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1.1

111

1.1.2

INTRODUCTION

This appendix

This Technical Appendix sets out the detailed findings of the Sustainability
Appraisal (SA) of the strategic options for the Kent Joint Municipal Waste
Management Strategy (JMWMS). This appendix should be read in conjunction
with the Final SA Report for the JMWMS which is available on Kent County
Council's website.

In developing the JMWMS, the Kent Waste Forum (KWF) generated a series of
strategic options for dealing with the County’s municipal waste. Options were
generated at each level in the waste hierarchy — for reduction and re-use; recycling
and composting; and energy recovery and disposal. The appraisal of these options
is set out in Sections 2, 3 and 4, respectively. The options were appraised against
the 12 sustainable development objectives in Table 1.

Kent County Council, Scott Wilson and Levett-Therivel
May 2006
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Table 1. SA objectives used to appraise the IMWMS

Flood risk

Clel=ehi=n i To reduce the risk of flooding and the resulting detriment to public well-being, the
economy and the environment

Air pollution and climate change

Cll=ehier 2 To reduce air pollution and ensure air quality continues to improve; and to address
the causes of climate change through reducing emissions of greenhouse gases
and ensure that Kent is prepared for its impacts

Water quality and water resources

Objective 3 To maintain and improve the water quality of Kent's rivers, coasts and groundwater
and to achieve sustainable water resource management

Biodiversity

Objective 4 To conserve and enhance Kent's biodiversity, including coastal and marine
biodiversity

Countryside and the historic environment

Objective 5 To protect, enhance and make accessible for enjoyment, Kent's countryside and
coast, and its historic environment

Efficient use of land and buildings

Clseies - To improve efficiency in land use through the re-use of previously developed land
and existing buildings, including re-use of materials from buildings

Road traffic and sustainable transport ‘

Objective 7 To reduce road traffic and its impacts, promote more sustainable modes of
transport and reduce the need to travel by car/lorry

Waste management

Objective 8 To reduce waste generation and disposal, and achieve the sustainable

management of waste
Energy efficiency and renewable energy

Clsenie s To increase energy efficiency and the proportion of energy generated from
renewable sources in Kent

Sustainable production and local products and services ‘

Gl i To reduce the global, social and environmental impact of consumption of
resources by using sustainably produced and local products and services

Health and well-being ‘

Cliseie i To improve the health and well-being of the population and reduce inequalities in
health

Economy

Clel=ehi=n 2t To build a strong, stable and sustainable economy which provides prosperity and
opportunities (including learning and skills) for all, and in which environmental and
social costs fall on those who impose them, and efficient resource use is
incentivised

Kent County Council, Scott Wilson and Levett-Therivel
May 2006 5
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2 OPTIONS FOR WASTE REDUCTION AND RE-USE

Option 1 Do nothing (do not further advance the various waste prevention and re-use
initiatives currently in place)

Option 2 Implement programmes that do not require any capital expenditure:
o trade waste diversion;

e re-usable nappies;

o waste aware (SMART) shopping; and

e unwanted mail.

Option 3 Implement programmes that divert more than 2.5% of MSW arisings:
e home composting;

e waste aware (SMART) shopping; and

e re-use — unwanted goods

Option 4 Implement all programmes offered identified by the KWF — home composting,
waste aware (SMART) shopping, unwanted mail, re-usable nappies, trade waste
diversion, product service businesses, and re-use — unwanted goods.

Kent County Council, Scott Wilson and Levett-Therivel
May 2006 6



Sustainability Appraisal
objectives

1. To reduce the risk of
flooding and the
resulting detriment to
public well-being, the
economy and the
environment

2. To reduce air pollution
and ensure air quality
continues to improve;
and to address the
causes of climate
change through
reducing emissions of
greenhouse gases and
ensure that Kent is
prepared for its
impacts

3. To maintain and
improve the water
quality of Kent's rivers,
coasts and
groundwater and
to achieve sustainable
water resource
management

Option 1 - Option 2 — Option 3 — Option 4—
Do nothing (do not further Implement programmes that do | Implement programmes that Implement all programmes

advance the various waste not require any capital divert more than 2.5% of MSW offered in the assessment
prevention and re-use initiatives | expenditure arisings
currently in place)

Not considered relevant

In general, reducing waste generation leads to a corresponding reduction in the transport impacts that are often significant in overall
environmental impact terms. Transport impacts include impacts on local air quality (through emissions of NO, and PMy,) and also
impacts on climate change (transport is the fastest growing source of greenhouse gas emissions in the UK). On the basis of this, it can
generally be assumed that implementing more waste prevention and reuse initiatives will lead to a reduction in transport impacts.
However, this is difficult to quantify and there are a considerable number of caveats to apply, not least the fact that initiatives such as
product service businesses obviously involve transporting goods. Generally speaking Option 4 would perform the best given that it has
the most potential to reduce MSW arisings and therefore transport impacts.

It should be noted that the difference between the performances of the options hinges on whether or not they actually lead to an overall

reduction in municipal waste arisings. This ‘tipping point’ is the point at which an option is effective in reducing waste despite year-on-
year increases in waste arisings.

e ——————————

Increasingly positive performance in relation to the objective

Reducing MSW arisings and thus reducing the level of waste going to waste management facilities (e.g. landfill or incinerators) could
have indirect benefits for water quality (since it could reduce the risk of pollution impacts associated with these facilities). This is based on
the assumption that the absolute tonnage of waste to be dealt with is actually reduced and leads to a decline in the need for facilities. On
the basis of this, Option 4 would perform the best with Option 3 and Option 2 the next best performers, respectively.

It should be noted that the difference between the performances of the options hinges on whether or not they actually lead to an overall
reduction in municipal waste arisings. This ‘tipping point’ is the point at which an option is effective in reducing waste despite year-on-
year increases in waste arisings.

S ——

Increasingly positive performance in relation to the objective



To conserve and
enhance Kent's
biodiversity, including
coastal and marine
biodiversity

To protect, enhance
and make accessible
for enjoyment, Kent's
countryside and coast,
and its historic
environment

To improve efficiency
in land use through the
re-use of previously
developed land and
existing buildings,
including re-use of
materials from
buildings.

Reducing MSW arisings and thus reducing the level of waste going to waste management facilities (e.g. landfill or incinerators) could
have indirect benefits for biodiversity (since it could reduce the need for land take and the risk of pollution impacts associated with these
facilities). This is based on the assumption that the absolute tonnage of waste to be dealt with is actually reduced and leads to a decline
in the need for facilities. On the basis of this, Option 4 would perform the best with Option 3 and Option 2 the next best performers,
respectively.

It should be noted that the difference between the performances of the options hinges on whether or not they actually lead to an overall
reduction in municipal waste arisings. This ‘tipping point’ is the point at which an option is effective in reducing waste despite year-on-
year increases in waste arisings.

Increasingly positive performance in relation to objective

Reducing MSW arisings and thus reducing the level of waste going to waste management facilities (e.g. landfill or incinerators) could
have indirect benefits for landscape and the historic environment (since it could reduce the need for land take and the amenity impacts
associated with these facilities). This is based on the assumption that the absolute tonnage of waste to be dealt with is actually reduced
and leads to a decline in the need for facilities. On the basis of this, Option 4 would perform the best with Option 3 and Option 2 the next
best performers, respectively.

It should be noted that the difference between the performances of the options hinges on whether or not they actually lead to an overall
reduction in municipal waste arisings. This ‘tipping point’ is the point at which an option is effective in reducing waste despite year-on-
year increases in waste arisings.

Increasingly positive performance in relation to objective

Not considered relevant



To reduce road traffic
and its impacts,
promote more
sustainable modes of
transport and reduce
the need to travel by
car / lorry

To reduce waste
generation and
disposal, and achieve
the sustainable
management of waste

To increase energy
efficiency and the
proportion of energy
generated from
renewable sources in
Kent

In general, reducing waste generation leads to a corresponding reduction in the transport impacts that are often significant in overall
environmental impact terms (through reducing the need to transport waste and residual waste to / from waste management facilities by
road). Transport impacts include impacts on local air quality (through emissions of NO, and PMy,) and also impacts on climate change
(transport is the fastest growing source of greenhouse gas emissions in the UK). On the basis of this, it can generally be assumed that
implementing more waste prevention and reuse initiatives will lead to a reduction in road traffic and transport impacts. However, this is
difficult to quantify and there are a considerable number of caveats to apply, not least the fact that initiatives such as product service
businesses obviously involve transporting goods (most likely by road). Generally speaking Option 4 would perform the best given that it
has the most potential to reduce MSW arisings and therefore transport impacts with Option 3 and Option 2 the next best performers,
respectively. It is unclear the extent to which certain initiatives such as reuse initiatives could be encouraged to utilise more sustainable
modes of transport.

It should be noted that the difference between the performances of the options hinges on whether or not they actually lead to an overall
reduction in municipal waste arisings. This ‘tipping point’ is the point at which an option is effective in reducing waste despite year-on-
year increases in waste arisings.

Increasingly positive performance in relation to objective

Reducing MSW arisings and thus reducing the level of waste being dealt with lower down the waste hierarchy (e.g. through landfill or
incineration) would directly support the objective to reduce waste generation and disposal and would contribute to the sustainable
management of Kent's waste. This is based on the assumption that the absolute tonnage of waste to be dealt with is actually reduced.
On the basis of this, Option 4 would perform the best with Option 3 and Option 2 the next best performers, respectively.

