ITEM 7.2

			EC.02.11.22 PM
ARDS AND NORTH DOWN BOROUGH COUNCIL

A meeting of the Environment Committee was held remotely via Zoom on Wednesday, 2 November 2022 at 7.00 pm.

PRESENT:
 
In the Chair: 	Alderman McDowell   
	
Aldermen:              Armstrong-Cotter 	                                                          
	                                
	                                                               					
Councillors:		Boyle 			Johnson  
			Cathcart 		MacArthur		 	
Cummings 		McAlpine  
Edmund 		McKee             				 	Irwin			Woods 			  
   Smart			Smith	M
						
					  	  	 			 	
Officers: 	Director of Environment (D Lindsay), Head of Waste and Cleansing Services (N Martin) and Democratic Services Officer (R King)

1.	Apologies

Apologies were received from Alderman Carson and Councillor Greer.

NOTED.   

2.	Declarations of Interest

The Chair asked for Declarations of Interest and none were indicated.  

NOTED. 


[bookmark: _Hlk118712579][bookmark: _Hlk117849619]3.	Environment Directorate Budgetary Control Report – month 6 to 30 September 2022 (FILE FIN45 / 40012)

PREVIOUSLY CIRCULATED:- Report from the Director of Environment detailing that the Environment Directorate’s Budgetary Control Report covered the 6-month period 1 April 2022 to 30 September 2022. The net cost of the Directorate was showing an overspend of £925k (7.7%) – box A on page 3. However, £614k of this was due to covid, electricity, gas and vehicle fuel pressures which were mitigated in the Council’s Budgetary Control Report (presented to the Corporate Services Committee) by Ear-Marked Fund transfers. 

Explanation of Variance

Environment’s budget performance was further analysed on pages 4-6 into 3 key areas: 

	Report
	Type
	Variance
	Page

	Report 2
	Payroll Expenditure
	£312k adverse
	3

	Report 3
	Goods & Services Expenditure
	£785k adverse
	3

	Report 4
	Income
	£172k favourable
	3



Explanation of Variance
The Environment Directorate’s overall variance could be summarised by the following table:- 

	Type
	Variance
£’000
	Comment

	Payroll 
	312
	Environment HQ - Covid related - £183k1 (this is offset by Ear-Marked Fund transfer in the Council BCR). 
Waste & Cleansing - £245k - overtime £115k; base salaries & agency £138k. 
Assets & Property – (£70k) - vacancies
Regulatory Services – (£46k) - vacancies_

	Goods & Services 
	
	

	Assets & Property
	856
	Electricity - £254k1
Gas - £71k1
Vehicle fuel - £106k1
(the above are offset by Ear-Marked Fund transfers in the Council BCR). 
Vehicle maintenance - £122k 
Property Maintenance - £164k – increased reactive maintenance. 
Technical Services - £61k – refurbishment work.

	Income
	
	

	Waste & Cleansing
	(147)
	Arc21 recycled waste income – (£121k). 

	Assets & Property
	(53)
	Wind turbine (£34k)

	Regulatory Services
	28
	Building Control - (£121k) – plan fees (£81k); property certificates (£27k). 
Licensing - £105k – Off street car parks £75k; Licensing £21k.
Neighbourhood Environment - £44k – fines.


1 Funds from the Earmarked Fund had been released to mitigate these exceptional costs to date. This would be kept under review as the year progresses.
[image: ]

RECOMMENDED that the Council notes this report.
Proposed by Councillor Boyle, seconded by Councillor McKee that the recommendation be adopted.

Councillor Boyle queried the reported £925,000 adverse and it was explained that this was largely from the Assets and Property section where the utility budgets were located. The increased energy costs had brought additional pressures along with additional payroll costs in Waste and Cleansing due to the ongoing Covid-19 contingency measures throughout the reporting period.

Noting a £164k adverse reported for ‘reactive maintenance’, Councillor MacArthur asked for further detail and the Director explained that this proportion of maintenance spend was non-discretionary and where it was unforeseen/unscheduled it was liable to result in overspend.  Works falling within this category were often safety related. Councillor MacArthur asked if there was a budget for responding to incidents of vandalism and the Director added that this sat within the reactive maintenance budget and that only a set amount was set aside each year. It was difficult to legislate for an unforeseen spate of vandalism for example so the budget could never be completely accurate and would therefore result in an overspend if a spate of vandalism did occur.

In a further query, Councillor MacArthur asked if there were budgets within other directorates to react to specific antisocial behaviour issues such as goalposts being removed from a Council owned football pitch. The Director added that while there were pockets of funding for such maintenance issues within other directorates, property and maintenance budgets were now largely centralised within this budget.

Councillor Smart queried a reported £122k overspend on vehicle maintenance and if the Vehicle Maintenance Policy needed to be reviewed. The Director explained that the factors behind that overspend related to increased cost pressures for parts and labour. That unforeseen increase had been unbudgeted, but he felt that it was not necessary to review the Vehicle Maintenance Policy.

