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The NLWP Proposed Submission Version (May 2011) ‘The Plan’ is unsound because the period it is planning for is unclear and  The Plan is not supported by proper evidence.

The Foreword and Introduction to the Plan

In the Foreword it states ‘the plan sets out a joint fifteen year programme’ but this appears to be contradicted in the executive summary.

The Executive Summary (EC) is riddled with contradictions and confusion:


para 1 of the EC refers to the plan covering 15 years up to 2027


para 3 of the EC refers to the Mayor of London’s requirement that London 
should become self sufficient in waste management by 2031. 


para 6 of the EC states waste is projected to rise throughout the plan 
period (presumably the period up to 2027) and this is immediately followed 
by the the contrary statement ‘although recent years have seen a fall in 
reported waste levels’.  


para 7 of the EC states there will be a capacity gap in 2027 needing 4 
hectares but this is immediately followed by a statement that up to 10 
hectares can be “provided by the reorientation of transfer stations into 
waste 
management use” and the last sentence of para 7 states out of 
nowhere that “in order to meet the longer term needs of the NLWA for the 
management of municipal waste until 2041 some larger sites are 
needed immediately and hence … two sites totalling 9.23 hectares are 
identified.  

Lack of Evidence for additional need and for the Pinkham Way site

There is no evidence produced for needing this additional waste capacity immediately or arguably at all.

See table entitled “The need” on p.9 of the NWLP which clearly shows that  existing capacity and capacity which is already planned will far outstrip the amount of waste that north London needs to manage under the draft London Plan until at least 2021

The North London Joint  Waste Strategy 2009 ,(NLJWS)  a supporting document to The Plan, states ….  there has been a steady slowing of the growth in municipal waste … and “over the 4 year period from 2020/03 to 2006/07 there has clearly been a decrease in tonnage for disposal.” (para 2.5 NLJWS)

Para 2.6 of the NLJWS headed How waste might increase admits that based on evidence of actual waste management to date “waste growth has slowed considerably, and the residual waste stream has actually fallen whilst extensive improvements in local recycling and composting services have occurred …

Planning for the period 2027 - 2041 – needs a new plan

The stated plan period is up to 2027 not 2041.  All the evidence produced in support of The Plan was based on the plan period up to 2027.  If NLWA wish to plan for the next period from 2027 to 2041 they should produce a fresh plan based on an analysis of what facilities etc may be required for that period.  None of the supporting documents contain evidence to support the claimed immediate need for 9.23 additional hectares. It appears to have come out of nowhere.

In particular, the North London Waste Plan Submission Version SA Submission Statement May 2011 (also produced as a supporting document)  makes clear that the Sustainability Appraisal was produced to support production of the The Plan for the future management of North London’s waste up to 2027 (para 1.3 Introduction to the SA).

All discussion in the NLJWS is for a period up to 2020 (pages 16, 18, 20 etc there is no evidence produced to project on any basis for a period up to 2041. On the contrary, on p56 of NLJWS it states “Further assessment of new and emerging technologies will need to be undertaken by the NLWA as the Partner Authorities progress towards the North London Waste Authority letting a new contract or contracts for waste management services in North London from 2014.  

This makes sense. It is not possible to say now what the impact will be from the proposed/existing policies on controlling/reducing waste for example. And when the work is undertaken to analyse waste management needs beyond 2027, that will be the time to identify whether or not additional sites will be needed.

It is premature at this point to say that Pinkham Way will be required for waste management in 2027 and NLWA have provided no evidence to support their contention in The Plan that there is an immediate need for it. On the contrary. Therefore Pinkham Way should be removed from Schedule C in the Plan before adoption as there is no justification for including it.  In addition the wording of Policy NLWP2 should be amended to ensure that waste management facilities may only be developed on Schedule C sites if the developer can demonstrate that there is a need for such development on such a site, which no Schedule A and Schedule B sites are available and suitable to meet.
 I turn now to  another aspect of The Plan and its supporting document  North London Waste Plan Technical Report May 2011 and in particular the evaluation scoring for Pinkham Way site carried out under the methodology of The North London Waste Plan Technical Report May 2011

Errors of fact and methodology

There are various factual and methodological errors in the scoring. If they were e random errors, one would expect some to favour, and some to disfavour the site.  All the errors favour the site which suggests there is a lack of objectivity.  

Removal of empirical “pass mark”

In this context it is worrying that a “pass mark” of 100 points for top scoring new sites referred to in the Preferred Options Technical Report of October 2009 does not appear in the present 2011 edition.  This appears to relieve the NLWA of any burden of proving that the site passes a specified level of acceptability calculated on measured criteria.

Scoring Criteria and Scores for Pinkham Way site (‘the site’)

Show Stoppers

On Site Report for 121 (Friern Barnet former Sewage Treatment – Pinkham Way) the score for Formal Recreation Land shows as ‘True’. (copy of site report 121 attached).  Para 3.25 of the North London Waste Plan Technical Report May 2011 states that the location of the site within one of these areas resulted in it being immediately excluded from the site selection process. Pinkham Way therefore should not have been included in the site selection process at all. 

