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D A R T F O R D  B O R O U G H  C O U N C I L 
 

POLICY OVERVIEW COMMITTEE 
 

MINUTES of the meeting of the Policy Overview Committee held on Tuesday 15 
December 2020 at 5.00 pm 

 
PRESENT: 
 

Councillor M J Davis (Chairman) 
Councillor Mrs MI Peters (Vice-Chairman) 
Councillor E Ben Moussa 
Councillor S H Brown 
Councillor L A Canham 
Councillor R M Currans 
Councillor E H K Edie  
Councillor B Garden 
Councillor K J Grehan 
Councillor D T Nicklen 
Councillor T Oliver 
Councillor A S Sandhu, MBE 
 

 
ABSENT: 
 

Councillor J Burrell 
Councillor S P Butterfill 
Councillor R A S Jones 
Councillor Mrs J A Ozog 
Councillor Mrs R F Storey 
 

 
CABINET 
MEMBERS  
PRESENT: 

Councillor R J 
Wells 

– Portfolio Holder for Community 
Safety 

 
 
Dartford Borough Council Officers 
 

 Sheri Green – Strategic Director (External 
Services) 

 Mark Salisbury – EARS & CSU Manager 
 Dave Thomas – Waste & Parks Manager 
 Richard Cherry – Enforcement Manager 
 David Hook – Democratic Services Officer 

(Committee Clerk) 
 

69. APOLOGIES FOR ABSENCE  
 
The Chairman welcomed Members to the first full complement virtual meeting 
of the Committee via the Zoom platform, following the initial Government 
lockdown in March 2020 to help combat the effects of the Coronavirus 
pandemic, and thanked those Members who had attended reduced 
compliment virtual POC meetings in the interim, on 16 June and 8 September 
respectively.  
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He welcomed the Cabinet Portfolio Holder for Community Safety to the virtual 
proceedings, and noted the on-line presence of the Strategic Director 
(External Services), and the EARS & CSU, Waste & Parks and Enforcement 
Managers. 
 
The Committee Clerk advised that apologies for absence had been received 
on behalf of Councillors; Burrell, Butterfill, Jones, Ozog and Storey. 
 

70. DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST  
 
There were no declarations of interest. 
 

71. CONFIRMATION OF THE MINUTES OF THE POLICY OVERVIEW 
MEETING HELD ON 8 SEPTEMBER 2020  
 
 RESOLVED: 
 
That the Minutes of the meeting of the Policy Overview Committee held on 8 
September 2020 be confirmed as an accurate record of those proceedings. 
 

72. URGENT ITEMS  
 
The Chairman confirmed that there were no urgent items for the Committee to 
consider. 
 

73. TO CONSIDER REFERENCES FROM OTHER COMMITTEES (IF ANY)  
 
The Committee Clerk confirmed there were no references from other 
Committees for POC Members to consider. 
 

74. REGULATION 9 NOTICE  
 
 RESOLVED: 
 

1. That Members note the Regulation 9 Notice [Forward Plan] for the 
period 16 November 2020 to 31 March 2021. 

 
75. ENVIRONMENTAL ENFORCEMENT TEAM UPDATE REPORT  

 
The report from the Enforcement and Regulatory Services (EARS) Manager, 
provided the Committee with an overview of the performance, systems and 
processes of the Council’s Environmental Enforcement Team’s performance 
in respect of combating fly tipping offences. Appendix A to the report provided 
details of and outcomes for investigations undertaken by the Enforcement 
Team during the period April 2018 to October 2020. 
 
The Chairman reminded Members that the Committee had previously 
considered the topic of fly tipping within the context of the annual Litter 
Services update report from the Waste & Parks Manager, last considered by 
the POC  on 28 January 2020 [Agenda Item 8 (para 3.10) and Min. No. 35 
refer]. He asked the EARS Manager to briefly summarise his report for the 
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Committee, before responding to Members questions, and reminded 
Members that the Committee’s remit was to focus on policy, not individual 
aspects of performance. 
 
The EARS Manager informed Members that the Council had invested heavily 
in its discretionary Environmental Enforcement service to combat 
environmental crime, particular fly tipping offences, within the Council’s overall 
environment, enforcement, community safety and parking enforcement 
operation.  The Council had specific officers on staff who, together with LA 
Support (Kingdom) Environmental Enforcement Officers, helped to maintain a 
clean and safe environment for all residents, free from dumped waste, litter 
and dog fouling. 
 
