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Executive Summary 
This report details the results and analysis of the data Remade gathered for the 
Scottish Recycling Study project.  The data was gathered with the assistance of the 
Scottish Government, COSLA and all Scottish Councils which as a result meant all 32 
responded in some form to the request for information.   

The key findings from the projected data were as follows: 

• The projected response data shows a likelihood that the 2009/10 LAS targets 
will be met; 

• The projected response data shows a likelihood that the 40% recycling target 
could be met (bearing in mind 5 Councils are flat-lined at 2007/08 
performance). 

• Based on the current projections, the 2012/13 LAS target will be missed. 

• The 50% recycling target will be missed by a significant margin. 

• However, under a minus 1 % waste growth projection, both the 2012/13 LAS 
and the 2013 recycling target may be met based on the Council projections 
and in addition the following assumptions:   

• That a national food waste collection service captures, on average, 
1.8kg/hh/wk1

• The 5 Councils that didn’t provide future tonnage projections achieve 
a recycling and composting rate of at least 42%

 from all households currently receiving a kerbside dry 
recycling service in Scotland, and 

2

• Furthermore projecting forward with the assumptions in the previous point in 
place it would mean that the 2019/20 LAS target could be met, with 
approximately 510,000t of further MSW landfill diversion being achieved.  
However for the 2020 60% recycling target to be met, almost all of this 
further diversion would need to be classified as recycling or composting. 

 by 2012/13 
(excluding food waste tonnage). 

• Although recycling, composting and diversion tonnage figures were gathered, 
many of the future plans submitted by the Councils will be subject to various 
caveats including Council approval, funding, participation by the public and 
the planning approval. Therefore in the coming years this could result in 
actual performance differing from the projections in this report.   

                                                      
1 1.8kg/hh/wk was the average capture rate projected by 11 local authorities proposing food waste 
collections in the data gathered. 
2 The average recycling rate of the other 27 Councils is projected to be 42% by 2012/13 from the data 
gathered. 
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• The variation in proposed plans indicates an interpretation by each Council of 
‘firm’ plans particularly looking forward to 2013.  For example some Councils 
have included only plans that have confirmed Council approval and funding 
allocated while others have included proposed plans that have yet to receive 
full approval and funding. 

• The most common method which Councils say they will achieve the 2010 
targets was by expansions or extensions to existing services.  This includes 
providing existing services to more households, increasing collection 
frequency, collecting a broader range of materials in an existing service. 

• Food waste collections were the most common new service Councils 
proposed introducing to assist in meeting future targets. 

• There is some discussion around residual waste treatment but little specific 
detail gathered in this survey. 

 



 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

It is important to note that the results of the aggregated data (in section 4) 
compared against recycling and landfill diversion targets therefore constitutes a 
study of the 27 Councils who  supplied data in the surveys, with the remaining 5 
Councils flat-lined at 2007/08 performance levels.  

Given Government policy and Councils commitment to delivering on their single 
outcome agreements it would be likely that had more detailed plans for these 5 
Councils been available at the time of this survey the performance against 
recycling and LAS targets would be proportionally increased. 
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1. Background 
Following discussions between the Scottish Government and COSLA in late 2008, 
Remade Scotland was asked to assist with providing a national overview and 
summary of the estimated recycling percentage Scotland might achieve in the year 
2010 and 2013 based on Councils firm plans.   

The aim of this project was to provide the Scottish Government and COSLA with a 
better understanding of the impact of Councils’ firm recycling plans on their ability to 
achieve the 2010 and 2013 recycling and LAS targets.  

The project objectives were to: 

• Capture details of the firm plans (including predicted tonnage) of Council 
recycling services scheduled to be rolled out by, and that will impact on, 2010 
and 2013 achievements. 

• Thus, produce a projected national overview of Scotland’s recycling 
percentage and performance against the LAS targets in 2010 and 2013. 

