NORTH LONDON WASTE AUTHORITY

REPORT TITLE:
CONSULTATIONS AND POLICY UPDATE

REPORT OF:
HEAD OF OPERATIONS

FOR SUBMISSION TO: DATE:

AUTHORITY MEETING 11 February 2016

SUMMARY OF REPORT:

This report provides the regular update on consultations and policy issues which
have the potential to impact on Authority operations or activities. The report
includes an update on European Commission proposals on the “Circular
Economy” including work on the potential impacts of the EC Circular Economy
package on local authorities carried out in conjunction with the other Joint Waste
Disposal Authorities (JWDAs) and commissioned by the Chartered Institution of
Wastes Management (CIWM). In addition the report notes a number of local
consultations for which Authority approval is recommended to approve the draft
responses attached.




RECOMMENDATIONS:
The Authority is recommended to:

1.

Note the research commissioned by the Chartered Institution of Wastes
Management on the possible impact of the European Commission’s circular
economy package attached as Appendix 1;

Request the Managing Director to carry out any further work on the impacts
of the circular economy package so long as this is contained within existing
resources;

Delegate authority to the Managing Director to submit a response to London
Borough Enfield’s Local Plan 2017 — 2032 on the basis set out in paragraph
3.5;

Delegate authority to the Managing Director in consultation with the Chair
and Vice Chair to submit a response to London Borough Enfield’'s S106
Development Plan Document (DPD);

Approve the draft Authority response to the Haringey Local Plan Pre-
Submission Public Consultation - Alterations to Strategic Policies attached
as Appendix 2 ;

Approve the draft Authority response to the Haringey Local Plan Pre-
Submission Public Consultation - Development Management DPD attached
as Appendix 3;

Approve the draft Authority response to the Haringey Local Plan Pre-
Submission Public Consultation - Site Allocations DPD attached as Appendix
4,

Approve the draft Authority response to the Haringey Tottenham Area Action
Plan, Pre-submission version, attached as Appendix 5; and

Delegate authority to the Managing Director in consultation with the Chair
and Vice Chair to approve a draft response to the London Borough of
Barnet’s Draft Municipal Recycling and Waste Strategy and Future Delivery
document.

SIGNED: ..
Head of Operations

DATE: 2 February 2016




1.2

Purpose and Structure of Report

This report provides an update for Members on consultations and policy
issues that are relevant to the Authority such that the proposals have the
potential to affect the Authority’s operations and/or costs. The report
additionally seeks approval for responses where appropriate.

The report is structured as follows:

For noting and decision

The Circular Economy Package of proposals adopted by the European
Commission in December 2015 and the research commissioned by the
Chartered Institution of Wastes Management on the possible impact
(report section 2).

For decision

2.1

2.2

2.3

LB Enfield’s Local Plan 2017 — 2032 (report section 3);

LB Enfield’s S106 Development Plan Document (DPD) (section 4);
Haringey’s Local Plan Pre-Submission Public Consultation - Alterations
to Strategic Policies (section 5 and Appendix 2);

LB Haringey’s Local Plan Pre-Submission Public Consultation -
Development Management DPD (section 6 and Appendix 3);

LB Haringey's Local Plan Pre-Submission Public Consultation - Site
Allocations DPD (section 7 and Appendix 4);

LB Haringey’s Tottenham Area Action Plan, Pre-submission version
(section 8 and Appendix 5); and

LB Barnet’s Draft Municipal Recycling and Waste Strategy and Future
Delivery document (section 9).

The European Commission Circular Economy Package (for noting)

The current economic model of our society is often described as a ‘Linear
Economy’ where we extract natural resources to make products, use and
then discard these products , such that resources move one way from
production, through consumption to disposal. In the ‘Circular Economy’
products and resources are used and reused so that physical resources
constantly circulate.

At the September 2015 Authority meeting Members approved a draft
Authority response to a consultation on the European Commission’s
(EC’s) proposed Circular Economy Package (the Package) which seeks
to move Europe away from the linear economic model towards the
circular economic model. The Authority’s response is available both as an
attachment to the September 2015 Authority report and also in the
consultation  section of the  Authority’'s corporate  website
http://www.nlwa.gov.uk/consultations/our-responses

The Authority’s main concerns were that binding targets for waste
management should not be introduced without corresponding targets for
the manufacturers and importers who earn profits from goods sold here to
achieve greater levels of waste reduction and recyclability in their
products, and the recycled content of those products. It was also noted


http://www.nlwa.gov.uk/consultations/our-responses

2.4

2.5

2.6

2.7

that the finalisation of revised and new European legislation and its
transposition into national law will take some years. In the meantime it will
be in the Authority’s interest to influence final outcomes wherever
possible.

It was recognised that the Package has the potential to have wide ranging
implications for waste authorities and at the September 2015 Authority
meeting Members also gave approval for involvement in, and a
contribution towards, research on the potential impacts of the circular
economy package on local authorities. In partnership with the other five
other joint waste disposal authorities (JWDAS) a piece of research was
accordingly commissioned through the Chartered Institution of Wastes
Management (CIWM). A copy of the resulting research report is attached
as Appendix 1

On 2 December 2015 the EC adopted the new Circular Economy
Package. The aim of the Package is to stimulate Europe's transition
towards a circular economy which the Commission says is desirable
because of the potential to increase global competitiveness, foster
sustainable economic growth and generate new jobs.

The Package consists of two components:

0 an EU Action Plan for the Circular Economy and

0 a set of legislative proposals
The transition will be supported financially by €650 million from Horizon
2020 (the EU funding programme for research and innovation) and €5.5
billion from structural funds.

On the legislative side, the Package includes changes to a number of
existing pieces of legislation including the Waste Directive, the Packaging
Directive and the Landfill Directive. The key waste targets include the
following:

o A common EU target for recycling 65% of municipal waste by
2030, with an interim target of 60% recycling by 2025.

o A common EU target for recycling 75% of packaging waste by
2030.

o0 A binding landfill target to reduce landfill to a maximum of 10% of
all waste by 2030.

o A ban on landfilling separately collected waste.

o Promotion of economic instruments to discourage landfilling.

o Simplified and improved definitions and harmonised calculation
methods for recycling rates throughout the EU.

o Concrete measures to promote reuse and stimulate industrial
symbiosis — turning one industry’s by-product into another
industry’s raw material

o Economic incentives for producers to put more sustainable
products on the market and support recovery and recycling
schemes e.g. for packaging, batteries, vehicles and electrical and
electronic waste.

Members should note that ‘municipal waste’ referred to above in the first
bullet point is used in accordance with the European definition of “waste



2.8

2.9

2.10

from households, as well as other waste which, because of its nature or
composition, is similar to waste from households.”

The announcement of the Package on 2 December 2015 was the first
step in implementing what the CIWM commissioned research report
suggests will be a long series of changes to address the circular economy
proposals. The report also notes that the process of ratification by the
European Parliament and the review by the Council of Ministers is likely
to take up to two years, and be subject to a number of oppositions, before
being passed to each of the Member States for transposition.

The research report outlines a number of specific implications of the

Package including:

e Changes to the definition of waste and reporting methodologies
resulting.

e Operational and financial impacts. Specifically, the research report
concludes that the new target for reuse and recycling within the
Package is likely to place a much greater financial burden on local
authorities because local authorities will need to capture a greater
percentage of the material in the waste stream for reuse and recycling
than they do at present. The roles and responsibilities of different
players in the circular economy are highlighted in the research report
as an area needing greater clarity. For example if producers have
extended responsibility for reuse and recycling as a result of the
Package, this may require a redesign of local authority services so
that they complement rather than compete with producer-arranged
services.

e Increased importance of behaviour change. The research report notes
in the Executive Summary on page 1 that the ability for service users
to participate fully in recycling schemes is fundamental to achieving
higher recycling targets; a nationally co-ordinated campaign and
standardised use of bins, iconography and communications will be
required to support authorities to drive behaviour change in service
users, as well as investment in interventions not previously used to
change behaviour.

e Increased competition for materials as companies obligated by
Extended Producer Responsibility (EPR) are required to do more to
capture materials that they have placed on the market. Specifically the
report notes that EPR may extend competition for packaging materials
as a result of increased Packaging Directive recycling targets
contained within the Package.

e The research report adds that the competition for recyclable materials
has the potential to extend to other material streams beyond
packaging, if producers obligated under the other Directives and those
who are not yet the subject of Responsibility Obligations also enhance
their involvement in recycling material collections.

e Funding changes — as investment is required to implement the
transition.

In addition to the above, the CIWM commissioned report notes on page 6
that “The Package advocates the use of legislative financial incentives to
properly implement the waste hierarchy, though it will be the responsibility
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3.1

of the Government to determine how these will be implemented in
national law. The ‘pay as you throw’ policies for residual waste, already
adopted across many European countries to incentivise higher levels of
recycling by householders, could also be a powerful tool for pushing up
recycling rates in the UK.” Officers also continue to consider that
additional changes may be necessary to drive change to reach the
objectives contained within the Circular Economy Package. Specifically it
may be necessary to introduce measures to ensure that additional activity
takes place ‘upstream’ (i.e. to design products for reuse and repairability)
in addition to the measures to incentivise or enforce action to reach higher
recycling rates referenced above. Officers note from a recent review of
separate collection schemes in 28 European capitals of the EU that some
of the high performing capitals include separate collections of dry
recyclables and biowaste as well as ‘pay-as-you-throw’ systems, i.e.
residents pay for the amount of residual waste they dispose of whilst
recycling is typically free. Some high performing systems also include the
integration of extended producer responsibility recycling collection
arrangements such as recycling deposit machines which give cash back
the more that is recycled, bring banks, reuse and recycling centres and
kerbside collections from households.

The research report commissioned through CIWM concludes that during
the period in which the Package is developed and transposed into UK
legislation there will be a far greater visibility regarding the impacts of the
Package on local authorities.

It will be necessary therefore for the Authority to continue to keep abreast
of developments as the Package passes through different stages of
implementation. Further updates will be brought forward to future
Authority meetings as implementation progresses. Members are therefore
recommended to note the research commissioned by the Chartered
Institution of Wastes Management on the possible impact of the European
Commission’s circular economy package and to instruct the Managing
Director to carry out any further work on the impacts of the circular
economy package so long as this is contained within the originally agreed
budget.

In addition to the above the Managing Director has given evidence at a
hearing of the London Assembly Environment Committee on 10
December 2015 on the Environmental Pressures of London’s Long-term
Growth: The Circular Economy. A transcript of the debate is available
here:
https://www.london.gov.uk/moderngov/ieListDocuments.aspx?Cld=305&
MId=5685&Ver=4. His evidence drew on the Authority’s above response
and wider experience.

Enfield’s Local Plan 2017 — 2032 (for decision)

LB Enfield is currently undertaking consultation on its proposed Local
Plan, due to be adopted by summer 2017. The Local Plan is currently in
its early stages of development and LB Enfield is undertaking a call for
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3.2

3.3

3.4

sites, alongside providing a consultation document on challenges, visions
and options. The current phase of consultation, which represents the first
phase of Local Plan production runs from 18 December 2015 to 12
February 2016.

The consultation document sets out a need to plan for additional growth
across the borough. This includes:

o 400,000 + people by 2032;

. 1,900 households per annum by 2032 (the current Local Plan plans
for 560 homes per annum);

. 13,000 jobs by 2036 (the current Local Plan plans for 6,000 jobs);
and

. 65,000sgm of retail space by 2029 (the current Local Plan plans for
85,300sgm of retail).

It is predicted that an additional 25-35,000 new homes are needed across
LB Enfield over the proposed plan period.

