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1 introduction
Nigel Millington will say
1.1 I am a Director of Phil Jones Associates Ltd, a consultancy specialising in the planning and design of transport infrastructure for new developments.  I hold an Honours Degree in Geography and a Masters Degree in Transport Planning.  I am a Member of the Royal Town Planning Institute and a Member of the Institution of Highways and Transportation.  I have over 12 years’ experience in the field of transport planning.
1.2 Much of the work undertaken by the company involves assessing the transport implications of a wide variety of development types, and in recent years I have been involved in a variety of waste and energy schemes, in various locations around the country.
1.3 I have undertaken Transport Assessments and prepared Environmental Statements for proposed developments such as power stations, landfill sites, municipal waste sites, recycling centres, waste transfer stations and energy from waste plants.  I have also undertaken a technical appraisal of the transport aspects of a waste management contract for a large Waste Authority.
Involvement in the Project
1.4 I have not been involved in the project during the application process.  I was instructed by Cornwall Council in October 2009 to provide transport advice in relation to this appeal.
Scope of the Evidence
1.5 This proof of evidence has been prepared for a planning appeal made by SITA Cornwall Ltd (SITA) against the refusal of planning permission by Cornwall County Council for the development of the ‘Cornwall Energy Recovery Centre’ (CERC) and associated works, at a site near St Dennis (Application Reference 08/00761, refused permission on 31st March 2009).
1.6 This proof of evidence deals principally with road transport matters, and as such addresses the following reason for refusal of planning permission given by Cornwall County Council:

8)
The proposed development would be contrary to sustainable development objectives by its dependence on the transportation of waste by road, and increasing distances between the origin of waste and its disposal.  For these reasons the proposal conflicts with Policy W2 (Waste Facilities and the Waste Hierarchy) and SD1 (the Ecological Footprint) of the draft Regional Spatial Strategy (2008); Policy 1 (Principles of Sustainable Development) in the Cornwall Structure Plan 2004 and Policy 1 (Plan Strategy Policies) of the Restormel Borough Council Local Plan 2001.
1.7 In this proof I assess the consequences for the distance travelled by waste vehicles of alternative waste disposal strategies.  Appended to my proof at Appendix A is also a report prepared by Capita Symonds on the feasibility of transporting waste by rail.
Structure of the Evidence

1.8 Section 2 of my evidence describes those aspects of the scheme relevant to road transport matters, and also sets out the site context relevant to these matters.  Section 3 sets out those Policies relevant to my evidence, the purpose of those policy requirements, and my view on the compliance with those policies of the proposed development.  Section 4 of my evidence considers the implications of alternative waste management strategies for the amount of waste transported by road, with conclusions drawn in Section 5.
2 Site context and Scheme Description

Site Context

2.1 Figure 1 shows the location of the appeal site in relation to the local highway network, the proposed access arrangements, the strategic road network and the existing rail network.

2.2 Vehicular access to the site at Rostowrack Farm is currently gained via the existing farm access track from Hendra Prazey in St Dennis.  The main existing route from that point is then the B3279, linking to the A30 and A39 in the north with the A3058 in the south.  A full description of the local highway network is included within the Transport Assessment (TA)
, prepared by WSP in March 2008 in support of the proposed development.
2.3 The site is adjacent to the existing Burngullow Junction to Parkandillick freight-only rail line.  This line used to run northwards from the site to join the Par to Newquay line at St Dennis Junction, approximately 4km to the north of the site, but the line was closed in the mid-1960s and some of the former trackbed was sold.  The physical connection to the main line at St Dennis Junction has also been removed.

2.4 I understand that the former British Railways Board repurchased the previously sold land when reopening of this line was considered in the 1980s.  The land was then transferred to Railtrack at privatisation and the complete section is now understood to be in the ownership of Network Rail.

Scheme Description
2.5 Vehicular access to the site from the Primary Route Network will be via the A30 Highgate Hill Interchange, the Gaverigan roundabout and New Stamps Hill (C184). A new private haul road will be constructed with an access approximately 1.5km south of the Gaverigan Roundabout.  The private haul road is understood to be approximately 2km in length. 
2.6 Vehicular access to the site itself will be provided from the C184 at La Mount Corner. A new priority junction will be introduced linking the new access road with the site entrance, and a new footway/bridleway will be provided along the northern side of the access road.