2. Methodology 
2.1. Survey Sheet 

Remade produced 32 standard Microsoft Excel worksheets, one for each Scottish 
Local Authority, and populated it with high level historic SEPA MSW data3

The sheet contained space for the 32 Councils to add in details and tonnages (where 
available) of their firms plans, on an annual basis, from 2008/09 up to 2012/2013.  It 
also provided areas for written comment on risks and any other appropriate 
information the Council wished to highlight with respect to the survey. 

 for 
2006/07 and 2007/08.  The pre-filled data included total MSW arisings, recycling and 
composting, landfilled material, incinerated material and the quantity of BMW 
landfilled.  The purpose of creating a standardised sheet was to simplify the 
combined analysis of the 32 data sets.   

2.2. Capturing Future Recycling Data 

With the assistance provided through the COSLA network, Remade Scotland 
approached identified officers from each of Scotland’s 32 local authorities and sent 
the Survey Sheet to them for completion.   

Where no tonnage data was available a written comment on their plans was 
obtained. 

  

                                                      
3 http://www.sepa.org.uk/waste/waste_data/waste_data_reports/landfill_allowance.aspx  accessed 
March 2009 

http://www.sepa.org.uk/waste/waste_data/waste_data_reports/landfill_allowance.aspx�
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2.3. Biodegradable Municipal Waste (BMW) to Landfill 

The BMW consigned to Landfill for the future (projected) years is calculated by 
subtracting the proportionate BMW in the additional tonnages, predicted by the 
local authorities in each of their future plans, from the 2007/08 SEPA values for 
BMW to landfill.  For specific materials (e.g. paper, glass or textiles) standard SEPA 
BMW splits4

  

 were used (e.g. 100% BMW, 0% BMW and 50% BMW respectively). 

                                                      
4 http://www.sepa.org.uk/waste/waste_publications/idoc.ashx?docid=d5bcb361-54ef-447c-82e9-
f846f3efa22c&version=-1   accessed March 2009 

http://www.sepa.org.uk/waste/waste_publications/idoc.ashx?docid=d5bcb361-54ef-447c-82e9-f846f3efa22c&version=-1�
http://www.sepa.org.uk/waste/waste_publications/idoc.ashx?docid=d5bcb361-54ef-447c-82e9-f846f3efa22c&version=-1�
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3. Data Gathered 
Although data was gathered from 27 Councils, many of the plans are subject to 
various caveats including Council approval, finalisation of funding and planning 
approval.  However, the level of detail gathered from Council to Council does 
indicate an interpretation by each Council of ‘firm’ plans particularly looking forward 
to 2013. 

3.1. Returned Survey Sheets 

By the end of March 2009, the 27 Councils shown below had provided some 
spreadsheet data: 

Table 1 - Councils that provided data in the survey spreadsheet 

Councils that Provided Data in the Survey Spreadsheet 

Aberdeenshire Aberdeen City Argyll & Bute City of Edinburgh 

Clackmannanshire Dumfries & Galloway East Ayrshire East Dunbartonshire 

East Lothian East Renfrewshire Falkirk Fife 

Glasgow City Highland Inverclyde Moray 

North Ayrshire Orkney Islands Perth & Kinross Renfrewshire 

Shetland Island South Ayrshire South Lanarkshire Stirling 

West Dunbartonshire Western Isles West Lothian  

 

The remaining 5 Councils, Angus, Dundee City, Midlothian, North Lanarkshire and 
Scottish Borders, were, for a variety of reasons, unable to provide any specific data in 
the survey spreadsheet at this time.   

A copy of each completed survey and the written comments from the Councils can 
be found in the appendices. 
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3.2. Data Verification 

On receipt of each completed survey sheet the Council data was cleaned (if 
required), ‘sense checked’ and verified.  This was essential for a number of reasons: 

• To ensure no pre-filled (e.g. verified SEPA arisings data / LAS data) had been 
altered; 

• To ensure that the physical location of the data in the cells remained 
consistent across all 32 sheets, therefore ensuring the combined data 
summarised correctly; 

• To ensure there were no obvious data input errors (e.g. 1,000,000 tonnes 
input where 10,000 tonnes was intended); 

• To ensure that the proposed plans and comments were in-line with the 
objectives of the study. 

