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Main Tel: 01685 725000 www.merthyr.gov.uk

SCRUTINY COMMITTEE REPORT

To:  Chair, Ladies and Gentlemen

Overcoming the Blight of Fly-tipping and Litter in the 
County Borough
1.0 SUMMARY OF THE REPORT
1.1 To address the recommendations put forward in the Cabinet Report written 2nd May 

2016. The committee met 11th April 2016 and agreed a list of recommendations to 
put forward to the Environmental Cleansing and Enforcement Team and the Waste 
Service Department.

2.0 RECOMMENDATION(S)
2.1 That Scrutiny notes the contents of this report.

3.0 Recommendation 2.1 - The Authority gives consideration to seeking an 
options report on replacing the blue reusable recycling sack used for recycling 
plastics and cans for a more robust container to reduce the possibility of 
spillage, which is aggravating the litter problem in our streets. In this regard 
the Authority should approach WRAP Cymru which recommended the blue 
reusable recycling sack and investigate whether funding is available to replace 
the container..

3.1 As recommended by the Task & Finish Group – Neighbourhood Services and Public 
Protection Scrutiny Committee, Waste Management Officers approached WRAP 
Cymru to investigate whether funding is available to replace the container.  The 
response from WRAP was that it was very unlikely there would be funding available 
for this recommendation.

Consideration was given to a more robust container and the Officer conclusion was 
that the only other practical option to replace the blue re-usable sack is a recycling 
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box.  However, to achieve 90 litres capacity means that every household would 
require an additional two recycling boxes with shower cap lids.

A costing exercise was carried out to determine the cost of providing an additional 
two recycling boxes to every household and the detail is illustrated in Table 1 below.  

Table 1 – Cost of Recycling Boxes & Delivery to 27,000 Properties

Container Type 
and Accessories Size

Cost per Unit
(£)

Total Cost
(£) Comments

Ergo Kerbside Box 55 Litre 2.65 143,000 27,000 
properties x 2 
recycling 
boxes

Box Cap Lid .50 27,000 27,000 
properties x 2 
recycling box 
caps

Weekend Delivery 
to Unit 5, Triangle 
Business Park

300 Cost per 
delivery to 
Unit 5

Approximate 
delivery costs to 
every household

27,500
6 Officers
Box Van Hire
Van Hire
X 12 weeks

Design & Print 
30,000 leaflets

850 Minimum Cost

APPROXIMATE 
TOTAL COST

198,650

As can be seen above, to exchange the blue re-usable sack with two recycling boxes would 
cost the Council in excess of £200,000.

The re-usable sack was recommended by Officers and approved by Cabinet for the 
containment of plastic containers and cans due to the following characteristics and benefits:-

 They have 2 lifting loops and tipping loop on the base for householders and 
collection crew to handle with ease

 They have a 500g rubber weighted base and flaps with Velcro closures to 
prevent contents blowing away 

 Kerbside recycling bags size and capacity will suit any recycling programme
 They are made from robust woven polypropylene and their strength and 

portability makes them ideal for a variety of households and house types
 The approved supplier Weir & Carmichael has been supplying a wide range of 

recycling sacks to Local Authorities for many years with more and more LA’s 
starting to use them for separate material collections



 They offer excellent value for money and are a more cost effective alternative 
to boxes

 90 litres is sufficient capacity for most householders to store a week’s supply 
of plastic containers and cans and most householders would only require one 
90 litre sack

Costs for the options of the re-usable recycling sack are illustrated in Table 2.   To 
replace the current Standard Top Flap with Velcro Closure Re-usable Sack at the 
end of life/lost/stolen the alternative Re-usable Sack with easy open/easy close fully 
secure Velcro closure will be beneficial to help alleviate the litter problem during 
inclement weather conditions that will cause any container type to blow 
around/topple spilling its’ contents.

