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Agenda Item No. 5

CAMBRIDGESHIRE AND PETERBOROUGH WASTE LOCAL PLAN BACKGROUND PAPER: CONTROLLED WASTE MANAGEMENT 1998 TO 2011

To:
Environment and Transport Committee 

Date:
30 March 2000

From:
Director of Environment and Transport

1.
PURPOSE

1.1
To inform the Committee of progress made towards the Deposit Waste Local Plan, and of the preparation of the Background Paper: Controlled Waste Management 1998 –2011. 

1.2
To request the Committee to recommend Council that an interim policy statement (Appendix 1), based on the principal findings of the Background Paper, be approved as interim policy pending publication of the Deposit Plan. 

2.
THE BACKGROUND PAPER


2.1
Work has been progressing on the preparation of the Deposit Waste Local Plan. This has been aided by the appointment of consultants, Babtie, in January 2000. Babtie have been preparing a background paper on Controlled Waste Management 1998 – 2011. The Background Paper is confined to considering the future likely requirement for waste management facilities over the plan period, including both landfill and non-landfill. It does not consider in detail the geographical distribution or location of future facilities. These are issues that will be addressed through policies in the Deposit Waste Local Plan. The Deposit Plan will be considered by before Members in June 2000. 

2.2
The views of the Strategic Planning and Transportation Service Advisory Group (SPATSAG) and Development Control Committee were sought on the Background Paper, and no issues were raised. 

2.3
For the purposes of the Background Paper, controlled waste has been defined as including a number of waste streams, these are:

· Inert Waste: which does not biodegrade, such as soils and concrete. 

· Industrial and Commercial: arising from industry, trade or business.

· Municipal Waste: collected / disposed of by local authorities. Includes household and some commercial waste collected by District Councils.

· Special and Difficult Waste: has hazardous properties or requires specialist techniques to manage.

· Clinical Waste: human or animal, which may be hazardous or infectious.

· Sewage Waste: waste arising from the treatment of sewage (dry solids). 

2.4
The preparation of the Background Paper has been prompted by two interrelated factors:

· A lack of sound statistical information with which to progress the Waste Local Plan to Deposit Stage or consider current planning applications.

· The need to have an approved interim policy statement, by which to consider current planning applications for major waste management facilities in the plan area, prior to the publication of the Deposit Plan. 
The lack of statistical waste management information is not unique to Cambridgeshire and Peterborough; most waste planning authorities (WPAs) face this problem. This has now been formally recognised and the Environment Agency has been charged with conducting a National Waste Survey. The results of this survey are due to be published in mid 2000, and will be taken into account as the Plan progresses.

2.5
In preparing the background paper regard has been had to the Government’s emerging National Waste Strategy ‘A Way With Waste’, and the targets for waste management set within it. The EU Landfill Directive has also been taken into account, in particular the targets for the diversion of the biodegradable element of municipal waste away from landfill. National targets focus principally on municipal waste, even though it is not the largest waste stream. This is because the municipal waste stream is one that is largely controlled (in terms of collection and disposal) by local authorities. Other waste streams are less easy to address, being controlled by industry, and are more mobile, reacting to changes in the market. There are also fewer reliable statistics relating to such waste, which makes it difficult to develop specific targets.

2.6
Notwithstanding the above, national targets will be one of the main drivers in changing the way we manage waste in the future. They require us to significantly reduce our reliance on landfill, and to develop new types of facilities to manage our waste. 

2.7
It is anticipated that in due course national targets will be disaggregated to regional targets, and possibly to targets at a waste planning authority level, and at this time targets may be adjusted to take into account local circumstances. However, this is some time away, and in their absence the Waste Local Plan has taken the national targets into account. Targets are set out in Appendix 2. 

2.8
With the above in mind the Background Paper seeks to answer a number of key questions. These questions are:

· How much waste will be arising in Cambridgeshire and Peterborough over the plan period?

