
SCRUTINY COMMISSION 2

ENVIRONMENT & REGENERATION 

Minutes of a meeting of Scrutiny Commission 2 held on Tuesday, 
9 September, 2008 at 6.00 p.m. in the Reception Suite, Civic Offices, Telford 

PRESENT:
Councillors M.B. Hosken (Chairman), T. Kiernan and A.A. Mackenzie

ALSO PRESENT:
Michael Barker (Head of Planning & Environment), Ken Clarke (Head of Audit & Democracy) and Katherine Kynaston (Development Plans & Sustainability Manager)

SC2-1

MINUTES
RESOLVED – that the minutes of Scrutiny Commission 2 held on 15 April, 2008 be confirmed and signed by the Chairman.

SC2-2

APOLOGIES FOR ABSENCE

Councillors D.W.D. Ashley, T.J. Hope and L. Lomax

SC2-3

DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST AND PARTY WHIP

None.

SC3-4

CHAIRMAN’S COMMENTS

The Chairman welcomed Councillor Terry Kiernan to his first meeting of the Scrutiny Commission.  He also commented upon the number of apologies for absence received for the meeting.
Action:  It was agreed that the Chairman and the Head of Audit & Democracy would meet the Leader of the Council. 
SC3-5

UPDATE ON WASTE DISPOSAL
Katherine Kynaston, Development Plans & Sustainability Manager gave a presentation on Managing Waste and the Municipal Waste Treatment and Disposal Project.  This covered:
· Why manage waste?

· Landfill Allowance Trading Scheme (LATS)

· Our Strategy

· Establishing a new Treatment & Disposal Service and current stage

In particular, Members noted the new services for 2008/09:

· Plastics Banks

· Flats Recycling (introduction of custom designed facilities)

· Re-use facility at Halesfield (Chairs and Spares)

· Increase take up of recycling box service (following trial of alternative containers in Randlay)

· Waste Minimisation – Love Food, Hate Waste (funding provided by WRAP)

· Commercial Waste Project (with Transforming Telford, AWM and Shropshire CC to work with SMEs to increase commercial recycling, in which the Government as local authorities playing a larger part)
With regards to the Municipal Waste Treatment and Disposal Project, Members noted the two options of Energy from Waste and Mechanical Biological Treatment and the competitive dialogue process currently being undertaken.  It was anticipated that the Business Case Review would be completed by October/November 2008.
Points Raised

· Councillor Hosken asked for clarification of DEFRA’s position on the question of whether kitchen/food waste could be placed in the green recycling bin.
Katherine Kynaston explained that in line with EU regulations open windrow sites could not deal with kitchen waste due to the risk of bird flu.  If the Council were to allow the inclusion of kitchen waste in green bins, a new composting facility would be required.  Those local authorities that did permit such mixed waste either had suitable facilities or access to private recycling sites.  A Business Case could be made for this type of recycling but the cost would be high.  This was an issue that would be dealt with through the current Municipal Waste Treatment and Disposal Project as both the Energy from Waste and the Mechanical Biological Treatment options could deal with kitchen waste.
· Councillor Hosken commented that the green bin recycling system had proved to be very successful but how did the Council propose to educate those residents who still did not recycle?

Katherine Kynaston replied that the Council would continue to publish general reminders on the importance of recycling household waste.  In addition, the details of which areas had a low recycling rate for a number of reasons (size of boxes, house design, etc.) could now be identified and focused upon.

· Councillor Hosken said that his perception was that primary school children were involved with recycling but that secondary school pupils were less interested.  Was it possible for the Council to follow through education on green issues from primary to secondary schools?
Katherine Kynaston replied that this was being done but the added pressures on secondary school pupils probably accounted for their diminished interest.  However, research had shown that it was the 25-45 year old group that tended to recycle the least, possibly due to their time being taken up with raising children.  However, it was anticipated that the next generation would automatically recycle thus gradually increasing the rate of recycling over time.
· Councillor Alan Mackenzie asked if, in terms of the Business Case, it would be better to have a recycling facility close to the source of waste or use a facility developed for another authority such as Staffordshire, but which would have an effect upon Telford & Wrekin’s proposals?
Katherine Kynaston informed him that, as the Council had maintained close contact with adjacent authorities during its procurement process, any opportunities for using their recycling facilities would have been evaluated.  In addition, any partnership option would be considered within the evaluation process.

Michael Barker added that neighbouring authorities were considering the same technical solutions as Telford & Wrekin and information had been exchanged when appropriate and legally permissible.  What had been learnt from other authorities would also play a part in the evaluation process.

· Councillor Alan Mackenzie referred to the ‘scare’ stories relating to recycling that were frequently raised by the media.  In particular, he asked if waste from Telford & Wrekin was sent abroad and whether its destination could be tracked.

Katherine Kynaston explained that the waste featured on a recent television programme had been unsorted waste that was put out by householders for recycling.  All authorities collected mixed waste which then had to be taken to recycling facilities for sorting.  Sometimes this was not carried out to an adequate standard and was, consequently, rejected for recycling.  Telford & Wrekin did track its waste as far as was possible, which was a legal requirement.  Some recycled plastic was shipped to China as a raw material in manufacturing.  It was important that the Council was as vigorous as possible.  In addition, it was the responsibility of the Environment Agency to regulate re-processors.