 

3.3. Combined Summary Process 

The tonnage data provided was aggregated across the 32 local authorities (27 with 
data provided and the other 5 flat-lined at 2007/08 performance levels).  From this a 
number of data tables, graphs and sensitivity analyses were produced. 

Using the written details provided, the proposed plans were classified into three 
distinct types: 

• Expansions / Extensions to Existing Services - examples include providing 
existing services to more households, increasing collection frequency, 
collecting a broader range of materials in an existing service etc. 

• New Services - examples include food waste, commercial waste recycling, 
separate glass collections etc.  New is defined as a new service to that 
particular Council rather than specifically something innovative or new in 
general waste management terms. 

• Other Changes - examples include ‘bedding in’ of existing schemes, improved 
segregation (particularly at Recycling Centres), waste minimisation 
campaigns, education programmes, change from box to bin collection 
method etc. 

This allowed identification of general themes or trends in the plans. 
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It is important to note that the results of the aggregated data (in section 4) 
compared against recycling and landfill diversion targets therefore constitutes a 
study of the 27 Councils who  supplied data in the surveys, with the remaining 5 
Councils flat-lined at 2007/08 performance levels.  

Given Government policy and Councils commitment to delivering on their single 
outcome agreements it would be likely that had more detailed plans for these 5 
Councils been available at the time of this survey the performance against 
recycling and LAS targets would be proportionally increased. 
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4. Data Analysis  
4.1. Summary Combined Data 

Tables 2 and 3 show the results of the analysis of the 32 sets of data from each spreadsheet by financial year (Table 2 against LAS targets) and 
by calendar year (Table 3 - Summary Data for Scotland by Calendar Year (Recycling Targets)Table 3 against recycling targets).  Based on the 
data gathered it can be seen that Scotland should expect to meet its 2010 LAS obligations under the EU Landfill Directive.  However the current 
prediction shows a projected shortfall for the 2010 recycling target in Table 3.  These tables do not include the potential tonnage of any likely 
plans to be delivered before 2010 or 2013 by the 5 local authorities who provided only written statements.  Examination of each individual 
Council sheet showed that 6 Councils projected meeting all LAS and recycling targets up to and including 2013, whilst 9 Councils projected 
meeting neither the recycling nor LAS targets for both 2010 and 2013 based on current firm plans.  Further details on each individual Council 
are contained in the appendices. 

Table 2 – Summary Data for Scotland by Financial Year (LAS Targets) 

 
 
Table 3 - Summary Data for Scotland by Calendar Year (Recycling Targets) 

 
Key: 
Green = Has or is projected to exceed target requirement (based on data supplied by Councils) 
Red = Projected shortfall against target requirement (based on data supplied by Councils)  

Incinerated MSW     

Financial Year 2006/07 2007/08 2008/09 2009/10 2010/11 2011/12 2012/13
MSW Waste Arisings 3,437,046 3,413,701 3,411,941 3,451,257 3,482,376 3,506,007 3,530,323
Recycling & Composting 977,655 1,082,438 1,136,027 1,242,818 1,364,474 1,416,846 1,479,859
Landfilled MSW 2,398,433 2,256,661 2,185,807 2,117,978 2,021,891 1,991,925 1,946,204
        of which BMW Landfilled 1,471,026 1,369,614 1,327,839 1,256,370 1,167,037 1,129,001 1,072,656

60,947 74,603 90,107 90,461 96,012 97,236 104,261

LAS Target 1,500,000 1,440,000 1,380,000 1,320,000 1,173,333 1,026,667 880,000

Total MSW 3,437,046 3,413,701 3,411,941 3,451,257 3,482,376 3,506,007 3,530,323
Waste Growth - -0.7% -0.1% 1.2% 0.9% 0.7% 0.7%

Performance Against LAS Targets    (Shortfall in Red / Excess in Green) 28,974 70,386 52,161 63,630 6,296 -102,334 -192,656 
Estimated Extra MSW Tonnage Diversion Required to Meet LAS Target n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 162,436 305,803