· How much waste will have to be managed in Cambridgeshire and Peterborough over the plan period?

· How can we manage this waste?

· Do we need more landfill capacity? 

· What other waste management facilities do we need? 

3.
HOW MUCH WASTE WILL BE ARISING OVER THE PLAN PERIOD?

3.1
To establish how much waste will be arising (i.e. generated over the plan period) baseline figures for each of the controlled waste streams were taken, and sets of assumptions relating to growth of these waste streams over the plan period were applied.

3.2
Applying the assumptions, and modelling their effect year by year, produced estimates of total controlled waste arising over the plan period, by different waste streams. 

Controlled Waste Stream Arisings 1998 – 2011 (tonnes):


Inert Waste 



19,151,000 


Industrial & Commercial

12,445,000


Municipal


  
  5,375,000


Special & Difficult


     502,000


Clinical


                  90,000


Sewage


                312,000
Total controlled waste arising        37,875,000 

For each waste stream high and low estimates of arisings were made and an average or mid point has been selected for planning purposes. The only waste stream for which there was a wide disparity between a high and low estimate was industrial and commercial waste. It is expected that the uncertainty in this case will be reduced by the availability of new information before the Local Plan is finalised.

3.3
At the start of the plan period, controlled waste arising is estimated to be 2.5 million tonnes per annum (1998), reaching 2.9 million tonnes per annum by 2011, representing an overall growth of 16%. The total controlled waste arising over the plan period is estimated to be around 38 million tonnes (1998 to 2011).

4.
HOW MUCH WASTE WILL HAVE TO BE MANAGED OVER THE PLAN PERIOD?

4.1
Once the likely waste arising was established further assumptions were applied to determine how much of this waste would actually need to be managed (i.e. treated, recovered, recycled, transferred or disposed of). The assumptions addressed:

· imports 

· exports

· waste minimisation

4.2
It is evident that there are significant imports of waste into Cambridgeshire and Peterborough. These imports, around 5.5 million tonnes over the plan period, relate mainly to putrescible waste, and are a mixture of municipal, and industrial and commercial waste from elsewhere. At present WPAs have no powers to address this problem, to limit or stop the amount of waste being imported. Thus it has been assumed that existing landfill sites which are accepting such waste will continue to do so until their voidspace has been depleted (around 2009). After this time, it has been assumed that imports will cease, and no allowance for the importation of this waste has been made. A similar approach has been made in assumptions relating to the importation of inert waste, although the amount imported is much smaller (approximately 100,000 tonnes per annum). 

4.3
One of the main challenges for the Waste Local Plan will be to influence the importation of waste. Policies will aim to resist imports, unless they form part of regional self-sufficiency. This should also be assisted by the development of a regional strategy for waste management, which will be prepared during the plan period. Annual surveys of waste facilities, which are already being carried out, will provide information about changing patterns in the importation of waste. 

4.4
With reference to exports, the Cambridgeshire Waste Management Plan concluded that exports of industrial and commercial waste are in the region of 15% per annum. In order to reflect the principle of regional self-sufficiency, and the proximity principle, it has been assumed that these exports will decrease between 2000 and 2005, after which they will cease. 

4.5
The impact of waste minimisation on the amount of waste to be managed has also been taken into account. Waste minimisation relates to a number of activities, but these are mainly outside the influence of the WPA. Different rates of waste minimisation were applied to each waste stream, according to the potential to reduce waste arising e.g. through reducing the amount of waste produced through careful product design, packaging regulation, home composting. 

4.6
The above exercise led to an estimate that the following quantities of waste would require management over the plan period:

Controlled Waste To Be Managed 1998 – 2011 (tonnes).


Inert Waste 




19,547,000


Industrial & Commercial


11,159,000


Municipal




  5,290,000


Special & Difficult


     
     418,000


Clinical


                 
       90,000


Sewage


               
     312,000


Imported putrescible waste

  5,519,000

Total controlled waste to be managed
42,335,000. 