· In view of the explanation given, Councillor Mackenzie said that the Council should re-emphasise this message on a regular basis through Public Relations.
Michael Barker agreed that more regular updates on waste recycling could be issued rather than as when required to react to problems.  He said that any ideas from the Commission could be put into action.
Councillor Hosken commented that the press were invited to Scrutiny Commission meetings and suggested that he and the Head of Audit & Democracy should meet with the Shropshire Star to encourage them to attend.  The Head of Audit & Democracy added that the most effective way of publicising information was through Press Releases.

Councillor Miles Hosken asked if Insight could be used for this purpose and Michael Barker replied that it had carried regular items on recycling in the past and would be happy to do so in future.  He also asked if it would be possible to charge local businesses to advertise in Insight and the Head of Audit & Democracy suggested that he and Councillor Hosken speak to the Corporate Communications Manager.

· Councillor Terry Kiernan referred to the problem with recycling the variety of plastics and suggested that manufacturers/producers should consider having one type of container for a specific product, e.g. milk.  In addition, he asked if there would be enough tonnage of waste available in Telford & Wrekin to justify the substantial investment in a recycling facility.
Michael Barker replied that the Council had not yet made a decision on which method of recycling to opt for but he was of the view that the bids made by tenderers thus far had shown a recycling facility to be a viable option.  Recycling through any means was an expensive service;  landfill would become more expensive and partnerships were not cost free.  This was a critical decision for all local authorities.

· Following on from the above Councillor Kiernan asked if material could be imported into Telford & Wrekin in the future to maintain the sustainability of a recycling facility, if that option were chosen.
Michael Barker responded that this had been considered as the Council could not choose to have a recycling facility that would not be operating to capacity.  However, the Council was not the only source of waste in the Borough as other organisations needed to dispose of theirs and the commercial sector would eventually have to go down the route of sustainability.  Such use of the facilities would be covered by the contract signed with the operating company.

· Councillor Kiernan commented that the inclusion of commercial waste would be welcomed given the amount produced within the Borough.  
Katherine Kynaston explained that the larger companies in Telford & Wrekin, such as Ricoh, already maximised their waste recycling.  Given this, the Council would be focusing on SMEs for whom recycling was a marginal cost issue.
The issue of selecting an appropriately sized facility for the tonnage available was a complex one and a great deal of modelling had been undertaken.  Given the amount of interest shown locally in the increasing cost of landfill, other organisations/companies would be interested in using the Council’s recycling facility, which would deal with any initial shortfall in tonnage.
Action:  
· Regular updates on waste recycling to be issued through Public Relations
· The Chairman and the Head of Audit & Democracy to meet with the Corporate Communications Manager with a view to encouraging its reporters to attend meetings of the Commission
· The Chairman and the Head of Audit & Democracy to meet with the Corporate Communications Manager to discuss the possibility of offering advertising space in Insight to local businesses.

SC2-6

FORWARD PLAN
Members noted the Key Decisions identified from the Forward Plan relating to Environment & Regeneration.

Councillor Alan Mackenzie requested further information on the ‘Conservation Area Review and Designation’ report relating to the proposed extension of the High Ercall Conservation Area.

Action:  Further information to be provided for Councillor Alan Mackenzie on the proposed extension of the High Ercall Conservation Area.
SC2-7

CHAIRMAN’S UPDATE

The Head of Audit & Democracy updated Members on the progress of the reviews undertaken by the Commission as follows:

· The Managing Biodiversity review was now ready for consideration by Cabinet

· The Traffic Management review (originally the Newport High Street, Local Safety Scheme) was now being finalised and was scheduled to be considered by Cabinet on 27 October 2008.  Councillors Vic Tonks and Louise Lomax would be attending to present the Review.
· The Sale of Assets review had been finalised and, following agreement by the Scrutiny members, was scheduled to be considered by Cabinet on 10 November 2008.  Councillor Alan Mackenzie would be attending to present the Review.
· With regard to the Review of Transport to Support Tourism, which had now been scoped (as tabled), the Head of Audit & Democracy asked Members whether they wished to proceed with it.  Following a discussion it was agreed that the scoping document be circulated to all members of the Commission asking for their view. 
With regard to the agenda for the meeting of the Commission on 4 November 2008, Members discussed proposals and agreed that the next meeting would focus on updates on regeneration of the Town Centre and the Borough Towns Initiative and that Members of the Commission should be asked to put forward other topics that they would like to consider at future meetings.

Action:

· The scoping document for the Review of Transport to Support Tourism be circulated to all members of the Commission and they be asked to confirm if they wished the review to go ahead.

· That the items for consideration at the meeting of the Commission on 4 November 2008 be updates on the Regeneration of the Town Centre and on the Borough Towns Initiative.

The meeting ended at 7.37 p.m.
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