It should be noted that the difference between the performances of the options hinges on whether or not they actually lead to an overall
reduction in municipal waste arisings. This ‘tipping point’ is the point at which an option is effective in reducing waste despite year-on-
year increases in waste arisings.

Increasingly positive performance in relation to objective

Not generally considered relevant. However, reducing MSW arisings could yield energy efficiency gains through reducing the need to
transport waste for example. It should be noted that potentially reducing the level of waste for incineration would not levels of renewable
energy provision since incineration is not classified as renewable.



10.

11.

To reduce the global,
social and
environmental impact
of consumption of
resources by using
sustainably produced
and local products and
services

To improve the health
and well-being of the
population and reduce
inequalities in health

Several of the initiatives to reduce MSW arisings potentially concentrate on using sustainably produced and local products and services.
In particular, these include product services businesses and the reuse of unwanted goods (assuming the schemes operate on a local
basis, e.g. public libraries and bottle return). Option 2, which does not include the reuse of unwanted goods would perform less well in
respect of this objective. Aspects of SMART shopping could contribute to this objective, for example the purchase of local produce.

Reducing MSW arisings and thus reducing the level of waste going to waste management facilities (e.g. landfill or incinerators) could

have indirect benefits for health and wellbeing (since it could reduce the pollution and amenity impacts associated with these facilities).
This is based on the assumption that the absolute tonnage of waste to be dealt with is actually reduced and leads to a decline in the need
for facilities. On the basis of this, Option 4 would perform the best with Option 3 and Option 2 the next best performers, respectively.

It should be noted that the uptake of waste prevention and reuse initiatives such as home composting and SMART shopping may be
concentrated in certain socio-economic groups and the wellbeing benefits that could be derived (relating to community spirit etc.) would
be similarly concentrated. There is a need to ensure that harder to reach groups are appropriately targeted.

It should be noted that the difference between the performances of the options hinges on whether or not they actually lead to an overall
reduction in municipal waste arisings. This ‘tipping point’ is the point at which an option is effective in reducing waste despite year-on-
year increases in waste arisings.

Increasingly positive performance in relation to objective

10



12.

To build a strong,
stable and sustainable
economy which
provides prosperity
and opportunities
(including learning and
skills) for all, and in
which environmental
and social costs fall on
those who impose
them, and efficient
resource use is
incentivised

Unclear links. Several of the initiatives to reduce MSW arisings clearly help to incentivise efficient resource use, for example reusable
nappies, SMART shopping, and unwanted mail. Generally speaking, the initiatives do not promote the polluter pays principle and are
unlikely to provide significant opportunities for learning and skills. However, generally speaking promoting these initiatives could
strengthen Kent's ‘green economy’ although this is difficult to quantify.

11



! Policy Studies Institute (2006). A Green Living Initiative available at: http://www.psi.org.uk/pdf/2006/GreenLivinglnitiative.pdf
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OPTIONS FOR RECYCLING AND COMPOSTING

Option A Raise participation and capture rates of current recycling collections to 80%

Option B Increase coverage of recycling and composting collections to 100% and increase
participation and capture to 80%.

Option C Expand glass collections to all households.

Option D Introduce compostable kitchen waste collections to all households.
Option E Expand garden waste collections to all relevant households.
Option F Expand the current cardboard collections to all households.
Option G Collect dense and film plastics from 100% of households.

Option H Collect tins and cans from 100% of households.

Option | Add kitchen and cardboard to current garden waste collections.
Option J Collect commingled plastics and tins and cans from 100% of households.
Option K Increase recycling at bring sites by 15%.

Option L Increase recycling at bring sites by 20%.

Option M Expand the range of bring sites to include dense and film plastics.

Option N Increase recycling at the Household Waste Recycling Centres (HWRCSs) to 60%.

Option O Increase recycling at the HWRCs to 75%.

Key to the appraisal matrices

Symbol Likely effect on the SA Objective

T Positive

-~

Uncertain or insufficient information on which to determine impact

Negative

oI

No significant effect / no clear link

Kent County Council, Scott Wilson and Levett-Therivel
May 2006 13
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Sustainability Appraisal objective | 1) To reduce the risk of flooding and the resulting
detriment to public well-being, the economy and
the environment

Option A

Raise participation and capture 0
rates of current recycling collections

to 80%

Option B

Increase coverage of recycling and

composting collections to 100% and 0
increase participation and capture

to 80%.

Option C

Expand glass collections to all 0
households.

Option D

Introduce compostable kitchen 0
waste collections to all households.

Option E

Expand garden waste collections to 0
all relevant households.

Option F

Expand the current cardboard 0
collections to all households.

Option G

Collect dense and film plastics from 0
100% of households.

Option H

Collect tins and cans from 100% of 0
households.

Option |

Add kitchen and cardboard to 0
current garden waste collections.

Kent County Council, Scott Wilson and Levett-Therivel
May 2006 14
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Sustainability Appraisal objective | 1) To reduce the risk of flooding and the resulting
detriment to public well-being, the economy and
the environment

Option J

Collect commingled plastics and 0
tins and cans from 100% of
households.

Option K

Increase recycling at bring sites by 0
15%.
Option L
Increase recycling at bring sites by 0
20%.
Option M
Expand the range of bring sites to 0
include dense and film plastics.
Option N

Increase recycling at the HWRCs to 0
60%.

Option O

Increase recycling at the HWRCs to 0
75%.

Kent County Council, Scott Wilson and Levett-Therivel
May 2006 15
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Sustainability Appraisal objective | 2) To reduce air pollution and ensure air quality
continues to improve; and to address the causes of
climate change through reducing emissions of
greenhouse gases and ensure that Kent is

prepared for its impacts

Baseline

During the scoping stage the following indicators were identified as a priority for action:
Number of days when air pollution is high — ozone and PM10.

Poor air quality was identified as a sustainability issue.

Targets
Annual reduction in number of days when air pollution is high — Kent Environment Strategy:

PM10 — 50 pg/m® not to be exceeded more than 35 days per year
Ozone - 100um/m?® not to be exceeded more than 10 times a year

Nitrogen dioxide concentration 200 pm?® not to be exceeded more than 18 times per year - National
Air Quality Strategy

Carbon dioxide emissions — By 2050 reduce greenhouse gas emissions from activities in the region
by 60% - South East Integrated Regional Framework

Option A +
Raise participation and capture Ranks 5" (lowest) in technical appraisal process measuring
rates of current recycling collections BT [¥itela
to 80% : : : :
0 Ranks 5 (lowest) in technical appraisal process measuring
GHG emissions
Option B ++

POEEEERVOEIEG RO RTINS EUI Ranks 1 (lowest) in technical appraisal process measuring
composting collections to 100% and EETe[[fie)s!
increase participation and capture

to 80% Ranks 1* (lowest) in technical appraisal process measuring

€] [EEINISS S
Option C 4

Expand glass collections to all Ranks 9" (lowest) in technical appraisal process measuring
households. air pollution

Ranks 12" (lowest) in technical appraisal process measuring
GHG emissions
Option D ¥

Introduce compostable kitchen Ranks 13" (lowest) in technical appraisal process
waste collections to all households. measuring air pollution

Ranks 10" (lowest) in technical appraisal process
measuring GHG emissions

Option E +
SOENGREIRES RSVl SRl Ranks 14" (lowest) in technical appraisal process
all relevant households. measuring air pollution

Ranks 11" (lowest) in technical appraisal process
measuring GHG emissions

Kent County Council, Scott Wilson and Levett-Therivel
May 2006
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Sustainability Appraisal objective

To reduce air pollution and ensure air quality
continues to improve; and to address the causes of
climate change through reducing emissions of
greenhouse gases and ensure that Kent is

Option F
Expand the current cardboard
collections to all households.

Option G

Collect dense and film plastics from
100% of households.

Option H
Collect tins and cans from 100% of
households.

Option |
Add kitchen and cardboard to
current garden waste collections.

Option J

Collect commingled plastics and
tins and cans from 100% of
households.

Option K
Increase recycling at bring sites by
15%.

Option L
Increase recycling at bring sites by
20%.

prepared for its impacts
+/-
Ranks 15" (lowest) in technical appraisal process
measuring air pollution
Ranks 15" (lowest) in technical appraisal process
measuring GHG emissions
+

Ranks 7™ (lowest) in technical appraisal process measuring
air pollution

Ranks 7™ (lowest) in technical appraisal process measuring
GHG emissions
+

Ranks 6™ (lowest) in technical appraisal process measuring
air pollution

Ranks 6™ (lowest) in technical appraisal process measuring
GHG emissions
+

Ranks 10" (lowest) in technical appraisal process
measuring air pollution

Ranks 9" (lowest) in technical appraisal process measuring
GHG emissions
+

Ranks 2™ (lowest) in technical appraisal process measuring
air pollution

Ranks 2™ (lowest) in technical appraisal process measuring
GHG emissions
+

Ranks 12" (lowest) in technical appraisal process
measuring air pollution

Ranks 14" (lowest) in technical appraisal process
measuring GHG emissions

+

Ranks 11" (lowest) in technical appraisal process
measuring air pollution

Ranks 13" (lowest) in technical appraisal process
measuring GHG emissions

Kent County Council, Scott Wilson and Levett-Therivel

May 2006
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Sustainability Appraisal objective

Option M
Expand the range of bring sites to
include dense and film plastics.

Option N

Increase recycling at the HWRCs to
60%.

Option O

Increase recycling at the HWRCs to
75%.