Table 2 – Costs of Re-usable Sack Option 

Container Type 
and Accessories Size

Cost per Unit
(£)

Total Cost
(£)

Comments

Re-usable 
Polypropylene Blue 
Recycling Sack

Standard top flap 
with Velcro closure

90 Litres
£1.44
£1.40
£1.38
£1.36

5,000 lots
10,000 lots
20,000 lots
30,000 lots

Re-usable 
Polypropylene Blue 
Recycling Sack

Standard top flap 
with Velcro closure 
plus 2 extra strips 
of Velcro on side 
panels

500g rubber 
weighted base

90 Litres
£1.51 
£1.49 
£1.47 
£1.45 

5,000 lots
10,000 lots
20,000 lots
30,000 lots

Re-usable 
Polypropylene Blue 
Recycling Sack

Easy Open/Easy 
Close fully secure 
Velcro closure

500g rubber 
weighted base

90 Litres
£1.59 
£1.57 
£1.55 
£1.53 

5,000 lots
10,000 lots
20,000 lots
30,000 lots

Carriage 90 Litre Re-
usable Sack

£350
£500
Free

5k sacks
10k sacks

20k plus

Cost comparison of the price of the current re-usable sack and the easy open; easy 
close fully secure Velcro closure indicates a minimum cost difference of 15 pence 
per unit for a minimum order of 5,000 units.



For replacement purposes, a cost comparison of an Ergo Kerbside Box and a Re-
usable Polypropylene Blue Recycling Sack Easy Open; Easy Close Fully Secure 
Velcro closure is a minimum cost difference between £3.15 (for the recycling box) 
and £1.59 (for the Re-usable sack) i.e. £1.56 per unit .  (This cost will depend on 
quantities ordered as can be seen in Tables 1 and 2). It must be noted that to 
replace the capacity of one 90 litre re-usable sack would require 2 Ergo Kerbside 
Boxes and 2 shower cap lids per property.  Therefore the cost difference is between 
£1.59 and £6.30 per property i.e. £4.71 per property.

Samples of the different quality re-usable sacks are available with Officers of the 
Waste Management Division if required.

4.0 Recommendation 2.2 - An options report be prepared for Cabinet as to 
whether additional resources can be made available to the Environmental 
Enforcement Team, specifically to deal with enforcement. 

4.1 The Authority has looked at providing support to the Environmental Cleansing and 
Enforcement Team. Jemma Rough and Paul Jones have listed what help is required 
and it has been recognised that a full time administrative assistant would help the 
team to allow more time to interview and prosecute potential perpetrators. The 
Service Support Manager has been in discussion with the Chief Officer 
Neighbourhood Services on the level of resource and flexibility required. This issue 
will be resolved shortly. 

 
In the meantime, Service Support are assisting the team by producing and sending 
the letters required to allow PACE interviews to be conducted. This has eased the 
administrative burden to a degree.

The team is also receiving help from the Street Cleansing Team Leader, Darren 
Griffiths. He has taken over the deployment of covert cameras around the Borough 
and this gives more time for the Environmental Health Officer to focus on 
prosecutions. 

5.0 Recommendation 2.3 - A cost benefit analysis for bulky waste items is 
undertaken with a view to significantly reducing or entirely removing the 
charge for this removal service. 

5.1 Work is currently being undertaken by the Business Change Division on a financial 
options appraisal where the current bulky charges and the potential future changes 
to them will be considered.  (This was agreed when the increase to £15 for 3 items 
was approved).
It is anticipated that this options appraisal will be finalised in September 2016.

6.0 Recommendation 2.4 - As there are operatives at the amenity sites sorting 
through the waste brought in by residents, consideration by Cabinet be given 
to the Van Permit Scheme for non-commercial waste being suspended for six 
months in order that a business case can be prepared seeking options as to 
withdrawing the scheme in its entirety.

6.1 Background to Introducing the Van Permit Vehicle Restriction System in 2008
The Van Permit Vehicle Restriction System was introduced at the HWRC’s on 



10th November 2008.