Historic Waste Data Projected Waste Data

41.9%% Recycling by Fiscal Year 28.4% 31.7% 33.3% 36.0% 39.2% 40.4%

2008 2013
30% 50%

2.9% -
n/a -

Historic Waste Data Projected Waste Data
Calendar Year

32.9%

2006 2010 20122007 2009 2011
25% 40%

27.1% 31.2% 35.3% 38.4% 40.1% 41.5%

-n/a - 55,779 - 298,017
Performance Against Recycling Targets    (Shortfall in Red / Excess in Green) 2.1% - - -1.6% - -8.5%

Estimated Extra MSW Tonnage Required to be Recycled to Meet Recycling Target

Recycling Target
% Recycling
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Graph 1 shows the summary combined data in a graph format.  As demonstrated in the summary table (Table 2), Scotland fulfils its obligations 
under LAS up to the year 2010/11. 

Graph 1 – Overall Summary Survey Data 
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Graph 2 demonstrates in more detail the cross over point between the LAS target and projected BMW to Landfill; LAS compliance is projected 
until the end of 2010/11. 

Graph 2 – Overall Survey Data (showing Recycling & Composting, LAS Target and BMW to Landfill only) 
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4.2. Waste Growth Sensitivity Analysis 

Waste growth can have a significant effect on each Council’s annual waste arisings and the ability of a defined waste management 
infrastructure to deliver results against specific targets.  It is therefore prudent to examine the impact of various waste growth scenarios on 
performance against recycling and LAS targets.  Since 2002 there has been an overall downward trend in waste growth (see Graph 3), despite 
some dramatic year-on-year fluctuations Graph 4. It is important to note the trend in Graph 3, which demonstrates that annual waste growth 
has generally declined while recycling performance has increased from 5% to over 30%. 

Graph 3 – Scotland’s Historic Recycling & Composting Rates (with annual waste growth % trend shown) 
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It may also be worth noting that since 2002 that waste arisings have generally been increasing but at a slower rate (lower annual waste growth 
%).  Importantly in 2007/08 the total waste arising for Scotland fell by nearly 0.7% and early indications are that this trend may be sustained 
during 2008/09.  This is based on comparisons between the first two quarters of 2007/08 and 2008/09 data and the aggregated data for the 
two rolling years October 2006 to September 2007 and October 2007 to September 2008.  Whether this fall will be maintained into the future 
years cannot be yet determined, especially as a decrease in 2008/09 may be linked to other factors such as the current economic downturn.  
However from the data gathered in the survey the general view from Scottish Councils is that they expect total waste arisings to continue to 
increase beyond 2009/10 at an annual waste growth rate of about 0.8% falling to 0.7% for the years from 2009/10 to 2012/13 respectively.  
Graph 4 shows the historic waste arisings (dark blue) and the projections gathered in the survey (light blue). 

Graph 4 – Historic and Projected Waste Arisings for Scotland (with waste arisings trend shown) 

For the sensitivity analysis, and in agreement with the Scottish Government and COSLA, a varying growth rate from minus 1% to plus 1.5% was 
applied in 0.5% increments.  It is important to note that while the waste arisings varied by increments year on year until 2013, the recycling 
tonnages remained absolute as supplied by the Councils.  In other words it assumes that any reduction in waste growth (i.e. waste 
minimisation activity) will only reduce the residual waste whilst recycling tonnages Councils projected remain static.  This prevents too many 
unknown and subjective variables being introduced on a Council by Council basis.  
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Graph 5 shows the impact of different waste growths on the total waste arisings for Scotland.  The black dashed line represents the projected 
waste arisings taken from the data gathered in the survey spreadsheets.  It shows that the Council’s projections seem realistic for the 
sensitivity range analysed.  The projections are predicting almost zero waste growth for the year ending March 2009 but do expect waste 
growth to rise to just over 0.5% per annum for the next few years.  

Graph 5 – MSW Waste Arisings at minus 1% to 1.5% Waste Growth 
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It can be seen from Graph 6 that, at a waste growth of less than 0.5% per annum, LAS compliance5

Graph 6 – BMW to Landfill at minus 1% to +1.5% Waste Growth 

 will be achieved up to and including 
2010/11.  It also demonstrates that, at a waste growth of minus 0.5% per annum LAS compliance is projected up to and including 2011/12.  
However, in none of the waste growth scenario analysed was compliance with the 2012/13 LAS target achieved, thus indicating other 
measures are required to ensure compliance of this target year is secured.  

