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IMPLEMENTING THE LARGE COMBUSTION PLANTS DIRECTIVE

I am writing in response to the letter from Margaret Beckett of 28 May 2003
seeking agreement on UK implementation of the Large Combustion Plants
Directive. I am content for Margaret to proceed as broadly proposed, in particular
to consult as soon as possible on the UK implementing this Directive using a
national plan with an emissions-trading scheme. However, I am concerned that
some sectors of industry continue to oppose the national plan approach and that
there is not a common understanding regarding the impact of this Directive on
post-2008 energy and coal markets. I am therefore of the view that our officials
should continue efforts during the consultation period to resolve these issues and
that the proposed approach should be considered again in the light of this work
and responses to the consultation.

Current Government assessments suggest the cost of implementing the revised Large
Combustion Plants Directive using a national plan are around £250 million lower than
the cost of implementing by an emissions limit approach. It is therefore appropriate at
this time for the UK to propose to adopt a national plan approach. However, I would ask
Margaret to write again to review this decision when responses to the consultation and
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Continuation 2

further analysis are both available. It is worth noting that even if the UK submits a draft
national plan to the Commission before the deadline of 27 November 2003, this does
not necessarily mean that the UK cannot switch back to an emission limit approach
during the ensuing discussions with the Commission, which could last as long as 9
months.

This should provide time for the relevant Government officials to continue discussions
with those industry groups who are currently opposed to the UK adopting a national
plan approach. In addition it should enable us to understand the combined impacts on
this sector (and related industries, such as coal production) of the Large Combustion
Plants Directive and of the proposed European Directive on an Emissions Trading
Scheme. I would therefore ask Margaret to make it clear in the consultation document
that officials will be continuing to analyse the options and that a final decision will be
taken following the consultation period.

I welcome Margaret’s proposal to adopt an interpretation of a combustion plant that will
reduce the scope of this Directive. UK industry as a whole is convinced of the benefits
of adopting a ‘unit’ approach and I am pleased that these views have been taken forward
as part of a careful assessment of all the costs and benefits.

It is necessary to explain clearly to stakeholders how an emissions-trading scheme under
an LCPD national plan could operate and I am pleased that Margaret is progressing this
work. It is unfortunate that the wording of the Directive seems to constrain the proposed
trading-market, e.g. by requiring the national plan “bubble” for each pollutant to be
reduced following the closure of a plant. However, I remain convinced that the market
will provide adequate financial incentives for overall cost-savings, as compared to the
alternative implementation approach. A further advantage of the national plan approach
is that it will promote the use of innovative techniques to reduce emissions.

The choice of an allocation mechanism under a cap and trade scheme is always highly
contentious but it seems, at least at first sight, that one of the constraints on this
particular trading-market is that a plant’s allocation will need to match the contribution
it made to the calculation of the “bubble” for each pollutant, based on operations
between 1996-2000. It would be helpful to have a greater understanding of who would
be the winners and losers under such an allocation mechanism.

It is also clear that we need to provide operators with as much certainty and flexibility
under a national plan as is legally possible. I would therefore ask Margaret to consider
carefully issues where allocations need to be amended, e. g. from plant closures, and
ensure the impact of such amendments are as low as possible. In particular I would like
Margaret to consider an interpretation whereby periods of temporary closure only lead
to adjustments to allocations in exceptional circumstances.




Continuation 3

In addition, I agree with Margaret that greater flexibility for operators under a national
plan approach could be obtained through an appropriate amendment to the Integrated
Pollution Prevention and Control Directive, and that this could lead to even greater cost-
savings. I would therefore encourage Margaret to continue her efforts to secure such an
amendment, as previously agreed.

My officials will contact Margaret’s officials regarding the detailed drafting of the
Regulatory Impact Assessment, consultation document and draft national plan.

I am copying this letter to the Prime Minister, members of the ENV Committee, Angela
Smith in the Northern Ireland Office and Sir Andrew Turnbull.

(p o<,

PATRICIA HEWITT
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AMENDMENT TO THE SULPHUR CONTENT OF LIQUID FUELS
DIRECTIVE (1999/32/EC), REGARDING MARINE FUEL

Thank you for your letter of 28 May, requesting agreement on the line to take when
negotiating the Commission’s proposal (COM (2002) 595). I fully support the general
position of “Conditional support” you are taking to protect the environment in a cost-
beneficial way. However, I have some detailed suggestions to make which I feel will
enhance the UK position and improve the environment in a cost effective manner.

The issue of “Technical abatement” raised in your letter I strongly support and you
should push to ensure the amendment is carried. This, as you state, keeps open the
option of complying with the environmental impact by alternative means other than
changing the fuel. I also agree you should seek to ensure that conflicts between
MARPOL Annex VI and the European Union legislation are avoided on this issue.

However, the proposal to establish a Regulatory Committee under the Directive to
consider which alternative abatement methods might be permissible strikes me as likely
to stifle innovation and delay any new technology reaching the market. A better
approach would be in line with that taken by the legislation controlling the emissions
from automotive engines, power stations and industrial plant. This sets the emissions
limits of the combustion gases leaving the chimney or exhaust pipe at the required level
to achieve the environmental goal. The choice of technology should be left to the ship
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Continuation 2

owner to decide depending on the specific requirements of the ship, provided it meets
the strict environmental controls required, and subject to monitoring of the emissions, as
with other industrial applications.

I am sending a copy of this letter to the Prime Minister, other members of the EP
Committee, and to Sir Andrew Turnbull and to Sir Nigel Sheinwald.

Yours sincerely,

b Dofle

BRIAN WILSON

(Approved by the Minister and

signed in his absence)

0906MB(TD).DOC
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HM Treasury, | Horse Guards Road, London, SWIA 2HQ

The Rt Hon Jack Straw MP
Secretary of State
Foreign and Commonwealth Office

King Charles Street
LONDON SW1A
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ENVIRONMENTAL LIABILITY DIRECTIVE

C}\ June 2003

I have seen Margaret Beckett’s letter of 28 May, which seeks agreement to her proposed
negotiating position on the Environmental Liability Directive for the forthcoming
Environment Council. I share Margaret’s concern that the Directive has been
inadequately prepared and is not yet ready for adoption by the Council. I therefore
strongly endorse her suggestion that the UK should seek to block the Presidency’s bid
for political agreement. In the event that this is not possible, I also broadly endorse her
proposed negotiating position on the matters of detail, and her willingness to vote
against if the UK’s concerns are not addressed.

I am grateful to Margaret for her update on the negotiations on the Environmental Liability
Directive. It is disappointing that despite the lack of adequate preparation and in the absence
of significant progress on any of the substantive issues, the Presidency is nevertheless seeking
to reach agreement on 13 June. I therefore strongly support the proposal that we should seek
to block agreement at the Council. As Margaret rightly points out, our European economic
reform objectives will not be delivered by allowing legislative provisions we believe to be 1ll-
conceived and madequately prepared to be adopted by the Council.

However, I recognise that, as this 1s the only issue of substance on the Council agenda, the
Presidency may nevertheless seek to achieve a deal. We therefore have to be prepared for
that eventuality, although even if effort were made to reach agreement on the key 1ssues of
substance, I believe that we should seck to avoid agreeing to precise texts. The implications
of a Directive such as this are potentially very sigmficant, and appropnate attention needs to
be given to achieving precision and certainty. Given the Presidency’s failures to date, the
Council would need to move a considerable distance on most aspects of the Directive to
reach political agreement on a common position. It 1s 1n just these circumstances that hurned
drafting could lead to significant (but unintended) impacts If we are not able to block the
Directive, we should seek to ensure that the Council only decides 1n general terms on the key
issues on 13 June.

If the Presidency does attempt to agree precise texts, I can, however, endorse Margaret’s
proposed negotiating line. There are a number of specific 1ssues on which I should comment.
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In relation to financial secunty, Margaret has nghtly 1dentified the dangers of compulsion.
There has been no evidence to suggest that the imposition of these significant costs 1s
Justified by the benefits In relation to insurance there are also clear constraints on capacity.
Introducing a compulsory regime for thousands of operators when we know the market
would be unable to supply sufficient insurance products would be extremely unwise.
Margaret’s offer of a review clause therefore seems the maximum we should be prepared to
offer.

The other key issue, and related closely to financial secunty 1s subsidiary responsibility, I
strongly endorse Margaret’s suggestion that we should give this greater emphasis. We must
not allow this Directive to create a broad obligation for the UK taxpayer to remediate
environmental damage. Transferring the burden from operators to the taxpayer 1s not
acceptable, and is entirely inconsistent with the polluter pays principle. Furthermore, I would
be concemmed by the implications of allowing decisions on acceptable standards of
remediation (and thus on cost) to rest with the Commuission and ultimately the ECIJ.
Expenience suggests that the standards they would seek would exceed significantly those we
would regard as cost-effective 1n the UK. I am prepared to accept Margaret’s suggested
fallback, for deployment as a last resort and where all other UK prionities have been met.

Avoiding new burdens on the taxpayer is also relevant to the permit and state of the art
exceptions. I am content with Margaret’s proposed negotiating line, provided that any
exceptions do not simply transfer the remediation obligation from the operator to the
taxpayer.

I am also content with Margaret’s proposed position on the other, lesser, 1ssues.

Finally, I would like to comment on Margaret’s suggestion that the UK should ultimately be
prepared to vote against a common position 1f our mimimum requirements are not met. While
this 1s not without risk, I believe that it is the correct approach. We need to demonstrate that
we are prepared to vote against legislation that we believe is incompatible with our economic
reform objectives, 1n whatever Council formation they emerge, 1f we are to maintain our
credibility 1n pursuing this agenda. I therefore welcome Margaret’s position

If we are required to vote aganst it we will need to consider the public presentation
implications, which will differ depending on whether we prevent the common position’s
adoption by so domng. I would suggest that officials work together on this in the coming
days, so that we are able to give a clear and confident message about the reasons for our
position.

I am copying this letter to the Prime Minister, members of EP Commuttee, Derry Irvine, Sir
Andrew Tumnbull, Sir Stephen Wall and Sir Nigel Sheinwald.

S e 55

ALEY MP




S

MINISTRY OF DEFENCE
OLD WAR OFFICE BUILDING
WHITEHALL LONDON SW1A 2EU

Telephone (020) 7218 2216 (Direct Dialling)
(020) 7218 7610 (Fax)
PARLIAMENTARY UNDER-SECRETARY OF STATE FOR DEFENCE (020) 7218 9000 (Switchboard)
AND MINISTER FOR VETERANS AFFAIRS

The Rt Hon John Prescott MP

Deputy Prime Minister

Office of the Deputy Prime Minister

26 Whitehall D/US of S/LM 25/1/0
London

SW1A 2WH 72% June 2003

2

Margaret Beckett copied to me a letter of 15 May seeking
agreement to the publication of the consultation paper on the
review of existing private sewers in England and Wales. I am
content with the publication of the document, however, please
note that the Ministry of Defence has a keen interest in the
outcome of the consultation exercise.

The MOD is responsible for some 4,500 km of private foul and
surface water sewers and as you will be aware from recent
announcements, MOD is in the process of procuring private sector
expertise for the management of these systems through Project
Aquatrine, which is the UK MOD-wide Water and Waste Water Public
Private Partnership Project. The contracts will have a total value
of £1.5 billion and will transfer responsibility for the management
and maintenance of all foul and surface water to the Service
provider for a period of 25 years. There are two contracts
covering England and Wales, one of which has already been let and
the tendering process is well advanced for the other. All of the
options identified are likely to a greater or lesser extent have a
financial and operational impact on this project.

Due to the potential impact of the review on MOD's
operations I would be grateful for continued close consultation
in the development of solutions to resolve the general problems
associated with existing private sewers.

Private Office
¢ “\\'
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I am copying this letter to the Prime Minister, the Rt Hon
Margaret Beckett, Members of ENV, and Sir Andrew Turnbull.

AW A

DR LEWIS MOONIE MP
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Thank you for a copy of your letter of 28 May to Jack Straw,
seeking agreement to the UK Priorities and Negotiating Package on
the Environmental Liability Directive for this month’s
Environment Council. While I am content to support the majority
of these proposals, I am concerned about your fallback positions

on biodiversity damage and the permit and state of the art
exemptions, and on any potential offer of a review of
international nuclear conventions.

At present, the White Paper on the Environmental Liability
Directive addresses environmental damage caused by 'dangerous
activities' and biodiversity damage caused by 'non-dangerous
activities'. Under the current proposals, biodiversity damage is
limited to fault based liability for significant damage tc sites
protected under the Habitats or Birds Directives, ie Natura 2000
areas. While the Ministry of Defence takes great care to protect
the natural environment, a significant number of our training
areas are designated as candidate Natura 2000 sites. As a
result, there is always the potential for our activities on these
sites to have an impact on biodiversity. While there is a
derogation for ‘wholly national defence related activities’, it
is not clear whether your proposed fallback position to give way
on the permit exception and rely on the state of the art
exemption would provide sufficient protection for approved
defence activities carried out on Natura 2000 sites.

Private Office
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Turning to the issue of a review of international nuclear
conventions, I believe that competence over such a review falls
to the International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) and to the
signatory nations to those conventions rather than to the Union.

Furthermore, as you know, the current international nuclear
conventions make provision for certain defence/military
exemptions, which the MOD would not wish to have subject to
review and/or potential amendment or deletion. As an example,
the Joint Convention on the Safety of Spent Fuel Management and
on the Safety of Radioactive Waste Management does not apply to
the safety of management of spent fuel or radioactive waste
within military or defence programmes, “unless declared as spent
fuel or radioactive waste for the purposes of this Convention by
the Contracting Party”. I would not wish such a provision, or
those, which apply to defence/military issues in other
international nuclear conventions to be subject to a potential
review, which might lead to their amendment or deletion. To do
so would present real short and long-term problems for my
Department’s handling of radioactive or nuclear waste.