Proximity to railheads and/or navigable waterway (weighted)

This factor is among those considered important enough to be given a weighting of 3 times relative to other less important factors.

Initially the site scores the bottom score of 1 for being “500m or greater from a railhead or navigable waterway”.  If it were the case that the site may be accessible to rail or water, but the distance would make that connection more expensive than average, then the score of 1 given by the evaluator would represent that there is some advantage, but only a small one.  However, here the score of 1 reflects the fact that there is no practicable way of connecting the site to rail or waterway.  This is not a small advantage, but a straightforward disadvantage.  Therefore to multiply the score by three does not weight the score of an important criterion as intended: on the contrary it diminishes the impact of the adverse score relative to the other, less important, criteria.  The correct methodology where a low score reflects actual disadvantage is to apply the weighting as a negative number, in this case producing a result of minus 3.

I term this error “the fallacy of turning a detriment into a bigger benefit”.  It is no small matter.  Adding 3 instead of subtracting 3 gives an error of 6 points in favour of a site for a factor that ought to count against choosing that site.  Six points on a single factor is a significant error within a 100 pass mark for all factors, envisaged in the Preferred Options Technical Report of October 2009.

Worse still, we shall find this same erroneous manipulation of the numbers used in scoring other criteria, below.  

Employment opportunities

A site close to an area of high unemployment scores positively.  High unemployment is taken to be “greater than 7%”.  However the only nearby ward with unemployment close to this figure is Bounds Green ward with 6.5%.  That is more than 1.5 kilometres away by road, so the score should be 1, not 5.

Site configuration 

This factor includes the “suitability of the ground surface and whether the land had been previously developed.  I understand that this site has been used for landfill in the past, so a score of 1 (“site is over … an old landfill site.”) seems obligatory, and not the maximum score of 5 awarded. 

Proximity to residential areas, schools and hospitals (weighted)

An initial score of 3 has been weighted to 9.  I disagree with the initial score of 3 (“could, without appropriate mitigating measures, impact negatively…”). 

Air quality

It is unfortunate that air quality is not properly considered and weighted under its own heading.  If it were, the score would not favour the proposed development of the site.  The air quality in the areas proximate to this congested section of the A406 (Pinkham Way) regularly falls below the required standard, caused by the heavy traffic.  The problem is severe enough to be feared by residents with respiratory problems living in the areas adjacent to Pinkham Way, many of who mentioned this at the public meeting organised by David Burrows MP on 17 June 2011.  Adding to this existing problem more than 1,000 trips per day by heavy vehicles is inconsiderate and dangerous. Have these people been taken into account in the Equal Opportunities assessment report?

Prevailing wind and topology.

The evaluators have not taken into account the prevailing south-west wind which would blow the emissions of the proposed 35m high chimney towards Southgate Green N14.  Southgate Green at ground level is approximately 26m higher than the Pinkham Way site, and therefore only 9m below the top of the proposed chimney.  Bedroom windows in Southgate Green would be perfectly aligned with the chimney emissions! 

Visual impact 

The height of the proposed  building (23m) and chimney (35m) ensure that there is no form of mitigating measure that could prevent a significant negative visual impact on the surrounding residential areas, the closest less that 200m from the site, both near and far, and on Holickwood Park and Muswell Hill golf course,  both directly adjacent to the site.

Odour, plagues of flies, etc

In relation to similarly used sites, I understand that there are regular problems of smells and plagues of flies − despite “mitigating” measures no doubt deployed by the operators. 

Of course, in measuring this factor, the awarded score of 3 indicates a detriment.  In this case the evaluator multiplied 3 by 3 to score 9.  Another example of the fallacy of turning a detriment into a bigger benefit that I referred to earlier.  The correct score should have been minus 9, so the evaluator has introduced an error of 18 points in favour of the site.

Interestingly, on this the offered option of a score of zero for negative impact ensures that if this important factor were scored as having the maximum detriment, that detriment would not receive any weighting at all.  This muddled thinking casts double on the evaluator’s grasp of the way in which the individual scores and weightings contribute to the final evaluation score.

Site Access from Trunk Roads

The maximum score of 5 awarded by the evaluator (“Site has good and appropriate existing access”) seems to be based on a vulgar perception that the A406 passes close to the site.  It ignores the road distance resulting from the markedly differing height of the site compared to the A406 roadway.  This creates difficulty of access from the A406 for the number and size of vehicles envisaged.  The road distance measurements made by me are set out below.  If one follows the scoring in para. 3.33, Table 3-7 (Transport for London Road Network/Strategic Road Network scoring criteria) a true score of 1 is indicated: “Site is greater than 500m from TLRN/SRN”.  If one follows the scoring in para. 3.54, Table 3-10 (Site access from trunk roads) a true score of zero seems appropriate: “Site has poor road access with little feasible chance of improvement or new access.”