  
                                                      
5 See Section 2.3 for details on the calculation of BMW to Landfill in future years. 
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Graph 7 shows the comparison in progress towards Zero Waste Scotland recycling targets for the various waste growths analysed.  Only the 
minus 1% waste growth scenario allowed successful compliance with the 2010 recycling target, based on the recycling projections given by the 
Councils.  None of the projected scenarios achieved the 2013 target, again indicating further additional recycling measures will be required. 

Graph 7 – Recycling Performance at minus 1% to +1.5% Waste Growth 
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4.3. Impact of Varying Waste Growth on Recycling and LAS Targets 

The following two tables show in more detail how each recycling and LAS target is met, or is subject to a shortfall, based on the waste growth 
sensitivities analysed.  It should be noted that the data gathered in the survey sheets was capture by financial year (e.g. 1st April to 31st March 
each year) while recycling targets are defined by calendar year.  The appropriate recycling target for each calendar year was calculated from 
the financial year data by extrapolation using a ratio of 9:3 months over the two calendar years forming any given financial year. 

Table 4 shows the impact of the Councils’ future plans on compliance with LAS targets.  Beyond 2010 a linear reduction in LAS allowance for 
Scotland has been assumed to reach the EU landfill target of no more than 880,000t of BMW being consigned to landfill by 2013.  The table 
clearly shows the impact of low and high waste growth values on LAS compliance. 

Table 4 - Impact of Waste Growth on Summary Data by Financial Year (LAS Targets) 

 

Key: 
Green = Has or is projected to exceed target requirement (based on data supplied by Councils) 
Red = Projected shortfall against target requirement (based on data supplied by Councils)  

2012/13

Tonnage Difference from Target (Survey)

75,167 131,751 114,544 40,404 -15,512
64,414 110,406 82,767 -1,649 -67,684

42,908
32,155
21,401

53,661

-287,124

-87,676

-192,656

1,026,667 880,000

52,161 63,630

LAS Target 1,380,000 1,320,000 1,173,333

6,296 -102,334
-47,569

50,668
18,247
-14,498

2011/12Financial Year 2008/09 2009/10 2010/11

Tonnage Difference from Target at minus 1% Waste Growth

Projected Waste Data

67,393
88,953

-230,618
-175,221
-120,914-44,340

-176,310
-131,664

23,950

Tonnage Difference from Target at minus 0.5% Waste Growth
Tonnage Difference from Target at 0% Waste Growth
Tonnage Difference from Target at 0.5% Waste Growth
Tonnage Difference from Target at 1% Waste Growth
Tonnage Difference from Target at 1.5% Waste Growth

45,725
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Table 5 shows that without further recycling and waste management infrastructure, based on the projections gathered for this survey, 
Scotland will fall short of the 2010 and 2013 recycling target by 1.6% and 8.1% respectively; even with minus 1% waste growth, whilst the 40% 
recycling target will be achieved in 2010, projections show that the 2013 recycling target will be missed by 4.4%. 

Table 5 - Impact of Waste Growth on Summary Data by Calendar Year (Recycling Targets) 

 

Key: 
Green = Has or is projected to exceed target requirement (based on data supplied by Councils) 
Red = Projected shortfall against target requirement (based on data supplied by Councils) 

  

-8.1%
Estimated Recycling Performance (Survey)

Performance Difference -1.6%

n/a

n/a -0.4% -5.5%n/a

n/a -4.4%

-5.5%

-9.8%n/a

n/a -8.8%

-0.9%

-1.5%

-2.0%

-2.5%

n/a

n/a

-7.7%n/a

n/a -6.6%

n/a -9.8%

2.9%

2011 2012
Recycling Target 

20092008 2010Calendar Year 2013

33.1% 42.7% 45.0%

33.0% 41.9% 43.9%35.9% 39.6%
3.0%

3.1% 0.2%

32.8%

32.6%
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32.9%
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2.8%

2.6%

2.5%
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40.1% 41.5%38.4%
n/a n/a -8.1%
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Graph 8 shows the impact of the general plan types (Expansions, New Services and Other Changes,) as a graph.  This graph shows only the 
increased tonnages that each typical plan type produces.   Any non-recycling / composting activity, such as Energy from Waste (EfW), is not 
included in this graph. 

