 is 
considered too risky given the significant initial financial investment. Additionally, 
at 20% of the total DCLG funds available for all bidding authorities, this is unlikely 
to be successful. 

4.2    Option 2 allows a trial in parts of the borough considered most suitable for food 
waste collections and therefore most likely to succeed. The ongoing costs are 
more manageable and an exit strategy, should one be required following a trial, 
can be more easily planned and managed.  

 
4.3 Option 3 is a low cost, low risk scheme. 
 
4.4  Officers feel that funding bids for options 2 and 3 are most likely to succeed and 

are more sustainable. Whilst bidding for both options leaves the possibility of one 
being funded and the other not, officers consider it preferable to receive funding 
for option 3 alone rather than none at all, even though the benefits may be 
reduced.   

5. BACKGROUND  

5.1 The £5m Recycling Reward Scheme announced by DCLG is a challenge fund 
with set criteria to ensure that bids are well thought through and fully expected to 
lead to recycling improvements. 

 
5.2 The purpose of the scheme is to enable local authorities to drive behavioural 

change within their communities, rewarding residents for doing the right thing and 
reducing and recycling their waste.  

 
5.3 Only local authorities with a weekly waste collection in one form or another are 

eligible to apply.  
 

5.4 A local authority can submit a bid to introduce or enhance a recycling reward 
scheme in the entirety of their locality, or a bid to improve a particular part of it 
(for example to try and improve recycling in flats or specific geographic areas). 
Bids should make very clear the coverage of the project for which they want 
funding (i.e. the number of households). There is no minimum number of 
residents that must benefit from the bid. However, the assessment process will 
take this into account.  

 
5.5 Councils can make as many applications, for as many projects, as they like either 

individually or as part of a group/consortium as long as no project requests more 
than £5m. Authorities need to make a choice between submitting a number of 



individual bids or one overall bid, but they should not submit both an overall bid 
and individual bids where these are covering the same project. Where an 
authority submits separate individual bids they need to ensure they don’t 
duplicate elements of another bid, e.g. claiming the same benefits twice, as that 
would impact on how those bids score. All bids will be assessed independently, 
based on their own merits. 

5.6 Local authorities will receive revenue funding. However, subject to the usual 
public finance rules, this can be used to support revenue or capital expenditure. 
There is no preference towards either revenue or capital bids. Revenue funding 
would be for one year only (including any one off set up costs) and so it is 
important that the Council can support the ongoing revenue costs should it wish 
to continue with the operation beyond the first year. The ongoing revenue 
implications are shown in Section 7. 

5.7 It is the responsibility of the Section 151 Officer in the local authority to sign off 
and confirm that the bid meets due diligence requirements. We are seeking 
Section 151 Officer sign off within the bid documentation. 

6. PROPOSAL AND ISSUES  

6.1 The authorities with the highest recycling rates in the UK currently operate some 
form of household organic waste collection. It has long been anticipated, 
therefore, that a food waste collection service might be necessary in order for 
Hammersmith and Fulham to move up the recycling ‘league table’.  

   
6.2 Along with a number of other London Boroughs, the Council has been 

experiencing a decline in recycling performance, with the recycling rate dipping to 
21.67% in 2013/14. 

 
6.3 Any financial savings made from introducing food waste collections come either 

from reductions in general waste collection frequency, or from the reduced gate 
fee for the disposal of food waste. The gate fee for food waste is typically £40 per 
tonne, giving a saving of £102 per tonne against the current gate fee of £142 per 
tonne of general waste delivered to WRWA. However, savings from waste 
disposal are variable and so are not guaranteed. 

7. OPTIONS AND ANALYSIS  

7.1 The estimated set up and year one costs of the three options are as follows: 
 
OPTION 1 – borough wide food waste collections (41,000 households) 
5 leased vehicles to collect food waste  £111k 
41,000 x outdoor caddy (23 litres)   £98k 
41,000 x indoor caddy (5 litres)   £33k 
Delivery of caddies     £57k 
Caddy liners – 41,000 x starter pack  £3k 



Communications     £82k 
Subtotal one off costs    £385k 
Waste collection (staffing, fuel etc.)  £791k 
Data management (from caddy barcodes) £  10k 
Project management costs    £  15k 
Incentives (prizes for residents)   £    2k 
Subtotal Year 1 costs    £818k 
Less: estimated waste disposal savings  (£206k) 
 