A series of options to cater for the above growth are set out for comment:

e Option 1 — Do Nothing i.e. Retain the Existing Plan: this involves
continuing with proposals and plans made in the existing Plan and
expanding to meet the timescales of a new plan. This option
involves no change to existing policy, but potentially fails to provide
a response to some of the new challenges facing LB Enfield.

e Option 2 - Intensify and Infill: this option involves development in
existing and proposed town centres, and existing built up areas.
This takes forward existing policies and seeks efficient use of
space, but requires significant densification beyond what is
typically accepted in the Borough.

e Option 3 - Optimise Growth Corridors: this option involves
concentrating growth in identified growth corridors. Edmonton
EcoPark sits within a primary north-south growth corridor. This
option seeks to optimise transport connectivity to maximise
development potential; the relatively long-term timescales for
unlocking development is recognised.

e Option 4 - Develop Existing Green Belt Settlements: this option
would involve an assessment and review of existing green belt,
and the potential identification of some land for release and
development. It would relieve development pressure on existing
communities and rationalise the green belt.

e Option 5 — Develop industrial land: this option uses existing
derelict or poorly used/sited industrial land for residential-led,
mixed use development. The option avoids impacts on existing
communities, but would result in a loss of employment land in the
borough.

As set out above, there are proposals for (a) assessment and review of
the existing green belt land and (b) development of redundant industrial
land. The EcoPark is both situated near green belt land and is in an
industrial area.
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4.1

4.2

4.3

4.4

4.5

4.6

5.1

In order to protect the Authority’s position at this early stage, it is
proposed to submit a short response at this stage to state that the
Edmonton EcoPark is an established waste site, and the Authority will
want to be satisfied that proposed changes in the Local Plan are not
detrimental to that use. Members are asked to agree delegated authority
to the Managing Director to submit a response on this basis.

Enfield S106 Development Plan Document (DPD) (for decision)

LB Enfield has issued a consultation document on an updated
Development Plan Document relating to agreements entered into under
section 106, in connection with planning approvals granted by the
Council.

The Authority is proposing to enter into a section 106 Agreement with LB
Enfield to cover any local impacts of the Development Consent Order
(DCO) for the North London Heat and Power Project (covered elsewhere
on this Authority meeting agenda), which are not expressly covered in the
draft DCO. The consultation document has therefore been reviewed for
any impact on the Authority’s application.

The change in the current draft from the S106 SPD of 2011 is that the
provision which allowed for the contribution to business and employment
initiatives has moved from a ‘to be negotiated’ for projects with a build
cost in excess of £20 million, to a flat rate of 2% of total build cost,
irrespective of total build cost of the scheme’. However, it is unclear how
this will be interpreted in the case of large developments, as both the total
amount payable to LB Enfield and the obligations with regard to
apprentices could prove detrimental to the Authority’s proposals.

If strictly interpreted, the wording with regard to the apprentice
programme, which ‘normally’ requires one apprentice per £1 million of
contract value would result in approximately 450 apprenticeships
required, or most of the anticipated work force for the construction period.
It is proposed that a response is submitted which highlights the ambiguity
of the draft DPD for major infrastructure projects, particularly those with
high build costs.

In parallel, officers will continue to discuss with LB Enfield planning
officers the precise interpretation of this draft policy in the context of the
DCO application and associated section 106 agreement.

The Authority is therefore recommended to delegate authority to the
Managing Director in consultation with the Chair and Vice Chair to submit
a response on the basis set out in paragraph 4.4.

Haringey Local Plan Pre-Submission Public Consultation -
Alterations to Strategic Policies (for decision)

The London Borough (LB) of Haringey is consulting from 8 January to 4
March on a number of documents that form part of Haringey’s Local Plan;
the proposed Alterations to Strategic Policies is one of these documents.



5.2

5.3

5.4

5.4.1

5.4.2

All the documents require responses to be submitted using separate
individual response forms for each comment. These forms have not been
repeated in this report, but the text of the draft responses included in the
forms is detailed in appendices 3 — 6 of this report.

LB Haringey’s Strategic Policies Development Plan Document (DPD) was
adopted by the Council in March 2013. The purpose of the document is to
set out the long term vision for how Haringey, and the places within it,
should develop by 2026 and the Council's strategy for achieving that
vision. However, since the Strategic Policies were adopted there have
been a number changes in the over-arching planning framework at both
national and regional level which affect local planning. Accordingly LB
Haringey has identified a number of alterations for the Strategic Policies
to ensure that the Strategic Policies DPD remains up-to-date and
consistent with the current national and regional planning position.

The proposed changes to the Strategic Policies only affect certain
sections of the document. A schedule of proposed alterations has
therefore been prepared. The schedule includes a reason for each
change that is proposed. It is this schedule upon which LB Haringey is
inviting comments, together with the Sustainability Appraisal of these
proposed changes.

The key points to note are that:

That whilst the Authority had previously argued for Pinkham Way to be
included as a Locally Significant Industrial Site (LSIS) within policy SP8
this has never been accepted and given that in the latest draft of the
Strategic Policies the list of LSISs (Alteration 72) has been further
reduced, officers do not intend to press this point.

There are proposed alterations to paragraphs referring to employment
land as a result of LB Haringey’s Employment Land Study (2014). The
proposed changes will impact on Pinkham Way which is designated as a
local employment area. LB Haringey is proposing that the words ‘not
placing significant restrictions on’ the use of such areas at Haringey
paragraph 5.1.14 be replaced with words about ‘carefully managing’ the
type of use that is permitted in these areas (Alteration 76). Reference to
‘employment’ use on allocated sites is also to be removed reflecting the
more flexible approach being sought.

5.4.3 LB Haringey’'s proposed amendments (Alteration 110) also include an

amendment regarding Haringey paragraph 5.1 with reference to Pinkham
Way (referred to as ‘Friern Barnet Sewage Works’ in the document) as
follows (with italics representing Haringey’s proposed insertions):

“Employment Land (EL) is land that is deemed acceptable for other
employment generating uses that complement the traditional ‘B’ use
classes such as small scale “walk-to-retail’, cafes and creche/nursery.
Local Employment Areas classified as EL are:

- Bounds Green Industrial Estate;

- Friern Barnet Sewage Works.”



The consultation document notes that these changes are proposed as a
result the representation from the GLA.

5.4.4 This proposed Alteration is considered to be broadly acceptable by

5.4.5

5.4.6

5.5

6.1

6.2

6.3

officers. The supporting text is also clearer and the designation above
provides multiple options for use. Accordingly it is proposed that the
Authority’s response does not provide formal comment upon the
description of the land use in Haringey paragraph 5.1, but that it does
seek a change of terminology (at Alteration 110) to replace the reference
to ‘Friern Barnet Sewage Works’ with a reference to ‘Pinkham Way’ which
is the term that the Site Allocations DPD has adopted. A change would
ensure that both documents are consistent.

Regarding waste and recycling (policy SP6 — Alteration 67), the proposed
changes are factual amendments to reflect updates to the tonnage of
waste that needs to be managed and accordingly the amount of land that
needs to be allocated for waste management purposes in north London in
planning documents. Officers will therefore make other factual comments
in addition to the draft consultation response to particularly protect the
principle of ensuring that sufficient land is allocated for the future waste
management needs of north London going forwards; these comments
may touch upon any discrepancies between these Haringey proposals
and the developing North London Waste Plan.

Proposed amendments to policy SP8: ‘Employment’, reference the
change in classification of Pinkham Way detailed in paragraph 5.4.3
above.

Members are recommended to approve the draft consultation response
attached as Appendix 3 which is supportive of the changes proposed to
the Strategic Policies and simply seeks a change in the reference to
Pinkham Way as outlined in paragraph 5.4.4 above.

Haringey Local Plan Pre-Submission Public Consultation
Development Management Development Plan Document (DPD) (for
decision)

The Development Management Plan DPD gives effect to Haringey’s
spatial strategy and the key objectives of the Strategic Policies Local Plan
by supporting proposals that contribute to the delivery of sustainable
development in accordance with the strategy, and providing a clear
framework for resisting development that would be at odds with the Local
Plan.

The current consultation is on the Council’s ‘Pre-Submission’ plan which
has taken account of feedback received at the preferred options
consultation.

NLWA responded in 2013 to the Draft Development Management Policies
Consultation and commented again in March 2015 on the Preferred

10



6.4

6.4.1

6.4.2

Options. The policies upon which NLWA commented in March 2015 are
revisited below.

However, the only two policies on which officers conclude that responses
are necessary are policies DM1 — Delivering High Quality Design and
DM30 — New Waste Facilities. The draft comments on each of these
policies are set out in paragraphs 6.4.1 and 6.4.4 below whilst
commentary on changes to the remaining policies on which the Authority
has previously commented are set out in the remaining paragraphs in
section 6.4.

DM1 - Delivering High Quality Design — The Authority’s previous
response broadly considered that this policy is sound. However, the
Policy has been altered and more detail included in this latest version
than in the previous draft. As noted at the previous stage of consultation,
officers consider that the policy should recognise that design quality
expectations should be proportionate, reasonable and appropriate for the
setting and context of each development and officers consider that this
latest draft of this policy does not include sufficient change to address the
points that have previously been made.

DM4 — Provision and Design of Waste Management Facilities (previously

6.4.3

DM10) - in the previous consultation response the Authority was
supportive of this policy. The policy now has more detail included and
accordingly officers recommend that no further Authority response is
required.

DM19 — Nature Conservation (previously DM25) — In the previous draft of

6.4.4

the DPD the Authority expressed support for the policy intention but drew
attention to situations where a balance between appropriate development
and nature conservation may need to be struck. The current draft of this
policy has been amended and specifically the following wording has been
removed

“Mitigation will be secured through planning obligations or planning

conditions; b. Major development on sites located within areas of

deficiency must maximise opportunities to improve access to nature.”
The revised policy continues to state LB Haringey's intention but is
amended to remove some of the wording which may have restricted the
Authority’s approach to the practical implementation of the policy
requirements. No further comment is required at this stage of the
consultation process.

DM30 — New Waste Facilities (previously DM11) — The Authority’s

previous response was supportive of this policy. However, the draft policy
states that ‘Development proposals for all new waste facilities (including
transfer and treatment facilities) will be required to demonstrate that any
impacts caused by the operations of the facility can be controlled to
achieve levels that will not have significant adverse effect on human
health and the environment'. It is somewhat unclear what ‘achieve levels’
means so the Authority’s draft response comments suggests that the
policy refers to impacts ‘in line with statutory requirements.’

11



6.4.5

DM40 — Loss of Employment Land and Floorspace (replaces previous

6.4.6

Policy DM48 - Safeguarding Employment Land and Sites) — Policy DM40
sets out the requirements for loss of non-designated employment land
and permitting a non-employment use on land previously designated for
employment use. The requirements include ‘clear evidence that an open
and recent campaign to market the site, covering a minimum continuous
period of 3 years, has been undertaken without success’. If the Council is
satisfied that loss of non-designated employment land or floorspace is
acceptable then a sequential test is introduced for any redevelopment.
Officers consider that the revised policy gives greater protection to
employment land than previously, with the application of a practical test
for redevelopment. Accordingly no further comment on this draft policy is
required.

DM37 - Maximising the Use of Employment Land and Floorspace

(previously DM49): The Authority’s previous comment was that NLWA
was supportive of the policy above, but the response recommended that
an amendment be included to recognise that the level of optimisation of
land within designated employment sites that is achievable may vary
depending upon the specific employment use. There may be particular
reasons why a certain site is suitable for some less intensive employment
uses compared to more intensive employment uses. Bringing an unused
site into employment use or returning a previously used site to
employment use should take priority over the level of employment that is
achievable on the site.

