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Summary of Cory’s Position

e The evidence base is unsound and overestimates the tonnages of waste
planned for in the CS;

e The evidence base is inconsistent with waste targets set out in national,
regional and local policies; and

e The Vision, Key Driver 5, Key Issue 10, Strategic Objectives 2 and 3 and
Policy WCS4 of the CS do not follow and / or are not justified by the evidence
base.

Introduction

Cory has consistently made detailed submissions regarding the unsoundness of

the evidence base to the County Council (CC) including:

1. The representations made by Cory to CD1.1 in February 2011 (see CD1.14);

2. The requested response to the CC following a meeting held with the CC in
March 2011 (see Appendix 1); and

3. The representations on the focussed changes made in August 2011 (see
CD1.15).

In addition to these representations, Cory sets out below why it still considers the
evidence base to be unsound and the changes sought to the plan that would
make it sound in response to the questions posed by the Inspector.

Question 1: Statistical base: Municipal Solid Waste (MSW)

Table 3l of CD10.4 summarises the CC’s position in terms of MSW. Cory does not
consider the data contained in this table to be robust.

Q 2.1 - Cory contend that the CS overestimates the level of MSW arisings
throughout the Plan period and provides no justification for the waste growth
levels. Specific aspects of Table 3| that are considered not to be robust are:

1. The arisings estimate is stated to be calculated from a 2006/07 baseline
level which is considered out of date;

2. Recent data from the CC (see Appendix 2) indicates that the levels of
MSW arisings for 2010/11 and 2011/12 are already being overestimated in
Table 3l. Any errors in the estimate of current MSW arisings are
compounded in Table 31 throughout the rest of the Plan period. A
recalculation of MSW arisings based on current levels is provided in
Appendix 3 to illustrate this point.

3. The underlying assumptions behind the CC's estimate of growth in MSW
arisings are not justified or explained in the CS. They also predict growing
levels of arisings for every year from 2010/11, which is inconsistent with
current predictions by the CC which suggest a fall in the arisings level from
2010/11 to 2011/12 (see Appendix 2).

In order to make the CS sound the evidence base needs to be updated to reflect
current levels of waste arisings and waste growth. Justification is also required to
be provided regarding future waste growth forecasts.

Q 2.2 - No comment.
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Q 2.3 - The levels of recycling and composting set out in the CS help to
determine the number and capacity of recycling and composting facilities required
as well as the levels of residual waste and the associated capacity of residual
treatment and disposal facilities required.

In order to be considered sound the CS must have regard to the targets stated in
the CS i.e. 60% recycling and composting by 2019/20 and 70% by 2030. The CS
fails to do this in the evidence base, i.e. Table 3l of CD10.4, and in consequence
the CS overestimates the capacity requirements of residual treatment and
disposal facilities.

Specific aspects of Table 3l of CD10.4 in terms of residual MSW levels that are
considered unsound are:

1. The current residual MSW levels are overestimated in Table 31 and are
inconsistent with current data as set out in Table 3-5 in Appendix 2.
Appendix 4 provides residual MSW input levels to Cory landfills, which
confirms the County’s current residual MSW levels as set out in Appendix
2. Any errors in the estimate of current levels of residual MSW are
compounded in Table 31 throughout the rest of the Plan period.

2. The residual MSW projections in the CS are inconsistent with other
published projections by the CC. The latest projection is attached as
Appendix 5 and clearly illustrates residual MSW levels consistently well
below the 150,000 tpa level indicated throughout the CS (Key Driver 5,
Objective 3 and Policy WCS4 of CD1.1). Even this current projection
overestimates current levels of residual MSW with the graph indicating
residual MSW levels well above the figures provided in Table 3-5 of
Appendix 2.

3. Table 3l in predicting residual MSW levels is unjustified as it does not have
regard to the 60% and 70% recycling and composting targets.

4. Table 3l in predicting residual MSW levels requiring landfill incorrectly adds
to the predicted residual MSW levels an allowance for LATS. The level of
residual MSW requiring treatment and / or disposal is simply the level of
MSW remaining following recycling and composting.

Appendix 3 recalculates the level of residual MSW on the basis of current levels
and the application of the CC’s targets for recycling and composting applied to
revised MSW arising estimates. This illustrates the level by which the CS
overestimates residual MSW requiring treatment and / or disposal.