Alderman Armstrong-Cotter had a further query around payroll budgets, and this would be discussed ‘in committee’.

AGREED TO RECOMMEND, on the proposal of Councillor Boyle, seconded by Councillor McKee, that the recommendation be adopted.
  
4.	Q1 Service Plan Performance Report for Regulatory Services (FILE 43600)
		(Appendix I)	

PREVIOUSLY CIRCULATED:- Report from the Director of Environment detailing that Members would be aware that the Council was required, under the Local Government Act 2014, to have in place arrangements to secure continuous improvement in the exercise of its functions.  To fulfil this requirement the Council approved the Performance Management Policy and Handbook in October 2015.  The Performance Management Handbook outlined the approach to Performance Planning and Management process as:

· Community Plan – published every 10-15 years 
· Corporate Plan – published every 4 years (Corporate Plan Towards 2024 in operation)
· Performance Improvement Plan (PIP) – published annually (for publication 30 September 2021)
· Service Plan – developed annually (approved April/May 2021)

The Council’s 17 Service Plans outlined how each respective Service would contribute to the achievement of the Corporate objectives including, but not limited to, any relevant actions identified in the PIP.

Reporting approach
The Service Plans would be reported to relevant Committees on a quarterly basis as undernoted:

	Reference
	Period
	Reporting Month

	Quarter 1 (Q1)
	April – June
	September

	Q2
	July – September
	December

	Q3
	October – December
	March

	Q4
	January - March
	June



The report for Quarter 1 2022-23 was attached.

Key achievements:
· [bookmark: _Hlk118376585]Building Control was extremely busy and was meeting the increased demand and was therefore generating a larger than expected income. The Licensing Department also faced the increased demand of interpreting changing legislation and guidance from the NI Executive as well as being short staffed. The enforcement element of NET had struggled to maintain and recruit staff, despite being 65% down on personnel the staff continue to patrol the hotspot areas across the borough. 

Emerging issues:
· The ‘after use’ surveys that all Regulatory Service users received had an extremely low uptake. This was important as our four customer service objectives used this data to report on our performance. This was despite many attempts to encourage and make it easy for people to access and fill out.
· The education programmes had not developed as quickly as expected due to staff shortages and working with schools was more challenging as a result of the pandemic. 
· Recruitment continued to be problematic. 

Action to be taken:
· The organisation and Regulatory Services were exploring ways to speed up recruitment as well as appeal to more people as a potential employer. 
· The development of the education programme had now fully commenced and would be reported on separately.
· Service Unit Managers would organise focus groups to ascertain customer satisfaction.

RECOMMENDED that the Council notes the report.

Proposed by Councillor Boyle, seconded by Councillor Edmund, that the recommendation be adopted.

The proposer, Councillor Boyle, noted that education programmes had been identified as an emerging issue due to staff shortages and asked what the factors behind the shortages were. The Director advised of widespread recruitment difficulties within the employment sector. In particular this had impacted on staffing levels within the Neighbourhood Environment Team and managers had struggled to replace high quality personnel that had progressed into new roles. Another element was that schools were not yet fully open to engaging with outside organisations such as Council, following two and a half years of Covid-19 restrictions and the impact on other aspects of the core curriculum.

Councillor Boyle appreciated that it would be slow progress in returning to pre-Covid levels in terms of the education programmes, however despite being 65% down on personnel, he welcomed that Neighbourhood Environment staff continued to patrol the hotspot areas across the Borough.

Councillor Edmund asked if it was anticipated that the education programmes would have returned to pre-Covid-19 levels by next year and the Director advised that while he didn’t have specific information around that, he confirmed that a comprehensive programme of pupil engagement was being prepared in readiness to be rolled out as soon as the schools were ready to accommodate it.

Pointing to the recruitment difficulties, Alderman M Smith asked what action was being taken to fill the vacant positions. The Director advised that managers across the Council were working with Human Resources to revise recruitment protocols, including review job/candidate criteria and looking into providing in-house training for otherwise suitable candidates that did not meet previously required minimum criteria.

Responding to a follow-up query from Alderman M Smith on customer service focus groups, the Director explained that there were various segments of service users across the directorate. Entertainment Licence applicants were included for example, along with community groups that worked with the Neighbourhood Environment Team. Heads of Service were looking at new and effective ways to engage with customer bases given that current response rates to postal surveys were poor. Elected members could be included on customer focus groups if that was desired.  Alderman M Smith advised that she would be interested to hear more about how the focus groups would work.

In a further query, Councillor Woods asked what the total number of vacancies were in the Neighbourhood Environment Team and the Director confirmed he thought it was down by around three staff, although it was a constantly changing situation. There were certain roles in Council that were particularly challenging and demanded a very specific type of individual to fulfil theme effectively, and those roles were included on that list. He explained that the Council had benefited from a very successful NET staff complement over recent years but as those employees progressed their careers it had often been difficult to replace them. It was a challenge faced by many Councils.