He proposed that the Council’s Environmental Enforcement Team Manager, 
Richard Cherry, who also represented Dartford on the pan-Kent intelligence 
network body tasked with preventing and deterring fly tipping, respond to 
Members’ questions. 
 
The Enforcement Manager advised Members that Dartford was a recognised 
leader within Kent local authorities (and neighbouring London Boroughs), for 
its proactive and effective environmental enforcement operation which, in the 
period under review, had achieved a 42% overall ‘detection rate’ - the best in 
Kent [report para 3.18 to 3.21 and Appendix A refer].  
 
There had been a reduction in pro-active investigations during the initial 
phase of the Council’s response to the COVID-19 pandemic and government 
lockdown [report para 3.11 to refers], but fly tipping hotspots had continued to 
be effectively monitored and measures [not for public disclosure] taken. The 
Council employed 2 (two) enforcement officers, both experienced former 
police officers, who possessed a wealth of background and skills to undertake 
the time-consuming, dirty and often frustrating work of detection and evidence 
gathering at fly tipping ‘hot spots’ to secure evidence to identify, fine or 
prosecute offenders e.g. discarded utility bills etc. An increase in staff was a 
consideration, but not a universal panacea, given the limited amount of 
personnel evidence available to be gathered to identify individual offenders.  
 
He reminded Members that Dartford had been the first local authority in 
England to impose a regime of fixed penalty notices (FPNs) for the offence of 
fly tipping and an enforced ‘duty of care’ offence against residents using 
unlicensed waste disposal operatives, and local authorities remained keen to 
learn from Dartford’s operation, which benefitted from additional support from 
the Council’s Park Ranger Service and the CSU’s CCTV operation. He 
confirmed that Kent Police did not respond to incidents of fly tipping, despite it 
being increasingly viewed as ‘organized crime’, and that the link on the DBC 
website to report offences was monitored by Council officers not Kent Police. 
 
The Chairman thanked the EARS Manager for an excellent report and 
comprehensive Appendix, and the Enforcement Manager for his further 
comments. He was pleased to note the Council’s position in the vanguard of 
Kent authorities who pro-actively combated fly tipping offences, and asked 
what arrangements were in place for the EARS Manager and his staff to liaise 
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with Cabinet, regarding the Council’s overarching policy and strategy to 
combat fly tipping. 
 
The EARS Manager advised Members that in addition to the pertinent terms 
of reference (ToRs) on the Council website specifically defining the Council’s 
enforcement policy relating to fly tipping, the Enforcement Manager would be 
developing a new holistic enforcement policy document in 2021, for 
consideration and endorsement by Members. The new policy document would 
be linked on the Council website to frequently asked questions (FAQs), 
currently posed by residents. 
 
In response to a variety of subsequent questions from individual Members, 
the EARS, Enforcement and Waste & Parks Managers confirmed the 
following substantive points: 
 

 GDPR required the Council to take an extremely cautious approach to 
the publication of personal details for individual offenders/unlicensed 
carriers convicted by the Courts. However, the EARS Manager would 
liaise with the Council’s Communications Manager to see if successful 
prosecutions could be notified to residents via the Council website in 
general terms. The use of the Council’s Twitter service to update and 
advise residents concerning bogus and unlicensed waste carriers 
operating in the Borough would also be examined; 

 Kent County Council as the responsible Waste Disposal Authority 
(WDA), dictated charges and vehicle sizes at Household Waste 
Recycling Centres not the Council, and had long opposed (pre-COVID 
and lockdown), the use of smaller vans at lower charges, to prevent 
surreptitious use by traders and waste carriers  masquerading as 
residents; 

 The Council had spent some £150K to date clearing fly tipping since a 
spike in the offence following the 1st lockdown, and recognised the 
long-term nature of the problem. In addition, some £1M had been 
spent on street cleaning in the year to date. 

 
The Member for Joydens Wood asked how many cases detailed in Appendix 
A to the report, had not been pursued due to insufficient staff resources, and 
proposed, inter-alia, that more investigating staff were required. 
 