Over the Plan period 2010/11 to 2027/28 these overestimates are compounded
which has significant impacts on the capacity of facilities required to be planned
for by the CS. For example, the CS states that the disposal requirements for
residual MSW for the Plan period 2010/11 to 2027/28 ranges between 2.7 and
3.7 million tonnes (Table 11b of CD10.4). Whereas the projections set out in
Appendix 3 suggests a level of 2.3 million tonnes would be more appropriate.

In order to make the CS sound the evidence base needs to be updated to reflect
current levels of residual waste and the projected attainment of stated recycling
and composting targets. The capacity of treatment facilities and the level of
disposal requirements planned within the CS needs to reflect these revised
projections.
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In terms of disposal requirements regard should only be given to the levels of
MSW remaining after recycling, composting and recovery.

Question 2: Statistical base: Commercial and Industrial (C&I)

Q 2.4 - Cory considers that the CS should have regard to DEFRA’s survey results.
These provide a more up to date source of information than that contained in the
CS and should as a minimum be used to help validate the data and assumptions
contained in the evidence base.

On the basis that significant differences exist between the C&I managed figures
as set out in Table 4c of CD10.4 and Table N4 of the DEFRA report (see
Appendix 6) i.e. a difference of 200,000 tpa regarding the levels of residual
waste landfilled, updated assessments are necessary to make the evidence base
sound.

In order for the evidence base to match the Vision in the CS with respect to the
capacity of facilities being provided to meet Gloucestershire needs the evidence
base should consider the County’s arisings, arising growth projections, attainment
of national, regional and local waste targets and the capacity of existing and
consented facilities, in order to derive future capacity needs in relation to all
stages of the waste hierarchy. On the basis of DEFRA’s survey data there would
appear to be a minimum of 325,000 tonnes of these C&I waste arisings being re-
used, recycled, recovered and treated (see Appendix 6).

Q 2.5 -1t is currently unclear from Section 10 of CD10.4 as to the level of wastes
both exported from, as well as imported into, Gloucestershire. Appendix 7,
which was in part prepared by the CC, suggests that residual wastes are imported
into Gloucestershire, although the level of these imports is unclear from Section
10 of CD10.4. A number of the facilities identified in Table 10f of CD10.4 have
recently been permitted, which in turn may also have a bearing on future waste
imports to the County. With respect to movements of C&I wastes an update to
Section 10 of CD10.4 is proposed to improve the robustness of the evidence
base.

Q 2.6 - Cory contend that use should be made of a reducing waste growth
forecast with regard to residual C&I wastes. The approach of adopting a 0%
growth rate is not fully justified in the CS and does not conform to the
approaches adopted by other adjoining Waste Planning Authorities (WPAs).

Q 2.7 - Cory believe it is inaccurate for the CS to include both recycling and
recovery within the definition of ‘recovery’ for the C&I waste stream. This
approach is contrary to that adopted in the CS in relation to MSW and is contrary
to the waste hierarchy. In order to make the evidence base to the CS sound the
CC need to split out the targets for recycling and recovery. These separated
targets should then be clearly defined in Strategic Objectives 2 and 3 and refined
in Policy WCS4. This approach will assist the CS to plan for the required facilities.

Focussed Change 9 (CD1.3) suggests a need to deliver by 2020 C&I recycling
facilities with a capacity of 96-116,000 tpa, and C&I recovery facilities with a
capacity of 47-77,000 tpa.
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Question 3: Statistical base: Hazardous wastes
Q 2.8 - No comment.
Question 4: Statistical base: Landfill

Q 2.9 - Cory asserts that the estimates of life of the non-hazardous landfills in
the CS are inaccurate and unsound with the evidence base to the CS significantly
overestimating the inputs to landfill over the Plan period. The estimated inputs
do not have full regard to recycling and recovery targets or the impacts of
economic drivers such as the landfill tax. The estimates are also significantly at
odds with the evidence relating to predicted landfill inputs associated with
adjoining WPAs.

Q 2.10 - As set out in the Landfill Position statement Cory can confirm that the
assessments of remaining void and Cory's predicted assessment of life at the
Wingmoor Farm West landfill is not impacted by any potential built development
on the front part of the Wingmoor Farm West landfill site.

