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Appendix 1 — Operational Budget Cost Estimate REDACTED

1. Recommendations

Honourable Members are recommended to:

(a) Approve an additional Capital investment in waste management of REDACTED

(b) Approve the establishment of a new Waste Management section within the Public
Works Department including a budget of REDACTED for 2019/20 and




REDACTED (offset by additional revenue of REDACTED - nett expenditure
REDACTED) per year thereafter.

(c) Approve officers to review the operating model and the charging policy

(d) Note the proposed collaboration with the MOD including a REDACTED capital
investment contribution to the cost of waste treatment facilities.

(e) Refer this matter to Standing Finance Committee for financial approval.

2. Additional Budgetary Implications

2019/20 2020/21 Annually Recurring
Operating Budget
Revenue (Estimated) REDACTED | REDACTED
Expenditure (Estimated) REDACTED | REDACTED | REDACTED
Nett operating REDACTED | REDACTED | REDACTED
Total Project
Capital Budget REDACTED | REDACTED | REDACTED

2.1 There are other potential revenues to be added but as the volumes and returns are not

yet known they have not been included.

3. Executive Summary

3.1 Significant work has been completed to determine the most efficient and cost effective
way of dealing with waste in the Falkland Islands. To date the majority of this work has
been centred on Stanley but the principals can be applied to the wider community in the

future.

3.2 The current proposal is based on the following waste management processes:-

The separation and collection of glass, for recycling and re-use as an aggregate

replacement product.

The separation and collection of tins and cans, to be fed into the proposed MOD

recycling facility.

The incineration of all combustible household waste.

The construction of a waste collection facility to allow the public to dispose of
waste which is not placed into the kerbside bins.
The construction of a new joint FIG/MOD landfill site.

3.3 At this time works are ongoing to look at solutions for batteries, waste electrical &
electronic items (WEE), large metal waste and hazardous waste.

3.4 A joint funding proposal has been agreed with the MOD. The MOD will provide
REDACTED capital funding as well as paying a gate fee for the use of the incineration
plant and landfill site.




4. Background and Links to Islands Plan and Directorate Business Plan/s

4.1

4.2

4.3

4.4

4.5

The Islands Plan includes a commitment to “identify and invest in infrastructure to
improve waste management”, as well as a commitment to “develop and implement a
waste management plan for the Falkland Islands, and work to reduce waste.” The
recommendations in this report will contribute to meeting these objectives.

The MOD is making good progress with their waste management facility at Gemma
Gulch with the plant coming into operation in June 2019. Their intention is to process
the following waste streams:-

Paper and Cardboard
Timber

Tins (ferrous metal)
Cans (non-ferrous metal)
Plastic

e Glass

The proposal is that glass will be transferred to FIG at Pony’s Pass Quarry to be
recycled; timber will be provided as dry incinerator feed stock to FIG; and the
remaining products will be compacted and packaged ready to be shipped off the Islands
for recycling.

There is the potential for the plastic and paper & cardboard to also be used as
incinerator feed stock but this will be dependent on market values. There is also the
potential of a local recycling solution for the paper & cardboard.

DPW visited a number of incinerator suppliers/manufacturers while in the UK in
November and has started to put together options based on the above proposed
processes.

PWD are well underway with the provision of glass separation and collection. Bins
have been sourced and local retailers have been approached to allow these to be sited in
prominent locations. Large producers, such as bars and restaurants, have also been
approached regarding separate glass collections. These collections are due to start in
March and a PR campaign will start shortly. The current proposal is that the glass
collections will be free and will not negatively impact on businesses or the public.

It is proposed to introduce a second bin for each household in Stanley. This bin will
predominantly be used for tins and cans (ferrous and non-ferrous metals). It is hoped
that the collection service for each bin will then be fortnightly, with the recycling bin
being collected in week 1, the general waste in week 2, the recycling in week 3 etc. The
collected recycling will then need to be processed through a separation plant to separate
ferrous and non-ferrous metals. To ensure the move to fortnightly collections it may be
necessary to add a third product to the recycling bin, such as paper or plastic, which
would be separated off and returned to the incineration process. The separated metal
products would then be delivered to MPC for further processing and recycling.



4.6

4.7

4.8

4.9

4.10

411

An incineration process has been identified which has the capacity to deal with the
Stanley and MOD combustible waste during an 8 hour working day, 6 days a week,
and has sufficient redundancy for future growth. The process would also have the
potential to deal with medical waste, tyres and low scale hazardous waste and wet
waste (abattoir waste). Two options were reviewed. While they both have the ability to
treat the same waste streams, one has a greater level of emissions control. The latter
also has the ability to make use of the excess heat produced with the use of a heat
exchanger.

