Raj Action Plan comments

20.11.2005

Dear Dr Manjit Singh

Congratulations on your exhaustive Action Plan!  Clearly a huge amount of thought, time and labour has gone into the making of it.  The least I can do, in response to your request for comments, is to expend corresponding effort on suggestions, which you must excuse for getting quite long.  I will just run through page by page:

TFC  Intro last para:  Instead of Class 1 towns first and Class II, III, IV municipalities later, it is best to include 3-5 of each size right from the beginning.  That gives you a longer learning curve and puts in place a few good examples for the rest of that category to quickly follow, such as Suryapet in AP (pop 1 lac).  Back the winners: select Well-run and Enthusiastic towns in each category where the CEO will have a reasonably long term (or be left undisturbed) and where CEO and Mayor Get On Well!  This is vital for the success of initial role models.  Ditto for Class I Corp/Councils, with a few best ones kick-starting the effort so that success breeds more success. So start with say 3 Corpns + 5-6 out of 11 Councils, and at least 10% for the rest, i.e. 4 out of 39 Board II, 6 out of 58 Board III, 7 out of 72 Board IV, and double the numbers every year. (10%, 20%, 40%, 80% will get you the planned full coverage in 5 years).

Overall Distribution of Grant:  Please leave some for year 4-5 also by putting in proportional State Funds from Year 1 in 24/264 ratio throughout (i.e. only 9.1% !).  You do not want “lack of funds” to be an excuse for a later Govt to stall the effort after 3 years.  And you can incentivise performers in each sphere who can save 9% of their allotted budgets, with rewards from the resultant savings pool as funding for wherever they need more or whatever ideas of their own they want to try out.

SWM intro para 1:  Act says mpl body to clean “all places not being private property”.  That is why Jaipur’s [and others’] walled city service lanes are so filthy though streets are clean.  How about ULBs also keeping poorly maintained private areas clean FOR A CHARGE wherever citizens do not maintain it to satisfaction.  Charge can be collected along with electric or water bill (with  service cutoff for non-payment?), as adding it to unpaid property tax will not make anyone feel the pinch every month. Charge can be waived wherever areas are privately well-maintained and not attended to by the city.  Your ULB’s charges should be 1.5 to 2 times what it would cost them to keep it clean themselves thru private help.  No-one has a right to bring flies and disease upon other residents.  This will ensure Zero Garbage towns throughout their territory.

State Technology Mission : GREAT!  But besides 3 specialist members + 1 accountant, please do include (as permanent invitees if need be), at least one member from civil society (subject expert or effective NGO with a good track record, preferably not a consultant or contractor, to avoid conflict of interest) plus at least one socially active citizen/trader/media person etc from each city, to provide local inputs specific to that city for that town or city’s plans, preferably someone who can provide a collective rather than an individual viewpoint.

 MSW Seven Steps: Treatment of waste through composting is OK as it is technically successful countrywide.  “or power generation” is NOT OK FOR BURN TECHNOLOGIES, which SAARC countries have unanimously agreed “not to consider for municipal waste because of low calorific value and environmental pollution potential.   (Even the World Bank’s Carbon Finance Specialists have clarified to me that “Incineration has been tried in India and other developing countries of comparable economic level and its costs have proven unsustainable, because of the low calorific value of most developing country wastes, so it would not be considered for carbon financing.”  

They say that “Modern refuse-derived fuel could be considered for testing, but it would be reviewed quite carefully because it has had problems in India in wet weather.”  However I would strongly urge you NOT TO ALLOW ANY AGRI-BIOMASS ON SITE where MSW is being pelletised.  For example, if mustard stalks are necessary to boost the calorific value of cement plant coal replacements, let them be pelletised separately near the mustard fields and added in the necessary proportion.  Otherwise precious suburban spaces sought for waste management get converted to industrial use for 70-90% agri-biomass pelletising, as has happened in Hyderabad and Vijayawada, while the urban waste destined for the plant lies scattered in messy “rejects” heaps all around.