Question 5: Statistical base: Construction and Demolition (C&D) Wastes
Q 2.11 - Cory’'s position is that the assumption of a constant level of residual
C&D waste requiring disposal to landfill makes the evidence base to the CS
unsound. This approach does not conform to the assumptions adopted by other
adjoining WPAs, This approach is also inconsistent with recycling and recovery
and landfill diversion targets set out within national policies and the CS (Strategic
Objective 2 and Policy WCS3). On account of these assumptions the CS
overestimates the inputs to, and therefore the capacity needs for, non-hazardous
landfill during the Plan period.

Question 6: The Vision and Strategic Objectives

Q 2.12 - No comment.

Q 2.13 - No comment.

Q 2.14 - No comment.

Q 2.15 - The CC’s reasoning provided in both CD1.3 FC10 and CD1.14 60/11
indicates an aim to provide for self-sufficiency in waste management capacity.

Q 2.16 - The C&I recovery requirement in Objective 3 and Policy WCS4 should
not include recycling capacity requirements and to be consistent with the Vision
of the CS should be related to the County’s requirements.

The County's requirements for C&I recovery capacity as set out in Focussed
Change 9 (CD1.3) would appear to be between 47-77,000 tpa by 2020.

Q 2.17 - No comment.

Q 2.18 - No comment.
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APPENDIX 1: Cory Representation to the County Council in March 2011
Publication Waste Core Strategy

Waste Data - Further response from Cory Environmental
(Gloucestershire) Limited

Introduction

Further to the meeting held on 23 March 2011 Cory Environmental
(Gloucestershire) Limited (‘Cory’) was requested to provide additional
information to the County Council in relation to the Waste Data used to
underpin the Waste Core Strategy (WCS) - Publication Version December
2010. The information below is provided in addition to the earlier
representations made on the WCS by Cory.

Waste Data

Summary of Cory Representations
e The explicit reference in the WCS to between 10-13 years life at the
non-hazardous landfill sites in Gloucestershire is considered
inaccurate and therefore unsound. This is due to a combination of
the following factors:
o Underestimation of available landfill void
o Overestimation of residual MSW to landfill over Plan period
o Overestimation of residual C&I to landfill over Plan period
o Overestimation of residual C&D to landfill over Plan period
e Changes as a result of the above would impact other aspects of the
WCS including for example stated Key Issues and Key Drivers

Landfill Void

The available void at the two Cory non-hazardous landfill sites in the
County (Hempsted and Wingmoor Farm West) was 3,205,000 m3 as at 31
December 2009. The estimate of landfill life set out in the WCS needs to
be recalculated to have regard to this entire void being available at 31
December 2009 as opposed to 31 March 2009.

Residual Waste Inputs to Landfill over the Plan Period

Further to both the written representations submitted by Cory and the
discussions held in our meeting on 23 March 2011 Cory provide, as
requested, a high level summary of the factors that contribute to the lack
of credibility and robustness in the evidence base. As requested more
specific reasons relevant to the individual waste streams are provided
under the relevant sections below.

Cory Environmental 1of5 30 March 2011
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Summary of Key Factors

e Use of 2008 data is not *fit for purpose’ - use should be made of
the most recently available data, as set out in the Companion Guide
to PPS 10, especially considering the more recent data shows a
significant difference from the 2008 dataset

e Assumed input levels to landfill need to have regard to commercial
and legislative drivers, as set out in the Companion Guide to PPS
10, and assuming a constant level of inputs runs counter to this

e Assumed input levels to landfill need to relate to future residual
waste volumes having regard to the attainment of both national
and local recycling and recovery targets for the different waste
streams

e Assumed input levels need to have regard to and be consistent with
other policies and statements within the WCS

e Approach to the evidence base varies from the approach adopted
by other Waste Planning Authorities, including an adjoining
authority that has recently had its WCS declared ‘sound’ by an
Inspector.

MSW Inputs
As stated in the Companion Guide to PPS 10 forecasts of this waste

stream should be provided by the WDA. The guide also states that these
projections can be updated annually as data becomes available. For
example, the West of England Partnership’s Joint Waste Core Strategy
which has recently been found ‘sound’ had regard to 2009/10 MSW data.
In order for the evidence base to be considered robust the WDA forecasts
must use the most up to date information and be in accordance with other
published WDA projections.

