EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE – 27 NOVEMBER 2007

PUBLIC SERVICES & HEALTH POLICY PANEL – 2 NOVEMBER 2006

RESOURCES   

  POLICY PANEL – 9 NOVEMBER    2006
PART I -   

   NOT DELEGATED 

  8a.
  DEPOT SHARE – ALTERNATIVE OPTIONS


(  DLE)

1.
Summary
1.1
  This report advises the Panel on the alternative options which have been explored in relation to relocating the Environmental Protection team from Batchworth depot to an alternative site.

2.
Details

2.1
  The Resources Policy Panel at its meeting of 15 June 2006 considered a report on the outcome of a feasibility study which had been carried out in relation to the possible relocation of Environmental Protection operations from Batchworth Depot to Wiggenhall depot, Watford, and sharing the depot with Watford Borough Council, and which made recommendations to carry out further detailed work on this proposal. The Panel requested that officers present a further report on the alternative options available should the proposed depot share not proceed (minute R.PP 08/06 refers).  

2.2
Previously this matter had been discussed by the Panel and Executive Committee on various occasions, as detailed below:

9 December 2002
EX188/02
Agreed that officers would submit a report addressing the subject of weekly recycling collections.

23 January 2003
PH.RP 52/02


Established the need for local transfer station to enable weekly recycling collections to commence, and recommended to the Executive Committee inter alia that planning permission be sought for a transfer station at Furtherfield depot.

05 June 2003
PH.PP 10/03
Panel asked to note that officers would include a joint initiative with Watford Borough Council when considering the options

July 2003
PH.PP 23/03
Reported that a planning application (03/1010/FUL) had been submitted.

02 October 2003
PH.PP 47/03
Application had been withdrawn following noise tests which had concluded that noise levels at the site would have been too high

25 January 2005
PH.PP 66/04
He noted that As the proposed Furtherfield depot was no longer practical other options needed to be considered. 


Officers reported that, after a comparison of costs, option 2 (Wiggenhall depot) was most favourable. This Option  also had the possibility of leading to wider sharing options with Watford, but at this time it was only the transfer station that was being considered. 



03 November 2005
PH.PP 44/05
Recommended inter alia that officers explore the opportunity outlined in the report to dispose of Batchworth Depot and to share transfer station and depot facilities with Watford BC at Wiggenhall depot, Watford

08 December 2005
PH.PP 59/05
Approval of consultants’ brief for the feasibility study

23 February 2006
PH.PP 78/05
Verbal Update on progress of feasibility study

05 June 2006
PH.PP 01/06
Presentation of feasibility study findings

2.3
The above outlines the history of the Public Services Panel’s involvement in this proposal.  In particular, the report considered by the Panel on 03 November 2005 introduced the issues other than the need for a local transfer station, and proposed that sharing the depot with WBC might be a way forward for the transfer station and these other issues.  These issues were again detailed in the Report considered by both Panels in June 2006, and are reiterated below:

· Batchworth depot no longer suitable without investment, because of inadequate office accommodation and insufficient space for a vehicle fleet which has doubled in size in recent years,  and so making no change is not an option

· Batchworth depot not compliant with TRDC Local Plan

· WBC and TRDC require local  dry recyclables transfer station

· Legislative developments causing space pressures (gas bottles, TVs, fridge’s)

· Vacant areas within WBC depot

· Cost pressures at WBC depot (NNDR)

· Gershon review 

· WBC long term commitment to Wiggenhall as a depot

· Failure of plans for previously recommended sites, including TRDC’s Furtherfield depot and HCC’s Riverside Drive, to gain agreement. 

· Absence of any other known site with the apparent potential to fulfil all of the requirements.

2.4
The last of the above points is significant.  Officers considered the other known options in the report of January 2005.  At the time these were:

· Riverside Drive, Rickmansworth. Two options were considered for this:  TRDC operating alone, and TRDC offering tipping facilities to WBC with a gate fee being charged. These options were not pursued beyond February 2005 since the planning application for the Herts County Council household waste site associated with the proposed transfer station is not in line with Three Rivers District Council’s Local Plan.

· Other sites not yet identified.  Officers stated that it was considered very unlikely that any suitable site would become known since any which had arisen up until January 2005 had been discarded as options early in the decision making process because of cost or land use problems.

· Wiggenhall Depot.  This option is being pursued further because it is the only known site which would appear to satisfy all of the requirements.