The EARS Manager advised that subtracting the combined number of 
prosecutions and fines achieved, from the total number of investigations 
[listed in the Appendix], would give a partial answer. However, he believed the 
Council were winning the battle to combat fly tipping in Dartford; despite the 
efforts of unscrupulous offenders to hide their identities with face masks and 
false vehicle registration plates; and the Council remained in the vanguard 
amongst Kent authorities actively combating fly tipping. The Government were 
aware of the spike in fly tipping following the 1st lockdown, and he hoped that 
more multi-agency joint operations would be undertaken to combat the 
offence going forward. 
 
In this regard, the Enforcement Manager advised Members that he was 
liaising closely with the newly appointed Enforcement Manager at Gravesham 
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Council over possible joint measures, including intelligence sharing. He also 
clarified for Members that all fly tipping incidents were logged [Appendix A to 
the report refers], but those marked as NFA (no further action), were not 
pursued further, because a positive outcome [fine or prosecution] was 
unlikely, generally because of a lack of evidence. 
 
The Member for Ebbsfleet endorsed the case for joined-up enforcement 
action to combat fly tipping. He acknowledged that fly tipping was cleared in 
his Ward, but he believed that the lack of Council CCTV coverage in Ebbsfleet 
encouraged repeated fly tipping offences, and he proposed that the Council 
consider further capital investment to address the issue. 
 
The EARS Manager encouraged Members to report all incidents of fly tipping, 
especially repeat offences, to the Enforcement Manager [to help build a 
‘hotspot’ picture], and he would pursue matters with his team. He would also 
be able to advise whether covert CCTV was in operation at any given 
location. 
 
The Member for Swanscombe noted that in January 2020 of 95 fly tipping 
offences recorded, positive outcomes had been achieved in only 22 cases. 
She wondered whether greater publicity was required to combat fly tipping 
[‘naming and shaming’ offenders and publicising ‘success’ stories], and 
sought a response from the attending Cabinet Portfolio Holder. 
 
The Enforcement Manager advised Members that monthly data disguised the 
time lag between offences being committed and successful prosecutions 
being recorded in subsequent months.  This was particularly relevant to 
January figures when fly tipping offences traditionally spiked after the festive 
season, but overall, the annual detection rate was 42%. 
 
The Strategic Director (External Services) advised Members that the 
constraints imposed by GDPR had been a significant driver in the Council’s 
formulation of a new comprehensive enforcement policy which, it was hoped, 
would enable the Council to better publicise its ‘success stories’. She also 
advised caution over increased resources: more investigating officers did not 
necessarily equate to more prosecutions and less fly tipping. Evidence left by 
offenders at site was scant and finite, and it was unlikely that an enlarged 
discretionary Council enforcement service would cover its costs. Dartford had 
been the 1st and at one time, sole Kent local authority to institute a 
discretionary enforcement service to combat fly tipping, and remained in the 
vanguard of Kent authorities providing such a service. 
 
The Cabinet Portfolio Holder for Community Safety (attending by invitation), 
endorsed the views of the Strategic Director (External Services) and the 
EARS and Enforcement Managers regarding the Council’s enforcement 
regime to combat fly tipping. He advised Members that fly tipping was a Kent-
wide problem and that the Council had an excellent Enforcement Team in 
place who, together with other CSU colleagues and external partners, used all 
available powers to achieve the highest detection rate for fly tipping in Kent.  
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He agreed that publicising the Team’s achievements was hampered by the 
requirements of GDPR, but the new holistic enforcement policy [due to be 
formulated in 2021], would also help to address the constraints GDPR 
currently imposed. The Council would also seek to expand present 
partnership working where possible, whilst using existing finite resources and 
powers (officer numbers were not the issue), to maintain the Council’s existing 
pre-eminent performance amongst Kent local authorities in successfully 
combating fly tipping. 
 
The Member for Joydens Wood expressed his concern over perceived loop-
holes in the current enforcement policy, in particular, the detrimental impact of 
GDPR, which prevented effective information sharing between the Police and 
the Council regarding licensed vehicles and their owners. He proposed that 
the EARS Manager be tasked with writing a policy paper on the issues for 
presentation to Cabinet and subsequent forwarding to Dartford’s MP to bring 
pressure on the Government to relax rules on the exchange of information 
between government bodies. 
 
The EARS Manager acknowledged the constraints imposed by GDPR e.g. 
preventing Council officers from obtaining ownership details from the Police, 
for vehicles suspected in participating in fly tipping. However, the constraints 
of GDPR were experienced by all Councils and those constraints had been 
upheld at Judicial Review. He was happy to submit a report on the issue if 
instructed and still required, following the formulation of the Council’s new 
GDPR compliant enforcement policy. 
 