Biomethanation is OK ON A SMALL SCALE, where the nature of waste feedstock is fully in one’s control and the gas can be used, preferably onsite,  for HEAT  NOT  POWER.  This is because 100% heat energy gives only max 30% equivalent energy as power, so citizens are forced to pay more for electricity to ensure promoter’s profits.  So Biomethanation works fine for cooking gas for large canteen wastes or pure-stream wastes (from slaughter house or sewage sludge) but not on a larger scale.

A.  Public Awareness: Should begin ONLY  IN  TANDEM  WITH ARRANGEMENT FOR IMPLEMENTATION, NOT BEFORE.  E.g. Door-to-Door propaganda ONLY in those Wards where the system is ready for Immediate Start.   Dry-Wet separation only when system is fully In Place to visibly transport it separately and Without Inerts.  Keep some IEC materials ready in advance, use local Cable TV networks rather than mass TV etc.and start your 2-month program intensively only where you can immediately deliver your part of the activity. (Bangalore had a grand citywide launch, got 60% cooperation in the first month but this backfired and led to cynicism and non-cooperation because municipal capacity-building was not ready in time.). Also, motivation door-to-door by the field staff themselves is what is most effective everywhere (from Calcutta in 1994 to Suryapet in 2003).  It gives the SWM service a face and brings in accountability for performance when the local persons are known and regularly met (Mukadam, JHI, SHI etc). So try to keep 30-50% funds for in-house motivation efforts (travel funds for door-to-door campaign, monthly local meetings by ULB staff etc).  The local MONTHLY MEETINGS, where the local middle-level staff is EMPOWERED FOR PROBLEM-SOLVING, BRING MAXIMUM COOPERATION as residents can air their micro-specific grievances (street lights, potholes, water supply, overflows etc) as garbage is not always top-of-mind for them every single month. 

B, Capacity-building should therefore focus also on systemic GRIEVANCE REDRESSAL PROCEDURES to be responsive.  This opportunity for periodic dialogue with the system and multi-grievance redressal is the main driving force for Mumbai’s 400+ ALMs doing everything right in a decentralized manner, from keeping waste unmixed at source to giving clean kitchen waste to doorstep collectors for decentralized composting in bio-bins to use of local compost for local greening.

C,  Primary collection:  Containerised is a must for both men and women including for wheelbarrows, in order to load waste without touching it again, into secondary transport vehicles.  Preferably NOT into nearby dustbins or dumper-placers, as a Zero-Garbage Town = a Dustbin-Free Town.  Containerised primary collection is okay IF YOU HAVE OBJECTION-FREE PARKING SPACES FOR SO MANY MICRO-VEHICLES, e.g. at Ward office compounds.  Thus this may be okay for your Corporations (using Ward Office spaces if adequate) and perhaps half of your Councils.  But for Board II, III, IV towns, start off with COMBINED PRIMARY-CUM-SECONDARY COLLECTION in the same vehicle.  E.g. the Suryapet model of door-to-door tractor-trailerss with  wet-dry compartments, or preferably DAILY COLLECTION of Only WET (=kitchen) wastes, and WEEKLY collection of DRY waste.  Or where tractors have been replaced by tipper trucks, the cost-effective Nasik model of Naka-to-Naka collection where waste is brought to them directly from homes, but again with Separate Compartments for Wet and Dry wastes. 

DO NOT start with expenditure on primary collection vehicles in II, III, IV towns till you have tried it out in Corporation and 1 or 2 Council towns.  It is the most expensive system to MAINTAIN.  Ahmedabad, despite having Mr Asnani as resident Advisor, is littered with the carcasses of unrepaired primary collection vehicles and rusted and useless dumper placers to which these carry the waste.

D.  Transfer Station
Absolutely not required for any city in Rajasthan, even the largest ones.  This is an extremely expensive option not just in money but in Public Space.  If it turns out later that it was wrongly located, or that the additional operation cost of double handling and idling vehicles is unwarranted, such transfer stations once built cannot be easily removed, and the whole SWM system gets locked into inappropriate infrastructure that prevents a shift to evolving new options.  Far better, if such spaces for waste management exist, is to earmark them for DECENTRALISED WASTE MANAGEMENT, both Wet (composting bio-bins) and Dry (sorting/compacting/crushing/maybe recycling).  E.g. the 1000 sq m MCGM’s site operated by Geetanjali at Vile Parle in Mumbai. 