I am pleased that you intend to continue to press for UK

opposition to such a review. However, I would be grateful if any

proposal to offer or agree to a review of international nuclear
conventions could be deleted from the UK fallback position. I
would also appreciate your comments on the issue of biodiversity
damage vis-a-vis the permit and state of the art exemptions.

I am copying this letter to the Prime Minister, Members of

EP Committee, Derry Irvine, Sir Andrew Turnbull, Sir Stephen
Wall, Sir Nigel Sheinwald (UKRep) and the Devolved

Administrations. /Eék%y

DR LEWIS MOONIE MP
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GREENPEACE

CANONBURY VILLAS, LONDON N1 2PN

Martin Hurst

No 10 Policy Unit
10 Downing Street
London

SWIA 2AA 72/’% 9 O?)

30" May 2003

TELEPHONE : 020 7865 8100
FAX : 020 7865 8200 / 8201

Dear Martin

The UK Government is fueling Indonesian forest destruction

Please find enclosed our new report, Partners in Crime: a Greenpeace investigation of the links
between the UK and Indonesia’s timber barons. I would like to stress the urgency of politicians,
governments and the EU dealing with this issue as time is running out for Indonesia's rainforests.

This year it is estimated that 88% of logging in Indonesia will be illegal. Indonesia is suffering the
highest rate of forest destruction in the world and has more species threatened with extinction than
anywhere else on earth. The wholesale destruction of Indonesia’s rainforests for throwaway
commodities such as plywood will soon lead to the logging out of the largest remaining expanse of
rainforest in Asia Pacific by 2010, according to the World Bank.

Unfortunately, as this report shows, despite promises from Tony Blair that ‘as a government we will
purchase timber only from legal and sustainable sources’, timber from notorious timber barons logging
out Indonesia’s last rainforests is still turning up on UK Government construction sites such as the new
Home Office headquarters at Marsham St.

And despite the Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) signed last year between the Government of
Indonesia and the UK Government to combat the trade in illegal timber, the UK Government is unable
to confirm that new EU laws will be included in the EU action plan on illegal timber which will make it
illegal to import illegally sourced timber into the EU. Yet without such EU laws, the UK is powerless
to prevent illegally logged timber from entering the country.

To make matters worse, a consortium of countries from across the EU, as well as the USA, China,
Japan and Singapore is currently planning to fund the US$1.2 billion construction of yet another
mammoth Indonesian pulp mill. Already the mill is politically tainted, fraudulent and — given the lack
of legal, sustainable plantation timber — set to become yet one more driver of Indonesia's illegal
rainforest destruction.

As this report makes clear, if the UK Government is to live up to its commitments, it must tighten up its
procurement policy, ban illegal timber imports and end perverse subsidies. I urge you to ensure your
department is not procuring illegally logged timber for refurbishment projects and that the
Government’s procurement policy is being fully enacted in your department.

I look forward to your response on how we can work together to achieve this.
Yours

AUNEN

John Sauven

Campaign Director

Greenpeace UK

John.sauven @uk.greenpeace.org

Greenpeace Ltd, Registered in London No: 1314381 VAT Registration No: 625 9514 26
email: info@uk.greenpeace.org Internet homepage: http://www.greenpeace.org.uk To join Greenpeace: 0800 269 065
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John Sauven
Greenpeace
Canonbury Villas
London

N1 2PN

UK GOVERNMENT TIMBER PROCUREMENT POLICY AND THE HOME OFFICE
DEVELOPMENT AT 2, MARSHAM STREET

I should be most concerned if the Government has inadvertently sponsored the use of
illegally logged timber for the redevelopment of 2 Marsham Street as offices for the Home
Office.

Before | can provide you with a fully considered response, of course | need to understand
all the facts. Every Department is responsible for ensuring that their procurement activities
comply with the requirement to actively seek to purchase timber from sustainable and legal
sources both in letting contracts and in the ongoing management of them. Lord Filkin, the
Home Office Green Minister, has already asked for a full investigation into the allegations
made by Greepeace in relation to the 2 Marsham St site. He and | will ensure that, if there
are lessons to be learned here, they will be brought to the attention of the Ministerial Sub-
committee of Green Ministers - ENV(G) and of all senior procurement officers in each
Department.

Following your action last year in respect of 22 Whitehall | wrote to central Government
departments and asked that they review all their projects that involved timber to make sure
the procurement policy was being implemented. That policy requires departments to
demand independent verification of timber sources where there is any doubt over the
evidence provided by suppliers to substantiate their claims.

The Office of Government Commerce also issued an information notice in November to
Departments reminding them of the policy and enclosing model clauses for inclusion in
their contracts. This made clear that anyone who is developing or managing a public




private partnership, including PFIl projects involving capital investment, should take
account of the policy when writing their specifications. Departments are also required to
report on their approach in the annual Sustainable Development in Government report
published last November and available on the Government’'s Sustainable Development
web site. URL: http://www.sustainable-development.gov.uk/sdig/reports/index.htm

| will however ensure that further reminders and guidance are issued so that no one
involved in timber procurement within central Government can be under any doubt as to
how they should implement our policy and ensure that it is enforced by any third parties.
Additionally, my department will continue to work with local authorities and their
representative bodies to ensure that policies to procure sustainable and legal timber are
adopted and implemented throughout the public sector.

| am sorry that the Government’s response the EAC has been so long in coming but do
assure you that we are addressing that now.

We are unable to ban timber imports from Indonesia or any other country without the
agreement of the Governments involved. We are, however, working with Indonesia under
a Memorandum of Understanding on illegal logging on issues such as legal and
administrative reform, legality verification systems and financial and technical assistance.
We are also working within the EU on a package of forest law enforcement and
governance measures. The Commission plans to introduce a regulation on illegal logging
and to develop agreements with timber producing countries. These would deny access to
EU markets for illegally logged timber from those countries. We are encouraging the

Commission to make faster progress. | hope that such measures together with planned
further development of the Government’s domestic timber procurement policy will provide
the assurance you seek. We will not give up the fight against illegal logging.

MICHAEL MEACHER
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Minister for the Environment,
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London SWIP 3JR FAX : 020 7865 8200 / 8201
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Th QE Government is fuelling Inggnesmn forest destruction

Greenpeace is today taking direct action to again expose the UK Government’s failure to implement its timber
procurement policy. It is now nearly 3 years since you announced this policy, yet at the construction site for the
new Home office headquarters, at Marsham St, timber is being used for hoardings and to hold wet concrete in
place that is sourced from notorious timber barons logging out Indonesia’s last rainforests.

This year it is estimated that 88% of logging in Indonesia will be illegal. Indonesia is suffering the highest rate of
forest destruction in the world and has more species threatened with extinction than anywhere else on earth. The
wholesale destruction of Indonesia’s rainforests for throwaway commodities such as plywood will soon lead to
the logging out of the largest remaining expanse of rainforest in Asia Pacific by 2010, according to the World
Bank.

As I am sure you recall, this is not the first time that Greenpeace has taken action over the Government’s
procurement policy. As a result of our work last year the Environmental Audit Committee launched an
immediate inquiry. Yet the Government has still not responded to the subsequent report ‘Buying time for the
forests.” Further, there is still no decision regarding final Government guidelines for the implementation of your
procurement policy.

I am sure that you will agree that there can be no justification whatsoever for using timber from Indonesia’s last
rainforests on Government contracts at this time. Can you now confirm what action you will take to ensure that
Indonesian timber will not be used again on any Government contract, until such a time as Indonesian timber can
be independently certified as coming from legal and sustainable sources. Can you also clarify as to how you will
ensure that the Governments timber procurement policy is fully enacted across the whole of Government.

I enclose a copy of a new Greenpeace report with this letter, Partners in Crime: a Greenpeace investigation of
the links between the UK and Indonesia’s timber barons, and look forward to hearing from you at the earliest

Greenpeace UK

Greenpeace Ltd, Registered in London No: 1314381 VAT Registration No: 625 9514 26
email: info@uk.greenpeace.org Internet homepage: http://www.greenpeace.org.uk To join Greenpeace: 0800 269 065
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Copies: Alun Michael
Elliot Morley
Brian Bender
David Rabey PCD
Angela Coulton SDU
Glenys Parry EPINT
Michael Barrett EPINT
Stephen Hale SA
Nicci Collins SA
Roger Hinds PCD

TIMBER PROCUREMENT - GREENPEACE ACTION OVER HOME OFFICE RE-
DEVELOPMENT OF 2 MARSHAM STREET

Issue

L Greenpeace is alleging that the plywood site hoardings and concrete shuttering is
made from illegally felled Indonesian wood. They ask for an assurance that no more
timber from Indonesia will be used on Government contracts until it is independently
certified as legal and sustainable. They have also asked for clarification on how you will
ensure that the timber procurement policy will be enacted across the whole of
Government.

Recommendation

2. That you write to Greenpeace as per the attached draft letter.

Timing
4. Urgent. This is another high profile publicity stunt and Greenpeace would make capital
over any perceived stalling

Consideration

5 Twelve Greenpeace protesters have occupied a crane above the 2 MS site and have
promised to stay there until the demands made are met. It is reported that the demands made
orally on site were slightly different, namely that (a) an import ban is placed on all timber from
Indonesia as no certification scheme will work there; and (b) Government makes a
commitment that all timber it purchases from now on will be Forestry Stewardship Council
(FSC) certified. HMG could not agree to either of those demands because both require HMG
to act illegally.

g I understand that you have spoken with John Sauven and have agreed to issue a
response today that will reaffirm the Government’s commitment to procuring timber from legal




and sustainable sources. It is likely that the demonstration will be called off once that letter is
sent.

7 The Home Office have been consulted on the draft response They have left a message
for Lord Filkin (currently in Luxembourg) to consider the suggestion that he order an
immediate investigation and work with Defra to report findings and make changes based on
lessons learnt.

BOB ANDREW




DRAFT LETTER FROM MICHAEL MEACHER TO JOHN SAUVEN, GREENPEACE

UK GOVERNMENT TIMBER PROCUREMENT POLICY AND THE HOME OFFICE
DEVELOPMENT AT 2, MARSHAM STREET

I should be most concerned if the Government has inadvertently sponsored the use of illegally
logged timber for the redevelopment of 2 Marsham Street as offices for the Home Office.

Before I can provide you with a fully considered response, of course I need to understand all the

facts. Every Department is responsible for ensuring that their procurement activities comply

with the requirement to actively seek to purchase timber from sustainable and legal sources.

Lord Filkin, the Home Office Green Minister, has already asked for a full investigation into

the allegations made by Greepeace in relation to the 2 Marsham St site. He and I will ensure

that, if there are lessons to be learned here, they will be brought to the attention of the
Ministerial Sub-committee of Green Ministers - ENV(G).

Following your action last year in respect of 22 Whitehall I wrote to central Government
departments and asked that they review all their projects that involved timber to make sure the
procurement policy was being implemented. That policy requires departments to demand
independent verification of timber sources where there is any doubt over the evidence provided
by suppliers to substantiate their claims.

The Office of Government Commerce also issued an information notice in November to
Departments reminding them of the policy and enclosing model clauses for inclusion in their
contracts. This made clear that anyone who is developing or managing a public private
partnership, including PFI projects involving capital investment, should take account of the
policy when writing their specifications. Departments are also required to report on their
approach in the annual Sustainable Development in Government report published last
November and available on the Government’s Sustainable Development web site. URL:
http://www.sustainable-development.gov.uk/sdig/reports/index.htm

I will however ensure that further reminders and guidance are issued so that no one involved in
timber procurement within central Government can be under any doubt as to how they should
implement our policy. Additionally, my department will continue to work with local authorities
and their representative bodies to ensure that policies to procure sustainable and legal timber are
adopted and implemented throughout the public sector.

I am sorry that the Government’s response the EAC has been so long in coming but do assure
you that we are addressing that now.

We are unable to ban timber imports from Indonesia or any other country without the
agreement of the Governments involved. We are, however, working with Indonesia under a
Memorandum of Understanding on illegal logging on issues such as legal and administrative
reform, legality verification systems and financial and technical assistance. We are also
working within the EU on a package of forest law enforcement and governance measures. The
Commission plans to introduce a regulation on illegal logging and to develop agreements with
timber producing countries. These would deny access to EU markets for illegally logged
timber from those countries. We are encouraging the Commission to make faster progress. I
hope that such measures together with planned further development of the Government’s
domestic timber procurement policy will provide the assurance you seek. We will not give up
the fight against illegal logging.
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The Rt Hon Paul Boateng MP
Chief Secretary
HM Treasury
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From the Secretary of State .
The Rt Hon Margaret Beckett MP

Qesr found.,

SUCCESS CRITERIA FOR THE ENTRY LEVEL AGRI-ENVIRONMENT SCHEME PlLOT

This letter seeks agreement to a list of criteria against which the success of the pilot
of the Entry Level Agri-Environment Scheme will be judged ] would be grateful for

your agreement to the proposed criteria’

Your letter of 9 July 2002 set out the outcome for Defra of the 2002 Spendmg Review.
The settlement included an allocation of funds to roll-out a ‘broad and shallow’ agri-
environment scheme in 2005-6, as proposed by the Curry Commission. Paragraph 9 of
Annex C to the letter explained that the £75 million set aside for the introduction of this
scheme was dependent on several conditions, including the running of a successful pilot.

