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DEVELOPMENT OF JOINT MUNICIPAL WASTE
MANAGEMENT STRATEGY – PROPOSED RESPONSE

1 SUMMARY

1.1 The purpose of this report is to seek Members’ views with regard to the
most appropriate method of disposing of waste in the future.

2 BACKGROUND

2.1 The Waste Management Advisory Board (WMAB), of which Rochford
is a member, commissioned Environmental Resources Management
(ERM) to produce a Waste Management Strategy for Essex.

2.2 The firm of Weber Shandwick has been engaged to carry out a public
consultation exercise in respect of the proposals set out in the
proposed strategy.

2.3 Copies of the draft strategy and consultation document have been sent
to all Members of the Council.

2.4 The consultation was launched on 1 October 2002.  Councillors Capon,
Cutmore, Mrs Glynn, Mockford, Oatham, Mrs Vince and Mrs Weir
attended a presentation on the issue on the 18 October 2002.

2.5 The consultation closes on the 30 November 2002.

3 OPTIONS

3.1 In essence the consultation exercise is seeking views as to the most
favoured method of waste disposal for the future.  The proposed
strategy gives six options for discussion.  Other options may be put
forward.  The option finally selected could be one of the six proposed,
an amalgam of more than one option, or an entirely new option.

3.2 Outline information regarding the six options has been extracted from
the consultation document and is attached as Appendix 1 to this report.

3.3 Four of the six options contain an element of incineration.  The two
non-incineration options require countywide composting rates of 60%
or 45%.  The non-composting option with recycling of 45% is the
dearest.  The cheapest option would require only 33% recycling, but
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significant incineration, which would require the provision of 2 – 3
incinerators within the County.

3.4 In the view of the consultants who have devised the strategy, the
options which include significant incineration are regarded as being
less harmful to the environment, except in the area of resource
depletion.

3.5 Other waste management professionals would argue differently in
respect of the assertions made in support of incinerations.  Rochford, in
partnership with other Essex Districts, has campaigned against
incineration, utilising research and evaluation carried out by Ecologica.
As such, the Waste Management Plan issued by Essex County
Council, is based on the premise that incineration would only be used
as a last resort.

3.6 Chelmsford Borough Council has already responded to the
consultation.  They have requested that their views be presented to
Members in order that they may be taken into account in formulating
our own response.  The views of Chelmsford Borough Council are
attached as Appendix 2.

4 QUESTIONS REQUIRING RESPONSE

4.1 The questionnaire contained in the consultation document asks six
very simple questions, from what is a very complex subject.  A copy of
the questionnaire is attached as Appendix 3.

5 COMMENTS

5.1 The current policy of Rochford is one of non-incineration.  In continuing
to support this type of option, it will be necessary, along with other
Essex Authorities, to achieve the 60% recycling required in respect of
option 1 or 45% for option 4.   Option 4 is slightly more expensive than
option 1 and is argued to have a greater environmental impact.

5.2 The current Rochford kerbside recycling scheme is achieving 58%
recycling rate.  This would indicate that 60% recycling is achievable.
There would be, of course, a significant cost to the Council of placing
the whole of the District onto the kerbside recycling scheme.  The full
scheme needs to be achieved by 2010.
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5.3 Option 5, which has the high incineration content of 44%, still requires
a countywide level of recycling of 33%.  The Council will still be
required to meet the Government statutory recycling targets, which will
require further expansion of the kerbside recycling scheme.

5.4 As mentioned previously in this report, Council’s existing strategy is
strongly in favour of recycling as opposed to incineration.   The option
most closely associated with this policy is option 1.   Option 1 also has
the advantage of using established technology in the medium term.
The Mechanical Biological Treatment (MBT) element is not required
until the period 2020 – 2026.

6 ENVIRONMENTAL IMPLICATIONS

6.1 The full environmental implications are set out in the proposed
strategy.

7 PARISH IMPLICATIONS

7.1 The recycling initiatives will over time affect all parishes.

8. RESOURCE IMPLICATIONS

8.1 No matter which option is chosen, there will be significant resource
implications for both County and Districts.  Unless additional funding is
received from Central Government, the costs will eventually fall on
local taxation.

9 RECOMMENDATION

It is proposed that the Committee RESOLVES

(1)   To support option 1.

(2)   To determine any comments or views in support of the chosen
option.
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Roger Crofts

Corporate Director (Finance & External Services)

______________________________________________________________

Background Papers: Draft Strategy and Consultation Document.

For further information please contact  Jeremy Bourne on:-

Tel:- 01702 318163
E-Mail:- jeremy.bourne@rochford.gov
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