Additional comments on this waste stream are as follows:

e Both sets of assumptions used by the County Council in the WCS to
determine residual MSW inputs to landfill are considered unsound.

e Dataset 1 assumptions use WDA projections. However, the
projections used are taken from a baseline tonnage for 2006/7
which is out of date. This creates inaccuracies in the projections,
for example there is some 40,000 tpa difference between the stated
projected level in 2008/09 and the actual inputs. Furthermore, the
WDA projections used in the WCS show a higher level of MSW
inputs to landfill and do not reflect more recent WDA projections on
residual MSW. Two separate and more recent WDA projections
have been publicised. These being in December 2010 in the form
of a Waste Flow Model put on the Council’s website as well as
projections presented in the Council’s cabinet paper dated 16 March
2011.

e Dataset 2 assumptions use a constant input level. This approach is
considered unsound since it has no regard to achieving national and
local recycling targets and is inconsistent with other sections of the
WCS.

e Recent public discussions by the County Council both at Cabinet
and at Full Council meetings in March 2011 made explicit reference

Cory Environmental 20f5 30 March 2011
(Gloucestershire) Ltd



Cory Environmental (Gloucestershire) Ltd — Representor No. 60 Issue 2/Cory
APPENDIX 1: Cory Representation to the County Council in March 2011

to a County recycling rate of 70% by 2030. This target needs to be
reflected in the WCS as well as in any projections of residual MSW.
e The Council’s minutes from our meeting dated 23 March 2011
(comments on which will be forwarded separately) suggests that
the phrase ‘zero growth’ used in the WCS refers to zero growth in
waste arisings. The note suggests that as this is an aspiration it
does not conflict with the proposed forecasted growth in MSW
arisings post 2020. The soundness of this approach is questioned.

C&I Inputs
The two sets of assumptions used by the County Council in the WCS to

determine residual C&I inputs to landfill are different to a level of 168,000
tpa, which remains constant during the Plan period. Dataset 1 projections
are over 140% higher per annum than the projections used in Dataset 2.
This results in a difference in the need for landfill capacity (for C&I wastes
alone) between the period 2010/11 to 2027/28 of over 3,000,000 m3.
This margin of difference in the projections undermines the evidence base
and is one reason why the evidence base is considered unsound.

In order for the evidence base to be considered robust any projections
must use the most up to date information (2008/09 or later if available)
as the baseline level. Further support to the use of the 2008/09 data is
provided by:

e The Companion Guide to PPS 10 that states that use of updated
information should be taken into consideration at the point at which
the results of surveys become available

e DEFRA’s C&I waste survey 2009 that was published in December
2010. This study provides an estimate of C&I inputs to landfill in
Gloucestershire in 2009 of 114,000 tpa - an input level only 4,000
tonnes different to the 2008/09 level set out in the WCS yet some
172,000 tonnes different from the 2008 levels.

In terms of projections of residual C&I inputs to landfill the WCS proposes
only a single scenario of 0% growth. In light of the WCS's reference to
there being a greater difficulty in projecting residual C&I levels the use of
more than one scenario is proposed. Having regard to the approach taken
by other Local Planning Authorities in adjoining areas in projecting
residual C&I levels an alternative scenario to project would be one that
assumes a falling level of residual C&I wastes over the Plan period.
Examples of where adjoining Local Planning Authorities have adopted
projections of falling levels of C&I residual wastes include:

e The West of England Partnership - the supporting information that
accompanied the West of England Partnership’s Joint Waste Core
Strategy, which has recently been found to be ‘sound’ by an
Inspector. In Table 7 of ‘Topic Paper: West of England approach to
identifying future capacity requirements for the Joint Waste Core
Strategy’ the level of C&I inputs to landfill is shown to reduce from
some 396,000 tpa in 2010/11 to some 156,000 tpa by 2020/21.

e Oxfordshire - the Inspectors report on a recent planning appeal
decision (APP/U3100/A/09/2119454) for a waste facility sets out

Cory Environmental 3of5 30 March 2011
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the agreed position on the levels of Oxfordshire’s residual waste by
waste type. Table A2 on page 11 of the Inspector’s report shows
the level of residual C&I wastes falling from some 296,900 tpa in
2010 to some 228,300 tpa by 2025.

Any projections of residual C&I inputs to landfill also needs to have regard
to the following:

o The Companion Guide to PPS 10 which states the need for regard to
be given to commercial and legislative drivers such as the landfill
tax

e Other policies and statements within the WCS - Strategic Objective
3 of the WCS for example identifies an annual level of C&I waste to
be diverted from landfill during the Plan period and any projections
of C&I inputs to landfill needs to have regard to this target

e National recycling and recovery targets - these include the target
set out in the Waste Strategy for England 2007 to reduce the level
of C&I waste which is landfilled by 2010 to 80% of 2004 levels.

