The following text is from a letter I sent to Lynn Featherstone (MP for Haringey); Theresa Villiers (MP for Chipping Barnet) and David Burroughs (Enfield), all of whom have publically expressed their concern about the proposal to build a waste plant at Pinkham Way.

Dear MPs

One of the mysteries of the Pinkham Way affair is how did this tiny sliver of green land get into the NLWP as a legitimate candidate for the NLWA’s operations.  It is clear that some vested interests have been involved with Barnet Council heading the list with their desire to free up land in Mill Hill and other people clearly determined to keep large scale waste processing out of their Borough.  Notwithstanding the vested interests, it has been unclear how such an obviously unsuitable site could have ended up as the preferred choice for such an inappropriate waste plant.  I have been trying to get some answers out of Haringey Council but my enquiries have sadly been ignored.

As an alternative, I started looking for some information about the selection process.  This endeavour has been more successful since I have found the evaluation report prepared by Mouchel which sets out the scoring process used to evaluate the many sites (small and large/existing & new).  [see Preferred Options Technical Report  Oct 2009 - http://www.nlwp.net/downloads/po_technical_report.pdf ].  I have been involved in some major government procurements and participated in scoring evaluations, so I have an understanding of the processes.  The structure of the NLWP process is based on the premise that candidate sites are scored according to a predetermined list of criteria and those sites whose score exceeds 100 (see technical report paragraph 3.10) shall be deemed to be “the most suitable sites for waste management use according to the sustainability criteria against which the sites were assessed”. [refer paragraph 8 – North London Waste Plan – Preferred Options Document http://www.nlwp.net/downloads/po_report.pdf ]

A closer review of the scoring for Pinkham Way immediately suggests that this process has been manipulated to ensure that Pinkham Way score exceeds the 100 threshold regardless of the correctness of the score. My own analysis (see data following the end of this letter) suggests that the published score of 104 might be nearer to 48.  The stated approach for the evaluation is to adopt GIS mapping technologies and standards.  However, in this case, the evaluation design team has dropped certain GIS assessment criterion and substituted new criterion based on a “visual inspection”.  This approach allowed key criteria (such as air quality) to be dropped by the evaluation team.  Other criterion, such as Sensitive Receptors (proximity to Homes, Recreational Areas, Schools, Hospitals etc) were conflated before being moved to the secondary sift (visual inspection) so that the impact of negative scoring could be minimised.  Duplication (or even triplication) could be introduced for supposedly beneficial characteristics (e.g. although access to the Strategic Road Network was retained as one of the original GIS based criterion, the visual inspection section added in two new extra criterion for “site access from trunk roads” and “routing of vehicles to site”, both of which amount to the same thing.)

My analysis suggests the following, amongst other things:

(a)    even though London Plan 4A.23 sets out a clear requirement that criterion should include considerations for noise, emissions and odour – there is nothing in the evaluation dealing with these issues

(b)   the evaluation has grossly over-scored the fact that the A406 is adjacent to the site with the consequence that the evaluation is wholly unbalanced

(c)    no account is take for any potential contribution to traffic congestion

(d)   the evaluation scores maximum points for access to the A406 but ignores the reality that the site does not actually access the A406 directly – the impact on Colney Hatch Lane is completely ignored

(e)    the evaluation scores maximum points for land stability even though the published criteria expressly refers to landfill land as a reason to score zero

(f)    the flawed scoring process gives points for access to a rail head when none exists

(g)   the scoring claims ( on a weighted basis and with an award of maximum points) that the site is in a major regeneration site when the data available from the Mayor’s London Plan does not seem to bear this out

(h)   the  flawed scoring regime gives points for proximity to residential homes when it should be deducting points

(i)    the evaluation scored maximum points for “existing buildings potentially compatible with feasible waste development”  when no buildings exist on the site. [ Note - This item is particularly interesting since the criterion description (see paragraph 2.53 Technical Report) is explicit that the criterion is about existing building and their potential for re-use. Someone has obviously played around with the scoring matrix to add the term "uses" which presumably is an attempt to bring in the historical context, even though the criterion is clearly stated to be 'existing', not historical.  Nevertheless the criterion is about the usefulness of existing building and it is impossible to see how this item could be scored as a 5 regardless of the text manipulation.  Clearly this might be a useful measurement in the context of other, possibly smaller, sites considered elsewhere in the report. Of course, re-score this as zero and Pinkham Way ceases to be suitable in terms of the NLWP's own definition. One is left with the impression that this category saw the last desperate attempt to get Pinkham Way's evaluation score over the 100 point threshold. ]

There is much about this situation which is troubling.  Clearly the NLWP process has been compromised by dishonest manipulation.    I find it hard to believe that no-one has raised this as an issue before.  What has happened to previous complaints about this ridiculous scoring regime – have complaints been suppressed by the NLWP office?