The Chairman next raised his concerns over the recycling bank facilities at 
Hawley and New Barn, and proposed that the banks be cordoned-off with 
bollards, to prevent fly tipping [when the banks became full].  
 
The Waste & Parks Manager advised that the recycling bank facilities at 
Hawley and New Barn were voluntary sites for residents, which other Councils 
had withdrawn. Dartford could close its recycling banks, but not the laybys 
where they were situated, which fell under the purview of the Highways 
Authority, and would likely still attract fly tipping, irrespective of the recycling 
banks being closed. The Council had a good recycling service, but voluntary 
recycling banks were also useful, and closing them would penalise residents 
who used them within the rules. 
 
The Chairman thanked the EARS Manager for a comprehensive report and 
Appendix, and the Cabinet Portfolio Holder, Strategic Director (External 
Services) and the Enforcement and Waste & Parks Managers for their input 
and positive responses to Members questions and concerns. 
 
  RESOLVED: 
 

1. That Members note the contents of the report and Appendix A, 
detailing the investigations undertaken and outcomes achieved by the 
Council’s Environmental Enforcement Team to combat and detect fly 
tipping in the Borough for the period April 2018 to October 2020. 
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In a change to the published agenda order, in the interests of continuity, the 
Chairman proposed that Members next consider the report from the EARS 
Manager on the Council’s Environmental Litter Enforcement Service, which 
had issued as a supplementary report, in addition to the Waste & Parks 
Manager’s Annual Litter Collection Service report [Agenda Item 8 refers]. 
 

76. ENVIRONMENTAL LITTER ENFORCEMENT SERVICE  
 
The report from the EARS Manager had been issued as a separate and 
supplementary document to the annual Litter Collection Service update report 
from the Waste & Parks Manager [Min. No. 78 refers], and provided Members 
with a specific overview of the Council’s Litter Enforcement Scheme, as 
currently operated by LA Support Limited (previously known as Kingdom).  
 
The EARS Manager advised Members that the Litter Enforcement Scheme 
continued to operate successfully under LA Support Limited who had 
increased their enforcement officer compliment. He reminded Members that 
litter enforcement was a non-statutory service provided by the Council, and 
not provided by all Kent local authorities.  
 
In response to subsequent questions from individual Members, the EARS and 
Enforcement Managers confirmed the following substantive points for the 
Committee: 
 

 Public Drinking & Littering – CSU rather than LA Support officers 
would respond to incidents of public drinking and consequent drink can 
littering, under the provisions of the extant Public Space Protection 
Order. Members should contact the Enforcement Manager Richard 
Cherry with details of their concerns; 

 Trade Waste Agreements (TWA) – LA Supports officers enforced 
these measures with business, and the Council website had been 
updated to this effect. The Council had gone to considerable lengths 
with businesses and retailers to enable them to conform with this long-
standing legal requirement, with plenty of warning and a long lead-in 
time prior to fining or prosecution. Some temporary LA Support officers 
had initially fined businesses retrospectively, if a TWA was found not to 
have been in place for the 2 year period required under the legislation. 
The Council had revised the requirement to a TWA being required to 
be evidenced as being in place on the date of the 1st visit by 
enforcement officers, with a second visit after 17 days to check 
paperwork [not available on the 1st visit], and fining a business if an 
extant TWA had not been put in place; 

 Dog Litter – there was no recognised measure to gauge the level of 
dog fouling: the only acceptable standard was 100% compliance. This 
entailed a re-education of dog owners by the Council and its partners 
to ensure owners cleaned-up after their pets and disposed of dog litter 
in the designated bins, which the Council continued to provide in ever 
increasing numbers; 

 General Litter Levels – The Council continued to support and educate 
businesses and schools, and the Partnership consensus was, that litter 
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levels in the town centre had fallen as reported by the cleaning teams. 
A TWA with traders had also led to cleaner market days. 

 
The Member for Stone advised the Committer that in her opinion, litter levels 
in her Ward had increased not fallen, and requested details of the litter 
enforcement measures operating outside the town centre.  Periodic deep 
cleans were good, but she perceived a need for better communication with 
residents in Stone and Swanscombe e.g. via the Council’s Twitter facility, 
regarding upcoming ‘Deep Clean’ and other litter initiatives proposed outside 
the town centre. 
 