6.2 The main objectives for introducing the van permit vehicle restriction system at the 
HWRC’s were:-

 To minimise the illegal use of the HWRC’s by traders and builders both from 
Merthyr Tydfil and other Local Authority areas 

 To reduce the amount of trade waste being landfilled at a cost to MTCBC 
 To improve the recycling performance at the sites
 To encourage/enforce segregation of waste before disposal in residual
 To reduce black bag waste deposits at the sites

Whilst seeming like a straightforward proposal to suspend the van permit vehicle 
restriction system for six months with a view to withdrawing it in its’ entirety, 
consideration must be given to the unintended consequences impacting on 
MTCBC’s performance towards achieving the statutory Local Authority Recovery 
Targets.  

The main issues that will be encountered if the van permit vehicle restriction system 
is removed are:-

 Loss of control over the number, type and size of vans entering the sites
 Builders; traders; householders from other Council’s may have access to the 

sites
 Loss of control over the type of waste being deposited at the sites by such 

vehicles that will negatively impact on MTCBC LART performance
 Abuse by builders and traders that do not comply with waste legislative 

requirements for waste carrying; waste collection; waste transfer and waste 
disposal and those who do not enter into a trade waste collection contract 
thereby evading legitimate disposal costs

6.3 The impacts that the above proposal would have on MTCBC are:-

Financial Implications
Prior to the implementation of the van permit vehicle restriction system 2,700 tonnes 
of residual waste was deposited at the Household Waste & Recycling Centres. 
Following the implementation of the van permit vehicle restriction system 787 tonnes 
of residual waste was deposited at the Household Waste & Recycling Centres.  This 
was a reduction of almost 2,000 tonnes equating to 70% of residual waste that was 
possibly being deposited by builders and/or traders.

Every tonne of residual waste deposited at the Household Waste & Recycling 
Centres costs the Council a minimum of £102 per tonne for treatment via Energy 
from Waste.

If the van permit vehicle restriction system is removed and the levels of residual 
waste increased to pre-2008 levels, an additional £360K budget would be required to 
manage such an increase.

Implications for achieving Statutory Local Authority Recovery Targets



An additional 2000 tonnes of residual waste would have a negative impact on 
MTCBC performance towards achieving the Statutory Local Authority Recovery 
Targets (LART’s). E.g. for every tonne of residual waste collected an additional 1.5 
tonnes of recycling is required to off-set it.  Therefore an additional 2000 tonnes of 
residual waste deposited at the Household Waste & Recycling Centres results in an 
additional 3000 tonnes of recyclable waste being required to achieve the LART.  

Given the challenges ahead to achieve the annual targets of >58% 2016/17-
2018/19; > 64% 2019/20–2023/24 and 70% by 2024/25 the requirement to collect an 
additional 3000 tonnes of recyclable municipal waste is considered to be 
unachievable.  Consequently, if the LART’s are not achieved then in broad terms the 
financial penalty could equate to £600K for a 3000 tonnes shortfall.

In 2015/16 the HWRC’s contributed 18% to the LART which is a significant 
contribution that could be reduced and/or lost if the HWRC’s become a “free for all”.

MTCBC Reputation
There would be negative implications for MTCBC’s reputation for not achieving the 
statutory LART’s.  In addition, whilst Local Authorities are under extreme pressure to 
achieve Recovery Targets all Local Authorities in Wales have already introduced 
various vehicle restriction systems and most have/are considering even further 
restrictions.  

If MTCBC removes its’ vehicle restriction system that has been working successfully 
since 2008 it would make a mockery of not only what MTCBC has achieved so far 
but also what other LA’s have done/are doing.  This backward step is not logical 
when waste data demonstrates outcomes of any vehicle restriction system to the 
contrary and was a valid reason for MTCBC introducing it in the first instance.

Contractual Implications
The HWRC’s are managed by a Contractor on behalf of MTCBC.  The contract is 
due to expire in 2018/19.  Changes to current operations will result in variations to 
the contract that would have a detrimental financial impact for MTCBC.

In addition and more importantly, MTCBC has entered into a long-term contract with 
three partnering Local Authorities and Viridor Waste Management Limited for the 
treatment of residual waste at Trident Park Energy Recovery Facility.  Within the 
contract there are clauses in respect of maximum reserved tonnage for the treatment 
of MTCBC’s residual waste which if exceeded will attract an increased gate fee. 

