Public consultation on proposals for changes to Cumbria’s household waste recycling centres
FREQUENTLY ASKED QUESTIONS
Q: Why are we doing this?

In last year’s budget the council agreed that savings should be found from the HWRC budget. This was part of the 2011/12 budget consultation. Following a full review we are now publishing detailed proposals for change and asking for the public’s views through this consultation.  

Q: How much will we save?

The potential savings associated with changes to the HWRC network are subject to contractual negotiation with Shanks Ltd (who are contracted to run the HWRC network) hence cannot be stated with absolute certainty at this time. The figures within the consultation materials are best estimates based on current costs.

Approximately £1m would be saved as a result of the six proposed closures (based on both the costs of operating the sites and associated haulage costs). In addition there are savings associated with the proposed reduction in opening days (£221k) and opening hours (£74k) across the network as well as income that would be generated through the proposal to charge for non-household waste (£200k).
The savings associated with the new site at Lilleyhall are anticipated at £250k per year. Savings have also been identified from other changes to the service that would not have direct public impact, for example not repainting skips as frequently, selling waste wood for fuel as opposed to recycling. These changes are anticipated to save in excess of £250k.

Taken together the proposed changes would be likely to save the council just over £2m per year.

Q: Will the proposals mean recycling rates will go down, resulting in increased landfill costs?
At face value this may seem a reasonable assumption, however there are a number of reasons why the council does not believe this will be a significant issue.
Waste collected through the HWRC network accounts for 19% of total waste collected in Cumbria. The sites proposed for closure handled just 15% of this waste; in other words just 3% of the total waste produced in Cumbria. In terms of tonnage this represents 7633 tonnes. Of this 4363 tonnes (57%) went to landfill anyway and 3270 tonnes (43%) were recycled. 
The worst case scenario would be that none of that waste was recycled in future – resulting in an additional 3270 tonnes going to landfill. This would represent a 1.04% increase in the total volume of waste that went to landfill in Cumbria (based on 2010 figures, see http://www.environment-agency.gov.uk/research/library/data/132647.aspx#North_West).
We think this scenario is highly unlikely. While we recognise there may be some impact on the volume of waste recycled, we do not anticipate it would decrease dramatically. This is because of the other options still available to residents, including:

 

· Alternative HWRC sites within the network

· Proposed Mobile HWRC service in areas of site closures

· Existing Recycling Points located throughout Cumbria (eg in supermarket car parks and elsewhere) For information on locations of these recycling points please visit: http://www.resourcecumbria.org/recycling/Points/points.asp
· Collections of usable furniture and usable electrical items through District Councils or using 3rd sector organisations such as Impact Furniture Services & British Heart Foundation 

· Kerbside recycling services (where in operation)

· Donating to charity shops

· Internet based reuse organisations such as “freecycle” and “freegle”

 
In addition, if people choose not to recycle, and put waste that they would have previously taken to the HWRC in their general household waste bin, then because of the council’s new Mechanical Biological Treatment waste treatment plant only 12.5% of that waste would end up as landfill as a by-product of the MBT process.  
For these reasons we would not expect the total volume of waste going to landfill increasing significantly if these proposals were introduced.

Q: Would fly-tipping increase if these proposals were implemented?

We think it is unlikely that incidents of fly-tipping would increase significantly. This is for three main reasons:
1.  Evidence from other council’s that have introduced similar changes shows limited or no increases in fly-tipping activity. These examples are listed below:
	When
	Where
	What
	Impact

	2011
	Devon County Council
	Introduced charging for non-household waste items (soil, rubble, plasterboard etc)
	No increase in fly-tipping rate reported

	2010
	Wolverhampton City Council
	Introduced reduced opening hours and days of operation
	No increase in fly-tipping rate reported in vicinity of sites

	2010
	Lancashire County Council
	Closed four HWRC sites
	Across the four affected areas fly-tipping incidents reduced by 20% in the three months after closure. 

	2004
	Hertfordshire County Council
	Closed one HWRC site
	In the three district council areas affect there was a 41% decrease in fly-tip incidents in the three years following closure of the site.


2. Research by the Government Department for Environment, Food and Rural Affairs has found that “…a lot of fly tipping is organised by professional criminals who can gain significant financial rewards' through not paying for waste disposal.” (http://archive.defra.gov.uk/environment/quality/local/flytipping/ ). 
This typically involves business waste which HWRCs do not currently accept.  Therefore the overall impact of any additional fly-tipping that did occur would be relatively small.