Outlined below are the details of how my Department has developed the pilot for the Entry
Level Scheme (ELS), how the proposed success criteria for the pilot have been developed
and how the pilot will be evaluated. The proposed success criteria are attached in Annex
A. - :

Developing the Pilot

The Agri-Environment Review Team in Defra have developed the design of the Entry
Level Scheme Pilot, working closely with delivery agents including the Rural Development
Service (RDS) and the Rural Payments Agency (RPA). A public consultation on the
review as a whole ran from March to May 2002. The majority of respondents strongly
supported the introduction of an Entry Level Scheme, and ideas and comments from this -
consultation informed the design of the pilot. The Review Team have also worked closely
with the Entry Level Scheme Working Group, on which key partner onganlsatlons are
represented, at all stages of the development of the Pilot.
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In November 2002 Defra and partner organisations from the ELS Working Group worked
together to conduct a ‘pre-pilot’ exercise, in which over 120 farmers were consulted on the
provisional design of the pilot. Overall, the feedback from farmers in the pre-pilot was very
positive. Nearly 100 farmers said that they would be interested in applying for the scheme.
The design of the Entry Level Scheme Pilot was revised in accordance with the feedback
from this exercise.

The Pilot will test the Entry Level Scheme design on farms in four pilot areas. Each pilot
area is representative of a different English farm type. The four areas are: Market Deeping
(Lincs, arable farming), Mortimer (Berks, mixed farming), Barnard Castle (Durham upland
farming) and Tiverton (Devon, grassland farming).

The Pilot was formally launched in the four pilot areas on 27 February 2003. Farmers
have until May 30 2003 to apply to participate in the pilot.

Evaluating the Pilot

The evaluation of the pilot will begin immediately after the deadline for applications has
passed, as key information, such as uptake levels, will be available from this time.

A contractor, Central Science Laboratories, has been appointed through an open
tendering process to co-ordinate the evaluation. Defra, RDS and RPA staff will all be
involved. Key partner organisations will also contribute to the evaluation, assessing the
effectiveness of the scheme in delivering benefits in their particular area of expertise.

The evaluation will gather data for two purposes:

¢ to assess the pilot against the success criteria in order to allow Ministers to make a
decision on whether it should be rolled out nationally in 2005

¢ to improve the scheme design if it is rolled out nationally.

The contractor will be responsible for producing two reports evaluating the Entry Level
Scheme Pilot. The first will focus mainly on the information needed to judge the pilot
against the success criteria. The second will focus on information needed to effectively
revise and develop the scheme in preparation for national roll-out.

The Success Criteria

My Department has developed the proposed success criteria for the Pilot (attached at
Annex A) in close consultation with the Entry Level Scheme Working Group. . Treasury
officials have also been consulted.

A decision on whether the Entry'Level Scheme is to be rolied-out in 2005 will need to be
made early in 2004, in order to allow sufficient time to notify the European Commission
and prepare for the national scheme. The proposed criteria against which the success of

.the Entry Level Scheme Pilot will be judged have been designed to be measurable within
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| am copying this letter to the Prime Minister, the Chancellor aﬁd tQ Sir Andrew Turnbuill.
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MARGARET BECKETT
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AND MINISTER FOR VETERANS AFFAIRS

Rt Hon Margaret Beckett MP

Secretary of State

Department for Environment, Food & Rural Affairs

Nobel House

17 Smith Square D/US of S/LM 25/1/0

London 'h\
SW1P 3JR 6 June 2003
Do s Reckdr,

Thank you for a copy of you letter of 28 May 2003 to the
Foreign Secretary, seeking agreement to the UK negotiating
strategy for a proposal to amend Directive 1999/32/EC on the
Sulphur Content of Liquid Fuels.

Whereas it is Ministry of Defence policy always to seek to
comply with EU legislation on environmental issues, there may be
difficulties in seeking to achieve the goal with the proposed
Amendment.

The reduction in sulphur content proposed is below that
pertaining to marine fuel available in South America and East of
Suez. In consequence, when the Royal Navy is participating in
emergency, operational, peacekeeping or training activities which
involve exercises beyond European waters, in South America or
East of Suez, there can be no guarantee that any heavy marine
fuel with such low sulphur content can be secured for re-fuelling
to return to the UK base. Whilst we would do our best to manage
this risk, to avoid a potential breach of the proposed
legislation, it would be beneficial to include a military
exemption, or for the legislation to be drafted to take account
of such incidences occurring. This has been taken into account
under the provisions of the MARPOL Convention Annex VI, which we
would wish to see reflected in the draft legislation.

Private Office
3 {
LR

INVESTOR IN PEOPLE




These issues are likely to be of concern to other Member
States' Departments of Defence, and I request that your cfficials

lobby for their support on such an important matter.
I am copying this letter to the Prime Minister, other

members of the EP Committee, Sir Andrew Turnbull and Sir Nigel
Sheinwald, and to the Devolved Administrations.

PN SM""‘*’“:).
ey

DR LEWIS MOONIE MP
(Approved by the Minister and
signed in his absence)
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DEPUTY PRIME MINISTER
26 Whitehall

DEPUTY PRIME MINISTER London
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Tel: 020 7944 8623
Fax: 020 7944 8621

The Rt Hon Margaret Beckett MP

Secretary of State

Department of Environment Food and Rural Affairs
Noble House

17 Smith Square

LONDON
g June 2003

\

ENV RRESPOND CE: REGULATORY IMPACT ASSESSMENT FOR
THE STATUTORY CONTROLS OF ODOUR AND OTHER NUISANCE
FROM SEWAGE TREATMENT WORKS

This letter gives you ENV clearance to publish the Regulatory Impact Assessment
(RIA) for the statutory controls of odour and other nuisance from sewage

treatment works.

Thank you for your letter of 6 May, seeking ENV clearance to publish a RIA for the
statutory controls of odour and other nuisance from sewage treatment works. You
note that the RIA suggests that two of the four options considered during the recent
consultation process, namely a voluntary code of practice and/or statutory nuisance,
would be expected to generate significant benefits that outweighed the associated

costs.

Angela Smith responded to your letter. From the devolved administrations, Carwyn
Jones also commented. Both are content, but make a couple of comments.

Angela recalls that she has informed you on 13 February that she had decided not to
undertake a similar consultation at this time in Northern Ireland. She looks forward to
learning of your favoured option(s), which will provide a useful guide when she
undertakes a proposed review of Northern Ireland’s statutory nuisance legislation.

Carwyn will consider issues raised in the RIA for England when producing the Welsh
equivalent. He regrets that he cannot commit to a joint announcement at this stage,
needing first to take into account responses to the Welsh consultation exercise, which

Website: www.odpm.gov.uk
Email: john.prescott@odpmi.gsi.gov.uk




closes on 13 June. He expects to write to you shortly after the end of the consultation
to let you know the position in Wales.

[ am copying this letter to the Prime Minister and members of ENV, and to Sir
Andrew Turnbull. I assume you will convey the outcome of this correspondence to
the devolved administrations.

JOHN PRESCOTT
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DEPUTY PRIME MINISTER
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DEPUTY PRIME MINISTER London
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Tel: 020 7944 8623
Fax: 020 7944 8621

The Rt Hon Peter Hain MP
Secretary of State for Wales
Wales Office

Gwydwr House

Whitehall

London
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QL. L

DA AND ENV CORRESPONDENCE: WATER BILL: FLOOD DEFENCE
COMMITTEE MEMBERSHIP IN WALES

S June 2003

This letter gives you DA and ENV clearance (subject to LP agreement also being
given) to table an amendment to the Water Bill at Lords Report which would
provide the National Assembly for Wales with the power to make an order
determining the composition of Regional Flood Defence Committees in Wales,

subject to a couple of conditions.

Thank you for your letter of 14 May. Margaret Beckett responded. No other colleagues
commented.

Margaret is content for the amendment to proceed on the basis described in your letter,
and specifies that her approval is on the basis of including the safeguard that where
such an order applied to a Regional Flood Defence Committee that included part of

England, the order would require her prior approval.

On handling, Margaret says she is anxious that the amendment be presented as
essentially a Welsh provision, which is a logical extension of Devolution. She feels
you are right in setting out why this should not be seen as an indication of the way we
will proceed in England with the advent of Elected Regional Assemblies, and the UK
Government would use these arguments in debates on the amendment. It should
therefore be tabled in the name of a Welsh Minister, who should ideally also move the
amendment on Report. She also regards it as essential that WAG officials be present to
support whichever Minister moves the amendment. Subject to these points, and her

Website: www.odpm.gov.uk
ail~ jo 1 o1{(@od




officials having the opportunity to agree the amendment before it is tabled, she is
content with your proposal.

You may therefore take it that you have DA and ENV clearance to table the
amendment, subject to LP agreement and to the the conditions Margaret sets out. First,
you should adhere to the specification of your letter that where an order from the

NAW applies to a committee that includes part of England, the order would require
the approval of the Secretary of State for Environment, Food and Rural Affairs.

Second, the amendment should be tabled by a Welsh Minister (who should be
supported by WAG officials), and if possible also moved on Report by that Minister.

I am copying this letter to the Prime Minister, members of ENV, DA and LP, First
Parliamentary Counsel and to Sir Andrew Turnbull.

A

JOHN PRESCOTT
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DEPUTY PRIME MINISTER
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The Rt Hon Jack Straw MP
Foreign Secretary

King Charles Street
London

SWI1A 2AH

QoG

Environmental Liability Directive

June 2003

Margaret Beckett wrote to you and other members of EP on 28 May 2003 setting out
the UK’s stance on the Environmental Liability Directive in advance of the June

Environment Council.

[ strongly support Margaret’s proposed negotiating position and agree that the
Directive at present is unworkable, in particular the issue of compulsory indemnity
insurance, which is of interest to ODPM.

The adverse effects of compulsory indemnity insurance on small and medium
enterprises are likely to include perverse environmental and safety impacts. For
example in the mining and quarrying sector, where operators cease extraction, leaving
sites unrestored and less than properly secured. There are also likely to be comparable
impacts in other sectors, for example, in waste management and in some parts of
industry. I would expect Patricia Hewitt to have views on that.

[ am copying this letter to the Prime Minister, Members of EP Committee, Derry
Irvine, Sir Andrew Turnbull, Sir Stephen Wall and Sir Nigel Sheinwald (UKRep).

JOHN PRESCOTT

Website: www.odpm.gov.uk
Email: john.prescott@odpm.gsi.gov.uk
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The Rt Hon Brian Wilson, MP
Department of Trade and Industry
1 Victoria Street

London
SW1H QET

From the Minister for Environment and Agri-Environment
The Rt Hon Michael Meacher MP

y@/v /s”’\aw\
OSPAR Ministerial Meeting 25-26 June 2003

Thank you for your letter of 16 April about the OSPAR Ministerial meeting.

The baseline was discussed further at the Radioactive Substances Sub-
Group meeting on 23 and 24 April and at the Heads of Delegation (HOD)
meeting on 14 and 15 May. The outcome of these discussions is that there
are now two options for the period of the baseline. Ministers will be asked to
make the final selection in Bremen. The two periods are 1996-2000 and
1993-2001. Other options were in play up to the HOD meeting: the single
year 1998 which Ireland, Norway and Denmark favoured, and 1993-97 which
the UK and France favoured. (Prior to the HOD meeting, Spain and Belgium
also favoured 1993-97 but they failed to support it on this occasion.) There
was, therefore, no realistic prospect that OSPAR could be persuaded to
accept 1993-97. The single year 1998 would have been very damaging from
a UK perspective. Defra’s representatives at the HOD meeting concluded
that, in narrowing the choices for Ministers, it would be better to try to secure
two options, either of which, while not ideal, would be possible for the UK to
live with. | have to say that | think the Bremen meeting will pick 1996-2000,
but there is just an outside chance that we shall be able to persuade the
meeting to go for a longer period. The other aspects of the baseline were
agreed at the HOD meeting. The key points were that trend detection would
not be used for establishing the baseline, although it would be for assessing
future progress. The discharges baseline would measure total alpha, total
beta and tritium discharges, but not other individual radionuclides.

| am grateful for the clarity of your response on the slim prospects for new
THORP contracts and the difficulties any such new contracts would raise both
for Sellafield clean-up operations and in broader political terms. Whilst |
understand your reluctance to open up discussion of the existing reprocessing
contracts, it is my firm view that the UK should make every attempt to
demonstrate an open approach to policy making in this area that offers an
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early prospect of public consultation. Any such initiative would be well
received internationally.

Greenpeace are seeking a Contracting Party to put forward a draft decision
on reprocessing. lIreland’s representative at the HOD meeting said that she
had refused to endorse Greenpeace’s proposal. But another Contracting
Party may well do so. For example, Norway's frustrations over Tc-99
discharges may prompt an alliance with Greenpeace. Unless we are ready to
make some concession on reprocessing at the meeting, we are unlikely to
sway the more moderate countries sufficiently to avoid finding ourselves
isolated and on the defensive. | believe that such an outcome would be
damaging for the nuclear industry and for broader UK interests. BNFL have
recently informed us that total alpha discharges are likely to be higher than
forecast in the UK Discharges Strategy. This will make it even harder to
persuade OSPAR that the UK is serious about meeting its commitments
unless we are able to make a concession about reprocessing.

| believe that there is a third option that lies between my preference for a full
review of reprocessing and your planned announcement that any future
proposals for reprocessing contracts will be subject to public consultation.
Your letter mentions that you are already engaged in a process of examining
the options for the future operation of THORP, on the working assumption that
existing contractual commitments will be fulfilled. This offers the opportunity
for an early public consultation on a clearly defined range of options and
proposals, i.e. whether THORP should be allowed to operate beyond the
agreed baseline contracts.