A two-level Constructed Transfer Station is required only where the waste has to travel more than 20 km or so to its ultimate waste-processing cum disposal site, and tractor-trailers would not be able to make sufficient trips to it in a day.   Thus for example, all existing inner-city or near-city waste dumps that need to be closed should first be evaluated as possible sites for firstly Decentralised Waste Mgt and failing that for maximum One Transfer Station per city or town if the waste-processing site (for aerobic windrow stabilisatrion, with or without subsequent sieving for sale as compost) is over 20 km away.  

E.  Waste Storage Depots
Secondary Storage of Waste

Transportation of Containers to Transfer Station

This system was recommended in 1999 by the Supreme Court Committee in para 3.12.4  Type of Vehicles to be Used but has not proved best in practice.  In sub-para 3 of that 3.12.4, it said “In small cities with poor repair and maintenance facilities, where hi-tech vehicles may not work efficiently, tractor-trolley combinations or lifting of containers or towing of containers by tractors may be utilized.  Simple hydraulic tipping-trailers are recommended to avoid manual unloading at the compost-yard.”  This applies nowadays even to larger towns and cities.     
My experience in 126 cities and towns to date, countrywide, shows that the containerized dumper-placer-lifting model rarely works well.  It is a favourite high-cost recommendation of consultants and fund-providers, and most towns have received grants for their purchase but nothing for year-after-year repair and maintenance.  As a result, most of these lie useless with rusted bottoms and hence manual emptying into secondary transport has to be resorted to. Even in cities where maintenance is good,  even a one-day breakdown of  the transport vehicle leads to unmanageable backlogs and spillage.  Hence I suggest two things:

( i )  Immediately undertake an impartial survey of existing dumper-placer systems which must be in use somewhere in your State.  Study actual daily-monthly-average lifting efficiency and cost-benefits compared to planned physical and financial targets at the time of purchasing it.  Also study annual down-times over the years of operation:  it may be fine for a year or two, then bad.  Also SEEK SUBJECTIVE OPINIONS OF THE MIDDLE-LEVEL STAFF who are required to handle these systems day after day.  Which of the various systems in operation in their city do they like best and would prefer more of?  They really know best and any SWM Technology Mission must learn to LISTEN, CAREFULLY, to voices from the ground.  E.g. consult truck drivers before deciding on which models to buy.  (In Kanpur, the new tipper trucks purchased without grass-roots feedback gave a lot of field problems like too-high body for convenient loading of waste, or rear doors unable to open fully while tipping because garbage has a different “angle of repose” from sand for which the trucks were designed).   

( ii )  Go in for these systems only in 50% of your Corporations and 50% of your target Council cities in the first year.  In the other 50% cities, go for either combined primary-secondary collection vehicles (Nasik or Suryapet model) or for direct unloading of door-to-door primary-collected waste into secondary trucks whose routes and timings  are synchronized to be available for pickup of the primary collected waste (e.g. for Premnagar slum’s 65000 population in Mumbai).  This is simple and very economical and KEEPS WASTE OFF THE STREETS (in dustbins, dumper-placers or otherwise).  But it requires the will to be regular and punctual and a desire to make it a success.  Probably a competition and generous rewards for best performance would help to develop successful models.  Your SWM Budgeting should provide for some rewards for Best Practices, plus travel money for others to come and learn from your home-grown Best Practices.     

( iii ) DO NOT OPT FOR dumper-placer-type systems (either truck or tractor) for towns below 2 lakh population.  Adopt only matched-routing secondary transport or preferably direct combined primary-secondary transport models.  Definitely not for towns of 50,000 pop and above!

DECENTRALISED WASTE MANAGEMENT

The outlays planned for containers, container transport vehicles – transfer stations etc can be FAR BETTER SPENT for decentralized composting in bio-bins (e.g. Cochin, Vile Parle etc) to which the tricycles or hand-carts will directly bring and unload their doorstep-collected waste.  No secondary transport is required.  For budgetary purposes, count on one-time outlay per bin, of Rs 12000 or so for 100 households.  (They are actually used in pairs).  Annual maintenance is negligible.  Cost of bio-culture and labour for bio-treatment and daily turning (15 minutes per bio-bin) is a fraction of the cost of secondary transport of this waste, let alone the cost of composting it after eventual unloading at a centralized destination.       