The policy on maximising the use of employment land and sites (now
DM37) has been substantially amended and the words refer now to a
demonstrable improvement in the use of the site for employment
purposes having regard to (i) the quality and type of employment
floorspace provided, (ii) the quality and density of jobs to be
accommodated on-site as well as well as (iii) the proposal’s contribution
to the achievement of economic objectives and outcomes set out in the
Local Plan and the Council’s other key plans and strategies. Accordingly
officers consider that the replacement policy provides sufficient flexibility
now to accommodate a range of employment uses which may have
different levels of employment optimisation.

As a result of the above considerations, the draft Authority response to
the Development Management DPD is generally supportive of the
relevant policies. The main exception is policy DM1 — Delivering High
Quality Design. Whilst the response notes that this policy is sound it is
recommended that the policy should be amended to recognise that
design quality expectations should be proportionate, reasonable and
appropriate for the setting and context of each development. Specifically
the design of a new local waste facility should not be subject to the same
design requirements as for example the redevelopment of an iconic
building in the borough.

A minor comment is additionally proposed for Policy DM30 regarding all
new waste facilities just seeking clarity as outlined in paragraph 6.4.4
above.

12
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7.2
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7.5

7.6

Haringey Local Plan Pre-Submission Public Consultation - Site
Allocations DPD (for decision)

The Site Allocations DPD allocates sufficient sites to accommodate the
identified development needs in the borough. It specifically identifies
strategic sites which will make a significant contribution to meeting the
growth plans set out in the Local Plan Strategic Policies, discussed in
Section 5 above. Once adopted the Site Allocations DPD will enable LB
Haringey to determine planning applications and make interventions on
sites in line with the allocations.

A Call for Sites to be included in the Site Allocations DPD was issued in
March 2013 and the Authority put forward the Authority’s site at Pinkham
Way for inclusion, noting that part of the total site is owned by London
Borough (LB) of Barnet and part by NLWA.

Following the Call for Sites, a draft “Preferred Option” document was
prepared and consulted upon from January to March 2015. The
Authority’s response to this consultation was approved at the February
2015 Authority meeting. The response particularly sought to protect the
existing employment designation of Pinkham Way which currently has
dual planning designation for both employment use and as a Site of
Importance for Nature Conservation (SINC), (Borough Grade 1 status).
The Authority’s response to the consultation recommended that the
proposed site allocation text be altered such that it would read ‘The site’s
preferred use is for employment, but it is also designated as a Borough
Grade 1 SINC'. The Authority also opposed text which said that
pedestrian and cycling connectivity through the site should be optimised
as part of the design of any new development on the site.

Pinkham Way Alliance (PWA), which is a local group that opposes the
development of the site for waste management, also responded to the
Sites Allocation DPD Preferred Option consultation.

Prior to completing its report on the Preferred Option consultation, LB
Haringey supplied NLWA, LB Barnet and PWA with a copy of the others’
responses. PWA was invited to comment on the LB Barnet and NLWA
responses and LB Barnet and NLWA on the PWA response. At the June
2015 Authority meeting Members approved the resultant draft response to
LB Haringey regarding the Pinkham Way site. The response reiterated
the need to retain the designation of the site for employment use.

If the employment designation for the site is removed and the site is only
designated as a SINC NLWA officers consider it unlikely to pass any
screening assessment that might be used for sites to be included for
wastes management use in the North London Waste Plan (NLWP). If
Pinkham Way is excluded from the NLWP it will be very difficult for NLWA
to seek a waste use on the site as it will have no planning designation for
such use at either borough or sub-regional level. In the 2014/15 accounts
the part of the site in NLWA'’s ownership is valued at £11.1 million.

13
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7.9
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7.11

At this stage of the Site Allocations DPD development where LB Haringey
iS now consulting on a pre-submission version of the document, the
consultation is primarily concerned with the soundness of the DPD i.e. is
the DPD positively prepared, justified, effective and consistent with
national planning policy.

In relation to Pinkham Way (site SA52), the dual designation of the site is
retained in this latest draft of the DPD. The site is referred to as a ‘Local
employment area: Former Friern Barnet Sewage Works employment land’
and ‘SINC Borough grade 1: Friern Barnet Sewage Works’. The proposed
site allocation is then detailed as ‘Protection of the site for employment
use, subject to appropriate protection of nature conservation status’.

The proposed designation of the site as a Local Employment Area is less
prescriptive than a designation as a Locally Significant Industrial Site
(LSIS) which the Authority had argued for in its response to the
consultation on Haringey's Local Plan: Strategic Policies in 2012. In
addition, there is no mention that employment is the site’s preferred use.
However, on the other hand, it is pleasing that the employment
designation of the site has been retained (noting the dual nature
designation). Accordingly the draft Authority consultation response
included as Appendix 2 of this report, supports the proposed allocation of
the site as described.

In relation to pedestrian and cycling connectivity through the site, the
current draft of the DPD states that:

"Pedestrian and cycling connectivity through the site, including [from] the
existing estate on Alexandra Road to New Southgate station, which
Crossrail 2 is proposed to be connected to, should be optimised as part of
the design of any new development.”

Unrestricted public access through a waste management site is
inconsistent with health and safety and the Authority’s response to the
Preferred Option consultation also noted that there is no public access at
present and that the site has such extreme changes of height, areas of
invasive plant species (including poisonous plants) and areas of
contamination that in our view it is unsuitable for public access. However,
if a pedestrian and cycling route could be contained within high fencing as
at some existing waste management sites in London such as Smugglers’
Way transfer station in Wandsworth and Cringle Dock in Battersea, then a
public routeway around the perimeter of the site would be possible.
However, the development of such a route would be at an increased cost
and create a possibly uninviting and unsafe pedestrian experience,
especially compared to staying on the public highway. The public highway
route would also be a shorter route than around the eastern and southern
perimeters of NLWA'’s part of the Pinkham Way site. Members are
recommended to note this point which is the key objection highlighted in
the Authority’s draft response.
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8.4

Before any development is granted planning permission at Pinkham Way

the following would also be required:

- A Biodiversity Study to identify how the designated SINC can be
enhanced by the development in line with policy SP13 and DM19

- A Transport Assessment

- A Flood Risk Assessment

Finally, in this penultimate version of the Sites Allocations DPD, a new
section has been added to highlight safeguarded waste sites in Haringey.
The document notes that ‘the waste sites identified in the schedule below
(Table 2 in the document) will be safeguarded for waste use until
alternative provision has been made.” The Reuse and Recycling Centres
(RRCs) at Western Road and Park View Road are included. The specific
protection afforded to waste sites is welcomed and the draft Authority
response is supportive as a result.

Members are accordingly recommended to approve the draft response to
Haringey Local Plan Pre-Submission Public Consultation - Site
Allocations DPD attached as Appendix 5.

Tottenham Area Action Plan, Pre-submission version (for decision)

LB Haringey is also consulting on two area action plans - for Wood Green
and Tottenham, of which the Tottenham Area Action Plan (AAP) is
relevant because it encompasses the Reuse and Recycling Centre (RRC)
at Park View Road and the Authority’s offices at Ashley Road.

Site TH6 refers to the Ashley Road South Employment Area. The
proposal for this area is the creation of an employment led mixed-use
guarter, creation of a new east-west route linking Down Lane Park and
Hale Village and enhanced Ashley Road public realm. The development
proposals for this area do not pose any threat to the Authority’s offices at
Berol House on Ashley Road.

Site TH7 refers to Ashley Road North including the ‘Council Depot’ where
LB Haringey’'s waste collection contractor is located and where the Park
View Road RRC is located. The area is proposed for new residential
development complementing the amenity of Down Lane Park which is
adjacent to the RRC and the extension of Ashley Road as a pedestrian
and cycling connection north through to Park View Road. A key point to
note about the proposed redevelopment of this site is that the consultation
document states that the site’s existing licensed waste capacity will be
replaced prior to any redevelopment taking place. The site is also
identified as an area with potential for being part of a decentralised
energy network. The timeframe for delivery is listed as between 2015 and
2020.

It is recommended that the Authority responds supportively to the
proposals regarding both of the above sites and a draft response for
Member approval is enclosed as Appendix 6.
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London Borough of Barnet Draft Municipal Recycling and Waste
Strategy

Between 18 January and 13 March LB Barnet is consulting on a Draft
Municipal Recycling and Waste Strategy and Future Delivery document.

The four key aims of the strategy are:

o To provide services that help Barnet manage its environmental
impact.

. To encourage residents to reuse and recycle more in order to
manage costs of waste collection and disposal.

. To encourage residents, businesses and visitors to recycle the
waste they produce, using enforcement where necessary.

. To embrace new technologies and ways of working that help

improve the council’s waste and recycling service.

The draft strategy outlines the council’s plans to provide every household
in the borough, including people who live in flats and above shops, with
easy access to the mixed recycling service. It stresses the importance of
the council working in partnership with property developers, landlords and
organisations such as North London Waste Authority to help find new
ways to communicate and engage with residents to help improve
recycling rates within the borough. The draft strategy sets a goal of 50%
recycling rate by 2020.

It is likely that the Authority will want to respond to the draft consultation
and accordingly officers recommend that authority is delegated to the

Managing Director in consultation with the Chair and Vice Chair to submit
a response.

COMMENTS OF THE LEGAL ADVISER

The Legal Adviser has been consulted in the preparation of this report
and comments have been incorporated.

COMMENTS OF THE FINANCIAL ADVISER

The Financial Adviser has been consulted in the preparation of this report
and has no further comments to add.

Local Government Act 1972 - Access to Information

Documents used: Communication from the Commission to the European

Parliament, the Council, the European Economic and Social
Committee of the Regions — Closing the loop — An EU action
plan for the Circular Economy, European Commission,
December 2015
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Proposal for a Directive of the European Parliament and of
the Council amending Directive 2008/98/EC on waste,
European Commission, December 2015

Assessment of separate collection schemes in the 28
capitals of the EU

Proposal for a Directive of the European Parliament and of
the Council amending Directive 94/62/EC on packaging and
packaging waste, European Commission, December 2015

Proposal for a Directive of the European Parliament and of
the Council amending Directive 1999/31/EC on the landfill of
waste, European Commission, December 2015

Proposal for a Directive of the European Parliament and of
the Council amending Directives 2000/53/EC on end-of-life
vehicles, 2006/66/EC on batteries and accumulators and
waste batteries and accumulators, and 2012/19/EU on
waste electrical and electronic equipment, European
Commission, December 2015

Assessment of separate collection schemes in the 28
capitals of the EU,

Reference: 070201/ENV/2014/691401/SFRA/A2

Final Report, European Commission, 13 November 2015

National Planning Policy Framework, Department for
Communities and Local Government, March 2012

Consultation on a New Plan for Enfield 2017-2032, London
Borough of Enfield, November 2015

Alterations to Strategic Policies 2011-2026 Haringey’s Local
Plan Pre-Submission Version, London Borough of Haringey,
January 2016

Development Management DPD Pre-Submission Version
London Borough of Haringey, January 2016

Site Allocations DPD, Pre-Submission Version, London
Borough of Haringey, January 2016

Tottenham Area Action Plan, Pre-Submission Version,
London Borough of Haringey, January 2016

Draft Municipal Recycling and Waste Strategy and Future
Delivery for Barnet 2016 to 2030 — Full Document, London
Borough of Barnet, January 2016
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Contact Officers:

Draft Municipal Recycling and Waste Strategy and Future
Delivery for Barnet Consultation Document, London
Borough of Barnet, January 2016

Andrew Lappage, Head of Operations
Barbara Herridge, External Relations Manager

Unit 1B, Berol House
25 Ashley Road
Tottenham Hale
N17 9LJ

Tel: 020 8489 5730
Fax: 020 8365 0254
E-mail: post@nlwa.gov.uk
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APPENDIX 1
A high level assessment of the potential impact on local authorities of the
EU Parliament proposals in the Circular Economy Package released on 2
December 2015, in relation to management of wastes

(see separate document)
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Impact of the Circular Economy Package on Local Authorities

On 2 December 2015 the European Commission (EC) adopted a new Circular Economy Package (the Package)
to stimulate Europe's transition towards increased global competitiveness and sustainable economic growth.
The Package consists of two components: an EU Action Plan!* for the Circular Economy and a set of legislative
proposals. The announcement of the Package on 2™ December 2015 was the first step in the implementation
of a long series of changes. The process of ratification by the European Parliament and the review by the
Council of Ministers is likely to take up to two years, and be subject to a number of oppositions, before being
passed to each of the Member States for adoption. During this period there will be far greater visibility on the
impacts of the package on local authorities.