2.7 The CERC will have the capacity to process up to 240,000 tonnes per annum (tpa) of primarily municipal waste via incineration, with any waste that cannot be incinerated continuing to go to landfill at Connon Bridge. It is understood that any shortfall in municipal waste below the 240,000 tpa capacity limit would be supplemented by Industrial and Commercial (I&C) waste.  Any excess over and above the 240,000 tpa capacity will continue to go to landfill.
2.8 Some non-recyclable waste will be transferred directly to the CERC from Household Waste Recycling Centres (HWRCs) and Refuse Transfer Stations (RTSs) as bulked loads.  North Restormel kerbside collections (waste and recyclables) that currently terminate into the Newquay Trevenson Road RTS will deliver directly to the CERC via the A30 and the Highgate Hill Interchange following the RTS closure. 
2.9 A small recycling centre will also be situated at the site to sort and bulk the recyclables from north Restormel, with the bulked loads of recyclables then transferred to the Bodmin Materials Recovery Facility (MRF).  It is understood that there will be no public tipping access to the CERC site.
2.10 APC residues (fly ash) generated by the CERC will be transferred to a specialist facility outside of the county, which is understood to be in Gloucestershire, approximately 300km from the appeal site.  The majority of bottom ash is a non-hazardous by-product that can be used as aggregate and will be distributed to local recycling markets. The remaining element of bottom ash consists of ferrous and non-ferrous metals which will be recycled. 
2.11 Traffic movements to and from the CERC itself will be associated with the following activities:

· Import of waste;

· Export of incineration by-products;

· Import of waste for recycling;

· Export of recyclables;

· Service deliveries; and

· Arrivals and departures of staff and visitors.
2.12 The ERM March 2008 report ‘Assessment of Number of Facilities’
 notes that the total amount of daily laden vehicle mileage resulting from the proposed development would be 3,365 miles per day
 (in 2012), which equates to approximately 1.4 million kilometres per year (assuming 260 working days per year, and using a factor of 1.609 to convert miles to kilometres).
2.13 The total daily traffic generation of the CERC as predicted by WSP is set out in Section 5.8 of the TA
 and is summarised in Table 2.1 of this proof.  
Table 2.1
CERC Daily Traffic Generation
	Trip Type
	Arrivals
	Departures
	Total

	Waste vehicle (import)
	72
	72
	144

	Waste vehicle (export)
	20
	20
	40

	On-site recycling (import)
	14
	14
	28

	On-site recycling (export)
	2
	2
	4

	Service deliveries
	5
	5
	10

	Staff
	61
	61
	122

	Visitor Coach
	1 (per week)
	1 (per week)
	2 (per week)

	Total
	175
	175
	350


2.14 Table 2.1 shows that 350 two-way vehicle trips are expected at the site on an average daily basis (including the visitor coach).  Peak traffic flows are likely to be higher given that approximately 19% more waste is disposed of in August than in an average month
.
2.15 The appeal site is located next to the existing Burngullow Junction to Parkandillick freight-only rail line, although the required rail infrastructure does not form part of the development proposals and there are therefore no proposals to transport waste by rail.
3 Policy Considerations
Relevant Policies

3.1 The main policies relevant to the matters considered in my proof are those referred to in Cornwall County Council’s reason for refusal of planning permission no.8 as follows:

· Policy W2 (Waste Facilities and the Waste Hierarchy) of the draft Regional Spatial Strategy (2008)

· Policy 1 (Principles of Sustainable Development) in the Cornwall Structure Plan 2004

· Policy 1 (Plan Strategy Policies) of the Restormel Borough Council Local Plan 2001

3.2 Additionally, the guidance given in Planning Policy Statement 10: Planning for Sustainable Waste Management (PPS10)
, published in July 2005 is also relevant, as is Policy L6 from the Cornwall Waste Local Plan (2002)
.
Purpose of the Policy Requirements and Compliance of the Scheme
Cornwall Waste Local Plan

3.3 The purpose of Policy L6 of the Cornwall Waste Local Plan is to set out those conditions whereby, if met, an application for an Energy from Waste (EfW) Plant would be approved.  Policy L6 notes that:

‘Within the Central Cornwall Area of Search (Inset 1) applications for an Energy from Waste Plant will be approved where the proposals:-

b) the Plant is to be served by rail’
3.4 Furthermore, and in relation to the site for an EfW plant, Paragraph 30 of the Waste Local Plan notes that:

‘Optimally the site should be served by rail from those areas of Cornwall which have reasonable access to the existing rail network as this mode of transport offers potentially significant environmental advantages over movement solely by road vehicles.’