This model should be IMMEDIATELY  IMPLEMENTED  IN  SMALL  TOWNS FROM YEAR ONE ITSELF, i.e. in the   4 out of 39 Board II, 6 out of 58 Board III, 7 out of 72 Board IV, and double the numbers covered every year.

G Composting

Remember that the MSW Rules require only “biological processing for stabilization of wastes”, not necessarily its sieving for sale as compost.  So ALL municipalities, big or small can and should IMMEDIATELY BEGIN AEROBIC WIND-ROW COMPOSTING by unloading the waste in rows, treating with bioculture (or fresh cowdung solution) and water, and heaping in windrows turned periodically, instead of leveling and covering it.  After 1-2 months this Stabilised Waste can be spread on the remaining area of the dump for “improvement of existing landfill sites” as per Sch I (3).  I can prepare for you detailed How-To instructions for windrowing and site improvement  if required.  

Once this wind-row unloading for waste stabilizing has become a habit, and as separate collection of wet compostable waste uncontaminated by debris or plastics improves, compost plants or vermiculture can be put in place.  Compost plants are essentially just sieving equipment for the windrow-stabilised waste, plus some blending equipment for additives if desired.  Vermiculture is a step that follows waste stabilization in windrows and is more a substitute for sieving than for waste-stabilising. (Earthworms cannot live on fresh waste, only on decomposed and cooled-down waste).  The reference to “microbial composting” is not an alternative to vermicompost.  What is meant is that larger towns may prefer to sieve their stabilized waste for compost rather than feed it to earthworms.  In Bangalore’s KCDC, as much as 120 tons of fresh waste is daily stabilized for 15 days before feeding to earthworms, and only lack of space prevents more of this relatively low-cost profitable option being expanded by them.

H Regional Facilities

Regional landfills for unavoidable compost rejects, yes. REGIONAL COMPOST PLANTS DEFINITELY NO!!  There is no way a town or city can afford to send all its secondary collection vehicles daily for a long distance, where perhaps even one trip cannot be completed in one shift!  Transport costs will become prohibitive. The alternative to “no space” is waste minimization through on-site decentralized waste stabilizing, e.g. through bio-bins for every apartment block or street or moholla.

Remember also that as per MSW Rules, “landfilling shall be restricted to non-biodegradable, inert waste… and residues of waste processing facilities ”.  It is NOT an alternative to biological stabilising.  No fresh kitchen wastes should be dumped and covered as “landfill” as this generates highly polluting leachates invisibly underground.

Road Sweepers
Again, given urban India’s poor maintenance record countrywide, these should be considered only for Jaipur Kota Jodhpur and NOT for the 11 Mpl Councils.  Most road sweepers in the cities I have visited are not able to perform not simply because of frequent down time, but because poor urban planning and lack of enforcement of adequate parking spaces in new buildings leads to countrywide parking of vehicles on public road spaces, which prevents road-sweeper movement near the road edge where it is needed.  Road sweepers are okay only for flyovers and inner-city highway stretches that are free of  parking all 24 hours.     

COST ESTIMATES 

These will need reworking if the cautionary advice above is heeded, especially regarding dumper placers and containers etc and transfer stations.
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Remember also that as per MSW Rules, “landfilling shall be restricted to non-biodegradable, inert waste… and residues of waste processing facilities ”.  It is NOT an alternative to biological stabilising.  No fresh kitchen wastes should be dumped and covered as “landfill” as this generates highly polluting leachates invisibly underground.

Road Sweepers
Again, given urban India’s poor maintenance record countrywide, these should be considered only for Jaipur Kota Jodhpur and NOT for the 11 Mpl Councils.  Most road sweepers in the cities I have visited are not able to perform not simply because of frequent down time, but because poor urban planning and lack of enforcement of adequate parking spaces in new buildings leads to countrywide parking of vehicles on public road spaces, which prevents road-sweeper movement near the road edge where it is needed.  Road sweepers are okay only for flyovers and inner-city highway stretches that are free of  parking all 24 hours.     

COST ESTIMATES 

These will need reworking if the cautionary advice above is heeded, especially regarding dumper placers and containers etc and transfer stations