There is also an additional waste threshold that if exceeded the waste will not be 
accepted.  There are also clauses in respect of waste acceptance criteria including 
prohibited waste commodities that may be deposited by builders and traders at the 
HWRC. The consequences of breaching these clauses would have a detrimental 
impact on the residual waste treatment contract and contractual relationships.

Health & Safety Implications
HWRC’s in MTCBC are not designed to accommodate large vehicles within the 
pedestrian areas that could result in H&S implications if any size vehicle is allowed.
Link all the above together and MTCBC will not be in a good position.  



The unintended consequences of this proposal are at complete odds with the 
defined outcomes set out in the Sustainable Environment Strategy and will undo all 
of the good work that MTCBC Officers; Contractors and other partners have made 
strenuous efforts to achieve.

Points to Note
Traders do not pay for waste collection and disposal through NNDR payments that 
enables them to have a choice of who to contract with for this service.
Small building firms should include costs for skip hire and/or waste disposal when 
pricing for and carrying out home improvement works. 

7.0 Recommendation 2.5 - A Strategic Group is set up to include those Partners 
and Organisations invited to the scrutiny meeting who are willing to 
participate, to work together to address the fly-tipping and litter issues. The 
Strategic Group to include the Neighbourhood Services and Public Protection 
Cabinet Portfolio Member and the Governance and Corporate Services Cabinet 
Portfolio Member.

7.1 The Director has set up fortnightly meetings with the officers, Neighbourhood 
Services and Public Protection Cabinet Portfolio Member, Head of Service and the 
Director. These meetings are used to update all parties involved on the progress of 
the new Team and to discuss any requirements needed to optimise the operational 
side.

Fortnightly meetings have also been set up with The Leader, Deputy Leader, 
Director, Head of Service, Corporate Communications and the officers. These 
meetings are used to update the political members on all aspects involved within the 
new team. It is also their opportunity to question the processes and progress of 
operations.

A brief meeting has been held with RSLs to discuss a way forwards to tackle fly 
tipping and littering together. All parties have agreed to work together to try and 
reduce fly tipping as a borough wide intervention.

Following on from the meeting with the RSLs, a sub group meeting was arranged 
with external organisations such as Keep Wales Tidy, Merthyr Angling and the 
Welsh Wildlife Trust.

8.0 RECOMMENDATION 2.6 - Where appropriate when a person / company/ 
organisation etc is convicted of fly tipping in the County Borough the 
Authority should publicise the results of the court cases, both on the website, 
social media and via press releases.

8.1 Our fly-tipping campaign commenced on 18 July 2016.  

In order to get our message across the brief for the advert was to produce strong 
visuals showing the beauty of the county borough with the contrasting blight of fly-
tipping.  It was important to keep the message simple and concise and include a call-
to-action from members of the public. 



The following artwork was produced in-house:

8.2 Press Releases
A number of press releases have been issued since 18 July.  These press releases 
were issued to:  

 Media Wales 
 BBC Newsdesk 
 ITV Newsdesk 
 Merthyr Tydfil Times 
 Fly Tipping Action Wales 
 Natural Resources Wales 
 Welsh Government 

As a result a number of articles have been printed in the Merthyr Express, The 
Merthyr Tydfil Times, Wales online and also on the ITV News website.  

8.3 MTCBC Website
Any press releases issued by Comms are added to the ‘News’ item section of the 
corporate website.  



For this campaign we also created an eye-catcher for the homepage of the website, 
which is highly visible, with a link to the news article.  
Two new web pages were created to support the campaign: 

 A Report-It page which allows members of the public to report incidents of fly-
tipping more conveniently and gives them the opportunity to add pictures, 
identify the type of waste that’s been dumped and pin-point the location on a 
map.  

 ID Parade page which allows the Council to share images of people who are 
suspected of offences such as fly-tipping and littering, and asks members of 
the public to help us identify those people.  

8.4 Adverts
Billboards and Bus Backs were used to advertise the campaign in July/August.  
We also have adverts in half the bus stops in the County Borough (8).  