Finally, it has come to my attention that UKAEA and BNFL have recently
concluded a new contract for the reprocessing of spent WAGR fuel at
THORP. On the face of it, this contract seems to be inconsistent with the
terms of the undertaking given in the White Paper ‘Managing the Nuclear
Legacy' that any proposals for new contracts will be subject to review to
ensure they are consistent with clean up plans for Sellafield, are expected to
make a positive return for the taxpayer and are consistent with the UK's
environmental objectives and international obligations. My officials have
sought an urgent explanation from yours, but so far this has not been
forthcoming. It is important that the issues raised by my officials are
answered quickly. Information about this new contract is likely to find its way
into the public domain and it has the potential to cause considerable
embarrassment at the Bremen meeting.

I am sending copies of this letter to the Prime Minister, the Deputy Prime
Minister, the Chancellor of the Exchequer, the Foreign Secretary, the
Secretaries of State for Health and Northern Ireland, the Attorney General,
the Cabinet Secretary and to Ross Finnie (Scottish Executive) and Sue Essex
(Welsh Assembly Government).

MICHAEL MEACHER

P.82/62

TOTAL P.B2
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The Rt Hon Jack Straw
Secretary of State
Foreign and Commonwealth Office Minister for Lurop:
King Charles Street

LONDON
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London SW]A 2AH
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Dear //‘,(\, (,\(

NON-ﬁ OAD MOBILE MACHINERY (NRMM) EMISSIONS DIRECTIVL

1 am writing in response 10 David Jamicson’s Icticr 10 vou of 8 May seeking EP
clearance to a proposed UK negotiation position on the Non-Road Mobile Machiner
Direcuve (NRMM) for the June Environment Council.

Although I share some of 1he concerns cxpressed by David in his Jener, particulariy
1he costs of implementation. ] 1car we s1and to lose more in terms of negotiating
flexibility 1f we vote against the proposed Dircctive at this staec.

1 undersiand from officials that since David’s letier issued there have been several
working group meetings. These have clearly indicated that the UK is completely
isolated on making Stage I1IB a volumary standard. dcspite iniensive lobbying by our
Posts. It therefore seems unlikelv that we will be able 10 persuade the Council 1o adop
anvihing other than a mandatory Stage 111B on 13 June. Nor that we will be able 1
wrn round the strong support for the inclusion of locomouve engines within the scop
of the Directive.

I believe 11 would therejore serve us better 10 abstain at the June Environment
Council, stating that we wish 10 see the Europcan Parhament’s First Reading
suggestions before we finalise our position. This should give us a greater leverage i
subsequent negotiations. Voung against would give us less and might also lose us the
concessions gained already. such as the lifeboat Jaunching equipment exemption.

An absiention now would also help when lobbying MEPs during the European
Parliament’s First Rcading, providing a greater chance of an ouicome favourable 10
the UK.
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The June Environment Council is already looking like a difficult Council for the UK.
We are set 10 vole against the proposed Environmental Liability Directive. Is there not
a risk that were we also 10 vote against the proposed NRMM, we would run into
criticism from media, NGOs and some of our pariners that we were failing 10 meet the
high environmental siandards we set in other areas?

] am copying this leter 10 the Prime Minister, EP colleagues, Sir Andrew Turnbull

and Prof David King.

Yours sincerely

/\e/(/(/\ X
— AP

Denis MacShane
Minister for Europe

TOTAL P.@2
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CLIMATE CHANGE: US VIEWS
From: WASHINGTON

TO PRIORITY FCO
TELNO 782
OF 042141Z JUNE 03

AND TO PRIORITY DEFRA ﬂ
INFO PRIORITY BEWJING, BRASILIA, CABINET OFFICE, CANBERRA, DFID
INFO PRIORITY DTI, EU POSTS, MEXICO CITY, MOSCOW, NEW DELHI
INFO PRIORITY OTTAWA, TOKYO, UKDEL IMF, UKMIS NEW YORK

INFO PRIORITY UKREP BRUSSELS

Cabinet Office for Lloyd, Key
DTI for MacNaughton
DEFRA for Derwent, Hendry

Washington telno 727 to FCO

SUMMARY

1. No sign of change in US climate policy. They see Kyoto (though
not the UNFCCC) as broken, and propose their cluster of
science-focused technology initiatives as the basis for an
alternative. They will build on these through bilateral relations

with key developing countries and the G8 science/ technology
workstream.

DETAIL

2. Following TUR, | called on Jim Connaughton, Chair of the
Council on Environmental Quality, White House, to discuss US
policy on climate change in the run up to COP9.

3. Connaughton said that the US's domestic and international

climate policy was focused on the technology initiatives announced
over the last six months, including hydrogen research, the cleaner
coal FutureGen power station, and re-engagement in the

International Thermonuclear Experimental Reactor. Roadmaps were
being prepared on each strand. A key next step was the July 31

Earth Observation Summit, on which he was more focused than on the
Carbon Sequestration Leadership Forum. He hoped for UK

Ministerial attendance.

4. He denied that there was any shift in US domestic policy.

Cabinet was united on the issue, and there would be no change as a
result of Christine Todd Whitman's resignation. In any case

climate change was not a prime political issue domestically. He
reiterated the Administration's "VISION" plan for voluntary

business action (my telno 206), and noted that total US emissions
had fallen 1% over the past year, largely due to declining

economic activity. They were working on a single voluntary

federal registry for emissions (under section 1605b of the Energy
Policy Act), to be finalised in advance of COP9 [Comment: we
expect guidance on this to be published before the end of June].

| stressed the importance of our registry systems being

compatible. Connaughton also hoped that energy legislation
currently stalled in Congress would pass, given that many of its
elements (for example on ethanol) were "climate-friendly". His
interest was in cleaner fossil fuels, and he hoped that further
sequestration initiatives would be discussed in Congress. But if

the price of natural gas rose to a significant level, nuclear new

build, LNG and renewables (particularly geothermal and wind) would
also become more viable.

5. Internationally, the US was maintaining its involvement in the
COP process, and believed that the UNFCCC still offered a lot of

http://no10intranet/fcotelegrams/bodytext.asp?ID=159294 05/06/2003
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common ground on which we could work. But Kyoto was bogged down,
irrespective of Russian ratification (which he did not expect).

It needed resetting. The G8 science/ technology strand was a key
way of doing this, and the US would be looking to work with Japan
and the UK in the follow up to Evian to drive the technology
workstreams forward. They would also continue to build bilateral
relations on the technology agenda outside the COP process,
focusing on China, India, Mexico, Brazil and South Africa. Hence
the importance of the Global Observation Summit. Related work
(for example on sustainable forestry) would be far more effective

in time than the Clean Development Mechanism. He also noted that
intensity targets were the only realistic way of involving

developing countries.

COMMENT

6. Connaughton was in typically robust mood. But he acknowledged
that we still need to engage on the post-2012 developing country
agenda. The G8 technology workstream is one way of doing this.
Seen from here, we also need to look for others, irrespective of
progress at Milan.

(Desk Office for Energy & Environment - Christian Turner +1 202
588 6682)

BRENTON

Sent by WASHINGTON on 04-06-2003 21:41
Received by No10 on 04-06-2003 23:25

http://no10intranet/fcotelegrams/bodytext.asp?ID=159294 05/06/2003
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AVIENDMENT 1O THE SCLPHUR CONTENT OF 1.1QUID FURLS
DIRECTIVE (1999/32/EC), REGARDING M ARINY FTJEL

Thank you for your letter of 28 May requesting agrecment on the line to take when
negoliating the Commission’s praposal (COM (2002) 565). I fully suppost the gencral
position of “"Conditional support” you are taking Lo protect the environment in 4 Cost-
beneficial way. However, [ have some detailed suggestions to make which | feel will
ephance the UK position and lmprove the enviranimens in & cost eftect manncr.

The issue of “Technical ahatcment” raived in your lerier T strongly support and you
should push to ensure the amendmei is carried. This as you state ke2ps upen the uprion
of complying with the cavirunmental impact By alternetive means other than changing
the fusel. [ also agree you should seek (o ensure that conBicts betwoen MARPOL Aanex
VT and the European Union legislation are avoided on this isme.

plowever, the propusal i establish a Regulatory Commictes under Lhe Directive to
consider which alternative abatcment methods might pe pesmnissible strikes me as likeiy
1o siille immovation and delay any new tachnology reaching the market. A better
approach would be in-line with that taken by the iegislation conlrolling the emissions
from gutomotive engines, power stations and industrial plant. This seis the emissions

Dapactment of Trade annt Inaustry
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Covntinuation 2

limits of the combustion gases leaving the chimney or exbaust pipe af the required Tevel
1o achieve tae enviconmeplal geal. The choiee ol technology should be left to the ship
owner to decide depending on the specific requirements of the ship, provided it meets
the strict enviromnental controis required, and subject ta maonitoring of fhe emissions. a8
with other industrial applications.

{ arn sending a copy of this letter (0 the Prime Minisicr, other members of the EP
Committee, and to Sir Andrew Turnbull and to $ir Nigel Sheinwald.
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PATRICIA HEWITT
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AMENDMENT TO THE SULPHUR CONTENT OF LIQUID FUELS
DIRECTIVE (1999/32/EC), REGARDING MARINE FUEL

-4 JUN 2003

| am writing in response to Margaret Beckett's letter to you of 28 May
seeking EP agreement to the proposed UK line for the negotiations on the
Commission’s proposal for amendments to the Sulphur Content of Liquid
Fuels Directive.

| welcome the line which Margaret proposes. Opposition to the
Commission's proposal would be counterproductive. Equally, the UK must
not give unequivocal support to the proposal, but must seek to amend it as it
goes through the EC legislative process. In particular, the UK should work to
ensure that the relevant provisions of the amended Directive mirror Annex VI
to the MARPOL Convention, that the Directive as a whole is dovetailed with
MARPOL Annex VI and the United Nations Convention on the Law of the
Sea, and that full consideration is given to the implications for flag state
responsibilities and port state control.

This letter is copied to the Prime Minister, other members of the EP
Committee, Sir Andrew Turnbull and Sir Nigel Sheinwald.
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ALISTAIR DARLING
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PRIVATE MEMBER'’S BILL: MUNICIPAL WASTE RECYCLING

| am grateful for Michael Meacher’s letter of 3 June which sets out a further
measure for a compromise approach that the Government can support on the
Municipal Waste Recycling Bill. We are now very close to securing a suitable
compromise although there are a few terms we need to clarify on the potential cost
to local government and on any monitoring arrangements. | also remain concerned
that authorities have the discretion that they need about the way in which they give
effect to the duty.

There is a genuine recognition amongst local authorities that recycling should be
encouraged but there has always been a question of how appropriate resources are
translated to the front line. | do accept Michael's point that there are other levers that
need to be taken into account when assessing additional costs and that any assessment
needs to be considered in that context. My main concern here is that from the outset
there will be an increased expectation with this duty that local authorities will need to act
in an area where they already facing significant pressure. As a minimum DEFRA need to
make clear that before the Bill comes into force they will have reached an agreement with
the LGA about the timing of any burdens exercise.

Michael accepts the principle that local authorities should carry out their functions
according to local circumstances. | am grateful that Michael has considered the inclusion
of the phrase “ shall take steps that in its opinion are necessary” in order to ensure that
local authorities have the necessary flexibility to carry out their functions. | understand
that he has now sought the views of Parliamentary Counsel on whether the phrase should
appear on the face of the Bill or in statutory guidance in order to achieve that aim. The
definition of “reasonable access” can be addressed in statutory guidance. My concern is
to make certain that the Bill enshrines local authority discretion about the how they give
effect to the duty and that this would be robust in the face of legal challenge. If Counsel’s
view is that the Bill provides that discretion, | could accept the provision as drafted. We




must, however, make our intention clear in the Statement at Committee and in any
subsequent statutory guidance.

| am content with Michael's proposed approach on BVPIs although as he acknowledges,
any information on new BVPIs would not become available until 2005. | also support the
use of existing reporting mechanisms such as the Municipal Waste Survey so long as the
overall burdens are taken into account and any proposals to require extra information
from authorities are drawn up in consultation with local government.

| am copying this letter to the Prime Minister, members of LP and ENV Committees, Sir
Andrew Turnbull and First Parliamentary Counsel.
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DA(N) CORRESPONDENCE: NEW SOCIAL AND ENVIRONMENTAL
GUIDANCE TO OFGEM

44., June 2003

This letter gives you DA(N) clearance to proceed as proposed in your letter to me
of 19 May 2003, subject to the views of colleagues laid out below.

On 19 May you wrote to DA(N) seeking clearance to publish revised guidance for the
Office of Gas and Electricity Markets (OFGEM). Replies were received from Lord

Whitty and Anne McGuire.

Larry was content for you to proceed. He agreed with your approach of focusing the
guidance on achieving the targets laid out in the Energy White Paper, and said that his
officials were working with yours on some minor revisions to the guidance.

Anne was also content. She highlighted the importance of ensuring that the Regulator
supports the Government’s policy objectives, and particularly welcomed the reference

in the guidance to renewable energy.

I am copying this letter to the Prime Minister, members of DA(N) and to Sir Andrew
Turnbull.

JOHN PRESCOTT

Website: www.odpm.gov.uk
Email: john.prescott@odpm.gsi.gov.uk




‘:3/@6/2@@3 15:21 DEFRA CABINET SECTION A

Nobel House 020 7238 6465
‘7 Smith Square
London SW1P 3JR

Telephone 08459 335577 d f
Email helpline@defra.gsi.gov.uk e ra

Website www.defra.gov.uk P ol s hdl e

Rt. Hon Dr John Reid MP Your ref. 0017510

Leader of the House of Commons

and President of the Council .