AGREED TO RECOMMEND, on the proposal of Councillor Boyle, seconded by Councillor Edmund, that the recommendation be adopted.

5.	Neighbourhood Environment Team Q2 Activity Report (1 July 2022 to 30 September 2022) (FILE 92009) 
	(Appendix II)	

[bookmark: _Hlk120027170]PREVIOUSLY CIRCULATED:- Report from the Director of Environment detailing that the information provided in this report covered, unless otherwise stated, the period 1 July to 30 September 2022. The aim of the report was to provide members with details of some of the key activities of the team, the range of services it provided along with details of level of performance. 

Applications to the Neighbourhood Environment Team 
[bookmark: _Hlk8890771]The Dogs (NI) Order 1983

It should be noted that these figures included block licences where one licence could be issued for multiple dogs in specific circumstances. 

	
	Period of Report
July – September  2022
	Same 3 months July - September 2021
	Comparison

	Dog licences issued during the three months

	4999

	4913
	UP


Concessionary licences remain at 82% of dog licences issued over the period. This included the categories of neutering (£5) / over 65 (Free – 1st dog) / over 65 subsequent dog (£5) and income related benefits (£5). Standard dog licence £12.50 and block licence £32. 



Investigations 
The Neighbourhood Environment Team responded to a range of service requests. In terms of time spent, some types of service requests would be completed immediately whilst others required a longer-term strategy to find a resolution. The total number of service requests had been outlined together with a sample of the types of requests received.

	
	Period of Report
July – September  2022
	Same 3 months 
July – September  2021
	Comparison

	Service Requests received the three months
	
623

	
839
	DOWN






[bookmark: _Hlk110416946]   Non-Compliance
   Prosecutions

	
	Period of Report
July – September 2022
	Same 3 months July – September 2021
	Comparison

	
Total Prosecutions 
	
11

	
18
	DOWN



The level of prosecutions during the same period last year included a back log of cases delayed due to COVID 19.

Fixed Penalty Notices
In addition to cases being prosecuted through the court, 79 fixed penalty notices had been issued in respect of various matters. This continued to demonstrate a sustained Council focus upon detecting and punishing those who persisted in committing environmental offences in the Borough and highlights one patrolling outcome of the Neighbourhood Environment Team achieved despite the reduction in staffing levels due to sickness and vacant posts. Recruiting for Enforcement officers was ongoing in October 2022.

The main categories of fixed penalties were shown below. Other categories existed i.e. breach of dog control conditions, exclusion order and off lead offences. The offer of an £80 Fixed Penalty Fine was an opportunity to discharge liability to prosecution. 
A payment period of 28 days was permitted. If paid within 14 days, the fine was discounted to £60. As staff recruitment and retention remained a challenge this had impacted on the number of notices issued during the quarter.

	
	Period of Report
July – September 2022
	Same 3 months July – September 2021
	Comparison

	Straying
	11
	12
	DOWN



	No Licence
	1
	31
	DOWN



	Litter
	58
	58
	
-


	
	7
	9
	DOWN





The following graphs demonstrated: 

1. the total number of fixed penalties issued by the Neighbourhood Environment Team during each month of the period of report
2. [bookmark: _Hlk522085282]the fixed penalties issued during the period of report by type 


                          

Appendix A to this report provided a street level location for each of the penalty fines issued during the period of report 1 July to 30 September 2022.

Environmental Education Programme – Preliminary Actions
The Neighbourhood Environment Team was continuing to prepare an Environmental Education Programme during this financial year with a view to rolling out delivery in the next financial year subject to ongoing Recycling Community Investment Fund budget availability.

RECOMMENDED that the Council notes the report.

Proposed by Councillor Cummings, seconded by Councillor Johnson, that the recommendation be adopted.

Noting the reported dog behavioural statistics, Councillor Cummings queried if there were plans to reintroduce the Green Dog Walkers Scheme or any other training programmes around dog behaviour. The Director advised that there had been discussions looking at getting those types of responsible dog owner schemes back on track through a mixture of in-house and contracting arrangements, however such schemes were considered to be discretionary spend and would be on a list for review in the upcoming estimates process.

Alderman M Smith noted the low number of dog fouling reports but questioned the reporting system and explained of potential complainants being put off pursuing a complaint further when their personal details were requested as part of the process. The Director reassured the Member that such details were held in confidence and used for providing feedback to the complainant. Their personal details were not given out unless the complainant consented and was willing to have their details used in evidence.  Alderman M Smith felt it was vital to reinforce that message to people contacting the Council to report issues.

AGREED TO RECOMMEND, on the proposal of Councillor Cummings, seconded by Councillor Johnson, that the recommendation be adopted.