To reduce air pollution and ensure air quality
continues to improve; and to address the causes of
climate change through reducing emissions of
greenhouse gases and ensure that Kent is
prepared for its impacts

+

Ranks 3" (lowest) in technical appraisal process measuring
air pollution

Ranks 4" (lowest) in technical appraisal process measuring
GHG emissions

+

Ranks 8" (lowest) in technical appraisal process measuring
air pollution

Ranks 8" (lowest) in technical appraisal process measuring
GHG emissions

+

Ranks 4" (lowest) in technical appraisal process measuring
air pollution

Ranks 3" (lowest) in technical appraisal process measuring
air pollution

Kent County Council, Scott Wilson and Levett-Therivel

May 2006
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Sustainability Appraisal objective | 2) To reduce air pollution and ensure air quality
continues to improve; and to address the causes of
climate change through reducing emissions of
greenhouse gases and ensure that Kent is
prepared for its impacts

Kent County Council, Scott Wilson and Levett-Therivel
May 2006 19
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Sustainability Appraisal objective | 3) To maintain and improve the water quality of Kent's
rivers, coasts and groundwater and to achieve
sustainable water resource management

Option A

Raise participation and capture 0
rates of current recycling collections

to 80%

Option B

Increase coverage of recycling and

composting collections to 100% and 0
increase participation and capture

to 80%.

Option C

Expand glass collections to all 0
households.

Option D

Introduce compostable kitchen 0
waste collections to all households.

Option E

Expand garden waste collections to 0
all relevant households.

Option F

Expand the current cardboard 0
collections to all households.

Option G

Collect dense and film plastics from 0
100% of households.

Option H

Collect tins and cans from 100% of 0
households.

Option |

Add kitchen and cardboard to 0
current garden waste collections.

Option J

Collect commingled plastics and 0
tins and cans from 100% of

households.

Kent County Council, Scott Wilson and Levett-Therivel
May 2006 20
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Sustainability Appraisal objective | 3) To maintain and improve the water quality of Kent's

rivers, coasts and groundwater and to achieve
sustainable water resource management

Option K
Increase recycling at bring sites by 0
15%.
Option L
Increase recycling at bring sites by 0
20%.
Option M
Expand the range of bring sites to 0
include dense and film plastics.
Option N

Increase recycling at the HWRCs to 0
60%.

Option O

Increase recycling at the HWRCs to 0
75%.

Kent County Council, Scott Wilson and Levett-Therivel
May 2006 21
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Sustainability Appraisal objective | 4) To conserve and enhance Kent's biodiversity,
including coastal and marine biodiversity

Option A

Raise participation and capture 0
rates of current recycling collections
to 80%

Option B
Increase coverage of recycling and
composting collections to 100% and 0
increase participation and capture
to 80%.

Option C
Expand glass collections to all 0
households.
Option D

Introduce compostable kitchen 0
waste collections to all households.

Option E
Expand garden waste collections to 0
all relevant households.

Option F
Expand the current cardboard 0
collections to all households.
Option G

Collect dense and film plastics from 0
100% of households.

Kent County Council, Scott Wilson and Levett-Therivel
May 2006 22
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Sustainability Appraisal objective

Option H
Collect tins and cans from 100% of
households.

Option |
Add kitchen and cardboard to
current garden waste collections.

Option J
Collect commingled plastics and

tins and cans from 100% of
households.

Option K

Increase recycling at bring sites by
15%.

Option L

Increase recycling at bring sites by
20%.

Option M
Expand the range of bring sites to
include dense and film plastics.

Option N
Increase recycling at the HWRCs to
60%.

Option O

Increase recycling at the HWRCs to
75%.

.
Kent County Council, Scott Wilson and Levett-Therivel

May 2006
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Sustainability Appraisal objective | 5) To protect, enhance and make accessible for
enjoyment, Kent’s countryside and coast, and its
historic environment

Option A

Raise participation and capture 0
rates of current recycling collections

to 80%

Option B

Increase coverage of recycling and

composting collections to 100% and 0
increase participation and capture

to 80%.

Option C

Expand glass collections to all 0
households.

Option D

Introduce compostable kitchen 0
waste collections to all households.

Option E

Expand garden waste collections to 0
all relevant households.

Option F

Expand the current cardboard 0
collections to all households.

Option G

Collect dense and film plastics from 0
100% of households.

Option H

Collect tins and cans from 100% of 0
households.

Option |

Add kitchen and cardboard to 0
current garden waste collections.

Option J

Collect commingled plastics and 0
tins and cans from 100% of

households.

Kent County Council, Scott Wilson and Levett-Therivel
May 2006 24
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Sustainability Appraisal objective | 5) To protect, enhance and make accessible for
enjoyment, Kent’s countryside and coast, and its
historic environment

Option K

Increase recycling at bring sites by 0
15%.
Option L
Increase recycling at bring sites by 0
20%.
Option M
Expand the range of bring sites to 0
include dense and film plastics.

Option N

Increase recycling at the HWRCs to 0
60%.

Option O

Increase recycling at the HWRCs to 0
75%.

Kent County Council, Scott Wilson and Levett-Therivel
May 2006 25
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Sustainability Appraisal objective | 6)

Option A

Raise participation and capture
rates of current recycling collections
to 80%

To improve efficiency in land use through the re-
use of previously developed land and existing
buildings, including re-use of materials from
buildings

Option B
Increase coverage of recycling and
composting collections to 100% and

increase participation and capture
to 80%.

Option C
Expand glass collections to all
households.

Option D

Introduce compostable kitchen
waste collections to all households.

Option E
Expand garden waste collections to
all relevant households.

Option F
Expand the current cardboard
collections to all households.

Option G

Collect dense and film plastics from
100% of households.

Option H
Collect tins and cans from 100% of
households.

Option |
Add kitchen and cardboard to
current garden waste collections.

Kent County Council, Scott Wilson and Levett-Therivel

May 2006
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Sustainability Appraisal objective To improve efficiency in land use through the re-

use of previously developed land and existing
buildings, including re-use of materials from
buildings

Option J
Collect commingled plastics and 0
tins and cans from 100% of
households.

Option K

Increase recycling at bring sites by 0
15%.
Option L
Increase recycling at bring sites by 0
20%.
Option M
Expand the range of bring sites to 0
include dense and film plastics.
Option N

Increase recycling at the HWRCs to 0
60%.

Option O

Increase recycling at the HWRCs to 0
75%.
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Sustainability Appraisal objective | 7) To reduce road traffic and its impacts, promote
more sustainable modes of transport and reduce

the need to travel by car / lorry

Baseline

During the scoping stage the following indicators were identified as a priority for action:
Travel to work

Road traffic

Average daily motor vehicle flows

The following indicators were identified as performing reasonably but still needing action:
Heavy goods vehicles

High and growing traffic levels were identified as a sustainability issue.

Targets
Car use no greater than the 1991 census

To reduce regional road traffic in the short to medium term, in line with the Government's national
10 Year Plan (that is, improving the ratio of traffic growth to GDP by 0.8:1 to 0.6:1 by 2010) - South
East Integrated Regional Framework

To reduce 'private vehicle kilometres travelled' - South East Integrated Regional Framework

Number of people killed or seriously injured on roads in the authority - 604 by 2010 (DFT) PSA
Target 40% of 1994 / 98 average

Option A =

Raise participation and capture Ranks 7" (lowest) in technical appraisal measuring road
rates of current recycling collections transportation impacts

to 80%

Option B =

Increase coverage of recycling and BRERLS 15" (lowest) in technical appraisal measuring road
composting collections to 100% and Riglgl efelat=vile]gNlpg]oETeiES

increase participation and capture
to 80%.

Option C -

Expand glass collections to all Ranks 5" (lowest) in technical appraisal measuring road
households. transportation impacts

Option D -

Introduce compostable kitchen Ranks 12" (lowest) in technical appraisal measuring road
waste collections to all households. RIEQE Jelgeiile]gNIny| o6

Option E .

Expand garden waste collections to BREWE 13" (lowest) in technical appraisal measuring road
all relevant households. transportation impacts

Option F =

Expand the current cardboard Ranks 2nd (lowest) in technical appraisal measuring road
collections to all households. transportation impacts

Option G -

Collect dense and film plastics from RRERIEHIN(OESINIgRES g1 R o] o] = IR LUl [s Mo F=To
100% of households. transportation impacts

Option H -

Collect tins and cans from 100% of WEERLCES (lowest) in technical appraisal measuring road
households. transportation impacts

Kent County Council, Scott Wilson and Levett-Therivel
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Sustainability Appraisal objective

Option |

Add kitchen and cardboard to
current garden waste collections.
Option J

Collect commingled plastics and
tins and cans from 100% of
households.

Option K

Increase recycling at bring sites by
15%.

Option L

Increase recycling at bring sites by
20%.

Option M

Expand the range of bring sites to
include dense and film plastics.
Option N

Increase recycling at the HWRCs to
60%.

Option O

Increase recycling at the HWRCs to
75%.

7) Toreduce road traffic and its impacts, promote
more sustainable modes of transport and reduce
the need to travel by car / lorry

Ranks 8" (lowest) in technical appraisal measuring road
transportation impacts

Ranks 11" (lowest) in technical appraisal measuring road
transportation impacts

Ranks 1st (lowest) in technical appraisal measuring road
transportation impacts

Ranks 3rd (lowest) in technical appraisal measuring road
transportation impacts

Ranks 14" (lowest) in technical appraisal measuring road
transportation impacts

Ranks 6" (lowest) in technical appraisal measuring road
transportation impacts

Ranks 9" (lowest) in technical appraisal measuring road
transportation impacts

Kent County Council, Scott Wilson and Levett-Therivel

May 2006
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Sustainability Appraisal objective | 7) To reduce road traffic and its impacts, promote
more sustainable modes of transport and reduce
the need to travel by car / lorry

Kent County Council, Scott Wilson and Levett-Therivel
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Sustainability Appraisal objective | 8) To reduce waste generation and disposal, and
achieve the sustainable management of waste

Baseline

During the scoping stage the following indicators were identified as a priority for action:
Household waste arisings

Growth in waste and lack of landfill capacity was identified as a sustainability issue.