The EARS Manager advised that all Dartford’s Parishes were covered under 
the Litter Enforcement Scheme on a proportionate basis, together with the 
town centre where the majority of offences occurred. Parish litter ‘hotspots’ 
were targeted on a weekly basis and he encouraged all Members and their 
residents to report any concerns to the Enforcement Manager, if they felt 
specific issues were not being adequately addressed. 
 
The Cabinet Portfolio Holder endorsed the views of the EARS Manager, that 
the Council’s Litter Enforcement Scheme continued to be operated effectively 
by LA Support Services and the Council’s Enforcement Manager and his team 
within the CSU. He advised that the overall success of a litter enforcement 
scheme was difficult to measure, but a key indicator of success endorsed by 
the Leader of the Council and Cabinet, was the low rate of repeat offenders 
being fined in Dartford. On specifics, he endorsed the need to enforce the 
long-standing law for businesses to have effective TWAs in place, to help 
relieve the pressure on public bins in the town centre. He also acknowledged 
the need to maintain an effective operational balance between litter 
enforcement in the town centre (where the majority of observable offences 
were committed), and the Parishes, where offences were less easily observed 
and consequently less fines imposed. He encouraged all Members to 
continue to report their specific concerns to the Enforcement Manager, and 
endorsed the request that the Council website be kept fully updated, to ensure 
Members and residents were aware of current and proposed enforcement 
actions and measures. In conclusion, he advised the Committee that all litter 
enforcement schemes inevitably attracted criticism, but that the Council 
scheme in Dartford was well managed and commended its achievements to 
Members. 
 
The Chairman thanked the EARS Manager for his report and congratulated 
the Enforcement Manager and his Team on their efforts in administering the 
Council’s Litter Enforcement Scheme to date. He noted that the Council had 
been the 1st local authority in Kent to operate a litter enforcement and the 1st 
to impose a £400 fine for the offence, and continued to refine its litter 
enforcement operation with the TWA requirement for businesses.  
 
He looked forward to the Committee having the opportunity to consider the 
Council’s new holistic enforcement policy [Min. No. 75 refers], and asked that 
Cabinet consider the views of POC Members (as recorded in these Minutes) 
in its formulation. He advocated ‘designing-out ‘litter problems rather than 
radical wholesale change, but noted the rapid increase in Dartford’s 
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population and questioned whether current enforcement staffing levels were 
sufficient for the growing needs of the Borough. 
 
  RESOLVED: 
 

1. That Members note the contents of the report; 
 

2. That the views and concerns of the POC [as recorded above] be noted 
by Officers when formulating the Council’s new holistic enforcement 
policy, including the terms of the current litter enforcement scheme, 
prior to presentation to Members.  

 
77. LITTER COLLECTION SERVICE  

 
The report from the Waste & Parks Manager (WPM) provided the Committee 
with an update on the Council’s Litter Collection Service, and advised 
Members that the Council’s street cleaning responsibilities and resources 
remained as stated in the last report to the Committee on 28 January 2020 
[Min. No. 35 refers]. The Government’s 1st Covid-19 lockdown measures had 
created a number of challenges for the Council’s waste collection and street 
cleaning services, mainly due to operational staff needing to frequently self-
isolate, but increased use of agency staff had ensured that the Council had 
met its basic service obligations to residents, and continued to approve 
appropriate requests for new litter and dog bins. 
 
The Chairman again proposed that discussion proceed on the basis that 
Members had read the report and that the WPM respond to any individual 
questions or concerns expressed by Members.  
 
The Ward Member for Swanscombe noted that the demand for 2 additional 
litter pickers [report para 3.4] had been discounted as impractical by Cabinet 
at its meeting on 8 March 2020 [Min. No. 95 refers], given the terms of the 
street cleaning contract with Urbaser. She also expressed her concern over 
the standard of street cleaning in her Ward, with Urbaser being recalled to 
complete works on 3 separate occasions in her Ward. 
 