2.5
Having considered the recommendations of the Public Services & Health Policy Panel and the Resources Policy Panel, the Executive Committee at its meeting of 03 July 2006 agreed (EX24/06) two recommendations in addition to the officers’ recommendations, viz:


(2)
that a review of any possible alternative depot sites either within the district or with adjacent local authorities be carried out; and


(7)
that officers to present a detailed report on securing the tenure of the site.

2.6
The following is a summary of all the possible alternative depot sites known to officers which lie within Three Rivers or adjacent local authorities.

2.6.1 Batchworth Depot, Harefield Road, Rickmansworth.  This is the depot currently occupied by TRDC’s Environmental Protection section.  The site measures approximately 6,500 square metres and encompasses depot and office facilities, but not tipping bays.  The problems with this depot are that it needs major upgrading to make it suitable for use as a 21st century depot with the number of vehicles in daily use having doubled in recent years.  There are safety concerns with its layout and uncertainty over whether effective changes could be made.  The office building is not purpose built as an office but the office staff now number 16, following a move from Three Rivers House in 2003. The office building is not suitable for access by disabled persons. The depot is not suitably located or large enough for adaptation to include tipping bays. A large proportion of the site is effectively wasted space, due to the layout.  Various improvements have been made over the past 2 years, including better drains; removal of large amounts of waste left by previous waste contractors; removal of redundant/scrap vehicles; rationalisation of fuel tanks; security CCTV and air conditioning; some resurfacing and marking out of designated pedestrian and vehicle areas and parking spaces; improvements to storage areas for fridges etc; improved management of difficult wastes on site such as gas bottles, car batteries and tyres; some rationalisation of  office and storage space to create improved staff welfare conditions; and a proposed planning application to permit the re establishment of a former second entrance from Harefield Road which should improve safety further. The depot is designated as housing land in the Three Rivers Local Plan, and it has been estimated that the value of the land on the open market is £2.7M.  If Batchworth Depot were to be considered seriously as being a long term depot for Environmental Protection several issues would require to be addressed.  These include the securing of funding, the relocation of the current office building into the north west corner of the site and its redevelopment or replacement with purpose-built, DDA compliant facilities;  the approval for the second entrance;  improvements to the workshop facilities; and another location for recycling tipping bays.  Over the past 3 years all options other than Wiggenhall have been rejected.  If Wiggenhall is not pursued it is considered extremely unlikely that a local transfer station will ever be found.  If that were the case, and no other solution was found, the Council would face the unpalatable choice of abandoning its policy of aiming to provide weekly recycling collections.

2.7 Wiggenhall Depot, Wiggenhall Road, Watford. The potential for shared use of this depot was initially recognised in 2003. It was the subject of the feasibility study which concluded that shared use by TRDC and WBC as a depot and transfer station was feasible if certain criteria were met. The depot measures approximately 14,000 square metres in size and has several unused areas within it.  The depot lies approximately 4 miles from Batchworth.  Following the feasibility study officers identified a number of risks which will require careful management prior to any firm commitment being made.  Recently WBC officers have indicated that there is a possibility that WBC will continue with its current recycling arrangements, which would mean that the proposed transfer station would require to be financed and operated solely by TRDC. This would result in revenue costs to TRDC rising to a level significantly higher than currently. It is estimated that the additional revenue cost would amount to £70k per annum, which officers believe would necessitate TRDC’s withdrawal from the project. WBC officers are however currently deciding on this. Although detailed work is in its early stages, the possibility of using “modular” buildings is seen as a possible way of keeping costs down. At the Public Services & Health Policy Panel on 05 June 2006 members expressed their desire that officers provide assurance of long term security of tenure by TRDC for use of the site, and this is also being worked on jointly.

2.7.1 Central Depot, Forward Drive, Harrow, Middlesex.  This depot is operated by the London Borough of Harrow and is situated in Wealdstone, Middlesex, approximately 10 miles from TRDC’s current depot at Batchworth.  This large depot measures over 25,000 square metres but, since it is occupied by the Borough’s waste and recycling services, housing repairs, transport, vehicle workshops, meals-on-wheels, highways, street cleansing, grounds maintenance and parking enforcement teams, it is full to capacity and would not be able to accommodate TRDC’s Environmental Protection staff.

2.7.2 London Road, Amersham, Bucks. This depot is occupied by Chiltern District’s waste management services and is also partly occupied by Bucks County Council and a Household Waste Recycling Centre.  It covers a huge area – in excess of 35,000 sq. metres – but it lies 8 miles from Batchworth and is fully occupied by its current users.

