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Waste Minimisation: options for the future of the Council’s refuse collection service.  

Report of:
Head of Commercial & Technical Services 

Report reference:
CTS 36/05

Summary:
This report presents the findings of the Infrastructure Overview and Scrutiny special workshop which considered the 3 collection options currently under consideration by the Council.  This report also includes a detailed assessment of the options as requested by the Executive.

Recommendations:  It is recommended that:

(i) The Executive support Option 2 in principle, subject to Officers carrying out a comprehensive and detailed feasibility study of implementing Option 2 and that the results of this study are reported to the Executive for approval at a future meeting.

Contact Officer:
Mike Gardner
Ext:
 5072

1. INTRODUCTION

1.1
Report CTS 33/05, presented to the Executive at its meeting held on 3rd October 2005, proposed a series of steps that the Council should take over the coming months to ensure that the Carlisle successfully meets the challenge of the new waste minimisation agenda.   Following consideration of that report, Members of the Executive agreed the following:


(i)   That the contents of the report be noted;

(ii) That the report be referred for consideration at an Infrastructure Overview and Scrutiny Committee Workshop on 12 October 2005 and the outcome be reported to the next meeting of the Executive;

(iii)
That the Executive requests the Head of Commercial and Technical Services and other appropriate Officers to carry out a detailed assessment of the three options with the outcome forming the basis of a further report to the next meeting of the Executive.

1.2 This report details the conclusions of the Infrastructure O&S Committee in Appendix 1 and incorporates their comments into a detailed assessment of the 3 collection options as requested by the Executive.  The detailed assessment is attached as Appendix 2 with the pros and cons of each option clearly presented for Members’ consideration.

1.3 Members attending the Infrastructure O&S Committee workshop (held on 12th October 2005) agreed that the following resolution be reported to the Executive as requested:

‘the workshop found Option 2 to be the most favourable collection option subject to further work being carried out to:

(i) successfully engage the community;

(ii) develop and extend the provision of the Council's recycling services;

(iii)
develop suitable collection policies that address the needs of those residents for whom Option 2 is not appropriate'.

2. CONSULTATION

2.1 Consultation proposed.

Any proposed amendments to the Council’s waste services will be subject to widespread public consultation. 

3. RECOMMENDATIONS


It is recommended that:

(i)
The Executive support Option 2 in principle, subject to Officers carrying out a comprehensive and detailed feasibility study of implementing Option 2 and that the results of this study are reported to the Executive for approval at a future meeting.

4. REASONS FOR RECOMMENDATIONS

To ensure that changes to a key Council service meet the strategic objectives outlined and enable the Council to continue to provide a quality waste collection service.   The recommended changes will make a major contribution to the corporate priority of ‘Cleaner, Greener, Safer’.

5. IMPLICATIONS

· Staffing/Resources –  Temporary additional resources have been made available from within existing budgets to assess the options, to develop the detailed proposals and to engage the community;

· Financial –   If the recommended option is adopted it is anticipated that at this stage no additional revenue resources will be required.  The capital costs of the recommended option is estimated to be in the region of £1,000,000, which will arise in 206/07 subject to approval.  Any budget issues will need to be considered as part of the overall 2006/7 budget process.

· Legal –  N/A

· Corporate –  CMT support the proposals as a key element in the Council’s corporate aim of creating a ‘Cleaner, Greener & Safer’ Carlisle.

· Risk Management –  A full ‘Risk Register’ will be developed and presented to Members as part of the detailed proposals of the scheme.  It is suggested, however, that the issues listed in Appendix 4 highlight the major risks associated with the proposal. 

· Equality Issues – Whilst it is acknowledged that it is unlikely that a ‘one size fits all’ service will be provided in future, every effort will be made to ensure that all residents receive a quality household waste collection service specific to their property and circumstances.

· Environmental –  The proposal aims to significantly reduce the amount of household waste sent to landfill.   