2 Carlton Gardens : : —

-

London ; S June2003
SW1Y 5AA

é¢

&

From the Minister for Environment and Agri-Environment
The Rt Hon Michael Meacher MP
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PRIVATE MEMBER’S BILL: MUNICIPAL WASTE RECYCLING

I have seen Christopher Leslie’s and John Healey’s responses of 2 June to Margaret
Beckett’s letter of 28 May 2003 and am grateful for their willingness to try and reach
agreement on a compromise which would attract Government support. This letter
addresses each of the points made. | believe that none of the points raise
insurmountable obstacles and | hope that on the basis of this response it will be
possible rapidly to conclude that Government can support the Bill by means of the
compromise. As you may know Committee Stage is now re-fixed for 10 June. The
compromise amendment will need to be tabled by Friday at the latest and we need
before then to finalise our instructions for Parliamentary Counsel. | would be
grateful therefore for a response by 4 June.

Christopher Leslie has raised three concerns.

First, recognising that further work will need to be carried out with local government on the
definition of ‘reasonable access’ — with which we agree — Christopher Leslie has asked
that an exercise to assess and quantify any additional costs arising from the new
obligation should be made and that Defra should accept the principle that any new burden
on local government would fall to its budget.

[t is far from clear at present whether this new duty would impose any new cost or
burdens. This is because Government is already putting in place a number of policy levers
which will drive up recycling performance including the statutory recycling targets, the
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Landfill Allowance Scheme, increases in the Landfil Tax; the recycling
challenge/performance reward funds and the Government’'s new public expenditure
programme on sustainable waste management following the Strategy Unit report. We
expect the cumulative impact of all of these measures to lead to a significant increase in
doorstep recycling collections although it is too early to predict the precise levels that will
be achieved and over what timescale, particularly as some of the measures are not yet in
place.

On this basis, we agree that an exercise to assess progress and any potential additional
costs, should progress appear insufficient, would be needed and that we will undertake to
do one at the appropriate time. However, it is premature to do so before progress in
response to the other measures | have described has been assessed. This suggests that
a review to feed into the Spending Review 2006 would be the most appropriate time
bearing in mind that the target date in Joan Ruddock’s Bill is 2010.

Second, Christopher Leslie has asked that the duty on local authorities to ensure
reasonable access to facilities for the separate collection of at least one type of recyclable
waste be modified to ensure that local authorities have the necessary flexibility to carry out
their functions. He has suggested inserting a phrase along the lines of “shall take the
steps that in its opinion are necessary..." to the provision.

We accept the principle but are not clear whether this needs to be on the face of the Bill or
simply in guidance to accompany it. We will take up this point with Parliamentary Counsel.

Third, Christopher Leslie is keen to ensure that the new reporting arrangements rely on
existing requirements e.g. Best Value Performance Indicator (BVPI) 91 and/or the
Municipal Waste Survey, to avoid creating an additional burden on local authorities.

We do not believe that thera are insurmountable problems here. BVPI 91 currently seeks
information on the percentage of the population resident in the Authority’s area served by
a kerbside collection of recyclables. This provides the minimum information we would
seek if the Bill becomes law based on the current compromise text i.e. “at least one” type
of recyclable waste collection. For future years — which Christopher Leslie rightly points
out would not yield information before October 2005 — we have the option to seek
amendments to the BVPIs in the next couple of months if we wish and we are already
looking at some other possible amendments on waste.  If we wish to use the Municipal
Waste Survey to provide the information, it would need to be amended (to secure
information on the number of households receiving kerbside collections for each material
type), there is a time lag of currently 6 — 9 months on when information becomes available
and of course it is a voluntary scheme. But we will certainly look at this possibility as well.

John Healey has raised one issue — related to Christopher Leslis’s request that local
authorities have sufficient discretion in exercising their obligations. He is keen that the
principles of practicality and cost-effectiveness are seen to underpin the compromise. His
preference would be to include this in the Bill's provisions. Failing that he would want such
references clearly stated in Government's guidance to local authorities on the
interpretation of the Bill's provisions.
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We are content that the principles of practicality and cost effectiveness should be set out
clearly. We believe, however, that including these principles on the face of the Bill would
be interpreted by the Committee (and Joan Ruddock) as undermining the principle of
reasonable access. We can agree therefore to include the principles in the guidance we
will need to issue to-local authorities, alongside any expansion of the need for local
authorities to have sufficient flexibility in carrying out their functions (if Parliamentary
Counsel advises that this point need not be covered in the Bill itself). We can also accept
that the current compromise is in effect Government’s ‘bottom line’.

| hope, therefore, that this response now meets the concerns Christopher Leslie and John
Healey have EST to John Reid re: Ruddock Bill compromise raised and clears the way for
agreement to Government support for the compromise amendments to Joan Ruddock’s
Bill. :

| am copying this letter to the Prime Minister, members of LP and ENV Committees, Sir
Andrew Turnbull and First Parliamentary Counsel.

S
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MICHAEL MEACHER




Jeff Rooker ™M \,-\ ‘
Minister of State For Housing, Ccq- G\L :
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-3 JUN 2003

REVIEW OF THE WASTE MANAGEMENT LICENSING EXEMPTIONS

I have seen Margaret Beckett’s letter to you of 16 May concerning a proposed public
consultation in respect of a review of waste management licensing exemptions in England

and Wales.

I welcome this initiative. The success of the ODPM’s policy to encourage greater use of
suitable construction and demolition waste in place of newly quarried aggregates depends,
in part, on better controls to ensure that such materials are not wastefully lost into exempt
sites and on being able to properly monitor the situation. The consultation proposals appear
to provide a means of addressing this issue. However our officials will need to
communicate with Defra’s officials to ensure that this aspect is properly covered in the
consultation papers before these are published. I am asking mine to follow this up with

Defra’s officials.

I am copying this letter to the Prime Minister, members of ENV and Sir Andrew Turnbull.

o 4

JEFF ROOKER

APPROVED BY THE
MINISTER AND SIGNED
IN HIS ABSENCE
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REVIEW OF THE WASTE MANAGEMENT LICENSING EXEMPTIONS

Our Ref: AD/006980/03

-2 JUN 2003

| have seen Margaret Beckett's letter to you of 16 May seeking ENV
clearance to publish a consultation paper containing draft amending
Regulations and a partial Regulatory Impact Assessment on amendments to
the system of exemptions from waste management licensing in England and
Wales.

| am content for you to publish this consultation paper as planned. | would be
grateful if you could add the Highways Agency to the list of consultees as
they have an interest in the use of wastes for construction.

T

N

ALISTAIR DARLING

| am copying this letter to the Prime Minister, members of ENV and
Sir Andrew Turnbull.
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PRIVATE MEMBER'’S BILL: MUNICIPAL WASTE RECYCLING

| have seen a copy of Margaret Beckett’s letter of 28 May seeking agreement of LP
and ENV Committees to your proposed approach for the future handling of the
Municipal Waste Recycling Bill. | take the firm view we cannot support Bill as
drafted. However, in the light of our position on the Strategy Unit report on waste, |
agree that there are ways in which the text of your compromise can be amended. |
can accept the obligation on local authorities to provide access to segregated
waste so long as it is amended to protect the discretion of local authorities and so
long as the ‘new burdens principle’ applies. Whilst | would be prepared in principle
to consider something in relation to doorstep recycling collection beyond the
existing BVPI, | do not believe that this is practical. However, | believe we can find a
suitable alternative arrangement where existing reporting requirements are used.
Without these amendments it may prove difficult to agree a way forward. If that is
the case, we need to stand ready to withdraw our support for the Bill.

| am grateful for Margaret’s proposal for a way forward on this issue. | agree that the Bill
requires substantive amendment to bring it in line with Government policy, particularly on
freedoms and flexibilities for local government. Margaret suggests placing an obligation
on waste collection authorities to ensure that all households have reasonable access to
facilities for the separate collection of at least one type of recyclable waste by 2010. |
agree that further work would be needed on agreeing a suitable definition of “reasonable
access to” collection facilities. This is far from straightforward and should be undertaken
with local government. Given that uncertainty it is particularly important that, if we are to
agree to this compromise, Margaret makes clear to the Committee that DEFRA will meet
any new burdens that fall on local government. We shall need a proper exercise to
assess and quantify these additional costs.




Whilst | am encouraged to see that most of the original provisions in the Bill have been
.jropped, we do need to ensure that local authorities have the necessary flexibility to carry

out their functions in response to local needs. Therefore, | believe the duty should be
conditioned so that authorities shall take the steps that, in their opinion, are necessary in
order to ensure that households have reasonable access to separate collection of
recyclable waste.

| recognise that in the context of the Government’s response to the Strategy Unit report
on waste, we have indicated that there is a need for a significant increase in doorstep
collection of separate recyclable waste and a need to monitor progress. It is vital that any
reporting arrangements use reasonable measures in order to minimise the extra burdens
placed on local authorities. Margaret's proposal goes some way to meeting this
requirement but there are a number of practical problems with this approach. The existing
BVPI 91 encourages local authorities to extend kerbside collections only. It does not
indicate the type of waste to be collected or whether any “classes” of waste are involved.
Any new BVPIs introduced under the current arrangements would not come into
operation until 1 April 2004 and the first progress report on any new BVPI linked to
kerbside recycling could not be made until Autumn 2005. A significant amount of work will
be required in securing agreement on the definition of any new BVPI which would to give
a precise figure and clearly define the products being collected so that genuine inter -
authority comparison is possible. Although it would not be suitable to use this or a similar
BVPI for reporting purposes, | believe there are existing measures - for instance the
Municipal Waste Survey - we can adopt. The Bill will need to be amended and phrased in
such terms as to allow us to use such measures and not be quite so rigidly prescriptive.

| am copying this letter to the Prime Minister, members of LP and ENV Committees, Sir
Andrew Turnbull and First Parliamentary Counsel.

) A
[

CHRISTOPHER LESLIE




RightFax 6/2/2003 4:17 PAGE 3/4 RightFax

F&Q 7%: PD()

' < P51
- TR ) Cesy

‘ RightFax —
G:\EST 20 ne 2003\019.doc

HM Treasury, | Horse Guards Road, London, SWIA 2HQ

Rt Hon Dr. John Reid MP

President of the Council and Leader of the House of Commons

2 Carlton Gardens
London SW1

2 June 2003

John

Margaret Beckett’s letter of 28 May 2003 seeks agreement to support a compromise approach
on the Municipal Waste Recycling (Ruddock) Bill. I am very grateful for Margaret’s efforts
in trying to reach a compromise with Joan Ruddock. I believe that we are close to reaching a
compromise the Government should support. However, the Government must take the
opportunity afforded by the Bill’s Commons’ Commuttee stage to further clarify the precise
terms of the compromise provision before announcing our support.

The Government 1s making good progress 1n reconciling the extent of parliamentary support
for the Ruddock Bill, with the importance of not accepting unaffordable commitments. While
persuading Joan to remove the 50% recycling and composting target by 2010, we have
incorporated two of the obligations originally contained 1n the Ruddock Bill into the Waste
and Emissions Trading [WET] Bill. The compromise provision which Margaret is trying to
reach 1s 1n keeping with this balanced approach.

As Margaret’s letter acknowledges, the suggested compromise provision hinges on the
definition of ‘reasonable access’. I suggest that the Government tries to clarify its position
up-front, by making explicit reference in the compromise provision to the principles of
practicability and cost-effectiveness. Further, I understand that Chris Leslie will be writing to
emphasise the importance of allowing local authorities maximum flexibility 1n how they
deliver upon the obligation. If revisions to the compromise provision cannot be secured by
amendment in Commuttee, I am of the view that the Government should reluctantly accept
the compromuse as currently drafted. Since this represents my department’s bottom line, the
Government should be prepared to block any amendments that seek to go further than this
position. Further, if we are obliged to accept the bottom line, the principles of cost-
effectiveness, practicability and local flexibility will have to be set out in subsequent
Government guidance to local authorities.

Margaret’s letter does not include an estimate of the potential costs of implementing the
Ruddock Bill compromise. Any new burden on local authorities in this area will fall on Defra
as the department responsible for 1t. Defra will have to prioritise this against their other
expenditure pressures if they choose to bid for it in future Spending Reviews. In assessing

Ske g3




RightFax 6/2/2003 4:17 PAGE 4/4 RightFax

future costs, the Government will need to take into account that a 30% statutory recycling
target already exists for 2010, and that delivering our existing commitments is likely to be
consistent with cost-effective implementation of the Ruddock Bill.

Copies go to the Pnime Minister, members of LP and ENV Committees, Sir Andrew Turnbull
and First Parliamentary Counsel.

JOHN HEALEY MP
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The Rt Hon. John Prescott MP - ( 0

Deputy Prime Minister and First Secretary of State
Dover House

Whitehall
London

Z_ June 2003

From the Office of Lord Whitty
Minister for Food, Farming and Sustainable Energy

i
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NEW SOCIAL AND ENVIRONMENTAL GUIDANCE TO THE
REGULATOR

| have seen Patricia Hewitt’s letter to you of 19 May seeking clearance to consult on
new social and environmental guidance to the Office of Gas and Electricity Markets
(OFGEM). ;

The new guidance forms a key part of the programme of action announced in the
Energy White Paper to raise the profile of environmental considerations in OFGEM'’s
regulatory decision making. | agree with Patricia that the best approach to gain the
Regulator’s support is to provide guidance tightly-focussed on the achievement of the
targets in the Energy White Paper. | know that my officials have been working closely
with Patricia’s on the guidance and are in touch about some further minor revisions.
We believe that the guidance will provide us with an effective tool to focus the
regulator's attention on their role in helping us meet our targets and aims. | am
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therefore content for the guidance to be issued for consultation following Patricia’s
speech on energy policy on 4 June.

| am copying this letter to colleagues on DA(N), Geoffery Norris and Sir Andrew
Turnbull.
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SECRETARY OF STATE FOR ENVIRONMENT,
FOOD AND RURAL AFFAIRS

Implementation of the Nitrates Directive 91/676 EEC:
Response to Article 228 Reasoned Opinion

Thank you for your letter of 6 May seeking EP colleagues’ clearance
of your draft UK respdnse to the Commission on the Nitrate Directive

infraction proceedings.