Now we find that the NLWA is trying to bypass the NLWP with the outline planning application, presumably to get planning permission into place before it is discovered that the inclusion of Pinkham Way in the Preferred Options is built on a dubious and potentially dishonest basis.

I have sent this email to all three of you in the hope that you will be able to come together, given your individual status and influence, so that jointly you can investigate this dishonest process.  Surely given this evidence, the NLWP must be re-evaluated and represented.  Surely the NLWA's planning application attempt to bypass the NLWP must be stopped until there is some truthful clarity of the appropriateness, or not, of Pinkham Way. 

On the basis of this evaluation, it seems clear that even using the NLWP's own criteria, Pinkham Way is a far from satisfactory proposal.  If the criteria are scored sympathetically and fairly, it looks like Pinkham Way is not a fit and appropriate place for NLWA to pursue its objectives. 

Are you able to stop this process until there is some clarity in this matter?

I look forward to hearing from you in the next few days

Yours sincerely

Barry James

(address removed)

The following observations are drawn from pages 5 to 19 of the Preferred Options Technical Report (2009)  and the Site Report for Site 121 – see Appendix 3.  Uptodate versions of these reports may exist as part of the current consultation phase.

Site Report 121 indicates that Pinkham Way scored 104 points in an evaluation that sets a threshold bar at 100 points for New Sites.  

1.      Primary Sift Criteria – TFRN

This deals with the proximity of the A406.  The report refers to PPS10 (Planning for Sustainable Waste Management (2006)) which states that ‘considerations will include the suitability of the road network and the extent to which access would require reliance on local roads.”  Scoring is based on a matrix which uses distance from the TFL road network in three increments:

-          greater than 500M, score 1

-          between 500m and 250 metres score 2, and

-          less than 250 metres, score 3. 

The scoring has obviously been applied on the basis of “as the crow flies” – since this category scored the maximum 5 points.  Actually the site is probably more than 500 metres away from the A406 if you adopt the view that the measure must apply to the length of the roadway between the site and the A406.  If one cares to argue with the technical nature of this point of view then the words associated with PPS10 must come into play since the ability to route vehicles onto the A406 relies on the junction with the A406 and the volume of traffic being contemplated will have a major effect on Colney Hatch Lane, therefore having a particularly heavy reliance on an important and busy local road which is not a TFL Network Road.   To score this feature as a 5 is hopelessly inappropriate and applying the criteria strictly, this item should be scored as 1.

This correction reduces the overall score for Pinkham Way to 100, precisely the threshold value.

2.      Primarily Shift Criteria - Land Stability

It is my understanding that the Pinkham Way site was used a landfill site for some years.  The scoring criteria in this section quite clearly indicates that if the site is over a landfill site, the applicable score is 1, not the score of 5 as used in the report.

This further correction reduces the score for Pinkham Way to 96 – 4 points below the applicable threshold.

3.      Primary Sift Criteria – Railhead

This section is illogically constructed. 

The point of the scoring regime in this category is to reward close access to rail or water transport facilities. Insofar as the report has decided (not unreasonably) that this feature of the scoring regime should be weighted, the scoring range should 0 to 5, not 1 to 5 as adopted by the report.  Weighting the response so that a nil benefit gets 3 points is perverse.  This score should be 0.

This further correction reduces the score for Pinkham Way to 93 – 7 points below the applicable threshold.

4.      Primary Sift Criteria – Employment

The case is not proven that Pinkham Way is in an area of high employment and therefore the score of 5 is probably inappropriate.  At the very best, the score should be 3 (less than 1.5km from an area of high unemployment).

This further correction reduces the score for Pinkham Way to 91 – 9 points below the applicable threshold.

Note - see my submission to the NLWP (Protest Document 1) for more evidence of this items unacceptability.

5.      Primary Sift Criteria – Decentralised Energy Opportunities

This weighted category has been given the highest possible score of 15.  However, the explanation relied heavily on the London Plan Policy 4A.23 and it appears unproven that the site is within a major development/regeneration area.  It is more likely that the score should be 2, weighted up to 6.

This further correction reduces the score for Pinkham Way to 82 – 18 points below the applicable threshold.