3.5 Given that the proposed EfW plant is not to be served by rail, the proposed development does not comply with Policy L6 of the Cornwall Waste Local Plan.
3.6 I also note that the Supporting Statement
 submitted with the planning application suggests the proposed layout of the CERC would accommodate rail use in the future and is therefore ‘in the spirit of the requirement in Policy L6’.  However, the policy requirement of L6 is quite clear in that ‘the Plant is to be served by rail’.  The proposed plant is not to be served by rail and therefore does not comply with L6.
3.7 Notwithstanding the failure of the proposals to comply with Waste Local Plan, I consider that greater weight should actually be afforded to the advice given in PPS10 and the draft RSS.  The Waste Local Plan predates both PPS10 and the draft RSS and therefore does not reflect the more recent locational policies included within these documents.
PPS10

3.8 The underlying principle of PPS10 is to secure sustainable waste management.  Section 3 of the PPS sets out the key planning objectives in relation to waste management and notes that planning strategies should:

‘help secure the recovery or disposal of waste without endangering human health and without harming the environment, and enable waste to be disposed of in one of the nearest appropriate installations’ (my underlining)
3.9 This guidance encourages the minimisation of distances between waste arisings and disposal.  As noted earlier, I will demonstrate that alternative waste management strategies should be considered which would reduce the need to transport waste, therefore I consider that the appeal proposals do not conform to this aspect of the PPS. 

3.10 In addition, paragraph 21 of PPS10 is of particular relevance to this proof and requires that waste planning authorities should assess suitable sites for waste management facilities against various criteria, one of which is:
‘the capacity of existing and potential transport infrastructure to support the sustainable movement of waste, and products arising from resource recovery, seeking when practicable and beneficial to use modes other than road transport.’

3.11 The use of rail transport would clearly be beneficial in reducing the level of road usage, and the report prepared by Capita Symonds (Appendix A to this proof) shows that the use of rail is practicable.  Given that the scheme does not propose use of the adjacent rail line, I therefore conclude that the scheme is not in accordance with PPS10 in this regard.

Draft RSS

3.12 Regarding the spatial distribution of waste facilities, the draft RSS
 notes that:

‘The need to plan for the minimisation of transport of waste is particularly relevant in the South West, given the size of region, its geography and the physical separation between urban areas.’

3.13 Policy W2 (Waste Facilities and the Waste Hierarchy) requires a sequential approach to the provision of new waste management facilities as follows:
· Accommodate the management of waste on the site where it arises, wherever possible (waste minimisation); and then
· In order to minimise the distance waste is transported, particularly by road, waste should be managed as close as practicable to where it arises.’
3.14 The purpose of this policy and the supporting text is of course to promote sustainable development through reducing the need to transport waste, particularly by road. Using Table 2.9 of the March 2008 ERM report
, it is clear that a single-site solution to waste treatment is estimated to result in more than 10% additional daily mileage of waste vehicles, when compared to a two-site solution.  
3.15 Again using Table 2.9 of the ERM report, it is clear that over the course of one year the single-site solution generates over 150,000 additional road kilometres for waste vehicles, compared to the two-site solution.  Over the course of the 30-year contract, this would therefore result in approximately 4.5 million additional road kilometres.  
3.16 The chosen solution therefore is acknowledged by the appellant not to minimise the distance waste is transported. It, therefore, does not comply with Policy W2 of the draft RSS.  In any event, my evidence will show that there are other scenarios that should have been considered to reduce the distances travelled even further, not just the simplistic two-site scenario considered by ERM.
Cornwall Structure Plan

3.17 The purpose of Policy 1 of the Cornwall Structure Plan 2004 is to ensure that development contributes towards sustainable development objectives.  The policy notes that development should be compatible with:

‘a reduction in the need to travel, whilst optimising the choice of modes, particularly opportunities for walking, cycling and the use of public transport’

3.18 The policy goes on to note that there is a need to reduce the harmful effects of transport on the environment, and that:

‘the long term development strategy is underpinned by the need to ensure that 
the most accessible location (by all means of travel) is chosen to meet the 
particular development need’.  
3.19 My evidence will show that alternative options could be pursued to reduce the need to transport waste.  I therefore conclude that the appeal proposals do not comply with Policy 1 of the Cornwall Structure Plan 2004.
Restormel Borough Council Local Plan

3.20 Policy 1 of the Restormel Borough Council Local Plan 2001 also relates to sustainable development, and specifically requires that development in the rural areas of Cornwall should have the ‘potential for reducing the number and length of journeys’.