Graph 8 - Additional Estimated Tonnage Delivered by each Plan Type 
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Graph 9 shows the combined effect of these plans in increasing Scotland’s overall recycling and composting tonnage from the current level of 
nearly 1.1 Million tonnes annually to a projected 1.48 Million tonnes.  It should be noted that this combined effect (Overall Increase on Graph 
9) is the total projected recycling figure including all the three plan types discussed above and any other treatment, such as EfW or 
incineration, that each Council provided tonnages for in the survey spreadsheet.  Further details on each individual Council are contained in 
the appendices.   

Graph 9 - Total Estimated Recycling Tonnage for Scotland by Plan Type 
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Graphs 8 and 9 indicate a general trend that Councils are planning to achieve targets predominantly through expansion or extension of existing 
services and the introduction of new services, in particular food waste collections (see Graph 10 below).  Although potentially, the greatest 
long term benefit and value may be found from increases within ‘Other Changes’, this type of improvement has the highest delivery risk and is 
difficult to quantify, measure and cost.   

Review of the original Strategic Waste Fund (SWF) awards given to Councils to meet the 2005/06 Scottish recycling and composting target of 
25%, indicates that the average performance commitment for 2007/08 was for approximately 29% recycling.  Scotland is currently recycling in 
excess of 32%.  This could indicate that the original services have already been subject to improvements through various initiatives and 
education programmes (‘Other Changes’).  Without further Council by Council and service by service analysis it is difficult to predict, with any 
certainty, the further improvement measures still available to Councils.  However, given the relatively short timescales to the 2010 and 2013 
targets there is a more definable yield that can be captured from expansions and new services 

Further analysis of the data gathered for this survey indicates that Councils plans demonstrate a current and future focus on capturing BMW.  
Table 7 shows the breakdown of the total additional projected tonnage of 316,254t captured by 2012/13, with approximately 68% projected 
to be BMW.  This would be expected as the original EU Landfill Directive targets were intended to increase the diversion of BMW material from 
landfill.  The revised Waste Framework Directive (Directive 2008/98/EC6) however more specifically identifies certain non-BMW materials 
(plastics, metals and glass) that should be targeted for capture from the household waste stream.  This should result in more non-BMW 
materials such as plastics, metals and glass being targeted in future years.  Collected MSW is assumed to be 63% BMW7

Table 7 - Projected BMW / Non-BMW Split of Materials Projected to be Recycled and Composted 

 by weight in The 
Landfill Allowances Scheme (Scotland) Regulations 1995.   

 Split of Projected Recycled and Composted Material 
(Tonnes) 

Overall % Split Average Individual Council % Split 

BMW 218,891 69% 68% 

Non-BMW 97,362 31% 29% 

  

                                                      
6 http://eur-lex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/LexUriServ.do?uri=CELEX:32008L0098:en:NOT   accessed April 2009. 
7 http://www.opsi.gov.uk/legislation/scotland/ssi2005/20050157.htm  accessed April 2009 

http://eur-lex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/LexUriServ.do?uri=CELEX:32008L0098:en:NOT�
http://www.opsi.gov.uk/legislation/scotland/ssi2005/20050157.htm�
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4.5. Future Plans  

Graph 10 shows that by far the most common plan type proposed by Councils is for extension or expansion of existing schemes; these account 
for over 20% of all new proposed plans discussed in the data gathered.  The most common new service was food waste collection services. 

