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Boston Borough Council
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Proposed change to twin‐stream collections

Based on WRAP's "Waste Regulations Route Map":

https://www.wrap.org.uk/sites/files/wrap/Route%20Map%20Revised%20Dec%2014.pdf
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Introduction

In order to satisfy Regulation 13 of the Waste (England & Wales) Regulations 2011 (amended 2012), 
this report is Boston Borough Council’s assessment of its recycling collections.  It has been 
completed using the Waste Regulations Route Map1 (see summary below), produced by the Waste 
and Resources Action Programme (WRAP).

Although it includes an assessment of compliance with the waste hierarchy, the Route Map’s focus is 
on the separate collection of four specified materials (paper, plastic, metal and glass) where 
technically, environmentally and economically practicable ("TEEP"), a requirement under the Waste 
Regulations.  It presents a step by step process for councils to follow in order to assess their current 
collection arrangements and compliance with the Regulations.

Undertaking a review

This is not the first time BBC has undertaken such an assessment.  However, the WRAP Route Map 
(Step 7) makes clear the need for regular reviews to ensure continued compliance in the light of 
changing circumstances.

This report revisits the assessment of compliance with the Waste Regulations in the light of:

 A new local strategy – In January 2019 the Lincolnshire Waste Partnership (LWP) adopted a 
new Waste Strategy for Lincolnshire, and

 A new national strategy – In December 2018 the government published their Resources and 
Waste Strategy for England.

 Possible new legal requirements – The government's Environment Bill proposes (Section 54) 
a revision to Section 45A of the Environmental Protection Act as follows.

1 WRAP Route Map – https://www.wrap.org.uk/sites/files/wrap/Route%20Map%20Revised%20Dec%2014.pdf
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6. Recyclable household waste in two or more recyclable waste streams may be 
collected together where—

a) it is not technically or economically practicable to collect recyclable household waste 
in those recyclable waste streams separately, or

b) collecting recyclable household waste in those recyclable waste streams separately 
has no significant environmental benefit (having regard to the overall environmental 
impact of collecting it separately and of collecting it together).

Given that all of the above apply to all of the LWP partner authorities, and that those partners are 
working together to implement the shared Waste Strategy for Lincolnshire, the format of this report, 
and some of the information contained in it, is shared across the assessments for all seven Waste 
Collection Authorities (WCA).  However, each report also contains information specific to one WCA.

In order to put the above strategies into action, the LWP have undertaken trials of new kerbside 
collection schemes, and this review considers the possible implications of those trials, including 
whether they might be rolled out more widely:

 Food waste – The new national strategy proposes making these mandatory from 2023.

 Paper & card – The new Lincolnshire strategy identifies an objective "To improve the quality 
and therefore commercial value of our recycling stream".  Since the paper industry prefers 
their recycled feedstock to be collected separately from other materials, particularly glass, 
the LWP have been trialling such collections.  One of the rounds participating in this trial is in 
the BBC area so, as well as data from the overall trial, specific local information is available.

Given that food waste collections in the BBC area are likely to be several years away, they are not 
considered in this report.  Thus, the principal reason for undertaking an assessment at this point is to 
consider whether a move to separate collections of paper and card would comply with the "TEEP" 
requirements of the Waste Regulations.

Summary of Assessment Results

This assessment confirms that the proposed twin‐stream collections of recyclables (separate paper 
and card; other recyclables mixed) meet the requirements of the Waste Regulations as follows.

Have we applied the Waste Hierarchy? – Regulation 12  (See "Step 3" for details)
Yes.  Where possible materials are handled as high as possible on the hierarchy, and very little ends 
up being sent for landfill disposal.
Is separate collection (of the four specified materials) necessary to “facilitate or improve” 
recovery? – Regulation 13(4)(a)  (See "Step 4a" for details)
 Paper – May be necessary for quality.
 Glass, metals & plastics – Not necessary for quantity or quality.
Is separate collection technically, environmentally and economically practicable? – Regulation 
13(4)(b)  (See "Step 4b" for details)
 Multi‐stream (kerbside sort) – Not practicable.
 Two‐stream (separate paper & card) – Practicable.
Conclusion
Twin‐stream collections with separate paper and card by Boston Borough Council would comply with 
the Waste Regulations.
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Step 1 – Determine What Waste is Collected and How

1.1 – List of collections

The vast majority of the waste collected by BBC comes from kerbside collections, so this assessment 
will mainly focus on those.