One of the key elements of the Package is a common EU target for reuse and recycling 65% of municipal waste
by 2030, with a 60% interim target by 2025. The latest Defra statistics show that the recycling rate for English
authorities for 2014 was 44.8%!?. However, there is wide variation between councils, and in many regions
recycling rates have flat-lined in recent years. The current recycling rate calculation used in UK only includes
Household Collected Waste (a subsection of Municipal Waste), and in future it is likely that the UK will be
required to move its definition of municipal waste closer to the Landfill Directive definition to align with the
rest of Europe. It is therefore possible that once the calculation methodology is confirmed, the gap to achieve
the 65% recycling target will be higher.

Currently there are materials that are not counted in the UK towards recycling rates, for example incinerator
bottom ash (IBA). The Package includes a commitment to ensure harmonisation of the method of defining
and calculating recycling rates, across the 28 EU Member States to enhance the quality of statistics and
simplify the reporting systems.

According to a Local Government Association (LGA) report in May 20155/, the pursuit of EU waste targets to
date has required a doubling of spend by English local authorities to £3.28 billion since 2000, The new
targets for reuse and recycling within the Package is likely to place a much greater financial burden on local
authorities, and this is set against a backdrop of decreasing public sector budgets. Modelling undertaken by
Anthesis demonstrates that capture rates for traditional materials will need to be increased, and additional
new materials will need to be added to collections, which will be both exceptionally difficult operationally and
costly for local authorities.

There will be a number of overarching financial implications associated with increasing the range and volumes
of materials collected, including changes or modifications to: vehicle fleets, bulking facilities, tipping
frequencies; domestic container/sack provision; and potential increases in contamination, associated negative
impacts on material value, waste acceptance disputes, refusals and legal costs. Urban authorities, in
particular, may face difficulties in increasing the materials captured. The ability for service users to participate
fully in recycling schemes is fundamental to achieving higher recycling targets; a nationally co-ordinated
campaign and standardised use of bins, iconography and communications will be required to support
authorities to drive behaviour change in service users, as well as investment in interventions not previously
used to change behaviour. The Package also advocates the use of legislative financial incentives to properly
implement the waste hierarchy, though it will be the responsibility of the UK Government to determine how
these will be implemented in national law. English authorities also have other options available to them such
as compulsory recycling, however, residents may currently only be fined if there is a detrimental impact on
amenity, and that burden of proof is very difficult to obtain, so changes will be required if compulsory
recycling is to become a future option.

W http://ec.europa.eu/priorities/jobs-growth-investment/circular-economy/docs/communication-action-plan-for-circular-economy_en.pdf.
121 https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/481771/Stats_Notice_Nov_2015.pdf

BBl Local Government Association (LGA) report in May 2015 Meeting the EU Recycling Targets

14 Total for waste and recycling collection and disposal 2013/14
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Impact of the Circular Economy Package on Local Authorities

It is expected that further investment in waste processing infrastructure will be required to ensure the
appropriate capacity is available in the UK. The Joint Waste Disposal Authorities (JWDAs) have committed
hundreds of millions of pounds to deliver the waste treatment and recovery infrastructure needed to date.
However, changes in material volumes in the future could result in significant cost increases as contracts are
for minimum levels, which if not met will trigger compensation and penalty clauses.

The achievement of the recycling target, and the financial viability of local authority recycling schemes is very
closely linked to the availability and specification requirements of the end markets for each material stream.
Volatility in the commodity markets for both virgin and secondary raw materials will also affect financial
viability of recycling schemes. It is currently unclear how the Package will do anything to revive investment
confidence in recyclate processing. Without sufficient demand for recyclates as raw materials, and the ability
for secondary commodities to compete cost effectively with virgin materials, the required reprocessing
infrastructure will not be developed and local authorities will be collecting materials to meet targets which
may not be viable to recycle.

The Package makes provision for Extended Producer Responsibility, and specifically sets a target for 75%
recycling of packaging waste. Although there is an expectation in the Package that this target will support the
municipal waste recycling target of 65%, the mechanisms by which this will be delivered are currently unclear.
There is concern about competition for good quality materials between producers and local authorities.

Financial investment in circular materials management may result from the UK review of the Producer
Responsibility Obligations which was the subject of a DEFRA consultation in 2015 and the impacts of the PRN
system. The EC has also committed funding of over €650 million under Horizon 2020 and €5.5 billion under
the structural funds to support the implementation of the Circular Economy; however how local authorities
might access this funding is as yet unclear.

The six Joint Waste Disposal Authorities (JWDAs), that commissioned this work with CIWM, have identified
that they want to work with central Government to identify the best solutions for meeting the challenges of
implementing a circular economy, to ensure that the UK meets its obligations and additional cost burdens are
minimised. They have identified key areas where action is required to meet this objective including:

e Planning and leadership to generate long term certainty, enable effective planning and deliver the right
investment in infrastructure and market development;

e Policy that will provide clarity over where in the supply chain cost burdens associated with the Circular
Economy Package will impact to reduce the burden on local authorities.

e Targets and measures which encourage the best environmental or economic outcome, which might include
developing alternate metrics to the current weight based approach and differential recycling targets for
rural and urban local authorities. Any targets set should also aim to avoid incentivising materials to move
down the waste hierarchy.

e Guidance which will bring clarity on whether IBA will be included in UK recycling statistics given the impact
this can have on performance and on how commercial waste captured under the wider definition will be
monitored and tracked.

e Change to enable local authorities to impose a duty to recycle and powers of enforcement where residents
fail to comply.

e Ajoined up approach which will combine recycling requirements with market development for collection,
sorting and re-processing of materials.

e Development of realistic timescales for transformation which recognises the requirement for contract
variations, infrastructure development, market development and behavioural change.
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Impact of the Circular Economy Package on Local Authorities

On 2 December 2015 the European Commission (EC) adopted a new Circular Economy Package (the Package).
It aims to stimulate Europe's transition towards a Circular Economy and is focused on increasing global
competitiveness, supporting sustainable economic growth and generating new jobs. The Package consists of
two components: an EU Action Plan? for the Circular Economy and a set of legislative proposals. The Action
Plan covers the whole cycle of materials and products, from production and consumption to waste
management and the market for secondary raw materials. A wide range of stakeholders from across the
circular economy supply chain will be involved in its delivery. The plan identifies over 50 separate actions,
however many of the details are yet to be decided and some will rely on Member States adopting them
through their own approaches. The annex to the Action Plan sets out the timeline for the actions? over the
next five years.

As well as these non-legislative actions, the Package also addresses the continuation and expansion of
Directives which support Circular Economy principles, including Directives on waste?, packaging and packaging
waste?, landfill of waste®, end of life vehicles®, batteries and accumulators’, and waste electrical and electronic
equipment?,

The legislative proposals on waste, set targets for waste reduction and increased recycling. Key elements of
the revised waste proposal which will impact on local authorities include:

e A common EU target for reuse and recycling 65% of municipal waste by 2030 (with a 60% interim target by
2025);

e A common EU target for recycling 75% of packaging waste by 2030;
e A binding landfill target to reduce landfill to maximum of 10% of all waste by 2030;
e A ban on landfilling of separately collected waste;

e Mandatory separate collection of food and other biowaste where technically, environmentally and
economically practicable;

e Promotion of economic instruments to discourage landfilling;

e Simplified and improved definitions and harmonised calculation methods for recycling rates throughout the
EU;

e Concrete measures to promote re-use;

e Economic incentives for producers to put greener products on the market and support recovery and
recycling schemes (e.g. for packaging, batteries, electric and electronic equipment and vehicles).

While the annex to the Action Plan sets out the timeline for when actions will be completed there is currently
no specific information about when the UK Government will adopt the legislation to address the changes to
the revised Directives. Due to EC and EU processes it is likely that the proposals will take up to two years
before being passed to Member States for adoption.

! http://ec.europa.eu/priorities/jobs-growth-investment/circular-economy/docs/communication-action-plan-for-circular-economy_en.pdf.

2 Copies of the documentation are available at http://ec.europa.eu/priorities/jobs-growth-investment/circular-economy/docs/communication-action-
plan-for-circular-economy en.pdf

3 Directive 2008/98/EC of the European Parliament and of the Council of 19 November 2008 on waste and repealing certain Directives (OJ L 312,
22.11.2008, p. 3).

4 Directive 94/62/EC of European Parliament and Council of 20 December 1994 on packaging and packaging waste (OJ L 365, 31.12.1994, p. 10).

5 Council Directive 1999/31/EC of 26 April 1999 on the landfill of waste (OJ L 182, 16.07.1999, p. 1).

6 Directive 2000/53/EC of the European Parliament and of the Council of 18 September 2000 on end of life vehicles (OJ L 269, 21.10.2000, p. 34-43).

7 Directive 2006/66/EC of the European Parliament and of the Council of 6 September 2006 on batteries

and accumulators and waste batteries and accumulators and repealing Directive 91/157/EEC (OJ L 266,

26.09.2006, p. 1-14).

8 Directive 2012/19/EU of the European Parliament and of the Council of 4 July 2012 on waste electrical and electronic equipment (OJ L 197, 24.7.2012,
p. 38-71).
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Impact of the Circular Economy Package on Local Authorities

One of the key elements of the Package is a common EU target for reuse and recycling 65% of municipal waste
by 2030, with a 60% interim target by 2025. It is anticipated that local authorities will be the main bodies
responsible for delivering this. At the heart of the waste management priorities is therefore a desire to
simplify and improve waste definitions and harmonise methods of calculating recycling rates across the EU.

The definition of municipal waste, as described in the Landfill Directive®, includes both household waste and
other wastes which are similar in nature and composition. This definition includes significant quantities of
waste generated by businesses which are not collected by local authorities, for example from retail, offices
and institutions. This contradicts the previous use of the term in UK waste policies and nationally reported
data, which referred to waste collected by local authorities. To remove ambiguity, the UK Government
confirmed in 2011 that all future references will be to Local Authority Collected Waste (LACW) for which a
definition was produced. In future it is likely that the UK will be required to move its definition of municipal
waste closer to the Landfill Directive definition to align with the rest of Europe, however this will be the
subject of further consultation at a future date. If this is the case the measure would introduce significant
burdens through the extra reporting systems required to cover non-LACW, and on those collecting these
wastes. The inclusion of these additional sources of waste, which would need to be accounted for under this
new proposal will require extra data collection (surveys, collation of consignment data from private sector
contractors) and responsibility will, most likely, fall on local authorities to compile alongside their
WasteDataFlow returns.