3.21 Given that the development proposals do not demonstrate the potential for reducing the number and length of journeys, I also conclude that the proposed development does not comply with Policy 1 of the Restormel Borough Council Local Plan 2001.

4 Implications of Alternative STRATEGIES
4.1 Much of the relevant policy framework is underpinned by the principle of minimising the distance over which waste is transported.  It is therefore reasonable to expect the applicant to consider various alternative waste management strategies in order to adhere to this principle and minimise the distances between waste arisings and disposal.  The only evidence submitted by the applicant that demonstrates the effect of the proposals on ‘waste miles’ is the ‘Assessment of Number of Facilities’ report
, prepared by ERM in March 2008.

4.2 In this section of my evidence I will therefore review the relevant aspects of the ERM report, and consider what the implications for waste miles may be of other waste management strategies.
ERM Report – Assessment of Number of Facilities
4.3 The ERM report examined the relative impact of providing one or more EfW facilities in Cornwall.  The three options considered were:
· Scenario 1 -
One facility of 240,000 tpa capacity at the appeal site; 

· Scenario 2 -
Two facilities, each of 120,000 tpa capacity, at United Mines and 

Connon Bridge; and

· Scenario 3 -
Five facilities, each of 48,000 tpa capacity, at St Erth, United 


Mines, the appeal site, Connon Bridge and Launceston.

4.4 It should be noted that this exercise only considered one waste management strategy i.e. mass burn incineration, with no consideration of alternative technologies.
4.5 Each scenario was considered against the following four criteria:
· Environmental Impacts;

· Costs;

· Transport Amenity Impacts; and

· Deliverability and Risk.

4.6 My evidence deals only with the transport amenity impacts. 
4.7 Transport amenity impacts were assessed based on the daily laden mileage associated with each scenario (daily laden mileage is defined by ERM as the number of miles trucks travel carrying waste each day).  Annex A of the ERM reports sets out the detailed calculations for this assessment, and the results are summarised in Table 4.1.
Table 4.1
Total Daily Laden Mileage for each Scenario (ERM)
	Scenario
	Daily laden mileage
	Total kilometres/year
	Annual reduction
	Percentage reduction

	One EfW Plant

Two EfW Plants

Five EfW Plants
	3,365

2,986

3,022
	1,408,012

1,249,427

1,264,491
	-

158,585

143,521
	-

11%
10%


4.8 Table 4.1 shows that the two-plant scenario is preferable in transport terms given that it generates approximately 11% less mileage than the one-plant scenario, equivalent to a saving of over 158,000 kilometres over the course of one year, and approximately 4.7 million fewer kilometres over the course of the 30-year contract. 
4.9 It should be noted that these figures relate to laden mileage only i.e. those journeys where the vehicle is laden with waste products.  The effect of return journeys where vehicles are unladen was not considered by ERM in this exercise.  
4.10 However, much of the vehicle fleet will be specialised and dedicated for use on this contract, and the opportunities to reduce ‘empty running’ of waste vehicles are likely to be limited.  It therefore follows that the total daily mileage (laden and unladen) for each scenario could in fact be double those figures shown in Table 4.1.  Table 4.2 summarises the resultant mileage figures for laden and unladen trips, assuming that each laden trip is followed by an unladen trip of the same journey length.
Table 4.2
Total Daily Mileage for each Scenario (Laden and Unladen)
	Scenario
	Total daily mileage
	Total kilometres/year
	Annual reduction
	Percentage reduction

	One EfW Plant

Two EfW Plants

Five EfW Plants
	6,730

5,972

6,044
	2,816,024

2,498,855

2,528,982
	-

317,169

287,042
	-

11%

10%


4.11 Table 4.2 shows that, for example, in the event that the total mileage for each scenario was doubled (assuming each vehicle delivering waste made an equivalent empty return trip), the two-plant scenario would generate over 317,000 fewer vehicle kilometres per year than the one-plant scenario.
4.12 It is therefore clear that the figures presented by ERM for total daily laden mileage significantly under-represent the transport impact of the proposed strategy, and significantly underestimate the potential savings in transport impacts that could be derived from an alternative strategy.