2. I have seen responses from Angela Smith and Ross Finnie. Both are
content with your general approach. Angela addresses the concerns you
raised in your letter regarding compliance in Northern Ireland. She is

pleased to confirm that all the issues have now been addressed by the

responsible officials and are now covered in the response. She also confirms

that Northern Ireland’s new designations will be made by Regulations which

will come into force on 1 June 2003.

3 In order to avoid an immediate referral to the European Court of
Justice, we should seek to establish an informal and co-operative
relationship with the Commission on this issue. I understand that Whitehall
officials, co-ordinated by Cabinet Office, are making further presentational
changes to the draft response to encourage a positive reaction from the
Commission. Subject to an agreed outcome to that process, you may take it

that you have clearance to proceed with your approach.




4. I assume you will convey the contents of this correspondence to the

Devolved Administrations.
5. I am copying this minute to the Prime Minister, members of the EP

Committee, Sir Andrew Turnbull, Sir Stephen Wall and Sir Nigel
Sheinwald.

S g

(JACK STRAW)

Foreign and Commonwealth Office

2 June 2003
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The Rt Hon John Prescott MP
Deputy Prime Minister and
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Dover House

Whitehall
LONDON
SW1A 2AU
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THE ENVIRONMENT AGENCY’s CORPORATE STRATEGY

I am writing in response to the letter from Margaret Beckett of 15 May 2003
seeking agreement on a Corporate Strategy for the Environment Agency to
provide a basis for the work of the Agency until 2006/2007. I am happy to endorse
the Strategy, the text of which was agreed at official level.

I am grateful to Margaret for the work that has gone into developing this Strategy. The
Strategy will help the Environment Agency focus on the stated Government priorities,
including the need for the Agency to continue its efforts develop a risk-based,
proportionate, consistent, efficient and cost-effective approach to regulation. These
efforts are being welcomed by UK industry, and I am pleased that my officials remain
involved in this work through their participation in Defra’s Strategic Sponsorship
Group. We also support closer involvement of the Agency in policy work and welcome
their input to the implementation of the End-of-Life vehicles and WEEE Directives.

There remains a tension, however, which came out during what turned into a lengthy
and resource-intensive process to agree the Strategy, between the Agency’s role as
regulator and their broader objectives to promote sustainable development. Whilst both

Department of Trade and Industry
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Continuation 2

are part of their statutory functions, they cannot always expect to fulfil both roles at the
same time on the same issue, by being part of the policy-making process whilst
reserving the right to criticise those policies. For example I understand that the Agency
have publicly criticised the Government’s decision on last-owner pays for end-of-life
vehicles, and that they intend to submit a separate response to my Department’s
consultation on the WEEE Directive, both issues on which Agency officials have been
closely involved. This is a point that Margaret may want to make to John Harman and
Barbara Young, if the opportunity arises.

I am copying this letter to the Prime Minister, members of the ENV Committee and
Sir Andrew Turnbull.
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PATRICIA HEWITT
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From the Secretary of State
__The Rt Hon Margaret Beckett MP

Sagr o,

DEPLETION OF THE OZONE LAYER

14897/02: DRAFT REGULATION AMENDING REGULATION (EC) 2037/2000 AS
REGARDS TO THE CRITICAL USES AND EXPORT OF HALONS, THE EXPORT OF
PRODUCTS AND EQUIPMENT CONTAINING CFCS AND CONTROLS
BROMOCHLOROMETHANE

| am seeking agreement to support a First Reading Agreement at the Environment
Council in June to a technical amendment to Regulation (EC) No. 2037/2000 on
substances that deplete the ozone layer. | would be grateful for a response by 9
June 2003.:

The UK, with the support of UK industry, has been actively seeking an amendment to the
Ozone Regulation in the areas of export of halon and export of products containing CFCs
for some time. We therefore welcomed the original Commission proposal of 27 November
2002, which provided for:-

(i) The introduction of timeframes for the eventual phase-out of halon for critical uses, as
alternatives to halon are identified and found to be suitable for these uses. This would
ensure that stepped progress is made in reducing the scope and usage of halon for critical
uses and, therefore, be likely to have a beneficial effect on the environment. As the
Commission would only propose the phase-out of halon for particular critical uses once
technically and economically feasible alternatives existed, and that would have to be
agreed under the Management Committee procedure, the economic impact, of such a
timeframe is unlikely to be significant in the UK. Phase-out would be analysed on a case-
by-case basis once the Commission proposed to remove a particular halon use from the
list of critical uses. ’
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(ii) The export of bulk halon for critical uses as listed in Annex VIl of the Regulation. This
would reduce the possibility of further production of virgin halon and obviate the need for
unnecessary destruction of surplus halon, and so be beneficial to the environment. 1t would
also be beneficial for UK industry which is keen to export recovered halon that is surplus to
UK and EC critical use requirements for critical uses outside the EC.

(iii) The export of products and equipment containing foam blown with CFCs, other than
refrigeration and air-conditioning equipment that contains CFC-blown foam. This is
necessary in order to negate a potential restriction on EC trade in second-hand aircraft,
ships and vehicles and to address the impracticability of removal of CFCs from foams in
such products and equipment. This amendment would not result in any significant impact
on the environment.

—(iv')wB-ring-ing—--the<-~Ievel---~of--contr-ol—@n---b-remoehloFome-thane—qn-r-th-e EGC--into-line-with-the--- -~

Montreal Protocol on substances that deplete the ozone layer. There would be no
. significant economic impact but there would be a potential net gain to the environment.

| attach a Partial Regulatory Impact Assessment.

During discussions in Council Working Group it became apparent that a majority of
Member States wanted tighter controls on the export of halon and products containing
CFC refrigerants. The Presidency therefore proposed a compromise. text which was
agreed at COREPER and submitted by the Presidency to Parliament on 4 April. The
amendments strengthen the proposal by providing:- "

(i) a more rigorous authorisation process for exports of halons.

(i)  a prohibition on exports of Halon for critical uses on 31 December 2009.

(i) ~ Additional restrictions on the export of used products and equipment that contain
foam blown with CFCs.

Following discussion .at COREPER, the Greek Presidency indicated to the European
Parliament that this text might form the basis for a First Reading Agreement. The EP First
Reading is scheduled for 4 June. Providing the EP does not introduce significant changes
to the Presidency compromise text, the Presidency will submit the file to Council as an ‘A’
point before the end of June.

Following the agreement that was reached at COREPER it became clear that the Council
amendment that places additional restrictions on the export of used products and
equipment that contain foam blown with CFCs was not clear and could lead to the
interpretation that exports of second-hand vehicles, planes and ships containing foam
blown with CFCs would be illegal. This interpretation, which would undermine one of our

objectives in seeking the amendments, could have significant consequences for UK
exports of second hand vehicles, planes and ships.

Following successful {obbying the EP rapporteur is now pressing for an amendment to
clarify the Council amendment which should rectify the situation so that it is clear that the
export of products and equipment containing air conditioning or refrigeration equipment is
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only illegal if that equipment uses CFCs as a refrigerant. The UK is strongly supporting
this amendment. '

{ would be grateful for your agreement to support a First Reading Agreement based on the
Council text submitted to the EP, providing the EP amendments do not pose any
substantial difficulties for the UK, and under the assumption that | will seek to obtain

Council agreement to the helpful EP amendment discussed above. |f we do not secure
agreement to that clarificatory amendment, | would not wish to vote against the
Agreement and thereby lose the other gains we have made. We would however then
need to consider carefully the legal risk associated with interpreting the amended
regulation as permitting the export of second hand vehicles, planes and ships: containing
CEC blown foam, and if necessary | will contact colleagues with details of our best
collective assessment. ’ :
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| am copying this_ to the Prime Minister, members of the" EP Committee, Sir Andrew
Turnbull and Sir Nigel Sheinwald. | am writing separately to the Devolved Administrations.

Cageass
W oagoves

MARGARET BECKETT
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Regulatory Impact Assessment (RIA)

1. Proposal for a Regulation of the European Parliament and of the Council
amending Regulation (EC) No 2037/2000 on Substances that Deplete the
Ozone Layer as regards the critical uses and export of halons, the export
of products and equipment containing chlorofluorocarbons and controls
on bromochloromethane

2. Purpose and intended effect of measures

Background:

The technical amendment to Regulation EC 2037/2000 would amend the legislation
in 4 areas where it was deemed to be deficientas follows:

o - e et S © e oAV SSmee (A RS S IRp——T S

use of halon is identified and found to be suitable, the Regulation would prevent the
alternative substance being applied for that use until alternatives were identified and
found to be suitable for all critical uses of halon. ‘

IL. Currently Regulation 2037/2000 does not allow for export of halon for critical uses
outside the EU, despite there still being a need for halon for these particular uses as
alternatives are yet to be identified and applied.

IIL. The Regulation would prevent the export of any products and equipment that
contain CECs, including second haod aircraft, ships and cars that contain CFC blown
foam which it would be impractical to remove.

V1. The Regulation is currently not in line with the agreed Montreal Protocol controls
in respect of bromochlomethane (BCM)

. The proposed amendments would address these deficiencies in the following way.

i. Introduce timeframes for the phase-out of halon for critical uses, as
altematives to halon are identified and found to be suitable for these uses.

The effect would be to add an element of stepped progress into the
Jegislation for each of the critical uses of halon, rather than' waiting for
alternatives to halon to be identified and found to be suitable forall critical
uses of halon. The economic impact would be insignificant, but there
would be environmental benefits associated with earlier phase-outs of
particular critical uses of halon.

Allow the safe export of halon for ‘critical uses’ outside the EU.

The effect would be to allow halon to be exported in cylinders (i.e. safely)
- rather than in existing fire-protection products and equipment as is

NO. 526
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currently allowed (i.e. potentially unsafely) until 31 December 2009. The
European Commission and EU Member States would review whether that
date could be brought forward at the end of 7005 ip the light of fusther
developments with halon alternatives. Also, exporters would need to
obtain authorisation for exports from the Commission and a requirement
would be placed on EU Member States to report on exports of halon under
Aricle 18 of Regulation (3(8)) N0.2037/2000 and sO provide greater
control.

Production of virgin halon is currently prohibited in developed countries.
According to recent UNEP halon production and export data, only China
produces virgin halon for export. Most new demand for halon is met by
recovery and re-use. Whilst most halon systems in the BU must be
decommissioned by 31 December 2003, there are a range of applications
for which halon, because of its particular properties as an effective fire-
suppressant, i deemed fo be critical after that date. Such areas include
civil aviation and military applications. : :

v e — ot N e 0 ,-._~.,-.--..~..-.~._:-..,v..-vAw-_.M,w-.‘.--.-1. L i A sV ¥ RS

This measure could serve to prevent any need for further production of
virgin halon for critical uses. As halon systems ar€ decommissioned, there
will be a large amount of recovered halon available. Tf that were needed
for critical uses outside the EU and could be exported safely, it would
preclude unnecessary destruction and the associated costs. There would be
net environmental benefits as well as potential income generated by

exports by UK industry.

Allow the export of products and equipment containing foam blown with
CECs, other than refrigeration and air-conditioning equipment.

Currently, the Regulation prevents the export of any products and
equipment that contain CEC-blown foam. It was the intent of the
Regulation, however, only to prevent the export of refrigeration equipment
containing CFCs. As it stands, the Regulation prevents the export of
products and equipment such as second-hand aircraft, ships and vehicles
that contain CFC-blown foam and s0 provides a major restriction on trade
in these areas. This is not in the interest of the countries that receive such
products either as they would be unlikely to be able to afford new ships
and aircraft in particular. The epvironmental impact would be negligible
as the removal and destruction of foam in such products and equipment is
not considered to be technically or economically feasible in the EC at
present.

CFCs are present on-board older aircraft in certain types of foam and as

refrigerants in on-board catering equipment (newer aircraft utilise material
that does not contain such substances).

Cuyrent data on exports of second-hand ships and aircraft is not available.
However, data is available on the export of second-hand aircraft from the
UK for the years 1993, 1994 and 1995 (trade codes seem to have changed
after that date). Exports related to fixed-wing aircraft, both civil and
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military, although approximately 95% was in the civil category,
follows:-

(Year Value of UK exports of second-hand aircraft
£M (approx)
1993 200
1994 240

1995 320

2002 figures for exports of second-hand cars are as follows:-

Quantity [ Value in £M (approx) ‘

8,759 | 23

iv.  Bring the level of control on bromochloromethane (BCM) in the EC into

NO. 526
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" The European Community is currently out of line with requirements under
the Montreal Protocol on substances that deplete the ozone layer in respect
of BCM. The amendment would implement the required level of control
on BCM. There would be an insignificant econormic impact.

~ All proposed amendments apply to the UK as a whole.

The UK Government and business have becn pressing for these amendments for

nearly two years. If they were not accepted it would place the EU and UK in non- .

compliance with the Montreal Protocol with regards to BCM. Without the amendment
there would also remain confusion regarding the type of used equipment that can be
exported outside of the EU.