The WPM advised Members that the Council had spent £1M on routine street 
cleaning services in the period under review. Urbaser teams operated on a 
flexible weekly, fortnightly and monthly basis, but did not clean ‘clean’ streets. 
Urbaser undertook its street cleaning operation using a combination of 
machines, sweepers with handcarts (town centre), and litter pickers in high-viz 
jackets, picks and sacks in the Parishes. Swanscombe was the worst area for 
cleanliness, with the high level of parked cars impacting adversely on the 
ability of Urbaser vehicles to undertake street cleaning operations. Urbaser 
had been up and running and fully staffed by August following the 1st 
Government lockdown, and continued to review its current operations using 
the Council’s ‘White-pace’ project management system. Unfortunately street 
cleaning was not on ‘White-pace’. The contractor and the Council, continued 
to review all aspects of its joint litter collection service in terms of money, 
vehicles and staff resources, to meet the changing demographics of the 
Borough and meet resident demand. 
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The Chairman repeated his theme on the need to ‘design-out’ litter problems, 
and asked if the WPM liaised with the Council’s Planning & Regeneration 
Department over access for street cleaning vehicles, adequate provision of 
litter and dog bins in new developments, and the impact of trees and shrubs 
on street cleaning operations.  
 
The WPM confirmed that access for Urbaser vehicles was discussed with the 
Council’s Planning Department, but that there was no fixed formula for doing 
so. He advised that many new developments remained private and opted out 
of Council cleaning services. Traffic islands had been ‘designed-out’ on some 
highways, to improve access for Urbaser and other cleaning vehicles, but 
trees, shrubs and bushes could not be ‘designed-out’ of existing 
developments. 
In response to a further question from the Chairman regarding enhanced 
street signage at litter hotspots [report para 3.7 refers], the WPM undertook to 
review the topic of litter ‘hotspots’, including the Chairman’s new proposal that 
warnings could be stencilled on pavements at ‘hotspots’ to avoid adding to an 
already cluttered street signage environment in those areas.  
 
The Cabinet Portfolio Holder for Waste & Environment (in attendance as a 
Member of the POC), commended the report to the Committee, endorsed the 
responses the WPM had given to Members’ concerns in Committee, and 
encouraged them to continue to liaise with him in the future. 
 
The Chairman thanked the Waste & Parks Manager for his annual update 
report and positive and constructive responses to Members’ questions and 
concerns. 
 
  RESOLVED: 
 

1. That Members note the contents of the annual update report on the 
Litter Collection Service; 
 

2. That Members receive a further Litter Collection Service annual update 
report in December 2021. 

 
78. THE RECYCLING SERVICE  

 
The report from the Waste & Parks Manager (WPM) provided the Committee 
with an update on the Council’s recycling service and confirmed that in the 
period under review, the Council’s waste and recycling responsibilities and 
resources had remained as last reported to the Committee on 28 January 
2020 [Min. No. 36 refers]. The Recycling Service had suffered a similar impact 
to its operation following the 1st Government lockdown as experienced by the 
Litter Collection Service [Min. No. 77 refers], but crucially, had not been 
suspended, as had been the case in some other Kent local authority areas. 
 
The Chairman again proposed that the report be taken as read and invited 
Members to put their individual questions and any expressions of concern to 
the WPM for his response. He began that process by seeking confirmation of 
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the Council’s recycling rate (which he believed was 27%) and asked what 
materials were recycled at the new waste disposal facility at Sittingbourne. 
 
The WPM advised that the Council’s recycling rate was nearer 25% and that 
the new recycling plant at Sittingbourne was for paper waste only. 
 
The Chairman next noted [in the context of the Council expanding its garden 
waste customer base - report para 3.6 third bullet point refers] that about 
8,000 garden waste bins had now been provided, accruing income of some 
£250K for the Council and asked where Dartford’s garden waste was 
processed. 
 
The WPM confirmed that the Council now had 8,000 garden waste customers 
(up from 6,000 prior to lockdown), and that Dartford’s garden waste was 
processed at the Swanley facility, an ‘open window’ site operated by Tamar, 
where garden waste was dried then used for a variety of purposes. 
 
The Ward Member for Swanscombe expressed her concern at the Council’s 
25% recycling rate, which was the lowest recorded amongst local authorities 
in Kent. She asked what measures could be taken to improve it and whether it 
was Council policy to do so, given the Government’s stated priority to improve 
recycling rates. 
 