4.7
At the start of the plan period the total amount of controlled waste being managed is estimated to be 3 million tonnes per annum. This will reduce to 2.7 million tonnes by 2011, largely due to the assumptions related to the cessation of imports (see above). The total amount of controlled waste to be managed over the plan period is estimated to be around 42 million tonnes.

5.
HOW CAN WE MANAGE THIS WASTE?

5.1
Waste management scenarios were developed in order to assist consideration of how we should approach the management of our waste, and to suggest likely requirements in terms of the number, scale, and types of waste facilities. Three scenarios were used, in addition to a baseline scenario that was based on a continuation of current practices. 

· Scenario 0 the “Do nothing” option provides the baseline against which the three scenarios can be evaluated.  It is based on a continuation of present practices with no amendments or improvements, and is not considered an acceptable option.

· Scenario 1 (Relevant Targets) aims to meet national recovery targets but without the use of Energy from Waste (EfW).  The type of technology employed depends upon the waste stream, but could range from materials recycling facilities, composting, anaerobic digestion, inert waste processing etc. 

· Scenario 2 (Maximised Non-EfW) maximises waste diversion without the use of EfW.  It seeks to present the practicable limits of present waste diversion technologies. 

· Scenario 3 (Integrated with EfW) meets or exceeds recovery targets through an integrated system of recycling, recovery, treatment and Energy from Waste technologies. 

5.2
With regard to the stringent targets relating to municipal waste the Scenarios suggested:

Scenario 0:

This does not meet the national targets or the Landfill Directive targets. 


Scenario 1:

If Scenario 1 is to meet the first national waste target, it will require a steep increase in current recycling and recovery activities in the early years. By the end of the plan period Scenario 1 is unlikely to meet the more demanding requirements of the Landfill Directive or national recovery targets without the introduction of major facilities e.g. a mixed waste processor to capture more waste paper, and an anaerobic digester to process it. The introduction of such facilities, which seek to maximise waste diversion, moves beyond the scope of Scenario 1 towards Scenario 2.


Scenario 2:

This would entail the introduction of major waste facilities such as mixed waste processing and additional Materials Recovery Facilities. The provision of such facilities would not only meet but also could go beyond the national waste and landfill directive targets during the plan period. After 2014 this Scenario begins to fail to meet targets, as current technology reaches its limits. By 2014 technology is expected to have moved forward, but it is not possible to predict the effect of this on Scenario 2.  


Scenario 3:
Scenario 3 relies on increasing recycling and recovery activities until EfW can be introduced.  It is not realistic to expect an EfW facility to come on stream without first securing a municipal waste contract, this is unlikely to take place prior to 2007. The introduction of an EfW facility between 2007 and 2010 dramatically increases the diversion of waste from landfill, and will easily meet national and directive targets to beyond 2020.

These Scenarios are illustrated in the attached diagram ‘Relevant Municipal waste Diversion Targets as applied to the Plan Area’. The results of the Scenarios will be explained at the meeting.

5.3
Scenario 1 is unlikely to meet the more demanding requirements of the Landfill Directive or national recovery targets towards the end of the plan period without the introduction of major facilities. The introduction of such facilities moves beyond the scope of Scenario 1 to Scenario 2. Only Scenario 2 and Scenario 3 can meet national waste targets and targets set out in the Landfill Directive during the plan period. However, Scenario 2 would begin to fail to meet these targets at around 2014. The Waste Local Plan strategy need not make an exclusive choice between Scenario 2 and Scenario 3; it could include elements from each Scenario to form a hybrid strategy. Also, it could take a flexible approach in the early stages enabling movement towards either scenario as the strategy progresses.

6.
DO WE NEED MORE LANDFILL CAPACITY? 

6.1
In assessing landfill voidspace information from the Cambridgeshire and Peterborough Survey of Waste Facilities (for 1998) was used, with permissions since 1.1.99 being included. The voidspace was projected into the future depleting year by year by the estimated yearly requirements from each waste management scenario.