3. Options

A. Object to one or more of the four proposed amendments: NO. The UK
Government, after consultation with UK industry, requested that this
amendment be brought forward to iron out some of the problems with
Regulation (EC) 2037/2000 as it stood. See Section 2 above.

. Support all four proposed amendments, subject to minor drafting changes
proposed by other EU Member States: YES. This amendment is needed
and has been pressed for by UK Government for the past 2 years.

4. Benefits
Benefits are as outlined in Section 2 above.

5. Costs




B39/06/2003

12:01 DEFRA CABINET SECTION A

020 7238 6465

No significant COSIS would be imposed by this proposed amendment, which
however has the potential to result in a net benefit for the UK in terms of export.
However, should the amendment fall the main legal impact would be to place the
EC in non-compliance with the Montreal Protocol on BCM. Also without this
amendment there would remain confusion regarding the type of used equipment
that can be exported outside the EU.

6. Consultation with small businesses: the Small Firms’ Impact Test

Some of the UK companies currently involved in the export of halon products and
equipment are small businesses, who would be in favour of the amendment. Small
businesses that are members of the Halon Users National Consortium (HUNC) were
consulted on the proposal. There would be financial benefit to small businesses

involved in thie export of halon for critical uses, although this has not been possible to

quantify: no actual. data are available as the industry potentially affected by the
amendment is very fragmented. '

7. Competition Assessment

[ Competition Filter Test Lo '

than 10% market share?

{2. Tn the markets affected, does any fimm have more | No
than 20% market share?

Questions Answers - Yes or No
1. In the markets affocted, does any firm have more No : -

3. In the markets affected, does any fiom have rmore No
than 50% market share?

4. Would the costs of the amended regulation affect No
some firms substantially more than others?

\—5. Is the amended regulation likely to affect the market | No
structure changing the nurober or size of firms?

not have to meet?

7. Would the amended regulation Jead to higher No
ongoing costs for new or potential furms that exisung
finms do nothave to meet? ‘

8. Are the sectors characterised by rapid technological No
change?

NO. 526

9. Would the amended regulation restrict the ability of | No

firms to choose the price, quality, range ot Jocation of
their products?

6. Would the amended regulation Jead to higher set-up | No
costs for new or potential firms that existing firms do

8. Enforcement and sanctions

Statgtory Instrument (SI) 2002 No.528, ‘Environmental Protection: The
Environmental Protection (Controls on Ozone-Depleting Substances) Regulations
2002’, came into force on 31 March 2002. It created offences and penalties

yaa?
|
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associated with breaches of Regulation (EC) 2037/2000. The SI would need to be
amended.

. 9. Monitoring and review

Compliance with the restriction related to exports of halon would be monitored
through the requirement for EU exporters to 1eport all halon exported to third
countrdes, industry volume, intended use and destruction to the European

Comumission. Compliance with the prohibition on exports of products and
equipment containing CFCs would be monitored by HM Customs & Excise.

10. Consultation

o Departmentof T rade and Industry
o HM Customs & Excise
e Ministry of Defence
e HM Treasury
‘....‘w_@abmeb@fﬁee.___,_..,_,,_...,,._.._.,.._.,w._,,,_,.,-_..,,_-_v_-. e A
o Halon Users National Consortium (HUNC)
e Foreign and Commonwcalth Office (FCO)

11. Summary and recommendation

This Amendment is needed and has been pressed for by UK Govemument for the
past 2 years.

12. Declaration

I have read the Regulatory Tmpact Assessment and T am satisfied that the balance
and cost benefits is the right one in the circumstances. -

Signed:

Date: 22/503.

Contact point

Stephanie Godliman, Global Atmosphere Division, Defra, Zone 3/A3, Ashdown
House, 123 Victoria Street, London SW1E 6DE (telephone 020 7944 5233; GTN
3533 5233 fax 020 7944 5219; e-mail, Stephanie.godliman@dcfra.gsi.gov.uk).




Office of Science and Technology
1 Victoria Street, London SW1H OET
Telephone 020 7215 5000 Direct Line 020 7215 3825 Fax 020 7215 0314
E-mail: mpst.king@dti.gsi.gov.uk

From the Chief Scientific Adviser to HM Government and Head of the Office of Science and Technology
Professor Sir David King KB ScD FRS

S23286

- Rt Hon Margaret Beckett MP
Secretary of State
Dept for the Environment, Food & Rural Affairs
Nobel House B
17 Smith Square
London
SWI1P 3JR

28 May 2003

%,

RE: FORESIGHT FLOOD AND COASTAL DEFENCE PROJECT

Thank you for your letter dated 4 April, which invites participation in the DEFRA-led
development of a 10-20 year strategy for flood management. This will be a key initiative in
an important area of policy development and I believe that the Foresight Flood and Coastal
Defence (FCD) project will be ideally placed to contribute.

The Foresight project is already showing that the change in flood risk due to changes in
climate and society could be substantial and diverse over the next century. Since many flood
management assets have lifetimes in excess of 50 years (considerably more in the case of
the sewer system), it will therefore be important to take account of these longer-term factors.
This will help ensure that the resulting policies are robust and able to cope with the range of
future possibilities, and that decisions flowing from the strategy do not unduly restrict future
options for response.

The current phase of the Foresight project is analysing the factors that will most affect future
flooding, and will produce a vision of possible future impacts on society, the environment
and the economy. I expect that to be complete over the next month or so. The project will
then collaborate with a wide spectrum of stakeholders to consider options for responding to

$23286 dti

Department of Trade and Industry




the challenges that have been identified. That work is likely to consider many of the issues
raised in your letter, and is due to report later in the year. This timing would seem to fit well
with the production of your strategy.

On a final note, I would like to mention the benefit that the Foresight project continues to
draw from Elliot Morley’s advice and assistance, and from the close working of OST and
DEFRA officials.

X
/(Mv\ 0 vor

Al

Sir David King
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From: Liz Lloyd
Joanna Key
Date: 28 May 2003

PRIME MINISTER cc: David Manning
Jeremy Heywood
Nigel Sheinwald
Geoffrey Norris
Stephen Wall
Oliver Jones
Martin Hurst

NEXT STEPS ON CLIMATE CHANGE AND TECHNOLOGY

Our strategy

In order to tackle climate change we need deeper cuts in greenhouse gas
emissions than Kyoto will deliver and we need to involve the US and developing
countries in doing so. Our broad strategy was to a) get agreement on the science

and b) to push international collaboration on environmental technologies.

We also need to protect ourselves from allegations of poodledom by being strong
supporters of Kyoto itself. That means getting Russia to ratify and soon, as
without Russia Kyoto won’t enter into force. Kyoto's legal framework and the
virtually universal agreement behind it is one the most significant environmental

and international treaties in existence.

How have we done?

So far we have some progress on the environmental technologies side through the

~ G8, but on the science and on getting Russia to ratify there has been much less

movement.

Our objectives over the next 6 months should be these:-

RESTRICTED
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a) to get Russian ratification. You have already written to Putin and he is
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sensitive to EU nagging on this. The best route is through the EU - they have
the money which Russia wants through the EU trading scheme. But some
green elements in the Commission are reluctant to let Russia have access to
the EU trading scheme because of fears that unproven Russian emission
reductions will ‘corrupt’ the EU scheme. ACTION: You could use Putin’s
visit here in July to press again on ratification (the draft communiqué contains
positive wording on ratification) and emphasise that the UK is keen to involve
Russia in emissions trading and will work within the EU to ensure this
happens. Meanwhile Defra should put pressure on the EC to take a more

positive line with Russia - otherwise they are jeopardising ratification. If

e

to define the environmental technologies where we want to see real

necessary you should write to Prodi.

movement. We have suffered from Whitehall distaste for picking winners.
Of course there are risks with government doing so, but from the ICCEPT
report and our own Energy White Paper it is pretty clear that the areas of
innovation will be new renewables (including offshore wind, tidal and wave)
and hydrogen. The Carbon Trust believes there are real opportunities for UK
business in these industries; because of our North Sea Oil experience we are
particularly well-placed on offshore technologies. The US have no qualms
about picking winners and are backing hydrogen and sequestration to the hilt.
ACTION: MB needs to come back to you with a strategy for pushing

environmental technology in the UK and EU (see below), agreed with PH and

RESTRICTED
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¢) To get better agreement on the science of 60%. Your joint letter with Persson

launched this in the EU, but we need a wider spread of countries on board to
lend it credibility. The Dutch are very helpful on this and have a new
initiative to canvass views internationally on the need for deeper emission
cuts. There may also be scope to achieve a wider consensus through the
international group on the science of climate change - the IPCC - but its next
report is not due until 2007! We also need to do more to get developing
countries on board. We have not done well here. The key countries are

‘iL";_‘) ' Brazil, India, China and South Africa. The best way in is probably in

rw,'(] > emphasising the impact that climate change will have on their own countries.

Yot beip ACTION: The Progressive Governance Summit/gims to get people to sign up

W tW~2 10 60%. Ifit does not succeed you could wrife to key leaders, e.g. Lula. DK

{MV v s could go out to key developing countries n;dke presentation on the impacts of

M kWMIimate change (he has already done so/,,iﬁ South Africa). DK and DEFRA to
((p/xl/u S . . )

V)‘ _op% - provide further advice. 5 < , (/ w
(e Y [l il

d) To ensure that our domestic policy is not out of kilter with our international

aims. NGOs and others will take every opportunity to highlight areas where
the Energy White Paper does not deliver enough for them. In particular, we
need to watch out for when Defra may reduce spending on fuel
poverty/energy efficiency next year. There is a good stuff going on too, and
we should make sure the high-profile policy success stories (e.g. emissions

trading) come through.
We will need to drive this through at three levels. Through the G8, where the

US are crucial as it is their Presidency next. The White House has said

informally that they would be willing to review of progress on environmental

RESTRICTED
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technologies in their Presidency, but Bush is leaving before the session on this at
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Through the EU. The Commission has a huge technology budget but we worry
that it does not back our strategy. They are due to publish a White Paper on
environmental technologies this autumn, so there is a good opportunity to
influence them. We will then need to follow up at Spring Council next year.
Your letter with Persson set this off. If you agree we should take forward a joint
strategy with the Swedes (and possibly the Germans) to get others to join us on

the 60% as well as working on a joint strategy toward the December document.

ACTION: Defra to ensure a good lead person on this, Blair letter to
Persson/Schroeder setting out our strategy. /

Finally public presentation. Green NGOs are remarkably quiet on this front at
the moment, although if Russia does not ratify soon, there will be a hullabaloo.
ACTION: You are hosting a reception in October for people working on real
sustainable development projects - it will be a chance to review progress one
year on from WSSD. There are also opportunities to get more involved on UK
success stories like emissions trading. We need to get the City geared up for
when the EU scheme goes live in 2005 - a breakfast or seminar here, with MB,

would be a good opportunity. She is very keen to take this forward.

Are you happy with the Action points outlined above? M

Is there more you want to do? A W T W
- q\f—ﬂ/\

Do you agree with the basic analysis?
g Z
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Website www.defra.gov.uk _ Department for Enviranment

Food and Rural Affairs
The Rt Hon Jack Straw MP '
Secretary of State :
Foreign and Commonwealth Office
King Charles Street

* London

. ’[8 May 2003

From the Secretary of State
The Rt Hon Margaret Beckett MP

QQN‘MU"-:

PROPOSAL FOR A DIRECTIVE ON THE LIMITATION OF EMISSIONS OF VOLATILE
ORGANIC COMPOUNDS DUE TO THE USE OF ORGANIC SOLVENTS IN
DECORATIVE PAINTS AND VARNISHES AND VEHICLE REFINISHING PRODUCTS
AND AMENDING DIRECTIVE 1999/13/EC.

| am writing to seek agreement to the United Kingdom’s line in the forthcoming
negotiations on the proposal (COM(02) 750) for a Directive limiting the solvent
content of paints. | propose that our key negotiating objectives should be to ensure
a Directive with clear purpose and definition, which maximises benefits to the
environment, which does not impose excessive costs on industry, and which is
practically enforceable and technically feasible. | would be grateful to receive your
response by 4 June. ; :

Organic solvents — volatile organic compounds— are precursors of ground-level ozone.
High concentrations of ozone in air can impair human health and can damage trees,
vegetation and crops, reducing yields. % -

Most paints have traditionally contained organic solvents and the process of the paint
‘drying’ is these solvents evaporating. In recent years, there has been a move to water
based paints that are generally more acceptable to the general public because of ease of
use and quicker drying time (as well as being more environmentally-friendly). There is,
however, often a consequential trade-off on quality of finish and limitations on the
conditions in which such paints can be used. Many paints on sale in the United Kingdom
already meet the standards in the new proposal. The Commission’s proposal would
reinforce the move towards water-based paints and require industry to make a step
change by 2010 to reduce still further the use of organic solvents.
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THE COMMISSION PROPOSAL

The key proposals are:

i. To set limit values for the content of volatile organic compounds in certain
categories of decorative paints, vamishes and vehicle refinishing products.

Paint that did not comply with these limits could not be placed on the market in
any Member State.

i. The proposal would also introduce an amendment to the Solvent Emissions
Directive 1999/13/EC. This sets limits for emissions of volatile organic
chemicals from a range of activities that use solvents. The proposal is to
repeal controls under the Solvent Emissions Directive 1999/13/EC for some

w—vehie!e*eﬁnishiag——*vehiele—sprayinguesﬁvitiesr—?he%tenﬁeﬁ—iﬂe—eomrehmmw-
the sector by limiting the solvent content of the paint products used.
Unfortunately the proposal is flawed in its present form and would have the
effect of excluding emissions from vehicle refinishing from regulation. .

