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1. Purpose of Report

1.1 To provide a summary of a recent review carried out on the provision of Mini-
Recycling Centres within the Borough.

2. Decision(s) Recommended

2.1 That the Scrutiny Board supports the phased removal of the remaining 14 Mini 
Recycling Centres in the Borough as outlined in section 5 of this report.

3. Background

3.1 A report was brought to the then Cabinet Member for Community Services in 



February 2013, which outlined the proposal to reduce the number of Mini Recycling 
Centres (MRCs) in the borough from 24 to 17.

3.2 A commitment was made in this report to carry out further review of MRC provision 
following the implementation of changes to the kerbside recycling service.

3.3 The changes to the recycling service were completed for the majority of properties in 
October 2014.  Since then we have been focussing on providing recycling facilities at 
flat and apartment complexes that have no recycling provision.  We have also been 
improving the recycling facilities at the boroughs 36 high rise blocks of flats located 
in the north of the borough.

3.4 Therefore, the majority of residents in the borough should have access to kerbside 
recycling by the end of Autumn 2015.
At some properties and complexes it has not been possible to collect glass this is 
either due to space constraints or operational logistics for example flats located 
above shops, where there would be a risk to both residents and collection operatives 
to carry kerbside boxes of glass down stairs.  These properties are in the minority 
and we estimate that there are less than 1% of properties in the borough that do not 
have access to the full kerbside recycling service.

3.5 Since the report in 2013 we have removed two more sites and Sainsburys 
Supermarket has taken over the operation of one site in Shirley.

3.6 We were asked to remove the MRC at Chelmsley Wood by the landowner who 
considered that having the MRC on their land made them as landowner, vulnerable 
to claims for damages.  

3.7 We were also asked to remove the site at the Queens Head pub in Meriden as the 
landlord claimed that servicing the site was causing damage to the car park. 

3.8 Sainsburys at Marshall Lake Road have taken over the site located in the car park – 
which is now managed entirely by Sainsburys, however the site is available for public 
use.  

3.9 Therefore we now have 14 sites remaining.  A map showing the location of the 
remaining sites is provided at Appendix A.

4. Evaluation of Alternative Option(s) 

4.1 Since the review was carried out in 2013, the market for recyclate has changed 
considerably with a decline in the market for recyclate and the income that can 
potentially be achieved for recycled material.

4.2 There has also been a notable reduction in the number of authorities that provide 
MRCs.  Across the Solihull, Coventry, Warwickshire sub-region, only two (out of 6 
authorities)  still provide MRCs (Warwick District Council and Nuneaton and 
Bedworth Borough Council).  The main reasons for removing the sites were due to 
decline in use and provision of a comprehensive kerbside collection service, misuse 
of the sites by commercial users and persistent problems with fly-tipping.

4.3 In 2014, we were served cessation notices by our aluminium collection contractor 
and plastic contractors who both stated that it was no longer economically viable for 
them to deliver the collection service due to the rapid decline in the number of 
authorities still providing MRCs.  

4.4 Through Amey, we still provide containers for aluminium cans but this is at a cost to 



the council.  
4.5 Currently glass is collected at no cost to the council, however the market for glass 

has taken a downturn recently and the contractor has reduced their collection 
frequency and stopped collecting glass separately.

4.6 Paper is currently collected at no cost to the council and we receive a limited income 
from this material stream.

4.7 We also receive a small income from some of the textile banks on our sites.  
However, we do suffer from the positioning of unauthorised textile banks on our sites 
and in conjunction with colleagues in Highways, notices are served on the owner of 
the banks to remove them.  This process takes up officer time and resources and 
due to the owners of the banks moving them quickly from one site to another it can 
be difficult to keep track of the unauthorised banks.

4.8 In 2014/15 the recycling collected from the MRCs contributed 1.3% to our overall 
recycling rate of 40%.  To date, this year the amount of recycling collected from the 
MRCs make up less than 1% of our recycling rate. 