No direct access from the A406

For westbound vehicles, direct access to the site from the A406 westbound is impossible because the site is much higher than the road, and there is not a sufficient distance to construct a gradually inclined slip road because of the too close presence of the railway bridge to the east of the site.  Eastbound vehicles can access the site only via the road bridge known as Pegasus Way.

Circuitous access and exit for all vehicles − road distance from A406 

Vehicles arriving from the east must exit the A406 on the westbound slip road to the Colney Hatch Lane (B550) flyover, and cross four traffic lanes at the traffic signals to position themselves to turn right.  Then turn right onto the Colney Hatch Lane and right again at a second set of traffic lights to get on to the eastbound slip road leading to the Friern Retail Park, turning right at the roundabout to access the road bridge (Pegasus Way) at the end of which is a second roundabout and access to the site.  Distance from the A406 = 0.78 miles or 1.27k

Vehicles exiting to the east must first take the westbound slip road (known as Orion Way) from the site to the Colney Hatch Lane flyover, and cross four traffic lanes of traffic at the traffic signals to position themselves to turn right.  Then turn right onto the Colney Hatch Lane and right again at a second set of traffic lights to get on to the eastbound slip road leading to the A406 eastbound.   Distance to the A406 = 0.7 miles or 1.22k

Vehicles arriving from the west must exit the A406 on the eastbound slip road to the Colney Hatch Road flyover, cross the flyover at the traffic signals, on to the eastbound slip road leading to the Friern Retail Park, turning right at the roundabout to access the road bridge (Pegasus Way) at the end of which is a second roundabout and access to the site.  Distance from the A406 = 0.85 miles or 1.38k

Vehicles exiting to the west must take the westbound slip road from the site to the Colney Hatch Lane flyover, cross two traffic lanes to position themselves to cross the flyover at the traffic signals.  Then on to the westbound slip road leading to the A406.  Distance to the A406 = 0.75 miles or 1.27k

Routing of vehicles to site

The maximum score of 5 awarded by the evaluator ignored the impact of this which would add to existing congestion on Colney Hatch Lane flyover

Colney Hatch Lane junction/flyover with the A406 is already a notorious traffic congestion spot in the locality.  I have already demonstrated (above) that every trip to and from the site must use this bridge.  Adding another Heavy Goods Vehicle every 45 seconds (more than 1,000 trips per day of 12 hours) would be a wholly unreasonable exacerbation of the existing problem.

Breakdown/Sustainability 

The slip roads referred to above are 7 metres wide, comprising a single motor traffic lane and a cycle lane.  Were a refuse truck to break down on one of these roads other traffic, especially other refuse trucks, would be unable to continue.  At 12 hours per day, there are an average of 83 trips per hour (one every 45 seconds).  Given the frequency and length of these vehicles, they would rapidly tailback to fill the slip roads, Pegasus Way Bridge, Colney Hatch Lane flyover and inner lanes of the A406, along with traffic using Tesco’s huge supermarket and petrol station, the Friern Barnet Retail Park, and cars bound for Friern Barnet and beyond to the north and Muswell Hill and beyond to the south.  One must also calculate how long it would take to remove a broken vehicle.  Indeed a rescue vehicle might not be able to get access to it without first clearing the obstructing tailback by reversing all these cumbersome vehicles out.  And how many hours would it take to clear these tailbacks after the removal of the broken vehicle? I would also point out that this would have a big impact on access/egress for emergency vehicles (fire ambulance etc) to and from the site and emergency vehicles trying to move through the surrounding gridlocked traffic.

The only other score offered seems more in keeping with the facts: zero “Given physical site access, the development of the site for waste use would impact negatively on surrounding uses through routing of vehicles.”

Conclusion on Scoring used

Because Pinkham Way is scored under the Show Stoppers it should have been immediately excluded from the site selection process.  In addition, if the scoring had been applied correctly for all the headings associated with the Pinkham Way site the score would have been 59 and not the erroneous 102 shown on Report 121.

Conclusions on NLWP Proposed Submission May 2011

The Report is not soundly based, it is riddled with inconsistencies as set out above, it is not based on proper evidence, it is not clear about what period it is planning for, the methodology used for scoring in the supporting London Waste Plan Technical Report May 2011is simply wrong in its method and calculation and therefore can not be relied upon.

The Report lacks soundness and objectivity, is not justified and should not be adopted in its present form. Unfortunately, because of the lack of prior consultation, time has not permitted me to scrutinise the evaluations made of other sites, but I have no reason to believe that they would have been dealt with any better. Certainly those scoring under Showstoppers were eliminated at an early stage unlike the apparently more biased approach adopted with the Pinkham Way site.

I should like to reserve my right to attend and speak at the public examination of this NLWP Proposed Submission 2011 hearing and I should like to be included in any future consultations upon or connected with it.

Evelyn Ryan

86 Greenway

Southgate

London N14 6NS