6.	notices of motion

6.1	Notice of Motion submitted by Councillor Adair and Councillor Edmund 

That this Council agrees to install signage to identify the townlands of Ballyblack and Kirkistown and that officers are tasked to bring forward proposals to incorporate townland signage across our Borough.   

(Councillor Adair joined the meeting – 7.30pm)

Councillor Adair proposed, seconded by Councillor Edmund, that the Notice of Motion be adopted.

Councillor Adair outlined his proposed Notice of Motion, explaining that the issue of townlands had originated from former Ards MLA and Councillor Kieran McCarthy who had raised this in the 1990s. As a result of that work there were now townland signs erected at a series of locations throughout the Ards Peninsula. They were part of the Borough’s Christian heritage and common across the island of Ireland and western Isles of Scotland. Many townlands originated from Norman times and it was right and proper to keep their history alive.

The proposer added that there had been two requests, from the people of Kirkistown, given the marking of its recent 400th anniversary, and Ballyblack. There had been calls from the residents of each for the townlands to be identified through signage.

Councillor Adair hoped that Council would agree to this motion and he added that it included a request for a policy to incorporate townland signs throughout the Borough going forward. It was something that could be done to ensure the old townland names continued to live on. He felt that it was something that could be done, perhaps as a phased approach, as and when existing signs needed to be replaced.

Speaking as seconder, Councillor Edmund supported the proposal and added that people from the townlands took a pride in their heritage.

A debate followed in which Councillor MacArthur was happy to support the motion and was aware that many other Councils across Northern Ireland had already adopted the approach towards dual signage. She agreed a phased approach to replacing existing signage would be sensible and it was also worth noting, on a side issue, that signage in some of Donaghadee’s old streets was in need of replacement.

Councillor Cummings was also supportive of the motion and felt that the link with Kirkistown was important and would give Council an opportunity to show its appreciation of the history throughout the Borough. The naming of townlands was also about telling a story and recognising people’s appreciation for language that had been used over the years.

While sympathetic to the principal of the motion, Councillors Smart, Boyle and McAlpine were cautious about agreeing to something without seeing the costs first and indicated they could not support the motion as it stood but would welcome an amendment that would request to bring forward cost proposals.

Summing up, Councillor Adair pointed out that the motion included a request for a report to look at establishing a policy for marking of townlands going forward and his motion was only asking for a commitment to Kirkistown and Ballyblack in response to long term calls from residents. He attempted to reassure members that a townland sign would not incur significant costs as there was no planning permission required and the signs were smaller than the village signs for example that incurred a £1300 cost. The townland sign was similar to a regular street sign. 

On being put to the meeting with 6 FOR, 7 AGAINST, 1 ABSTAINING and 2 ABSENT, the motion FELL

7.	ANY OTHER NOTIFIED BUSINESS

(a) An update on the Recycling Community Investment Fund for this, and next, financial yea.

Raising the above matter, Councillor Woods was mindful of the ongoing budgetary process but asked what budgets had been allocated in the current year and ringfenced for the upcoming financial year.

The Director advised that £100,000 was allocated in the current year for RCIF and £75000 of that was dispersed through Keep Northern Ireland Beautiful (KNIB) to the regional Live Here Love Here (LHLH) programme and the local LHLH small grants scheme which a number of groups had availed of to fund community environmental initiatives. The remaining 25,000 was currently earmarked for educational programmes with schools and that had gone offline due to reasons referred to earlier in the meeting. A programme was being prepared to run though at the earliest opportunity. He explained though it was a discretionary budget and there was no statutory imperative to spend that money. A proposal was required each year for all significant discretionary spend amounts and the RCIF would be listed as such during the estimates process for a decision on funding allocation. He was unable to state what the future would be next year for the RCIF, as its fate would be determined by the outcome of the estimates process.

Councillor Woods asked who would decide on what discretionary spend budgets would be put forward. The Director advised that officers would put those forward, but Members would make the final decision. Ultimately the decision would go to full Council, so all Members would be involved at that stage. He understood that the list of discretionary spend items would be presented to Members at an upcoming meeting of the Special Corporate Services Committee.
Councillor Woods asked if the RCIF would be included on the list put forward in the estimates process and the Director confirmed it would be, but he was unable to state at this stage where it would rank among the many potential discretionary spend projects. He reminded Members that there would be difficult decisions to be made in reaching an acceptable rate rise.

	cirCUlated for information 

(a) Northern Ireland (NI) Local Authority Collected Municipal (LACM) Waste Statistics Latest Publication – Recycling Rates

Recognising that landfill waste targets were for below 10% by 2030, Councillor MacArthur asked how Ards and North Down Borough Council’s statistics compared with the overall figures stated in the above correspondence.

The Director advised that Council recycling rates were around 50%, similar to the national average but our landfill rate was higher due to the fact that this Council only sent a small amount to incineration and the vast majority of our residual (non-recycled) waste went to landfill compared to other Councils which send a lot to incineration.

NOTED.

