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Dear Mayor Johnson, 
Ref: London’s Wasted Resource – The Mayor’s Draft Municipal Waste Management Strategy – Public Consultation Draft. 

Thank you for providing us with the opportunity to respond to the consultation on the above. The North London Waste Authority (NLWA) is one of the six statutory joint waste disposal authorities in England and one of the four in London. We handle nearly 1 million tonnes of municipal solid waste collected by our seven constituent borough councils namely, Barnet, Camden, Enfield, Hackney, Haringey, Islington and Waltham Forest. 

In our attached response we have focused upon aspects which have particular relevance to the Authority. The strategy has been reviewed in parallel to the Mayor’s draft Climate Change Mitigation and Energy Strategy for public consultation, November 2010 and the Mayor’s Business Waste Management Strategy. 

Our key comments are summarised at the start of the response, in particular focussing on the proposed new targets for reduction, recycling and composting, the  Emissions Performance Standard proposals, the Mayoral waste hierarchy, the London Plan and the role of Combined Heat and Power and energy networks and technology in terms of delivering on Mayoral ambitions. 
As a major agent responsible, along with its seven collection authorities, for delivering on the targets included within the new strategy, the Authority was also disappointed with the government’s withdrawal of its provisional allocation of £258.4 million in PFI credits for new waste services in North London, as announced in October last year. The decision meant that the government has withdrawn support from a project as detailed in the reference case, which was set to provide a 470,000 tonne per annum increase in the UK’s Anaerobic Digestion (AD) capacity from both MBT and AD treatment facilities and which with the AD and other new facilities located in London would pave the way for London to become a world leader in urban municipal waste management. The Authority would therefore urge the Mayor to take this into account when considering the resources available to deliver on the strategy objectives. In any discussions with government about ongoing support and investment necessary for new waste infrastructure required within the capital we would urge the Mayor to make the regional loss of waste PFI support and London Development Agency support  key issues for delivering on national targets.
Finally, although this is not included within our consultation response, the Authority is extremely concerned to see proposals within the Localism Bill giving Ministers the power to require local authorities to make payments in respect of EU fines. If this was applied to the requirements to meet Landfill Directive landfill diversion targets we are concerned that we might see London authorities contributing towards national fines, when, as outlined elsewhere in our response to this consultation, London and other urban authorities with a lower than average percentage of properties with gardens have a lower than average opportunity to meet recycling and composting targets because of the relatively low proportion of compostable green garden waste available to them. Accordingly the Authority opposes this proposal within the Bill.
If you require any further clarification of the points raised in our response or have additional queries please do not hesitate to contact me. 

Yours sincerely,

Cllr. Clyde Loakes

Chair of the North London Waste Authority
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General Comments
Consideration should be given to extending the Consultation period for the Mayor of London’s Draft Municipal Waste Management Strategy to allow respondents to properly reflect the outcome of current Government consultations in these areas, in particular the DEFRA Review of Waste Policies. Until these consultations are completed and the results assessed and put forward into a new national strategy or at least a draft, the consultation on the Mayor’s strategy may be premature.  Additionally we expect that the strategy will be updated in light of more recent information now available so that the 2009/10 municipal waste management data and recent announcements on the status of Capital Ambition, National Indicators and the withdrawal of PFI waste funding to London’s waste authorities are all taken into account.

It is also our view that with some of the proposals the strategy does not appear to recognise that this is a time of recession when local authorities are required to deliver huge budget savings particularly around proposals which require significant investment in the early years.
NLWA Key Points

Whilst compiling our response to the strategy a number of key points arose which we have drawn out as a summary as detailed below:

I. Policy 1 - Reuse, Recycling and Composting

The Authority is committed to increasing recycling and composting performance from current levels and supports a London-wide strategy which recognises the value of diverting waste away from landfill. However, the significant pressures on local authority budgets may make investment decisions more difficult over the next few years. Accordingly the strategy needs to be sufficiently flexible in setting recycling and composting targets to enable authorities to decide locally how best to reach the long-term aspirations and at what pace. Also, the Strategy does not contain proposals sufficient to ensure that an overall 20% reduction per household will be achieved. Furthermore, waste reduction targets cannot be achieved without action from the manufacturing industry. The Strategy should recognise the limited impact London’s waste authorities can have on influencing the quantities of household waste requiring collection and treatment or disposal. 
II. Policy 2 - EPS

NLWA commends the move towards carbon-based outcomes and acknowledges that the EPS and the carbon floor are innovative approaches to the way London seeks to manage its waste arisings in the future.  NLWA also welcomes a focus on climate change in waste management practices and supports a move away from tonnage based targets towards carbon-based outcomes.  However, NLWA requests that a separate consultation is undertaken with stakeholders on the EPS once the GLA has identified how the EPS will work in practice. Sufficient information and scientific evidence to support the introduction of the EPS should be provided and in the meantime the strategy may want to acknowledge that the EPS is ‘work in progress’ and subject to review, with the Mayor’s proposal downgrading the Emission Performance model to an advisory tool which waste authorities and relevant parties can use voluntarily. 

NLWA, therefore, requests that the Mayor changes the wording of Policy 2 and its related proposals and targets to reflect that the EPS is not a compulsory standard but an advisory tool. 
III. The Mayor’s Waste Hierarchy

In an already complex environment with respect to policy and legislation, NLWA recommends that the Waste Management Hierarchy enshrined within the Waste Framework Directive to be transposed to UK legislation by January 2011 is a more appropriate hierarchy to be followed.
IV. London Plan

The Authority agrees that London should be working towards a vision where it manages most of its waste within its boundaries as long as this does not jeopardise what may be a more environmentally friendly solution in terms of the carbon impact and as long as the definition of waste managed in London is a reasonable definition which includes the definition as suggested by the Authority in its supplementary response to the London Plan as detailed below:

In the light of the above the Authority therefore recommends a change to the current wording of the third bullet point within section 5.73 of the London Plan to
:

For the purposes of meeting self-sufficiency, waste is deemed to be managed in London if:

· it is used to prepare Solid Recovered Fuels as defined in CEN/TS 15359:2006, which is not disposed to landfill and is used to generate energy.
V. Combined Heat and Power and Energy Networks
NLWA would like to encourage the Mayor to actually develop a heat network. The investment required is such that it will not be built without support. Local authorities alone are not able to build and neither will the private sector. The London Development Agency (LDA) is working on the Thames Gateway Heat network which is to be designed to allow for heat users and heat suppliers to connect to. However, our understanding is that it will take up to 15 years to be fully ready. There needs to be recognition that the heat value of waste will not be fully realised if timetables for the delivery of heat networks within the capital fail to dovetail with letting contracts for waste management infrastructure. Coupled with a lack of secure income for heat offtake within the capital and in some cases a sub-regional mismatch between potential heat generation and local demand, the strategy needs to acknowledge the potential barriers to realising the full potential of combined heat and power from municipal waste within London. The Mayor should therefore not prevent local authorities from implementing sustainable waste disposal solutions on the basis that they are not heat enabled where the local authority has demonstrated that there are significant barriers to enabling heat use. It may well be that in some situations these barriers will disappear at some point in the future
VI.   Technology

NLWA is concerned that although this strategy purports to be technology neutral in some instances  the strategy leans towards advanced technologies. We are of the view that the best technology for a situation is derived by specifying the outputs and using the competitive market process to derive the best solution. Our view is that there is no evidence to demonstrate that advanced technologies such as gasification and pyrolysis are operating commercially and successfully on a large scale within the UK and as such are currently unlikely to be  bankable as solutions for large volumes of residual waste. 

	
	The Mayor's Draft Municipal Waste Management Strategy feedback form


	The Vision

	The Mayor’s vision is that London will become a world leader in municipal waste management, utilising innovative techniques and technologies to minimise the climate change impact of municipal waste and to fully exploit its massive economic value. The aim is to reduce the amount of municipal waste generated by the capital, significantly increase recycling and composting performance, and to generate energy from rubbish that cannot be reused or recycled, in the most environmentally friendly way possible.


1. What do you think are the key issues that need to be addressed in order to achieve this vision?
The NLWA sees the key issues that need to be addressed in order to achieve this vision as:

I. Funding for waste disposal authorities to deliver the required infrastructure. 

NLWA recently had its provisional allocation of £258.4 million of PFI credits reversed by Government. This project, as detailed in the reference case was set to provide a 470,000 tonne per annum increase in the UK’s Anaerobic Digestion (AD) capacity from both MBT and AD treatment facilities and with the AD and other new facilities located in London would pave the way for London to become a world leader in urban municipal waste management.  The design, build and operation of the facilities would also lead to job creation.  Using AD to provide renewable heat and power is also a means by which the economic value of waste is exploited and the recycling and composting performance of London’s waste is increased.  
The reversal of the PFI decisions for both North London and the South London Waste Partnership may indeed hamper this vision from being achieved. In summary, without funds being made available, it will be an extremely difficult task, particularly within a period of significant economic restraint, for waste disposal authorities to deliver the required infrastructure to achieve the Mayor’s vision within the timescales set. This combined with a loss of LDA funding and uncertainties regarding the future levels of capital funding that the LWARB might have available might lead the Mayor to reconsider targets drawn up at a point when public finances were not so exceptionally constrained. The Mayor needs to lobby Government to reconsider such decisions and as illustrated in this strategy document – The economic modelling concluded a “Do nothing new” approach would increase London’s annual municipal waste management bill from about £580 million in 2010 to about £680 million by 2031.

II. Reducing the amount of municipal waste generated by the capital.

A significant amount of waste reduction and reuse can be achieved through supply side rather than demand side initiatives. The NLWA sees the key issues that need to be addressed to reduce the amount of municipal waste as:
a) Historic focus on recycling and recovery of materials

One of the key barriers to achieving household waste reduction targets is the historic focus on recycling and recovery of materials, rather than the prevention of materials becoming waste in the first place. Even though recycling has undeniable environmental benefits, it is significantly less beneficial than waste reduction. To date, whilst there is a number of recycling related success stories at a local and national level, a similar level of effort has not been focused on waste reduction and this lack of historic focus and momentum for waste reduction initiatives is a key barrier going forwards.

b) ‘Total Waste’ Targets

The Mayor’s strategy document sets out a London wide target to reduce household waste by 10% of 2008/09 levels by 2020 increasing to 20% by 2031. As these targets are ‘total waste’ based rather than a proportion or percentage reduction on the amount of waste remaining after recycling and composting the ability of local authorities to influence the same is limited. The influence local authorities have on waste reduction is limited as many of the interventions are outside of the household and therefore outside of local authority control. The limited powers of joint waste disposal authorities needs to be addressed if they are expected to be able to influence waste reduction. Local authorities are only able to use education as a tool to encourage waste minimisation and this has limited potential to reduce wastes as in many respects waste reduction is outside householders’ control. Supply side interventions focused on product producers and suppliers may have a much greater impact than demand side measures focused on product users. Therefore another barrier to the achievement of reduction targets is that suppliers have an influence on these targets and this is something outside of local authority control.  The Strategy recognises that the number of households in London is expected to increase by 22% to four million by 2031, at current levels of waste production i.e. 970 kg/hh this equates to 3.88 million tonnes of household waste by 2031. The strategy is proposing that this is cut down to 3.16 million tonnes of waste implying a zero production rate of waste from the additional 730,000 households and therefore, it seems rather dismissive of the complexity of waste minimisation and prevention approaches to suggest a 20% reduction in household waste by 2031 in the light of this significant increase in household numbers. 
c) Invisibility of Reduction Efforts

The achievement of waste reduction targets can be largely invisible to the householder, so unlike recycling where the householder can see if they are recycling a lot, it is much more difficult for householders to see that they are producing less and therefore helping to reach targets or benefit themselves. Coupled with this, the visible positive benefits associated with recycling, such as sitting on recycled plastic furniture or buying a fleece jacket made out of recycled plastic bottles are not there for waste reduction. In the absence of direct charging for waste there is nothing to show for not producing it in the first place.

III. Significantly Increasing Recycling and Composting Performance 

-
North London Waste Authority Evidence

All analyses relating to collection systems suggest that a 50% recycling rate for an urban environment such as North London is very challenging and can only be secured by maximising the contribution to recycling performance by significant enhancements to collection systems, increased communication work, significantly improving Household Waste and Recycling Centres (HWRCs), maximising the recycling of other streams such as mattresses, carpets and building materials and securing a further contribution to recycling performance from residual waste treatment arrangements/technologies.  

There are two significant issues that are likely to mean that North London may not be able to achieve the same recycling rates as are achievable nationally:

a) Green waste is a smaller proportion of the household bin in North London than nationally arising from a relatively low number of private gardens, a large proportion of flatted properties without gardens and the gardens from those houses with them tending to be of a relatively small size. Recent composition work identifies that green waste is 10.22%
 of household waste in North London compared to 20%
 nationally;

b) The large and growing proportion of flatted properties (including high rise apartments) which currently have a lower overall recycling rate than other properties, in part because of the lack of access to green garden waste as identified above but also the lack of space to provide recycling containers. For example Camden, Hackney and Islington’s proportion of flatted properties is 86%, 80% and 76%. The national average proportion of flatted properties is 19%.

NLWA is therefore supportive of policies that seek to maximise recycling and composting performance, however, the above analysis shows the difficulties with achieving even 50% in the north London area.

