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Responding to the Defra consultation on Consistency in Household and Business Recycling in England.
Online using the citizen space consultation at:  https://consult.defra.gov.uk/waste-and-recycling/consistency-in-household-and-business-recycling/consultation/ 

Stepping through each ‘Proposal, copy multiple choice answers (in red) and copy & paste detail (in red) where required.
AVA has not responded to all questions, so simply do not respond where we have not provided an answer.

About you

Q1. What is your name?
XXXXXXXXXX

Q2. What is your email address?

	XXXXXXXXXX@xxxxxx

Q3. Which of the options below best describes you?

Please tick only one option. If multiple categories apply to you, please choose the one which best describes you and which you are representing in your response. (Required) Highlight as appropriate
  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)


Q4. If you are responding on behalf of an organisation, what is its name?
	XXXXXX ltd – or leave blank if responding as an individual

Q5. Would you like your response to be confidential?

  Yes
  No

No AVA response to Proposals 1-16

Proposal 17
Q46. 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?

	
	Agree – this material can be collected in this timeframe
	Disagree – this material can’t be collected in this timeframe
	Not sure / don’t have an opinion / not applicable

	Aluminium foil
	Yes
	□
	□

	Aluminium food trays
	Yes
	□
	□

	Steel and aluminium aerosols
	Yes
	□
	□

	Aluminium tubes e.g. tomato puree tubes
	Yes
	□
	□

	Metal jar lids
	Yes
	□
	□

	Food and drink cartons e.g. TetraPak
	Yes
	□
	□



If you disagree with the inclusion of any of the materials above in the timeframe set out, please provide the reason for your response and indicate which dry recyclable material you are referring to.
All these materials should be collected as from day one.

Q47. 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?
No response on multiple choice
Please provide the reason for your response and indicate how long waste collectors require before they can collect all these materials.
The plans for consistent collection of waste have been known for a considerable time and there should be no exemptions.

Proposal 18
Collection of plastic films from non-household municipal premises
Q48. Do you agree or disagree that collections of plastic films could be introduced by the end of 2024/25 from non-household municipal premises?
  Agree
  Disagree
  Not sure / don’t have an opinion / not applicable?

If you disagree, please provide the reason for your response and any evidence as to why this would not be feasible.
No response

Proposal 19
Q50. Do you agree or disagree with Proposal 19?
  Agree
  Disagree
  Not sure / don’t have an opinion / not applicable

Proposal 20
Q52. What are the main barriers that businesses (and micro-firms in particular) face to recycle more?
	
	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
	
	
	



If you have selected other above, please specify.
Please provide any comments on how these barriers can be overcome.
The barrier in vending is that small businesses do not create enough waste individually to make it worthwhile for a waste contractor to deal with them.  This is particularly true of food waste but also in the case of cardboard and plastics.

Proposal 21
Q53.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? 
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 streams for recycling, from the ‘go live’ date in 2023/24 

Q54. Should any non-household municipal premises other than micro-sized firms be exempt from the requirement? Please provide evidence to support your comments.
No – If premises are exempted where is their recycling going to go?  Rather than seek exemption the emphasis should be on seeking ways of ensuring all businesses participate in achieving objectives.  Improvements will not be achieved unless all the parties be it business, householders, councils and producers are equally obligated and involved.



Proposal 22
Q55. Which recyclable waste streams should be included under a potential zoning scheme?

For each option, please select either agree, disagree, or not sure / don’t have an opinion / not applicable.
	
	Agree
	Disagree
	Not sure / don’t have an opinion / not applicable

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

	Food waste
	
	
	

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



Q56. 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 deliver 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
  None of the above

Q57. 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)
No response to multiple choice selections

If you think that there is a role for any other stakeholders, please specify.
We/I consider that the key authority concerned in these activities is the Scheme Administrator.  Government bodies will be needed to flex existing regulations in order to facilitate arrangements and local bodies will be needed to buy into the agreed systems. 

Q58 – No AVA response



Q59. 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.
It will be important that government is seen to support and encourage current schemes to increase the collection of packaging items such as paper cups from offices – currently funded by offices but there is a possibility that offices will lose the incentive to continue these successful schemes. 
Failure to do this could lose the progress already being made. This, of course depends upon progress with the mandatory cup return schemes proposed in Defra’s EPR consultation. Under EPR paper cup take back is to be obligated on business serving filled paper cups to consumers, but the schemes themselves will be voluntary and this is why PCRRG are going to lead development of wider participation in the schemes that already exist.