Table 1.1 – Kerbside collections
Service Frequency Container(s) Households served (rounded)
General (residual) wastei Fortnightly Green wheelie bin 30,000 (all residents)
Mixed dry recyclablesi Fortnightly Blue wheelie bin 27,000 (all but trial)
Garden waste Fortnightly Brown wheelie bin 12,000 (subscribers)
Trial on behalf of Lincolnshire Waste Partnership
Separate paper & card Every 4 weeks Purple wheelie bin 3,000
Mixed dry recyclablesii Every 4 weeks Blue wheelie bin 3,000
i – Kerbside rounds include some collections from other premises such as schools, nursing homes and village halls.
ii – MDR collections in trial area exclude paper & card.

Table 1.2 – Other collections

Service Frequency Container(s) Description
Bulky waste On request n/a Large household items (e.g. furniture)
Recycling bring banks Constantly 

available
Various Various including paper, glass & 

metal (cans)
Litter/street cleaning Daily Various Various
Flytipping Various Various Various
Sharps (needles, etc.) Various Various Various
Commercial Waste Various Various Approx. 900 tonnes per annum from 

currently 421 customers 

1.2 – Waste composition

In order to assess the various collections, it is important to understand the quantities arising from 
each type of collection.

Table 1.3 – Overall 2019/20 quantities (tonnes)

Collected at Kerbside Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 2019/20
General (Residual) Waste 3,607 4,106 3,805 3,998 15,515
Mixed Dry Recyclables 1,554 1,423 1,410 1,462 5,849
Garden Waste 1,831 1,817 886 440 4,974
Trial – Paper & Card 0 0 43 45 89
Kerbside TOTAL 6,991 7,347 6,145 5,945 26,428
Litter/street cleaning/flytip 977
Bring banks (glass) 147
Bring banks (textiles) 115
Bring banks (other) 17
Commercial waste 896
Other 66
Overall TOTAL 28,646
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It is also important to understand the quantity of each material within the main waste streams.  As 
indicated above the largest mixed‐material streams, both collected at kerbside, have been assessed 
as follows:

 General (Residual) Waste – In 2017 the LWP undertook an analysis to inform the emerging 
Lincolnshire strategy.

 Mixed Dry Recyclables – The Materials Recycling Facility (MRF) which processes the 
recyclables are required to test and report on the composition of their outputs.

Table 1.4 – Composition of kerbside‐collected mixed waste streams

By percentage By tonnage
General Recycling General Recycling

Paper & Card 9.2% 33.0% 1,434 1,930
Plastics 18.5% 9.5% 2,871 554
Glass 3.7% 22.2% 575 1,298
Metals 3.1% 5.6% 476 327
TOTAL (4 specified materials)* 34.5% 70.2% 5,357 4,109
Food Waste 26.7% unknown 4,137 unknown
Garden Waste 1.9% unknown 298 unknown
Other 36.9% 29.8% 5,724 1,740
TOTAL (all materials) 100.0% 100.0% 15,515 5,849

Chart 1.1 – Composition of kerbside‐collected general (residual) waste

Chart 1.2 – Composition of kerbside‐collected mixed dry recyclables
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1.3 – Operating costs

Table 1.5 – Costs of operating collection services (2019/20)

 Staffing
Costs

Vehicle
Costs

Operationa
l
Costs

Income Total
Costs

Residual Waste 
Collections

£668,078 £266,273 £62,594 ‐£152,476 £844,469

Recycling Collections £776,504 £266,967 £92,846 ‐£586,292 £550,024

Total Kerbside Collections £1,444,582 £533,240 £155,440 ‐£738,768 1,394,494

1.4 – Contractual arrangements

Collection

Since BBC's waste collections are run as an in‐house operation, there would be no contractual issues 
arising from a change to the current collection patterns.  It should, however, be noted that there 
could be considerable practical issues if such a change were to result in:

 A change in disposal facilities and/or locations, or

 The need to undertake a route review to achieve those new collections.