Targets
To reduce the growth in volume of waste to zero by 2012 - Kent Environment Strategy Target

To recover value from 45 per cent of municipal waste and to recycle 30 per cent of household
waste by 2010 - 2000 Waste Strategy

To reduce landfill for industrial and commercial waste to 85 per cent of the 1998 level by 2005.
To increase recovery of all waste in the region by 71% by 2010 - South East Integrated Regional
Framework

To increase recycling and composting of waste in the region by 50% by 2010 - South East
Integrated Regional Framework

Option A A

Raise participation and capture 1.00% BVPI Recycling increase over baseline, ranks 12"
rates of current recycling collections H(alle]aES ) NlaREISalaller=1RETe] o] g=UST=1Ne) fofol gl oF=Nil o] [IAYA/11a W14 [E)
to 80% waste hierarchy

Option B +
M CE YN R U Bl 9.95% BVPI Recycling increase over baseline, ranks 1°

ool oJelSitlaloRele]| [T il s R (eI N0[0L%-a[s M (highest) in technical appraisal of compatibility with the

increase participation and capture waste hierarchy.

to 80%.

Option C +

Expand glass collections to all 1.29% BVPI Recycling increase over baseline, ranks 11"

households. (highest) in technical appraisal of compatibility with the
waste hierarchy

Option D +

Introduce compostable kitchen 5.42% BVPI Recycling increase over baseline, ranks 4"

waste collections to all households. RGIllaESIRIRE alallor=1RETo]of =151 o) elo)pal o= il o] | {8 YA /11 g Wi g =]
waste hierarchy

Option E A

UL E CURIE SR SRl 5.51% BVPI Recycling increase over baseline, ranks 3™

all relevant households. (highest) in technical appraisal of compatibility with the
waste hierarchy

Option F +

Expand the current cardboard 0.14% BVPI Recycling increase over baseline, ranks 15"

collections to all households. (highest) in technical appraisal of compatibility with the
waste hierarchy

Option G +

Collect dense and film plastics from REEYAZNAVISIBEET0 ol [[alo Mg o (= CEROV @ RN E S g™

100% of households. (highest) in technical appraisal of compatibility with the
waste hierarchy

Kent County Council, Scott Wilson and Levett-Therivel
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Option H +

Collect tins and cans from 100% of EEOELZN=AVAS R EET0 ol [Talo Mg o (= EROVEI Mo LR I EMN 16 0™

households. (highest) in technical appraisal of compatibility with the
waste hierarchy

Option | 4

Add kitchen and cardboard to 3.11% BVPI Recycling increase over baseline, ranks 5"

current garden waste collections. (highest) in technical appraisal of compatibility with the
waste hierarchy

Option J 4

Collect commingled plastics and 1.51% BVPI Recycling increase over baseline, ranks 7™

tins and cans from 100% of (highest) in technical appraisal of compatibility with the

households. waste hierarchy

Option K ¥

Increase recycling at bring sites by  ROESKEZN AV N EIR Yo ([ ls Ml (e (CE RN/l o - S (e S E TS 14"

15%. (highest) in technical appraisal of compatibility with the
waste hierarchy

Option L 4

NS e E A Iy YAl 0.71% BVPI Recycling increase over baseline, ranks 13"

20%. (highest) in technical appraisal of compatibility with the
waste hierarchy

Option M 4

Expand the range of bring sites to 1.10% BVPI Recycling increase over baseline, ranks o

include dense and film plastics. (highest) in technical appraisal of compatibility with the
waste hierarchy

Option N 4

LR GO I R U Va3l 3.63% BVPI Recycling increase over baseline, ranks 6"

60%. (highest) in technical appraisal of compatibility with the
waste hierarchy

Option O +
Increase recycling at the HWRCs to BN AARNREI0 Yol [[a[o fla[el CEE=NaY/I M o LI T SR E T |6 2

75%. (highest) in technical appraisal of compatibility with the
waste hierarchy

Kent County Council, Scott Wilson and Levett-Therivel
May 2006
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Sustainability Appraisal objective | 9)

Baseline

Low levels of renewable energy provision identified as a sustainability issue at the scoping stage

Targets

Renewable energy provision estimated at 0.65% in Kent (compared to 1% for the South East) —
Kent targets of 111 MW by 2010 and 154 MW by 2015 derived from regional targets in the South

East RPG.

Option A

Raise participation and capture
rates of current recycling collections
to 80%

Option B

Increase coverage of recycling and
composting collections to 100% and
increase participation and capture
to 80%.

Option C

Expand glass collections to all
households.

Option D
Introduce compostable kitchen
waste collections to all households.

Option E
Expand garden waste collections to
all relevant households.

Option F
Expand the current cardboard
collections to all households.

Option G
Collect dense and film plastics from
100% of households.

Option H
Collect tins and cans from 100% of
households.

Option |
Add kitchen and cardboard to
current garden waste collections.

Option J
Collect commingled plastics and

tins and cans from 100% of
households.

=+

Ranks 5th (lowest) in technical appraisal of energy
consumption

+

Ranks 1st (lowest) in technical appraisal of energy
consumption

+

Ranks 9th (lowest) in technical appraisal of energy
consumption

+

Ranks 14" (lowest) in technical appraisal of energy
consumption

+

Ranks 15" (lowest) in technical appraisal of energy
consumption

+

Ranks 13th (lowest) in technical appraisal of energy
consumption

+

Ranks 4™ (lowest) in technical appraisal of energy
consumption

+

Ranks 7th (lowest) in technical appraisal of energy
consumption

+

Ranks 10" (lowest) in technical appraisal of energy
consumption

+

Ranks 3rd (lowest) in technical appraisal of energy
consumption

Kent County Council, Scott Wilson and Levett-Therivel

May 2006
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Sustainability Appraisal objective | 9) To increase energy efficiency and the proportion of

energy generated from renewable sources in Kent

Option K +

NICCERCREG RN QMR O Ranks 12th (lowest) in technical appraisal of energy
15%. consumption

Option L +

LRGN QRN O Ranks 11th (lowest) in technical appraisal of energy
20%. consumption

Option M +

Expand the range of bring sites to Ranks 2nd (lowest) in technical appraisal of energy
include dense and film plastics. consumption

Option N +

LN EGREIRER WIS Ranks 8th (lowest) in technical appraisal of energy
60%. consumption

Option O +

Increase recycling at the HWRCs to &R GRS NV R R o= R o o 1| Ro =N L= 102

75%. consumption

Summary (e.g. most sustainable option, key issues arising, potential mitigation measures,
sources of uncertainty, assumptions in making the assessment, important impact
dimensions etc.)

The appraisal findings are based on technical appraisal work undertaken by ERM.

The assessment concentrates on the energy consumed in waste treatment; energy generated (e.qg.

through the capture and utilisation of landfill gas); and the displacement of energy used in the
production of virgin materials.

None of the options will directly deliver an increase in renewable energy generation.

The relative scores for the options are the similar to those for objective 10 regarding consumption
of resources, with option B resulting in the most energy reduction followed by Options M and J.
Option E results in the least energy reduction followed by Options D and F.

Efficiencies achieved through the displacement of energy used in the production of virgin materials
are likely to have benefits in areas outside of Kent and often outside of the UK. Benefits for Kent
are likely to be felt in the longer term — reducing the risk of climate change and the benefit of
reduced vulnerability to rises in energy prices.

Benefits of energy savings in terms of waste treatment and energy capture are likely to be more
local and immediate in nature, e.g. reduced air pollution.

Kent County Council, Scott Wilson and Levett-Therivel
May 2006
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Sustainability Appraisal objective | 10) To reduce the global, social and environmental
impact of consumption of resources by using
sustainably produced and local products and
services

Baseline

Data gaps exist regarding locally produced goods. As part of the monitoring framework for the
LTP, the ecological footprint (EF) indicator has been used. The EF for Kent is 3.5. Reduction of
this unsustainable ecological footprint is therefore a priority for action.

During the scoping stage the following indicators were identified as performing reasonably but still
needing action:

Per capita consumption (PCC) of water
Water use exceeding water availability was identified as a sustainability issue.

Targets
To stabilise per capita consumption (PCC) of water

Option A +

Raise participation and capture Ranks 5th (lowest) in technical appraisal process measuring
rates of current recycling collections Wg=t{eIigel=Ns (o] [l o]y}

to 80%

Option B +

ISR RO R E-UI Ranks 1st (lowest) in technical appraisal process measuring
composting collections to 100% and Wi {el=Re[= o] (=l lo]g]

increase participation and capture
to 80%.