2.7.3 New Years Green Lane, Harefield, Middlesex.  There is currently a Household waste Recycling Centre in New Years Green Lane, Harefield,  operated on behalf of London Borough of Hillingdon.  This site is fully occupied.

2.7.4 Cupid Green Depot, Hemel Hempstead.  This site is currently used by TRDC for disposal of its recyclables.  It is a large site but, at 12 miles from Batchworth, it is too remote from TRDC’s area and it is fully occupied by Dacorum BC.

2.7.5 Furtherfield Depot, Abbots Langley.  This depot is owned by the District Council and currently comprises small industrial units, each individually leased to small businesses, and a section used by TRDC for storage of bins and recycling boxes. The leases with the current occupiers can be terminated within relatively short notice periods. It measures approximately 3,200 sq. metres.  This would be just large enough to house a depot and possibly transfer bays. Planning permission would require to be sought to change from the site’s current use to a new depot, and possibly for a small extension to the south of the site (there exists the remains of a former access gate and road from the site’s former use as a landfill site) however this is a sensitive site, in close proximity to houses, and in 2003 it was discarded as an option for recycling bays before the planning application was considered by Development Control Committee (see  2.2 above) because of concerns that there would be excessive noise disturbance to residents.  Officers do not believe that planning consent would be granted for a depot now, and so Furtherfield cannot be considered further.

2.7.6 Riverside Drive, Rickmansworth.  This site had been under consideration by officers for use as a transfer station only until TRDC objected to HCC’s planning application for the transfer station and HCC’s extended household waste site. HCC, as the local planning authority for waste matters, later obtained 2 planning consents for the extended HWRC:  one occupying the whole of the site and the other occupying two thirds of it with TRDC’s transfer station taking up the remainder. TRDC viewed both of these developments as inappropriate since they did not comply with the Local Plan (Minute DC 180/04 refers). TRDC still has £134k capital approved for the building of a transfer station.  HCC officers have indicated informally that there remains an opportunity for TRDC to use part of the site as a transfer station if the planning position were to change, however officers do not believe that this is likely.

2.7.7 Potters Bar depot. This is Hertsmere Borough Council’s depot which was purpose built for its waste services in 2004. It is just large enough for Hertsmere’s current operations, and it lies approximately 20 miles from Batchworth, and is therefore too small and too remote to merit further consideration.

2.7.8 Harlington Road, Hillingdon.  This is a large depot operated by LB Hillingdon. It is approximately 14 miles from Batchworth and approximately 19,000 sq. metres in size.  It is too remote to merit further consideration.

2.7.9 St Albans.  The depot used by St Albans City & District Council incorporates a small transfer station and basic MRF.  This site has provided TRDC with an emergency outlet for recyclables in the past when Cupid Green has been closed due to occasional emergencies or repairs.  It provides a welcome stop gap in such eventualities but has never been considered as a serious alternative to Cupid Green since it has insufficient capacity to accept TRDC’s recyclables on a regular basis and it cannot accept TRDC’s glass at any time.  It cannot be considered for use as a depot either because of its small size.

2.7.10 Former HCC site, Huntonbridge.  This small site would be too small to consider as a depot but may be large enough for a transfer station.  Since HCC vacated the site in 2004 when the HWRC was relocated to Waterdale, the site has been the subject of Planning Applications, the most recent of which has been approved following an appeal for the establishment of a vehicle yard by its owners who acquired it from HCC.

2.7.11 Waterdale, Bricket Wood.  This is currently the site of the HWRC, operated by HCC, and also the waste transfer station where TRDC’s residual waste is tipped prior to its final destination at landfill.  This site is currently fully used and would therefore not be an option.

2.8 The following sites, outside of the Local Authority Sector, have also become apparent to officers and these have been explored, as follows:

2.8.1 Unit 7, Byefleet Ind Est, Tolpits Lane.  This site was originally looked at prior to the January 2005 report.  It had been discarded because a) it measures only 1,800 sq. metres, b) the layout of the site is such that it is not the correct shape and would require extensive alterations, and c) the owner of the site was seeking to lease the site rather than dispose of it.  More recently officers have looked again at this site and enquired about possible sale of the freehold.  The freeholder’s agent has indicated that he is still unwilling to consider this.  Officers do not consider that taking up a leasehold would be a favourable option.