Treatment/Disposal – Recycling

The contract for the processing of dry recyclables collected at kerbside is held and managed by 
Lincolnshire County Council as Waste Disposal Authority (WDA), and a new contract commenced in 
July 2020.  That contract has been specifically written to allow for potential changes to how dry 
recyclable materials are collected, so there will be no issue in one or more WCAs making such a 
change.

Treatment/Disposal – Residual Waste

Lincolnshire County Council has a long‐term contract in place for the processing of residual waste at 
Hykeham Energy from Waste (EfW) facility.  Whilst changes to the collection of dry recyclables could 
impact on the tonnage and composition of the material entering that facility, it should be noted that 
two effects are likely to counteract each other:

1. Diversion of dry recyclables which are currently being lost to residual collections into dry 
recycling collections – Reducing EfW input tonnage.

2. Diversion of non‐recyclables which are currently contaminating dry recycling collections into 
residual collections – Increasing EfW input tonnage.
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1.5 – LWP twin‐stream collection trial

In order to better assess the proposals for twin‐stream collection of recyclables, in September 2019 
the Lincolnshire Waste Partnership (LWP) commenced a trial in which 7,158 households received 
separate collections of paper and card.  The households were located in three separate areas:

Boston Borough Council 2,969 households
North Kesteven District Council 1,781 households
South Holland District Council 2,408 households

The households in BBC trial area saw the following changes to their kerbside collections.

Previous (standard) service Trial (twin‐stream) service
Week 1 Residual waste Residual waste
Week 2 Mixed dry recyclables Mixed dry recyclables (no paper/card)
Week 3 Residual waste Residual waste
Week 4 Mixed dry recyclables Paper and card

Initial results from the trial in the BBC area have been very encouraging.  From September 2019 to 
September 2020:

 High participation rate – 96% of eligible households

 Low rejection rate – 4% of paper/card bins not collected

 187 tonnes of paper & card collected

 Reprocessor reports both quality and moisture content are well within levels acceptable for 
recycling into new paper/card products – This is much better quality than the material 
currently extracted from collections of mixed recyclables

Overall results from the three trial areas (in NKDC, Boston Borough Council and South Holland 
District Council) are (Sep 2019 to Sep 2020):

 Quantity – A little less than achieved via comingled collections
o 445 tonnes of paper & card collected in trial, equivalent to 58kg per eligible household 

per year
o Countywide average of 68kg per household per year of paper & card in collections of 

mixed recyclables

 Quality – Trial paper & card greatly improves on that recovered from comingled collections
o In excess of 96% ‐ i.e. <4% non‐target material
o Average 7% moisture content – Well below paper mill's tolerance of 10%

In addition to the outcomes reflected by these statistics there is clear visual evidence (as per the 
below photos) that the introduction of separate collections, accompanied by a communications and 
engagement campaign to encourage residents to put the right waste into the right collection, has led 
to a reduction in the levels of contamination in the mixed recycling stream.
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Figure 1.1 – Mixed recyclables from rounds outside the paper & card trial
(Contamination clearly visible – e.g. black plastic sacks)

Figure 1.2 – Mixed recyclables from rounds within the paper & card trial
(Minimal visible non‐target recyclable material)
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Step 2 – Check How Collected Materials are Treated and Recycled

As a Waste Collection Authority in a 2‐tier local authority area, the waste collected by Boston 
Borough Council is delivered to destinations arranged by Lincolnshire County Council as the local 
Waste Disposal Authority (WDA), sometimes via a WDA‐provided Waste Transfer Station (WTS).

Table 2.1 – Destination and fate of each waste stream

Waste Stream WTS or direct to 
Destination

Destination Material Fate

General (Residual) 
Waste

Boston WTS Hykeham Energy from 
Waste

Recovery
(energy generation)

Mixed Dry 
Recyclables

Boston WTS Caythorpe Materials 
Recycling Facility

Recycling
(see below)

Garden Waste Direct delivery Crowland Recycling
(composting)

Trial – Paper & Card Boston WTS King's Lynn Recycling

The MRF at Caythorpe is a sorting facility from where the output streams go to a number of different 
destinations for final processing.