8.5 Social Media activity
Regular posts have been shared on social media (specifically Facebook and 
Twitter), which have prompted a high number of responses from members of the 
public.  Responses have been mixed, both positive and negative.  

We also trialled Facebook adverts for this campaign, which were very successful:

 Advert 1 (cost £77) was of the campaign poster and had a reach of 25,367 
people.  

 Advert 2 (cost £100) was of the fly-over video (see info below) and had a 
reach of 60,004 people.  

8.6 Fly-over video
A fly-over video was produced of the Bogey Rd area so that people could see for 
themselves the volume of fly-tipping and the impact that it has on the county 
borough.  This video prompted a massive response on social media and had the 
‘shock value’ we were hoping for.  

8.7 Filming
Councillor David Jones met with Hannah Thomas from ITV in August to give an 
interview on fly-tipping.  This interview was featured on ITV’s ‘In Focus’ programme. 

8.8 Contact Newspaper
Fly-tipping articles are a regular feature in the new monthly Contact Newspaper.  We 
also link-in articles around CCP, such as recycling, Trade Waste and HWRC’s.  

8.9 Prosecutions
Prosecutions are promoted by way of a press release, news item on the corporate 
website and on social media.  This is what we’ve found is successful with 
prosecutions for Trading Standards and Public Health.  

 



9.0 Recommendation 2.7 - The Strategic Group looks at how stronger links can be 
made with the Registered Social Landlords around the prosecution of fly-
tippers on RSL land.

9.1 As mentioned previously a brief meeting was undertaken with RSLs to discuss a joint 
approach to tackle fly tipping within the borough. The only RSL who claimed to have 
a serious issue with fly tipping was Merthyr Valley Homes, however all RSLs have 
agreed to work together with the Council.

We have met separately with Victoria Slade, Merthyr Valleys Homes, and are looking 
into different initiatives to reduce fly tipping in the Gurnos. The initiatives discussed 
were as follows:

 Jemma Rough to take forward all fly tipping prosecutions on MVH land as the 
disclosure officer and an employee of MVH will be the investigating officer.

 MVH to work more closely with Jen Zecca to try and educate tenants on 
proper recycling procedure;

 Engage with the Fire Service and Police to tackle bonfires.

There are ongoing negotiations to discuss capacity and forward planning.

10.0 Recommendation 2.8 - A report is presented to the Neighbourhood Services 
and Public Protection Scrutiny Committee within 3 months of this report being 
considered by Cabinet, on the progress of the Strategic Group, and also on 
progress in dealing with the fly-tipping and litter issues in the County 
Borough.

10.1 Since February 8th 2016 to September 8th 2016 the authority has received 
approximately 1207 complaints of fly tipping in the borough. This is broken down as 
follows:

 February – 243
 March – 207
 April – 156
 May – 125

 June – 171
 July – 146
 August – 197

This shows that although the complaints have decreased since the Team was first 
formed, they are not consistently reducing.

10.2 The Team has had 3 successful prosecutions, with a further two in Court on 21st 
September 2016 and another 3 with the legal team for further action. This is a vast 
improvement on previous years with only 1 successful prosecution last year. 

10.3 3GS have served approximately 835 fixed penalty notices from the months of 
February to August. Of the 835, approximately 30 of these were juvenile warnings.

10.4 Around 45 s.34 notices have been served on businesses requiring proof of 
commercial waste disposal. 10 FPNs have been served due to no/insufficient 
response from the businesses with only 2 paying to date, meaning 8 will go forward 
for prosecution.



10.5 3GS are covering the entire Borough to tackle the littering issue. However this has 
been met with difficulty in Cyfarthfa Retail Park as the Retail Managers, 

Hammersons, have formally requested that the officers of 3GS no longer patrol their 
area as they have a strict clean up regime, and do not feel the need for such 
enforcement. Discussions with all parties involved are ongoing.

Cheryllee Evans
Chief Officer (Neighbourhood Services)

Councillor David Jones
Neighbourhood Services and Public 

Protection