6.2
In terms of putrescible voidspace, the effect of continuing with present arrangements would be a landfill void deficit in the order of 6.5 million cubic metres by the end of the Plan period.  With the implementation of Scenario 1 this is reduced to a deficit of 3.5 million cubic metres, 1.8 million cubic metres with Scenario 2, or 1.4 million cubic metres with Scenario 3.

6.3
Even with efforts to divert waste from landfill under Scenarios 2 and 3, the whole of the plan area will run out of putrescible landfill capacity around 2009. This means that additional putrescible landfill voidspace will be required under any scenario. If the Plan is to retain flexibility, and allow for either Scenario 2 or 3 to be pursued, provision for landfill must relate to the higher landfill deficit, i.e. the 1.8 million cubic metres identified under Scenario 2. 

6.4
With reference to additional putrescible landfill provision, preliminary indications are that the shortfall of provision in East Cambridgeshire, South Cambridgeshire and Cambridge City could be met by either of two proposals currently before the WPA. There are no outstanding planning proposals for putrescible landfill that could address the shortfall in provision elsewhere in Cambridgeshire. 

6.5
In terms of inert voidspace, the effect of continuing with present arrangements would be a landfill void deficit in the order of 1.4 million cubic metres by the end of the Plan period.  With the implementation of Scenario 1 this is changed to a surplus of 0.25 million cubic metres, or 0.9 million cubic metres with Scenario 2. This is due to a significant decline in the annual demand for inert landfill as Scenario 1 and 2 promote more recycling. Thus, under Scenarios 1 and 2 there appears to be sufficient inert void for the plan period, although with Scenario 1 it will still become depleted shortly after the plan period. Scenario 3 has no effect on inert waste, as it cannot be managed by Energy from Waste technology.

6.6
Whilst it is estimated there will be sufficient inert landfill void in the plan area as a whole preliminary indications are there is likely to be a shortfall of inert void in the Cambridge area, towards the end of the plan period. Given the proximity principle, and the fact that inert waste is bulky and heavy, it would appear neither appropriate nor realistic for it to be transported over long distances. Consideration should therefore be given to addressing this shortfall within the Cambridge area.

6.7
The effects of the Scenarios on putrescible and inert landfill supply is summarised below:

Landfill Shortfall 1998- 2011:

Putrescible Landfill 



Inert Landfill 

Scenario
Shortfall during plan period (m3)

Scenario
Shortfall during plan period (m3)

No change
6,533,000 

No change
1,430,000

Scenario 1
3,558,000 

Scenario 1
+258,000

Scenario 2
1,792,000 

Scenario 2
+915,000

Scenario 3
1,467,000 


6.8
The above analysis points to the need for additional putrescible and inert landfill provision. It is the role of the Deposit Plan to consider where additional provision for putrescible and inert landfill should be made. In identifying additional landfill provision there are a number of options:

· existing landfill sites that have potential voidspace not yet subject to planning permission and/or waste management license. 

· landfill sites that need to undertake remedial works to address unacceptable risks to health and safety and/or the environment (consistent with Local Plan policy). Removal of waste to re-engineer sites to modern standard gives an opportunity to recover/recycle from ‘old’ waste, thus creating additional voidspace.

· bring forward existing/allocated mineral workings that would benefit from landfill in order to achieve a satisfactory beneficial after use.

· landraising, if requirements cannot be met by any other means, and adverse impacts can be satisfactorily mitigated.

6.9
Work will progress over the next few months, and it is anticipated that the Deposit Plan will identify Preferred Sites to meet landfill deficiencies under an appropriate policy. In the future, progress towards targets will be monitored during the plan period. If insufficient waste were diverted from landfill to meet Scenario 2 and / or Scenario 3, this would trigger a need to undertake a review of the Local Plan, and may result in the need for further landfill provision to be made. 