Table 2.2 – Destination and fate of MRF output stream

Waste Stream Percentage of this 
stream to this 
destination

Final Destination Material Fate

60% UK
27% Other: EU

Paper

13% Other: non‐EU

Recycling

79% Other: non‐EUCardboard
21% UK

Recycling

Steel Cans 100% UK Recycling
85% Other: EUAluminium Cans
15% UK

Recycling

Other Metals 100% UK Recycling
74% UKPlastic Bottles
26% Other: EU

Recycling

85% UK
10% Other: EU

Other Plastics

4% Other: non‐EU

Recycling

Glass 100% UK Recycling
53% Other: EUNon‐recyclables
47% UK

Recovery
(Energy from Waste)

Bulky waste, which is collected from households separately, is also recycled where it can be.
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Step 3 – Apply the Waste Hierarchy

3.1 – Background

Regulation 12 of the Waste (England and Wales) Regulations 2012 asserts the need for us to 
consider the Waste Hierarchy in choosing how to handle all our waste streams.  This hierarchy sets 
out, in order of preference, five waste management options as shown below.

Figure 3.1 – The Waste Hierarchy

The Waste Hierarchy helps to encourage a change in thinking so that waste is considered as a 
resource to be made use of, with disposal being the last resort.

The following table sets out how the various materials collected by BBC, or at HWRCs in our area, are 
treated with regard to the hierarchy.

Table 3.1 – Destination and fate of materials

The "four materials" (as specified in Waste Regulations)
Material
(as per WRAP Route Map)

Preferred route Waste Hierarchy result

Glass Kerbside – Mixed recyclables Recycling
Metal Kerbside – Mixed recyclables Recycling
Paper Kerbside – Mixed recyclables

(Trial – Separate collections)
Recycling

Plastics Kerbside – Mixed recyclables Recycling
Other materials
Material
(as per WRAP Route Map)

Preferred route Waste Hierarchy result

Waste oil HWRC Recycling
Food waste Kerbside – General waste

(Separate collections from 2023)
Recovery (EfW)
(Recycling from 2023)

Garden waste Kerbside/HWRC – Separate collections Recycling
Card Kerbside – Mixed recyclables

(Trial – Separate collections)
Recycling

Fines Kerbside – General waste Recycling (EfW bottom 
ash to aggregates)

Furniture Bulky collections/HWRC Reuse/recycling
Hazardous HWRC Disposal
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Mattresses Bulky collections/HWRC Disposal
Miscellaneous combustible
(e.g. nappies)

Kerbside – General waste Recovery (EfW)

Miscellaneous non‐
combustible
(e.g. crockery; bricks)

Kerbside – General waste
HWRC – Non‐household DIY waste

Recycling (EfW bottom 
ash to aggregates)

Sanitary Kerbside – General waste Recovery (EfW)
Soil HWRC Recycling
Textiles HWRC Reuse/recycling
WEEE HWRC Recycling
Wood HWRC Recycling

3.2 – Actions taken

As part of the Lincolnshire Waste Partnership (LWP) we have adopted a Waste Strategy for 
Lincolnshire which identifies an objective "To explore new opportunities of promoting waste 
minimisation and of using all waste as a resource in accordance with the waste hierarchy".  Other 
strategic objectives will also drive material further up the hierarchy – e.g. "To improve the quality 
and therefore commercial value of our recycling stream".

These objectives are reflected in a number of actions which the LWP are undertaking to move 
materials further up the hierarchy.Table 3.2 – Actions relating to each level of the Waste Hierarchy

Prevention In line with the LWP's strategic objective, a team are working on an 
ongoing programme of joint communications which include messages 
about waste minimisation.

Preparation for re‐use The HWRCs include an element of reuse of suitable items including 
textiles, furniture and bric‐a‐brac. Bring sites also provide a collection 
point for textiles for reuse.