3. We do not believe that significant numbers of the Cumbrian public would choose to resort to criminal behaviour as a result of the proposed closures. There may be some inconvenience but we do not believe people will simply choose to break the law as a result.
In addition we would continue to monitor fly-tipping rates very carefully if the proposals were implemented. Recorded fly-tipping incidents in 2010/11 by district are shown below:

	District
	No. of incidents

	Allerdale
	911

	Barrow
	1273

	Copeland
	476

	Eden
	166

	Carlisle
	618

	South Lakeland
	481


(Source: http://www.defra.gov.uk/statistics/environment/waste/flytipping-in-england-annual-statistics/) 

Q:  Does the council receive income from selling the recyclable material collected and does this offset the cost of providing HWRCs?
Because of the council’s contractual arrangements with Shanks Ltd (who are contracted to run the HWRC network) it is Shanks Ltd who sells the waste and collects any income. This income is highly variable and depends on the amount of recyclable waste disposed of and the market price for this material. The contract the council has with Shanks Ltd takes into account the potential income from sale of recyclable waste but insulates the council from the effect of these fluctuations.
More generally, it would not be possible to run the current HWRC network on the proceeds of the sale of recyclable material alone. 

Q: Would it be possible to generate income by allowing trade waste to be disposed of at HWRC, thus avoiding closures?

This has been suggested by several people and the council is currently exploring the potential for this. At this time we cannot be certain how much income this could potentially generate.
 

Q: What efforts are made to reuse items disposed of at HWRC rather than send to landfill?
We do currently reuse items were possible. Shanks Ltd and Cumbria Waste Management currently work closely with 3rd Sector organisations to reuse items such as usable electrical items and furniture. Bikes used to be disposed of in the scrap metal skips for recycling however through partnership working these bikes are now repaired and resold locally by a company called Rebike.

Q: Is it not the case that Carbon emissions will rise significantly because people in areas where it is proposed their local site would close would be forced to travel further?
If everyone who currently visits one of these sites continued to make the same number of visits but to the next nearest available HWRC then there would be a significant increase in carbon emissions. 
However, we do not believe that people will actually behave this way; we would anticipate people making use of alternative methods of disposing of waste.

In particular the introduction of a mobile HWRC service would provide a local alternative, removing some of the need to travel to an alternative HWRC. We are seeking feedback on this proposal and would be seeking to ensure the design of any mobile service reflects as far as possible the public’s suggestions.

In addition we would hope people to make use of other alternative options including:
· Combining journeys for other reasons with a visit to an HWRC

· Using existing Recycling Points located throughout Cumbria (eg in supermarket car parks and elsewhere) For information on locations of these recycling points please visit: http://www.resourcecumbria.org/recycling/Points/points.asp
· Using collections of usable furniture and usable electrical items through most District Councils or using 3rd sector organisations such as Impact Furniture Services & British Heart Foundation 

· Using kerbside recycling services (where in operation)

· Donating to charity shops

· Using Internet based reuse organisations such as “freecycle” and “freegle”

For these reasons we would not expect a significant rise in carbon emissions.

Q: Is it not the case that rural communities are being more adversely affected?

It is true that the sites proposed for closure are predominantly in rural areas. In terms of the total HWRC network they tend to have the lowest number of visits and the highest relative costs. 

An Equalities Impact Assessment for each proposal has been carried and the provision of a mobile HWRC service is intended to offset the impact in areas of proposed site closures. We believe this type of service has the potential to actually increase access to an HWRC service, particularly for rural areas that are currently a significant distance from a permanent site. 
We are seeking feedback on the proposal for a mobile HWRC service through the consultation and would be seeking to ensure the design of any service reflects as far as possible the public’s suggestions.

The council has also asked ACT (ACTion with Communities in Cumbria) to look at the proposals from a rural perspective and we anticipate them feeding their views into the consultation.
Q: If you implement these changes will you be in breach of the legal requirements around HWRC provision?
The council is required by law to provide an HWRC service. There are currently 14 HWRCs across the county. Through these sites the Council discharges its duty under the Environmental Protection Act (EPA) 1990 to make available to its residents places where they can dispose of their household waste free at point of use. However, there is no statutory minimum level of provision therefore it is a matter for local judgement and decision making as to how many sites there should be.