POINT OF ORDER

Councillor Woods requested that Item 11 be brought out of committee for hearing while Councillor Cathcart asked why it was listed as ‘in committee’ on the agenda.

The Director advised that there was now a confidential aspect resulting from an amendment at the last meeting. It related to part three of the officer’s recommendation.

Councillor Cathcart asked if it would be possible to split the item and deal with part three of the recommendation in committee. Councillor Woods felt it was appropriate for the item to be dealt with in its entirety out of committee given the particular issue had been discussed in public in the past. However, she accepted Councillor Cathcart’s suggestion and the Chair agreed to that approach.

(Councillor Johnson had left the meeting at this stage)

11.	Follow Up Report - Regulation of HRC Use

PREVIOUSLY CIRCULATED:- Report from the Director of Environment detailing that at the October 2022 meeting of the Environment Committee, in relation to the report at Item 5 on that agenda regarding Recycling Engagements Campaigns, the following was agreed:

“The Council approves the proposals set out in the report, including the consolidated policy document Appendix 1 but excluding the policy requiring the householder to be present in a van/large trailer when using an access permit. This policy will be brought back to Committee for further detail and consideration of the exceptions to this policy and how this will operate. Appendix 2 will also be brought back to Committee for further consideration of changes to trailer sizes.
 
Pedestrian access to Holywood HRC as previously agreed by Council should also be considered further.”

The following information was provided in relation to the matters raised in the proposal that was agreed at Committee in October 2022.

1. Conditions of Permit Use/Access - Exemptions
The policy as brought before Committee in October 2022, specified that a person who applied for and obtained a permit must be present on site when that permit was presented for use.  This was in keeping with the principle that a householder should reasonably be expected to assume appropriate responsibility for the disposal of their own household waste (particularly the larger amounts that generally required to be transported in a van/large trailer), as this was a matter of significance.  The policy was deemed necessary as it provided the Council with a means of further ensuring that all of the waste brought into one of the Borough’s HRC under cover of a permit, was indeed all household waste emanating from the permit applicant’s residential address within the Borough.  If a person granted a permit needed to engage the services of a commercial provider to transport their household waste in a van, this was allowed under the policy as long as the permit recipient travelled with their waste to the HRC to confirm that all the waste being transported in the van was indeed their own household waste.  It should be noted that many Councils did not allow a commercial waste contractor to gain access to their HRCs at all, even if they were bringing household type waste.

Members would be aware that most if not all commercial waste transport businesses provided their services well beyond the boundaries of Ards and North Down Borough and would uplift not only household waste but also other categories of waste – commercial, business, industrial etc. for commercial gain.  Without the measure specified in the policy relating to the permit holder being present when their waste was being brought by the commercial service provider to one of our HRCs, it was entirely conceivable that at least some of the waste brought into the site in the commercial van/trailer could be waste that was not household waste and/or did not originate within the Borough.  The presence of the householder who had applied for the permit, to confirm on site that all of the waste being brought in was their household waste, was an important further safeguard against infiltration of non-Borough/non-household waste into our waste disposal system (and against the additional associated cost burden to local domestic ratepayers). 

The policy brought before the Council in October and attached at Appendix 1, provided an exception as follows:



Exception categories:

· Where there was no-one in the household who was deemed able to attend the HRC when that permit was to be used to gain access, by virtue of age, disability or ill health.

This was entirely in keeping with existing arrangements to support residents who were unable bring their bins to the kerbside for collection on health grounds, and an assisted lift service could be provided where the applicant fulfilled the criteria.  It was considered entirely reasonable and appropriate that the same protocol could be used for exemption from the requirement for a resident to accompany their household waste which was being transported in a van/trailer by a commercial service provider.  Where a resident was already approved for the assisted bin service, we would allow that person to also avail of the exemption from the requirement to accompany their household waste when they were using a HRC van/trailer permit.

2. Change to Trailer Size
The previously agreed policy required trailers other than single axle trailers to require a permit.  However, experience since then had shown that a growing number of relatively large trailers were being used to frequently transport waste into our HRCs, in circumstances that went well beyond normal/legitimate householder requirements.  Whilst such trailers might have been single axle, some were larger than the standard/small domestic trailer envisaged when the exemption from the requirement to apply for a permit was introduced.  

It was the opinion of officers who were routinely involved in managing the HRCs that there was a need to revise the small trailer exemption, to help further reduce the abuse of the permit system for commercial/business waste disposal purposes.  The policy of many other Councils had been reviewed, and the standard trailer restriction practice used elsewhere was by reference to the size of the trailer being used rather than the number of axles - with restriction to a maximum 6ft x 4ft trailer size, most commonly used.  It was important to note that any householder who wished to transport large sized/large amounts of household waste items in a trailer larger than 6 ft x 4 ft, would still be able to do so under the policy; they would simply have to obtain a permit.  Therefore, the change did not prevent legitimate householder use in these circumstances, it merely assisted the Council in better controlling potential means of abusing its HRCs for commercial/business waste disposal.