Recycling We provide convenient collections for the recycling of a wide range of 
materials.  We are working to further improve recycling opportunities by:

 Agreeing a simplified LWP‐wide recycling mix, consistent with 
national government guidelines

 Improved joint communication of recycling messages, 
 Consistent website development, and
 Working towards separate collections of specific materials for 

new/improved recycling.
The combined aim of these initiatives is to help our residents to help our 
residents to understand what we want them to do, and thus to:

 Capture recyclables which are currently being lost to residual 
waste collections, and

 Divert non‐recyclables which are currently contaminating our 
collections of recyclables.

Other recovery 
(including energy 
recovery)

The vast majority of materials which are not recycled are sent for energy 
recovery at Hykeham EfW.  Those which are not are generally not suitable 
for that facility – e.g. hazardous chemicals, mattresses

Disposal This, in the shape of landfill, remains our option of last resort.  In 2019/20 
the Lincolnshire Waste Partnership only landfilled around 4% of the total 
household waste collected.
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Step 4 – Decide Whether Separate Collection of the Four Materials is 
Required

4.1  – Introduction

Necessity Test and Practicability Test

The Waste Regulations state in Section 13 that:

(3) Subject to paragraph (4), every waste collection authority must, when making 
arrangements for the collection of waste paper, metal, plastic or glass, ensure that those 
arrangements are by way of separate collection.

(4) The duties in this regulation apply where separate collection— 

a) is necessary to ensure that waste undergoes recovery operations in accordance 
with Articles 4 and 13 of the Waste Framework Directive and to facilitate or 
improve recovery; and

b) is technically, environmentally and economically practicable.

In line with these requirements, WRAP's Route Map describes two tests to be undertaken in 
assessing whether separate collections are indeed required:

 The Necessity Test – Whether separate collection is necessary to “facilitate or improve” 
recovery; and

 The Practicability Test – Separate collection is required only if it “is technically, 
environmentally and economically practicable”.

This report sets out an assessment of BBC's current and proposed collections in the light of these 
two tests.

WRAP Consistency Framework

In deciding which collection systems to assess, we have referred to WRAP's paper "A framework for 
greater consistency in household recycling in England" (https://www.wrap.org.uk/collections‐and‐
reprocessing/consistency).  This sets out three preferred overall models:

 Multi‐stream with separate food

 Two‐stream (fibres separate) with separate food

 Co‐mingled with separate food
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Figure 4.1 – WRAP's list of suggested collection schemes

In line with this our assessment focuses on those three recommended systems.

In addition to all the above considerations which apply across the LWP it is important to note that, as 
a participant in the LWP trial for the new twin‐stream collections, BBC is in a strong position to 
assess the potential impacts of introducing such collections across the district.

4.3 – Benchmarking data

Letsrecycle.com league tables

Whilst an individual "necessity" and "practicability" assessment will be carried out for each of the 
four specified materials, it is interesting first to consider the necessity of separate collections by the 
impact they might have on recycling performance.

In 2018/19, the best performing local authorities in England, by overall recycling rate, were as 
follows (see https://www.letsrecycle.com/councils/league‐tables/).
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Table 4.1 – Top five recycling authorities in England 2018/19 (plus BBC for comparison)

Council Recycling Rate 
(dryii only)

Dry Recycling Food & garden waste

East Riding of 
Yorkshire Council 
(Unitary)i

64.8%
(32.6%)

Co‐mingled: including glass, 
metal, paper and plastic

 Mixed garden and food 
waste

South Oxfordshire 
DC

63.3%
(27.9%)

Co‐mingled: including glass, 
metal, paper and plastic

 Separate garden waste
 Separate food waste

Three Rivers DC 63.0%
(30.5%)

Co‐mingled: including glass, 
metal, paper and plastic

 Separate garden waste
 Separate food waste

Vale of White 
Horse DC

62.5%
(29.4%)

Co‐mingled: including glass, 
metal, paper and plastic

 Separate garden waste
 Separate food waste

St Albans City and 
DC

62.1%
(27.8%)

Two Stream:
 Co‐mingled: including 

glass, metal and plastic
 Separate paper and card

 Separate garden waste
 Separate food waste

Boston BC 33.5%
(16.4%)

Co‐mingled: including glass, 
metal, paper and plastic

 Separate garden waste
 No separate food

i – Unitary Authority recycling rates include recycling from HWRCs which BBC's do not as Lincolnshire 
County Council operates the HWRCs in our area.

ii – Headline recycling rate includes composting of garden waste and food waste.  Since these are not 
directly relevant to this report, the figure in brackets (taken from LG Inform – see 
https://lginform.local.gov.uk/) is for "dry" recycling (former BVPI 82a) and excludes those.