TOTAL BID      £997k 

  
OPTION 2 – area based food waste collection trial (10,170 households) 
 1 leased vehicle to collect food waste  £22k 
10,170 x outdoor caddy (23 litres)   £24k 
10,170 x indoor caddy (5 litres)   £8k 
Delivery of caddies     £14k 
Caddy liners – 10,170 x starter pack  £0.8k 
Communications     £20k 
Subtotal one off costs    £90k 
Waste collection (staffing, fuel, etc.)  £157k 
Data management (from caddy barcodes) £  10k 
Project management costs    £  15k 
Incentives (prizes for residents)   £    1k 
Subtotal Year 1 costs    £183k 
Less: estimated waste disposal savings  £    0k 
 
TOTAL BID      £273k 

 
 N.B. No waste disposal savings are included in the bid given the smaller scale of 

the trial and uncertainty as to any disposal savings  
 

OPTION 3 – recycling communication and incentive scheme 
2 Interns to run the scheme   £30k 
Equipment (tables, chairs, etc. for events) £  5k 
Communications     £10k 
Waste collection from events   £  2k 
Waste disposal from collections at events £  8k 
Incentive fund     £10k 
Bring Banks      £  9k  
 
TOTAL BID      £74k 

 
7.2 The ongoing costs (per annum) to the Council relating to the three bids are set 

out in 7.1 and summarised below: 



 
 

 Option 1 
Borough Wide 
Food Waste 

Option 2 
Area Based Food 

Waste Trial 

Option 3 
Communication & 
Incentive Scheme 

Annual Revenue 
Costs 

£818k £183k £74k 

Annual Revenue 
Savings - disposal - 
estimated and excluded 
from the bid 

£206k £51k £35k 

Net Revenue Costs £612k £132k £39k 

 
7.3 Option 1 has a significant ongoing cost. Although options 2 and 3 also have 

ongoing costs, these are more likely to be managed within existing waste 
disposal budgets should the schemes deliver increased waste disposal savings. 
If any of these schemes were continue beyond year one (funded by the DCLG 
grant), an ongoing budget would need to be identified. Given the area based 
nature of option 2, and the scalability of option 3, should an exit strategy be 
required it is expected that this will be easier and cheaper (in terms of 
communications etc.) to execute for these options if required. 

 
7.4  Given the significant ongoing revenue costs for option 1, this option is not 

recommended to be taken forward as a bid as it is not financially viable. 
 
8. CONSULTATION 

8.1 This report has been drafted in consultation with the Cabinet Member for 
Environment, Transport & Residents’ Services. 

9. EQUALITY IMPLICATIONS 

9.1 Not applicable. 

10. LEGAL IMPLICATIONS 

10.1 There are no Legal implications at this stage. 

 Babul Mukherjee, Solicitor(Contracts), Bi-Borough Legal Services 

11. FINANCIAL AND RESOURCES IMPLICATIONS 

11.1    The Council is currently budgeted to spend circa £15.7m per annum on the 
collection and disposal of waste across the borough (including commercial 
waste). The average cost of processing a tonne of food waste (£40) is 
significantly less than the cost of processing a tonne of general waste (£142).  As 
such, any operational changes that might remove food waste from the general 
waste stream could significantly reduce the borough’s disposal costs. However, 



given that a food waste collection scheme is untested in LBHF, there is a risk that 
these savings may not be realised. As such, an area based scheme that is easier 
to exit should it prove unsuccessful, is the preferred option from a financial 
perspective. Additionally, current budgets are set on the basis of the existing 
collection arrangements. As such, unless the waste disposal savings are 
sufficient to fully offset any additional food waste collection costs, budget growth 
will be required. If these bids are successful, the financial performance of the 
scheme should be regularly monitored alongside the recycling performance. 
Findings should be assessed before the end of year one and a subsequent report 
should be presented that recommends whether to continue or exit the scheme. 

11.2    Finance comments completed by Kellie Gooch, Head of Finance ELRS, 
telephone 020 8753 2203. 

. 

Sue Harris 
Director for Cleaner, Greener and Cultural Services 

 

Cleared by Finance (officer’s initials) 
 

KG 

Cleared by Legal (officer’s initials) 
 

 

 

Local Government Act 1972 (as amended) – Background papers used in the 
preparation of this report: None 

 

Contact officer(s): Jay Amies, Bi Borough Waste Action Development Manager -  
Jay.Amies@rbkc.gov.uk / 020 7341 5199. 
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