The Cabinet Portfolio Holder for Waste & Environment reminded Members 
that residents had been canvassed on three separate occasions in recent 
years over their recycling requirements and preferences, and had consistently 
declined a food waste service and expressed their satisfaction with the Big 
Black Bin option, now in its third edition. Given that consistent resident 
response over a number of years, the Council had no current plans to change 
or expand its current waste and recycling service [report para 3.6 refers]. 
However, if the Government mandated that local authorities were required to 
implement a separate food waste collection in the future, the Council would 
comply with such an edict in consultation with residents. 
 
The Ward Member for Stone said that lockdown and residents increasing 
reliance on the delivery of goods, had generated ever increasing amounts of 
packaging material suitable for recycling.  Her impression was, that the 
majority of residents wanted to recycle more, but that current recycling bins 
were not big enough, nor the current fortnightly collection service meeting 
rising demand. She kept her recycling indoors pending collection, to prevent it 
being blown away and littering the Ward, and advocated the provision of 
larger recycling bins going forward. 
 
The Chairman advised Members that Dartford was the top Council in Kent in 
terms of resident satisfaction, and therefore the onus remained with residents 
to request changes. However, in the event of any Government edict to local 
authorities to improve recycling rates, residents should be canvassed for their 
views. 
 
The WPM informed Members that although Dartford only recycled 25% of its 
waste (including compost), the Council only sent 1% of its collected waste to 
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landfill, a significant and positive achievement. He was aware, through his 
representation of Dartford on the Kent Resource Partnership body, that Kent 
local authorities with high recycling rates (40%-50%), often sent an equally 
high percentage of their waste to landfill. There was the added concern 
[expressed previously by Members], of the final destination of recyclable 
waste once it left the UK, and whether it was recycled effectively, if at all. He 
advised that more recycling was not necessarily better: the industry was 
flooded with items which had been collected, but could not be recycled. 
Quality recycling was required not quantity, and the Council was committed to 
that aim, by further restricting the amount of general waste residents were 
allowed to put into black sacks [report para 3.6 refers]. 
 
The Chairman thanked the Waste & Parks Manager for his report and 
comprehensive and positive responses to Members questions and 
expressions of concern, and the Cabinet Portfolio Holder for his input and 
confirmation of Cabinet policy regarding recycling in the Borough. 
 
He asked that arrangements be made for the Committee to visit the Pepperhill 
Waste Transfer Station [post the current Tier 4 lockdown restrictions], to 
better inform Members of the processes involved in recycling and waste 
disposal. 
 
  RESOLVED: 
 

1. That Members note the contents of the update report on the Council’s 
recycling service for the period January to November 2020; 
 

2. That POC Members visit the Pepperhill Waste Transfer Station [post 
current Tier 4 restrictions], to observe the facilities and processes 
undertaken to dispose of waste; 
 

3. That Members receive a further annual update on the Council’s 
Recycling Service in 2021. 

 
79. WORK PLAN UPDATE  

 
The report from the Committee Coordinator attached at Appendix A for 
Members consideration, an updated Committee Work Plan for the remainder 
of the current 2020/21 municipal cycle and beyond. 
 
The Chairman proposed that Members agree the updated Work Plan 
(Appendix A to the report) with one further addition following discussion and 
agreement by the General Assembly of the Council (GAC) at its meeting on 
14 December 2020, that a Lead Member be appointed with responsibility for 
‘Food Security’ for disadvantaged residents in the Borough. The Leader of the 
Council had subsequently appointed the Lead Member for Equalities, 
Cohesion & Society to the role, and it was proposed that Councillor McLean 
present an initial report on his findings to the GAC in the New Year, in March 
if possible. 
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In response to a final question from the Chairman, the Strategic Director 
(External Services) advised that the Council’s new Corporate Plan for the 
period 2021-24 remained at the draft stage, and that a decision had not yet 
been made whether the new Plan was to be presented to the POC in draft 
form for initial comment, or go direct to Cabinet for comment and approval. 
 
  RESOLVED: 
 

1. That Members note the updated Work Plan (WP) for the Committee as 
attached at Appendix A to the report; 
 

2. That Members receive a report on ‘Food Security’ in the Borough from 
the Lead Member for Equalities, Cohesion & Society at its next meeting 
in March 2021, following his appointment by the Leader of the Council 
to an expanded remit, as agreed in principle by the GAC at its meeting 
on 14 December 2020. 

 
 

The meeting closed at 7.02 pm 
 

  
 
 

Councillor M J Davis 
CHAIRMAN 

 
 
 