It is clear from this list that it is perfectly possible to achieve high recycling rates, both overall and for 
dry recycling, with co‐mingled collections.  Thus, separate collections are not necessary for achieving 
high quantities of recycling.  Although there is clearly room for improvement in BBC's dry recycling 
rate, the main differences between our overall collection scheme and those described for the best‐
performing councils are that those authorities have food waste collections and (in the case of East 
Riding) free garden waste collections, and both of those seem likely to be introduced everywhere as 
a result of emerging national policy.

WRAP data

WRAP provide benchmarking data (see https://laportal.wrap.org.uk/Login.aspx) to enable 
comparison with other local authorities, particularly those with similar characteristics.  The following 
tables will be referred to later for each material, but they also provide insight into overall 
performance.
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Table 4.2 – Benchmarking of BBC performance with various cohorts (2018/19)
NB – This data includes all authorities, not just those with comingled collections

It is clear that, in all the cohorts assessed above, BBC places in the top 25% for the total quantity 
collected of the five "widely recycled" materials.  We are also above average for most of those 
individual materials.

Table 4.3 – Benchmarking of BBC performance with statistical near neighbours (2018/19)
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Likewise (see above, Table 4.3), BBC compares well with statistically‐similar authorities.  Indeed, it 
should be noted that we achieve the highest yield not only overall but also for each of the five 
individual 'Widely Recycled' materials.  Furthermore, all four similar authorities also provide 
comingled recycling collections (see below).

Table 4.4 – Recycling method for near neighbours (2018/19)

Local Authority Collection method for dry recyclables
Boston Borough Council Co‐mingled: including glass, metal, paper and plastic
South Holland District Council Co‐mingled: including glass, metal, paper and plastic
Kings Lynn and West Norfolk 
Borough Council

 Co‐mingled: including glass, metal, paper and plastic
 (Two‐stream to a tiny minority of households)

West Lindsey District Council Co‐mingled: including glass, metal, paper and plastic
Breckland District Council Co‐mingled: including glass, metal, paper and plastic

4.4 – Necessity Test

Paper

Quantity
(Tables 4.2 & 4.3)

BBC's collections achieve an above‐average yield of paper nationally and 
compared to other similar authorities.

Quality Discussions with the paper industry have revealed that, whilst paper from 
comingled collections can be recycled, their preference is for paper which has 
not previously been mixed with glass.
In line with the footnote from Figure 4.1 that, ideally, glass and paper should 
be collected separately from each other, the LWP are currently trialling a twin‐
stream approach with separate collections of paper and card.  This trial has 
demonstrated an uplift in quality of paper collected for recycling.

Assessment May be necessary for quality
In order to provide the highest quality paper for recycling, it may be necessary 
to collect paper separately.

Glass

Quantity
(Tables 4.2 & 4.3)

BBC's collections achieve an above‐average yield of glass nationally and 
compared to other similar authorities.

Quality The County Council's MRF provider, MidUK Recycling, have stated that:
MidUK have upgraded their glass recycling at their Caythorpe site through 
implementation of a separate glass cleaning operation that ensures the 
maximum percentage of glass can be sent for remelt rather than the lower 
value use of aggregates.

Assessment Not necessary for quantity or quality

Metals & Plastics

Quantity
(Tables 4.2 & 4.3)

BBC's collections achieve an above‐average yield of both these streams.

Quality These streams are simple to sort from each other and from other wastes for 
recycling.

Assessment Not necessary for quantity or quality
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In line with the above, it may be necessary to collect paper separately from other recyclables.  Thus, 
it is essential to assess whether such collections are practicable.