Option C +

Expand glass collections to all Ranks 9th (lowest) in technical appraisal process measuring
households. resource depletion

Option D +

Introduce compostable kitchen Ranks 13" (lowest) in technical appraisal process

waste collections to all households. EREEETIIeR=ElolV (er=Re[l0] (SYilo])

Option E +

SUENTNEVIRMES EXEIWI SR Ranks 14™ (lowest) in technical appraisal process

all relevant households. measuring resource depletion

Option F +

Expand the current cardboard Ranks 15th (lowest) in technical appraisal process
collections to all households. measuring resource depletion

Option G +

O| IV LR RTINS TSR Gl Ranks 4™ (lowest) in technical appraisal process measuring
100% of households. resource depletion

Option H +

ofel|[CTua il CR:-UloNe=TER{{I WICILY Il Ranks 7th (lowest) in technical appraisal process measuring
households. resource depletion

Option | +

Add kitchen and cardboard to Ranks 10™ (lowest) in technical appraisal process

current garden waste collections. measuring resource depletion

Kent County Council, Scott Wilson and Levett-Therivel
May 2006
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Sustainability Appraisal objective | 10) To reduce the global, social and environmental
impact of consumption of resources by using
sustainably produced and local products and
services

Option J A

Collect commingled plastics and Ranks 3rd (lowest) in technical appraisal process measuring
tins and cans from 100% of resource depletion

households.

Option K +

Increase recycling at bring sites by Ranks 12th (lowest) in technical appraisal process

15%. measuring resource depletion

Option L A

VEERENCTae [T INESIERN o Ranks 11th (lowest) in technical appraisal process

20%. measuring resource depletion

Option M +

Expand the range of bring sites to Ranks 2nd (lowest) in technical appraisal process

include dense and film plastics. measuring resource depletion

Option N +

LR EIRRER WINOSR (O Ranks 8th (lowest) in technical appraisal process measuring
60%. resource depletion

Option O +

LR REIRR R WINOSR (O Ranks 6th (lowest) in technical appraisal process measuring
75%. resource depletion

Summary (e.g. most sustainable option, key issues arising, potential mitigation measures,
sources of uncertainty, assumptions in making the assessment, important impact
dimensions etc.)

The appraisal findings are based on technical appraisal work undertaken by ERM.

The appraisal process measures resource depletion using crude oil, coal and gas as proxies for
non-renewable resources. No measure is made of the use of sustainably produced or local
products and services.

Kent is estimated to have an ecological footprint of 3.5. This implies that supporting the lifestyle of
the average individual in Kent is requiring an inequitable supply of resources such as oil, coal and
gas. As these resources cannot be sourced in Kent alone, the environmental and social impact of
such resource extraction is generally felt outside Kent's borders. Such unsustainable use of
resources will ultimately have social, economic and environmental consequences for Kent.

All the options score positively in terms of reducing resource depletion.
Option B which results in the most recovery of materials, will achieve the most reduction in
resource depletion.

Options that target the recovery of plastics for recycling - Options G, J and M - also rank highly as
they reduce resource consumption in the production of virgin plastics. Options D, E, and F score
lower as the materials they recover have lower resource depletion impacts.

Options N and O will result in a significant increase in recycling / composting but perform only
moderately well because the materials recovered are used primarily as construction aggregates
which have low associated resource depletion benefits.

Local community based recycling and composting schemes could deliver the locally produced
goods and services element of this objective at the same time as promoting behavioural change.

Kent County Council, Scott Wilson and Levett-Therivel
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Sustainability Appraisal objective | 11) To improve the health and well-being of the
population and reduce inequalities in health

Baseline

During the scoping stage the following indicators were identified as performing reasonably but still
needing action:

Average life expectancy
Percentage of people describing their health as good

Long-term iliness, health problem or disability which limits people's daily activities or the work they
could do

The proportion of Kent residents who had a long-term illness, health problem or disability in 2001
which limited their daily activities was 17%, compared with 15.5% in the South East and 18%
nationally. However this had risen sharply, from 11% in 1991 — this has been identified as a
sustainability issue

Over the long term, to reduce death rates from circulatory disease, cancer, accidents and suicides
appreciably - South East Integrated Regional Framework

Targets

Public service target: DH: Reduce substantially the mortality rates from major killers by 2010: from
heart disease by at least 40 per cent in people under 75; from cancer by at least 20 per cent in
people under 75.

Option A i

Raise participation and capture Ranks 4th (lowest) in technical appraisal of health Impacts.
rates of current recycling collections
to 80%

Option B +

LR VOVEIET SN E YUl Ranks 1st (lowest) in technical appraisal of health Impacts.
composting collections to 100% and
increase participation and capture
to 80%.

Option C +
Expand glass collections to all Ranks 14th (lowest) in technical appraisal of health Impacts.
households.

Option D A

Introduce compostable kitchen Ranks 9" (lowest) in technical appraisal of health Impacts.
waste collections to all households.

Option E A

SUENTNEVIRES NIV SR Ranks 11°" (lowest) in technical appraisal of health Impacts.
all relevant households.

Option F 4

Expand the current cardboard Ranks 15th (lowest) in technical appraisal of health Impacts.
collections to all households.

Option G A

S| EIG Fe LU R T NIER TR Il Ranks 8" (lowest) in technical appraisal of health Impacts.
100% of households.

Option H +

ofel|Cluail CR:UloNeER{{el NIVOELYe Il Ranks 3rd (lowest) in technical appraisal of health Impacts.
households.
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Sustainability Appraisal objective | 11) To improve the health and well-being of the

population and reduce inequalities in health

Option |

Add kitchen and cardboard to
current garden waste collections.
Option J

Collect commingled plastics and
tins and cans from 100% of
households.

Option K

Increase recycling at bring sites by
15%.

Option L

Increase recycling at bring sites by
20%.

Option M

Expand the range of bring sites to
include dense and film plastics.
Option N

Increase recycling at the HWRCs to
60%.

Option O

Increase recycling at the HWRCs to
75%.

+

Ranks 7™ (lowest) in technical appraisal of health Impacts.
+

Ranks 2nd (lowest) in technical appraisal of health Impacts.
+

Ranks 12th (lowest) in technical appraisal of health Impacts.

+

Ranks 10th (lowest) in technical appraisal of health Impacts.

+

Ranks 13th (lowest) in technical appraisal of health Impacts.

+

Ranks 6th (lowest) in technical appraisal of health Impacts.

+

Ranks 5th (lowest) in technical appraisal of health Impacts.

Summary (e.g. most sustainable option, key issues arising, potential mitigation measures,
sources of uncertainty, assumptions in making the assessment, important impact

dimensions etc.)

The appraisal findings are based on technical appraisal work undertaken by ERM.

The appraisal is based on human toxicity related to the inputs (full life cycle) and outputs of the
waste treatment activities. Option B, which would result in the greatest recovery of materials for
recycling, delivers the most benefit, followed by Options J and H.

Option F — expanding current cardboard collections - delivers the least benefit.

Differentiation between the options is largely down to the nature of materials for recycling and
composting, with those options recovering a greater quantity of non-ferrous metals scoring the
highest. Options C and M which concentrate on the recovery of glass and plastics do not score as

favourably.

The results again demonstrate that the major benefit of recycling / composting is that it reduces the
need for primary resource extraction and production. In this case as the production of virgin
aluminium generates toxic pollution, options that recycle non-ferrous metal score highly.

The health benefits of these options are likely to be felt outside Kent and are mainly associated
with resource extraction and processing.

Kent County Council, Scott Wilson and Levett-Therivel
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Sustainability Appraisal objective | 12) To build a strong, stable and sustainable economy
which provides prosperity and opportunities
(including learning and skills) for all, and in which
environmental and social costs fall on those who
impose them, and efficient resource use is
incentivised

Baseline

During the scoping stage the following indicators were identified as a priority for action (i.e.
performing poorly relative to various comparators):

Change in total employment over time

Average gross weekly earnings

VAT registered business per 1000 population

Changes in total VAT registered business stock

Proportion of businesses in knowledge-driven sectors

Proportion of professional occupations among employed workforce
GVA per capita

During the scoping stage the following indicators were identified as performing reasonably but still
needing action:

Unemployment rate

Proportion of people of working age in employment

The following were identified as sustainability issues:

Areas of deprivation and social exclusion; pockets of unemployment
Shortage of skills in key growth areas

Some town centres in decline, particularly coastal towns

Targets
Improve average wage levels in Kent compared to the national average so that the variance is 5%
or less, on one or more years over the life of the LAA. [LAA Outcome 8]

To narrow the gap in GVA per capita between the best and worst performing parts of the region -
South East Integrated Regional Framework

Option A +

Raise participation and capture Ranks 11th (highest) in technical appraisal of employment
rates of current recycling collections ReJe]olela g [Iil=ERe [\ l= 1= !

to 80%

Option B +

QEERENOEECEIECENY U Ranks 1° (highest) in technical appraisal of employment
composting collections to 100% and eJeJele]g S aTIi[=Re [al= 0|

increase participation and capture
to 80%.

Option C +
Expand glass collections to all Ranks 8th (highest) in technical appraisal of employment
households. opportunities generated

Option D A

Introduce compostable kitchen Ranks 10th (highest) in technical appraisal of employment
waste collections to all households.  ReJoJelelg IR [l 1= !

Kent County Council, Scott Wilson and Levett-Therivel
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Sustainability Appraisal objective

Option E
Expand garden waste collections to
all relevant households.

Option F
Expand the current cardboard
collections to all households.

Option G
Collect dense and film plastics from
100% of households.

Option H
Collect tins and cans from 100% of
households.

Option |
Add kitchen and cardboard to
current garden waste collections.

Option J

Collect commingled plastics and
tins and cans from 100% of
households.

Option K

Increase recycling at bring sites by
15%.

Option L

Increase recycling at bring sites by
20%.

Option M

Expand the range of bring sites to
include dense and film plastics.
Option N

Increase recycling at the HWRCs to
60%.