Collaboration with the MoD is contingent on having appropriate environmental
controls that meet their obligations for responsible disposal of their waste. Therefore, if
FIG were to choose a system with a non-compliant level of emissions control, we
would not benefit from the MoD’s co-investment, nor would we have the opportunity
to collect gate fees that will help to cover operating costs. It is also unlikely that the oil
industry would be able to use FIG’s waste management facilities. This could lead to an
inefficient situation where multiple facilities are built to deal with waste and all of these
will have to be regulated and monitored.

Waste to energy plants were also investigated but, with the scale of waste produced, are
believed to be inefficient and do not provide value for money. The introduction of
waste to energy also restricts the waste streams which can be processed reducing the
flexibility of the system.

The above processes will reduce the volume of waste by 70 — 90 percent and thus
reducing the volumes required to go to landfill. However there will still be a
requirement for a landfill site. Both the MOD and FIG have recognised the limited
capacity and suitability of the current sites and therefore there is a requirement for a
new, engineered, landfill site. There is no sense in FIG and MOD constructing separate
sites and therefore the proposal is for a joint project to establish a new landfill site.

Works are also ongoing to identify solutions for batteries, WEE, garden waste and large
metal waste. There are possible solutions for the batteries and WEE but these are
currently not far enough developed or costed to be included.

There will need to be further engineering assessment and design and this has also been
considered within this proposal.

5. Options

5.1

5.2

Do Nothing — Continue with the same level of waste management, using Eliza Cove as
the main landfill site with open burning. MOD will consequently proceed with
developing their own waste management solution, as would the oil industry. If they did
so FIG would lose the opportunity for collaborative working and any revenue streams.
There is also significant reputational risk to FIG, as the public have clearly stated their
expectation that FIG improve its environmental practices with respect to waste
management and particularly, to address the problems of burning and fly-away plastics
at Eliza Cove.

Collaborative solution with MOD (recommended) — Enter into a collaborative waste
management strategy with the MOD to deliver the best possible outcome for both



5.3

6.

6.1

parties. This will ensure capital cost benefits for both parties ensuring that facilities are
not duplicated. It also provides opportunities to offset operating cost and generate
revenues. This solution allows FIG to improve its environmental impacts in line with
public expectations.

FIG provide its own waste management solution — This would lead to a duplication
of facilities within the islands and would come at a much higher cost to both parties.
FIG could reduce the specification if working alone, but this would reduce the potential
long term revenue streams and would not meet desired environmental standards.

Resource Implications

Financial Implications

Capital

There is currently an existing approved budget of REDACTED. It is assumed that the
works to store and handle the glass at Pony’s Pass Quarry will cost approximately
REDACTED.

Assuming the total project cost is REDACTED then the anticipated professional fees,
at 8%, will be £ REDACTED.

Addfield Environmental Systems have currently provided two costed options. Option
1 has a reduced level of emissions control, while Option 2 has a fully EU compliant
filtration system. Through discussions with the Policy Department and to ensure
MOD collaboration it has been assumed that the second option will be required and
therefore these are the figures that have been used for the estimate. The total quoted
cost for Option 2 is REDACTED and an additional £ REDACTED has been
assumed for transportation and shipping.

The separation plant has been quoted at REDACTED and therefore an assumption of
REDACTED has been included to allow for shipping and installation.

It is assumed that the waste collection facility, the separation facilities and the
incineration facility will all be located in the same area. A large shed solution will be
required to protect the processes from the weather, especially the wind, and therefore
an assumption of REDACTED for a large portal frame building and REDACTED
for the associated civils works has been included.

It is assumed that the new landfill site will cost approximately £ REDACTED

Based on the cost shared with the MOD they have agreed to provide capital
investment of REDACTED



In summary, there is an expectation that the capital costs of the proposed waste management

solution will be £ REDACTED, which is split as follows:-

Description 2018/19 2019/20 2020/21 Total Budget
Current approved | REDACTED REDACTED
budget

Pony’s Pass glass | REDACTED REDACTED
reception centre

Professional REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED
services fees

Incineration REDACTED REDACTED
solution,

including

filtration system

Separation REDACTED REDACTED
process plant

Shipping costs REDACTED REDACTED
Building costs REDACTED REDACTED
Civil works REDACTED REDACTED
New landfill site REDACTED REDACTED
Total costs REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED
MOD REDACTED REDACTED
Contribution

2018/19 existing | REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED
budget

Additional REDACTED REDACTED REDACTED
budget required

It should be noted that the above figures are only estimates and until the proposal is approved
and further assessment is completed accurate costings will not be available.