RECOMMENDED that the permit application process be moved to an online platform (with telephone/manual option as a back up to online application process) 
That recommendation number 1 on report Item 11 is amended as follows:
1. Where a householder is applying for a permit that they want a commercial service provider to use to dispose of their household waste at a HRC, this will be permitted without the need for the householder to accompany the waste in question, subject to provision of relevant information when applying for the permit (list of their household waste items to be brought to the HRC on their behalf and details of the commercial service provider who will be using their permit).    

2. The provision relating to the requirement for a permit to be obtained for trailers greater than 6ft x 4 ft is confirmed, as detailed in the policy at Appendix 2.

Councillor Cathcart proposed, seconded by Alderman Armstrong-Cotter, that:
1. Where a householder is applying for a permit that they want a commercial service provider to use to dispose of their household waste at a HRC, this will be permitted without the need for the householder to accompany the waste in question, subject to provision of relevant information when applying for the permit (list of their household waste items to be brought to the HRC on their behalf and details of the commercial service provider who will be using their permit).
    
2. Council does not proceed with point 2 of the recommendation and maintains existing vehicle and trailer type restrictions.

Councillor Cathcart felt it would be inappropriate to change the vehicle and trailer requirements for users of the HRC which was his reasoning for the alternative proposal in relation to part 2. However, in terms of the addendum report, he was pleased that officers had taken time to reflect and felt that an online system would be better.

He asked for some clarification around the amended recommendation and the Director confirmed that it would replace wording within the attached appendices.

Responding to a further query, the Director advised that during the van/trailer permit application process, the householder would need to indicate whether they were planning to bring the waste themselves or whether the permit and the waste would be brought to the HRC by someone else, either a commercial service provider or a friend/neighbour. Where the waste items were not being brought to the HRC by the permit applicant themselves, they would need to be listed when applying for the permit and the information provided during the online application process would then be married up through an electronic system at point of disposal. Any additional items not listed on the permit would not be accepted.

The software provider had ensured that the system was user friendly and specific details of the permit application could be processed within seconds. A telephone application option would be available for those not wishing to book online themselves.

Councillor Cathcart appreciated that the officer had taken on board previous concerns in relation to those issues and he hoped Members would realise this was a much better policy where people were not asked for medical exemptions etc. It was a much simpler process adding the element to say that someone was disposing waste on your behalf.

He had taken issue with the trailer aspect as he felt it was simpler for staff to spot double or single axle trailers and the systems had been established and waste carriers had adapted their vehicles and trailers around that policy.
He welcomed much of the recommendation that had come forward from this review and it would help to boost recycling but felt that it was important to stick to existing vehicle restrictions at this time.

On a side note, Councillor Woods welcomed that recycling rates were up from the previous quarter. She asked for clarity around the review under discussion and the Director outlined the move to an online permit application system for HRC access, which included the provisions for permit applicants to allow someone else to carry and dispose of waste on their behalf.

Councillor Woods felt it was adding another level of bureaucracy, but the Director said that he believed it would make the system more efficient as site staff would know in advance what waste would be arriving and it would allow for better control of waste disposal at our sites. It was also removed the need for a three-day advance notice period as that had been necessitated by the paper-based system. 

In a final query from the Member, the Director clarified that, in the event of a household clearance following a death, the executor or personal representative of the deceased would be responsible for the permit application and should be able to provide necessary proof of residence information.

Councillor McKee welcomed the addendum as it dealt with previous concerns that the Committee had expressed. He shared the same concerns as the proposer around the trailer changes and feared Council would be unfairly changing the goal posts for those people who had purchased trailers to comply with existing vehicle and trailer requirements. He asked for clarity on why officers wanted to change the current vehicle and trailer policy.

The Director advised that the move to 6x4 trailer restrictions would eliminate a loophole and prevent persistent abuse by carriers that were disposing of commercial waste without a permit.  He clarified that a householder with a larger than 6 x 4 ft trailer would not have been denied access to a HRC with their household waste, but rather could readily get access via a permit using the new efficient online system. The benefit would mean it would limit the abuse of those people coming in with what was suspected to be commercial waste, as they would be required to apply for a permit for every visit if their trailer exceeded the proposed 6 x 4 ft size. The permit system would enable officers to much more easily identity any abuse of the system. He added that the online permit application system could go live in a matter of weeks, once agreed by the Council.

The Director also clarified that a householder coming in regularly with a larger trailer containing compostable garden waste only needed to apply annually for a multi-use garden waste permit. 

Councillor Boyle felt it important that members did not forget that these were household and not commercial recycling centres and did not want to see staff put in a difficult situation in terms of rejecting waste that was not itemised by the applicant. He was pleased though that it would eliminate the need for situations where the householder had to accompany a stranger in a van to dispose of their waste. 