The target for 65% recycling is applicable to municipal waste, and the Package includes a commitment to
harmonise the method of defining and calculating recycling across the 28 EU Member States to enhance the
quality of statistics and simplify the reporting systems. A harmonised approach is yet to be defined, but is
likely to require recycling rate calculations to be based on what is actually recycled rather than what is
collected for recycling and pre-processing (therefore the proposal will aim to exclude rejects and
contamination). In addition, a more level playing field will be needed between Member States in relation to
which material flows are included within nationally reported statistics.

Currently there are materials that are not counted towards UK recycling rates, but that other Member States
include in their calculations. For example, Incinerator Bottom Ash (IBA), which is routinely recycled to produce
aggregate in the UK, could contribute up to an additional 7% to municipal waste recycling rates by 2020 if it
were to be counted towards municipal recycling rates (based on an Environmental Services Association (ESA)
estimate of 3 million tonnes of incinerator bottom ash by 2020 and an assumption that overall waste levels
remain at approximately the same level as 2013/14)'°. According to the ESA, IBA from a typical municipal
incinerator represents 20-30% of input waste. This adds up to at least 1 million tonnes of IBA waste in England
and Wales each year. In 2011, nearly 90% of IBA was recycled, the majority going to the construction product
sector with metals going back into the metal sector. There is also increasing interest in the potential for Air
Pollution Control residues (APC) and fly ash to contribute to recycling targets as the markets develop.
However these materials are mostly hazardous and difficult to recycle and unlikely to contribute significantly
to recycling targets. Whilst the Package includes a legislative proposal to include metals recovered from IBA
within recycling rates, it does not resolve the wider question of IBA, or potentially APC/fly ash reuse and
recycling.

The CIWM commissioned a research project in 2015 to assess the differences in interpretation of municipal
waste definitions and the impact that different recycling rate calculation methods have on final reported

9 https://www.gov.uk/guidance/local-authority-collected-waste-definition-of-terms

10 Based on an Environmental Services Association (ESA) estimate of 3 million tonnes of incinerator bottom ash by 2020 and an assumption that overall
waste levels remain at approximately the same level as 2013/14, see also Local Government Association (LGA) report in May 2015 Meeting the EU
Recycling Targets



Impact of the Circular Economy Package on Local Authorities

recycling figures!®. This established the extent of variations in recycling rate calculations across member states,
and provides evidence for more robust measurement and reporting under any new targets. The report
applied the four recycling calculation methods used across Europe as set out by the EC, to data from nine
municipalities. The results show an average variance of 8.6% between the highest and lowest recycling rates.
In addition, the research identified a lack of knowledge of, or implementation of data capture systems, and the
potential for greater harmonisation.

The harmonised calculation is yet to be determined, however methods that exclude contaminants and
materials that are not returned to productive use are likely to reduce current recycling performance across the
EU. This will put local authorities under further pressure to minimise the contamination of recycling materials
and to ensure that there is greater transparency over the fate of residues and contaminants within recycling
systems.

The weight-based recycling target approach (which is the foundation for the current 50% recycling target),
which is the basis for the proposed targets in the Package, does not differentiate between materials with
different resource and environmental impacts. The CIWM backs a move towards material-specific, LCA or
carbon-based targets to ensure action is focused where the impact is the greatest. Although there is no
indication in the Package that this is being considered, the principle would support the overall objectives of
the Package. The continued use of weight-based targets means local authorities will need to balance focus on
the collection of heavier materials, with prioritising materials for which there is a viable and commercial end
market. In Scotland there have been attempts to move to a carbon-based target and calculations, however
the programme has experienced significant challenges, as carbon values for specific material streams are
difficult to calculate and discrepancies (especially relating to the carbon metrics of textiles) have resulted in
the approach stalling at the current time.

The Package will also modify legislation to enable recycled materials to be reclassified as non-waste (‘end of
waste’ criteria) whenever they meet a set of general, standardised conditions. This amendment is meant to
simplify the legislative framework for operators in the recycling business (including local authorities and their
contractors) and ensure a level-playing field for end of waste across the EU. It will also support the focus on
increased quality of materials in the recyclates supply chain. Existing EU-wide end-of-waste criteria (e.g. for
glass or copper scrap) will remain in force. At present, there are national UK and EU-wide end of waste criteria
and it is not yet clear which standards will take precedent; for some materials, UK standards may be lowered
or increased depending on the decision, and this will impact recycling rates achieved.

The latest Defra statistics show that the recycling rate for English authorities for 2014 was 44.8%'?, but the
figures show continuing wide variation between councils, and in many regions recycling rates have flat-lined in
recent years. The current recycling rate calculation used in UK only includes Household Collected Waste (a
subsection of Municipal Waste), which is not the same calculation as will be in place after the harmonisation
of the method of defining and calculating recycling across the 28 EU Member States and therefore cannot be
directly compared with the capability to achieve the target of 65% recycling. It is possible that once the
calculation methodology is confirmed, the gap to achieve the 65% recycling target will be higher.

Reporting and monitoring requirements are yet to be defined for Member States; this provides an opportunity
for professional and trade bodies which represent UK local authorities, including CIWM and LARAC, to play
leading roles in the working groups and other forums which will inform the development of standard reporting
approaches. These organisations will be well suited to ensuring that the reporting and monitoring
requirements are fit for purpose and realistic for authorities within the UK.

1 http://www.ciwm.co.uk/web/FILES/Technical/EU_Recycling_Rate_Harmonisation_Project_Oct_2015.pdf
12 https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/481771/Stats_Notice_Nov_2015.pdf
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Increased regulatory enforcement of the duty of care custody chain and waste hierarchy implementation,
which are already required by the existing Waste Directive, could help meet the targets. However this
approach would require the Environment Agency, as the regulator, to increase monitoring and scrutiny of
waste management practices in both the private and public sector at a time when this public body is facing
significant funding and resourcing reductions.

According to a Local Government Association (LGA) report in May 2015, the pursuit of EU waste targets to
date has required English local authorities to double their spend to £3.28 billion since 2000, The report
states that this makes collection and disposal of waste and recycling the third highest cost service for English
local authorities.

The new target for reuse and recycling within the Package is likely to place a much greater financial burden on
local authorities. This is set against a backdrop of decreasing budgets, with analysis by the Financial Times in
the summer of 2015 finding that local authority budgets have fallen by £18 billion in real terms since 2010
(twice the rate of cuts to UK public sector spending as a whole). In its pre-budget statement (October 2015)
the LGA warned that if the public sector was to meet the 40% cuts demanded in November’s Spending Review,
as much as £10.5bn would be taken from spending; this represents more than all council spending on refuse
collection, arts and leisure, road funding, free elderly bus travel, as well as street cleaning and lighting and
parks maintenance.

There will be a number of overarching financial implications associated with the increase in range and volumes
of materials, which will all have significant operational cost impacts for authorities. This will include: changes
or modifications to vehicle fleets, bulking facilities, tipping frequencies; and changes to domestic
container/sack provision. There is also likely to be an increase in contamination, with the associated negative
impacts on material value, waste acceptance disputes, refusals and legal costs. Therefore, without access to
new and different funding avenues, or clarity on roles and responsibilities of other stakeholders in the circular
economy supply chain for delivery of the Package ambitions, local authorities are likely to face significant
challenges in funding the requirements of the Package®®.

It is not possible to forecast the cost of meeting the recycling rate targets without detailed modelling of
financial datasets, and clarity on the range of materials included in the definition of municipal waste.

However, Anthesis has undertaken a basic materials modelling exercise (see Appendix 1), using a municipal
waste composition study from North London Waste Authority (NLWA) from 2010/11. This helps to profile the
operational, behavioural and capture rate changes which will be required to meet the 65% target based on the
existing definition of municipal waste.

The modelling suggests that while paper and glass currently achieve relatively high capture rates (45%-65%),
to achieve the 65% recycling target it is necessary to increase the capture rates to 85%. In addition, it will be
necessary to increase capture of materials with lower capture rates by up to 50%. These figures assume that
even if increased capture rates can be achieved, all of the material which is collected meets the minimum
market specification for the respective recyclate markets (i.e. no contamination), which is unlikely, and that
there are markets in existence requiring the material. Where quality is below the specification, new markets
with higher tolerance and potentially lower value may be required. The modelling also indicates that a more
diverse material profile will need to be captured than is currently collected by most authorities in England. In
particular most authorities will also be required to collect more food and green waste to meet the targets.

13 Local Government Association (LGA) report in May 2015 Meeting the EU Recycling Targets
14 Total for waste and recycling collection and disposal 2013/14
5 Further information about the availability of funding is provided in section 12.
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These changes, to capture and quality rates of materials, will be exceptionally difficult under current
circumstances and approaches, and without more enforcement style interventions.

The model also identifies that there will be a requirement for high capture rates for miscellaneous
combustibles and non-combustibles. These materials, as suggested by their names, are wide ranging in
nature, but include bulky wastes such as wood, furniture, carpets and mattresses, as well as smaller wastes
such as nappies. Some of these bulky materials are collected for reuse or recycling by some authorities,
however collection is more likely through household waste recycling centres (HWRCs) than kerbside
collections. Maintaining quality of these items is of utmost importance if they are to be reused, and in the
case of carpets and mattresses, also important for them to be able to be recycled. It is often difficult for
authorities to strike the balance between cost effective collections and meeting the requirements of the end
markets.

As well as financial implications, increasing the range of materials accepted through local authority recycling
schemes has a number of inherent operational difficulties. Many materials that could be added to current
local authority collection schemes may be low value (in terms of the existence of end markets and the value
achieved in the secondary market), and difficult to collect and process. For example, the modelling also
showed that the fines (materials less than 10mm in diameter), would need to be captured. These fines are
composed of a variety of material types, and sorting infrastructure is not currently designed or optimised to
allow this size of material to be recovered. Current collection and sorting systems are based on managing
materials that are reasonably homogeneous in size and arise with reasonably regular frequently in the service
users’ waste streams. While collecting additional materials for recycling, such as hard plastics, carpet and
other large and infrequently produced items, will be required to meet the targets these may also generate
operational challenges (e.g. in forecasting load volumes and round efficiencies, and impacting collection
infrastructure and vehicle fleets). Without greater capacity large items could also displace other recyclable
materials within the collection container, resulting in loss of higher value and/or more standard packaging
items from the collection stream (i.e. causing householders to place these materials in the residual waste
stream). This method of collection of these items is also unlikely to maintain their quality in a way that
facilitates them to be reused and/or recycled. Similarly, some of the other additional streams, such as nappies
and sanitary waste (which could be included in future collections if viable commercial end markets become
available) are likely to generate inefficiencies in collection associated with the disparate nature of the service
users, geographically, and the need for specialist vehicles to manage collections.

In addition, the implementation of recycling for some material streams could be counter intuitive; for
example, to meet the requirements of the waste hierarchy, many authorities have encouraged householders
to compost at home, e.g. by subsidising home composters. By collecting more green waste from householders
to fulfil recycling targets, the authorities could move green waste down the waste hierarchy. This would be in
conflict with the overall objectives of the Package and would result in an increase in local authority collected
waste with the associated financial impacts of handling and processing additional material.

Urban authorities, in particular, may face difficulties in increasing the materials captured through challenges
including:
e The provision of recycling facilities to residents living in flats and densely populated areas

e Lower overall recycling volumes from residents in flats, and difficulties engaging with an often transient
population (i.e. those who rent)

e Large proportions of communities who may not speak English as a first language.

