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INFRASTRUCTURE OVERVIEW AND SCRUTINY COMMITTEE
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IOS.10/09
INTRODUCTION OF CHARGES FOR THE COLLECTION OF BULKY WASTES

The Waste Services Manager (Mr Gardner) presented report CS.03/09 on options for the introduction of a charge for the collection of bulky household waste.  He informed Members that bulky household waste was defined as household waste items which were not presented for collection, as part of the collection of non recyclable wastes.  He informed Members that whilst a charge was made for the collection of fixtures and fittings, the vast majority of bulky waste was collected free of charge.

Mr Gardner further added that the number of collections had steadily increased over recent years peaking at 16,426 collections in 2007/08.  The Council now employed a dedicated team for the collection of bulky household waste at an annual cost to the Council of £220,000 and he set out for Members details of the provision of that service.

Mr Gardner further added that the growth in the number of bulky collections and the associated financial and operational implications was not sustainable, and commented that other authorities had introduced charges for the service.  He added that experience had shown that this had resulted in a reduction in the number of requests received but had raised concerns about the potential increase in fly tipping.  

The matter had been considered by Executive on 18 December 2008 (EX.311/08).

The Executive had decided:

“(1)
That the Executive agree to introduce a charge of £15 for collection of bulky items such as white goods and larger furniture.  The collection of other items would remain free but a limit of 4 free collections per property per year would be introduced.

(2)
That the Executive support the production of a feasibility study to identify the options and issues for enhanced partnership working with the "third sector" and in particular look to work with Centre 47 in pursuing the possibility of establishing collection, recycling, and reuse partnership in respect of those items sent for collection.”

Discussion arose, during which Members raised the following questions and observations

a)  A Member felt disappointed with the report and was surprised by the final recommendations.  She felt that the fee of £15 was too high and the identification of what was larger furniture could become confusing.  She added that the Task and Finish Group had investigated the proposal in a more refreshing and dynamic way, with consideration given to how the income could be reinvested in education.  There was no mention of re-investment in the report and no mention of concessions for people with disabilities or financial difficulties.

Mr Gardner responded that the report had been presented to Executive with a recommendation for the introduction of a charge and to identify the preferred option but they had resolved that a charge would only apply to some items and work was being carried out on the best interpretation of this.  He added that concessions had been a possible variant in the report and that it would reduce the income but the Executive had not agreed on it.

The Environment and Infrastructure Portfolio Holder added that it had been a difficult decision for the Executive.  The Executive had been grateful for the information the Task and Finish Group had provided but they had felt that a flat charge would not be the way forward due to administration costs.  He felt that there could be a way of dealing with collections from lower income households.  The decision was that normal household waste, such as mattresses, would be free but larger items, such as white goods, should be charged for.

The Portfolio Holder informed Members that any shop that sold white goods had a responsibility to by law to take them back, not many people knew this and it should be made clear to the community.  He added that Centre 47 carried out an excellent service and the Council should work more closely with them in a more innovative way.  The Portfolio Holder further added that a three year fixed term enforcement officer post had been included in the Council’s budget.

b)  Concerns were raised that Scrutiny had carried out detailed work with good suggestions which the Executive had decided against.  It was felt that the report had stopped being about the environment and had become a budget report and should be dealt with as such.  It was felt that the report disregarded the work of the Task and Finish Group and left Officers with difficult operational issues to implement.

c)  The Task and Finish had not been against the introduction of charges but had felt that more work was needed.  They had felt strongly that income should be used to enhance the service and promote education.  Members felt that the definition of large furniture and the limit of 4 free collections a year would cause confusion and lead to confrontation between the local community and officers of the Council.

It was moved and seconded that the Committee did not support the report and that it would be referred straight to Council for consideration as a budget report 

Following voting thereon it was:-

RESOLVED – That the Committee did not support the recommendation made by the Executive and that report CS.03/09 be referred directly to Council for consideration as a budget report.