4.13 The ERM report goes on to conclude that the one-plant option is the preferred scenario when the assessment criteria they have selected are considered together.  However, I note that the ERM report is dated March 2008, some two years after the waste management contract was let. That contract specifically includes the construction of a 240,000 tpa EfW plant at St Dennis; precisely the scenario which emerged as the preferred option in the ERM report.  
4.14 The assessment exercise undertaken in 2008 therefore could not have influenced the waste management strategy which was the subject of a contract let some two years earlier.  It would therefore appear that the ERM report was used to post-rationalise the decision already taken by the appellant to site a single EfW facility at Parkandillick.  I have therefore interrogated in more detail the assumptions made by ERM in assessing the transport amenity impacts, as these are particularly relevant to my evidence.
4.15 As noted in section 2.2 of the ERM report
, it has been assumed that the locations of possible EfW plants are fixed and that the throughput of each plant under each scenario must be the same.  This assumption is flawed in my view, as there are no practical reasons why the capacities of each plant could not vary according to the demand at that location.  

4.16 For example, in the two-plant scenario assessed by ERM, it has been assumed that two plants of equal 120,000 tpa capacity are constructed; one at Connon Bridge and one at United Mines.  Annex A of the ERM report includes the detailed assessment of daily laden mileage associated with each option, which was undertaken by WSP.  
4.17 That Annex
 notes that the level of waste assumed to be transferred from the Scorrier RTS to the United Mines EfW would create an excess over the assumed capacity of 120,000 tpa at the United Mines EfW plant.  As a result, and as set out in the ‘Scenario 2’ table to the rear of the Annex, 7.3 loads per day from the Scorrier RTS are assumed to be taken to the Connon Bridge EfW, some 60 km distant.  The consequences of this assumption are that the daily laden mileage figure for the two-plant scenario is artificially high, and could be reduced by simply altering the relative capacities of each EfW.
4.18 The more logical assumption in my view would be to increase the capacity of the United Mines EfW plant in response to the higher waste arisings in that area i.e. in the vicinity of the Cornwall Towns SSTC.  If the principle of reducing the distances over which waste is transported is to be adhered to as required by policy, then as much waste as possible should be treated as close the point of arising as possible, rather than transported to a more distant facility simply because of arbitrary limits set on capacity at each plant.

4.19 In order to test a revised two-plant scenario, whereby all waste flows from the Scorrier RTS are redirected to the nearby United Mines EfW rather than travel a longer distance to Connon Bridge, I have recreated the spreadsheet model produced by WSP in the Annex of the ERM report.  My replica of that spreadsheet model is included as Appendix B this proof.

4.20 On the assumption that the two EfW plants could be constructed to operate at different capacities, the spreadsheet in Appendix B of my proof shows the effect of rerouting all the residual waste (excluding landfill) for incineration from the Scorrier RTS to the United Mines EfW (rather than sending a proportion to Connon Bridge).  Table 4.3 summarises the results of this exercise.

Table 4.3
Total Laden Daily Mileage for Alternative Two-Plant Scenario 
	Scenario
	Daily laden mileage
	Total kilometres/year
	Annual reduction
	Percentage reduction

	One EfW Plant

Two EfW Plants (ERM Scenario)

Two EfW Plants (PJA Scenario)
	3,365

2,986

2,809
	1,408,012

1,249,427

1,175,366
	-

158,585

232,646
	-

11%

17%


4.21 Table 4.3 shows that this alternative strategy would generate 17% less laden mileage than the proposed one-plant scenario.  Over the course of one year, this revised two-plant scenario would generate 232,646 fewer laden vehicle kilometres than the preferred one-plant option, equating to a saving of approximately seven  million fewer laden vehicle kilometres over the course of the 30-year contract.  
4.22 However, as I have set out previously, it is important to also consider the unladen trips generated by the proposals.  Table 4.4 summarises the total mileage, taking into account laden and unladen trips, and assuming that each laden trip is followed by an unladen trip of the same journey length.
Table 4.4
Total Daily Mileage for Alternative Two-Plant Scenario
	Scenario
	Total daily mileage
	Total kilometres/year
	Annual reduction
	Percentage reduction