6.10
Additional putrescible voidspace, around 1.8 million cubic metres, is required in the plan period. Although there is sufficient inert landfill to meet the needs of the plan period in total, within the plan area a shortfall of inert voidspace is likely to persist in the Cambridge area at the end of the plan period, and consideration should be given to addressing this.

7.
WHAT OTHER WASTE MANAGEMENT FACILITIES DO WE NEED? 

7.1
The Background Paper considers the need for additional waste management facilities for each scenario, by making assumptions about the ‘throughput’ or ‘capacity’ of each type of waste management facility. By applying assumptions relating to the level of waste to be managed it is possible to estimate the need for major waste management sites.

7.2
Preliminary consideration of sites identified in the Consultation Draft Waste Local Plan, suggest that sufficient are identified to accommodate a range of major waste management components to meet both Scenario 2 and Scenario 3. The Waste Local Plan is not site specific for smaller facilities; relying instead on criteria based policies to guide their location.

8.
IMPLICATIONS FOR THE WASTE LOCAL PLAN


8.1
The main implication for the Waste Local Plan will be the need to identify additional putrescible and inert landfill capacity to meet the needs of the plan period, taking into account the distribution of existing and potential voidspace. For the avoidance of doubt and in order to deter speculative planning applications the additional provision should be site specific, under a new policy in the Local Plan.

8.2
Turning to non-landfill facilities, Scenario 1 does not appear a realistic option to pursue given that it will not meet statutory targets relating to municipal waste in the second half of the plan period. Scenarios 2 and 3 both meet all national targets, and go beyond them. There is no need to commit to a single scenario at this stage. Sites already identified in the Plan appear sufficient to meet both Scenario 2 and 3, and each site can be identified as appropriate for a range of different non-landfill waste management options. Such an approach would be both flexible and realistic, particularly given that the WPAs cannot guarantee delivery of specific waste management facilities. However, if this approach is adopted, then provision for the landfill deficit identified under Scenario 2 should be made (this is slightly higher than under Scenario 3). 

9.
RECOMMENDATION

9.1 It is recommended that the Environment and Transport Committee:

(a) endorses the approach adopted by the Background Paper Controlled Waste Management 1998 – 2011, as a sound basis for the Deposit Waste Local Plan.

(b) recommends to Council that, pending the publication of the Deposit Waste Local Plan, the Interim Policy Statement on Controlled Waste Management 1998 – 2011 (Appendix 1 to this report), be approved as interim policy. 
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Appendix 1

CAMBRIDGESHIRE AND PETERBOROUGH WASTE LOCAL PLAN: INTERIM POLICY STATEMENT ON CONTROLLED WASTE MANAGEMENT 1998 – 2011.

Cambridgeshire County Council has approved the following Interim Policy Statement on Controlled Waste Management 1998 – 2011; this Statement will apply to the County of Cambridgeshire pending the publication of the Cambridgeshire and Peterborough Waste Local Plan (Deposit).

‘The principal findings of the Cambridgeshire and Peterborough Waste Local Plan Background Paper: Controlled Waste Management 1998 – 2011 will be regarded as a material consideration in the determination of planning applications for waste development, pending the publication of the Deposit Waste Local Plan. In the light of the Background Paper, the following conclusions will guide the consideration of planning applications.

1.
The total controlled waste arising over the plan period is estimated to be around 38 million tonnes (1998 to 2011). At the start of the plan period, controlled waste arising is estimated to be 2.5 million tonnes per annum (1998), reaching 2.9 million tonnes per annum by 2011, representing an overall growth of 16%. 
2.
The total amount of controlled waste to be managed over the plan period is estimated to be around 42 million tonnes. At the start of the plan period the total amount of controlled waste being managed is estimated to be 3 million tonnes per annum. This will reduce to 2.7 million tonnes by 2011, largely due to the assumptions related to the cessation of imports. 
3.
Only Scenarios 2 and 3 outlined in the Background Paper can meet national waste targets and targets set out in the Landfill Directive during the plan period. Scenario 1 is unlikely to meet the more demanding requirements of the Landfill Directive or national recovery targets towards the end of the plan period without the introduction of major facilities. The introduction of such facilities therefore moves beyond the scope of Scenario 1 to Scenarios 2 and 3. Scenario 2 begins to fail to meet targets at around 2014. Scenario 3 will easily meet national and directive targets to beyond 2020.

