PUBLIC SERVICES & HEALTH POLICY AND SCRUTINY COMMITTEE

  

   – 25 NOVEMBER   2010

EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE – 6 DECEMBER 2010
PART   I – NOT   DELEGATED   
11c.
COMMERCIAL WASTE RECYCLING


   (  DCES)

1.
Summary
1.1 To advise Members of the progress made with commercial waste recycling and to suggest a mechanism for increasing the tonnages collected.

2.
Details

2.1
A report to the Public Services and Health Policy and Scrutiny Committee (PSHPSC) on 12 November 2009 outlined the disappointing participation in the Council’s commercial recycling scheme and reported that, through increased marketing, it was hoped that more customers would take part in the scheme. It was reported that in one year from the date of this Committee it was anticipated that a trade recycling rate of 12% would be achieved (Minute PH.PP58/09 refers).

2.2
A comparison of numbers of customers at the current time, compared to November 2009 is shown below:

	
	Nos. of Customers
	Tonnage collected

	
	  October 2010
	  October 2009
	April - October 2010
	April - October 2009

	Trade Cardboard 
	135
	105
	63
	72

	Trade Glass
	58
	50
	105
	101

	Trade Paper
	41
	12
	N/a
	19



Trade paper only commenced in October 2009 and therefore there are no comparable figures between April to October. 

2.3
Members will see that there has been a small increase in customers for all materials, however the total participation is very disappointing, particularly, as prior to commencing with the recycling scheme, a trade waste survey indicated that 66% of customers would recycle, even if charged for it. Of the 234 recycling customers shown for October 2010 in the table above, 55 have a collection of more than one material and so are, double counted in the table above. The number of actual customers is 179.   The Council currently has 665 trade waste customers, which means that only 27% are using the Council’s recycling services and the existing trade recycling rate is only 9.6%, which is lower than the target of 12% set in November last year.

2.4
Customers have been asked why they do not recycle and the two most common answers are:

1. Too much effort

2. Too expensive.

Further investigation has discovered that there are now private waste disposal companies who will collect all waste in 1100 litre wheeled bins and then sort out the recyclables at a designated sorting plant. This makes it a much simpler process for the customer and the Council has lost several of its trade waste customers as a result, which has led to a predicted £24,000 budget deficit on the trade waste account. This is being reported via the budget monitoring returns for period 6. 

2.5
The Council is not able to offer the same ‘all inclusive’ service as the larger private companies, as there is not a facility available to them which will sort out recyclables from residual refuse. The issue has been raised at the Herts Waste Partnership (HWP) Heads of Waste Group, as all of the 10 District Waste Collection Authorities are experiencing similar problems.  Hertfordshire County Council (HCC) has undertaken to look for a solution to this problem, however it is likely that the costs of sourcing and operating such a plant, make it financially unviable for all parties. 

2.6
The existing pricing structure for both commercial waste and commercial recycling is attached as Appendix A.  Although there is a bin lift charge for recycling, it is less than for trade waste, as it does not include the waste disposal element (currently £59.16 per tonne). There is, however, a flaw to this method of charging; for health and safety purposes, the largest bin size that we can offer for glass is 360 litres, which is charged at a rate of £92.04 per 6 month period. However many of the public houses and restaurants need more than one bin each week and those that require four or more, argue that it is as cheap for them to have one 1100litre bin for trade waste at a cost of £398.84. Officers therefore suggest that, as only one journey is being made that the cost for glass collections from trade premises requiring 4 or more 360 litre bins be capped at the charge for three 360 litre bins (currently £277.20 per 6 month period). The loss in income through doing this would be marginal and should be offset by the increased income through increased volume of glass (see paragraph below).

2.7
In addition to the charges for collecting the recyclables, the Council also receives income for the sale of the materials. The income received is listed below:



Cardboard - £35 per tonne



Glass        - £30 per tonne



Paper        - £96 per tonne.


