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PUBLIC SERVICES & HEALTH POLICY PANEL – 2 NOVEMBER 2006

PART I – NOT DELEGATED

9a.
RECYCLING CONTAMINATION ISSUES


(DLE)  
1. Summary
1.1
To advise Members of the contamination taking place in various recycling schemes.

2.
Details

2.1
Members will be aware that in April the Council had 9 garden waste loads rejected at the composting site in Harefield, indicating that there was a severe problem with residents contaminating their green waste bins throughout the district.  In order to try and stop the contamination from continuing, officers issued several press releases and designed a flier, giving details of the type of materials that were wrongly being placed in the bins. These fliers were left under the brown bin lids.  In addition, a letter was sent to the householder advising them that they had contaminated their bin (Appendix 1) 

2.2
Unfortunately, in some areas of the district, the fliers only served to advise residents to hide contaminants under genuine garden waste and therefore a visual inspection could not detect whether contaminants were within the bin. It became obvious that a small minority of residents was using the garden bin as a means of disposing of excess household waste. Examples of some of the items found in the bins are: vacuum cleaner, king-size duvet and a pair of Wellington boots. The crews do not have the time to search a bin thoroughly before emptying it (particularly in the summer months, when they could be working 10 hour days) and therefore additional temporary staff were employed for a 4 month period to go out with the crews and view the bins as they were being emptied and write down the actual contamination seen. This had the added advantage that back office staff had the details to hand and should a resident, upon receipt of the letter, telephone to discuss, staff could inform them what the actual problem was.

2.3
In view of the fact that some residents still continued to contaminate their bins a second time, a much stronger letter was then sent out (Appendix 2), which advised that the Council could issue a Fixed Penalty Notice (FPN) of £100 if this practice continued.

2.4
Since the above measures were put in place, there has been a vast improvement on the level of contamination within the garden waste bins. There were no rejected loads throughout the summer, but 3 have been experienced recently, which may be because the reduction in garden waste leaves more space in the bin. The 3 rejected loads have all originated from one area of the district and so officers are targeting this area with publicity and Environmental Protection staff are also checking the bins on these rounds. 

2.5
A different contamination issue has also been highlighted over the summer months. The level of ‘wrong’ plastics and contraries within the mixed cans and plastics stream has resulted in crew members being asked to pull items out at the Materials Recycling Centre (MRF). Since the scheme’s inception in 1992, all literature concerning the recycling scheme has stated that the only plastic that the Council collects are bottles. Unfortunately residents are placing all types of plastic within their boxes. The problem is compounded by the fact that manufacturers use the recycling logo to indicate that their plastic can be recycled, but this may be within the manufacturing process itself and not apply to post-consumer waste. 

2.6
In view of the high contamination levels within the plastics, officers have increased the publicity about the fact that the current scheme is for plastic bottles only; several press releases have been issued, an article will be published within the autumn edition of Three Rivers Times and advertisements have been placed in local literature. The problem is still continuing however and, because of time constraints, it is not possible for the crews to sort fully through the material left in the plastics box. Officers would therefore like to repeat the exercise carried out with green waste, whereby people go out with the crews and actually remove the contaminants and leave them with the householder, together with a leaflet explaining why they cannot be recycled. There is however a cost implication of £10,100, however this can be met from within an existing recycling budget..

2.7
Contamination issues in flats
2.7.1
The contamination of recycling within certain flat blocks, where communal recycling facilities have been provided is much higher than in other areas of the district. The problem with these sites is that it is difficult to prove who is actually contaminating the bins. In many instances the bins are so contaminated they have to be taped up (to stop them being used) and emptied on an ordinary refuse lorry and disposed of to landfill. The problem is so widespread that these contaminated bins are now collected on a weekly basis on a special collection round. The average tonnage of material disposed of on this round is 3.72 tonnes.

2.7.2
The environmental inspectors are spending a considerable amount of time working with flat blocks to try and educate residents. Each time a bin is contaminated, all residents within that block are written to giving details of what can be placed in each bin. In addition fliers and posters  specific to flats have been designed, however despite many attempts to stop the contamination, the problem still continues. Officers therefore suggest that, if 3 or more letters are written to residents within a flat block, over a period of 4 months (to account for new residents) and the contamination still continues, that the recycling facilities are removed. 

3
Options / Reasons for recommendations 

3.1   
Despite increased publicity, contamination of recycling is still a problem and because of this there are a significant amount of recyclables, which are being landfilled, rather than recycled. Employing staff to remove the recyclables and explain to residents what they contamination is, should see this problem improve.

3.2
The issue of contaminated recycling in some flat blocks is so severe that the bin contents cannot be mixed with the normal recycling rounds. Contaminated bins are therefore collected on a separate collection rounds at a cost to the Council (although this is contained within existing budgets). It is estimated that the 4 environmental inspectors are spending 25% of their time liasing and trying to sort out the contamination in flats. As enforcement progresses they will no longer have the time to carry out this intensive work.

3.3
Officers submitted a bid for finance to be provided from a special fund by the government’s Waste & Recycling Action Programme (WRAP).  The programme was set up specifically to handle issues of contamination and officers at TRDC acted as the lead for the bid, which was made jointly by Three Rivers, Watford, Hertsmere and Dacorum.  The bid was unsuccessful but it would have provided staff to work for a specified period and whose sole purpose would have been to visit properties throughout the district, identifying contamination and communicating with customers to resolve the contamination issues. One option would be to await further funding opportunities such as this however it is imperative that this problem is tackled urgently.