In light of this, the following options will be considered in each element of the practicability test for 
the separate collection of paper.  These options are in line with the WRAP consistency framework 
(see https://www.wrap.org.uk/collections‐and‐reprocessing/consistency):

1. Multi‐stream with separate food – a.k.a. kerbside sort
2. Two‐stream (fibres separate) with separate food – i.e. paper & card separately
3. Co‐mingled with separate food – This is the current service against which other options will 

be compared.

Whilst each of these options specifies "with separate food", neither that nor garden waste 
collections form a part of this assessment as they don't have a significant impact on the collection of 
dry recyclables.  It should, however, be noted that any future collections of food waste are likely to 
reduce contamination and increase quality of recycling collections thus increasing the likelihood that 
separate collections are necessary.

4.5 – Practicability Test – Technically Practicable?

This is a simple one‐stage test.

Multi‐stream
(kerbside sort)

Yes – Other authorities are already doing these, including those covering 
rural areas like the Somerset Waste Partnership.

Two‐stream
(separate paper & card)

Yes – The Lincolnshire Waste Partnership's current trial has 
demonstrated that this can be done both in urban and in rural settings.

Assessment Both options are technically practicable

4.6 – Practicability Test – Environmentally Practicable?

The WRAP Route Map defines this test as follows:

The European Commission guidance on the WFD says that “‘Environmentally practicable’ 
should be understood such that the added value of ecological benefits justify possible 
negative environmental effects of the separate collection.

Multi‐stream (kerbside sort)

Benefits Recycling rate – As described in the necessity test, kerbside sort is unlikely to 
improve the quantity or quality of recycling.

Negatives Vehicle movements – WRAP analysis (see Tables 4.5 & 4.6 below, taken from their 
report at https://www.wrap.org.uk/collections‐and‐reprocessing/collections‐and‐
sorting/kerbside‐collection/guidance/kerbside‐recycling‐costs‐performance) suggests 
that it is unlikely to be possible to achieve similar overall yields to BBC's present 
scheme (see Table 4.3 above) using kerbside sort.  To get close, even in a rural area 
(the highest estimate of 188kg/HH compares to BBC's current 207kg), vehicles would 
need to operate on a weekly basis which would involve significant extra vehicle 
emissions (including commuting of additional staff).  Indeed, the best estimate for an 
urban area is only 137kg/HH, well short of BBC's current performance.

Assessment Not environmentally practicable – Significant negative impact
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Table 4.5 – "Kerbside Sort Systems Modelled for Kerbsider and Stillage Vehicle Options (Rural)"

Table 4.6 – "Kerbside Sort Systems Modelled for Kerbsider and Stillage Vehicle Options (Urban)"
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Two‐stream (separate paper & card)

Benefits Recycling quality – The LWP's twin‐stream trial produces clean paper and card which, 
in line with paper‐mill specifications is suitable for recycling into new paper/card 
products.  This "closed loop" recycling is more environmentally beneficial than 
recycling into lower quality products.
Recycling quantity – We anticipate that the quantity of paper and card recycled will 
also increase by recycling material which would otherwise have been lost:

 From recycling collections – e.g. paper/card made non‐recyclable due to 
leakage from food containers in the mixed recyclables

 From residual waste collections – A clearer system will help our residents to 
put the right waste in the right container

Negatives The current LWP trial is being run with the same vehicles following the same route, 
and tipping locations, as the previous comingled collections, simply alternating 
between paper & card and mixed collections.  Thus, there is no significant negative 
impact.
In order to ensure this, the trial will be monitored to ensure that the most 
appropriate container size is used to avoid any possible diversion (e.g. to residual 
collections, HWRCs or flytipping) of recyclable material for which there is insufficient 
space.

Assessment Environmentally practicable – Positive impact

4.7 – Practicability Test – Economically Practicable?

The WRAP Route Map defines this test as follows:

The European Commission guidance on the WFD says that “‘Economically practicable’ refers 
to a separate collection which does not cause excessive costs in comparison with the 
treatment [including recycling] of a non‐separated [co‐mingled or residual] waste stream, 
considering the added value of recovery and recycling and the principle of proportionality.”