Option O

Increase recycling at the HWRCs to
75%.

12) To build a strong, stable and sustainable economy
which provides prosperity and opportunities
(including learning and skills) for all, and in which
environmental and social costs fall on those who
impose them, and efficient resource use is
incentivised

+

Ranks 14th (highest) in technical appraisal of employment
opportunities generated

+

Ranks 7th (highest) in technical appraisal of employment
opportunities generated

+

Ranks 6th (highest) in technical appraisal of employment
opportunities generated

+

Ranks 9th (highest) in technical appraisal of employment
opportunities generated

+

Ranks 15th (highest) in technical appraisal of employment
opportunities generated

+

Ranks 4th (highest) in technical appraisal of employment
opportunities generated

+

Ranks 13th (highest) in technical appraisal of employment
opportunities generated

+

Ranks 12th (highest) in technical appraisal of employment
opportunities generated

+

Ranks 5th (highest) in technical appraisal of employment
opportunities generated

+

Ranks 3" (highest) in technical appraisal of employment
opportunities generated

+

Ranks 2nd (highest) in technical appraisal of employment
opportunities generated

Kent County Council, Scott Wilson and Levett-Therivel

May 2006
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Sustainability Appraisal objective | 12) To build a strong, stable and sustainable economy
which provides prosperity and opportunities
(including learning and skills) for all, and in which
environmental and social costs fall on those who
impose them, and efficient resource use is
incentivised

Kent County Council, Scott Wilson and Levett-Therivel
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4 OPTIONS FOR ENERGY RECOVERY AND DISPOSAL

Option 1 ‘ New Energy from Waste (EfW) facility in East Kent

Option 2 ‘ Expand current contracted capacity at Allington EfW

Mechanical Biological Treatment (MBT) plant in East Kent providing Refuse Derived
Fuel (RDF) to Allington EfW

Option 4 ‘ MBT plant in East Kent stabilising material to be sent to landfill

Option 3

Option 5 ‘Autoclave in East Kent with fluff to Allington EfW

Option 6 ‘Gasification plant in East Kent

Option 7 ‘Anaerobic Digestion facility in East Kent

Option 8 ‘ In-vessel composting facilities across Kent for Garden and Kitchen Waste

Key to the appraisal matrices

7 Likely effect on the SA Objective

Symbol

+ Positive

? Uncertain or insufficient information on which to determine impact
H Negative
| 0 | No significant effect / no clear link

Kent County Council, Scott Wilson and Levett-Therivel
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Sustainability Appraisal objective

Option 1

New Energy from Waste (EfW)
facility in East Kent.

1) To reduce the risk of flooding and the resulting
detriment to public well-being, the economy and
the environment

?

Ranks 3" (Lowest) in technical appraisal process
measuring landtake

Option 2

Expand current contracted capacity
at Allington EfW

?

Ranks 5 (Lowest) in technical appraisal process measuring
landtake

Option 3

Mechanical Biological Treatment
(MBT) plant in East Kent providing
Refuse Derived Fuel (RDF) to
Allington EfW

?

Ranks 6™ (Lowest) in technical appraisal process measuring
landtake

Option 4

MBT plant in East Kent stabilising
material to be sent to landfill.

?

Ranks 8" (Lowest) in technical appraisal process measuring
landtake

Option 5
Autoclave in East Kent with fluff to
Allington EfW.

?

Ranks 2™ (Lowest) in technical appraisal process
measuring landtake

Option 6
Gasification plant in East Kent.

?

Ranks 4™ (Lowest) in technical appraisal process measuring
landtake

Option 7

Anaerobic Digestion facility in East
Kent.

?

Ranks 7" (Lowest) in technical appraisal process measuring
landtake

Option 8

In-vessel composting facilities
across Kent for Garden and Kitchen
Waste.

?

Ranks 1* (Lowest) in technical appraisal process measuring
landtake

.
Kent County Council, Scott Wilson and Levett-Therivel

May 2006
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Sustainability Appraisal objective | 1) To reduce the risk of flooding and the resulting
detriment to public well-being, the economy and
the environment

Kent County Council, Scott Wilson and Levett-Therivel
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Sustainability Appraisal objective | 2)

To reduce air pollution and ensure air quality

continues to improve; and to address the causes of

climate change through reducing emissions of
greenhouse gases and ensure that Kent is

Baseline

prepared for its impacts

During the scoping stage the following indicators were identified as a priority for action:
Number of days when air pollution is high — ozone and PM10.
Poor air quality was identified as a sustainability issue.

Targets

Annual reduction in number of days when air pollution is high — Kent Environment Strategy:
PM10 — 50 pg/m® not to be exceeded more than 35 days per year
Ozone - 100um/m?® not to be exceeded more than 10 times a year

Nitrogen dioxide concentration 200 pm?® not to be exceeded more than 18 times per year - National

Air Quality Strategy

Carbon dioxide emissions — By 2050 reduce greenhouse gas emissions from activities in the region

by 60% - South East Integrated Regional Framework

Option 1

New Energy from Waste (EfW)
facility in East Kent.

Option 2

Expand current contracted capacity
at Allington EfW

Option 3

Mechanical Biological Treatment
(MBT) plant in East Kent providing
Refuse Derived Fuel (RDF) to
Allington EfW

Option 4
MBT plant in East Kent stabilising
material to be sent to landfill.

Option 5
Autoclave in East Kent with fluff to
Allington EfWw.

+

Ranks 5" (lowest) in technical appraisal process measuring
air pollution

Ranks 5 (lowest) in technical appraisal process measuring
GHG emissions
+

Ranks 6™ (lowest) in technical appraisal process measuring
air pollution

Ranks 7" (lowest) in technical appraisal process measuring
GHG emissions
+

Ranks 4™ (lowest) in technical appraisal process measuring
air pollution

Ranks 6™ (lowest) in technical appraisal process measuring
GHG emissions

+

Ranks 7™ (lowest) in technical appraisal process measuring

air pollution

Ranks 4™ (lowest) in technical appraisal process measuring

GHG emissions

+

Ranks 2" (lowest) in technical appraisal process measuring
air pollution

Ranks 2" (lowest) in technical appraisal process measuring
GHG emissions

Kent County Council, Scott Wilson and Levett-Therivel
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Sustainability Appraisal objective

Option 6
Gasification plant in East Kent.

Option 7
Anaerobic Digestion facility in East
Kent.

Option 8

In-vessel composting facilities
across Kent for Garden and Kitchen
Waste.

To reduce air pollution and ensure air quality
continues to improve; and to address the causes of
climate change through reducing emissions of
greenhouse gases and ensure that Kent is
prepared for its impacts

+

Ranks 3" (lowest) in technical appraisal process measuring
air pollution

Ranks 3" (lowest) in technical appraisal process measuring
GHG emissions
+

Ranks 1*' (lowest) in technical appraisal process measuring
air pollution

Ranks 1% (lowest) in technical appraisal process measuring
GHG emissions
+

Ranks 8" (lowest) in technical appraisal process measuring
air pollution

Ranks 8" (lowest) in technical appraisal process measuring
GHG emissions

Kent County Council, Scott Wilson and Levett-Therivel
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Sustainability Appraisal objective | 2) To reduce air pollution and ensure air quality
continues to improve; and to address the causes of
climate change through reducing emissions of
greenhouse gases and ensure that Kent is
prepared for its impacts

Kent County Council, Scott Wilson and Levett-Therivel
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Sustainability Appraisal objective | 3)

Option 1

New Energy from Waste (EfW)
facility in East Kent.

To maintain and improve the water quality of Kent's
rivers, coasts and groundwater and to achieve

sustainable water resource management

?

Ranks 5™ (lowest) in technical appraisal process measuring
risk of water pollution

Option 2

Expand current contracted capacity
at Allington EfW

?

Ranks 1* (lowest) in technical appraisal process measuring
water risk of water pollution

Option 3

Mechanical Biological Treatment
(MBT) plant in East Kent providing
Refuse Derived Fuel (RDF) to
Allington EfW

?

Ranks 4™ (lowest) in technical appraisal process measuring
water pollution

Option 4
MBT plant in East Kent stabilising
material to be sent to landfill.

?

Ranks 7™ (lowest) in technical appraisal process measuring
water pollution

Option 5

Autoclave in East Kent with fluff to
Allington Efw.

?

Ranks 2" (lowest) in technical appraisal process measuring
water pollution

Option 6
Gasification plant in East Kent.

?

Ranks 2" (lowest) in technical appraisal process measuring
water pollution

Option 7

Anaerobic Digestion facility in East
Kent.

?

Ranks 6" (lowest) in technical appraisal process measuring
water pollution

Option 8
In-vessel composting facilities

across Kent for Garden and Kitchen
Waste.

Ranks 8" (lowest) in technical appraisal process measuring
water Pollution

Kent County Council, Scott Wilson and Levett-Therivel

May 2006
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Sustainability Appraisal objective | 3) To maintain and improve the water quality of Kent's
rivers, coasts and groundwater and to achieve
sustainable water resource management

Kent County Council, Scott Wilson and Levett-Therivel
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Sustainability Appraisal objective | 4)

Option 1

New Energy from Waste (EfW)
facility in East Kent.

