MELBOURNE CITY COUNCIL



27 NOVEMBER 2003
CENTRALISED PROCUREMENT OF PAPER

Motion:  That the Council:

1. Endorse the decision of the Corporate Management Team to centralise and standardise the procurement of paper used for printing and copying.

2. Request the Waste Task Group develop a policy for the procurement of paper used for printing and copying. 

3. Council recommend the purchasing of Evolve, or a paper of equivalent or superior environmental performance.

Moved: Cr. David Risstrom

SUPPORTING MATERIAL:

A number of claims have been put to Council to found the move from our existing use of 100% post consumer waste recycled paper known as ‘Evolve’ to the 60% recycled content paper sold by Fuji Xerox as ‘Greenwrap’.  In response to a request at the last Committee meeting to address the issue involved, I have provided responses to the issues raised and have reproduced a copy of a paper I distributed and spoke to at the 2 September 2003 Committee meeting.

Claim: Greenwrap satisfies mandatory legislative requirements of Council to archive documents 

Response: Greenwrap is cited in the NSW Government ‘Know Your Paper’ document as having ‘Nil’ archival qualities.  Evolve is cited as having a minimum archival life of 150 years.

Claim: Members of the Waste Task Group were consulted and recommended Greenwrap.

Response: A member or members of the Waste Task Group may have been consulted, but as stated in our Council documents, the Waste Task Group does not and has never supported the use of 60% recycled content Greenwrap in favour of 100% recycled content Evolve.

Claim: Paper jams and malfunctions using Evolve justified a move to a different paper.

Response: Committee deferred their decision and requested information on paper jams to be provided to justify this claim being made. The response has identified there is insufficient data to make this claim.

Claim: The cost difference was significant.

Response: The original cost comparison advice compared a bulk cost for Greenwrap with a single ream price for Evolve. Greenwrap can be supplied by Xerox to Council at $5.38 per ream.  The price provided to CMT for Evolve sourced from MAPS was $5.80 per ream, claiming a $0.42 saving per ream. I understand this to be both wrong and misleading. This was a single ream price that the City of Melbourne should never agree to pay. The bulk price Evolve sourced from MAPS is $5:50, a 12¢ difference, not 42¢.  

The City of Melbourne operates under Triple Bottom Line principles, and is recognised as a leader in that regard.  Established City of Melbourne policy enables Council to pay up to a 10% premium for an environmentally sensitive product if in all other respects it performs the necessary task.  This would allow us to pay up to $5.92 per ream before the environmentally superior paper would not be preferred on economic grounds.

Compared with the $5.38 Greenwrap price from MAPS, I have been informed Evolve is available for purchase in bulk for $5.38 from CPI, $5.24 from Tredex and $5.10 from Scraps.  These quoted prices are equal to or 14¢ or 38¢ lower than the quoted Greenwrap price.

Further, MAPS is set to re-tender its paper procurement contracts this month, with the process likely to reach completion mid-2004.   This may change the products and prices of paper available through MAPS.

Claim: Using Greenwrap allowed centralised procurement and thus significant savings, not available if other paper was used.

Response: The centralised procurement of paper, which is repeatedly cited as the main source of savings is supported.  Both Evolve and Greenwrap can be centrally purchased and savings made from this.

Claim: Fuji Xerox’s supply of Greenwrap was consistent with a buy Australian policy.

Response: I understand Greenwrap is 60% recycled Australian content, with 40% sourced from overseas and processed in Shoalhaven.  In reply to a request to confirm the source of the overseas content of Greenwrap, Fuji Xerox replied indicated that it was currently sourced from a New Zealand mill.  I know of no mill that produces wood product itself, so I remain unaware of where the primary materials are sourced from.  No advice was provided on where the New Zealand mill sourced its raw materials to counter a claim made by Friends of the Earth that unsustainable forest practices in South East Asia and South America may be a source of wood product.

Claim: A triple bottom line assessment supported Greenwrap. 

Response:  The Waste Task Group took into account all the factors involved in selecting a paper for use and concluded that on a triple bottom line assessment, Evolve was superior. Subsequent claims put to us that a triple bottom line assessment favours Greenwrap have privileged an economic argument, which as I have detailed, was based on false comparisons.