· Crime and Disorder – Evidence from other parts of the country demonstrate that providing a means of containment for household waste (e.g. a wheeled bin) significantly reduces litter in residential neighbourhoods.  This reduction has been shown to have a positive impact on the perception residents have of their neighbourhood thus helping to combat the fear of crime at the local level. 

· Impact on Customers –  It is proposed that measures to control the amount of residual waste collected will be offset by the greater provision of recycling services and facilities.  The overall aim of the proposal is to divert household waste from the dustbin to recycling.  The provision of adequate recycling facilities and an improved Civic Amenity Site provision is therefor viewed as a pre-requisite for the introduction of the recommended option.    

Appendix 1

Infrastructure Overview & Scrutiny Committee workshop on Waste Minimisation.

Wednesday 12th October 2005.

 Present:
Cllr. T. Allison,

Cllr. J. Hendry



Cllr. B. Dodd,


Cllr. P. Im Thurn

Cllr. B. Earp,


Cllr. E. Mallinson

Cllr. H. Farrmer, 

Cllr. C. Rutherford

Cllr. P. Farmer,

Cllr. I. Stockdale

Cllr. E. Firth,

1.
The workshop commenced with a presentation from Officers of Commercial & Technical Services outlining the waste minimisation agenda and the context in which the options should be considered.  This was followed by series of short reports from Members of the Waste Collection Focus Group detailing their impressions of the recent site visits to assess the 3 collection options in practice.  

2.
The workshop session that followed the presentations involved Members in a full and lengthy consideration of the pros and cons of the options.  The comments and issues highlighted by this session have been incorporated into the matrix given in Appendix 2 & 3.

3.
In conclusion, the workshop found Option 2 to be the most favourable collection option subject to further work being carried out to:

(iii) successfully engage the community;

(iv) develop and extend the provision of the Council's recycling services;

(iii) develop suitable collection policies that address the needs of those residents for whom Option 2 is not appropriate'.

4.
It was agreed that the conclusions of the workshop as listed in paragraph 3 above should be reported to the Executive at its meeting scheduled for Monday 24th October. 

Appendix  2

Waste Minimisation:

Options for the future of Carlisle City Council’s

refuse collection service

The following summarises the main pros and cons of the 3 options for the future of the Council’s currently under consideration:

1.  
Residual waste reduction
Pros







Cons


Option 1

Evidence from other authorities suggests that



the amount of residual waste collected under this 

option is c20% less than we currently collect.

Option 2

Evidence from other authorities suggests that

the amount of residual waste collected under this 

option is c40% less than we currently collect.

Option 3

Evidence from other authorities suggests that 

the amount of residual waste collected under this 

option is c20% less than we currently collect.  

2. Costs (see summary in Appendix 3)

3.
Public engagement

Pros






Cons

Option1

Little perceived loss of service;


No side waste collected (although this will be 





Same collection frequency (i.e. weekly);

mitigated if recycling alternatives are provided):

 Reduces litter 

Wheeled bins not wanted by all;

Minimal change to existing service;

No extension of garden waste scheme without

Residents receive a wheeled bin;


additional resources made available (i.e. many  








households will receive a reduced service).

Option 2

Residents receive a wheeled bin;


No side waste collected (although this will be 




Reduces litter.




mitigated if recycling alternatives are provided);





Extends garden waste recycling


Perceived reduction in service;





service to all properties with a garden

Major change to service;

(c5000 properties);




Wheeled bins not wanted by all;

Option most likely to reduce LATS fines;

Perceived nuisance of flies & odour;


Option 3

Same collection frequency (i.e. weekly);

Difficulty in communicating change which could 





Little perceived loss of service;


to less compliance;

Existing black bins (not used by all residents) could confuse the service;

System open to abuse.

4.
Collection Policies

Pros






Cons


Option1

Size of bin provided can be tailored to

More ‘assisted collections’ may be required.





meet the needs of individual households;.