Operational

e There will also be an increase in operating cost and this has been estimated assuming
the introduction of a new section within PWD. This allows the costs to be kept
separate and therefore more easily tracked. This detailed tracking will allow better
calculation of the rates and fees required.

e A detail cost estimate is included within the appendices. The total additional annual
expenditure is estimated at just over REDACTED per annum with additional
revenues in in year 1(2020/21) estimated at REDACTED per annum increasing over
the subsequent years.

e The depreciation figure is based upon the REDACTED FIG capital expenditure and
an expected lifespan of 20 years. Some of the assets will have a UEL beyond 20 years
but the high value items, such as the incinerator will need replacing/upgrading.



e A lower operational figure of REDACTED has been requested for 2019/20. This is to
allow for the recruitment of the senior staff who would then be involved in the
construction, commissioning and transition stages of the project.

e An alternative to a new section, with a direct labour force, is to look at a management
contract for the waste management facility. However it is believed that the cost will
remain the same at that a separate budget line would still be essential to ensure the
tracking of all costs. Some initial funding would also still be necessary to assist with
the construction, commissioning and transition phases of the project.

e The revenue figures within the estimate are generated from household service charge
and a gate fee to the MOD. The figures used for the service charge are the current
charges levied for refuse collection. A gate fee of REDACTED has been assumed
from the MOD. This will be for charges for direct to landfill and for incineration.

e It is anticipated that there would also be a gate fee charged to all commercial waste
including that received from the fishing and tourism industries. However as the
volumes are unknown and therefore a value of REDACTED has been included at this
point.

e An increase in all waste fees should be considered. These would include an increase
in household service charge, increases for business waste, new charges for the
discharge of skips, charges on waste oil and a potential levy on some imported items
such as tyres and batteries. Cost included in the budget estimate are as follows:-

Description of Charges Estimated revenue
e REDACTED increase in household service - REDACTED
charge provision
e Increase in business charges for bin - REDACTED
collection of REDACTED per annum
e Creation of commercial waste charges - REDACTED
e Creation of skip charges - REDACTED

e There is also potential revenue from other sectors including future oil activity.

6.2 Human Resource Implications

e Within the operational budget estimate there is an assumption on the required staffing
to operate the waste management process. The estimates have assumed the works will
be managed in house with the creation of a new section within PWD.

e If this is approved then there will need to be significant input and support from HR in
drafting the job description and recruiting the required staff.

e The roles proposed are all comparable with those from other section so can be
produced quickly. However they will need to be reviewed and evaluated by HR. It is
anticipated that this would be completed within 3 month of the above approvals.



6.3 Other Resource Implications

7.

8.

8.1

8.2

An alternative to direct employed labour will be to contract out the management of
the facility. However this will require review and development with input from
Policy, Procurement and Legal Services.

There will need to be a number of policy documents drafted once the strategy is
initiated. This will be led by the team within PWD but will require support from the
policy department.

Legal Implications

There will need to be contracts put in place for the supply and construction elements
of the project. These will be drafted by PWD staff but will require both procurement
and legal support and will require legal and financial certification, as per Financial
Instructions.

There will need to be a formal agreement with the MOD. This will be led by the
Policy Department but will require legal input.

There will need to be the development of environmental legislation to control landfill,
emission controls and wider waste management issues to allow for enforcement if
required. These will need to be fitted into both the policy and legislative programme
based on prioritisation. It is not currently proposed in the programme for 2019/2020.

The proposals can all be implemented without the requirement for legislation. It is
anticipated that the required policies would be developed over a period of 12 months
with the legislation following when capacity is available.

Measurement, control and enforcement will also need to be considered as part of the
policy and legislative process.

Environmental & Sustainability Implications

The above proposal is considered to be a considerable improvement in waste

management and therefore will have a positive environmental impact. The creation of a
new landfill and the implementation of recycling and incineration will ensure a

sustainable solution for the future.
Once completed, the facility will allow for additional initiatives to be developed to help
deliver a long term sustainable solution to waste management.

9. Significant Risks

9.1 There is a significant risk of environmental and reputational damage if the current

situation is not improved. Falkland Islands residents are increasingly expectant that the
government will provide modern and environmentally appropriate waste management.

In addition, increasing tourism, anticipated from the second flight and increased cruise

ship passengers, raises the risk of international scrutiny and negative comments if the
current situation is allowed to continue.



9.2

9.3

If progress is not made in the near future there is a risk that the MOD will withdraw
from the collaborative funding and will develop their own strategy reducing the
revenue opportunities for a single facility.

Delays in progress may lead to others, such as the oil industry, developing their own
solution reducing revenue opportunities and the cost effectiveness of any solution for
FIG.

10. Consultation

10.1

10.2

10.3

10.4

11.

111

There has been significant consultation with the MOD and their partners to develop a
waste strategy that is beneficial to both FIG and the MOD while delivering an
environmentally sustainable waste solution.

There has been engagement with several suppliers to enable a detailed cost estimate to
be developed.

This strategy was discussed in detail with elected members during the 2019/20 budget
process.

There will need to be a consultation process engaging with the public and businesses
regarding charging policies. These will take place during the construction process and
in time to be included within the 2020/21 budget process.

Communication
Once approved there will be a need for a comprehensive communications strategy to be

developed for the project. These will include initial statements of intent all the way
through to detailed releases as sections of the facility are brought on line.