4.9 The following chart shows how use of the Mini Recycling Centres (based on 
tonnages collected) has declined significantly over the past 5 years.
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Recycling captured at Mini Recycling Centres 

4.10 An evaluation of each of the sites is summarised in a table provided at Appendix B. 
The summary provides a brief background to the site and any issues or pressures 
that we have encountered relating to the site.

5. Reasons for Recommending Preferred Option

5.1 Since 2010, and the phased improvements to the kerbside collection service, there 
has been a decline in the use of MRC’s by householders (this is shown by the 
reducing tonnages collected in the chart in section 4.9).



5.2 Although it is difficult to provide concrete evidence to substantiate our suspicions,  
we now believe that the banks – particularly those near to businesses are being 
used predominantly to dispose of recycling that is from a commercial source.  
Although it is positive that businesses are recycling, the use of the MRC’s is not a 
sustainable or legitimate management route for their waste.

5.3 Due to the decline in the number of authorities providing MRC’s particularly in the 
surrounding areas, there is a question regarding how long our current paper and 
glass contractors will be prepared to provide the service or indeed whether there will 
be an increase in the cost of providing the service.

5.4 We have given some consideration to changing the containers at the MRCs to mirror 
the kerbside service provision and to collect all materials mixed with the exception of 
glass and textiles.  However experience from other authorities suggests that this type 
of system would be potentially open to more abuse and high levels of contamination.  
In authorities where these schemes have been or are in place, the container lids are 
often prized open and rubbish as well as recyclables put in the containers.  This 
contaminates the recycling and means that it cannot be recycled and has to be 
disposed of.

5.5 We have also given consideration to removing all banks with the exception of glass 
at a few strategic locations where there are flats or properties that do not have 
access to the glass kerbside service.  The issue with this option is that the glass 
collection company is unlikely to service a small number of sites and the sites would 
still require cleansing so there would be a minimal saving on cleansing costs.  The 
collection of mixed glass could be carried out by Amey as they currently service the 
can banks, but this would result in an on-going cost. Also as the only containers 
provided, these would also be susceptible to misuse and contamination as outlined 
in section 5.4.

5.6 With the removal of the banks we expect that the recycling currently being deposited  
at the MRCs will either be recycled through the kerbside collection service, be 
recycled at Bickenhill Household Waste Recycling Centre, taken directly to charity 
shops/put out for charity collections or if it is generated by businesses, it will be 
managed by the business and will not enter the household waste stream.  Therefore 
we do not anticipate that the removal of the sites will have a significant impact on our 
recycling levels.

5.7 For the reasons outlined above we are proposing the phased removal of all 14 of our 
remaining MRC’s.  We propose that the majority of sites are retained until after the 
Christmas and New Year holiday clear up periods and then remove the sites with the 
intention to have removed them all by the end of May 2016.

5.8 It is proposed that the Recycling Centre at Church Close, Kingshurst is removed as a 
matter of priority.  The paper recycling bank was set alight in August and the 
provider, Kappa will not replace the bank. . The site also suffers regularly from fly 
tipping and is attracting anti-social behaviour.  The can banks are also regularly 
contaminated.

5.9 It is proposed that the following sites are removed before Christmas:
(a) Tesco Knowle – There is overcapacity in Knowle and the site is being used by 

local businesses
(b) Earlswood Craft Centre – there is already minimal provision at this site
(c) Wyevale Garden Centre—this is not a well-used site and suffers from fly-

tipping
(d) Shelley Crescent – this site suffers consistently from fly-tipping.