	One EfW Plant

Two EfW Plants (ERM Scenario)

Two EfW Plants (PJA Scenario)
	6,730

5,972

5,618
	2,816,024

2,498,855

2,350,731
	-

317,169

465,293
	-

11%

17%


4.23 Table 4.4 shows that over the course of one year, the revised two-plant scenario would generate almost half a million fewer vehicle kilometres in total than the proposed one-plant scenario. This equates to a saving of approximately 14 million vehicle kilometres over the course of the 30-year contract.  
4.24 This exercise has identified that the ERM assessment significantly understates the savings that could be achieved in vehicle mileage with an alternative scenario, and therefore casts doubt on the validity of the conclusions drawn within it.  It is also clear that there are simple alternatives available by which to significantly reduce the distance between waste arisings and disposal, even retaining the mass burn incineration technique proposed by the appellant, and therefore options are available which would be more policy compliant than the appeal proposal.
Assessment of Alternatives
4.25 I have also considered the effect on daily mileage of other waste management strategies not considered in the ERM report.  The proof of evidence prepared by Mr Roger Miles identifies that sites at Hallenbeagle and Moorswater have previously been identified as being suitable for waste management uses.  I have therefore used these sites for assessment purposes in my consideration of alternative strategies.
4.26 The Hallenbeagle site is located in the west of Cornwall adjacent to the A30, to the north of Scorrier, as shown in Figure 2.  The site has already been identified as possible ‘energy park’ and is situated in close proximity to the Cornwall Towns SSCT, as set out in the draft RSS
.  The Moorswater site is located in the east of Cornwall, adjacent to the A38 to west of Liskeard, again shown in Figure 2.  The Moorswater site has also previously been identified as a possible location for waste management uses through the Waste Development Framework
.
4.27 The alternative waste management strategies I have considered are as follows:
· An alternative one-plant scenario, with a single EfW facility at Hallenbeagle rather than the appeal site; and

· An alternative two-plant scenario, with EfW facilities at both Moorswater and Hallenbeagle.
4.28 It should be noted that these scenarios are not being put forward by Cornwall Council as alternative preferred options, they are used simply to illustrate the point that alternative locational scenarios should have been considered which would reduce the transport impacts of the waste management strategy.
Alternative One Site Scenario – Hallenbeagle

4.29 A spreadsheet model is included within the Annex to the ERM report which reflects ERM’s ‘Scenario 1’ i.e. the one-plant option.  I have recreated this model in Appendix C of my proof to reflect the assumption that all the waste previously assumed to be transported to the appeal site is instead sent to an EfW plant at Hallenbeagle.  Table 4.5 summarises the results of this exercise for total vehicle mileage i.e. laden and unladen vehicle trips.
Table 4.5
Total Daily Mileage for Alternative One-Plant Scenario
	Scenario
	Total daily mileage
	Total kilometres/year
	Annual reduction
	Percentage reduction

	One EfW Plant (Rostowrack Farm)

One EfW Plant (Hallenbeagle)
	6,730

5,668
	2,816,024

2,371,653
	-

444,371
	-

16%


4.30 Table 4.5 shows that the effect of this changed location is to reduce total vehicle mileage by 16%, when compared to strategy which is based on an EfW at the appeal site.  Over the course of one year, this revised one-plant scenario would generate almost 450,000 fewer vehicle kilometres than an EfW at the appeal site, equating to a saving of more than 13 million vehicle kilometres over the course of the 30-year contract.
4.31 This exercise demonstrates that significant reductions in transport impacts could be achieved with an alternative site for a single EfW facility.
Alternative Two Site Scenario – Hallenbeagle and Moorswater

4.32 Following on from the assessment of a single EfW at Hallenbeagle, I have also assessed the effect on daily mileage of an alternative two-site scenario.  This scenario includes EfW facilities at both Moorswater and Hallenbeagle, to reflect the advantages in travel distance of a more dispersed two-site approach.  
4.33 In order to test this scenario I have created a further spreadsheet model in Appendix D of my proof, which is based on that prepared by WSP.  The model assumes that each EfW operates at a different capacity to account for the larger waste arisings in the west of Cornwall.  In this case, the Moorswater site is predicted to require a capacity of approximately 85,000 tpa, whereas the Hallenbeagle site is predicted to require a capacity of approximately 155,000 tpa
. Table 4.6 summarises the results of this exercise for total vehicle mileage i.e. laden and unladen vehicle trips.