Other issues include:

a) Engaging with hard to reach communities and servicing them

b) Communicating effectively with diverse populations especially due to language, socio-economic, practical and structural short-term barriers i.e. a mind set of ‘if I do not recycle this small aluminium can it will not have a detrimental effect on overall recycling’. 
c) The Eunomia
 report also acknowledges this point stating that meeting the proposed recycling targets does depend upon significant behavioural change, especially for residents in high density housing and thus measures must be put in place to assist this change.
The strategy must be transparent on modelling assumptions used to assess the contributions to delivering recycling performance that different sectors and individual local authorities make. This needs to recognise the relatively greater difficulty that densely populated boroughs have in delivering recycling. Residual waste solutions have the potential to make a key contribution to achieving ambitions for maximising recycling. 
The use of materials and increasing the value of the materials has an important role to play in boosting recycling and composting. The Mayor’s strategy and implementation must address the whole economics of material use and the steps that can be taken to boost value both through appropriate local reprocessing capacity and purchasing decisions.
d) Constituent Boroughs and the Comprehensive Spending Review

Significant investment is required in Constituent Borough collection systems to deliver the recycling and composting aspirations and at a time when local authorities are required to deliver huge budget savings.. The Eunomia report points out that ‘In initial years, therefore, annualised collection and recycling costs increase significantly for Boroughs’. This is the same period where Boroughs are being asked to cut budgets by up to 30% and therefore the question is posed: How will Boroughs afford the investment in infrastructure that is required in early years? Whilst it is recognised that it may be possible to introduce systems which both cost less money overall and deliver improved recycling performance, the need for up-front investment is the key point here.  A more flexible approach to long term target achievement may therefore be required within the strategy, allowing a slower improvement in recycling rates in the early years. 
IV. Generating Energy from Waste that cannot be reused or recycled in the most environmentally friendly way possible

The Authority agrees with the proposal to generate energy from waste that cannot be reused or recycled and has demonstrated this through its procurement approach which intends to produce Solid Recovered Fuel (SRF) from the residual waste stream. The Authority has sought to create the flexibility to move the energy opportunity by seeking to create a fuel that is refined and stable. The Authority is also securing a sustainable transport solution if necessary so that the carbon benefits are not dented by road transport. By separating fuel use from the bulk of waste services the Authority has opened the door to energy users and generators without the need for them to become waste management companies. The Authority has also adopted an approach that provides for a competitive procurement process, so that the most deliverable solutions will be taken forward. This potentially opens the door to major energy facilities capable of taking the 330,000 tonnes of the SRF that will be produced, although the Authority is structuring the procurement in lots such that organisations can bring forward proposals to take less than the full amount of SRF. So, for example, a regeneration scheme involving commercial development and  several thousand new homes could access such an opportunity.

The Authority sees the following as the key issues that need to be addressed in order to achieve the EfW vision for London:
a) Planning  

Where planning permissions are required to implement service contracts (of for example 25 years), the planning risk associated with the ability to secure consents is critical to selecting service providers. NLWA is concerned that the ability to secure timely planning permissions for EfW plants and associated infrastructure may be a barrier to generating energy from waste. Even in circumstances where the planning policy framework supports EfW development NLWA believes that the timescales associated with securing planning permissions can be protracted, with no certainty of success given waste development is generally considered to be contentious and raises local concerns. 

In addition the following barriers exist:

· Large economies of scale for EfW facilities necessitate larger local environmental impacts;

· Even if planning is approved – the length of time to achieve this is long. Typically in the UK delivery of plants takes 7 years and the EfW facility at Belvedere in East London took 17 years to gain planning permission.

· The land take of a large EfW facility (250,000 tpa) is between 2 and 5 hectares
. Barriers around this could be the appropriate allocation of land for waste use to allow siting of EfW plants. 

b) Financial Barriers 

· The capital cost of a gas fired CHP is typically ten times less than that of an EfW CHP facility, therefore discouraging investment in any waste fired CHP. The higher cost arises partly as a result of the cost of compliance, i.e. meeting WID requirements and the uncertainty in Government revenue streams to offset costs.

· There are limited outlets for digestate (approx 50% of inputs) arising from AD of mixed residual waste. Disposal costs for this digestate can be as low as £10 per tonne, excluding any applicable taxes, when used as a landfill cover or as high as £100 per tonne if it is sent to an EfW facility. This difference has an implication on the overall costs and what is used when designing a financial model.

· There is a high reliance on financial penalties such as LATS and Landfill Tax rather than financial incentives such as ROCs/CHP/CCL. Although not directly pertinent to barriers to EfW, this point illustrates what appears to be a situation where penalties are focused on the waste sector and the incentives are focused on the energy sector.

· There is an uncertainty over replacement for ROCs and how the Renewable Heat Incentive (RHI) will be funded and this is preventing long term planning for any waste project. As an example, the level of the RHI was expected to be announced by December 2009, however, this has been further delayed which is a concern as the scheme was set to be begin in April 2011.
c) Co-ordination and Support

· AD can exist as a standalone treatment for organic waste or can be incorporated into MBT facilities and used to treat the organic fraction of residual waste. Equal support should therefore be given to AD and MBT facilities incorporating AD.
· Lack of co-ordination and investment in CHP opportunities e.g. neither the Edmonton EfW facility in North London or the South East London Combined Heat and Power (SELCHP) waste facility in South London is connected to a heat network. The Authority notes that the strategy document states that ‘The greatest opportunity is in using the vast amounts of heat generated but not currently captured for use by London’s incinerators in Lewisham (SELCHP) and Enfield (Edmonton). Additionally there are currently no plans to use the heat from London’s third incinerator at Belvedere, in Bexley, which is expected to open in 2011’. The Authority believes that whilst there have been many EfW plants that are heat ‘enabled’ we have not previously been very successful in the UK at delivering Combined Heat and Power. A key reason is that we often set up projects with only one energy solution in mind with no flexibility to switch if they do not work out in technical or commercial terms. In addition, as noted above a further key problem is where there is a mismatch in timing between the need to let new waste management infrastructure contracts and the time it takes to develop comprehensive heat off-take networks. Whilst desirable, it is sometimes not possible to realise the full heat value of waste if the necessary infrastructure is not in place at an appropriate time. Lack of local demand can be another key problem. 
· A better value for money approach may come from the GLA identifying the barriers to the commercial delivery of heat networks and addressing these. Such barriers include:

· A mismatch between the length of time required to recoup value from investment in the network with the typical commitment on energy purchasing;
· An assumption that heat does not have a commercial value. This assumption is incorrect and undermines the economic case for investment unless someone is prepared to give heat gratuitously. 
· The tension that exists between long term energy supply and the discretion for householders to switch between energy suppliers; and
· An appropriate commercial delivery vehicle capable of accepting the commercial risks must be designed and done so in a way that recognises the overall economics of energy supply from all sources.

· If the Mayor was to initiate a study on the whole life economics of CHP and barriers, plus potential delivery vehicles that might turn the heat opportunity into commercial reality include  that need to be addressed, this would be constructive and potentially more useful than proposals that are seeking huge network investment and free heat. The Mayor may have a role in working with public authorities to guarantee the long term price of energy above and beyond what local authorities can do with the benefit realised via security of supply.
· The Authority has conducted an assessment of the heat demand within the Upper Lea Valley (ULV) area where the Edmonton EfW is located for example and has found that the potential heat supply significantly exceeds the projected demand. Likewise the LDA produced an energy strategy report of the ULV area and drew the same conclusion. District heating networks may well provide an opportunity for local energy use, but it will always be necessary to demonstrate that such schemes are better financially and environmentally than linking the fuel use to industrial and commercial processes that have substantial energy demand.  Significant investment is required in infrastructure to deliver district heating, including meeting the challenge of re-engineering energy supply in existing housing stock. We must recognise the discretion that consumers have on buying their energy supply. Additionally there is a need to recognise the seasonality of household energy demand. Finally, there is a need for energy suppliers to be prepared to take the commercial risk on energy supply.  All these considerations are to be taken into account at a time when local authorities are required to deliver huge budget savings, when waste disposal authorities are trying to manage the spiraling costs of landfill tax and new carbon taxes, and when the London Development Agency budget has seemingly disappeared. 
· The Mayor should therefore be aware of these barriers to developing combined heat and power and should therefore not prevent local authorities from implementing sustainable waste disposal solutions on the basis that they are not heat enabled where the local authority has demonstrated that there are significant barriers to enabling heat use. It may well be that in some situations these barriers will disappear at some point in the future. 
· The Authority notes that there is reference in this strategy document to retrofitting the EfW at Edmonton to introduce heat-use infrastructure and improve the incinerators’ overall efficiency, however as noted above, enabling heat use without customers for the use of the heat is not a viable process.

d) Civil / Process Contractors

· A risk of there being a lack of skills / unavailability of contractors to develop EfW (thermal treatment and AD) projects from conception through to commissioning and operating.

· To some extent, a slow pace of skills transfer of European and International expertise and experiences in to the UK.

e) Public perception / public support 

· North London Waste Authority Evidence

Notwithstanding terminology and scope, public perception is a key barrier to increasing EfW capacity in any form.  As an example, the Authority’s Outline Business Case (OBC) for PFI credits assessed a range of scenarios/possible different combinations of facilities and technologies for managing municipal waste in North London in order to meet the targets set. The scenario assessment concluded that any scenarios which would see the construction of a new thermal treatment plant or an EfW facility with a combined heat and power facility adjacent to the existing incinerator at Edmonton in North London, with concurrent operations, would be viewed as significantly increasing the Edmonton site’s waste processing capacity. Scenarios with this arrangement were assessed as ‘carrying a very high risk’ of planning deliverability. 

As outlined in the OBC:

“Notwithstanding the limited remaining operational life of the Edmonton EfW, under these scenarios the thermal processing capacity of the site would be viewed as increasing significantly for an indefinite period of time and the planning application would be likely to attract major objections from the community and other stakeholders. As such, the Authority is not confident that these scenarios could be delivered within an acceptable timeframe and would result in a very costly process.” 

It was additionally concluded that the same assessment would equally apply to the establishment of an EfW facility at two other sites in north London– Pinkham Way and/or Hendon. 

There are also a number of existing campaigns and web-based information sources opposing EfW – particularly thermal treatment including the UK Without Incineration Network at www.ukwin.org.uk.

Three recent reports namely, the Review of Environmental and Health Effects of Waste Management (DEFRA), The Impact on Health Emissions to Air from Municipal Waste Incinerators (Health Protection Agency) and the Update Statement on the Review of Cancer Incidence near Municipal Solid Waste Incinerators by the Commission on Carcinogenicity of Chemicals in Food, Consumer Products and the Environment (CoC) demonstrate that there is minimal health risk with siting a thermal EfW facility close to people. The findings of these reports need to be publicised so that people can understand that EfW does not present a threat.

f) Clarity of the Policy Framework

The policy framework currently supports some types of EfW and is less supportive of other types of EfW and this may be a future barrier to increasing EfW capacity in the future. As an example, the Authority’s OBC references the planning policy framework within the London Plan, the spatial planning strategy for the capital. The scenario assessment work referred to above notes in its concluding remarks under ‘planning deliverability’  …..

“…the lack of support for incineration as evidenced by Policies 4A.21 and 5.17 within the London Plan which supports advanced conversion technologies for waste in preference over conventional incineration.”

Therefore the policy framework may be such as to support some types of EfW over others and this may be a barrier in the communication about types of EfW which the policy framework does support and which Government evidence says can be safely employed.
g) Electrical export / cost of CHP

An off-take of heat is also required. Power can be exported to the grid, but if there is no market / customer for the heat as discussed above then benefits may not be realised, thus deterring the uptake especially as planning policy nowadays dictates that facilities should be designed with a heat off-take in place.  There therefore needs to be an investment in heat infrastructure and financial support as the cost of heat pipes is typically between £1M and £5M per kilometer.

The London Development Agency (LDA) is working on the Thames Gateway Heat network which is to be designed to allow for heat users and heat suppliers to connect to. Our understanding is that it will take up to 15 years to be fully ready. Government needs to invest more in these types of developments to provide the infrastructure for those looking to supply heat. There is now uncertainty as to whether this will happen following the news that the LDA is cutting two-thirds of its staff as a result of the government's Spending Review and will close in 2012.

h) Outputs from EfW

Some of the outputs from EfW plants are:

· Incinerator bottom ash (IBA); and

· Air pollution control (APC) residues – these are classified as hazardous

In order to make an EfW project feasible and economically beneficial there is a requirement for sustainable, low cost outlets for these outputs. IBA constitutes 15-25% of input waste to an incinerator. IBA is commonly processed and then used to replace primary aggregates such as gravel.   A quality protocol is to be developed by the Environment Agency for those who process IBA. Ensuring there is a market for IBA ensures EfW projects remain feasible. APC residues are considered as hazardous and are disposed of in suitable facilities. More should be done to encourage low-cost outlets for the treatment of APC residues and the disposal of any resulting outputs from the treatment process.
i) Process Innovation

We note that the strategy document states that ‘New opportunities exist for using advanced conversion technologies such as anaerobic digestion, gasification and pyrolysis. These are now available commercially and the government is offering incentives for their use through mechanisms such as Renewable Obligation Certificates’. Advanced EfW technology such as gasification is being developed and operated in other countries. However, in the UK, there seems to be some reluctance in the use of technology that has not been operating on a similar feedstock and at a similar throughput (tones / year).  Most funders look for proven technology with a strong operating track record.  NLWA’s view is that there is no evidence to demonstrate that advanced technology such as gasification and pyrolysis is operating commercially and successfully on a large scale within the UK and as such are currently unlikely to be  bankable as solutions for large volumes of residual waste. 
	The Objectives


	The Mayor has identified the following objectives to help achieve his vision:

· To provide Londoners with the knowledge, infrastructure and incentives to change the way they manage municipal waste: to reduce the amount of waste generated, encourage the reuse of items that are currently thrown away, and to recycle or compost as much material as possible.