Multi‐stream (kerbside sort)

An assessment of overall system costs needs to look at the balance between two factors:

 Increased collection costs – BBC's previous (2014) TEEP assessment established that the 
costs of operating kerbside‐sort collections are considerably higher than for twin‐stream or 
comingled collections.  Reasons for this include the need for additional staff and vehicles, 
and the provision of multiple additional containers for each household.

 Reduced processing costs – Previous work, including analysis undertaken on behalf of the 
LWP by WRAP, has suggested that the income received by selling high quality material to 
recycling companies might offset the additional collection costs.  However, market prices 
have fallen considerably and would no longer be sufficient to fund those collections.

At present, kerbside sort collections are not economically practicable.  However, should there be a 
significant and sustained upturn in the market for recyclables, this situation may change.  Thus, it is 
important to continue to monitor the situation going forwards.
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Two‐stream (separate paper & card)

The ongoing LWP trial has demonstrated that whole system costs for twin‐stream paper and card 
collections can be significantly lower than those for mixed dry recyclables:

 Collection costs – The trial simply replaces one of the mixed recyclables collections (in each 
cycle of four weeks) with the collection of paper and card.  Thus, once initial costs (e.g. an 
additional bin for each household) have been covered, collection costs are essentially the 
same.

 Transport costs – Again, these are the same as for the current system as the delivery points 
are no further away, and the routes are the same; meaning no further miles are travelled.

 Processing costs – The quality paper and card collected in the trial is sufficient that paper 
reprocessors are happy to pay to receive it.  Compared to the cost charged for sorting it 
from the mixed recyclables, this represents a saving of over £100 per tonne including 
avoided processing costs.

Summary

Multi‐stream
(kerbside sort)

Not economically practicable  – Costs are considerably higher than the 
current comingled collections

Two‐stream
(separate paper & card)

Economically practicable – Collection costs are essentially the same as 
the current comingled collections, and processing costs are considerably 
lower.

4.8 – Practicability Test – Summary

Multi‐stream
(kerbside sort)

Two‐stream
(separate paper & card)

Technically Practicable? Yes Yes
Environmentally Practicable? No Yes
Economically Practicable? No Yes
Overall Assessment Not practicable Practicable
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Step 5 – Obtain Sign‐off

The WRAP Route Map indicates a number of steps to ensure necessary approval and sign‐off of this 
assessment and associated actions.  We have undertaken each of these actions as follows.

You may wish to obtain a peer review of work 
carried out to assess your compliance.

This assessment has been undertaken in 
cooperation with the LWP to ensure we draw on 
each other's expertise.

You will need explicit sign‐off from senior
officers including:
 Head of service for waste and recycling; and
 A senior lawyer within the council.

See below.

It is also likely that the decisions taken will need 
to be reviewed by the council committee or 
member with lead responsibility for waste.

This assessment will be reviewed and approved 
by Cabinet. 

If the assessment indicates that substantial 
changes to the authority’s collection method 
are required, especially if there will be costs 
associated with the change, the minuted 
agreement of full council may be required.

Substantial changes are required, so Cabinet 
agreement will be sought.

The results and actions set out in this assessment are approved by:

SIGNATURE

Victoria Burgess
Assistant Director ‐ Operations

SIGNATURE

Michelle Sacks
Deputy Chief Executive

Step 6 – Retain Evidence

Simple once the rest of the process is complete.

 Check that this report fulfils the requirements as set out in Route Map notes on Step 6.

This step essentially refers to keeping records of any evidence to back up the information set out in 
this assessment, particularly with regard to the following categories.  Each of these corresponds to 
one step as described in this report:

1. Current waste collections
2. Current waste treatment and recycling processing
3. Applying the waste hierarchy
4. The Four Materials – Necessity and Practicability
5. Sign‐off

All such information has indeed been retained.
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Step 7 – Re‐evaluation Process

As stated in the WRAP Route Map, this assessment is not a "once and for all” task.  We will repeat it 
on a regular basis, particularly in light of any changes in the landscape in which we are working.  
Indeed, this report represents a re‐evaluation of a previous assessment.