In many instances, vehicles undertaking collections in urban areas deliver material directly to facilities. As
volumes increase to achieve new targets, this may result in increased vehicle movements and impact on
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collection round efficiencies. HWRCs are often limited in number and size in densely populated areas, and, in
less affluent areas, residents may not have access to vehicles to allow them to use facilities to deposit items
for reuse or recycling.

Some of the quick wins which may exist for rural authorities are not necessarily available at the same scale in
urban authorities, either. For example, garden waste can contribute significantly to overall recycling rates in
areas with properties with gardens: in 2014/15 South Oxfordshire District Council had the highest household
waste recycling rate in England with over 47 per cent of their 67 per cent recycling rate comprising of
green/organic waste®). For urban authorities, however, with fewer garden properties, the opportunity to
increase recycling rates through the collection of garden waste may be significantly lower.

Assuming end markets exist for all materials collected for recycling, the ability for service users to participate
fully in recycling schemes is fundamental to achieving higher recycling targets. Recycling schemes will
continue to require increased engagement to improve awareness on how and what to recycle, and to drive
appropriate behaviour change.

It is unlikely that local authority budgets will be able to cover the level of public engagement needed to
encourage the required increase in material quality and volume. This is predicted due to the significant
funding cuts forecast, and also evidence that investment and approaches to consumer engagement to date
has not had the required impact.

To support authorities with reducing communications resources, while still needing to increase capture rates,
a nationally co-ordinated campaign, and standardised use of bins and iconography (such as that available
through Recycle Now), will be required. Alongside this, additional approaches and actions by others across the
supply chain may be needed to support engagement initiatives.

Scenario planning has been used to assess how standardising material streams and recycling containers can
help improve the quantity and quality of recycling, and householder participation. This work has been done by
the Government’s Harmonisation and Consistency Working Group, and has identified a small number of
approaches to recycling collections that will increase yields and quality, improve services, comply with
regulations, and also reduce costs. The output, which will be presented to Defra ministers and will also be
made available for local authorities to consider, is a menu of options to enhance harmonisation which
authorities can adopt as appropriate, based on their local circumstances. It is believed that this harmonisation
could be an essential part of driving behavioural change and operational practices to achieve recycling
increases. Such change implementation will undoubtedly require financial investment by authorities.

The Package advocates the use of legislative financial incentives to properly implement the waste hierarchy,
though it will be the responsibility of the Government to determine how these will be implemented in national
law. The ‘pay as you throw’ policies for residual waste, already adopted across many European countries to
incentivise higher levels of recycling by householders, could also be a powerful tool for pushing up recycling
rates in the UK. For instance, in Landkreis Schweinfurt, Germany, a 43% reduction in residual waste arising
followed the introduction of a ‘pay as you throw’ scheme for residual waste, with recycling increasing from
64% to 76% (based on German recycling definitions). However, the correlation between residual bin charges
and increases in recycling is not clear cut, and other factors are often required to operate in tandem to drive
change. ‘Pay as you throw’ is not an approach favoured by the current UK Government, which is more likely to
favour positive rewards for recycling.

English authorities also have other options available to them such as compulsory recycling, stronger
enforcement of fly-tipping, and strongly-imposed restrictions on collections of side waste outside of

16 https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/481771/Stats_Notice_Nov_2015.pdf
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containers. Such options may be the only way to ensure the wider participation required to achieve the
target. However, residents may only be fined if there is a detrimental impact on amenity, and that burden of
proof is currently difficult to obtain, therefore, compulsory recycling is not currently a practical and affordable
option and to play a future role further changes in approach would be required.

The Package makes provision for Extended Producer Responsibility, and specifically sets a target for 75%
recycling of packaging waste. Although there is an expectation in the Package that this target will support the
municipal waste recycling target of 65%, the mechanisms by which this will be delivered are currently unclear.
As a result, there are grounds for concern about competition for good quality materials, which could see
producers, brands, manufacturers and retailers obligated under the Packaging Waste Regulations directly
offering take back and recycling schemes which appear to compete with those provided by local authorities. If
packaging materials (which currently make up a significant proportion of the local authority collected
municipal waste) were instead collected by obligated producers (e.g. through customer take back
programmes), the overall local authority collected municipal waste stream could look significantly different
from today. These packaging materials are among the most recyclable materials in the waste stream, and if
they were to be collected by other stakeholders, a significant proportion of what is currently recycled by local
authorities today could be removed. This may make it harder for local authorities to achieve the proposed
targets, and also create challenges associated with the onward management of lower value materials.

The competition for recyclable materials has the potential to extend to other material streams beyond
packaging, if producers obligated under the other Directives and those who are not yet the subject of
Responsibility Obligations also enhance their involvement in recycling material collections. For example, the
WEEE Regulations require retailers to take back items from customers and recycle a proportion of the
materials collected, potentially leading to a movement from local authority to retailer/manufacture-led take
back programmes. In addition, leasing ICT equipment to consumers and incentivising its return for recycling is
becoming more common place and will have further impacts on the material arising in local authority
collections.

Similarly, some clothing retailers have also introduced take back schemes (e.g. H&M and Marks & Spencer),
and with the rise of Ebay and other reuse channels, the range and volumes of recyclable materials that reach
the local authority collections may undergo significant changes as other stakeholders in the supply chain
compete for the material.

To avoid conflict between the public sector and those responsible for supporting recycling under the Producer
Responsibility legislation, there is a role for a number of organisations. These include trade and professional
bodies representing the public sector, waste management companies and manufacturers, as well as leading
organisations such as WRAP and individual industry leaders to establish a forum for joint working across the
supply chain. Partnership working between individual authorities and national/global producers is difficult to
achieve, although there are some examples of good practice, such as the Kent Resource Partnership
authorities and their working relationship with Marks & Spencer.

In a Circular Economy, more joined-up material supply chain management will be essential, to ensure that all
targets set in the Package, aimed at the different supply chain stakeholders, can be achieved without
unintended conflicts and consequences. There are good examples of manufacturing businesses that have
invested in the recycling industry to enhance recyclability, such as Nestle’s commitment to the Enval recycling
facility for aluminium-containing flexible packaging. Some innovative trials have been delivered with local
authorities to understand the operational and financial implications of collection.
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Material collected from local businesses and other commercial/industrial (C&I) waste producers by local
authorities, can be counted towards the targets. There are potential efficiencies around the use of the
domestic vehicle fleets for collection rounds, though evidence to date indicates that most local authority
collections have significant numbers of small and medium-sized enterprise (SMEs) customers. SME collections
can cause significant challenges: volumes are typically low and collection frequencies high to address
difficulties associated with storage space within participating premises. In addition, the commercial
collections market is highly competitive, and historically, many local authorities have found it difficult to
compete with private businesses offering collections to commercial customers.

If the Circular Economy Package becomes law, it is expected that further investment in waste processing
infrastructure will be required to ensure the appropriate processing infrastructure is available in the UK (and in
Europe). This will include funding for facility closures, investment in refurbishments and technology changes
to existing infrastructure, as well as investment for new waste processing infrastructure to provide further
capacity for source segregated waste streams or further processing steps to move materials up the hierarchy
and reduce environmental impacts.

Whilst the current Circular Economy Package does not include any specific processing requirements, it is
expected that the European or Member State governments might have to provide additional processing
requirements, in order to meet the proposed recycling and landfill targets i.e. restrictions on materials being
sent for incineration by requiring higher minimum CVs for EfW could support recycling targets, or a reduction
of biological active waste to landfill could support organic recycling targets and landfill reduction etc.

It is expected that most materials and residual waste will have to go through one or more waste processing
steps before reaching their final re-use, recycling, recovery and disposal destination. For example, low quality
glass currently going to aggregate, might have to be sifted by size, colour separated and washed to be able to
meet recycling market specifications (requiring more infrastructure capacity, in this instance MRF plus
specialist secondary glass processor) and incurring costs. Similarly, further pre-processing will be required on
residual waste to extract maximum material volumes to meet the recycling target and the landfill reduction
target. For example, residual waste might need to be screened for recyclables to increase recycling rates
before being converted into a refuse derived fuel (RDF) (requiring infrastructure for material separation and
RDF production), also incurring additional costs.

It is also expected that the landfill reduction target of 10% could specify specific material types, e.g. high
impact materials such as biowastes. This will require waste to be stabilised to reduce waste volume and
biogas potential before being landfilled (requiring infrastructure for MBT and landfill).

Over recent years the JWDAs have committed hundreds of millions of pounds to underpin the delivery of
waste treatment and recovery infrastructure to reduce reliance on the use of landfill for disposal, to meet the
current EU targets. The requirements of the Package are expected to significantly influence the type of
processing facilities used and/or operated by local authorities in the future, as well as the overall waste
processing and infrastructure landscape in the UK. In most cases, the capacity required by JWDAs at
treatment and processing facilities is contracted and there will be contract clauses for required tonnage which,
if it drops below the minimum levels will trigger compensation and penalty clauses which will increase costs.

Increased source segregation of the dry mixed recyclables (DMR), and biodegradable fraction and of mixed
recyclables will increase the demand for biological treatment and MRF sorting or separation capacity. For
instance, increased source segregation of biological wastes will increase demand for in vessel composting (IVC)
or AD based biological treatment which is likely to push up gate fees of existing facilities in the short term as
there will be some capacity gaps across the UK as well as regional shortages.
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New capacity can be established within 2 - 5 years lead in time, but considerably reduced renewable energy
subsidies for newly-developed facilities will also increase gate fees significantly for energy recovery
developments.

For DMR separating and segregation capacity, there is more flexibility to boost throughput, for instance,
increasing the number of shifts for existing facilities. However this is likely to increase gate fees in the short
term through increased demand until new capacity is developed. Alternative and/or additional material
upgrading facilities might be required to enable low quality materials to be made fit for purpose before
entering the re-use and manufacturing market.

The key variable is the financing of new infrastructure, with reduced public funding and banks/more
traditional funders becoming more risk adverse and reluctant to get involved in the infrastructure sector with
inherently different revenue and income models and markets.

If separate collection of biowaste is required to achieve the new targets, and authorities cannot prove it is not
technically, environmentally and economically practicable to collect it, considerable further investment will be
needed in additional organic waste processing facilities. This will particularly apply to those authorities that do
not currently have a food or mixed organic waste collection system in place. While there is some capacity
available and in planning to treat increased amounts of organic waste, it is expected that some regions will
experience considerable organic waste processing capacity gaps. These will require investment in new
infrastructure. In particular, in contrast to residual waste, the capacity shortage will not be easily covered in
the short or medium term by alternative spare capacity available in continental Europe.

The elimination of organic material from residual waste streams, in combination with increased recovery
targets to meet the 10% landfill target, is expected to have significant implications for MBT and EfW capacity
utilisation as well as facility efficiencies. For MBT this could lead to lower throughputs per annum, expansions
or additional infrastructure at increased gate fees. However, conversely, the decrease in the organic fraction
brought about by the requirement for segregated collection might lead to a slight increase in energy value and
better efficiencies at EfW facilities and potentially reduced gate fees. The level of financial burden for
infrastructure for local authorities will depend on the actual UK implementation of the 10% landfill target
(incineration taxes, composition requirements etc.) as well as the current treatment infrastructure, in
particular the individual MBT/EfW technology concept and facility operation and the contract mechanisms for
residual waste treatment (i.e. minimum tonnage and residual waste composition requirements).