· To minimise the impact of municipal waste management on our environment and reduce the carbon footprint of London’s municipal waste.

· To unlock the massive economic value of London’s municipal waste through increased levels of reuse, recycling, composting and the generation of clean energy from waste.

· To manage the bulk of London’s municipal waste within London’s boundary, through investment in new waste infrastructure.  


2. Do you think that these are the correct objectives, is there anything additional that the Mayor should be focussing on?

The NLWA believes that these are the correct objectives and has the following comments on each of the objectives:

Objective 1 
Provide Londoners with the knowledge, infrastructure and incentives to change the way they manage municipal waste: to reduce the amount of waste generated, encourage the reuse of items that are currently thrown away, and to recycle or compost as much material as possible. 
NLWA Comments: 

· The GLA is in a good position to deliver this commendable objective via the “Recycle for London” (RfL) campaign, with funds awarded by LWaRB.  Boroughs can also bid for RfL funds to increase participation in local services.   However, LWaRB now only has £22.9 m of its original £73.4 m pot left which is not much to deliver this objective across the capital.  We would therefore urge the Mayor to do all he can to seek continued investment in waste infrastructure in London in order to deliver on the strategy objectives. 
· All analyses relating to collection systems suggest that a 50% recycling rate for an urban environment such as North London is very challenging and can only be secured by maximising the contribution to recycling performance by significant enhancements to collection systems, increased communication work, significantly improving Household Waste and Recycling Centres (HWRCs), maximising the recycling of other streams such as mattresses, carpets and building materials and securing a further contribution to recycling performance from residual waste treatment arrangements/technologies.  

Objective 2
Minimise the impact of municipal waste management on our environment and reduce the carbon footprint of London’s municipal waste. 

NLWA Comments: 

· A commendable objective. 
· However, there are difficulties with measuring the carbon impacts of London’s municipal waste and having a high level of confidence in the data.  In particular:

a) there are substantial differences in the CO2eq figures for different disposal / recovery / recycling processes between different sources of data and 
b) different calculation methodologies for CO2eq make quite considerable differences to the outcomes of the calculations. For example, the Authority’s calculation of its CO2 impact in 2009/10 compared to 2008/09 showed a 10.6 % reduction in emissions on the basis of National Indicator 185 measurement and reporting approaches. However, this was a year in which the Authority incinerated 28% less waste than the previous year, i.e. landfilled more than the previous year. The apparent benefit of landfilling more waste is most likely be the result of externalities to the NI185 framework, rather than a benefit in real terms. NI185 does not take into account the emissions arising from the breakdown of landfilled waste, or the carbon saving potential of the energy generated by the Edmonton incinerator. While it should be noted that the footprint also excludes CO2 emissions from the incinerator stack (arising from the combustion of waste to produce energy), it seems likely that overall the externalities to the model will eliminate and perhaps reverse the benefit of landfilling compared to incineration. This illustrates some of the issues with this particular methodology for calculating CO2 emissions.
Objective 3
Unlock the massive economic value of London’s municipal waste through increased levels of reuse, recycling, composting and the generation of clean energy from waste. 

NLWA Comments: 

· A commendable objective.  However:

· The Mayor should not ignore the additional collection costs associated with achieving high recycling rates which are increasingly likely to exceed the economic value of diverting additional materials from waste disposal as higher rates are reached.  The strategy appears to count economic benefits of high recycling rates rather more thoroughly than the costs involved in achieving them.  And whilst the costs will be borne by London’s waste authorities, not all the economic benefits will flow back to them. 
· The Mayor should also recognise the need for energy networks to facilitate the efficient generation of heat and power from waste and realise the benefits as described in the strategy.
Objective 4
Manage the bulk of London’s municipal waste within London’s boundary, through investment in new waste infrastructure.  

NLWA Comments: 

· This objective should be secondary to objective 2 above. If the impact of London’s municipal waste management on our environment and its carbon footprint can be reduced by managing parts of it outside London’s boundary (including transport related impacts) and additionally if it commercially beneficial to do so, there is little reason not to do so.  Much also depends upon the definition of ‘managed in London’ as outlined within the London Plan.  
· In the absence of investment in energy networks, this strategy must be sufficiently flexible to recognise the benefits that can be achieved from a national perspective by for example taking London’s waste outside of the capital. For example, if a heat network is established outside London with a heat user, there is little reason not to make use of this opportunity if no such opportunity exists within London. 
The Mayor should additionally focus on the following:

a) Better Design
Waste reduction cannot occur on a significant scale without action from the manufacturing industry.  The Mayor should use his influence to urge for an increasing focus on producer responsibility programmes to drive improvements in product design, to help local authorities and WRAP influence consumer behaviour and to ensure that the responsibility for waste management and prevention is shared amongst producers and local authorities.  Better design and material choice plays a key role in minimising the creation of waste not just at the point of disposal, but throughout a product’s lifecycle, and should therefore be something the Mayor is actively seeking and lobbying for.  

b) Financial Investment in Waste Disposal Authorities 

The Mayor’s strategy document talks about the assistance that LWaRB can provide, however, it also recognises that ‘Given the extent of the capacity gap and the capital cost associated with infrastructure development, the board’s fund is only capable of supporting partial fulfilment of the “gap” requirements’.

As highlighted above the following statement is no longer correct following the CSR ‘In addition to the 930,000 tonnes of infrastructure to manage some of London’s municipal waste that has already been granted planning permission, the GLA is also aware of Private Finance Initiative (PFI) funding supporting waste infrastructure to manage 1.3 million tonnes of London municipal waste each year beginning 2014’. 
It is important that the Mayor identifies the investment requirement and the barriers to that investment including Government funding and powers. The Mayor should, for example, investigate the merits of a municipal bond to fund investment that relevant London waste disposal authorities could access. 

The Mayor has identified 6 policy areas that he will work in to deliver his vision for London's waste. Each of the policies is summarised below for your comment.
	Policy 1: Inform producers and consumers of the value of reducing, reusing and recycling.



	Vision
Consumers understand and respond to the value of reducing, reusing and recycling municipal waste.

From vision to policy
The Mayor will work with local authorities, the third sector, businesses and the waste industry to promote the reduction, reuse and recycling of municipal waste, with the aim of decreasing the amount of municipal waste produced.
From policy to action - proposals
Proposal 1.1 Setting waste reduction and reuse targets
  -  The Mayor will set a London-wide target to reduce household waste by 10 per cent per household, of 2008/09

     levels, by 2020 and increasing to 20 per cent per household by 203

  -  The Mayor will set a target to increase the amount of London’s municipal waste that could be reused or repaired

     from 6,000 tonnes (0.15 per cent of municipal waste) each year in 2008 to 40,000 tonnes (one per cent) a year 

     in 2015 and 120,000 tonnes (three percent) a year in 2031.


	
	Proposal 1.2 Supporting London-wide communications campaigns that promote municipal waste reduction, reuse and recycling

· The Mayor will work with WRAP, London boroughs and the London Community Resource Network to deliver Recycle for London as a communications programme encouraging waste reduction, reuse and recycling among both consumers and producers.  The London Waste and Recycling Board has awarded funds to the Recycle for London communications programme for the three year period 2010-2013.

· The Mayor, through Recycle for London, will promote Zero Waste Places projects in London as a means to showcase best practice and encourage London boroughs to participate in the scheme
· The Mayor, through Recycle for London, will provide communications support to London boroughs that obtain funding from the London Waste and Recycling Board to improve recycling in flats (see Policy 4 for details of the programme to develop recycling in flats


	
	· The London Waste and Recycling Board has allocated funds to develop a London-wide reuse network.  The Mayor will work with London waste authorities, the London Waste and Recycling Board and the London Community Resource 

· Network to develop the London Reuse Network, promoting waste reduction and reuse initiatives in the third sector, such as furniture reuse schemes, which can support and supplement existing local authority waste collection services.  


	
	· Proposal 1.3 Reducing the amount of municipal waste entering the waste stream
· The Mayor will work with businesses to help them reduce waste and improve resource efficiency, using the Mayor’s Green Procurement Code.

· The Mayor will identify leading businesses to work with the London Waste and Recycling Board as a network of mentors to small businesses wanting to improve resource efficiency and reduce waste.
· The Mayor will work with business to hold a packaging and product design competition aimed at “designing out” waste from the start.

	
	· Proposal 1.4 Tackling barriers to providing effective reuse services
· The Mayor will work with third sector organisations, the London Waste and Recycling Board and waste authorities to tackle barriers that make it hard for the third sector to deliver local authority reuse and recycling services by:

a)  providing funding through the London Waste and Recycling Board to develop a reuse network that would allow reuse organisations to work together to share resources and bid more effectively for local authority reuse and recycling services.

b)  working with waste authorities to link their bulky waste services, where practicable, with local reuse services, when developing municipal waste contracts.


3. What are your views on the Mayor's targets for reduction and reuse? Are they achievable, or stretching enough?
Target 1
To achieve zero municipal waste direct to landfill by 2025

NLWA Comments: 

· A commendable target which NLWA supports in principle, however, the Mayor needs to assess the new diversion capacity that is required on a regional basis to deliver zero municipal waste to landfill by 2025 and the timing requirement for the investment. An identified means of securing investment in the next 5 years is vital.
Target 2 
To reduce the amount of household waste produced in 2008/09 from 970 kg per household to 790 kg per household by 2031. This is equivalent to a 20% reduction per household.
NLWA Comments: 

· Reducing the amount of household waste is a commendable aim and from a north London perspective the targets for reduction and reuse seem ambitious and challenging enough to drive improvement. There are however, two fundamental points that need addressing before this can be implemented. The first is a clear and unambiguous definition of household waste. The second is the methodology used to measure the amount of household waste within a mixed municipal waste stream, as methodologies used in London vary significantly and may give relative advantages to some areas compared to  others. We understand that the Waste and Resources Action Programme (WRAP) is anticipating issuing some guidance shortly on the co-collection on household and non-household waste and measuring the tonnages of each as a result, but a single, common methodology would have to be agreed.
· In 2008/9 NLWA households produced 906 kg waste/household, so the target translated to NLWA is approximately a 13% reduction, however, the Strategy does not contain proposals sufficient to ensure that an overall 20% reduction per household will be achieved. Also, for the targets to be realistic, investment in infrastructure as well as behavioural change is required; they can be achievable as long as they are supported with an accurate and robust system for monitoring and recording, an appropriate level of effort on communications to impact on material demand and a supportive national framework to influence supply. Additionally, assistance and further investment should be provided to overcome barriers which have been previously identified and may prevent local authorities from achieving their targets:

a) Lack of investment/ market gaps – in particular areas of London; without the infrastructure, the targets will be difficult to deliver.
b) Lack of information to consumers.
c) Lack of adequate marketing of reuse and repaired products and consumers’ lack of trust in reuse and the quality of repaired products; the sector needs to raise its public visibility.
d) Operational issues/the capacity of reuse organisations including the difficulties of matching supply and demand across London.
e) Costs – when it is less expensive for someone to buy a piece of flat packed furniture new compared to buying a reconditioned second-hand item, then there is really no incentive to reuse. 
f) Potentially therefore another barrier to achieving the targets for reuse in particular could include finding a sufficient market for reused items if collection for reuse increases.

· The number and type of materials included in the target will also determine whether the targets are achievable. According to the “-100 kg European Campaign for Waste Reduction
” (which the North London Waste Authority signed up to support as part of its participation in the European Week for Waste Reduction), a series of preventative actions carried out on four waste streams (organic, paper, packaging and bulky waste) have a reduction potential of 100 kg/year which is equivalent to a 16 per cent reduction. Therefore, identification and reduction potential of materials to be targeted will also determine whether it is realistic for local authorities to achieve the targets.
· Furthermore, waste reduction targets cannot be achieved without action from the manufacturing industry.  Better design and material choice plays a key role in minimising the creation of waste not just at the point of disposal, but throughout a product’s lifecycle. Increasing focus on producer responsibility programmes to drive improvements in product design is vital to help influencing consumer behaviour and to ensure that the responsibility for waste management and prevention is shared amongst producers and local authorities.  

· The Strategy should recognise the limited impact London’s waste authorities can have on influencing the quantities of household waste requiring collection.  In particular, levels of economic growth and industry measures to reduce packaging waste are likely to have substantial impacts on waste arisings. 
· It is inconsistent that waste reduction targets in a “municipal waste management strategy” a key aim of which is to “…reduce the amount of municipal waste generated by the Capital…” should only apply to the household waste element of it- Why not set targets for reducing municipal waste?  

· The Strategy’s support for the introduction of national deposit schemes for bottles and cans could help towards achieving this target by removing them from the household waste stream.  However, this would also make the achievement of high recycling targets for municipal waste more difficult.  If a national deposit scheme is introduced, it may be necessary to revise recycling targets downwards.

Target 3 
To increase London’s capacity to reuse or repair municipal waste from approximately 6,000 tonnes (0.15 per cent of municipal waste) each year in 2008 to 40,000 tonnes (one per cent) a year  in 2012 and 120,000 tonnes (three percent) a year in 2031.
NLWA Comments:
· It is not clear why the target set is to provide capacity rather than to actually utilise the capacity.  
· The capacity tonnage targets appear over-optimistic, particularly in light of recent cuts to LWaRB funding.
· On page 75 the second bullet point under Proposal 1.1 refers to the Mayor setting a target to achieve actual levels of re-use rather than capacity for re-use as above.
· Much “re-use” occurs before items are discarded and become “waste” (e.g. through the private sale and exchange of second hand goods).  As such, “re-use” can be considered an option that sits above the Waste Hierarchy as well as within it.  The strategy could propose to do more to promote the re-use of goods before they get discarded as waste (e.g. through promoting private re-sale via EBay, car boot sales etc) even if this is strictly beyond the scope of a waste management strategy.
· It should be noted that items collected for “re-use” are not “waste” and that this may affect some of the Mayor’s calculations.