Table 4.6
Total Daily Mileage for Alternative Two-Plant Scenario
	Scenario
	Total daily mileage
	Total kilometres/year
	Annual reduction
	Percentage reduction

	One EfW Plant (Rostowrack Farm)
	6,730
	2,816,024
	-
	-

	Two EfW Plants 
(Hallenbeagle & Moorswater)
	5,268
	2,204,281
	611,743
	22%


4.34 Table 4.6 shows that the effect of this scenario is to reduce total vehicle mileage by 22% when compared to a strategy which is based on a single EfW at the appeal site.  Over the course of one year, this revised two-plant scenario would generate over 600,000 fewer vehicle kilometres than a single EfW at the appeal site, equating to a saving of more than 18 million vehicle kilometres over the course of the 30-year contract.
4.35 A scenario such as the one I have considered here would clearly result in dramatic reductions in the transport impact of the proposals.
Summary of Alternatives

4.36 In Table 4.7 I have summarised the results of my assessment of the very limited alternative scenarios described in the previous sections of this proof.

Table 4.7
Total Vehicle Mileage of Alternative Scenarios
	Scenario
	Total Daily Mileage
	Reduction compared to proposed scheme
	Reduction in annual mileage (km)
	Reduction in mileage over contract period (km)

	Proposed EfW at Appeal site

Two EfW Plants (PJA Scenario)
Single EfW at Hallenbeagle

EfW at Hallenbeagle and Moorswater
	6,730
5,618
5,668
5,268
	-

17%

16%
22%
	-

465,293
444,371
611,743
	-

14.0m

13.3m
18.4m


4.37 As shown in Table 4.7, it is possible to make significant reductions in the distances between the origin of waste and its disposal, with relatively simple changes to the general waste management strategy.
4.38 The quantitative exercise I have presented in the previous sections demonstrates that an alternative two-plant scenario offers significant mileage savings compared to the proposed one-site solution.  I then demonstrated that those savings are even greater when unladen vehicle trips are also considered.  Both these exercises were predicated on the need for a facility to process 240,000 tpa of waste, as suggested by the appellant. 

4.39 However, the evidence presented by Mr Roger Miles shows that Cornwall is likely to need a facility with a capacity of only 175,000 tpa in order to treat municipal waste.  That being the case, it is reasonable to expect the amount of vehicle mileage to reduce by a further 25%.

4.40 Add to this the possibility of alternative technologies being introduced to the waste management strategy, and there is more potential for further reductions in vehicle mileage.  For example, if MBT was introduced up to 30% of the waste material could be removed as condensate.  Consequently there would be less residual waste to transport for incineration and less vehicle mileage generated as a result.
Waste by Rail

4.41 Even greater reductions in vehicle mileage could of course be achieved if waste was to be transported by rail.  Appendix A of my proof includes a report prepared by Capita Symonds on the feasibility of transporting waste by rail.  That report concludes that:
· the transport of waste by rail is still generally feasible Cornwall;

· the location of the appeal site is compatible with the use of rail for waste transport; and

· it is feasible to provide rail access to the site.

4.42 Given that it is feasible to transport waste by rail, it is necessary to consider the potential savings in road mileage that could be achieved through use of rail.  An earlier report
 prepared by Capita Symonds considered the feasibility of transporting waste by rail in Cornwall in more detail.  That report included an assessment of the savings in road mileage that could be achieved by transporting bulked-up waste from various transfer stations to a central EfW facility.  Table 8.1 of that report shows that, depending on the number and location of transfer stations, between 100,000 and 126,000 road miles could be saved each year (approximately 160,000 km and 203,000 km respectively).
4.43 The data contained in the 2004 Capita Symonds report is not directly comparable to the scenarios considered by the appellant or the alternative scenarios considered in my proof, due to differing assumptions on total waste arisings and EfW locations.  However, in the context of the mileage savings identified in Table 4.7 of my proof, it is clear that any waste management strategy which included rail transport would significantly reduce the need for road transport.
4.44 For example, even taking the lower estimate of a further 160,000 km saved each year, this would result in 4.8 million km saved over the course of the 30-year contract, in addition to the savings identified in Table 4.7.