A binding target to reduce material sent to landfill to maximum of 10% of all waste by 2030 will result in
significantly reduced demand and lower incomes for operators of landfill. As a result the viability of many
landfill operations may be adversely impacted, with the likelihood that gate fees will reduce short term as
operators fight for volume. A significant reduction in landfill profitability may also have the potential to create
significant liabilities for local authorities to remediate abandoned landfills which are directly owned.

The experience in Europe!” has shown that increased recycling rates (of up to 70%) are unlikely to change the
composition of the residual waste stream so significantly that it will fall outside the operational envelopes of
treatment facilities'®. Austria, Belgium and Germany have achieved 64% — 73% recycling rates in 2013,
reporting calorific value (CV) of 9.4 — 10 MJ/kg for residual waste.

Therefore the existing EfW facilities should still be fit for purpose, however they might experience some more
subtle changes to the CV influencing energy production. Depending on the individual measures the JWDAs
might apply, this may even have a positive impact by bringing the overall CV closer to the design point of the
respective facility, by producing more homogenous and potentially higher CV residual waste streams. This

7 http://www.waste2go.eu/download/1/D2.2_Waste%20profiling.pdf
18 Meaning a limited range of parameters in which operations will result in safe and acceptable equipment performance. E.g. the CV acceptance range
for incinerators, i.e. the range of waste CVs they can accept into their plant to achieve safe and acceptable plant performance.
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actual impact will need to be evaluated in more detail on a case by case basis to establish financial implications
in terms of gate fees, risk sharing and other relevant contractual performance and payment mechanisms.

The achievement of the recycling target, and the financial viability of local authority recycling schemes
(depending on contractual terms), is very closely linked to the availability and specification requirements of
the end markets for each material stream, and the local authorities’ ability to meet them. Values of recyclates
are affected by demand for recycled content product development, and by the commodity markets for both
virgin and secondary raw materials; both of which have been volatile in recent years and are forecast to
continue to demonstrate changing trends in the future as demand grows globally. The UK market has
witnessed some high profile contract failures in recent years and the closure of several major plastics and
paper reprocessing plants. As a result, it is becoming increasingly difficult to set long-term contract prices
which accurately capture the expected revenues for the life of an authority’s contract, and in poor market
conditions plants will choose to accept only the highest quality material.

In expanding the range of material collected to meet recycling targets, local authorities also risk accepting
materials (such as hard plastics) which have a low or negligible value and for which there are limited outlets
(end markets). This will mean costs of collection will not be offset by material sales, potentially leading to the
risk of needing to store or dispose of materials should the facilities not be able to accept them, thereby not
meeting the reprocessing and recycling end goal. Furthermore, there is a disconnect between product and
packaging innovation and the recycling end markets which represents a challenge for local authorities.
Material arisings (types and volumes of specific material streams) are beyond the control of the authorities as
decisions about product and packaging manufacture are made by the private sector stakeholders. Authorities
are therefore left to forecast impacts of future changes in materials which they may be required to collect.

It is difficult to predict with any certainty what the material changes and recycling market responses will be
but indications are that waste paper volumes will continue to decrease (due to increased use of digital devices
and smaller format newspapers'® and cardboard will continue to rise due to increased online shopping and
home deliveries®). This may reduce the amounts of higher grade ‘news and pams’ and increase ‘mixed paper’
and ‘cardboard’ for which lower prices tend to be achieved. Similarly, flexible plastic and laminated packaging
will increase as the ready meal and convenience food market continues to grow and as food portion sizes
continue to be individualised. There are extremely limited markets for these materials-limiting revenue
sources and increased costs to the local authorities of collection and processing or disposing as residual waste.

Black plastic food trays will continue to increase as the ready meal and convenience food market continues to
grow. This material often ends up in the residual waste stream at Material Recycling Facilities (MRFs) due to
optical sorters not recognising the material type. Composite materials containing paper, e.g. foil and plastic
mixes will continue to increase with packaging innovation and light-weighting. These are traditionally more
difficult to recycle than the main forms of packaging (aluminium, paper, glass, etc) and have limited markets.

Currently there are no structures in place to incentivise or require the technical and commercial development
of secure end markets for materials at the design and production stage. Although the Package supports design
for recycling and changes to associated Directives it is unclear currently how the recycling market will be in a
position to respond and what impact it will have on capacity development, prices and availability of contracts
for local authorities in the future.

19 Based on experience and data from previous Anthesis project(s) with local authorities
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Anthesis has forecast the future strengths and weaknesses of key material markets based on current internal
knowledge and results of published information and made the following predictions for the period to 2030 and
the recycling target deadline:

e Strong markets for paper throughout the period to 2030 with some fluctuations caused by normal
economic circumstances in intervening years; as domestic markets grow overseas (specifically in China)
material prices for export from the UK can be expected to reduce.

e Strong markets for glass.

e The future market for metals will be predominantly in export as UK steel production continues to decline.
Prices will largely reflect global steel market prices.

e WEEE and household batteries markets will be supported by the producer responsibility requirements into
the future.

e The market for textiles and shoes will continue to be subject to price volatility and that the increase in poor
quality clothing items will reduce prices as more textiles are forced into the recycling rather than reuse
sector, but that overall the market will remain strong.

e Low levels of reuse will be sustained by the carpet and mattress market but that significant growth is
unlikely.

e There will be slow growth in the combustibles market due to decreasing renewable energy subsidies and
the uncertainty in the energy recovery market. However there is a potential that there will be increased
investment in sorting, separation and preparation of dry recyclables, the organics waste recycling sector
and the residual waste pre-processing infrastructure, driven by the producer responsibility and municipal
waste recycling targets.

o The domestic plastic market will be weak in the future and that export markets will continue to be essential
for all plastic materials. As domestic markets grow overseas (specifically in China) material prices for export
from the UK can be expected to reduce. Significant investment will be required to ensure Circular Economy
and upcycling options are available.

e Liquid cartons will experience a growth in the global reprocessing and recycling markets will be required to
meet the recycling target and, that although this may be driven by targets themselves investment will be
required early in order to achieve the full potential for recycling from this waste steam.

e Wood waste recycling market will continue to be weak for the long term future.

e Limited capacity may become available within Europe for the treatment of absorbent hygiene waste within
the timeframe to the target recycling rate but that nappies and sanitary waste will not play a significant
role in the achievement of the target due to technical challenges associated with the reprocessing, as well
as the need for new collection infrastructure.

It is currently unclear how the Package will do anything to revive investment confidence in recyclate
processing. Without sufficient demand for recyclates as raw materials, and the ability for secondary
commodities to compete cost effectively with virgin materials, the required reprocessing infrastructure will
not be developed and local authorities will be collecting materials to meet targets which may not be viable to
recycle. This actual impact will need to be evaluated in more detail on a case by case basis to establish
financial implications in terms of material value, risk sharing and other relevant contractual and payment
mechanisms.

The revised waste collection, processing and infrastructure requirements will need to be taken forward in
revised core waste and mineral strategies and local development plans. They may lead to an increased or at
least changed need for local and regional sites designated for commercial or waste developments. These sites
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can then be taken forward by private and public developers to apply for planning approval for new waste and
materials processing infrastructure.

The EC has committed funding of over €650 million under Horizon 2020 and €5.5 billion under the structural
funds to support the implementation of the Circular Economy; however how local authorities might access this
funding is as yet unclear.

Additional financial investment in circular materials management may result from the UK review of the
Producer Responsibility Obligations which was the subject of a DEFRA consultation in 2015. The role of the
system’s financial instrument (the Producer Responsibility Note (PRN) may change in the future. However the
PRN system undoubtedly has an impact on the markets in the final quarter of 2015. In mid-November 2015
plastic and aluminium PRNs reached values in excess of £50 per tonne and paper, wood, steel and recovery
PRN prices all also increased. While plastic and aluminium PRN values have therefore helped to support the
value of the physical materials in recent weeks, this benefit has not yet been realised in relation to the price of
paper, wood, steel and recovery PRNs. Local authorities have traditionally questioned the value that they
realise at the collection point of the materials supply chain from the PRN revenue, but recent anecdotal
evidence has demonstrated that there is value from metals PRNs filtering through to some authorities. If the
Producer Obligations increase to meet the target of 75%, there will be further impacts on the price of PRNs for
specific materials where markets and materials recycling are scarce, and supply and demand economics will
drive up the level of investment along the future recycling supply chain.

Recoup, in its response to DEFRA’s packaging waste consultation response?" has advocated a number of
supporting mechanisms and processes which would help to ensure that future PRN prices deliver the financial
value into the recycling supply chain that is required to deliver increased recycling, for example approaches to
mitigate artificial short term PRN price volatility, including a floor price for plastic PRNs.

As local authorities respond to budget reductions and the potential requirement to increase recycling rates it
is likely that a growing number will reduce the frequency of residual waste collection to drive recycling
behaviour.

The announcement of the Circular Economy Package in December 2015 was the first step in the
implementation of a long series of changes. The process of ratification by the European Parliament and the
review by the Council of Ministers is likely to take up to two years, and be subject to a number of oppositions,
before being passed to each of the Member States for adoption. During this period there will be far greater
visibility on the impacts of the package on local authorities than is currently available and the opportunity for
MEPs to raise objections and influence the outcomes on grounds of both technical and cost implications.

Only after this process will the UK Government respond and transpose the necessary changes into UK law.
There will undoubtedly be a role for professional and trade bodies such as CIWM and LARAC, amongst others
who represent the circular economy in UK, to influence a favourable outcome for their representatives and
members through lobbying on policy and engagement in working groups and forums, and to help ensure that
the way in which the UK transpose the necessary changes results in supportive measures across the supply
chain, with actions for different stakeholders.

As can be seen from the analysis set out in the sections of this report, the current Circular Economy Package
proposals will have a significant impact on local authorities involved in waste management.

2! http://www.recoup.org/p/242/defra-packaging-waste-consultation-response
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The six Joint Waste Disposal Authorities (JWDAs), that commissioned this work with CIWM, want to work with
central Government to identify the best solutions for meeting the challenges of implementing a circular
economy, to ensure that the UK meets its obligations and additional cost burdens are minimised. At a meeting
in January 2016, the JWDAs identified that the following points are critical to ensuring the circular economy
proposals are shaped and developed into Directives that achieve the right environmental outcomes without
placing additional cost burdens onto local authorities:

1.  Planning and leadership — strong leadership is required from Government to give long term certainty
that will enable effective planning to take place to deliver the right investment in infrastructure and
market development.

2.  Cost of change — compliance with the Circular Economy Package proposals will cost more and clarity is
required on where the associated cost will fall. Local authorities are taking greater responsibility for
budgets and spending at a local level, however compliance with the Package will require clear, long term
national policy. The JWDAs believe that policy in relation to the package will need to move cost burdens
further up the commodity chain towards the primary stages of resource extraction and processing rather
than imposing additional cost at the local authority end of the chain of utility.

3.  Format of targets — the JWDAs believe that weight based targets do not encourage the best
environmental or economic outcome. They want to work with Government to develop alternate metrics
that more accurately measure the environmental benefit to determine material specific targets. The
JWDASs’ view is that these targets should reflect what industry can realistically achieve and that these
proposals should be promoted with the European Commission to seek to gain agreement to their use as
part of the final Circular Economy proposals.

4.  Waste composition consideration — under the current weight based reporting and target approach, the
ability of local authorities to achieve high recycling rates is largely determined by the availability of
garden waste, which is linked to property type. Therefore, to help ensure parity in any (weight based)
targets set by Government, the JWDAs believe that differential recycling targets should be considered
(i.e. to set a higher recycling target for local authorities in predominantly rural/leafy areas in relation to
targets set of urban authorities). Any targets set should also aim to avoid incentivising materials to move
down the waste hierarchy (e.g. via encouraging authorities to collect garden waste that is currently being
composted at home by householders).