Target 4
To recycle or compost at least 45% of municipal waste by 2015, 50% by 2020 and 60% by 2031.
NLWA Comments:

· The Authority is committed to increasing recycling and composting performance from current levels and supports a London-wide strategy which recognises the value of diverting waste away from landfill. However, there will be challenges for London in reaching higher levels of performance. The first two of these targets are contained in the National Waste Strategy for England published in May 2007.  However, the contribution different regions are expected to make towards the achievement of national targets should reflect their local circumstances.  In London’s case, this should mean a lower than average contribution, reflecting the low level of compostable garden waste in London’s household waste stream and the particular difficulties of achieving high capture rates at flatted premises and in households with limited space for storage.  However, at Appendix 3 page 2, it states that “The Mayor’s targets are more ambitious than those set by the Government and reflect regional circumstances, such as the declining landfill capacity accepting London’s waste; the need to significantly improve municipal recycling or composting performance- London is the lowest performing region in the UK; and the need to significantly increase the amount of waste managed within London to achieve greater self sufficiency in line with Planning Policy Statement 10.”  This seems to omit to mention that London is the lowest performing region because of its low level of garden waste arisings and high level of flatted premises.  The other two reasons given for the high targets could be alternatively addressed by increasing London’s residual waste recovery capacity.  Figures 4, 5 and 6 illustrate this point well- London’s dry recycling performance is only slightly below average but cannot achieve high composting rates, especially in inner London, due to the low level of garden waste and high number of flats.  The recycling column in Table 1 (page 40) should be split into “recycling” and “composting” to highlight this further.   
· The 60% target goes above and beyond national and European targets and its achievability without incurring excessive cost is questionable. Achievement of higher targets requires maximum participation in kerbside services, extensive communication, comprehensive networks of bring facilities and household waste recycling centres, diversion of green garden waste as well as extensive recycling of new material streams such as mattresses, MDF, building materials, carpets etc.  
· At Appendix 3, page 2, it is stated that “The Mayor’s targets are for London to achieve as a whole, placing no requirement on individual waste authorities to achieve them.”  This should be stated clearly within the “Policy 4” section of the Strategy, but is not.
· The particular contributions the Mayor expects individual boroughs to make towards the achievement  of these targets is unclear, but outer London Boroughs collecting large quantities of compostable garden waste and with lower proportions of flatted premises can reasonably be expected to make bigger contributions.   
· The Strategy should make it clear how the sum total of borough contributions towards achieving improved recycling rates will ensure that his targets are met.
· Applying these targets to municipal rather than household waste may create a perverse incentive for boroughs to increase their competition with privately operating licensed waste carriers providing commercial waste recycling services, thus attracting more (recycled) waste into the municipal waste stream and making it harder for London to reduce its municipal waste.  Presumably this is why the target for waste reduction is limited to household waste only.
Target 5 
The management of London’s municipal waste to achieve annual greenhouse gas emissions savings of approximately:
1.2 million tonnes of CO2eq in 2015

1.4 million tonnes of CO2eq in 2020

1.6 million tonnes of CO2eq in 2031
NLWA Comments:
· A commendable objective, however, there is significant doubt about how accurately carbon equivalent emissions can be measured and close analysis of the carbon benefits of some initiatives designed to achieve the Mayor’s high recycling targets may indicate little if any benefit from them e.g. the separate collection of food waste for recycling.  
· At Appendix 4b, it appears that the current CO2eq annual emissions figure of 130,000 tonnes for London’s municipal waste management activities overall excludes collection related impacts.  The figure should therefore be presented as a figure for “London’s municipal waste disposal and treatment activities overall” or be revised upwards to include collection related impacts.  It is important that this should be clear in the main Strategy, as most people will not read the Appendices.
· On page 89 there is a reference to the “…emissions-saving effect of recycling and composting activities.”  Table 5 on page 92 shows an emissions saving effect for in-vessel composting but not for open windrow composting.  It would therefore be helpful to insert the word “in-vessel” before “composting” in the statement on page 89.

Target 6
To generate as much energy as possible from London’s organic and non-recyclable

waste in a way that is no more polluting in carbon terms than the energy source it is replacing. This is estimated to be possible for about 40 per cent of London’s municipal waste after recycling or composting targets are achieved by 2031.

NLWA Comments:

· NLWA recognises that this target refers to waste after recycling and composting targets have been achieved, however, there may be a better case for the organic proportion to be composted than for energy to be generated from it for example through community composting schemes or through the use of IVCs.
· NLWA questions how this would be measured and how would we recognise the point at which “as much energy as possible” was being extracted?  It would be preferable to set a target in terms of e.g. kilo-joules generated or percentage increase from a baseline.
· If a target is not set in terms of kilo-joules generated or percentage increase from a baseline, then  “…as much energy as possible…” should be more closely defined or replaced with “…as much energy as is reasonably practicable…” or similar.
· There is a danger that the Mayor’s preference for emerging new technologies over incineration with energy recovery could result in more waste than necessary going to landfill, either because the new technologies fail to deliver as promised or because local authorities are unable to afford them. Unless viable technology is being offered by the bidding community then this aspiration cannot be achieved. Although this strategy purports to be technology neutral the Mayor’s preference for emerging new technologies counteracts this.   The strategy should be revised to be completely technology neutral and allow the bidding community and the market to respond with bankable technology to deliver output based contracts.
· The Mayor’s commitment to utilising waste heat from EfW processes e.g. through the provision of district heating ring main piping systems (as exist in Paris and Amsterdam) as detailed at pages 129-130 of the Strategy is welcomed.  Realistically however, the prospects of this actually being delivered still seem remote, especially given the imminent demise of the LDA and its central government funding.
4. What do you see as the key considerations for developing a successful London-wide reuse network?
The proposal of the London Community Resource Network’s (LCRN’s) to provide a more consistent reuse service across the capital fits well with the new draft municipal waste strategy for London and with work carried out to date in north London. The development of London Reuse Network (LRN) aims to increase the amount of material both collected and reused and includes proposals for an integrated network of reuse facilities working together in a coordinated system to hold commonly owned assets and deliver public and commercial reuse services. 

The north London work
, which has been funded by the Authority, indicates that there is a capacity gap in terms of the ability for the existing organisations in north London to collect sufficient material to maximise reuse. The Authority considers that this proposal from LCRN would be an effective way in which to develop the sector and provide support to increase reuse rates and provided a letter of support for the LCRN’s proposal and funding request to the LWARB for the development of a pan-London Reuse Network. 

Apart from resolving the capacity gap, a consideration for the future is how the proposal would enable centralised publicity campaigns to be undertaken to raise awareness of residents about the reuse services available to them. We understand that Recycle for London will be carrying out some of this promotional work to promote reuse, but it is important given the ambitious targets on reuse that this work is continued.  The current scope of the proposals includes furniture, white goods (such as fridges and freezers) and other electrical goods. In the longer term the service may be expanded to incorporate textiles, but as with reuse and repair services, it will be important to look at existing private sector operators who may already be doing much good work.

The other area in which the London Reuse Network could assist with is the area of public sector procurement. Sometimes the tonnages of material that can be diverted through local reuse services are very small, insufficient perhaps to justify the procurement of a separate reuse service from a tonnage perspective alone. However, if the social benefits of the service, perhaps in providing training opportunities through a repair and refurbishment service, in addition to consideration of the benefits of providing refurbished household items for people in need are also taken into account, then the reconfiguration of contracts to include reuse may be more attractive. The structure of local authorities does not easily facilitate this type of cross departmental consideration of the benefits of a service or ease procurement processes in this regard. It might be possible that LRN might also contribute to providing greater opportunities for third sector organisations and small businesses in terms of both bidding for and providing reuse services to the public sector in London.  

Finally the Authority considers that the reuse sector in London could also be effectively developed by supporting some of the existing networks that exist for other reuse services in addition to furniture. In particular, support for online reuse networks such as Freegle and Freecycle would be beneficial as would promotional support for accredited repair and reuse centres. In north London for example, the Authority has worked with LCRN to produce a small leaflet listing local reuse services which was distributed to residents at give and take days across the seven north London boroughs, thus providing information to residents about other opportunities for reuse in their area throughout the year.

Additionally another issue with the reuse capacity gap is finding outlets for the refurbished items particularly furniture and white goods.  Even if the capacity exists, reasons such as consumers’ lack of trust in reuse and the quality of repaired products may mean that reusable items are not being purchased.
All analyses relating to collection systems suggest that a 50% recycling rate for an urban environment such as North London is very challenging and can only be secured by maximising the contribution to recycling performance by significant enhancements to collection systems, increased communication work, significantly improving Household Waste and Recycling Centres (HWRCs), maximising the recycling of other streams such as mattresses, carpets and building materials and securing a further contribution to recycling performance from residual waste treatment arrangements/technologies.  

5. Do you have any suggestions of businesses that might mentor small businesses to improve resource efficiency?
N/A
6. Any further comments on this policy?
 It is commendable that the Strategy includes a policy to inform producers of the value of reducing, reusing and recycling. However, one issue which would enable this to happen more easily would be if there was some standardisation of colour coding systems used for collecting different materials across the capital. It is recognised that local circumstances vary and that accordingly collection systems will vary across London, however, promotion would be considerably eased if it was possible to improve the standardisation of container colours used. There is potentially a role for the Mayor in modelling an assessment of the cost and any practical implications of such an approach. 
Whilst the London boroughs are the prime interface with the public on recycling and reuse, the waste disposal authorities in the capital also have a role to play in the delivery of this policy  - in north London for example all partners are equal delivery partners in terms of the joint waste strategy. 
A final comment is that the Localism Bill outlines that the Mayor of London will be required to produce a document known as ‘The London Environmental Strategy’, detailing his general assessment of the environment in greater London and including proposals for municipal waste management policy. It is unclear, and given the timing of the municipal waste management strategy consultation understandable, how this broader environmental strategy will work alongside the Mayoral waste strategies for both business and municipal waste. 

	
	Policy 2 - Setting a CO2eq standard for municipal waste management activities to reduce their impact on climate change.



	
	Vision
The way London’s municipal waste is managed can and should deliver the greatest possible CO2eq savings, by reducing waste and increasing reuse, recycling and composting more, and generating low carbon energy.

From vision to policy
The Mayor will set a minimum lifecycle CO2eq emissions performance standard (EPS) for the management of London’s municipal waste.  This EPS will inform the way waste authorities perform their role in managing municipal waste, as they will need to make sure the collection, treatment, energy recovery and final disposal of municipal waste collectively meets the EPS, or demonstrate that they have steps in place to meet it in the near future.


	
	In addition to setting the EPS, the Mayor will set a minimum CO2eq performance for energy generation from London’s non-recycled (residual) municipal waste, such that energy is generated in a way that is no more polluting in carbon terms than the new base load energy generation it replaces.  London waste authorities will need to make sure energy generated from their residual waste meets this minimum performance, or demonstrates that they have steps in place to meet it in the near future.


	
	From policy to action:
Proposal 2.1  The Mayor will work with waste authorities to apply the Mayor’s waste hierarchy in delivering their municipal waste management functions in a way that achieves the greatest possible CO2eq savings.
Proposal 2.2  Using Defra’s Waste and Resources Assessment Tool for the Environment (WRATE), the Mayor will set a lifecycle CO2eq EPS for the management of London’s municipal waste.  The EPS will be set to achieve the greatest climate change mitigation benefits from London’s municipal waste at least cost.  London’s performance against the EPS will be monitored and reported annually. 
Proposal 2.3  In addition to setting the EPS, the Mayor will set a minimum CO2eq performance for energy generation from London’s residual municipal waste. This minimum CO2eq performance will ensure energy generated from this waste will be less polluting than the new base load energy generation it replaced


	
	Proposal 2.4  The Mayor will work with the Environment Agency to develop a web-based “ready reckoner” tool that waste authorities can use to determine the CO2eq  performance of their municipal waste management activities easily, and compare them against the EPS and minimum CO2eq performance for energy generation. 
Proposal 2.5  The Mayor will work with the Environment Agency and waste authorities to ensure that achieving the EPS will not have any significant adverse impacts on other environmental considerations, such as air quality and biodiversity.  

Proposal 2.6  The Mayor, through Transport for London (TfL), will work with waste authorities to maximise cost efficiencies and reduce the environmental impact of transporting municipal waste.  The Mayor will encourage waste authorities to join TFL’s Freight Operator Recognition Scheme (FORS) to help make the transport of waste safer, greener and more efficient.


