Appendix A
GLA Response to technical points raised by Barnet in its letter of
the 9" of August

The GLA's responses to the main points raised in your letter are detailed below. Many of
these issues are also raised again in your papers to be presented to the committee on the

13" September.
Follow on information and offer of site visit

You state that elements of the Mayor’s letter of 2™ August contradict information provided
by Barnet and also there are comments relating to matters on which information was not
requested. No detail is provided for this assertion making it difficult to answer specifically.
However, | would make clear that officers also made some use of other data and
information in analysing this issue. For example, contextual work from WRAP on food
waste collection and recycling performance data from DEFRA. All external material has

been referenced.

You also refer to comments being passed on information which was not requested (and
again you do not provide specific details). Related to the point above, officers did make
commentary based on information that was not directly sourced from Barnet. For example,
officers sourced the latest Barnet recycling performance data from DEFRA. Their analysis
of this concluded that your dry recycling performance showed, on the quarterly data that
it has potentially plateaued. This is an important contextual point to the issue at hand and

is a valid part of its wider analysis.

In any event, GLA officers have been engaging with Barnet since June, as soon as we heard
of the committee report and recommended decision. This included meetings at Barnet's
offices and City Hall. In the Mayor’s letter of 27th June, it was made clear that the GLA
wished to be furnished with the full range of information which had been utilised by
officers and members in allowing them to make the decision to withdraw the Food Waste
Service. Further, the Mayor formally consulted on the text of this direction on 2nd August
2018. We consider that Barnet has been given more than adequate opportunity to furnish

GLA officers with any information which they consider relevant to his decision.



As previously stated, we note that Barnet invited GLA officers to conduct a site visit. The
offer was made in response to a number of follow up clarifications from GLA officers on
some basic issues as to the structure of the various waste services. This offer was not taken
up as it was (and is) considered that such a site visit would not have had any material
impact on the Mayor’s ability to make a decision whether to issue this direction or not. The
basic information sought by GLA officers was sourced from other, publicly available

information.

Additional Information

With regards to further substantive information provided in your recent correspondence,
you highlight the Outline Business Case (OBC) document dated March 2017. GLA officers
had previously sourced this document. It is an OBC for strategic models of governance and
organisational delivery for street scene services and more particularly the testing of options
for in house, Local Authority Trading Company (LATC) or external contracts for various
lots across the directorate. Consequently, we do not feel that this document covers the
range of issues that we have proposed would be explored as part of our proposed,
independent review. We are of the view that it does not in any way obviate the need for
Barnet to undertake a specific and integrated review of their food waste service and

associated waste and recycling services.
Issues of Environmental performance and the Waste Hierarchy

You refer the GLA in your letter of the 9" August, and again in your committee papers for
the 13" September to an academic paper by Mattias Olofsson et af (and in the papers for
the 13" September to a 2014 study on the life cycle analysis of waste management option
in an Italian Region — 2014, Di Maria and Micale). Both documents have been considered
in detail by officers. | would draw your attention to the fact that both papers contain a
range of very specific assumptions that mitigate the claims you make for them, these relate
largely to conditions that do not pertain in the UK context. Most specifically, assumptions
around the form of anaerobic digestion used, the end use of the digestate and the nature
of and carbon intensity of the grid electricity displaced.

Most importantly, | would alert your members to the fact that UK Government
and EU policy itself and the research base behinds it indicates that the separate



collection of food waste, with anaerobic digestion, is environmentally preferable
to incineration and sits above jt in the waste hierarchy. The Government’s own
guidance in support of the 2011 Waste Regulations states “For food, current research
suggests that anaerobic digestion is environmentally better than either
composting or other recovery options (DEFRA, 2011, Guidance on Applying the Waste
Hierarchy. See also: DEFRA 2011, Applying the Waste Hierarchy; Evidence Summary). The
current research consensus supports the UK Government’s view. We further note article 22
of the Waste Framework Directive (2008/98/EC) which requires Member States to
encourage the separate collection of bio-waste ‘with o view to the composting and
digestion of bio-waste’. We therefore do not accept that the research papers you refer to
are sufficient evidence to back up the claims made in your Environmental Committee report
and in particular the oral presentation and discussions with members at the meeting of the

5th, with regards to the environmental impact of Barnet’s decision.

What is the Mayor doing with other boroughs who are yet to separately collect

food waste from kerbside properties?

You ask for further information as to what the Mayor is doing in relation to boroughs who
are (a) not contributing significantly to collective targets and (b) not collecting food waste
at all. Policy 7.2.1 (London Recycling targets) is given its main effect through proposals
7.2.1 (a) Core recycling service provision including separate weekly collection of food
waste, and 7.2.1 (b), the requirement for waste collection authorities to produce no later
than 2020, Reduction and Recycling Plans (RRPs). On the proposal 7.2.1 (a), it should be
noted that the requirement is for the service to be in place no later than 2020. Our current
understanding is that of the 33 collection authorities, 21 are already collecting food waste
via separate collections. Between now and 2020 (and indeed we have already done this
recently through constructive engagement with authorities such as Tower Hamlets, the
City of London and Bromley), the Mayor will use his existing powers to encourage the
implementation of the service through such things as new contracts and via service reviews
carried out by LWARB. Equally, many of those boroughs with no current separate weekly
food waste collection, have been prioritised for early support in the development of their
RRP’s via Resource London so as to maximise planning time for the implementation of new
food waste services and any other associated service amendments. However, come 2020
the Mayor expects all collection authorities to have the service in place as required by his

strategy. It is to be noted that the Mayor’s recent engagement with Barnet and this



direction have been precipitated by Barnet’s decision to cease their food waste service and
with no indication that they would look to reinitiate the service in the next 16 months to

comply with the proposal in the Mayoi’s strategy.

You state that even if your current Food Waste Service were to divert 7000 tonnes to
anaerobic digestion significant savings would still be made from the cessation of the
service. This will be a matter to be considered as part of the review. in any event, we
consider that the benefit of the review is that it will not simply look at the efficiency of the
food waste service in isolation but rather, conduct a holistic assessment of Barnet's waste
services to identify options to enhance recycling performance including potential further
efficiencies across collection services. Existing evidence, from WRAP and the Welsh
Assembly Government supports that the success of separate weekly food waste collections
is closely linked to the operation of other related collection regimes, whether residual, dry
recyclables or green. It is this systematic and holistic approach to the review that we do

not see evidenced in the decision made by your committee.

The Council’s financial position

The Mayor does not seek to dispute the need to make savings within the council, nor that
this situation has worsened over the last 12 months. He does not believe however, that
the council actively explored, within the context of the decision immediately placed before
it, other options and choices that could have sought to both improve the food waste
service and deliver savings to the council. A large number of local authorities, in London,
and up and down the country, all of whom are under the same levels of financial pressure
as Barnet, have managed to both deliver large year on year financial savings and introduce

and/or expand their separate weekly food waste offer.