4.45 However, despite these potential savings in vehicle mileage, the necessary rail infrastructure does not form part of the application to which this appeal relates.  Furthermore, the Capita Symonds report included in Appendix A of my proof also concludes that the area allocated by SITA for a rail terminal within the site is insufficient, and therefore prevents the use of rail in the future.
Carbon Dioxide Savings
4.46 To add further context, it is useful to consider the potential savings in CO2 that could be derived from one of these alternative scenarios.  The ‘Vehicle Emissions Factors 2007’ report published by the National Atmospheric Emissions Inventory notes that Heavy Goods Vehicles (HGVs) emit between 841 and 983 grams of CO2 per kilometre travelled, depending on the type of HGV (Rigid or Articulated) and the type of road (urban, rural or a motorway).  
4.47 Even taking the lower estimate of 841 CO2 g/km, the alternative scenario of EfW plants at Hallenbeagle and Moorswater, as summarised in Table 4.7 of my proof, could reduce CO2 emissions by approximately 15 million kilograms (or 15,000 tonnes) over the course of the 30-year contract.
4.48 It therefore follows that emissions could be reduced even further if any one of the strategies discussed in the previous section were adopted i.e. reduced plant capacity, alternative technologies, or use of rail.  Consider also the effect on vehicle mileage and therefore emissions if a combination of two or more of these strategies were put in place i.e. reduced plant capacity and the introduction of alternative technologies, for example. The combined effect of these strategies would be to significantly reduce vehicle mileage and therefore emissions.
5 Conclusions

5.1 My evidence has considered the eighth reason for refusal of planning permission given by Cornwall County Council, namely:

8)
The proposed development would be contrary to sustainable development objectives by its dependence on the transportation of waste by road, and increasing distances between the origin of waste and its disposal.  For these reasons the proposal conflicts with Policy W2 (Waste Facilities and the Waste Hierarchy) and SD1 (the Ecological Footprint) of the draft Regional Spatial Strategy (2008); Policy 1 (Principles of Sustainable Development) in the Cornwall Structure Plan 2004 and Policy 1 (Plan Strategy Policies) of the Restormel Borough Council Local Plan 2001.
5.2 My evidence has dealt with the distances between the origin of waste and its disposal, and I have demonstrated that the appeal proposals do not comply with the policy principle of minimising the distances over which waste is transported.
5.3 I have also demonstrated that other reasonable waste management options could have been assessed by the appellant that would significantly reduce the level of vehicle mileage and environmental impacts associated with the proposed waste management strategy.

5.4 In relation to the relevant policy framework, I conclude the following:
· The proposals do not comply with Policy L6 of the Cornwall Waste Local Plan given that the plant is not served by rail, and the proposed site layout may prevent the future use of rail.

· The proposals do not comply with PPS10 given that ‘nearer’ and ‘more appropriate’ waste disposal facilities should have been considered;

· The proposals do not comply with Policy W2 of the Draft RSS given that the distance waste is transported is not minimised.
· The proposals do not comply with Policy 1 of the Cornwall Structure Plan given that the need to travel is not being reduced.

· The proposals do not comply with Policy 1 of the Restormel Borough Council Local Plan given the number and length of journeys is not being reduced.

5.5 I therefore conclude that the eighth reason for refusal should be upheld at this appeal.
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Rail Feasibility Report

Appendix B

Waste Transport Model

Alternative Two-Plant Scenario: Revised Plant Capacities
Appendix C

Waste Transport Model

Alternative One-Plant Scenario: Hallenbeagle
Appendix D

Waste Transport Model

Alternative Two-Plant Scenario: Hallenbeagle and Moorswater
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� Appendix D of my proof shows that Moorswater is predicted to receive 21.4 loads per day and Hallenbeagle is predicted to receive 39.3 loads per day, out of a total of 60.7 loads per day sent to the EfW facilities.  Hallenbeagle would therefore receive 35% of all waste, whereas Moorswater would receive the remaining 65%.  Given a total assumed input of 240,000 tpa, Hallenbeagle is therefore predicted to receive approximately 85,000 tpa, whereas Moorswater is predicted to receive the remaining 155,000 tpa.
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