The need assessment that accompanied the West of England
Partnership’s Joint Waste Core Strategy also states in paragraph
4.4 of the [previously referenced] Topic Paper that regard needs to
be given to the diversion of C&I waste from landfill. Although it
recognises that there are no national composting / recycling targets
for C&I wastes regard could be given to applying the same recycling
and composting targets for MSW to C&I wastes. This approach
could provide an alternative projection scenario to Dataset 2 used
in the WCS, which applies a 0% growth rate to the 2008/09 input
levels.

In terms of overall projections of non hazardous (MSW and C&I) inputs to
landfill it is worth noting the projections adopted by the West of England
Partnership in their Joint Waste Core Strategy which has recently been
found to be ‘sound’. Table 6.4 of the proposed adopted version of the
Joint Waste Core Strategy shows a falling level of non-hazardous (MSW
and C&I) waste requiring landfill from some 696,000 tpa in 2010/11 to
some 276,000 tpa in 2020/21. On the basis that the West of England
Partnership area adjoins Gloucestershire and that this evidence base has
recently been found by an Inspector to be ‘sound’ regard should be given
to the projections used by the West of England Partnership. For example
it is considered unsound for the County’s WCS to assume a non-hazardous
landfill requirement in 2020/21 of between 445,000t (Dataset 1) and
324,000t (Dataset 2) whilst the approved estimate for the whole of the
West of England Partnership area in 2020/21 is 276,000 tonnes.

C&D Inputs

The two sets of assumptions used by the County Council in the WCS to
determine residual C&D inputs to landfill are formed on the basis of a
constant level of inputs from a baseline level of either 2008 or 2008/09.
This approach is considered unsound.

Cory Environmental 4 of 5 30 March 2011
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In terms of projections of residual C&D inputs to landfill the WCS proposes
only a single scenario of 0% growth. In light of national and local targets
to divert C&D waste from landfill together with the evidence from
adjoining authority areas that project a falling level of residual C&D
wastes over the Plan period the use of alternative scenario(s) is proposed.

In order for the evidence base to be considered robust any projections
need to have regard to the following:
o National recycling and recovery targets - these include the target
set out in the Waste Strategy for England 2007 to halve the level of
C&D waste which is landfilled by 2012. Furthermore, the need
assessment that accompanied the West of England Partnership’s
Joint Waste Core Strategy states in paragraph 4.5 of the
[previously referenced] Topic Paper that a total of 85% of C&D
arisings should be diverted from landfill.
e Local recycling and recovery targets - these include the targets set
out in Strategic Objective 2 and Core Policy WCS3 of the WCS to
divert 85,000 tpa of C&D wastes from landfill.

In terms of overall projections of inert (C&D) inputs to landfill it is worth
noting the projections adopted by the West of England Partnership. Table
6.5 of the proposed adopted version of the Joint Waste Core Strategy
shows a falling level of inert (C&D) waste requiring landfill from some
679,000 tpa in 2010/11 to some 457,000 tpa in 2020/21. On the basis
that the West of England Partnership area adjoins Gloucestershire and
that this evidence base has recently been found by an Inspector to be
‘sound’ regard should be given to the projections used by the West of
England Partnership.

Conclusions

Cory maintains that the estimate of 10-13 years life at the non-hazardous
landfill sites in Gloucestershire is inaccurate and unsound having regard to
a combination of the following:

¢ The additional 9 months void at the two Cory landfills

e The most up to date WDA projections of residual MSW

e The attainment of set national and local recycling and recovery

targets for MSW, C&I and C&D
e Current and potentially falling levels of C&I inputs to landfill
¢ Reducing C&D inputs to landfill

Cory project, as set out in our response dated 22 December 2010 to the
County’s Strategic Waste Review, an excess of 20 years operational life at
Cory’s non-hazardous landfills in Gloucestershire.

Cory Environmental Sof5 30 March 2011
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3.25.2

Outcome 1: Waste Minimisation

Page |24

GCCs waste minimisation objective is expressed through total waste arisings and total
residual waste arisings. Figure 3-4 and Figure 3-5 show the budget for these two
performance indicators for 2011/12 against 2010/11 figures.