7. What do you think about a CO2 equivalent approach to managing waste? What are the pros and cons, and considerations that must be taken into account with this approach?
I. NLWA commends the move towards carbon-based outcomes and acknowledge that the EPS and the carbon floor are innovative approaches to the way London seeks to manage its waste arisings in the future.  NLWA also welcomes a focus on climate change in waste management practices and supports a move away from tonnage based targets towards carbon-based outcomes.  NLWA therefore supports this policy in principle but believes that there are a number of significant issues to address before it can be relied upon in practice to reduce the climate change impacts of London’s municipal waste. It is vital that London does not get out of line with international and national targets, especially since Government proposes to take powers to penalise those local authorities who may be perceived to have contributed to any failure to achieve national targets. The Mayor needs to secure a guarantee from Government that it supports the proposed approach and that any assessment of London’s performance in weight-based terms will not be used to penalise London authorities. The methodology that is used to assess carbon must also be fully aligned with those used in trading and reduction schemes such as emissions trading, carbon pricing and the CRC.  NLWA also requests that a separate consultation is undertaken with stakeholders on the EPS once the GLA has identified how the EPS will work in practice. Sufficient information and scientific evidence to support the introduction of the EPS should be provided and in the meantime the strategy may want to acknowledge that the EPS is ‘work in progress’ and subject to review, with the Mayor’s proposal downgrading the Emission Performance model to an advisory tool which waste authorities and relevant parties can use voluntarily. 

II. The significant issues identified include:
a) Over what timeframe will this ‘whole system’ approach be introduced?

b) How will it be applied or enforced across existing or new waste management options?

c) How will the additional cost be met at a time when boroughs and waste disposal authorities are faced with significant budget cuts?
d) How does the EPS work alongside EU tonnage based targets?

e) What happens if the minimum EPS is not achieved?

f) Have the resource implications of using the tool been calculated together with associated costs?

g) How does the EPS apply to waste which is managed and converted to SRF in London and utilised outside London?

h) There are a number of assumptions forming the ‘evidence’ base for this Standard which do not provide satisfactory rigour on which to base an enforceable standard over the life of the Mayor’s Strategy. It also appears incomplete due to the omission of reuse figures – and reduction figures beyond Mayoral targets.  
i) The underlying model appears to lack appropriate cost modelling and an impact assessment of the implementation of this ‘Standard’ for London’s waste authorities. For example, the assumptions for the cost of waste management to the average London tax payer reflected in the Strategy is widely exaggerated.  We believe that the costs for waste authorities will be significant as they will be required to change management practices in order to meet this ancillary standard.  Additionally, the Mayor has assumed steady market positions for recyclates but in reality, given the nature of local authority waste contracts, this may not be realised.  
j) The data behind the Mayor’s standards is based on reports from a single consultancy, without peer group review, and includes some significant assumptions (some in contradiction of Government guidance).  As a result there would be a benefit from further consultation and review before all future requirements are firmly based upon these proposals. 

k) It is our understanding that the EPS has been set based on the Mayor’s waste reduction and recycling targets and that each London authority may be required to meet/exceed the EPS, in which case London as a whole would exceed both the standard and the recycling and waste reduction targets.  So whilst the strategy suggests that the Mayor’s reduction and recycling targets are aspirational, the requirement to meet/exceed the EPS means that in reality London’s individual waste authorities will be required to meet the Mayor’s waste reduction, and recycling targets. 
, 

l) It should be noted that the Mayor of London’s waste Hierarchy is only a guide- “…the scenario that performs best in CO2eq emissions terms should be given preference.” (p55). For a CO2eq performance standard to be useful, the data for different processing options needs to be reliable.  The size of the variations in the figures for kg CO2eq per tonne between Table 2 in the Assembly draft and the Public Consultation draft suggest a high degree of uncertainty may exist.  And not all the data in Table 2 matches that provided by Defra on its website at: 
http://www.defra.gov.uk/environment/business/reporting/pdf/101006-guidelines-ghg-conversion-factors.xls (updated Oct 2010).

m) On p53 it states that Table 2 “…shows the potential lifecycle performance of different waste management methods for various waste materials.”.  However, it appears that the figures take no account of the additional collection impacts involved with collecting different material streams separately (e.g. additional vehicle movement, slop bucket and caddy liner related impacts).  The Strategy should make this clear.  These impacts may have a significant effect on which option is identified as having the lowest lifecycle impacts and excluding them will only encourage solutions with high collection related impacts to be adopted.   That could have serious implications for London’s air quality and traffic congestion.  

III. In pursuing Policy 2, NLWA believes that the Mayor is effectively subjecting London, which as he readily notes is underperforming with regards to meeting waste targets compared to the rest of the country, to a more stringent framework for waste management than the rest of England.  The Mayor contends on page 95 of the draft Strategy document that ‘generally, achieving high rates of recycling and composting aligns with achieving the EPS’.  Why therefore does he feel the Strategy needs to set performance for both? 

IV. NLWA requests that the Mayor changes the wording of Policy 2 and its related proposals and targets to reflect that the EPS is not a compulsory standard but an advisory tool. The Mayor should view this as a tool to help to set the tone for the future of London’s waste management rather than a requirement for waste authorities in order to be in conformity with this Strategy.
Proposal 2.1
The Mayor will work with waste authorities to apply the Mayor’s waste hierarchy in delivering their municipal waste management functions in a way that achieves the greatest possible CO2eq savings.  

NLWA Comments: 

· “Greatest possible” is open to interpretation and should be more closely defined.  The greatest possible CO2eq savings are only achieved once all waste has been eliminated and as more waste is moved up the hierarchy, the marginal cost of moving further waste up the hierarchy is likely to rise, eventually to a point where to do so does not represent a cost-effective environmental gain.  “Greatest possible” should perhaps be replaced with “substantial”.

Proposal 2.2
Using Defra’s Waste and Resources Assessment Tool for the Environment (WRATE), the Mayor will set a lifecycle CO2eq EPS for the management of London’s municipal waste. The EPS will be set to achieve the greatest climate change mitigation benefits from London’s municipal waste at least cost. London’s performance against the EPS will be monitored and reported annually.  

NLWA Comments: 

· The statement that “The EPS will be set to achieve the greatest climate change mitigation benefits from London’s municipal waste at least cost.” is confusing.  Whilst the costs of adopting more carbon efficient approaches are expected to be less expensive, according to the draft Strategy, than working with more carbon intensive options it is unclear how the EPS would take account of cost information.

Proposal 2.3
In addition to setting the EPS, the Mayor will set a minimum CO2eq performance for energy generation from London’s residual municipal waste. The minimum CO2eq performance will ensure energy generated from this waste will be no more polluting than the new base load energy generation it replaces.  

NLWA Comments: 

· Any minimum CO2eq performance standard for energy from residual waste should be set at a level so as to ensure that processes classed as “recovery” under the 2008 Waste Directive are generally able to comply with it.

· There is no disagreement with the principle that London’s municipal waste, used for energy generation, should have a carbon intensity less than, or equal to, the source of energy generation it displaces.  However, there are two major concerns with this proposal:

· The first concern is that technology for EfW is being compared with technology for fossil fuel generation. These are two different technological categories. One can strive to select the best EfW technology but this is not in the same category as fossil fuel technology and there is the danger that the Mayor is setting too high a hurdle for EfW technology.

· The second concern is that the Mayor has decided that it is energy generated by “combined cycle gas turbine (CCGT) plant” which will be displaced. CCGT is very efficient and is assumed to generate electricity at a carbon intensity of 387g CO2 per kilowatt hour (CO2/kWh), this compares with a national grid mix of around 517g CO2/kWh.  Additionally the modelling within WRATE assumes displacement of an assumed national energy mix, so the approach of the EPS should be consistent with this, rather than using CCGT as the displacement metric. In reality, EfW will displace coal fired power stations (around 40% of the grid mix) which produce over 900g CO2/kWh and will struggle, by a 2015 deadline, to comply with the EU’s ‘Large combustion plant directive’. A reliance on power from imported gas also leads to concerns on the security of national energy supplies so the production of energy from waste should be viewed within the context of providing energy security as well as managing waste. Finally this benchmark is based solely on this one study which underpins the strategy.  The implications are so important that there must be time to evaluate the study and its conclusions if for no other reason than to ensure that there is a very firm basis for the Mayor’s reliance on one option which has no Plan “B”. There are organisations that serve London that have the expertise to provide the “challenge” and time must be allowed for such a challenge. We can deduce that this proposal is trying to encourage heat and power and move away from electricity only generating stations, however, the Mayor should be cognisant of the issues around this particularly the ‘chicken and egg’ situation we find ourselves in whereby planning may not be obtained for EfW facilities if they are unable to demonstrate a suitable heat offtake, but on the other hand if there is no enabled facility in the first instance and infrastructure (energy network) then it is unlikely that a heat user will come forwards. The Mayor needs to play a part in order to achieve this vision.  We note the Mayor’s powers in the Localism Bill which enable him to designate any area of land in London as a Mayoral development area and the Mayor can play a part for example by demonstrating that heat will be made available in a development area and the infrastructure will be in place for heat suppliers and users to access.
· The EPS assumes energy will be recovered from ‘low carbon’ waste sources (e.g. food, via his preferred but unproven technology mix) coupled with increased recycling of fossil fuel based materials such as plastics and textiles. The Mayor’s consultants acknowledge this could lead to a requirement for separate food waste collections, kerbside sorting of recyclables (associated traffic congestion) and, to help balance the costs, fortnightly residual waste collection.  This translates to a heavy financial burden. 

· The Mayor’s advisors have admitted that London boroughs are not currently meeting the EPS, and changes will be required, but no evidence of what this will cost has been provided.  Local authorities will not have the resources to provide any waste service that is not based on good economic grounds. No data is currently available that provides evidence that extracting energy from food and green waste is less beneficial in all the circumstances than recycling, yet the Mayors strategy is forcing local authorities to provide these recycling services on the basis that the carbon saving is significant and therefore there is an overall cost saving.

· The consultants report makes it very clear that unless the so called “best practice” is adopted such as AWC and kerbside sorting then none of its modelling is reliable. Many authorities in London, particularly in Inner London, will not be able to adopt this best practice. The Mayor must consider the reality of London and ensure that landfill is avoided, energy is recovered and recycling is encouraged without London incurring costs it can ill afford at this time.

· The Strategy should recognise the time lags involved with procuring waste disposal facilities and their long operational life spans.  It may be unreasonable to expect NLWA to “…have steps in place to meet (the EPS) in the near future.”  In practice it is likely that this could only be achieved at excessive cost.  
Proposal 2.4
The Mayor will work with the Environment Agency to develop a web-based “ready reckoner” tool that waste authorities can use to determine the CO2eq performance of their municipal waste management activities easily, and compare them against the EPS and minimum CO2eq performance for energy generation.  
NLWA Comments: 

· A commendable proposal although the more simplified any tool is, the less accurate it is likely to be.  Also, the Mayor should note that any tool can only be as good as the data behind it, but the range of different CO2eq performance figures for different processes across different data sources and the regularity with which the data gets updated and changed casts significant doubt over how reliable any such tool could be. Disagreements regarding whether particular authorities are meeting the EPS thresholds based upon the use of the tool are likely to occur, particularly where authorities are very close to achieving the required standards and if there are uncertainties over the reliability and accuracy of the ready reckoner. Accordingly the Authority would recommend that some guidance is provided alongside the publication of the tool, together with information about possible areas where some professional judgement may be used where there is uncertainty. 
· Although the Authority commends the development of a web-based tool that will be accessible to all Boroughs, we do have some concerns about how useful this will be to accurately model performance against the EPS, as users will not be able to change assumptions about key technological aspects (such as energy efficiencies, mass flow, emissions performance etc) and will only be able to rely upon the data already contained within the tool. The Authority believes that the web based tool will be useful to allow Boroughs to compare the performance of different waste management processes, but not to accurately compare their performance against the proposed EPS. The Authority would like this section to be updated to reflect that Boroughs can either use the web-based tool or WRATE to determine their performance of their municipal waste management activities against the proposed EPS. This would allow Boroughs to use WRATE to develop bespoke and user defined processes if they wish. The Authority would like the GLA to consider if they would be prepared to offer a peer review service of any WRATE models submitted. We also request that the GLA makes the WRATE files used to set the EPS available. The Authority would also like to know if the web-based tool will be updated at the same time as data on processes are amended or introduced in WRATE.
· It appears that in some instances that this strategy does not recognise the varying positions local authorities are in in terms of decisions on technology, collection systems and baseline starting points as far as waste and recycling is concernd. The strategy should also recognise the budgetary pressures on waste authorities and although the aspirational targets are laudable the strategy will only work effectively on the ground if everyone has the same opportunity to reach the targets. The Mayor’s should avoid creating unnecessary hurdles for local authorities which mean that they fall foul of the strategy.
Proposal 2.5
The Mayor will work with the Environment Agency and waste authorities to ensure that achieving the EPS will not have any significant adverse impacts on other environmental considerations, such as air quality and biodiversity.   

NLWA Comments: 

· A commendable proposal.  However, by failing to take full account of collection related impacts (e.g. in Table 2) the Mayor may inadvertently encourage adverse impacts on London’s air quality by encouraging collection intensive solutions. 

Proposal 2.6
The Mayor, through Transport for London (TfL), will work with waste authorities to maximise cost efficiencies and reduce the environmental impact of transporting municipal waste. The Mayor will encourage waste authorities to join TFL’s Freight Operator Recognition Scheme (FORS) to help make the transport of waste safer, greener and more efficient.  

NLWA Comments: 

· This is a commendable proposal, however, we would like to see how this works in practice.
8. Any further comments on this policy?
The Mayor’s Waste Hierarchy 

The Mayor’s waste hierarchy’ which is included as part of the approach proposed is different from both the European and national model. Whilst it is difficult because the Mayor’s waste strategy is being developed at a time when the new Waste Framework Directive has not yet been fully transposed into the UK and as Waste Strategy 2007 is still in place, the Authority would recommend that the Mayor’s approach should follow the new waste hierarchy in the revised Waste Framework Directive namely:

· Prevention

· Preparing for re-use

· Recycling

· Other recovery, e.g. energy recovery; and

· Disposal

In an already complex environment with respect to policy and legislation, the Authority recommends that the Waste Management Hierarchy enshrined within the Waste Framework Directive to be transposed to UK legislation by January 2011 is a more appropriate hierarchy to be followed.
	Policy 3: Capture the economic benefits of municipal waste management



	Vision
The approach to managing London’s municipal waste changes from ‘a problem to be disposed of’ to ‘an opportunity to be exploited’.