4.
In respect of putrescible voidspace, around 1.8 million cubic metres additional landfill is required in the plan period. This will retain flexibility to pursue either Scenario 2 with the highest landfill requirement (1.8 million cubic metres) or Scenario 3 (1.4 million cubic metres).
5. There is sufficient inert landfill to meet the needs of the plan period in total. However, within the plan area, a shortfall of inert voidspace is likely to persist in the Cambridge area at the end of the plan period and consideration will be given to addressing this. The requirement in the Cambridge area is likely to be relatively modest and is subject to further investigation.

6.
In relation to non-landfill facilities preliminary consideration of sites identified in the Consultation Draft Waste Local Plan, suggest that sufficient are identified to accommodate a range of major waste management components to meet both Scenario 2 and Scenario 3. The Waste Local Plan is not site specific for smaller facilities; relying instead on criteria based policies to guide their location.

7.
The main implication for the Waste Local Plan will be the need to identify additional putrescible and inert landfill capacity to meet the needs of the plan period, taking into account the distribution of existing and potential voidspace. For the avoidance of doubt and in order to deter speculative planning applications the additional provision should be site specific, under a new policy in the Local Plan.’

Footnote:

An executive summary of the Background Paper will be attached as an addendum. 

(This is available on request, and copies will be available at the Committee Meeting).

Appendix 2

National Waste Targets

1. Targets in ‘A Way With Waste’ (Emerging National Waste Strategy) 

· reducing the amount of industrial and commercial waste going to landfill to 85% of 1995 levels by 2005.

· to recover 40% of municipal waste by 2005; 45% by 2010, and 66% by 2015.

· to recycle or compost 25% of household waste by 2005; 30% by 2010; and 33% by 2015

2. Landfill Directive Targets (Mandatory)

· to reduce the amount of biodegradable municipal waste going to landfill to 75% of the total amount (by weight) of such waste produced in 1995, by 2006.

· to reduce the amount of biodegradable municipal waste going to landfill to 50% of the total amount (by weight) of such waste produced in 1995, by 2009.

· to reduce the amount of biodegradable municipal waste going to landfill to 35% of the total amount (by weight) of such waste produced in 1995, by 2016.

(The UK has the option of postponing the attainment of each of these targets by four years if it wishes to do so. The Government has not made this decision yet; therefore the Waste Local Plan assumes this option is not taken).

Appendix 3

Glossary

Anaerobic Digestion

The use of micro-organisms to break down the organic part of waste in the absence of air.

Composting

Organic matter decomposed aerobically or anaerobically and used as a fertiliser or soil conditioner.

Controlled Waste

Waste which can only be treated or disposed of under license from the Environment Agency.

Landfill

The controlled deposit of waste into holes in the ground.

Landraise

The controlled deposit of waste onto previously undisturbed land or the raising of existing site level, over and above that required for proper engineering controls and restoration.

Materials Recovery Facility

Facility for the recovery of non-inert or inert materials.

Mixed Waste Processing

The processing of waste from more than one waste steam.

Putrescible Waste

Waste readily decomposed. 

Recovery 

The reclamation, collection and separation of materials from the waste stream.
Recycling

The separation of materials from waste for subsequent processing to produce new products.

Voidspace

Holes in the ground capable of receiving the deposit of waste, available space is normally calculated in cubic metres. 

Waste Minimisation

Prevention of generation of waste e.g. by the use of technology; by producing products which last longer. 
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