Potential to restrict trade waste abuse;





‘Lids down’ policy and the use of liners 

can limit odour nuisance; 





Collection policies are easily enforceable 

Option 2

Size of bin provided can be tailored to

More ‘assisted collections’ may be required



meet the needs of individual households;





Potential to restrict trade waste abuse;





‘Lids down’ policy can limit odour nuisance; 





Collection policies are easily enforceable.

Option 3

Potential to restrict Trade waste abuse

Limits on the amount of waste presented (e.g. 2 bags 










per property) are easily abused;










Collection policies are difficult to enforce.   

    5.   Impact on recycling

Pros






Cons


Option 1

Depending on the size of bin provided, 

Depending on the size of bin provided, dry  

evidence from other authorities suggests
recycling facilities / services may be needed;

it is likely to generate a modest increase
in our recycling rate (>35%).


Will generate a modest increase in recycling;








Extending garden waste recycling to all households 








with a garden will require additional funding.

Option 2

Enables garden waste recycling service

Additional recycling ‘bring site’ facilities will be required; 

 to be extended to all properties with a 

Additional kerbside recycling (e.g. cardboard / plastic 

garden;





and / or kitchen waste) are likely to be required;        

Evidence from elsewhere suggests it is 

Likely to generate a significant increase in 

Our recycling rate (>40%).

Option 3 

Will generate a limited increase in our 

Will generate a smaller increase in recycling rate 

recycling rate (c35%).   



than either options 1 or 2;

Extending the garden waste recycling service will

Require additional funding.

6.   Other issues



Pros






Cons


Option1 





Health & Safety
 
H&S for collection crews will

be improved.

Civic Amenity site provision





Civic Amenity site provision will need to be extended












(new sites and / or extended opening hours).  


Option 2 

Health & Safety 

H&S for collection crews will

be improved.

Civic Amenity site provision





Civic Amenity site provision will need to be extended












(new sites and / or extended opening hours).  


Option 3

Health & Safety 
HSE have expressed concerns about the H&S record of sack collections.

Civic Amenity site provision





Civic Amenity site provision will need to be extended












(new sites and / or extended opening hours).  


Appendix 3

Financial summary for 3 Waste Collection options under consideration

Expenditure

(N.B. These costs are for comparative purposes only)

Option 1







Capital

Revenue


Bins    39000 at £13.9 ea    


542,800
  67,850


2 refuse vehicle crew, fuel and repair costs


180,000


8  RCVconversions



120,000



Publicity (N.B. May be an under estimate)
 40,000
  10,000


3 to 2 crew reduction for wheeled bins  2 men

 -32,000





Totals



702,800
225,850

Depreciation on bins increased by 20% to allow for more frequent mechanical handling

Option 2







Capital

Revenue


Bins    54000 at £14.9 ea    


759,900
    75,990


7  RCVconversions



105,000



Publicity (N.B. May be an under estimate)
 40,000
    10,000

3 to 2 crew reduction for wheeled bins  2 men

   -32,000

LATS1 savings from garden waste2



 -123,000




Totals



904,900
  -69,010 

2This option allows an extension to the kerbside collection of garden waste. This is expected to collect 1500t of garden waste of which 500t will be diverted from existing household refuse. This will generate savings in LATS fines of  £123,000

Option 3





Capital

Revenue


Publicity (N.B. May be an under estimate)
40,000

  10,000


Coloured refuse bags (3.8p ea)



180,500





Totals



40,000

190,500

1Landfill Allowance Trading Scheme (LATS)

LATS  penalty calculations

Each year, for every tonne of biodegradable waste above the target sent to landfill the County Council will be fined £150. The target reduces every year and Cumbria is already expected to incur fines this year. A reduction in general household refuse sent to landfill of 100 tonnes saves £10,200 in fines.