Paper prices are currently at a premium, which possibly explains why the participation rate for paper recycling is so poor, as many private companies are able to offer collections at no cost. The Council’s existing paper supply Contract lasts for one more year and is due to expire on 30 November 2011. Officers therefore suggest that the Council do not charge for paper recycling, providing that the customer has a Council trade waste collection service. Although this will decrease the income to the Council by £1,500 through loss of paper collection costs, it is hoped that this approach, together with a strong marketing campaign will increase the paper collected by at least 250 tonnes and also encourage some businesses to reinstate a trade collection with ourselves, thereby minimising the £24,000 deficit on the trade budget in future years and potentially generating an income.

2.8
The above approach will only work satisfactorily while the price paid for paper is high, it is therefore recommended that it be reviewed in a year’s time, which will give an opportunity to both assess the impact on participation of not charging and is also when the new paper supply contract is renewed.

2.9
The marketing campaign for the scheme will include advertising panels on the side of the two trade waste vehicles and leaflets for all businesses. The cost of these will be met from within existing promotional budgets.

3.
Options/Reasons for Recommendation
3.1
The Council has lost 26 commercial waste customers since January 2010, as private contractors are able to collect all waste co-mingled and then separate the recyclables out. This has resulted in a budget deficit of approximately £24,000. It is hoped that by offering free recycling collections of paper that more businesses will participate and the income from sale of the paper, which is currently at a premium, will assist in reducing the deficit in future years. It is also possible that some of the customers which have moved to a private collection company will return to the Council.

3.2
An alternative is to try and reduce the trade budget deficit by increasing the trade waste fees and charges. This option however is not recommended as, following an 18% increase at the start of this financial year, Three Rivers now has higher trade waste collection charges than its Hertfordshire neighbouring authorities and officers believe that by implementing additional increases would further reduce our customer base and increase the budget deficit. 

4.
Policy/Budget Implications
4.1
The recommendations within this report meet the following Council policies (see Strategic Plan) 2.2.2 to minimise waste and optimise recycling, by exceeding recycling targets and reducing waste sent to landfill.  

4.2
In one year it is anticipated that the budget deficit for trade waste will be minimised and that the Council’s commercial recycling rate will be at 15%.  
5.
Financial Implications,

5.1
None specific. The income generated will ensure that the Council meets its predicted budgets for 2011/12 and beyond.
6.
Legal Implications

6.1          
Section 45 (4) Environmental Protection Act 1990 places a duty on the waste collection authority to recover all costs for the collection and disposal of commercial waste, unless the Authority considers it inappropriate to do so.  This provides a discretion to waive the charge which the Council could exercise if it wished to.
7.1
Staffing implications, Customer Service, Environmental, Equal Opportunity, Website and Community Safety Implications

7.1.
None specific.

8.
Risk Management Implications
8.1
The Council has agreed its risk management strategy which can be found on the website at http://www.threerivers.gov.uk.  The risk management implications of this report are detailed below. 

8.2
The subject of this report is covered by the Environmental Protection service plan. Any risks resulting from this report will be included in the risk register and, if necessary, managed within this plan.

8.3
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. Recycling rate does not increase
	I
	F

	2. Trade customer base does not increase
	I
	F

	3. Budget deficit does not reduce
	II
	E


8.4
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

	4. Budget deficit increases
	III
	C

	5. Trade Customer base reduces
	III
	C


8.5
Of the risks above none are already included in service plans:

8.6
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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8.7
In the officer’s 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.

9.  
Recommendation
9.1
That the Public Services and Health Policy and Scrutiny Committee recommend to Executive Committee that the pricing structure for trade waste recycling be altered so that:

9.1.1
The price for glass collections be capped at the charge for three 360 litre bins.

9.1.2
There is no charge for office paper recycling.

9.2
That the charge for office paper recycling be reviewed in October 2011, when the existing paper supply contract expires.


Report prepared by: Alison Page, Environmental Protection Manager

.
Background Papers

None


Appendix A - The existing pricing structure for both commercial waste and commercial recycling 
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