From vision to policy
The Mayor will work with waste authorities and third sector organisations to ensure that London is taking steps to maximise the economic benefits to London from its waste management.


	
	From policy to action
The Mayor, through the London Waste and Recycling Board, will:
Proposal 3.1 Identify and implement efficiencies in municipal waste management in London.  This will include, but not be limited to, working with London Councils and waste authorities to explore the opportunities to establish joint waste authority procurement contracts that would bring about economies of scale
Proposal 3.2  Establish a framework of waste collection contracts from which waste collection authorities can draw down services.

Proposal 3.3  Work with London Councils and Capital Ambition to develop model municipal waste contracts for waste authorities to use   

Proposal 3.4  Seek to provide investment to help waste authorities and the private sector establish waste management facilities that achieve the greatest reductions in greenhouse gas emissions including facilities for reuse, upcycling and closed loop recycling.


	
	Proposal 3.5  Help waste authorities that are interested in building and operating their own waste facilities to develop those facilities, particularly where they are able to work in partnership with other waste authorities.


9. What do you think are the key issues in establishing joint procurement contracts for waste authorities?
As part of the Authority’s procurement process to secure services and facilities to manage municipal waste in North London for the long term, once its contract with LondonWaste Ltd finishes in December 2014, the NLWA investigated opportunities for joint procurement with neighbouring authorities. Our key reasons for looking into these options were:

· Could there be further economies of scale in establishing broader joint procurement contracts across a larger part of London?

· Might a larger procurement bring forward further additional, potentially beneficial solutions?

The key issues we identified as a result of this process were:

· Procurement timescales varied, which meant it was difficult to jointly procure. (Although the Authority notes that the Hertfordshire authorities have let recyclables sales contracts with staggered start dates for different authorities to overcome such issues).

The economies of scale to be gained from joint procurement were already being realised at a NLWA scale, so there would be limited benefits of expanding the procurement to encompass other authorities. 
Separately from the Authority’s own experience, other issues regarding joint procurement of collection contracts for example may be:

· Securing agreement on how to handle the costs of change. For example if five collection authorities agree to procure a new recyclables collection service, but one of the five authorities has a different collection system with different containers or can only join the procurement at a later date, will the other four authorities agree to pay for the costs of new containers for the fifth authority or will the fifth just absorb the additional costs. And , if the fifth authority can only join the procurement at a later date will the other four pay for the termination costs of the fifth to allow all the partners to start the procurement at the same time, or will some other recompense or compensation be required?

· Facility hosting decisions. If a depot or other type of facility is required as part of a joint procurement, how will the decision be taken on hosting a facility used by all partners?

· Differing expectations of the partners e.g. in terms of costs, priorities for action etc.
· How best to formalise the joint procurement – with one authority taking the lead perhaps for procuring the contract, how are disputes handled for example? Some type of formal Inter- Authority Agreement is likely to be required. It is also important to recognise that there is a direct political association for example with collection which is public facing. i.e. there will be reluctance for individual authorities to be too divorced from an ability to influence contractual outcomes, particularly in the handling of resident complaints for example. Extremely large joint contracts may not support the level of authority/resident interface that smaller contracts are able to provide.
· Whilst these are barriers, the Authority has successfully jointly procured a number of contracts namely;

· Materials Recycling Facility (MRF) – Two MRF contracts were awarded to Greenstar UK and Bywaters Ltd. The contracts are for the recycling of 40,000 tonnes of commingled material collected each year in north London, an amount which is expected to rise to 70,000 tonnes by 2014. The procurement means that the Authority saves approximately £760,000 per year whilst delivering expanded recycling collections. The benefits of the savings flow back to the Constituent Boroughs via income share provisions.
· In-Vessel Compost Facility (IVC) - In 2004 the Authority was awarded £4m by the former London Recycling Fund (LRF) for an integrated compost project which comprised (i) £117k start-up funding for community composting projects and advice and support  for home composting provided through a London Community Resource Network helpline, master composters and advisory workshops (ii) £2.2m support towards new organic waste collection services by its constituent borough councils and (iii) £1.7m support towards the construction of a 30,000 tpa in-vessel composting facility (IVC) by its main waste disposal contractor, LondonWaste Ltd, for mixed food and green wastes. The Authority’s commitment to LondonWaste to deliver 30,000 tonnes p.a. until 2014 underwrote the LRF investment of £3.5m the LRF support being what was necessary at the time to make the IVC service affordable for the NLWA.  The first organic wastes were delivered in September 2005, and the first loads of finished compost were delivered to borough parks and allotments in February 2006. The borough organic waste collection services have proved to be very successful, with the full IVC capacity being used in the first year, and third-party merchant capacity being used since then for the extra organic wastes.  The facility was the first in the country to be certified as producing PAS100 quality compost, and its compost continues to be in great demand by north London allotment sites, parks and community projects as well as LondonWaste’s farming and landscaping customers.

· WEEE Contracts - Since July 2007 the Authority has been co-ordinating the recycling and disposal of WEEE from across its seven-borough sub-region with 1.7m residents.  The Authority registered all the designated collection facilities and let a single contract under which tenderers competed on the grounds of service quality, given that European and national producer responsibility requirements meant the electrical and electronics goods industry would have to pay for it. The NLWA was able to secure additional promotional support due its size, and has been able to co-ordinate the implementation of this with its constituent borough councils.
· CA Transport - In 2010 the Authority awarded a contract for the collection and transportation of residual wastes from the nine civic amenity sites provided by its constituent borough councils, all under the Refuse Disposal (Amenity) Act 1979. The contract covers the basic service of providing the 40 m3 waste containers and delivering the waste for disposal under the NLWA’s main waste disposal contract with LondonWaste Ltd, but it has also been structured so that the borough councils too can take advantage of pre-tendered rates for the provision of similar containers for their recyclable and compostable wastes, and their delivery to the boroughs’ nominated treatment contractors’ facilities. The civic amenity waste transportation contract was awarded to LondonWaste, and by using the service for recyclable and compostable waste the north London boroughs reap the benefit of the administrative efficiencies and a rate competitively tendered across a seven-borough sub-region of London on behalf of local people.
10. What support might waste authorities most need from the Mayor in order to deliver and operate their own waste facilities?
· A supportive policy framework

· Ability to access LWaRB funding. The size of funding available is the most important factor and the key issue tends to be the competitive funding approach that is taken for waste authorities to access the fund, i.e. there is usually a big fight for a small pot of money. 
11. Any further comments on this policy?
The Authority has no further comments to make in this regard.

	Policy 4 - Achieving high municipal waste recycling and composting rates 



	Vision
Recycling or composting in London will be a straightforward part of Londoners’ lives, to achieve high rates of municipal waste recycling and composting.

From vision to policy
The Mayor will work with London’s waste authorities, the London Waste and Recycling Board, and the private sector, to provide municipal waste recycling and composting collection services that are accessible and as consistent as possible across London, and provide incentive for households and businesses to utilise these services.


	
	From policy to action
Proposal 4.1 The Mayor will set recycling and composting (including anaerobic digestion) targets for London’s municipal waste of 45 per cent by 2015, 50 per cent by 2020 and 60 per cent by 2031 
Proposal 4.2  The Mayor, through the London Waste and Recycling Board’s best-practice co-ordinator service, will work with waste authorities to develop cost-effective and easily accessible recycling and composting services to all London households.  The aim is to showcase good practice and identify opportunities to deliver high quality, consistent and cost-effective collection services, achieving high rates of recycling and composting. 
Proposal 4.3  The Mayor will work with waste authorities and the London Waste and Recycling Board to help waste authorities provide recycling and composting collections for small businesses, comparable with those services provided for households.


	
	Proposal 4.4  The Mayor, through the London Waste and Recycling Board, has allocated £5 million to fund infrastructure measures to increase recycling or composting rates from flats, particularly those offering social housing.

Proposal 4.5  The Mayor will work with waste authorities to increase recycling and composting at local Reuse and Recycling Centres.  
Proposal 4.6  The Mayor will work with waste authorities to provide incentives for Londoners to recycle and compost
Proposal 4.7  The Mayor will work with waste authorities, TfL and the private sector to provide “on-the-go” recycling bins across London.

Proposal 4.8  The Mayor, through the London Waste and Recycling Board’s best practice co-ordinator service, will fund Capital Waste Facts, which collates municipal waste collection services and information across all London boroughs.

Proposal 4.9  The Mayor will ask government to consider implementing a national deposit system for cans and bottles.


Policy 4
Achieving high recycling or composting rates resulting in the greatest environmental and financial benefits.

NLWA Comments: 

· For the most part, it is unlikely that any single approach would result in both the greatest environmental benefits and the greatest financial benefits - there will often be a trade-off between the two.  As it stands, it is unclear whether this policy supports measures that achieve environmental benefits through recycling at a net financial cost.  This policy would therefore be clearer if it were amended to “Achieving high recycling or composting rates resulting in the greatest environmental benefit at acceptable financial cost.” It is also vital that any policy framework recognises that solutions must be commercially viable and beneficial as well as environmentally friendly.
Proposal 4.1
The Mayor will set recycling and composting (including anaerobic digestion) targets for London’s municipal waste of 45 per cent by 2015, 50 per cent by 2020 and 60 per cent by 2031.

NLWA Comments: 

· The text below Proposal 4.1 on page 117 is confusing - Where recycling and composting delivers the best economic and environmental outcomes, surely local authorities will be inclined to consider this before energy generation even in the absence of the Mayor setting high recycling targets?  And it would make more sense to say that, where energy generation and recycling/composting have similar performance in environmental terms, cost should be the deciding factor.  And if cost related considerations can over-ride the Mayor’s Waste Hierarchy, this should be clearly stated in Chapter 4 as is the ability for CO2eq considerations to over-ride it.

-
North London Waste Authority Evidence
All analyses relating to collection systems suggest that a 50% recycling rate for an urban environment such as North London is very challenging and can only be secured by maximising the contribution to recycling performance by significant enhancements to collection systems, increased communication work, significantly improving Household Waste and Recycling Centres (HWRCs), maximising the recycling of other streams such as mattresses, carpets and building materials and securing a further contribution to recycling performance from residual waste treatment arrangements/technologies.  

There are two significant issues that are likely to mean that North London may not be able to achieve the same recycling rates as are achievable nationally:

· Green waste is a smaller proportion of the household bin in North London than nationally arising from a relatively low number of private gardens, a large proportion of flatted properties without gardens and the gardens from those houses with them tending to be of a relatively small size. Recent composition work identifies that green waste is 10.22%
 of household waste in North London compared to 20%
 nationally;

· The large and growing proportion of flatted properties (including high rise apartments) which currently have a lower overall recycling rate than other properties, in part because of the lack of access to green garden waste as identified above. For example Camden, Hackney and Islington’s proportion of flatted properties is 86%, 80% and 76%. The national average proportion of flatted properties is 19%.

NLWA is therefore supportive of policies that seek to maximise recycling, however, the above analysis shows the difficulties with achieving greater than 50% in the north London area.

Other issues include:

· Engaging with hard to reach communities and servicing them

· communicating effectively with diverse populations especially due to language, socio-economic, practical and structural short-term barriers i.e. a mind set of ‘if I do not recycle this small aluminium can it will not have a detrimental effect on overall recycling’. 
· relatively high population turnover which requires constant messaging
· The Eunomia
 report also acknowledges that meeting the proposed recycling targets does depend upon significant behavioural change, especially for residents in high density housing and thus measures must be put in place to assist this change.

· Constituent Boroughs and the Comprehensive Spending Review

Significant investment is required in Constituent Borough collection systems to deliver the recycling and composting aspirations and at a time when local authorities are required to deliver huge budget savings.. The Eunomia report points out that ‘In initial years, therefore, annualised collection and recycling costs increase significantly for Boroughs’. This is the same period where Boroughs are being made to cut budgets by up to 30% and therefore the question is posed that how will Boroughs afford the investment in infrastructure that is required in early years? Whilst it is recognised that it may be possible to introduce systems which both cost less money overall and deliver improved recycling performance, the need for up-front investment is the key point here.  A more flexible approach to long term target achievement may therefore be required within the strategy, allowing a slower improvement in recycling rates in the early years. 
Proposal 4.2
The Mayor, through the London Waste and Recycling Board’s best-practice coordinator service, will work with waste authorities to develop cost-effective and easily accessible recycling and composting services to all London households. The aim is to showcase good practice and identify opportunities to deliver high quality, consistent and cost-effective collection services, achieving high rates of recycling and composting.  

NLWA Comments: 

· A commendable proposal.  However, London’s waste collection authorities should remain free to determine the design of the recycling services that they consider to be most appropriate for their borough.

· Households without gardens, which account for a substantial proportion of the total, will not have much use for composting services for garden waste.  

· On page 118 it is noted that “…it is difficult to present an accurate assessment of London borough collection costs…”.  It appears that the Strategy consistently underestimates the likely additional collection cost implications of achieving very high recycling rates. The waste authorities working in their areas are better placed to present an accurate assessment of collection costs and it is somewhat inaccurate to make the statement that borough collection cost information does not exist as we believe it does, within the individual authorities. 
Proposal 4.3
The Mayor will work with waste authorities and the London Waste and Recycling Board to help waste authorities provide recycling and composting collections for small businesses, comparable with those services provided for households. 