6.      Primary Sift Criteria – Air Quality (see paragraph 2.44 page 13)

The fact that this criteria was removed from the evaluation is highly questionable.  Air quality is already a significant issue at the Pinkham Way Site and the introduction of the proposed waste plant will only make it worse.  To suggest that all other possible sites (particularly those in the North of Barnet) have comparable air quality issues is obviously wrong.

7.      Primary Sift Criteria – Sensitive Receptors (see paragraph 2.47 page 14)

The London Plan Policy 4A.23 specifically refers to the need to use criteria which properly take into account the environmental impact on the surrounding area - noise, emissions, odour and visual impact.  The way this had been dealt with is wholly inappropriate since all these factors have been collated together into one category – under the heading of ‘Sensitive Receptors’ - and removed from the primary sift criteria to be relocated – AS A SINGLE UNWEIGHTED CATEGORY – in the manual screening criteria under the heading ‘Proximity’.  This is a wholly unbalanced approach which effectively creates an unreasonable qualitative bias against the reasonable expectation of fair treatment for local residents.

8.      Manual Screening Criteria – Existing Use

The scoring regime for this question is very simplistic:

-          if there are useful buildings on the site, score 5

-          if existing building are incompatible with waste use, score 0. 

The report adopts the position that there are buildings on the site, that this is a positive benefit and the category should score the maximum of 5.  Giving this score is obviously inappropriate.

This further correction reduces the score for Pinkham Way to 77 – 23 points below the applicable threshold.

9.      Manual Screening Criteria – Proximity

This category is a negative factor and the scoring criteria should be constructed accordingly.  Any proximity should be deducted from the site score, not, as in this case, added as a credit score as if it is a benefit to the proposal.  Taking a credit score of 3 points just because there may be some mitigation available for homes and schools in the immediate area is wholly unacceptable.  The authors of the Report have then made the misrepresentation worse by weighting it – so that the close proximity of residents and schoolchildren to the proposed plant earns a score of 9 points out of 15. 

This category should really be a negative figure but for the purposes of this document, I shall assume that the category should really score 0.

This further correction reduces the score for Pinkham Way to 68 – 32 points below the applicable threshold.

10.  Manual Screening Criteria – Vehicle Routing

This is double counting.  Access to the site has already been dealt with in the Primary Sift under the heading TFRN where it was erroneously scored 5.  There is no justification for this category in this secondary section, particularly when jointly the scores amount to 20% of the required threshold.  This section must be deleted.

This further correction reduces the score for Pinkham Way to 53 – 47 points below the applicable threshold.

11.  Manual Screening Criteria – Site Access

It is quite extraordinary that the evaluation structure includes yet another section giving credit for access to the site – that means that this aspect has been counted and credited three times. This category has scored the maximum of 5 when in fact this section should be deleted.

No attempt was been made to factor in potential traffic congestion and it is noticeable that, in addition to the fact that ‘site access’ has been evaluated three times, the three scores are all maximum scores.

This further correction reduces the score for Pinkham Way to 48 – 52 points below the applicable threshold.

12.  An Unbalanced Evaluation

The evaluation scoring regime is hopelessly unbalanced. The scheme allows for a maximum score of 140 points where the threshold value for an acceptable site is 100 (71.4%).

Proximity to Residential Areas, Schools and Hospitals – this (weighted) category should be treated as a negative where no impact should be scored 0 and any negative impact should be scored as minus 5 (weighted -15).  As it stands the middle range score (some impact, could be mitigated) scores 9 which is treated as a positive contribution (amounting to 9%) to the site target of 100 to be deemed to be suitable as a waste site.

Vehicular Access – three elements of the scoring matrix come under this heading which does not deal with any impact on traffic congestion.  Moreover the actual scores are maximum scores contributing 25 points to the overall target of 100 points.  The report authors have emphasized the proximity of the site to the A406 whilst ignoring the realities of site access.

Air Quality – Actual air quality is dismissed as a consideration. The report refers (para 2.44) to Air Quality Management Areas (AQMA) and suggests that scoring would have been on the basis of AQMA designation only. The suggestion that any evaluation would have been on AQMA designation only is perverse.  The report authors have however removed this category from the evaluation on that basis.

Sensitive Receptors – Sensitive receptors are considerations associated with noise, emissions, odour and visual impact.  The report authors have removed these criterion from the primary sift on a flimsy pretext that a visual inspection would be more appropriate. It is left unclear how these criterion would have been treated in the primary evaluation and how they would have been scored.  The criterion are re-instated in the Manual Screening section on a much diminished basis.

Barry James

15th June 2011