Graph 10 - Future Plans by General Plan Type 
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Any plans the Councils propose to introduce will have associated risks or issues.  Graph 11 shows the main risks and issues that the Councils 
identified in relation to their proposed plans.  The most common, particularly around treatment, was that of securing planning permission and 
availability of infrastructure both for the Councils own infrastructure or that provided by the private sector.  Although food waste services 
were the most common new service planned many were unsure where this material would be processed given the current limited 
infrastructure for treatment.  The second most common risk identified was the availability of appropriate funding to finance the services 
whether internally financed or from external sources such as the Zero Waste Fund (ZWF).  However the lack of ring fencing for the ZWF means 
that Council waste management departments will need to rely on funding being allocated from central Council budgets.  At least one Council 
stated this as a risk if the Council determined that waste was not a priority. 

Graph 11 - Future Plans – Risks & Issues 
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Graph 12 shows again that food waste collections (either separate or in conjunction with green waste collection) is expected to be the most 
common specifically targeted material in the Councils’ proposed plans, with separate glass collection also featuring highly.  By weight other 
than paper and card, glass is the second most prevalent dry recyclate material typically captured by kerbside dry recyclate collections8

Graph 12 - Future Plans – Targeted Materials 

.  
However out of the common kerbside collection materials (paper / card, cans, plastics and glass) glass is the material that is collected in the 
fewest kerbside schemes.  This will be, in part, due to the risk of contamination of the paper within a comingled blue bin service and the high 
costs of adapting an MRF process to accommodate glass.  Therefore its increased prevalence as separate kerbside collections in future 
recycling plans is understandable.  Furthermore as discussed earlier the revised Waste Framework Directive will mean that at least 50% of the 
glass by weight will need to be recovered in future years. 

  
                                                      
8 http://www.remade.org.uk/files/KerbsideReport2008%20Final.pdf  accessed April 2009 
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4.6. Food Waste Collections 

There were 11 councils that included details on proposed food waste collection services and Table 8 shows these services with projected 
kg/hh/wk capture rate as per the survey data provided.  This results in a projected average capture rate of 1.81kg/hh/wk for the proposed 
food waste collections.  If the remaining 21 Councils were to capture food waste at the same average rate of 1.81kg/hh/wk this could increase 
Scotland’s recycling and composting tonnage by a further 107,000 tonnes per annum or equivalent to an increase of 3.2% on the national 
recycling rate.  Early data emerging from the current Scottish food waste trial is showing an average capture rate of 1.46kg/hh/wk.   

However, if introduction of food waste collections alone were to secure the 2013 LAS and 50% recycling target, such collections would need to 
capture the equivalent of 151,000t or 2.57kg/hh/wk.  This indicates that Scotland-wide food waste collections alone cannot deliver the 2013 
targets.   

Table 8 - Proposed Food Waste Service Capture Rates 

Food Waste 
Council Maximum Projected 

Tonnes Captured 
Properties on Scheme where Specified  

(or equal to those on Kerbside Dry as per SEPA data 2006/07) 
kg/hh/wk 

Aberdeen 

Comments 

5,000 76,576 1.26  
Aberdeenshire 7,700 102,452 1.45  
Argyll and Bute  1,200 12,000 1.92 (Helensburgh & Lomond areas only) 
East Ayrshire 6,000 54,004 2.14  
Edinburgh 15,409 122,000 2.43  
Fife 11,500 147,321 1.50 (from text in survey spreadsheet) 
Glasgow 5,100 95,000 1.03  
Inverclyde  246 5,000 0.95 (trial data) 
Moray 5,000 31,996 3.01  
Perth and Kinross 6,339 56,000 2.18  
Stirling 4,100 37,520 2.10  
     

Totals 67,594 739,869 Average 1.81 
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Appendix 1 
Written Comments 

Angus Council 
Comment provided to Remade Representative (Steven Morin) – "The reason why I have not 
been able to respond is due to the fact that this Council is undertaking a very 
comprehensive Best Value review of all areas of waste management including its waste 
strategy.  I don’t therefore feel confident at this stage that I can provide your study with the 
information requested as this impacts upon this Council’s intentions for 2010 and 2013." 
 