Claim: The Fuji Xerox photocopiers may not operate more effectively with paper supplied by Fuji Xerox.

Response: In consultation and co-operation with me in 1999, staff commenced a paper trial that allowed a careful consideration of the merits of introducing recycled paper in Council operations. The Council moved from Canon photocopiers to Fuji Xerox on the basis that promises that the new photocopiers were consistent with this aim.  For Xerox to apparently affirm they will now only guarantee the use of their own paper products having a reduced recycled content is inconsistent with that understanding. 

Claim: When requested, Fuji Xerox have identified the source of their paper products.

Response: As stated above, Fuji Xerox claim they source their product through a New Zealand mill.  I remain unaware of where that mill sources its products from, given it is unlikely to produce wood fibre in the mill itself. 

Claim: A move to Greenwrap will reduce the amount of waste to landfill.

Response: Evolve is produced from 100% post consumer waste paper collected as fine grade office paper collected from within 70 kilometres of the mill producing it.  While paper cannot be recycled indefinitely, this means for every piece of Evolve paper produced, it is diverting more paper from the waste stream than for each piece of Greenwrap involved, which uses 40% of its material from sources other than recycled paper.  Therefore, use of Evolve, should create a greater market for paper recycling and thus reduce waste to landfill.

Claim: A move to Greenwrap will promote a move towards high post consumer waste recycled paper use.

Response: Requiring higher standards for recycling and creating a larger market for recycled products is more likely to promote a move towards high post consumer waste recycled paper, than a product such as Greenwrap, which has 40% of its content derived non-recycled material such as virgin pulp extracted from unknown forest sources

Claim: We should be buying 100% post consumer waste recycled paper from an Australian mill.

Response:  I agree.  It is currently unavailable, and is likely to remain unavailable unless organisations such as us require it.  To move from a 100% to 60% recycled content paper sends the wrong message and is more likely to undermine this worthy aim.

This is a copy of a paper I distributed and spoke to at the 2 September 2003 Committee meeting.

MELBOURNE CITY COUNCIL ENVIRONMENT COMMUNITY AND CULTURAL DEVELOPMENT COMMITTEE




2 SEPTEMBER 2003

NOTICE OF MOTION BY CR. DAVID RISSTROM: 

CENTRALISED PROCUREMENT OF PAPER

Motion: 

That the Environment, Community and Cultural Development Committee:

4. Endorse the decision of the Corporate Management Team to centralise and standardise the procurement of paper used for printing and copying.

5. Request the Waste Task Group develop a policy for the procurement of paper used for printing and copying.

6. Council recommend the purchasing of Evolve, or a paper of equivalent or superior environmental performance, following an exploration of the benefits of doing so and having consulted with the Waste Task Group.

4. 
Note that this decision is being made by the Committee under delegation from the Council and is subject to the referral notice process.
MOVED:  CR. DAVID RISSTROM

BACKGROUND:

This report has arisen from a question I asked in the July 2003 ECCD meeting concerning the previously change of paper source.  The purpose of this motion and background is to inform Council of the need to maintain the recycled content of the general purpose printing and photocopying paper used within Council.

This report arose following an announcement that as part of the review of the photocopying contract, a decision was made by CMT on advice provided to them to change the paper used.  

The Waste Task Group, which is the group most closely connected with the technical aspects of paper procurement supports the use of Evolve over all other current sources of recycled paper.  Despite ‘some members of the Waste Task Group being consulted, the Waste Task Group does not support the replacement of Evolve with Greenwrap.  Members of the MCC Waste Task Group and I have tried to resolve this issue internally, but with limited success.  

The City of Melbourne undertook an extended process of internal discussion, investigation and practical trials over a two-year period for the introduction of recycled paper into our paper purchasing and use systems.  The result of that process involved the replacement of a contract for Canon photocopiers with Fuji Xerox photocopiers and the bulk purchasing of 100% post-consumer waste paper sold under the name ‘Evolve’.  

In a review of the purchasing arrangements, inadequate, incorrect and potentially biased information led to a decision to substitute Evolve.  Despite having confirmed that the new photocopiers were compatible with recycled paper, and having personally confirmed that in the Committee meeting making that decision, Council have apparently accepted the advice of Fuji Zerox that they are now only prepared to guarantee the performance of their own paper product called Greenwrap.

