EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE – 24 JUNE 2013

  

  PUBLIC SERVICES AND HEALTH POLICY AND SCRUTINY COMMITTEE - 6 JUNE 2013
PART   I - NOT DELEGATED

11a  
BOTTLE BANK CONSORTIUM  

  (DCES)
1.
Summary
1.1
To advise members on the costs associated with the bottle bank consortium, with a view to non-renewal of the contract in February 2014.  
2.
Details

2.1 There are 8 bring sites around the district for the purpose of recycling glass bottles and jars; 
Manor Lodge, Abbots Langley

Northill, Chorleywood

Community Way, Croxley Green

Maple Cross Community Centre

King George V, Mill End

Bridlington Road, South Oxhey

Moor Lane, Rickmansworth

High Street west car park, Rickmansworth
2.2 Three Rivers is part of a consortium for the emptying of bottle banks and the administration of this is managed by Welwyn Hatfield Council.  The Contract is due to be renewed in February 2014 and the tendering process is therefore scheduled to commence in July 2013. A decision therefore needs to be taken by Members now on whether to continue with membership of the Consortium.
2.3 In 2012/13 90.98 tonnes of glass was collected in these bottle banks.  Although the Council receives an income from the sale of this glass, the costs of collection far outweigh the income received.  Last year the Council paid £8,843 to cover the difference between collection costs and income received. In addition a management fee of £1,961 is paid to Welwyn Hatfield Council to manage the Contract, which includes apportioning the tonnages and liaising with the contractor when banks are overflowing. Additional income is received however in the form of recycling credits from Hertfordshire County Council for every tonne diverted from landfill and therefore in 2012/13 the Council received £3,587 for bottle bank glass.  Therefore, overall the cost of collecting the 91 tonnes was £7,217.

2.4 If the Council were to enter into another Consortium arrangement it is likely to be for a five year period. Because any tenderers bid upon a set number of bottle bank lifts per month, once committed to the Consortium, the Council would not be able to withdraw, without ensuring that any additional costs to partners from withdrawing are met.
2.5 The bring sites have been in situ for many years now and the banks on site are prone to breaking, as well as being victim to vandalism.  Over the past few years a number of glass and paper banks have been replaced, costing approximately £550 per bank.   In view of the age of the existing banks (many are over 15 years old) and the propensity for the opening mechanisms to break, it is officers opinion that should Members choose to continue with the Consortium that all bottle banks should be replaced. As there are 3 separate banks at each site (for each colour glass), the total cost of doing this would be £13,200.
2.6 All households have been provided with a box for their glass recycling and can have more than one box if required.  Therefore if these banks were to be removed a slight increase in requests for boxes may result however, due to the vast demand for extra boxes on a daily basis, it is unlikely these extra requests would cause any issues with stock levels or with the delivery team.

2.7 There are also two Household Waste Recycling Centres within the district, Riverside Drive in Rickmansworth and Waterdale in Garston, which accept glass for recycling.
2.8 Although these bottle banks should only be used for domestic waste if calls are received from any local businesses that have been using the banks they can be set up on a trade glass contract instead, which brings income into the Council.

2.9 Elsewhere on the agenda there is a report regarding service changes, however as the tonnage of glass collected through the banks is so minimal officers do not envisage that the removal of the banks will have any impact on the resourcing of the new service.

  3.
Options/Reasons for Recommendation
3.1
The Council withdrawing from the consortium will have virtually no impact on the recycling rate, which in 2012/13 is approximately 61% (final year end figures yet to be confirmed), it will however produce revenue savings of around £7,220 per year.