To conserve and enhance Kent’s biodiversity,
including coastal and marine biodiversity

?-/+
Ranks 3" (lowest) in technical appraisal process measuring
landtake

Option 2

Expand current contracted capacity
at Allington EfW

2-1+

Ranks 6™ (lowest) in technical appraisal process measuring
landtake

Option 3

Mechanical Biological Treatment
(MBT) plant in East Kent providing
Refuse Derived Fuel (RDF) to
Allington EfW

2.1+

Ranks 5" (lowest) in technical appraisal process measuring
landtake

Option 4
MBT plant in East Kent stabilising
material to be sent to landfill.

2-/+

Ranks 8" (lowest) in technical appraisal process measuring
landtake

Option 5
Autoclave in East Kent with fluff to
Allington Efw.

?-/+

Ranks 2" (lowest) in technical appraisal process measuring
landtake

Option 6
Gasification plant in East Kent.

2-1+

Ranks 4™ (lowest) in technical appraisal process measuring
landtake

Option 7
Anaerobic Digestion facility in East
Kent.

2.1+

Ranks 7" (lowest) in technical appraisal process measuring
landtake

Kent County Council, Scott Wilson and Levett-Therivel

May 2006
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Sustainability Appraisal objective | 4) To conserve and enhance Kent's biodiversity,
including coastal and marine biodiversity

Option 8 2./ +

In-vessel composting facilities Ranks 1* (lowest) in technical appraisal process measuring
across Kent for Garden and Kitchen | landtake
Waste.

Kent County Council, Scott Wilson and Levett-Therivel
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Sustainability Appraisal objective | 5) To protect, enhance and make accessible for
enjoyment, Kent’s countryside and coast, and its
historic environment

Option 1 ?-/+

New Energy from Waste (EfW) Ranks 3" (lowest) in technical appraisal process measuring
facility in East Kent. landtake

Option 2 ?-/+

Expand current contracted capacity = Ranks 6" (lowest) in technical appraisal process measuring
at Allington EfW landtake

Option 3 ?-/+

Mechanical Biological Treatment Ranks 5" (lowest) in technical appraisal process measuring
(MBT) plant in East Kent providing landtake

Refuse Derived Fuel (RDF) to
Allington EfW

Option 4 ?-/+

MBT plant in East Kent stabilising Ranks 8" (lowest) in technical appraisal process measuring
material to be sent to landfill. landtake

Option 5 ?-/+

Autoclave in East Kent with fluff to Ranks 2" (lowest) in technical appraisal process measuring
Allington Efw. landtake

Option 6 ?-/+

Gasification plant in East Kent. Ranks 4™ (lowest) in technical appraisal process measuring
landtake

Option 7 ?-/+

Anaerobic Digestion facility in East = Ranks 7" (lowest) in technical appraisal process measuring
Kent. landtake

Option 8 ?-/+

In-vessel composting facilities Ranks 1* (lowest) in technical appraisal process measuring
across Kent for Garden and Kitchen | landtake

Waste.

Kent County Council, Scott Wilson and Levett-Therivel
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Sustainability Appraisal objective | 6)

Option 1
New Energy from Waste (EfW)
facility in East Kent.

To improve efficiency in land use through the re-
use of previously developed land and existing
buildings, including re-use of materials from
buildings

?-/+
Ranks 3" (lowest) in technical appraisal process measuring
landtake

Option 2

Expand current contracted capacity
at Allington EfW

?-/+

Ranks 6™ (lowest) in technical appraisal process measuring
landtake

Option 3

Mechanical Biological Treatment
(MBT) plant in East Kent providing
Refuse Derived Fuel (RDF) to
Allington EfW

?-/+

Ranks 5 (lowest) in technical appraisal process measuring
landtake

Option 4

MBT plant in East Kent stabilising
material to be sent to landfill.

94

Ranks 8" (lowest) in technical appraisal process measuring
landtake

Option 5
Autoclave in East Kent with fluff to
Allington EfW.

2.1+

Ranks 2" (lowest) in technical appraisal process measuring
landtake

Option 6
Gasification plant in East Kent.

2-/+

Ranks 4™ (lowest) in technical appraisal process measuring
landtake

Option 7

Anaerobic Digestion facility in East
Kent.

94

Ranks 7™ (lowest) in technical appraisal process measuring
landtake

Option 8

In-vessel composting facilities
across Kent for Garden and Kitchen
Waste.

2.1+

Ranks 1* (lowest) in technical appraisal process measuring
landtake

.
Kent County Council, Scott Wilson and Levett-Therivel
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Sustainability Appraisal objective | 6) To improve efficiency in land use through the re-
use of previously developed land and existing
buildings, including re-use of materials from
buildings

Kent County Council, Scott Wilson and Levett-Therivel
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Sustainability Appraisal objective | 7) To reduce road traffic and its impacts, promote
more sustainable modes of transport and reduce
the need to travel by car / lorry

Baseline

During the scoping stage the following indicators were identified as a priority for action:
Travel to work

Road traffic

Average daily motor vehicle flows

The following indicators were identified as performing reasonably but still needing action:
Heavy goods vehicles

High and growing traffic levels were identified as a sustainability issue.

Targets
Car use no greater than the 1991 census

To reduce regional road traffic in the short to medium term, in line with the Government's national
10 Year Plan (that is, improving the ratio of traffic growth to GDP by 0.8:1 to 0.6:1 by 2010) - South
East Integrated Regional Framework

To reduce 'private vehicle kilometres travelled' - South East Integrated Regional Framework

Number of people killed or seriously injured on roads in the authority - 604 by 2010 (DFT) PSA
Target 40% of 1994 / 98 average

Option 1 -?

New Energy from Waste (EfW) Ranks 3" (lowest) in technical appraisal measuring road
facility in East Kent. transportation impacts

Option 2 =

SOCICETEveliciaEt R el Ranks 1% (lowest) in technical appraisal measuring road
at Allington EfwW transportation impacts

Option 3 =

Mechanical Biological Treatment Ranks 6" (lowest) in technical appraisal measuring road

(MBT) plant in East Kent providing transportation impacts
Refuse Derived Fuel (RDF) to
Allington EfW

Option 4 -?

MBT plant in East Kent stabilising Ranks 2" (lowest) in technical appraisal measuring road

material to be sent to landfill. transportation impacts

Option 5 =

LNGEEVI LR RGO RVia Ml Ranks 8" (lowest) in technical appraisal measuring road

Allington EfW. transportation impacts

Option 6 -?

Gasification plant in East Kent. Ranks 5" (lowest) in technical appraisal measuring road
transportation impacts

Option 7 =7

PYETE T LR EITVALN=-CMl Ranks 7" (lowest) in technical appraisal measuring road

Kent. transportation impacts

Kent County Council, Scott Wilson and Levett-Therivel
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Sustainability Appraisal objective | 7) To reduce road traffic and its impacts, promote
more sustainable modes of transport and reduce

the need to travel by car / lorry

Option 8 -?

In-vessel composting facilities Ranks 4™ (lowest) in technical appraisal measuring road
across Kent for Garden and Kitchen EigTat olelge=\ilo]gRlgg| s 1ol

Waste.

Kent County Council, Scott Wilson and Levett-Therivel
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Sustainability Appraisal objective | 8) To reduce waste generation and disposal, and
achieve the sustainable management of waste

Baseline

During the scoping stage the following indicators were identified as a priority for action:
Household waste arisings

Growth in waste and lack of landfill capacity was identified as a sustainability issue.

Targets
To reduce the growth in volume of waste to zero by 2012 - Kent Environment Strategy Target

To recover value from 45 per cent of municipal waste and to recycle 30 per cent of household
waste by 2010 - 2000 Waste Strategy

To reduce landfill for industrial and commercial waste to 85 per cent of the 1998 level by 2005.
To increase recovery of all waste in the region by 71% by 2010 - South East Integrated Regional
Framework

To increase recycling and composting of waste in the region by 50% by 2010 - South East
Integrated Regional Framework

Option 1 +

New Energy from Waste (EfwW) Ranks 4" (highest) in technical appraisal measuring
facility in East Kent. compliance with the waste hierarchy

Option 2 +

SCEYIIChRvicaChETCWIVAN Ranks 6 (highest) in technical appraisal measuring
at Allington EfW compliance with the waste hierarchy

Option 3 +

Mechanical Biological Treatment Ranks 7" (highest) in technical appraisal measuring

(GUApRelELINRR=EE N ChigedoV Il compliance with the waste hierarchy
Refuse Derived Fuel (RDF) to
Allington EfW

Option 4 +

MBT plant in East Kent stabilising Ranks 8" (highest) in technical appraisal measuring

material to be sent to landfill. compliance with the waste hierarchy

Option 5 +

Autoclave in East Kent with fluffto  REERIS 3" (highest) in technical appraisal measuring

Allington EfWw. compliance with the waste hierarchy

Option 6 +

Gasification plant in East Kent. Ranks 4™ (highest) in technical appraisal measuring
compliance with the waste hierarchy

Option 7 +

PNEEI Tl LR EITVANR=CCM Ranks 2™ (highest) in technical appraisal measuring

Kent. compliance with the waste hierarchy

Option 8 +

In-vessel composting facilities Ranks 1st (highest) in technical appraisal measuring

across Kent for Garden and Kitchen  Selello] [ETa (=R G BT AVES N T ET(00)

Waste.

Kent County Council, Scott Wilson and Levett-Therivel
May 2006 58



SA KENT JMWMS
FINAL SA REPORT — TECHNICAL APPENDIX

Sustainability Appraisal objective | 8) To reduce waste generation and disposal, and
achieve the sustainable management of waste
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Sustainability Appraisal objective

Baseline

9) To increase energy efficiency and the proportion of
energy generated from renewable sources in Kent

Low levels of renewable energy provision identified as a sustainability issue at the scoping stage

Targets

Renewable energy provision estimated at 0.65% in Kent (compared to 1% for the South East) —
Kent targets of 111 MW by 2010 and 154 MW by 2015 derived from regional targets in the South

East RPG.