That local judgement is informed by the National Assessment of Civic Amenity Sites guidance* which describes best practice standards based on a national review of HWRC sites. The guidance says that it should take no longer than 20-30 minutes drive to access a HWRC in mixed urban/rural areas like Cumbria. 
Of the areas that would be affected by the council’s proposals only residents in Kirkby Stephen and Millom would have to drive for more than 30 minutes to access the next nearest site (Millom to Ulverston 37 minutes, Kirkby Stephen to Kendal 36 minutes according to Google Maps). The council’s proposal to introduce a mobile HWRC service is intended to mitigate this impact. We are seeking feedback on this proposal and would be seeking to ensure the design of any mobile service reflects as far as possible the public’s suggestions.

*(http://www.resourcefutures.co.uk/content/national-assessment-civic-amenity-sites-nacas )

Q: Why not reduce the hours and days of operation across the whole HWRC network?
This has been suggested by several people and the council is currently exploring the potential for this. 

Q: Are you going to remove any of the recycling points (recycling containers) outside HWRC sites?
In Kirkby Stephen and Wigton there are recycling banks immediately outside the HWRC site. There is no proposal to remove these facilities, so facilities for recycling standard household waste would not be affected by closure of the HWRC site. The types of waste that would be affected would include electrical appliances, garden waste, hazardous waste, scarp metal and larger bulky household items.

Q: Why we haven’t considered geography as criteria in our review of HWRC sites?
HWRC sites that have been proposed for closure are the least used sites with the lowest waste throughput; closure of these sites would affect the least number of people overall. However, we recognise that there would be a local impact from the changes and the proposal for a mobile HWRC is intended to mitigate the impact of any closures. 

Q: Are charges for disposing non-household waste going to make a “profit”?

If the decision is made to implement a non-household waste charging policy, charges will be set to cover the cost of disposal only
Q: Brampton is almost a brand new site, why is it recommended for closure?

The decision to build an HWRC at Brampton was taken in 2007, before the credit crunch and subsequent financial crisis that has resulted in the council having to make such significant budget savings. The site became operational in 2009. The site has not proven to be as well used as anticipated and now has the highest cost per visit (over £6) of any of the council’s HWRC sites

Q: Is it not the case that the Council is simply transferring the costs of recycling and disposal to the public, especially those that now need to travel further to access their nearest HWRC?'
 

The council is currently facing unprecedented reductions to its budget and proposals that might previously have been unthinkable have to be considered. The council's leadership have been very clear that in the first instance we must reduce our costs by re-engineering services, making them leaner and more efficient without impacting on the public. The council is making huge strides in this area but the simple fact is that the scale of budget reduction means this will not be enough; changes to public facing services are inevitable. The proposals around Household Waste Recycling Centres (HWRC) fall into this category. However we believe there a number of alternative options available to people that would reduce the impact of the proposed closures, including:
 

· Alternative HWRC sites within the network
· Proposed Mobile HWRC service in areas of site closures

· Existing Recycling Points located throughout Cumbria (eg in supermarket car parks and elsewhere) For information on locations of these recycling points please visit: http://www.resourcecumbria.org/recycling/Points/points.asp
· Collections of usable furniture and usable electrical items through some District Councils or using 3rd sector organisations such as Impact Furniture Services and British Heart Foundation 

· Kerbside recycling services (where in operation)

· Donating to charity shops

· Internet based reuse organisations such as “freecycle” and “freegle”

 

Q: The alternatives to HWRC cited by the Council as being appropriate for those whose local HWRC will be closed do not accept general household waste, green waste or hazardous items. 
 

The council's proposal to introduce a mobile HWRC service to cover the areas that would be affected by the proposed closures is intended to mitigate the impact of any changes. The mobile HWRC would accept all the waste types referenced. We are asking for feedback on this proposal and would be seeking to ensure the design of any mobile service reflects as far as possible the public’s suggestions.

 

Q: Why can't your contractor and sub contractor charge less for the HWRC operations?'
 

The council is currently negotiating the terms of our contracts for waste management with the aim of reducing costs.

 

Q: Why did you consult on this option - what other options were considered and discounted, and why? Why weren't we given an opportunity to comment on alternatives?'
 

No options have been discounted at this stage. Given the complexity of the council's arrangements for waste management the council made the decision to consult on a clear set of proposals rather than a wide and confusing set of multiple options. However, the council remains open to alternative suggestions for how the required savings could be achieved; with many such suggestions already received.