3.2
In addition, should Members wish to continue with the Consortium, the existing banks would need to be replaced at a cost of £13,200.  
4.
Policy/Budget Reference and Implications
4.1
The recommendations in this report are not within the Council’s agreed policy and budgets. ASK   \* MERGEFORMAT 

 ASK   \* MERGEFORMAT 

  
5.
Financial Implications
5.1
If Members were to agree to remove the bottle banks the following revenue savings would be made.  
	CASH IMPLICATION
	Current Year 2013/14
£
	

2014/15
£
	

2015/16
£
	Future Years per annum
£

	Revenue 
Cost of bank emptying
Management fee
	
	(8843)

(1961)
	(8843)

(1961)
	(8843)

(1961)

	Recycling credits
	
	3587
	3587
	3587

	
	
	
	
	

	Net Commitment
	
	(7,220)
	(7,220)
	(7,220)


5.2
If Members prefer to remain within the Consortium, a capital expenditure of £13,200 would be required. At this stage there would be no impact on revenue budgets, although this would be dependent upon the prices tendered for emptying. It should be noted that, due to the high increases in fuel over the past few years that it is likely that the emptying costs will increase for the next Contract. This would increase revenue budgets.
6.
Legal/Staffing Implications
6.1
  None specific.
7.
Equal Opportunities Implications

7.1
Relevance Test

	Has a relevance test been completed for Equality Impact?


	No 

	Did the relevance test conclude a full impact assessment was required?
	N/A


8.
Environmental Implications
8.1
  Although the Council collects 90 tonnes of glass for recycling in these banks, it is believed that this glass would still be sent for recycling rather than going to landfill, as anyone currently using these will either request extra boxes or, if they are a business, can set up a trade recycling contract.
9.
Community Safety Implications
9.1
  These bring sites do attract a certain amount of flytipping and vandalism. Although we are removing the bottle banks the textile and paper banks, which generate income, will remain and therefore our street cleansing teams will continue to monitor these sites on a daily basis.
10
Customer Services Centre Implications
10.1
  Minor scripting changes will be required, however this is not an onerous task and can be made at the time of removal.
11.
Communications and Website Implications

11.1
If the banks are removed officers will ensure notices are placed on the banks a few weeks in advance of their removal.  The website will also be updated and information sent out in newsletters and via social media.  All publicity can be met within existing budgets.
12.
Risk Management and Health & Safety Implications

12.1
The Council has agreed its risk management strategy which can be found on the website at http://www.threerivers.gov.uk.  In addition, the risks of the proposals in the report have also been assessed against the Council’s duties under Health and Safety legislation relating to employees, visitors and persons affected by our operations.  The risk management implications of this report are detailed below.

12.2
The subject of this report is covered by the Environmental Protection  ASK   \* MERGEFORMAT service plan.  Any risks resulting from this report will be included in the risk register and, if necessary, managed within this plan.

The following table gives the risks if the recommendation(s) are agreed, together with a scored assessment of their impact and likelihood: 

	Description of Risk
	Impact
	Likelihood

	1
	Decrease in recycling rate
	I
	F

	2
	Bad publicity
	I
	F


12.3
The following table gives the risks that would exist if the recommendation is rejected, together with a scored assessment of their impact and likelihood:

	Description of Risk
	Impact
	Likelihood

	3
	Increase to revenue budgets
	I
	B


12.4
Of the risks detailed above none is already managed within a service plan.

12.5
The above risks are plotted on the matrix below depending on the scored assessments of impact and likelihood, detailed definitions of which are included in the risk management strategy. The Council has determined its aversion to risk and is prepared to tolerate risks where the combination of impact and likelihood are plotted in the shaded area of the matrix. The remaining risks require a treatment plan. 
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12.6
In the officers’ opinion none of the new risks above, were they to come about, would seriously prejudice the achievement of the Strategic Plan and are therefore operational risks.  The effectiveness of treatment plans are reviewed by the Audit Committee annually.

13.  
Recommendation
13.1 That PSHPSC   recommend to Executive Committee that:

13.1.1 Notice be given to Welwyn Hatfield Council of Three Rivers District Council’s intention to withdraw from the bottle bank consortium.

Report prepared by:
  Jennie Probert, Environmental Projects Officer
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