Figure 3-4: Total Household Waste Arisings (Tonnes)

Cheltenham Borough Council 47,680 46,615
Cotswold District Council 35,259 37,319
Forest of Dean District Council 33,605 34,144 o
Gloucester City Council 45,2136 S _43,958
Stroud District Council 35,520 35,619
Tewkesbury Borough Council 30,729 29,370
HRC Waste Arisings 43,656 43,272

|

Figure 3-5: Total Household Residual Waste Arisings (Tonnes)

Cheltenham Borough Council 31,154 24,852
Cotswold District Council 13,958 14,264
Forest of Dean District Council 20,448 _20_,570 o
Gloucester City Council 24,715 23,276
Stroud District Council 26,786 26,017 R
Tewkesbury Borough Council 14,248 14,192
HRC Waste Arisings 14,601 14,880

Gloucestershire Joint Waste Committee Business Plan 2012-15

Page 104
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Agenda ltem 2

Residual Waste Project — Selection of Preferred Bidder

Cabinet Date

14" December 2011

Finance and Change

Councillor Ray Theodoulou

Key Decision

Yes

Background
Documents

To approve the business case for Residual Waste Procurement,
23" April 2008.

Residual Waste Contract — Competitive Dialogue Evaluation
Framework, 19" November 2008.

Residual Waste Project — Selection of Bidders to be Invited to
submit Detailed Solutions, 16™ December 2009.

Residual Waste Project — Strategic Re-appraisal, 16" March 2011.

Main Consultees

Waste Project Board, Environment Scrutiny Committee,
Gloucestershire Waste Partnership and stakeholders including
Gloucestershire residents through the consultation exercise in
summer 2008.

Planned Dates

Contract award in summer 2012

Divisional Councillor

All

Officer

Jo Walker, Director Strategic Finance

(01452 427492; joanna.walker@gloucestershire.gov.uk)
lan Mawdsley, Residual Waste Project Lead

(01452 425835; ian.mawdsley@gloucestershire.gov.uk)

Purpose of Report

To select a preferred bidder for the Residual Waste Project.

Key Recommendations

(a) endorse the selection of the preferred bidder subject to
satisfactory agreement of the letter of appointment;

(b) authorise the Director Strategic Finance following
consultation with the Cabinet Member for Finance and
Change to agree the preferred bidder letter of appointment; and

(¢) subject to (a) authorise the Director Strategic Finance to
continue with the clarification and confirmation of commitments
required to finalise the contract with the preferred bidder, develop
final documentation, and report back to Cabinet to seek authority
for contract award.

Resource Implications

Resource implications remain within the resources and affordability
approved by Cabinet on 23 April 2008. There is an increased cost
risk in the event the project does not proceed.
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22" October 2010
West of England Joint Waste Core Strategy

Statement of Common Ground
Between

The Partnership Authorities comprising, Bath and North East Somerset, Bristol
City, North Somerset, and South Gloucestershire Councils.

and

Gloucestershire County Council.

1. Introduction.

1.1 This statement of common ground relates to the representations made by
Gloucestershire County Council to the pre-submission (publication) draft of the
West of England Joint Waste Core Strategy (JWCS).

1.2  The Partnership Authorities responded to the representation from
Gloucestershire County Council and further discussions took place on e
September 2010.

1.3  This statement of common ground sets out the areas subsequently agreed
by the Local Planning Authorities.

2. Background

2.1 A summary of the representation from Gloucestershire County Council is
provided below:

2.2 General approach

2.2.1 Gloucestershire County Council supports the proposals to ensure recovery
and recycling targets and that the JWCS acknowledges that there will still be a role
for new disposal capacity over the plan period. However, it is not clear as to how
this landfill provision will be made, Gloucestershire County Council contends that
the policy for landfill provision is not clear and not particularly proactive. Therefore
unsustainable practices of exporting waste for disposal could potentially continue
as recognised at paragraph 6.10.4 of the JWCS.

2.2.2 Gloucestershire County Council has stated that it is not clear how the landfill
policy 8 will be implemented, in terms of prioritising brownfield land.

2.3 Identification of sites

2.3.1 Gloucestershire County Council suggested that the JWCS could identify
sites/areas of search to be identified in a landfill DPD.



2.4 Hazardous waste

2.4.1 Gloucestershire County Council has suggested that the JWCS submission
document is lacking a policy on hazardous waste, and seems to be reliant upon
provision being made for hazardous waste elsewhere in the South West.