Option 1
New Energy from Waste (EfW)
facility in East Kent.

Option 2
Expand current contracted capacity
at Allington EfwW

Option 3

Mechanical Biological Treatment
(MBT) plant in East Kent providing
Refuse Derived Fuel (RDF) to
Allington EfW

Option 4

MBT plant in East Kent stabilising
material to be sent to landfill.

Option 5

Autoclave in East Kent with fluff to
Allington Efw.

Option 6

Gasification plant in East Kent.

Option 7
Anaerobic Digestion facility in East
Kent.

Option 8
In-vessel composting facilities

across Kent for Garden and Kitchen
Waste.

+

Ranks 4™ (lowest) in technical appraisal measuring energy
consumption

+

Ranks 5" (lowest) in technical appraisal measuring energy
consumption

+

Ranks 6" (lowest) in technical appraisal measuring energy
consumption

+

Ranks 8" (lowest) in technical appraisal measuring energy
consumption

+

Ranks 2" (lowest) in technical appraisal measuring energy
consumption

+

Ranks 3" (lowest) in technical appraisal measuring energy
consumption

+

Ranks 1% (lowest) in technical appraisal measuring energy
consumption

+

Ranks 7™ (lowest) in technical appraisal measuring energy
consumption

Kent County Council, Scott Wilson and Levett-Therivel
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Sustainability Appraisal objective | 9) To increase energy efficiency and the proportion of
energy generated from renewable sources in Kent

Kent County Council, Scott Wilson and Levett-Therivel
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Sustainability Appraisal objective | 10) To reduce the global, social and environmental
impact of consumption of resources by using
sustainably produced and local products and
services

Baseline

Data gaps exist regarding locally produced goods. As part of the monitoring framework for the
LTP, the ecological footprint (EF) indicator has been used. The EF for Kent is 3.5. Reduction of
this unsustainable ecological footprint is therefore a priority for action.

During the scoping stage the following indicators were identified as performing reasonably but still
needing action:

Per capita consumption (PCC) of water
Water use exceeding water availability was identified as a sustainability issue.

Targets
To stabilise per capita consumption (PCC) of water

Option 1 4

New Energy from Waste (EfW) Ranks 4™ (lowest) in technical appraisal process measuring
facility in East Kent. resource depletion

Option 2 4

Expand current contracted capacity BREWE 6" (lowest) in technical appraisal process measuring
at Allington EfwW resource depletion

Option 3 +

Mechanical Biological Treatment Ranks 5" (lowest) in technical appraisal process measuring

(MBT) plant in East Kent providing resource depletion
Refuse Derived Fuel (RDF) to
Allington EfW

Option 4 4

MBT plant in East Kent stabilising Ranks 7" (lowest) in technical appraisal process measuring

material to be sent to landfill. resource depletion

Option 5 +

Autoclave in East Kent with fluff to Ranks 2" (lowest) in technical appraisal process measuring

Allington Efw. resource depletion

Option 6 +

Gasification plant in East Kent. Ranks 3" (lowest) in technical appraisal process measuring
resource depletion

Option 7 +

FN N I E R CE VA=l Ranks 1°* (lowest) in technical appraisal process measuring

Kent. resource depletion

Option 8 +

In-vessel composting facilities Ranks 8" (lowest) in technical appraisal process measuring

across Kent for Garden and Kitchen QgEse]d[e=Ne(=1e](=]i[o]g]

Waste.

Kent County Council, Scott Wilson and Levett-Therivel
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Sustainability Appraisal objective | 10) To reduce the global, social and environmental
impact of consumption of resources by using
sustainably produced and local products and
services
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Sustainability Appraisal objective | 11) To improve the health and well-being of the
population and reduce inequalities in health

Baseline

During the scoping stage the following indicators were identified as performing reasonably but still
needing action:

Average life expectancy

Percentage of people describing their health as good

Long-term iliness, health problem or disability which limits people's daily activities or the work they
could do

The proportion of Kent residents who had a long-term illness, health problem or disability in 2001
which limited their daily activities was 17%, compared with 15.5% in the South East and 18%
nationally. However this had risen sharply, from 11% in 1991 — this has been identified as a
sustainability issue

Over the long term, to reduce death rates from circulatory disease, cancer, accidents and suicides
appreciably - South East Integrated Regional Framework

Targets

Public service target: DH: Reduce substantially the mortality rates from major killers by 2010: from
heart disease by at least 40 per cent in people under 75; from cancer by at least 20 per cent in
people under 75.

Option 1 -/0
New Energy from Waste (EfW) Ranks 8" (lowest) in technical appraisal measuring health

facility in East Kent. impacts

Option 2 -/0

[SUENTRIEHIRS I RELEIVAN Ranks 7" (lowest) in technical appraisal measuring health
at Allington EfwW impacts

Option 3 -/0

Mechanical Biological Treatment Ranks 5" (lowest) in technical appraisal measuring health
(MBT) plant in East Kent providing impacts

Refuse Derived Fuel (RDF) to
Allington EfW

Option 4 -/0
MBT plant in East Kent stabilising Ranks 4" (lowest) in technical appraisal measuring health
material to be sent to landfill. impacts

Option 5 -/0

PN EWR LN EE R CHIRIORViR I Ranks 6" (lowest) in technical appraisal measuring health

Allington EfWw. impacts

Option 6 -/0

Gasification plant in East Kent. Ranks 3" (lowest) in technical appraisal measuring health
impacts

Option 7 -/0

POGEEIGLII NG REIWALR=CE M Ranks 1° (lowest) in technical appraisal measuring health

Kent. impacts

Kent County Council, Scott Wilson and Levett-Therivel
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Sustainability Appraisal objective | 11) To improve the health and well-being of the
population and reduce inequalities in health

Option 8 -10

In-vessel composting facilities Ranks 2" (lowest) in technical appraisal measuring health
across Kent for Garden and Kitchen HiglsEGE
Waste.

2 Review of Environmental and Health Effects of Waste Management: Municipal Solid Waste and Similar Wastes, Enviros
Consulting Ltd and University of Birmingham with Risk and Policy Analysts Ltd, Open University and Maggie Thurgood,
2004
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Sustainability Appraisal objective | 12) To build a strong, stable and sustainable economy
which provides prosperity and opportunities
(including learning and skills) for all, and in which

environmental and social costs fall on those who

Option 1

New Energy from Waste (EfW)
facility in East Kent.

impose them, and efficient resource use is
incentivised

?

Ranks 6™ (highest) in technical appraisal measuring
employment opportunities

Option 2

Expand current contracted capacity
at Allington EfwW

?

Ranks 8" (highest) in technical appraisal measuring
employment opportunities

Option 3

Mechanical Biological Treatment
(MBT) plant in East Kent providing
Refuse Derived Fuel (RDF) to
Allington EfW

?

Ranks 5™ (highest) in technical appraisal measuring
employment opportunities

Option 4
MBT plant in East Kent stabilising
material to be sent to landfill.

?

Ranks 2" (highest) in technical appraisal measuring
employment opportunities

Option 5

Autoclave in East Kent with fluff to
Allington EfW.

?

Ranks 4™ (highest) in technical appraisal measuring
employment opportunities

.
Kent County Council, Scott Wilson and Levett-Therivel
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Sustainability Appraisal objective | 12) To build a strong, stable and sustainable economy
which provides prosperity and opportunities
(including learning and skills) for all, and in which
environmental and social costs fall on those who
impose them, and efficient resource use is

incentivised
Option 6 ?
Gasification plant in East Kent. Ranks 3" (highest) in technical appraisal measuring
employment opportunities
Option 7 2
Anaerobic Digestion facility in East | Ranks 7" (highest) in technical appraisal measuring
Kent. employment opportunities
Option 8 ?
In-vessel composting facilities Ranks 1* (highest) in technical appraisal measuring
across Kent for Garden and Kitchen | employment opportunities
Waste.
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	1  INTRODUCTION 
	1.1 This appendix 
	1.1.1 This Technical Appendix sets out the detailed findings of the Sustainability Appraisal (SA) of the strategic options for the Kent Joint Municipal Waste Management Strategy (JMWMS).  This appendix should be read in conjunction with the Final SA Report for the JMWMS which is available on Kent County Council’s website. 
	1.1.2 In developing the JMWMS, the Kent Waste Forum (KWF) generated a series of strategic options for dealing with the County’s municipal waste.  Options were generated at each level in the waste hierarchy – for reduction and re-use; recycling and composting; and energy recovery and disposal.  The appraisal of these options is set out in Sections 2, 3 and 4, respectively.  The options were appraised against the 12 sustainable development objectives in Table 1. 
	 
	 

	2  OPTIONS FOR WASTE REDUCTION AND RE-USE 
	In general, the options that promise the greatest reduction in municipal waste arisings – Options 3 and 4 – perform best in the appraisal.  Through reducing waste and increasing its re-use, they have are likely to have positive implications for air quality, water quality, climate change, biodiversity, landscape and health.  This is because Options 3 and 4 could lead to a reduction in municipal waste arisings such that there would be a corresponding reduction in the need for waste treatment facilities and the impacts associated with these. 

	3 OPTIONS FOR RECYCLING AND COMPOSTING 
	4 OPTIONS FOR ENERGY RECOVERY AND DISPOSAL 