Councillor Boyle appreciated the importance of householders making sure neighbours or friends taking rubbish to the HRC on their behalf were following the guidance and pointed to a fly tipping incident where a bathroom suite was disposed of on the roadside because the HRC was closed. The waste contained information that was easily traced back.

The Director reaffirmed that the onus was on the householder to ensure they trusted the person taking the waste. There were examples, such as this, where householders had fallen foul of the consequences of their waste ending up somewhere it shouldn’t have.

Councillor Irwin proposed an amendment, seconded by Councillor McAlpine, that Council accepts the officer’s recommendations in respect of Items 1 and 2.

Councillor Woods and Alderman Armstrong-Cotter challenged the proposed amendment and felt that it was a direct negative of the proposal, however Councillor Irwin later clarified that she was proposing the officer’s amended recommendation from the addendum report and the chair was content for the amendment to proceed.

Outlining her amendment, Councillor Irwin noted that the vehicle and trailer amendments in relation to point two of the recommendation were in response to a loophole that had been identified by officers and it was right to support them in closing it given the consequences. In respect of the point one of the recommendations, as long as Officers were satisfied that part one of the proposal met legal obligations then she was satisfied with that.

The seconder, Councillor McAlpine recognised that as there was so much money at stake, it was important to identify and close loopholes. She felt that the policies in the recommendations were very well thought out and Members should support them.

Unable to support the proposed new trailer and vehicle restrictions, Alderman Armstrong-Cotter was aware of HRC users who had purchased new trailers or made changes in order to comply with the existing policy and she was not comfortable in changing that policy. She welcomed the Director’s clarification that waste transportation on behalf of a householder was not illegal and that the new system had provisions for people to instruct others to carry their waste rather than have to put themselves in vulnerable situations and accompany a stranger to the HRC. In addition, she welcomed that the three day wait would no longer be in operation and assumed that users could book a time that suited and that there would be assistance for those not comfortable with the online system.

Councillor Smart welcomed the recommendation from the addendum report, feeling that it was an effective system however he took the same view as the initial proposer and seconder that changing vehicle and trailer restrictions would lead to potential confusion when many, at significant expense, had already adapted to the existing requirements.

Summing up, Councillor Cathcart, on clarification from the Director, recognised that garden waste would be treated separately and a multi-use permit could be purchased on an annual basis to provide compostable waste carriers with unlimited access regardless of their trailer size. He did not believe though that altering the size of the trailer would make much difference, the key element was the separation of waste and it would be easy for staff to identify the single and double axle trailers.

The amendment, on being put to the meeting, with 4 voting FOR, 9 voting AGAINST, 0 ABSTAINING and 3 ABSENT, the amendment FELL.

A vote was taken on the original proposal. On being put to the meeting, with 12 voting FOR, 0 voting AGAINST, 1 ABSTAINING and 3 ABSENT the proposal was declared CARRIED.

AGREED, on the proposal of Councillor Cathcart, seconded by Alderman Armstrong-Cotter, that:

1. Where a householder is applying for a permit that they want a commercial service provider to use to dispose of their household waste at a HRC, this will be permitted without the need for the householder to accompany the waste in question, subject to provision of relevant information when applying for the permit (list of their household waste items to be brought to the HRC on their behalf and details of the commercial service provider who will be using their permit).
    
2. Council does not proceed with point 2 of the recommendation and maintains existing vehicle and trailer type restrictions.

EXCLUSION OF PUBLIC/PRESS 

[bookmark: _Hlk118712271]AGREED, on the proposal of Councillor Cathcart, seconded by Councillor Boyle, that the public/press be excluded during the discussion of the undernoted items of confidential business.

(The meeting went into recess at 9.07pm and resumed at 9.17pm)

3.	Environment Directorate Budgetary Control Report – month 6 to 30 September 2022 (FILE FIN45 / 40012) (CONTINUED)

***IN CONFIDENCE***

NOT FOR PUBLICATION 
SCHEDULE 6 – INFORMATION RELATING TO THE FINANCIAL OR BUSINESS AFFAIRS OF ANY PARTICULAR PERSON (INCLUDING THE COUNCIL HOLDNG THAT INFORMATION)

8.	Trial of Vehicle Mounted Solar Panels (FILE 79001)

***IN CONFIDENCE***

NOT FOR PUBLICATION 
SCHEDULE 6 – INFORMATION RELATING TO THE FINANCIAL OR BUSINESS AFFAIRS OF ANY PARTICULAR PERSON (INCLUDING THE COUNCIL HOLDNG THAT INFORMATION)

9.	Council Strategic Waste Management Arrangements (FILE 72010)
		(Appendix III)	

***IN CONFIDENCE***

NOT FOR PUBLICATION 
SCHEDULE 6 – INFORMATION RELATING TO THE FINANCIAL OR BUSINESS AFFAIRS OF ANY PARTICULAR PERSON (INCLUDING THE COUNCIL HOLDNG THAT INFORMATION)