5.  The definition of municipal waste — the proposal for a common definition of municipal waste is
welcomed by the JWDAs, however, the six JWDAs want to seek clarity on whether IBA will be included in
UK statistics given the impact this can have on performance. The JWDAs also believe that clarity is
needed regarding how commercial waste, captured under the wider definition, will be monitored and
tracked. The JWDAs’ suggestion is for electronic duty of care recording to be mandatory for all waste
streams and for this to be used as the data source.

6. Timescales for transformation — the time that will be required for contract variations, infrastructure
development, market development and behavioural change is significant, emphasising the need for long
term policy and leadership.

7. The duty to recycle — in addition to market development, critical to achievement of the targets will be
engagement of residents to capture significantly greater quantities of higher quality material for
recycling. The JWDAs believe that there needs to be the ability for local authorities to continue to
incentivise good behaviour but for this to be supported by a duty to recycle and powers of enforcement
where residents fail to comply.
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8.  Harmonisation of systems - the programme to harmonise collection systems is broadly welcomed by the
JWDAs, however, this work should recognise that the range of materials collected needs to be
determined by markets, which will need to be able to absorb the volume of materials that will result
from a common system and address the different sorting and infrastructure capacity currently available
in different geographies to meet their existing needs. Cost pressures will also drive local authorities
towards similar collection systems as they seek to realise savings through joint procurement and service
delivery. The programme, therefore, needs to work with what the markets for collection, sorting and re-
processing of materials will allow.

9. Market development — the analysis shows current markets cannot support the achievement of the 65%
target either from capacity or the range of materials accepted. If the markets are not sustainable, the
ability for local authorities to collect and recycle the material will be significantly negatively impacted.
Long term certainty is needed to ensure that the reprocessing capacity and market demand is developed
in time for additional materials and new types of materials to be presented for reprocessing.

These points are intended to signpost where the JWDAs believe action is required to ensure that the Circular
Economy proposals are developed to get the best outcome for the UK as a whole from an economic and
environmental perspective, and that costs are applied to the most appropriate element of the chain of utility
in accordance with the Circular Economy principles.
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Appendix 1

Modelling Results

The following table has been developed by Anthesis using a municipal waste composition study from North
London Waste Authority (NLWA) from 2010/11. It has been used for the purposes of this report to help to
profile the necessary operational, behavioural and capture rate changes which will be required to meet the
65% target. It should be noted that this information is based on a JWDA which is largely high density and
urban and while the information has been useful to provide an indication of the scale of the challenges and
opportunities that the 65% recycling target represents for different material streams it is not considered a
representative sample for the whole of the UK.

Paper & Card
Textiles & shoes
Misc Combustibles

Misc. Non-Combustibles

Other organic

Material less than 10 mm

Overall MSW Recycling
Rate
Description

Current
Markets

44%

15%

10%

63%

13%

65%

31%

16%

15%

63%

85%

13%

7%

32.4%

Current
situation i.e.
capture rates
and
recyclability

Future
Markets
44%
15%
10%
63%
16%
65%
31%
16%
15%
63%
85%
13%
19%

34.4%

For future
recyclate
markets,
increase in
capture from
HH kerbside,
HWRCs and
commercial
waste
collections for
materials with
new markets

Current

Markets
49%
25%
20%
70%
19%
69%
41%
24%
25%
72%
86%
23%
14%

39.0%

10% increase in
capture of
materials (from
HH kerbside,
HWRCs and
commercial
waste), given
current
recyclate
markets

Source: Anthesis, based on NLWA data and Waste Data Flow

Future
Markets
49%
25%
20%
70%
19%
69%
41%
24%
25%
72%
86%
23%
14%

41.1%

10% increase
in capture of
materials
(from HH
kerbside,
HWRCs and
commercial
waste), future
recyclate
markets

Example capture
rates

85%
41%
50%
85%
50%
85%
85%
50%
50%
85%
85%
60%
30%

65.0%

Example capture
rates required to
achieve 65%
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APPENDIX 2

Draft Authority response to the Haringey Local Plan Pre-Submission
Public Consultation - Alterations to the Strategic Policies

The Authority notes that the document uses the term ‘Friern Barnet Sewage
Works’ at Alteration 110, paragraph 5.1 when referring to the ‘Pinkham Way’
site. ‘Pinkham Way’ is the term that is used in the Site Allocations DPD, so there
is inconsistency in the names of the same site which is referenced in both the
proposed alterations to Strategic Policies and the Site Allocations DPD.

It is recommended that there is a change in the terminology used in the
document to replace the reference to ‘Friern Barnet Sewage Works' with
reference to ‘Pinkham Way’ which is the term that the Site Allocations DPD has
adopted. A change would ensure that both documents are consistent.
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APPENDIX 3
Draft Authority response to the Haringey Local Plan Pre-Submission
Public Consultation - Development Management DPD

POLICY DM1:
DELIVERING HIGH QUALITY DESIGN

Haringey Development Charter

A All new development and changes of use must achieve a high standard of
design and contribute to the distinctive character and amenity of the local
area. The Council will support design-led development proposals which meet
the following criteria:

a Relate positively to neighbouring structures, new or old, to create a
harmonious whole;

b Make a positive contribution to a place, improving the character and
guality of an area;

¢ Confidently address feedback from local consultation;

d Demonstrate how the quality of the development will be secured when it is

built; and

e Are inclusive and incorporate sustainable design and construction
principles.

Design Standards

Character of development

B Development proposals should relate positively to their locality, having regard

to:
a Building heights;
b Form, scale & massing prevailing around the site;

¢ Urban grain, and the framework of routes and spaces connecting locally
and more widely;

d Maintaining a sense of enclosure and, where appropriate, following
existing building lines;

e Rhythm of any neighbouring or local regular plot and building widths;
f Active, lively frontages to the public realm; and
g Distinctive local architectural styles, detailing and materials.

NLWA Comment on Policy DM1:

Broadly NLWA considers that this policy is sound and the Authority notes the
positive changes to this policy since the previous draft which make it more
explicit. However, NLWA considers that the policy should recognise that
design quality expectations should be proportionate, reasonable and
appropriate for the setting and context of each development. Paragraph A is
not explicit in terms of recognising that the design requirements may be
usefully reflective of the nature of the development. For instance, NLWA
considers that for industrial employment facilities set within designated
employment and industrial areas greater emphasis should be placed on
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supporting their potential to generate employment and ensuring that they do
not give rise to adverse local environmental impacts. Good functional design
will be appropriate in such locations and the policy should applied flexibly and
should not be used to impose onerous and costly requirements on such
developments.

Specifically the design of a new local waste facility should not be subject to the
same design requirements as for example the redevelopment of an iconic
building in the borough. Waste facilities in particular should be recognised as
essential community infrastructure ultimately funded by local taxpayers, where
the emphasis should in most cases be on a functional design which protects
amenity and the local environment rather than on “iconic” but typically more
costly schemes.

The Authority considers that paragraph A should be amended to make this

policy workable in practice, as follows, (with the proposed amendments in
bold italics):

Haringey Development Charter

A All new development and changes of use must achieve a high standard of
design and contribute to the distinctive character and amenity of the local
area, however design quality expectations should be proportionate,
reasonable and appropriate for the setting and context of each
development. The Council will support design-led development proposals
which meet the following criteria:

a Relate positively to neighbouring structures, new or old, to create a
harmonious whole;

b Make a positive contribution to a place, improving the character and quality
of an area but additionally reflecting the nature of the development;

¢ Confidently address feedback from local consultation;

d Demonstrate how the quality of the development will be secured when it is
built; and

e Are inclusive and incorporate sustainable design and construction
principles.

POLICY DM30:
NEW WASTE FACILITIES

A. Development proposals for all new waste facilities (including transfer and
treatment facilities) will be required to demonstrate that any impacts caused by
the operation of the facility can be controlled to achieve levels that will not have
a significant adverse effect on human health and the environment.

NLWA Comment on Policy DM30 :

The Authority considers that there is a lack of clarity regarding what the phrase
“to achieve levels” means. As waste facilities will be permitted (or exempt from
environmental permitting) by the Environment Agency, the permit will set the
prescribed levels for compliance on a range of environmental criteria. The
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reference to ‘achieving levels’ is unclear in terms of what levels it is referring to
and adds confusion given the permitting requirements which will also apply.

The Authority suggests that the following changes are made to this policy
(the proposed changes are listed in bold italics):

“..... that any impacts caused by the operation of the facility can be controlled te
achievelevelsthatsuch that the facility will not have a significant adverse
effect on human health and the environment in line with regulatory
requirements.”
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APPENDIX 4
Draft Authority response to the Haringey Local Plan Pre-Submission
Public Consultation - Site Allocations DPD

SA4 Safequarded Waste Sites

North London Waste Authority notes that ‘the waste sites identified in the schedule
below (Table 2 in the document) will be safeguarded for waste use until
alternative provision has been made.”’ The Reuse and Recycling Centres (RRCS)
at Western Road and Park View Road which are managed by the Authority are
contained in table 2. The specific notification of the protection afforded to waste
sites is welcomed and the Authority supports the inclusion of section SA4.

No modification to this section considered necessary.

SA52 Pinkham Way

North London Waste Authority supports the proposed planning designation for
this site.

However we remain concerned about the requirements to optimise pedestrian
and cycling connectivity through the site as part of any new development,
including from the existing estate on Alexandra Road to New Southgate station,
which Crossrail 2 is proposed to be connected to.

The site is not accessible at present to members of the public, (it is securely
fenced off). Therefore, whilst we are pleased to see that a proposed route
through the site has been removed from the site diagram in this version of the
Site Allocations DPD the proposal that pedestrian and cycling connectivity
through the site should be optimised as part of the design of any new
development is opposed by NLWA as an absolute requirement.

Such access could severely compromise the development of the site for
employment use. If the site was used for waste management purposes for
example, then health and safety constraints would be most likely to prevent
pedestrian and cycling access. Any such route through the site would in any
case have to be so fenced in (for health and safety reasons) as to be at best an
unwelcoming route, and at worst an unsafe route from a crime perspective.

NLWA proposes that the development guidelines for the site SA52 be amended
as follows (with proposed amendments in bold italics):

Pedestrian and cycling connectivity from either side of threugh the site,
including from the existing estate on Alexandra Road, to New Southgate station,
which Crossrail 2 is proposed to be connected to, should be optimised as part of
the design of any new development if it is safe to do so, recognising that the
route and nature of any connectivity optimisation will depend upon the
nature of the development.
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APPENDIX 5

Draft Authority response to the Haringey Tottenham Area Action Plan, Pre-
submission version

TH6 Ashley Road South Employment Area
North London Waste Authority (NLWA) has offices located on this site. The
Authority supports the proposed planning designations and development
guidelines for this site as set out in the Tottenham Area Action Plan Pre-
Submission Version January 2016.

Site: TH7 Ashley Road North
North London Waste Authority (NLWA) operates a reuse and recycling centre
located on this site. The Authority supports the proposed planning designations
and development guidelines for this site as set out in the Tottenham Area Action
Plan Pre-Submission Version January 2016.

NLWA has a policy which aims for 95% of residents to live within two miles
(measured as a straight line) of a Household Waste Recycling Centre

(or Reuse and Recycling Centre as referred to by the London Mayor and now by
NLWA). Therefore the protection of existing sites until replacements are in place
fits with NLWA's policy on provision, agreed in June 2010.
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