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1.
PURPOSE

1.1 To recommend Members object to the proposals by Lancashire County Council, Waste Disposal Authority to close the Petre Arms Household Waste Recycling Centre in Langho.



1.2
Relevance to the Council’s ambitions and priorities:


· Council Ambitions – Protect and enhance the environmental quality of the area.

· Council`s core values - Ensure that access to services is available to all; and treat everyone equally.

· Community Objectives – Environmental excellence

· Corporate Priorities – To recycle and compost 56% of all waste by 2015 in accordance with our Waste Management Strategy

· To support the commitments in the Corporate Performance and Improvement Plan 2007 we will:
ACTION



OUTPUTS & TARGETS

To roll out the three stream waste 
The 3 stream refuse and 

collection service    
recycling service will cover all parts of the Borough and be extended to 95% of households by the end of 2008.

To raise awareness of waste                    
The amount of waste produced 

minimisation, recycling and 
by each household reduced to 

composting 
388kg per property per annum by 2010 and increased participation in recycling and composting initiatives

2.
BACKGROUND

2.1
In 2006 The County Councils Overview and Scrutiny Committee for Sustainable Development in considering budget provision for 2007/08 set up a Member Task Group to review the Councils Waste Management Services and make recommendations on the future of the service.

2.2
One of the outcomes of the review was the suggested closure of 5 Household Waste Recycling Centres (HWRCs) throughout Lancashire, one of which was the Petre Arms facility in Langho located within the Ribble Valley and another site used by our residents located outside the borough in Padiham, Burnley.

2.3
When news of the proposals were made public the Council was inundated with calls from the public concerned on the withdrawal of a popular and well used local household waste recycling and disposal facilitiy.

2.4
Representations were made to the County Council from both Members and officers objecting to the closure of the site and offering alternative solutions to reduce operational costs at these sites.

2.5
County decided that further work was needed on the proposals and a consultant was hired to undertake a full strategic review of HWRCs and so they withdrew their earlier recommendations to close the 5 sites.

2.6
During the consultants review your officers had cause to question the methodology as it appeared little consultation had been undertaken with districts and other stakeholders. We were concerned that the differences in district make up and catchment population would not be given due consideration and that their criteria for assessing the suitability of locations and value for money would not take into account the demographic nature of Ribble Valley.

2.7 
The response received was ` As far as the criteria for value for money is concerned, the review takes a holistic approach, looking at everything from population, customer satisfaction rates, catchment areas (via road not as the crow flies), waste throughputs, leases, planning permissions etc. therefore allowing for the differences between rural and urban populations. 

3.
ISSUES

3.1
The consultants report we believe is significantly flawed and does not give a true nor accurate assessment of the arrangements provided within each district and how they have applied the high criteria that was considered core for the future delivery of the HWRC network to each site. It also does not take account that the waste recycling and collection systems operated within Ribble Valley  are not the same as the waste streams that are/will be provided by districts signed up to the Cost Sharing Agreement nor have they taken account of any changes to our services and possible changes to our bring site network. 

3.2
The high criteria that were considered core for the future delivery of the HWRC network is listed below and in our view is contradictory to the proposals for closure of some sites including Petre Arms, Langho and Padiham.

· To maintain or improve on the `HWRC experience` - convenience of access and ease of use to the customer.

· To maintain or improve on the rates of recycling and recovery currently achieved across the HWRC network.

· To bring about efficiency savings in the delivery of the HWRC service.

· To maintain or reduce the environmental impact of car-borne customers.

· To provide a collection point for difficult and more polluting wastes such as paint, batteries and electrical items.

· To continue to target high volume and high tonnage materials not currently recycled or collected at the kerbside.

· To provide a consistent level of HWRC service across all communities.

3.3
It is clear from the recommendations by the County Officers to close 5 sites as suggested in Option 2 of the consultants report (Optimised network in which over 90% of the population is within 5 miles of a HWRC less than the current network) that they have not given equal weighting to the set criterion as above.

3.4
We would argue reduction in the number of sites will not maintain nor improve the rates of recycling and recovery currently achieved across the HWRC network nor satisfy customers ease of use, especially those that would have to travel significantly longer distances to an alternative site. Similarly the recommendations will increase rather maintain/reduce the environmental impact of car-borne customers.

3.5
Clearly with the proposals many of our residents will be affected in having to deliver their waste to the HWRC at Henthorn, Clitheroe. And challenge that 90% of our residents are within 5 miles of a site. We have raised the issue that as a small rural authority many of our residents will be disadvantaged by any change to the site.

3.6
As a final comment to the report I would suggest that a strategic review has not been undertaken and that no effort has been made to identify options for a single strategically located site to replace Petre and Henthorn either by the consultant or as recommended in the report by County Officers.