3. Matters subsequently agreed.

3.1 General approach

3.1.1 Both parties agree that the JWCS clearly sets out that there is a
requirement for additional landfill capacity within the West of England to meet its
own needs over the plan period to 2026.

3.1.2 The Partnership Authorities acknowledge that the practice of exportation of
waste to disposal is not a sustainable option and are committed to meeting their
own needs over the plan period (JWCS para 6.10.4).

3.1.3 Both parties recognise that whilst not a wholly acceptable approach, the
practice of exportation of waste to Gloucestershire for disposal to landfill may
continue to occur in the short term, until new provision is made in the West of
England. It is understood that whilst Gloucestershire County Council is not as
constrained by lack of capacity in the short term, both parties agree that the
exportation of waste to landfill cannot be a long-term solution to dealing with the
non-treatable residues of West of England’s waste. The Topic Paper produced for
the Inspector on “Future Capacity Requirements” contains phased requirements
for landfill over the plan period. Both parties suggest this information is included in
the schedule of changes to the JWCS, at the monitoring section, to ensure the
provision of landfill is effectively monitored and managed.

3.1.4 Over the plan period as additional provision for landfill/landraise is made in
the West of England, and with continued engagement and co-operation between
the LPAs; it is expected that the practice of exportation will be avoided.

3.2 Identification of sites

3.2.1 The approach taken by the Partnership Authorities in the JWCS is a criteria
based policy. Whilst this has not allocated sites, as preferred by Gloucestershire
County Council, this approach is agreed by both parties to potentially identify areas
of search for landfill by setting out those areas that are unsuitable because of
environmental or policy constraints and considering the rest of the plan area as, in
effect, a potential “area of search”. If the intention by the Partnership is that these
remaining areas are an ‘area of search’ Gloucestershire County Council
recommends that the JWCS make this clear in the policy and text. The
Partnership Authorities consider that the JWCS achieves the same aim by setting
out broad locations and would agree that the proposed clarifications can be made.

3.2.2 The Partnership considers that, through a call for sites and extensive
consultation, it has proactively sought suitable locations, as updated in the Landfill
Review Paper May 2010. Gloucestershire County Council still has some concerns
of whether enough investigation has occurred but both parties agree that there



should not be a time delay in the adoption of the JWCS The Partnership considers
that there is a clear mechanism identified in the JWCS for identification of landfill
provision underpinned by robust monitoring that will identify if any necessary
intervention is required (for example which may lead to a review of the JWCS,
either in whole or part). Gloucestershire County Council does not agree on this or
how the criteria within Policy and other concerns relating to Landfill are outlined in
their additional written representation.

3.3 Hazardous waste

3.3.1 The Partnership Authorities have, in their changes to the submission
document of the JWCS, clarified, at paragraph 6.10.11, that policy in the JWCS is
appropriate to consider proposals for both both hazardous and non hazardous
waste. However, the evidence base did not highlight hazardous waste
management as an issue for the plan area, with anticipated arisings remaining
broadly constant across the plan period and comprising a relatively small amount
of the waste arising in the West of England. The policy context for hazardous
waste is also dealt with at national level and therefore the Partnership Authorities
do not consider there to be any policy imperative to repeat policy in the JWCS.
Acknowledgement is made in para 6.10.10 that policies 8 and 9 also apply to
proposals for hazardous waste disposal facilities in the Plan area.

3.3.2.Gloucestershire Council still has some concerns as to whether the JWCS
contains sufficient provision for treatment/recovery of hazardous wastes which may
arise from the envisaged provision for waste recovery facilities such as those
which may come forward under Policy 5 or as otherwise submitted (i.e. recent
proposals for thermal/biomass energy generating plants in the
Avonmouth/Severnside area). Gloucestershire County Council has some additional
concerns which are outlined within their written representation.

4. Agreement
On behalf of Gloucestershire County Council:

Name: Kevin Phillips, Minerals and Waste Policy Manager

Signed: M PW

Date: 22.10.10

On behalf of the Partnership Authorities of Bath and North East Somerset, Bristol
City, North Somerset, and South Gloucestershire Councils:

Name: lan Collinson Head of Planning, Housing & Infrastructure

— Sz
> __...-—-—-“—"Z___d__,_, Ty o~

Signed:
Date: 22.10.10.