2.8.2 Site near TRDC/WBC boundary: The possibility of this site only became apparent to officers after completion of the Wiggenhall feasibility study, through informal discussions with the current owners. The site is located near the centre of Three Rivers District, close to the boundary with Watford. It has a useable area measuring a little over 5,000 sq. metres, and includes a 1990’s-built office block with integral vehicle workshop, all constructed and fitted out to a high standard. This is a sensitive site in planning terms as it lies entirely within the Metropolitan Green Belt. An adjoining grassed area, which forms part of the overall site, is not available for operational use since the existing consent was granted on condition that there would be no further development of the site. There is also considerable sensitivity and need for absolute discretion with regard to this site. Discussions have taken place on an informal and exploratory basis, in strict confidence, and the current owners have not discussed any possible sale or relocation with their staff. However, should the site be offered for sale, officers consider that the freehold interest might be purchased for around £1.3M at current values, and that it could be adapted for an early relocation by Environmental Protection staff, with only minor works being required. Obtaining an Operator’s license is unlikely to present a problem as the current occupiers use the site as an operating centre.  The likelihood of the Environment Agency issuing a waste management license for waste transfer is unknown. It is clear however that there would be no likelihood of obtaining planning consent for tipping bays.
2.8.3 Springwell Lane.  Officers briefly considered a site in Springwell Lane, Mill End.  This sizeable site was ideally located however the owners indicated that their interest was in leasing the site.  The lease cost was put at £400k per annum which would be prohibitive.

2.8.4 Unknown site.  An agency approached officers via a letter which indicated that their client had for sale a piece of land which had full planning permission for a waste transfer station in the area.  The agent indicated that the Council would require to complete a “non disclosure agreement” before any further details would be released.  Advice from Legal colleagues was that officers are not permitted to sign such declarations because of the requirements of the Freedom of Information Act. A reply was sent to the agent advising this.  No response was received.  Following members’ concerns that officers explore all other known options, officers approached the agent informally and advised that the Council may be interested in discussing, in strictest confidence initially, any possible sites of which they knew, if this was agreeable to their clients.  An outline of the Council’s requirements was discussed with the agent who advised that in all likelihood they would not be able to source a suitable depot within Three Rivers or adjacent areas for less than £2M.

2.8.5 Thames Water site, Maple Lodge.  Officers considered two possible areas within this large site in 2005 however work did not progress on this because initial advice was that the entire site lies within Metropolitan Green Belt and so development would not be permitted.  The main sewage treatment works lies to the south-east of the site however various other parts of the site, all of which is owned by Thames Water Utilities (TWU), are disused but previously developed.  Two potential areas within the site have been explored.  The first of these lies to the north west of the site and occupies a roughly rectangular area of approximately 9,000 sq. m. The second possibility lies to the east of the site, is triangular in shape, and measures 6,000 sq. m.  Heavy traffic is currently not permitted to use Maple Lodge Close but it is envisaged that TRDC waste vehicles would use the private TWU road in any case.  Enquiries have been made with regard to possible purchase of part of the site however it is not thought likely that this site will be viable because of its status as Green Belt.  

2.9 There may exist a further possibility to provide weekly recycling collections without being dependant on a local tipping site.  Some years ago the concept of “split body” refuse collection vehicles (RCVs) was introduced in the UK.  Such vehicles offered the promise of the facility to collect two materials simultaneously and compact them, thereby maximising payload potential, and minimising trips to the tipping site. By around 2000 however it was becoming apparent that they did not offer the solution which had been envisaged.  Cross contamination proved to be a common problem, and reliability was poor, which resulted in poor recycling yields and low customer uptake of the service.  More recently manufacturers have begun to offer new versions of the earlier split RCVs. It is claimed that the old problems of cross contamination and reliability have been solved.  An option exists to allow collection of plastics/cans in one half of the vehicle, paper in the other half,  and mixed glass in a simple, side-loading, non-compaction compartment forward of the split compaction body. Officers believe that split RCVs could potentially offer a solution if a local transfer station cannot be found; it has been estimated that fortnightly collection could be carried out with one fewer vehicle than at present, and that weekly collection could be achieved using the same number of vehicles as at present, by using split RCVs and continuing with Cupid Green as a tipping site. A trial was carried out in July 2006 involving a split RCV.  The trial took place over too short a period to provide empirical information however enough experience was gained to conclude that there is a good case for carrying out a more lengthy and more detailed trial aimed at gathering enough test data to inform a decision about this as a solution.  Officers would then report the findings to Policy Panel and Executive Committee.