4
Budgetary / Policy Implications

4.1
The recommendations within this report are within the Council’s agreed policy and budgets. 

5
Financial Implications.

5.1
All costs will be met from within existing budgets. However, should members chose not to have staff visiting households to highlight contamination, there will be an additional saving of £10,100 in this years kerbside recycling budget. 

6 
Staffing Implications,

6.1
The staff employed to go out with the crews will be employed on a temporary contract of 3 months

6.2
Removing the recycling facilities from flats that continue to contaminate the bins will free up the inspectors time and  enable them to concentrate on enforcement.

7
Legal Implications

7.1
         The  Environmental Protection Act 1990, Section 46 (as amended by the    Clean Neighbourhoods And Environment Act 2005, Section 47za) allows local authorities to issue FPNs to residents that either, place recyclables within their residual waste bin, or contaminate their recycling with contraries. If a resident fails to pay the FPN they can then be prosecuted. Howvere, in a recent case brought by Exeter City Council against a resident that continually placed recyclables in their residual bin, the Magistrate found for the resident, as it could not be proved that it was them who placed the recyclables in the bin.  

8
Community Safety, Customer Service, Website Implications

8.1
None specific

9
Environmental Implications

9.1
The recommendations within this report should reduce the amount of  contamination within the recycling and therefore decrease the amount of waste being disposed of to landfill and in crease the Councils recycling rate..

10
Risk Management Implications  -

10.1
  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. 

10.2
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.

10.3
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

76
Increased complaints from residents due to removal of facilities
I
D

77
Contamination levels do not reduce
II
E

10.4 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

78
Contamination levels do not reduce
II
B

79
Recycling rate decreases
III
C

10.5
Of the risks detailed above none are already managed within a service plan.

10.6
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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10.7
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.
11
Recommendations

11.1
That the Executive be recommended that:

11.1.1
temporary staff are employed to go out with recycling crews and list types of contaminant in boxes

11.1.2
that if officers believe that residents within a block of flats are deliberately contaminating their recycling bins, then the facilities are removed from that block.
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APPENDIX 1


Date :

Tel No :

E-mail  :

Department :
16 November, 2006
01923 776611  
enquiries@threerivers.gov.uk  
Environmental Protection 

    

Dear Resident

Brown bin collection

Residents’ enthusiasm for the new brown bin collection scheme has helped the council achieve a recycling figure of over 40% - the highest in Hertfordshire.  However several lorry loads of brown bin waste have recently been rejected from the composting site.  This costs the Council approximately £2000 to dispose of each time and the waste has to go to landfill.   

It has been noted that your bin was contaminated on your last collection and we therefore cannot empty it. It is now your responsibility to remove the contamination and place it in your refuse bin.  The brown bin can then be left out on your next collection day.  

The brown bin is for the disposal of garden waste, organic kitchen waste and cardboard (not waxed or plasticized) only.  

The crews have to record a high number of contaminated bins on each round so it is impossible for them to note down exactly what is causing the contamination in each bin.  However a common error made by residents is placing plastic bags, or cardboard boxes that still contain polystyrene or plastic packing material, in the bin.  I realise also that passers-by or visitors may have dropped non compostable items into your brown bin.  Nevertheless each resident is ultimately responsible for the bin’s contents until they are collected.

The 1990 Environmental Protection Act gave councils powers to decide on the type of containers to be used for various household wastes. A Notice can be issued to a resident to require them to comply with this. The Council also has new powers under Section 47ZA of the Clean Neighbourhoods & Environment Act 2005 to issue Fixed Penalty Notices if a resident does not comply with a Notice like the one above.  As you may not have been aware of the possible consequences, we do not intend to issue a notice in this instance.

In the meantime thank you for supporting the council’s recycling efforts.

Yours faithfully

[image: image1.png]



Jennie Moore

Environmental Projects Officer






APPENDIX 2


Date :

Tel No :

E-mail  :

Department :
  
01923 776611  
enquiries@threerivers.gov.uk  
Environmental Protection     

Dear Resident

NOTICE UNDER ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION ACT 1990, SECTION 46 [AS AMENDED BY THE CLEAN NEIGHBOURHOODS AND ENVIRONMENT ACT 2005, SECTION 47ZA]

As previously advised, Section 47ZA of the Clean Neighbourhoods and Environment Act 2005 allows local authorities to issue Fixed Penalty Notices with a financial penalty of £100 to householders which do not use the waste receptacles provided correctly.  

It has been noted that your brown bin was contaminated on your last collection. I wrote to you previously asking that you ensure that the brown bin is used for garden and compostible waste only.  I now write to serve a notice under section 46 of the Environmental Protection Act 1990. It is imperative that you ensure that the brown bin is not contaminated in future. You will be issued with a Fixed Penalty Notice of £100 if the bin is found to be contaminated again. Failure to pay this will result in prosecution with fines of up to £20,000.

You may feel that this is harsh, but every load rejected at the composting plant costs the Council over £2000 to collect and dispose of. The bill for April was over £18,000. It is often only a few households which contaminate the waste, which then ruins the efforts of other households which have separated the waste correctly. The brown bin is for the disposal of garden waste, organic kitchen waste and cardboard (not waxed or plasticized) only.  

The crews have a high number of contaminated bins to record on each round so it is impossible for them to note down exactly what is causing the contamination in each bin.  However a common error made by residents is placing plastic bags, or cardboard boxes that still contain polystyrene or plastic packing material, in the bin. If you require clarification please call the Customer Service Centre on the number above.

Yours faithfully
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Alison Page

Environmental Protection Manager
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