Q60. Which type(s) of business support would be helpful? (Select any number of responses)

  1:1 support
  National /regional campaigns
  National guidance and good practice case studies
  Online business support tools (e.g. online calculators and good practice guidance)
  Other (please specify)
It will be important for government to directly encourage waste management companies to offer the services.
All these approaches will have a role and the System Administrator will need to coordinate these communication programmes to achieve their optimum result and ensure money is not wasted.

Q61. Are there any barriers to setting up commercial waste bring sites, and do you find these sites useful?
Commercial sites are useful if they are managed but distance is also an issue.  Locating the site where it is publicly available will lead to general rubbish being dumped.  Having to travel anything beyond a mile is going to be a big disincentive.  A bring back site would not be appropriate for food.

Proposal 23
Q62. 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?

	
	Agree
	Disagree
	Not sure / don’t have an opinion / not applicable

	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 compatible with the general requirement for separate collection of each recyclable waste stream.
I/We support the joint collection of plastic and metal, but vending operators do not have glass containers within their businesses.  This is not as simple as it may appear since companies are paid for metal but must pay to have plastic collected.

Q63. 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?
Any decision on this must be based on research among businesses and feedback from collectors and reprocessors.  A decision should not be made until an EPR Administrator is in place.  Consistency with arrangements for households will be important to ensure communication is consistent and most effective.

Proposal 24
Q64. Do you have any views on the proposed definition for ‘technically practicable’?
This question is framed in a way that suggests companies may avoid collecting clean streams of recyclate.  This is wrong.  It should be about how companies can solve the problems.
Waste management companies should be encouraged by the Scheme Administrator to make their best efforts to maximise the recovery of recyclables from all premises.  The introduction of consistent collection is an investment in the future and waste management companies should be encouraged to think creatively about ways in which they can facilitate collection from remote or small sites.

Q68. What other examples of ‘economically practicable’ should be considered in this proposal? Please be as specific as possible.
None
Q69 Do you have any views on what might constitute ‘excessive costs’ in terms of economic practicability?
Only the System Administrator can define excessive costs if any. 

Q70 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?
Again, this needs to be determined by the System Administrator and it will evolve with time. It should not be left to local authorities alone to decide.

Q71  Do you agree or disagree that the proposed examples for ‘no significant environmental benefit’ are appropriate?
It is disappointing to find what has been termed a once in a generation opportunity to improve waste management is full of exemptions which run counter to the spirit of the proposals.

Q72  What other examples of ‘no significant environmental benefit’ should be included in this proposal? Please be as specific as possible.
None

Proposal 25
Q73  What ways to reduce the burden on waste collectors and producers should we consider for the written assessment?
It is disappointing that the word “burden” is used in this consultation.  This should be seen as a once in a lifetime opportunity for changing the way we treat resources.  By referring to “burdens” the consultation sets the wrong tone entirely and encourages local authorities to minimise their efforts.  With this approach the government goals will never be achieved.  The whole emphasis should be on the optimisation of collection and recovery and on what has to be done to ensure this is country wide.  The question is not “how can we justify not doing this?” but “what do we need in order to be able to do it”.

Q74. 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 factors should we consider including in the written assessment?
The Scheme Administrator should assist local authorities to develop services.

Q75. Would reference to standard default values and data, that could be used to support a written assessment, be useful?

  Agree	
  Disagree
  Not sure / don’t have an opinion / not applicable.

If you disagree, please provide the reason for your response.
This will provide a common benchmark and be produced in conjunction with the System Administrator and the packaging value chain. Default values for those below then become an aim rather than a reason for exemption.

Q76. 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.
This will lead local authorities to review every aspect to drive up standards.

Q77. 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?
  Agree
  Disagree
  Not sure / don’t have an opinion / not applicable

Proposal 26
Q78. 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?
It will be worth considering the implications of the introduction of the deposit return scheme on volumes and value of metal, glass and plastic.

Consultee Feedback
Q80 – complete as appropriate
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