2.10
A final option to be noted is that of wheeled bins for recycling.  Many authorities are now providing their residents with a 240 litre wheeled bin for all dry recyclables, and collecting it fortnightly.  Such an option would obviate the need for weekly collection and would be simpler to use by residents, since all the recyclables could be co-mingled in one container with no pre-sorting required.  Recyclables would then be separated at a Materials Reclamation Facility (MRF) before being sent to their respective reprocessing plants.  It would not be practical for TRDC to change to such a system unless there was a MRF in the area, capable of dealing with all of TRDC’s recyclable fractions, and it is unlikely that such a MRF will be commissioned in the foreseeable future. 

3.
Options/Reasons for Recommendation
3.1
Officers recommend that all of the options detailed in 2.6 and 2.7 above, other than Wiggenhall and Batchworth, be discarded at this stage. If Batchworth were to be considered further then a separate transfer facility would still require to be found.  The remaining Options are therefore:-

3.2 Option 1.  Continue with Wiggenhall as the first choice.  The feasibility study confirmed that joint use of the site is feasible.  The study identified indicative costs in the order of £1M capital to TRDC and annual revenue costs of a similar level to the current revenue cost for Batchworth, subject to WBC making shared use of the waste transfer station.

3.3
Option 2.  Retain Batchworth and either re evaluate the possibility of other waste transfer sites or accept that weekly recycling will not be achievable unless split vehicles are found in the future to be practical.  This option would have a capital implication since improvements will still need to be made, and no receipt would be gained from disposal of the depot.  Any aspiration to develop the site for housing in line with the Local Plan would not on the face of it be achievable.

4.
Policy/Budget Implications
4.1
The recommendations in this report are within the Council’s agreed policy but not within budgets.

  
  5.
Financial, Legal, Equal Opportunities, Staffing, Environmental, Community Safety, Customer Services Centre and Website Implications
  5.1
None specific.

6.
Risk Management Implications
6.1
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. 

6.2
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.

6.3

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

Description of Risk
Impact
Likelihood

42
Failure to obtain Operator’s  License for Wiggenhall
III
D

43
Watford BC seek to withdraw from arrangement
IV
E

44
Three Rivers  seek to withdraw from arrangement
IV
F

45
Workforce dissatisfied with move
II
D

46
Failure to reach mutually advantageous agreement
IV
E

53
Changes to operator’s License not approved
IV
D

54
Waste Management License application turned down
IV
D

55
Opposition to demolition of certain depot buildings
IV
D

56
Accidents on site due to increased traffic
III
E

57
Depot congested at critical times
I
C

58
Temporary closure of waste transfer facility
II
E

59
Lack of continual service provision during redevelopment of depot
III
D

60
Inadequate vehicle parking
II
C

61
Ineffective depot management by both authorities
II
E

62
Failure of 2 workforces to share facilities appropriately
I
D

63
Union Strike
III
C

64
Public safety immediately outside the depot
III
E

65
TRDC staff without cars or access to public transport
II
C

66
Two workforces on different terms & conditions
III
A

67 
Planning consent not given for waste transfer bays
III
D






6.4

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

40
Wiggenhall not found to be suitable
III
D

41
Failure to locate local tipping space elsewhere
III
B

45
Workforce dissatisfied with move
II
D

53
Changes to operator’s License not approved
IV
D

54
Waste Management License application turned down
IV
D

60
Inadequate vehicle parking
II
C

67 
Planning consent not given for waste transfer bays
III
D

68
Serious accident occurs due to vehicle movement at Batchworth Depot
IV
C






6.5

Of the risks above the following are already included in service plans:

Description of Risk
Service Plan


All 
Environmental Protection

6.6
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. 

Likelihood
A


66


Impact
Likelihood


B


41


V = Catastrophic
A = >98%


C
57
60 65
63
68

IV = Critical
B = 75% - 98%


D
62
45 
40 42 59 67
53 54 55

III = Significant
C = 50% - 75%


E

58 61
56 64
43 46

II = Marginal
D = 25% - 50%


F



44

I = Negligible
E = 2% - 25%



I
II
III
IV
V

F =  <2%


Impact





6.7
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.

7.  
Recommendation

7.1
That   the Panel notes the work already carried out by officers in relation to evaluating options other than Wiggenhall.

7.2
That the Panel recommends to Executive committee that officers continue to work on Wiggenhall as the preferred option.

7.3
That the Panel recommends that Executive Committee notes the possibility of no other known options for local transfer facilities, should circumstances change.

7.4
That officers produce a report to the Public Services & Health Policy Panel on Split body refuse collection vehicles.


Background Papers


  Report prepared by:
  Karl Murdoch, Head of Environmental Protection


The recommendations contained in this report DO NOT constitute a KEY DECISION. 

APPENDICES / ATTACHMENTS

None.
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