No objection is taken with a system of centralised paper procurement.  The objection is with the decision to use paper with lower environmental credentials when there is no evidence provided that the environmentally superior product was not performing.

MAJOR ISSUES: 

USAGE

Reduction is paper is largely unconnected to the type of paper used. Reduced paper use has come about from measures promoted by the Waste Task Group. I endorse the reduction in paper use in Council.

COST COMPARISON

The original cost comparison advice to CMT compared a bulk cost for Greenwrap with a single ream price for Evolve.

Greenwrap can be supplied by Xerox to Council at $5.38 per ream.  The price provided to CMT for Evolve sourced from MAPS was $5.80 per ream, claiming a $0.42 saving per ream. This is both wrong and misleading. This is a single ream price that the City of Melbourne should never agree to pay. 

The bulk price Evolve sourced from MAPS is $5:50, a 12¢ difference, not 42¢.  

The City of Melbourne operates under Triple Bottom Line principles, and is recognised as a leader in that regard.  Established City of Melbourne policy enables Council to pay up to a 10% premium for an environmentally sensitive product if in all other respects it performs the necessary task.  This would allow us to pay up to $5.92 per ream before the environmentally superior paper would not be preferred on economic grounds.

Compared with the $5.38 Greenwrap price from MAPS, I have been informed Evolve is available for purchase in bulk for $5.38 from CPI, $5.24 from Tredex and $5.10 from Scraps.  These quoted prices are equal to or 14¢ or 38¢ lower than the quoted Greenwrap price.

Further, MAPS is set to re-tender its paper procurement contracts this month, with the process likely to reach completion mid-2004.   This may change the products and prices of paper available through MAPS.

REDUCED RECYCLED CONTENT 

The advice to MCC to use Zerox Greenwrap was that MCC use Xerox’s own product. Greenwrap is 60% recycled paper, replacing 100% recycled paper purchased as Evolve.  

According to the ‘Become Forest Friendly-Eco-Kit for Law Firms’:

Compared to producing paper from virgin wood pulp, one tonne of recycled paper saves approximately: 17 tress, 2.5 barrels of oil, 410 kilowatt hours of electricity, 4 cubic metres of landfill, 27 kilograms of air pollutants, 75 per cent of chlorinated bleach; and 31,780 litres of water (60-90 per cent savings).

Further … 

There is an appreciable difference between some ‘recycled’ papers.  Only those recycled paper products containing a significant proportion of post-consumer waste are considered by most commentators as legitimately labelled “recycled”.  Post consumer waste paper is paper that ahs been used at least once by  consumers, is then collected, sorted, de-inked and re-manufactures.

Other paper brands labelled “recycled” … use a high percentage of pre-consumer paper waste that is sourced from other industries, such as printer off cuts. 

The specifications for the Xerox photocopiers stated that they were not responsible for the supply of paper but would be required to replenish consumables (including paper supplied by CoM). As identified in the council report, capability to use recycled paper was listed as an optional capability/feature in the tender specification, indicating they are attractive and representative of value to the City of Melbourne but not absolutely necessary. 

AUSTRALIAN SOURCED

An analysis of the environmental impact of difference paper sources was evaluated by the Council.  Despite the potential increased energy use involved in sourcing Evolve from overseas, Council determined the other environmental benefits outweighed this.  A document attached attributed to Environment Victoria, Friends of the Earth and The Wilderness Society states:

Australian environment groups would love to wholeheartedly endorse a photocopy paper, unfortunately all available papers or the company producing them have significant negative impacts.

The document further highlights this statement:

Avoid these papers…
RENEW 80.  

Similar to RENEW 100 but with 20% virgin fibre very likely from forests of other countries and possible chlorine bleached.

FUJI XEROX GREENWRAP  

Consists of 10% post consumer waste, 40% pre-consumer waste (beware false recycling claims), 10% cotton linters and 40% plantation fibre from unknown sources, likely to be from poorly established and managed plantations in Thailand, Brazil, Indonesia and Canada.

One of the purposes of sourcing 100% post consumer waste paper was to stimulate a market in Australia.  Conversations I have had with senior industry people indicate that if a market is created for this paper in Australia, the industry will respond.  The City of Melbourne was providing that market signal, but now inadvertently may contribute to its undermining.
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