NLWA Comments: 

· This is a commendable proposal. However, a key issue for local authorities providing such a service is whether there are sufficient economies of scale, i.e. sufficient small businesses within their area to whom they can provide a cost effective service. If businesses requesting a service are scattered across the area, then it may not be viable to provide a separate service. Co-collections of business and household waste can work, but robust systems of measurement need to be put in place to ensure that estimates of the amount of ‘trade’ and household waste are as robust as possible. 
· The Waste and Resources Action Programme (WRAP) now offers local authorities guidance in developing and implementing better services to local business communities. The activities of the Business Resource Efficiency and Waste Centre for local authorities (BREW) have been incorporated within WRAP's local government programme.  This means that WRAP can now provide support to local authorities working with their business communities to improve their management of waste, recycle more and be more resource efficient. Any work that the Mayor proposes to do should be delivered with prior reference to WRAP – see: 
http://www.wrap.org.uk/local_authorities/support_funding/trade_waste_recycling/index.html
It should be noted that this is a commercial issue and arguably the services exist if businesses can afford to pay and we ought to be cautious that we are not suggesting a subsidy. If funding is available, it should be directed towards educating businesses.
Proposal 4.4

The Mayor, through the London Waste and Recycling Board, has allocated £5 million to fund infrastructure measures to increase recycling or composting rates from flats, particularly those offering social housing.   

NLWA Comments: 

· A commendable proposal.  However, spread across London, this equates to around £150k per borough and will not prove sufficient to achieve the four fold increase in flats recycling by 2031 or the 3.5 fold increase by 2020 envisaged in Table 8 of the draft strategy. £150k within a London Borough with a high proportion of flats will probably only cover 1 or 2 estates which is not sufficient coverage.
Proposal 4.5

The Mayor will work with waste authorities to increase recycling and composting at local Reuse and Recycling Centres.  

NLWA Comments: 

A commendable proposal. Previous research by Network Recycling (now part of Resource Futures) and Future West which resulted in the National Assessment of Civic Amenity Sites (NACAS) report: http://www.resourcefutures.co.uk/content/national-assessment-civic-amenity-sites-nacas provided some early best practice advice and guidance. Further work has additionally been carried out by WRAP. It is not the  knowledge and ability to deliver increased recycling and composting rates at local reuse and recycling centres that is missing it is the funds to deliver that is lacking.
Proposal 4.6

The Mayor will work with waste authorities to provide incentives for Londoners to recycle and compost.   

NLWA Comments: 

· Incentive schemes for recycling in the UK are still in their infancy.  Their cost effectiveness along with extent of the role they can potentially play in achieving higher rates of recycling is still unclear, especially in the context of flats with communal waste storage and services already achieving high capture rates.  It is also unclear how much of the increase in recycling observed with such schemes can be attributed to the existence of the incentive and how much actually relates to the high level of publicity promoting the incentive scheme .

· Some incentive schemes also rely on ‘chipping’ bins so that information can be recorded about the weight of the bin or the fact that it has been set out for collection. A significant amount of London’s properties do not receive a wheeled bin service, so may be unsuitable for participating in such a system.

· Recycling incentive schemes are liable to attract more waste into the system, especially if applied to garden waste, with large disposal/processing costs attached.  Additional waste can be diverted from elsewhere (e.g. home composting) or occur as a result of the additional consumption stimulated by use of incentives in the form of money off vouchers. 
· Subsidies for residents to purchase home composting containers, “Green Cones” or wormeries may well be the most effective form of incentive and can help to reduce the quantity of waste entering the household and municipal waste streams. We however need to be careful that recycling does not become a reward culture rather than the ‘right’ thing to do.  Also without recording methods at household level you will end up paying for what is currently achieved voluntarily.
· We would caution the introduction of RecycleBank or other incentive schemes in London if there is no means by which the additional recycling achieved as a result of the introduction of the incentive is measured. The incentives should in reality only apply to behavioural changes and not to current good practice. 
Proposal 4.7
The Mayor will work with waste authorities, TfL and the private sector to provide “on-the-go” recycling bins across London.  

NLWA Comments: 

· The Authority commends efforts to increase recycling ‘on the go’ provision for a variety of reasons. Public place recycling bins help to promote and reinforce good practice (recycling) behaviour in the home and at work. Recycling ‘on the go’ adds additional recycling tonnage and helps to reduce residual waste for disposal in line with the waste hierarchy and because the provision of public place recycling ensures consistency of service across different aspects of life, bridging the home/work divide. Finally, public place recycling also reinforces the ‘recycling’ brand.

· The Authority supports the use of national ‘Recycle Now’ campaign branding on public place recycling bins. However, it is also important to recognise that many local authorities have invested heavily in local branding to promote a sense of place and community. Accordingly any branding guidelines need to be sufficiently flexible to allow for both local borough as well as national or pan-London ‘Recycle Now’ or ‘Recycle for London’ iconography to be incorporated, in addition to potentially allowing for sponsor information to additionally be included. In order to develop a sense of London as the recycling capital the Authority would recommend that any guidance on iconography incorporates the ‘Recycle for London’ rather than the ‘Recycle Now’ branding. This will be particularly important in the run-up to the Olympic and Paralympic Games in 2012 and the Rugby World Cup in 2015 when it would be helpful if visitors could see the same recycling message about recycling on the go across the city. 

· Whilst limited networks of on-the-go recycling facilities for newspapers and magazines can be provided at acceptable cost, more intensive schemes catering for packaging containers tend to have very high collection costs as containers must be small to fit on-street and the packaging is low density, so the containers must be emptied very regularly but produce low tonnage per collection.  They also tend to suffer from very high levels of contamination.

Proposal 4.8

The Mayor, through the London Waste and Recycling Board’s best practice coordinator service, will fund Capital Waste Facts, which collates municipal waste collection services and information across all London boroughs.

NLWA Comments:

· A commendable proposal, but the wording could perhaps be improved e.g. The Mayor, through the London Waste and Recycling Board’s best practice coordinator service, will fund Capital Waste Facts, which collates municipal waste collection and recycling service information and performance data across all London boroughs.
Proposal 4.9

The Mayor will ask government to consider implementing a national deposit system for cans and bottles.

NLWA Comments:

· A commendable proposal which the NLWA has previously suggested.  There is strong evidence that this is the approach that would achieve the highest possible recycling rates for this material.  However, diverting this recyclable material from the household waste stream would make the achievement of high municipal waste recycling targets harder, so if a deposit scheme is introduced the Mayor should consider an appropriate associated reduction to his targets.  
	Policy 5 - Catalysing municipal waste infrastructure in London, particularly low-carbon technologies

	Vision
London manages the bulk of its municipal waste within the Greater London area by investing in appropriate waste infrastructure.

From vision to policy
The Mayor, through the London Waste and Recycling Board, will work with waste authorities, businesses and other stakeholders to develop municipal waste infrastructure in London.


	
	From policy to action
Proposal 5. 1  The Mayor, through the London Waste and Recycling Board, will secure investment in London’s waste infrastructure: 
  -  The Mayor and the boroughs, through the board’s funds, will provide financial assistance for facilities 

     for the collection, treatment or disposal of waste produced in London
  -  The Mayor and the boroughs, through the board’s brokerage service, will seek to involve external partners

     who are able to make financial and in-kind investments to increase the value of the board’s fund.  This will

     be achieved through a number of mechanisms, including the formation of joint ventures, and participation in

     other funding schemes, such as EU match funding. 

  -  The Mayor will work with the boroughs to demonstrate the case for continued funding for the board beyond 

     2012, when current funding is scheduled to cease. 


	
	Proposal 5. 2  The Mayor, through the London Waste and Recycling Board, will catalyse waste infrastructure in London, particularly those using low-carbon technologies:
The Mayor will, through the board, work with waste authorities and the private sector to develop new facilities

     and improve existing facilities for reuse, recycling, composting and renewable energy in London.
  -  The Mayor will work with the board, the GLA Group and waste authorities to generate as much energy as 

     possible from London’s organic waste and non-recyclable waste to achieve the greatest environmental 

     benefits.  This will be done through a combination of introducing new technologies and using London’s existing

     incinerators to generate heat and power.


	
	  -  The Mayor will, through the Mayor’s Food to Fuel Alliance, aim to catalyse at least five exemplar food waste

     projects in London by 2012.  The Food to Fuel Alliance will support food waste projects that generate renewable

     heat and power (including transport fuel), and compost material for local use.

  -  The Mayor will work with London’s incinerator operators to look at making London’s incinerators carbon neutral

     by using heat from the incineration process that is currently being wasted. 

  -  The Mayor, through the GLA Group’s Decentralised Energy Programme, has the opportunity to work with 

     Southwark, Lewisham, the SELCHP operator and other stakeholders to develop a heat infrastructure to supply

     affordable low-carbon heat to local housing estates and public and private sector buildings in Southwark and 

     Lewisham.


	
	Proposal 5. 3  The Mayor will work with waste authorities to manage as much of London’s waste as possible within London to achieve regional self-sufficiency targets as set out in the London Plan:
The Mayor, when reviewing municipal waste contracts and waste strategies, will work with waste authorities 

     to intensify and re-orientate waste sites in their control, so that more of London’s waste can be treated in London 

     wherever possible.  He will also consider all aspects of the development of new or planned sites, including good 

     design, and the development of new technologies for energy recovery.  


	
	  -  The Mayor, through the London Waste and Recycling Board, will work with waste authorities, landowners and 

     other stakeholders to develop a waste site framework, which would set out opportunities for developing new 

     waste infrastructure, looking at the most suitable sites and surrounding land uses; and linking where appropriate

     to the GLA Group’s heat map network and www.londonbrownfieldsites.org.
The Mayor will hold an open dialogue with local authority leaders to identify where the opportunities are for 

     developing waste infrastructure in London.  The Mayor will also actively explore opportunities to use land owned

     by the GLA group for managing municipal waste. 


	
	5. 4 The Mayor, through TfL, will encourage the movement of waste via sustainable modes of transport.
  -  The Mayor, through TFL, will promote sustainable forms of transport for waste, maximising the potential of rail

     and water transport.

  -  The Mayor, through TFL, will work with waste authorities to make better use of London’s wharves and canals

     for developing the city’s waste infrastructure.


Proposal 5.1
The Mayor, through the London Waste and Recycling Board, will secure investment in London’s waste infrastructure: 
NLWA Comments:
NLWA welcomes the use of the board’s brokerage service to involve external partners who are able to make financial and in-kind investments to increase the value of the board’s fund. NLWA is, however, concerned that that a lot of this is predicated on the assumption that the Board will continue to receive funding post-2012, whilst noting that this strategy is set to 2031 and would therefore like to seek reassurance that this strategy is not predicated on continued long-term LWaRB funding which may not be guaranteed.

Proposal 5.2
The Mayor, through the London Waste and Recycling Board, will catalyse waste infrastructure in London, particularly those using low-carbon technologies:
NLWA Comments:
NLWA commends this proposal, however without funds this will be impossible to deliver. Other key issues, particularly in the London context are land costs, planning environment and the access to a trained workforce, otherwise there are other locations that are more attractive to the private sector. Also, it is critical that local authorities are not forced to experiment with taxpayers money to invest in unproven technologies. Trials at scale are necessary if developing technologies are to become conventional.
In addition, NLWA suggests that local reprocessors are also considered when talking about waste infrastructure. Much of the UK’s recovered paper and plastic bottles and other materials are transported abroad for reprocessing. Whilst recognising that the return of previously empty ‘single-trip’ container ships to other countries with recyclables being transported on the return voyage is more valuable in environmental terms that the containers being returned empty, there are economic benefits that can be realised by siting reprocessors locally. Firstly, the cost of transport is removed. There is also a need to understand if the CO2 emissions from the transport of material overseas is less or higher than the savings achieved from recycling. A study carried out by WRAP concludes that there are CO2 savings to be made from recycling even if the recovered materials have to be transported to China
. Although arguably greater CO2 savings can be achieved by not exporting any material. Secondly, the building, running and operations of these facilities create local employment if constructed here rather than elsewhere, and finally, presumably there is a cost associated with buying back the recovered material. Again this cost can be removed if the materials are re-processed locally. 

Proposal 5.3
The Mayor will work with waste authorities to manage as much of London’s waste as possible within London to achieve regional self-sufficiency targets as set out in the London Plan:
NLWA Comments:
NLWA agrees that London should be working towards a vision where it manages most of its waste within its boundaries as long as this does not jeopardise what may be a more environmentally friendly solution in terms of the carbon impact and as long as the definition of waste managed in London is a reasonable definition which includes the definition as suggested by the Authority in its supplementary response to the London Plan as detailed below:

Proposal 5. 4
The Mayor, through TfL, will encourage the movement of waste via sustainable modes of transport.

NLWA Comments:
NLWA commends the Mayor’s proposal to promote sustainable forms of transport and is itself investigating the options of water transport from the Edmonton site.  NLWA believes that the Mayor will need to go beyond promoting and move to looking at how funds for sustainable transport can be accessed. NLWA has completed a detailed study on water transport from the Edmonton site which TfL and British Waterways identified as a very comprehensive study and TfL requested to publish the report on their website. The findings of the study identified that transport of material (i.e. MSW, SRF, recyclates) is technically feasible from this site, however, there are numerous considerations to take into account for example, the locks, cost and economics, dredging, contract length etc. NLWA encourages the Mayor to consider assisting, where possible in these particular areas. The report will be publicly available by spring 2011.
NLWA is also fortunate to have access to a rail linked transfer facility and through its procurement intends to maximise the use of rail transport. 