Current levels of residual household refuse for Carlisle are approximately 37,000t per year. The following table shows the financial savings of different percentage reductions in waste sent to landfill

Reduction



Actual weight


Reduction in fine

10%




3,500t



£357,000

15%




5,250t



£535,500

20%




7,000t



£714,000

25%




8,750t



£892,500

    30%


              10,500t
                       £1,071,000
Appendix 4

Key issues and caveats

The following summarises the key issues requiring further consideration as identified by the Waste Collection Group and Officers:

1. Communication / public engagement: 

1.1 The ‘need for change’ needs to be explained to residents.  A clear & simple message needs to be agreed and promoted.  Experience elsewhere demonstrates that focussing on the increased provision of recycling services helps to counter any negative perceptions that ‘control measures’ represent a reduction in the standard of service provided. 

1.2 A strategy to communicate this message needs to be devised.  Options 

include:-


- 
media briefing;


- 
Neighbourhood Forums/Parish Councils;

·      Leaflets/Literature;

·      ‘Face to face’ promotion etc.

1.3
We need to effectively engage the workforce/Trade Unions in the change process.

1.4
It is anticipated that the implementation of any changes will be accompanied by a large number of inquiries from the public.  The potential impact of this on the Customer Contact Centre / Recycling Help-line will need to be assessed and adequate resources made available.

1.5
Service standards and collection policies will need to be clearly and effectively communicated to residents.

2. Collection Policies:

2.1 Given the wide variety of properties across Carlisle, it is suggested that ‘one size’ of refuse collection service will not fit all.  It is therefor important to establish clear criteria regarding the provision of the service.  Although not exhaustive, the following list highlights specific criteria that will require consideration:

· What size of bin is to be provided to whom? (e.g. should the same sized bin be provided to different sized households?);

· Which properties will not receive a bin and what provision is to be made for them?;

· Eligibility for ‘assisted collections’; 

· Limits placed on the collection of ‘side waste’;

· Enforcing a ‘lids down’ policy to limit offensive smells;

· Exclusion of trade waste collected by our refuse collection service;

· Enforcement of collection policies.

3. Implementation:

3.1 The benefits of a phased implementation will need to be assessed against the benefits of a ‘big bang’ approach;

3.2
Consideration needs to be given on what is to be done with householders existing ‘black bins’.

4. Impact on Recycling:

4.1 The impact on our existing recycling schemes is expected to be significant.  These impacts will need to be assessed and any resource implications quantified. 

4.2 Likewise, the provision of additional recycling facilities and services (e.g. cardboard recycling) required by the introduction of ‘control measures’ will need to be assessed and any resource implications quantified.

4.3
New Development Control policies designed to promote recycling of household waste in the Draft Local Plan will need to be enforced..

5. Bulky household waste collection service:

5.1 The impact of ‘control measures’ on the Council’s bulky household waste
 collection service could be significant.  Consideration needs to be given to how this impact can be controlled.  There is a clear need to define what is collected under this service.  It is suggested that the issue of charging for bulky household waste collections be considered.

6. Fly tipping:

6.1
Whilst experience elsewhere suggests that fly tipping is not perceived to be an issue, it may be prudent to provide additional resources to deal with any increase in year one.  These need to be identified.

7. Strategic fit with Cumbria County Council’s Waste Disposal arrangements:

7.1 The involvement of the Council in the Cumbria Strategic Waste Partnership will ensure our collection proposals fit with the County’s waste disposal strategy.  However, evidence from other authorities who have introduced ‘control measures’ clearly show that the impact on Civic Amenity Sites (operated by the WDA) is significant.  It is therefor important to work with the WDA to improve and extend the provision of this service.

8. Future partnership working with Eden District Council:

8.1 The Council collects garden waste and manages the Greenbox Recycling contract with Cumbria Waste Recycling on behalf of Eden District Council.  The agreement with Eden District Council provides them with a ‘break clause’ to terminate the agreement at the end of March 2007.  Discussions need to take place with Eden to identify their intentions and to assess the potential impact (if any) on our options.

9. Cost:

9.1
Whilst indicative costs have been calculated for the options under consideration, these now need to be accurately quantified. 
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