5.10 The second phase of removals would start in February where the following sites 
would be removed:
(a) Marston Green Tavern
(b) Church Road Car Park
(c) George Road – Morrisons
(d) Fitness First/Ice Rink – Hobbs Moat
(e) Dorridge Station Car Park 

5.11 The final phase of removals would be start in May with the removal of the following 
sites:
(a) Monkspath Hall Road Car Park
(b) Greswolde Car Park – Knowle
(c) Arden Hall – Castle Bromwich
(d) Tesco/Notcutts – Shirley 

5.12 If the the proposals to remove the sites are approved, we will develop a clear exit 
strategy for their removal.  This will ensure that all relevant Ward Members are 
informed of the changes which will allow them to be responsive to their constituents.  
It will also ensure that site users are given plenty of notice of the closure of the sites.  
We will also work with landowners (where the sites are not located on council land) 
to inform them of the changes and where appropriate we will provide businesses 
with information regarding finding alternative outlets for their recycling.

5.13 It should be noted that since 2013, we have removed 9 sites, we have not received 
any complaints regarding the removal of the sites and we have only received one 
customer comment which was regarding the removal of banks for plastic.

6. Scrutiny

7. Implications

7.1 Delivery of the Council’s Priorities
The options/proposals in this report will contribute to the delivery of the following 
Council Priorities:

 Build Stronger Communities – maintaining an investing in the public realm

 Deliver Value – Deliver the Medium Term Financial Strategy
7.2 Policy/Strategy Implications

The contents of this report are commensurate with the councils targets and 
objectives of the Municipal Waste Management Strategy.

7.3 Meeting the duty to involve



No public consultation has been carried out on this matter.
7.4 Financial Implications

The phased removal of the Mini Recycling Centres will result in a cost saving to the 
authority.  Although some income is obtained from re-processors for paper and 
textiles this is minimal when compared to the operating costs of managing and 
cleansing the sites.  A cost breakdown is provided in the following table.

Expenditure/Income £
Annual cleansing cost 17,606
Collection of cans 10,252
Cost of removing fly tipping   1,307
Total 29,165

Estimated income from textiles 5,400
Estimated income from paper 2,400
Total 7,800

Overall cost of managing sites taking into 
consideration potential income 

21,365

The removal of the sites will enable the council to make an estimated saving of 
£21,000, this does not take into consideration the saving in officer time, as removal 
of the sites will mean that officers no longer need to actively monitor the sites which 
means that they can concentrate on other tasks.

7.5 Legal implications
There are no legal implications arising as a direct result of this report.

7.6 Risk Implications
There are no risks arising as a direct result of this report.

7.7 Statutory Equality Duty
A Fair Treatment Assessment has been carried out on the delivery of the Waste and 
Recycling Service and one to specifically address the changes to the recycling 
service.

7.8 Carbon Management/Environmental
The removal of the banks will result in a reduction in carbon which is linked to the 
reduction in vehicle journeys required to service the banks and also when carrying 
out the cleansing of the sites.
It is also anticipated that the removal of the sites will reduce fly-tipping at these 
locations.

7.9 Partner Organisations
Partner organisations include Amey – the waste and recycling contract service 
provider

7.10 Safeguarding/Corporate Parenting Implications
There are no safeguarding implications arising as a direct result of this report

7.11 Customer Impact
With the exception of some privately managed flats where the Managing Agent or 



residents cannot accommodate recycling, the majority of properties in the borough 
have access to the kerbside recycling service.  For those that do not there would still 
be the option to take their recycling to the Household Waste Recycling Centre at 
Bickenhill.  

7.12 Other implications

8. List of Appendices Referred to

8.1 Appendix A – Map showing locations of Mini Recycling Centres
8.2 Appendix B – Site Evaluation Summary

9. Background Papers Used to Compile this Report

9.1

10. List of Other Relevant Documents

10.1 Report to the Cabinet Member in 2013 summarising the results of a review carried 
out on Mini recycling centre provision in 2012/13.
http://eservices.solihull.gov.uk/mgInternet/Data/CPH%20Environmental%20&%20Co
mmunity%20Services%20Decision%20Session/201302121400/Agenda/Report%20fr
om%20Head%20of%20Environmental%20Services%20-%20att37361.pdf
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