Proposal 5. 3  Addendum
London Waste Plan – Supplementary Response to Matter 5E from Respondent Number 128, North London Waste Authority following the EiP

1.
Summary of Key Points 

1.1
The Authority welcomes the inclusion of SRF production within the definition of waste being ‘managed’ in London. However, as previously stated (in the Authority’s supplementary written response to the consultation on the London Plan, the Authority’s written statement submitted to the EiP and verbal comment at the same), we are most concerned about the requirement, as currently drafted for the SRF to have a 90% biomass content in order for this approach to apply.

1.2
The NLWA understands and agrees that there is a need to set a standard for SRF, to avoid ‘black bag’ residual waste simply being shredded and called ‘SRF’ and therefore contributing towards self-sufficiency targets. However, the Authority believes that a requirement for qualifying SRF to be 90% biomass in energy terms is both unrealistic and will lead to unintended consequences, including increased treatment costs and the disposal of material to landfill which would otherwise be capable of being used as a fuel. 

1.3
The technical justification for our argument for suggesting alternative wording within the London Plan is outlined in more detail below, but in summary the Authority’s key points are as follows:

· To produce a SRF with a 90% biomass content would require waste authorities to divert compostable and recyclable material such as garden waste and paper away from composting and recycling into SRF in order to achieve a high percentage ‘biomass’ content. This competition for feedstock could result in a failure to meet the Mayor’s aspirations for recycling and composting within the municipal waste management strategy.

· Achieving a 90% biomass content SRF would be excessively expensive, i.e. it would require a considerable amount of energy in the production process and is unlikely to be commercially viable, particularly for high moisture organics, thereby resulting in material being sent to landfill (for which there is minimal capacity in London) rather than being used to produce an expensive fuel which would be unlikely to find an end market due to its cost.  Given Mayoral objections to increasing the amount of traditional incineration capacity in the capital, the alternative for this material would indeed be landfill. 

· A lower biomass content fuel e.g. 50% biomass content, can still constitute a high quality fuel consistent with the definition of Solid Recovered Fuel as defined within the Renewables Obligation Order (2009) (ROO) and as defined in the European Standard for ‘Solid recovered fuels’ issued by the European Committee for Standardisation (CEN) - CEN/TS 15359:2006. We attach a copy of the standard which is presently being converted to a British Standard – section 9.3 refers (‘biomass’ is one of the Annex A, Part 2 properties for solid recovered fuel for which specification  is voluntary).  The Authority would argue that for the purposes of a document such as the London Plan with a long term life, then a European wide standard for Solid Recovered Fuel such as CEN is a more appropriate reference than the broader Renewables Obligation Order, as the ROO in turn refers to the CEN standards in order to define material which constitutes solid recovered fuel.
· Giving more flexibility within the specification for qualifying SRF within the London Plan also potentially opens up greater opportunities for the material’s use in an energy production facility which additionally captures the heat from the process.  As outlined above, a 90% biomass SRF is likely to be a prohibitively expensive fuel, but a less expensive, CEN-compliant SRF (with 50% biomass) would be more cost competitive with a wider range of potential outlets for the material, including the potential to capture the heat from the process.  
· A related point which we note in the technical justification below is that it makes more sense to transport SRF produced in London, to out-of-London energy producing facilities, if those facilities have a secured heat demand associated with them, rather than confining the use of the SRF to within London, where the most beneficial fuel use (i.e. with heat off-take) may not currently be available, or available within the Authority’s current procurement timescales which are both PFI and Defra driven. 
2.0
Recommended Change to the London Plan

In the light of the above the Authority therefore recommends a change to the current wording of the third bullet point within section 5.73 of the London Plan to
:

For the purposes of meeting self-sufficiency, waste is deemed to be managed in London if:

· it is used to prepare Solid Recovered Fuels as defined in CEN/TS 15359:2006, which is not disposed to landfill and is used to generate energy.

3.0
Technical Justification for the North London Waste Authority’s position
Current Draft London Plan: “For the purposes of meeting self sufficiency waste is deemed to be managed in London if: … it is solid recovered fuel (SRF) produced in London, provided the SRF is a ‘biomass fuel’ as defined in the current Renewable Obligation Order. This will encourage the production of a high quality waste derived fuel that can be used to generate renewable energy that can be used to generate renewable energy using a range of technologies including anaerobic digestion and gasification which qualify for double Renewable Obligation Certificates (ROCs).”
3.1
SRF as a Biomass Fuel
3.1.1
Within Section 3 of the Renewables Obligation Order 2009 and the proposed Renewables Obligation Order 2011 (ROO), in order for waste to be classified as a renewable source, the operator of a generating station in which municipal waste is used must satisfy the Gas and Electricity Markets Authority that the proportion of municipal waste which is or derived from fossil fuel is unlikely to exceed 50% and that the municipal waste has not been subject to any process to have materially increased that proportion.

3.1.2
Further the definition of biomass and fuels which are to be treated as biomass within Section 4 of the proposed ROO has not been changed i.e. “fuel used in a generating station where . . . at least 90 per cent of its energy content is derived from relevant material (that is to say material which is or is derived directly or indirectly from, plant matter, animal matter, fungi or algae)”.

3.1.3
Here, it is important to note that local authorities have little control over the materials which are disposed of within the municipal waste stream.  Whilst the separation of recyclate and organics may be encouraged through specific collection systems and compulsion measures, ultimately, Waste Disposal Authorities are obliged to treat whatever material they are presented with.

3.1.4
Within the Mayor’s Draft Municipal Waste Management Strategy (January 2010), a municipal waste composition is provided, based on Defra Waste Statistics (2009).  Here, some 34% of municipal waste is attributed to organics, 18% to paper and card, and 5% to wood, giving a total of 61% for organic material.  Under the London Plan’s proposed definition of SRF, processing systems would be required to isolate this material to produce a fuel with 90% biomass content.

3.1.5
However, after the achievement of the Mayor’s recycling and composting targets detailed in Policy 4 of the Mayor’s Draft Strategy, which rise to 60% in 2031, the processing of municipal waste to produce a fuel with 90% would prove increasingly difficult and excessively expensive due to the associated processing requirements including:

· the energy required to produce biomass fuel outweighing the benefits of producing a 90% biomass fuel from municipal waste;

· an ever-diminishing supply of municipal organics to produce 90% biomass fuel making projects economically unviable over the medium to long term.

3.1.6
As a result, the ambitions of the London Plan potentially conflict with the long term ambitions laid out in the Draft Municipal Waste Management Strategy.

3.1.7
Furthermore, the lack of existing outlets (London-based infrastructure) for this form of fuel would see the remaining material being disposed to landfill.  In addition, any new facilities would probably be required to meet Waste Incineration Directive requirements due to the origin of the fuel.

3.1.8
The North London Waste Authority (NLWA) intends to procure a waste management solution which will produce a Solid Recovered Fuel with minimum biomass content (by energy) of 50%.  Notably, the SRF will have a net calorific value (NCV) of 11-15 MJ/kg (ar) and will constitute a high quality fuel and is intended to be consistent with the definition of Solid Recovered Fuel as defined within the Renewables Obligation Order.  This is reflected in the NLWA’s Contract SRF specification detailed within its procurement documentation.

3.1.9
This NCV will be achieved by processing some 600ktpa of municipal (predominantly household) waste using a combination of technologies which is likely to include Mechanical Biological Treatment (MBT) and potentially Anaerobic Digestion (AD) with biogas production.  The MBT component is designed to glean recyclables from the municipal waste stream to achieve the NLWA’s recycling-led solution while the AD will take advantage of the entrained organics.  In addition to recovered recyclate, the outputs of the system would be two distinct products:

1) a drier fluff or floc like fraction composed of non-recyclable plastics, soiled paper and other high calorific materials; and

2) low calorific digestate which is unsuitable for broad acre (agricultural or horticultural) application due to its origin.

3.1.10
If the high calorific floc is unable to be used for energy generation (due to policy restrictions or lack of localised outlets), this could potentially see a total of around 340ktpa of material having to be consigned to landfill within London, or outside of London if not capacity is available within London. 

3.1.11
Furthermore, because the organics will have been treated through AD, the residual calorific material of the digestate will be very low and whilst being predominantly biomass, would be unlikely have a high enough calorific value to be attractive as fuel in its own right, and would almost certainly require landfill disposal (potentially up to 70ktpa).

3.1.12
For this reason, the Authority is intending to blend the low calorific digestate with the high calorific floc to produce a stable, homogenous, high value fuel (SRF) which is attractive to the energy market, and is readily transportable to end-users.  On this basis, the NLWA believes that the SRF intended to be produced will constitute a “renewable energy” source but will not be a “biomass fuel” under the definitions of the Renewables Obligation Order.

3.2
Geographic Management of SRF
3.2.1
The NLWA through its Fuel Use procurement is endeavouring to attract an energy and carbon efficient solution which includes combined heat and power to take advantage of the total quantity of SRF, expected to in the order of 340ktpa.  In addition, this must be done in a manner which presents the most economically advantageous solution to the NLWA while presenting a significant energy opportunity both within and outside of London.

3.2.2
One of the key philosophies of this procurement is that it makes little sense to develop an energy facility (incorporating heat use) and then seek to co-locate energy users with that energy facility.  Rather, it makes more sense to transport fuel by the most sustainable means possible, to where a significant heat demand exists.  Therefore, by deliberately allowing the market to site a fuel use facility where an energy demand exists, the procurement has been opened to all facets of the market including industrial energy users and decentralised energy / district heating schemes, thereby maximising market competition.  Were the fuel use procurement confined to London, the NLWA would not be certain of its ability to attract the most beneficial fuel use solution.

3.2.3
Another significant advantage of this process is that it enables the NLWA to allocate the long term commercial risk to those organisations best placed to manage these risks.  As such we have received keen interest from potential bidders located both within the confines of London and indeed within the UK.  Indeed, all parties have demonstrated a keen desire to utilise rail and/or water transport, in line with the Authority’s requirements.

3.2.4
Therefore, if an economically advantageous energy and carbon efficient solution can be procured either within or outside of the London area, then the NLWA would see this as an extremely beneficial result.  On this basis, the NLWA would regard the production of SRF (of a suitable quality) in and of itself as fulfilling the requirement for waste to have been ‘managed’ in London.

3.3
Waste Deemed to be Managed in London
3.3.1
The Authority proposes the following change to the third bullet point within section 5.73 of the London Plan to:

For the purposes of meeting self sufficiency, waste is deemed to be managed in London if:

· it is used to prepare Solid Recovered Fuels as defined in CEN/TS 15359:2006 which is not disposed to landfill and is used to generate energy.
	Policy 6: Achieving a high level of street cleanliness



	Vision 
Londoners should enjoy a consistently high standard of street cleanliness regardless of where they are living, working or visiting in London.

From vision to policy
The Mayor will work with London boroughs, businesses and public transport providers to develop and implement a programme of work to make London a clean and pleasant city to live in and visit.
From policy to action
The Mayor will:

Proposal 6.1 Work with London Councils and the London boroughs to develop a mobile and online reporting and recording system for litter and fly-tipping
Proposal 6.2  Work with local authorities to improve enforcement of environmental crimes, including litter and graffiti.

Proposal 6.3  Encourage boroughs to recycle or compost their street cleaning waste where practicable.

Proposal 6.4  Work with a range of partners, including London boroughs and the private sector, to provide on-street recycling opportunities and to recycle waste from London’s events.


	
	Proposal 6.5  Work with the London Organising Committee of the Olympic Games, the Capital Clean-Up campaign, Thames 21 and other voluntary organisations to undertake the biggest clean up ever, after the Olympic and Paralympic Games.

Proposal 6.6  Work with London Councils and the London boroughs to develop a road map towards a plastic-bag-free London.
Proposal 6.7  Work with gum manufacturers and London boroughs to reduce the blight of chewing gum on London’s streets by piloting biodegradable gum in London
Proposal 6.8  Work with London boroughs, tobacco companies and tobacco retailers to develop a London wide smoking-related litter reduction programme
Proposal 6.9  Apply to the Chewing Gum Action Group for funding for a behaviour change communications programme on litter and chewing gum for London in the years leading up to 2012.


	
	Proposal 6.10  Work with Transport for London and London Underground to empower Londoners and visitors to be more responsible with their rubbish while on London’s transport network.


19. What are the key considerations the Mayor should be making in promoting high levels of street cleanliness?
NLWA has no comments.

20. What do you think is the Mayor's role in promoting a litter free environment? Are these the right actions for the Mayor to be taking, are there any others he should be considering?
NLWA has no comments.

21. Any further comments on this policy?
NLWA has no comments.

	
	About your organisation


	22.
	Name

	
	North London Waste Authority


	23.
	Organisation

	
	North London Waste Authority


	24.
	Address

	
	Lee Valley Technopark

Ashley Road

Tottenham

London 

N17 9LN


	25.
	Type of organisation

	
	
	London Waste Disposal Authority


	26.
	Approximately how many people does your organisation employ?

	
	 X
	0-50


	
	             Thanks for taking part!


� Other ‘end-of-waste’ criteria for SRF may come into place in the future, but for the present this is the Authority’s recommended change. 
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� Other ‘end-of-waste’ criteria for SRF may come into place in the future, but for the present this is the Authority’s recommended change. 
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