[bookmark: _Hlk117860815]10.	Renewal of Tender for Glass Processing (FILE 77072)

***IN CONFIDENCE***

NOT FOR PUBLICATION 
SCHEDULE 6 – INFORMATION RELATING TO THE FINANCIAL OR BUSINESS AFFAIRS OF ANY PARTICULAR PERSON (INCLUDING THE COUNCIL HOLDNG THAT INFORMATION)

[bookmark: _Hlk118456288]11.	Follow Up Report - Regulation of HRC Use
		(Appendix IV - V)	

***IN CONFIDENCE***

NOT FOR PUBLICATION 
SCHEDULE 6 – INFORMATION RELATING TO THE FINANCIAL OR BUSINESS AFFAIRS OF ANY PARTICULAR PERSON (INCLUDING THE COUNCIL HOLDNG THAT INFORMATION)




RE-ADMITTANCE OF PUBLIC/PRESS 

AGREED, on the proposal of Councillor Cathcart, seconded by Councillor Cummings, that the public/press be re-admitted to the meeting. 

TERMINATION OF MEETING 

The meeting terminated at 10.14pm.


Dog Licences Issued July - September 2022


Full Cost	Free - Over 65 	Reduced  - Over 65 Subsequent Dogs	Reduced - Neutered	Reduced - Benefits	Block Licence	933	863	105	2600	498	14	

Service Requests Received by Neighbourhood Environment Team
July - September 2022


Abandoned Shopping Trolleys	Abandoned Vehicles	Dog Attack on Other Domestic Animal	Dog Attack on Livestock	Dog Attack on Person	Dog Barking	Breach of Dog Control Conditions	Dog Breeding Establishments	Breach of Bye-Laws	Stray Dog Collection	Unwanted Dog Collection Requests	Dangerous Breed	Dog Education and Awareness	Dog Fouling	Dog Welfare Initial Response	Dogs Off Lead	Expired Dog Licence Calls	Fly-Posting	Fly-Tipping	Greyhound Control	Inadequate Dog Control	Littering	Nuisance Parking	Shellfish Gathering	Dog Straying	Vehicles For Sale On A Road	Other Tasks	Graffiti	Dog Training Enquiries	2	52	20	1	11	86	2	3	7	30	4	1	1	76	5	0	18	6	124	0	18	75	3	0	19	1	1	28	0	


Fixed Penalties Issued by Type 
July - September 2022

[CELLRANGE]
[VALUE]
[CELLRANGE]
[CELLRANGE]


Fouling	Litter	No Licence	Straying	7	58	1	11	7	58	1	11	
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Year to Date 

Actual

Year to Date 

Budget

Variance Annual 

Budget

Variance E

O

Y 

£ £ £ £ % £

Environment

200Environment HQ  295,402  93,000  202,402  188,500  217.6 

210Waste and Cleansing Services  8,129,258  8,092,100  37,158  15,532,800  0.5 

220Assets and Property Services  4,411,938  3,679,200  732,738  7,177,100  19.9 

230Regulatory Services 166,401  213,700  (47,299) 454,900  (22.1)

Total 13,002,998  12,078,000  A 924,998  23,353,300  7.7 

£ £ £ £ % £

Environment - Payroll 

200Environment HQ  260,535  78,000  182,535  156,800  234.0 

210Waste and Cleansing Services  3,909,070  3,663,800  245,270  7,306,000  6.7 

220Assets and Property Services  933,641  1,003,800  (70,159) 2,019,900  (7.0)

230Regulatory Services 944,226  990,000  (45,774) 1,990,400  (4.6)

Total 6,047,472  5,735,600  B 311,872  11,473,100  5.4 

£ £ £ £ % £

Environment - Goods & Services 

200Environment HQ  34,867  15,000  19,867  31,700  132.4 

210Waste and Cleansing Services  4,860,149  4,920,900  (60,751) 9,220,000  (1.2)

220Assets and Property Services  4,085,656  3,230,000  855,656  5,795,000  26.5 

230Regulatory Services 318,049  347,500  (29,451) 725,900  (8.5)

Total 9,298,721  8,513,400  C 785,321  15,772,600  9.2 

£ £ £ £ % £

Environment - Income

200Environment HQ  -   -   -   -  

210Waste and Cleansing Services  (639,961) (492,600) (147,361) (993,200) (29.9)

220Assets and Property Services  (607,359) (554,600) (52,759) (637,800) (9.5)

230Regulatory Services (1,095,874) (1,123,800) 27,926  (2,261,400) 2.5 

Totals (2,343,195) (2,171,000) D (172,195) (3,892,400) (7.9)

REPORT 4                                     INCOME REPORT

REPORT 1                                            BUDGETARY CONTROL REPORT

Period 6 - September 2022



REPORT 2                  PAYROLL REPORT

REPORT 3            GOODS & SERVICES REPORT


