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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, and I have over 12 years’ experience in the field of transport planning.
Involvement in the Project
1.2 I was instructed by Cornwall Council in October 2009 to provide transport advice in relation to this appeal.
Scope of the Evidence
1.3 This proof of evidence deals principally with road transport matters, and as such addresses the eighth reason for refusal of planning permission given by Cornwall County Council.  
2 Site context and Scheme Description

Site Context

2.1 Vehicular access to the site at Rostowrack Farm is currently gained via the existing farm access track from Hendra Prazey in St Dennis.  The site is also adjacent to the existing Burngullow Junction to Parkandillick freight-only rail line.  
Scheme Description
2.2 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.
2.3 The TA
 produced by WSP shows that 350 two-way vehicle trips are expected at the site on an average daily basis.
3 Policy Considerations
Relevant Policies

3.1 The main policies relevant to the matters considered in my proof are as follows: 
· Policy W2 of the draft Regional Spatial Strategy (2008)

· Policy 1 in the Cornwall Structure Plan (2004)

· Policy 1 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
3.3 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.

3.4 PPS10 encourages the minimisation of distances between waste arisings and disposal and I consider that the appeal proposals do not conform to this aspect of the PPS. 

3.5 The chosen solution is acknowledged by the appellant not to minimise the distance waste is transported. It, therefore, does not comply with Policy W2 in the draft RSS.
3.6 Given 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.
3.7 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.  The only evidence submitted by the applicant that demonstrates the effect of the proposals on ‘waste miles’ is the 2008 ERM report
.

ERM Report – Assessment of Number of Facilities
4.2 The ERM report examined the relative impact of providing one, two or five EfW facilities in Cornwall.  Transport amenity impacts for each scenario were assessed based on the daily laden mileage associated with each scenario.  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%


4.3 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.  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%


4.4 Table 4.2 shows that, for example, in the event that the total mileage for each scenario was doubled, the two-plant scenario would generate over 317,000 fewer vehicle kilometres per year than the one-plant scenario.
4.5 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.  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.
4.6 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%


4.7 Table 4.3 shows that this alternative strategy would generate 17% less laden mileage than the proposed one-plant scenario.  Table 4.4 summarises the total mileage, taking into account laden and unladen trips.
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%


4.8 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.  
Assessment of Alternatives
4.9 I have also considered the effect on daily mileage of the following waste management strategies not considered in the ERM report:
· 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.
4.10 In Table 4.5 I have summarised the results of my assessment of these very limited alternative scenarios.
Table 4.5
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


4.11 As shown in Table 4.5, 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.
Waste by Rail

4.12 Even greater reductions in vehicle mileage could of course be achieved if waste was to be transported by rail.  A 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).
Carbon Dioxide Savings
4.13 To add further context, it is useful to consider the potential savings in CO2 that could be derived from one of these alternative scenarios.  Based on an emissions estimate for a HGV of 841 CO2 g/km, the alternative scenario of EfW plants at Hallenbeagle and Moorswater, as summarised in Table 4.5 of my proof, could reduce CO2 emissions by approximately 15 million kilograms (or 15,000 tonnes) over the course of the 30-year contract.
5 Conclusions

5.1 My evidence has considered the eighth reason for refusal of planning permission given by Cornwall County Council.  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.
5.2 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.

5.3 I consider that the appeal proposals are not policy compliant and therefore that the eighth reason for refusal should be upheld at this appeal.

Phil Jones Associates ( (


Transport Planning Consultants((((( 
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