Dundee City Council  
Comment provided to Remade Representative (Steven Morin) – "With regard to the 
completion of the above, I regret to inform you that at present, we at DCC are not in a 
position to provide accurate estimates for the study. Like many other Local Authorities, we 
are currently in a state of flux with regard to current\future funding possibilities, current 
market volatility, are awaiting the outcome of the food waste trials and any resulting 
possible best practice advice, and are subject to a variety of current local political 
considerations. All of this leaves us unsure of our future direction with regard to our 
proposed methods and approach to meeting the targets. Therefore, we unfortunately 
cannot take part in this survey at the present time.” 
 
Further comment provided to COSLA Representative (Colin Clark) – “Only proposals at 
present contingent on finance and the outcome of the food trials.  Incineration will 
continue; No definite proposals at present." 
 

Midlothian Council 
Comment provided to COSLA Representative (Colin Clark) - “1 Recycling Centre. 
Mandate/Finishing Business Case/Project Tender 2010?” 
 

North Lanarkshire Council  
Comment provided to COSLA Representative (Colin Clark) -  “2 recycling centres in each of 
2009/10 & 10/11; Recycling to 7000 high rise flats – full suite of dry recyclables. Tendering 
for advisers at present with a view to having a solution in place as soon as possible.” 
 

Scottish Borders Council 
Comment provided to COSLA Representative (Colin Clark) – “1 recycling centre in 2009/10. 
Currently tendering for waste treatment solutions to meet 2010/2013 targets.” 
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Appendix 2 
Spreadsheet Survey Sheets 
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Once completed please return  to or for further information / help please contact:
Steven Morin OR Tim Reid
Remade Scotland Remade Scotland 
T: 0141 273 1358 T:    0141 273 1421
F: 0141 273 1430 F:    0141 273 1430 
E: Steven.Morin@gcal.ac.uk E:   Timothy.Reid@gcal.ac.uk 
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No. Tonnes % BMW Tonnes % BMW Tonnes % BMW Tonnes % BMW Tonnes % BMW

1 250 63% 500 63% 500 63% 500 63%
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Scottish Recycling Study
South Ayrshire Council

Contact Information

Section 1
Waste Data 2006/07 2007/08 2008/09 2009/10 2010/11 2011/12 2012/13

Waste Arisings 84,147 88,593 84,163 85,005 85,005 85,005 85,005

46,222 48,822

Landfilled 51,063 50,371 45,941 45,033 38,783 38,783 36,183

Recycling & Composting 33,084 38,222 38,222 39,972 46,222

22,787 21,149

MSW Incinerated                                % BMW of Incinerated Material 0 0

BMW Landfilled 27,998 27,502 27,502 26,595 22,787

LAS Target 36,833 35,327 33,818 32,308 28,718 25,128 21,539

Total MSW 84,147 88,593 84,163 85,005 85,005 85,005 85,005
Waste Growth - 5.3% -5.0% 1.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%

Section 2
Year of Impact 2006/07 2007/08 2008/09 2009/10 2010/11 2011/12 2012/13

Increased Recycling Points

Description
Recycling & Composting

Increased Commercial Waste Recycling

Increased CA & Community Recycling

Recycled from Incinerated / EfW / Energy Treatment Residues

MBT of currently landfilled MSW

3,001 5,602Predicted Additional Tonnage (Recycled & Composted) 0 1,751 3,001

0 0 5,001 5,001 5,001Predicted Additional Tonnage (Other Treatement / EfW)

0
Recycling & Composting

54.4% 57.4%

Section 3
New Recycling Service Details

Description Further Details of Services Risks?

Recycling Performance 39.3% 43.1% 45.4% 47.0% 54.4%

Increased CA & Community Recycling
Increased and improved segregation of CA and bulky uplift  wastes by MBT technology Performance of MBT technology

Increased Recycling Points
Approx 29 new recycling points, on-street recycling banks, etc. Participation by the public

Increased Commercial Waste Recycling Improved trade waste recycling services, increased segregation of wastes Participation by the commercial premises

Recycled from Incinerated / EfW / Energy Treatment Residues

0

Section 4
Further Notes / Comments

Type text here…

MBT of currently landfilled MSW Current waste contractor will install MBT technology to increase recycling and landfill 
diversion rates of the Council's MSW. Performance of MBT technology
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