3.7
In 2008/09 over 3771 tonnes of waste was delivered to the PetreArms HWRC, of which 1308 tonne was recycled 603 tonnes composted, 1148 tonne rubble & hardcore and 710 tonnes landfilled. Surprisingly this site achieved a recycling rate of 72.91% the highest rate of all the sites within the Lancashire network. 3799 tonnes of waste was delivered to the Padiham site in the same year achieving only a 59% recycling rate performance. 

3.8
I have included the tonnages from Padiham as this site is located more conveniently for use by our householders in areas such as Read, Simonstone, Sabden.

3.9
The problem we face following the closure of both these sites is to determine what the householders might do with the waste they normally deliver to these facilities. Whilst we might expect some to deliver their waste to their nearest HWRC others may not be so accommodating. We may very well see a significant increase in flytipping and greater demand for our bulky household collection service which we currently estimate recovers around 400 tonnes per year and almost certainly an increase in the amount of side waste presented for collection. An evaluation of the possible cost and impact on the council services is presented further in this report within the section covering Risk Assessment, 4.1 resources. 

3.10
The next meeting of the Sustainable Development Overview & Scrutiny Committee on Monday 29th March 2010 will consider a report by County officers recommending the closure of the 5 HWRCs.

3.11
Interestingly Leicestershire Waste Partnership has achieved a 52% recycling and composting rate and officially confirmed as the top ranking two-tier county for recycling in the Country. They put down their success to commitment and working in partnership and that central to the recycling and composting performance is the provision of the Household Waste Recycling Centre network. They have made significant investment in their sites to increase performance with 94% of householders satisfied with their site with this figure continuing to rise.

4.
RISK ASSESSMENT

The approval of this report may have the following implications:

● 
Resources – The impact that the closure of Petre Arms and Padiham HWRCs will have on the Councils services is at this stage purely speculative although it is based on the experience of officers.  


For the purpose of this report we have assumed that the 3771 tonnes of waste from the Petre Arms site and 1000 tonnes of waste from the Padiham site each year will need to be dealt with through the remaining HWRC facilities in Ribble Valley and the services provided by this Council.


Approximately 46% (2195 tonnes) of the waste taken to these sites is waste for which a charge is made if picked up as a special collection i.e rubble and hardcore and compostable waste. Will householders pay the charge for the Councils Bulky Household collection service or continue to take to the alternate facilities? What percentage will be flytipped to avoid such payment and/or avoid traveling the extra distance? We cannot at this present time put a figure to these issues although we could try to mitigate such actions through publicity campaigns.


Approximately 54% (2576 tonnes) of the waste is material that we would be obliged to recover mainly through the bulky household collection service subject to current conditions covering bulky household waste collection service.


Assuming that we are requested to collect 25% of the chargeable waste and 50% of the normal household waste this would equate to 1836 tonnes. Based on the current demand the bulky collection service recovers over 400 tonnes per annum at an approximate cost of £91,817. If extrapolated, this would mean that the additional 1836 tonnes would require our service to increase its resources by nearly 500% at an additional cost of £459,085.


Flytipping – When County introduced the van ban on the HWRC we experienced a 50% increase in the number of incidents although this only continued for a period of 3 months before returning to normal levels. We could therefore expect the number of incidents of flytipping to increase dramatically. The effect of this will be felt by the street cleansing team whose responsibility is to investigate and deal with flytipping and any increase will impact on their primary duties to keep the streets of Ribble Valley clean.


We could see an increase in the amount of side waste presented for collection leading to some difficulties in the collection operation and the need to take enforcement action.

●
Technical, Environmental and Legal – Waste deposited at the Household Waste Centres is not included within the waste tonnages reported by Ribble Valley Borough Council when calculating its waste management performances. Any additional waste that will find its way into our collection services we collect will have a dramatic effect in reducing the Councils recycling and waste minimisation performances and could prevent us from reaching statutory and local strategy targets. 

●
Political – None identified at this stage as a direct result of this report 

    ●
Reputation – Many householders assume that Ribble Valley Borough Council is responsible for the Household Waste sites located within its area and any resulting publicity will need to cover this misconception..  Householders that use these facilities will see it as a withdrawal of services and this may affect their support for the Councils overall waste minimization and recycling targets and objectives. Such a change in attitude may be experienced through the 3 stream collection system.


Increasing tonnages will also have a negative affect on the Councils overall waste minimization and recycling performance.

5.
RECOMMENDED THAT COMMITTEE:

5.1 Note the report, and;

5.2
Instruct Officers to write to Lancashire County Council objecting to the closure of the Petre Arms, HWRC and raising concerns over the closure of Padiham HWRC. 

DIRECTOR OF COMMERCIAL SERVICES
For further information, please contact John Heap.  Tel: 01200 414461

Background papers: 

Lancashire County Council HWRC Strategic Review                

 Lancashire County Council Sustainable Development Overview & Scrutiny Committee Reports – Household Waste Recycling Centres Task Group

 A Greener Strategy for a Greener Future

Rubbish to Resources

Cost Sharing Agreement

Waste Management Files

DECISION