UNITED KINGDOM APP_.R.OACH TO THE PROPOSAL
Options

Opposition

| don't see opposition as a viable or desirable option. Decorative paint products in
the paint industry and, products used in the vehicle refinishing sector have been
identified by the Commission as significant users of volatile organic compounds

that at present are either wholly or partially outside the scope of Community
legislation. :

This Directive aims to assist Member States in achieving their emissions targets for
volatile organic compounds under the National Emission Ceilings Directive 2001/81/EC,
by placing controls on these sectors. The proposal will make small but useful reductions
in emissions. The United Kingdom can achieve this national emission ceiling without
these proposals; some other States (particularly Germany) would not and will press the
measures. Opposing European legislation on this subject may undermine the United
Kingdom's environmental credentials and is, in any case, unlikely to be successful.

Unconditional Support

While [ wish the United Kingdom Govemment to support the proposal in principle,
unconditional support is not a desirable option. A number of features of the Directive as
drafted should be altered in order to ensure clarity of definition. We also need to ensure
that the solvent content limits set for some product categories are technically feasible for
industry to achieve without incurring excessive costs, and without unduly sacrificing the
acceptability of the quality and durability of the paint finish Additionally, the. present
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implementation strategy may require more flexibility. There may also be implications for
the use of paint by the Ministry of Defence that need to be considered.

Conditional Support

| take the view that we should offer conditional support to the Commission proposal. |
propose that we support the proposal’s aim of reducing emissions of volatile organic
compounds by limiting the solvent content of certain categories of paint products.
However we wish to seek some amendments to the proposal, in accordance with the
general principles outlined below.

The representations from the United Kingdom paints and solvents industries have been
fairly supportive of the Commission’s proposal (with some caveats) . The United Kingdom

——-~~--—is-seeminglyel-ready—fu-rther»alengnthe-read—o%—medaeing—an&us{‘ngwwatef-based»pair-rts
than some other member States, and should therefore be better placed than some other
countries to meet new standards. There are arguments that supporting the measures will
gain-a competitive advantage for our industry.

GENERAL PRINCIPLES UNDERLYING THE UNITED KINGDOM APPROACH

| propose that the United Kingdom adopts a negotiating line that adheres to the following
principles: :

i. That the Directive Is compatible with our existing obligations under
international agreements within the World Trade Organisation. (| have yet to
establish that the Directive does not impose trade barriers to companies outside
the European Union)

ii. Ensuring that the solvent content limits for the product categories and the
implementation timetable proposed are the most. beneficial to the environment
taking into consideration technical feasibility and, not incurring excessive costs
to industry. For example, industry has concerns about some of the specific

product requirements. If their view can be justified, we should press for
amendments. '

ii. That the definitions contained within the Directive are clear and accurately
describe the categories of products which are intended to be within the
Directive’s scope. Industry have. concerns that some definitions require further
clarity to ensure that products categories not intended to fall within the scope of
the Directive are explicitly excluded. ‘

iv. The flaw in the proposal for the vehicle-refinishing sector is corrected. It
arises because paint for this sector is not supplied as a finished product but
mixed as and when required and so controfs on marketing the final paint cannot
bite. If the flaw cannot be corrected by amendment to the proposal itself, |
would want the vehicle-refinishing sector to remain within the terms of the
Solvent Emissions Directive 1999/13/EC on environmental grounds.
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v. The proposals could prevent the use of products used for the authentic
restoration and maintenance of historic building, classic cars and similar items
of historic and cultural value. It is not clear to me that it is really necessary to
use an ‘old' style’ paint rather than a modem one that can give a similar finish in
all of these areas. However officials are exploring the issues and trying to
establish whether this is a significant issue. My inclination is to try for a
derogation for the continued use of ‘old style’ paint only if this proves to be an
important industry sector, a derogation would not lead to significant emissions of
solvents, and the provisions can be worded so as to avoid creating a significant
loophole in the Directive that would allow these paints to be used extensively in
other sectors. - - - : :

The key négotiating priorities will therefore be to obtain a Directive with clarity of purpose
----~—aﬁd--éefmitien—aﬂd;-—whieh-is—psaetieauy-enfereeeble~,~and~teehnieaﬂy-feasib%e.—-\i\le~sheu{d——w-~—-
also try to maximise benefits to the environment without imposing excessive costs on
industry within the sectors affected. If we were to seek a derogation for paints used in

restoration, that would be given a relatively low priority.

| attach a draft Regulatory Impact Assessment for the proposal. | suggest that any
remaining issues in this are agreed at official level. :

| am copying this to the Prime Minister, other members of the European Policy Committee,
"the Secretary of State for Defence, and to Sir Andrew Turnbull and to Sir Nigel Sheinwald.
| am writing separately to the Devolved Administrations.

Quyords

MARGARET BECKETT
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From the Head of the Prime Minister’s Delivery Unit 14® May 2003

Dear Jack,

I read the FCO strategic priorities paper over the weekend and found it
fascinating. :

Although it is not really anything to do with me, I was struck by one major
missing theme: surely over the next decade the promotion of British
education, culture and language must become a central priority both as a
major export business and as a means of extending our influence in the
medium and long term. Just one anccdote to support this: last year after
giving a lecture at the University of Zurich, I found a queue of Swiss and
German people waiting to talk to me about what they would need to do to
replicate our success in schoo] reform. This, as you’ll remember from your
days as Opposition spokesperson on education, is a complete reversal from
ten years ago. Yet this is now typical when I travel abroad. Recent

international comparisons showing us in the front rank have had a huge
impact.

This is a narrow example of my major point: I'm sure the era of “education
diplomacy” (as Richard Riley, Clinton’s education secretary, called it) has
arrived and the combination of successful school reform, excellent
universities, the BBC, the English language, a very well-connected

government and David Beckham, makes this country very well placed to be
the best in the world at it.

Best wishes,

Professor Michael Barber
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Initial Regulatory impact Assessment for a proposed European Commission
Directive limiting emissions of volatile organic compounds due to the use of
organic solvents in decorative paints and varnishes and vehicle refinishing
products.

1 Purpose and intended effect of measure

1.1 Objective

To reduce emissions of volatile organic compounds into the atmosphere, in order
to reduce the adverse impact on, and risks to, human health and the environment.

1.2 Background

In sunny, still conditions and in the presence of nitrogen oxides, volatile organic
compound emissions react to form ground level ozone. Ozone is ong of the
components of summer smog and can have adverse effects upon human health,
vegetation and building materials. The Air Quality Strategy for England, Scotland,
Wales and Northern Ireland sets a health-based air quality objective for ozone of
100 microgrammes per cubic metre (50 parts per billion) as the maximum of a
running 8-hour mean, not to be exceeded by more than 10 times a year by the
end of 2005: It is a stringent objective which is unlikely to be met under existing
measures alone. In addition the Third Air Quality Daughter Directive sets target
values and long term objectives for ozone, with regard to both the protection of
human health and the protection of ecosystems. The target value for human
health is less stringent than current United Kingdom air quality objectives at 120
microgrammes per cubic metre as the maximum of a running 8-hour mean, not

to be exceeded more than 26 days a year to be achieved by 2010.

In 1999 the United Kingdom is estimated to have emitted 1,749 kilotonnes of
volatile organic compounds into the atmosphere from a wide range of sources.
The largest of these sources, accounting for 23 per cent of the total is road
transport. Emissions of volatile organic compounds from decorative paints and
vehicle refinishing products make up around 4.2 per cent of the total. A number of
initiatives to control emissions of volatile organic compounds from these sources
are already in the process of being implemented including the Solvent Emissions
Directive (1999/13/EC). The United Kingdom has also agreed to reduce total
annual emissions of volatile organic compounds to 1200 kilotonnes by 2010 under
both the Gothenburg Protocol and the proposed National Emission Ceilings
Directive; this type of agreement allows the United Kingdom the flexibility to make
emission reductions where most cost effective. :

The 1999 Solvent Emissions Directive (1999/13/EC) aims to Jimit emissions of
volatile organic compounds from solvent use in certain activities and installations
by setting emission limit values for installations in @ number of solvent using
sectors. However, given the size and number of installations there are practical
limitations to the scope of the Directive. In order to avoid an unrealistically-
excessive administrative burden and diminishing environmental benefits,
consumption thresholds were established, below which the Directive would not
apply. This meant that some industrial sectors with significant contributions to

emissions of volatile organic compounds are either wholly or partially outside the
scope of existing legislation.
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This Directive focuses on two such sectors, decorative paints and vamishes
(whose emissions of volatile organic compounds are not controlled under existing
legislation) and vehicle refinishing (where plants with a solvent threshold
consumption greater than 0.5 tonnes per year will be covered by the Solvent
Emissions Directive (1999/13/EC) and plants with a solvent consumption greater
than 1 tonne are covered by the Pollution Prevention and Control (England and
\Wales) Regulations 2000). The proposed directive will take a product-based
approach, applying maximum content limits of volatile organic compounds to a
range of both decorative paint, varnishes and vehicle refinishing products. Setting
maximurm content limits for volatile organic compounds in products used in part of
the vehicle refinishing sector, as well as applying limit values for emissions from
these facilities under the Solvent Emissions Directive (1999/13/EC), would be
duplication. It is therefore intended to repeal the provisions of the Solvent

Emissions Directive (1 099/13/EC) relating to this part of the vehicle refinishing
sector.” :

The Commission have estimated that the overall annual reduction in emissions of
volatile organic compounds resulting from the proposal will be 280 kilotonnes in
2010, costing between €108 million (£75 million) and €157 million (£109 million)
per annum in 2010. They have also estimated that the health related benefits of
the proposal would amount to €582 million (£403 million) per year.2 The average
cost of reducing the volatile organic compounds content of paints is estimated at
between €387 (£268) and €563 (£390) per tonne of volatile organic compounds
reduced. . e :

13 Risk Assessment

Emissions of volatile organic compounds have adverse effects on human health
and the environment through their role in the formation of ground level ozone and
also directly.

Health effects of ozone :

Ozone is the most irritant of the common air pollutants and exposure to _
concentrations commonly encountered in the United Kingdom has been shown to
produce eye irritation, sore throats, impaired lung functioning and other respiratory
problems. Children and asthmatics are particularly sensitive in this respect. The
Department of Health Committee on the Medical Effects of Air Pollutants
(COMEAP) has estimated that, every year, the deaths of between 700 and 12,500
vulnerable people may be brought forward and between 500 and 9,900 hospital
admissions and readmissions in Great Britain may be associated with exposure to
ozone®. There is a range of estimates because there is some uncertainty over
whether or not there is a threshold for adverse effects on health from ozone. The

' The part of the Solvent Emissions Directive to be repealed is: Solvent Emissions Directive Annex
1; Vehicle refinishing; the coating of road vehicles as defined in Directive 70/156/EEC, or part of
them, carried out as part of vehicle repair, conservation or decoration outside of manufacturing
installations.

2 These benefits are likely to include monetised health benefits that the UK chooses not to
monetise due to uncertainty surrounding their effects or associated Willingness to Pay (WTP)
estimates. :

3 Quantification of the Effects of Air Pollution on Health in the United Kingdom, the Department of
Health Committee on the Medical Effects of Air Pollutants (COMEAP), Department of Health,

Her Majesty's Stationery Office, 1008.

v &
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calculations of the Department of Health Committee on the Medical Effects of Air
Pollutants (COMEAP) were performed assuming that there was a threshold
(giving the smaller numbers for adverse effects) and that there was no threshold,
giving the larger numbers.

Environmental effects of ozone

In addition to its effects on human health, ozone is known to have detrimental
effects on plants. The critical level for forests (defined in terms of cumulative
exposure over a six month period) is exceeded in 23 per cent of the United
Kingdom land area while the critical level for crops (defined in terms of cumulative
exposure over a three-month period) is exceeded in 91 per cent of the United
Kingdom arable crop area and in 76 per cent of the United Kingdom semi natural
vegetation area. Ozone also has a damaging effect on man-made materials
including natural and synthetic rubber, surface coatings (such as paints and
varnishes) and textiles. In combination with other pollutants it has been shown to
worsen damage to metals and stone.’ Many of these effects cannot be monetised
- such as the impact on non-agricultural plants. However, estimates have been
made of the damage from ozone 10 agricultural crops — this was estimated at
B30 T 1906°. The damage to materials from ozone is estimated at £90 million.

2 Options

2.1 Option 1: Do nothing - to [eave emissions uncontrolled

No additional measures would be introduced to reduce emissions of volatile
organic compounds. Vehicle refinishing plants with a solvent consumption greater

" than 1 tonne are currently regulated under the Pollution Prevention and Control
(England and Wales) Regulations 2000. From 2007, processes exceeding 0.5
tonnes solvent consumption will also be covered under the Solvent Emissions
Directive. However, this option would leave the decorative paint industry and the
remainder of the vehicle refinishing industry outside the scope of existing
legislation. Even without legislation, there has already been a considerable shift
away from solvent-based paint products to water-based products.

The European Paint Manufacturers Association (CEPE) have asked it's national
members to comply voluntarily with proposals for a product-based “Decorative
Paints Directive”. The limit values they propose for the first phase of this
voluntary agreement broadly correspond to the 2007 limit values under the
proposed Directive. The first phase of The European Paint Manufacturers
Association’s (CEPE) proposals h

nuniber of questions.Temain:at

agreementis it? What is:the

participants.as coripared:

anticipation'of the:Directive

Have the costs: of phase:l: of

Association (CEPE]) proposal:alke

they costindustry; frave these: ¢

thé cost of the; proposed:Direc

seeking:clarification; on;thess:points

4 An Economic Analysis of the National Air Quality Strategy, Interim report of the Interdepartmental
Group on Costs and Benefits, Her Majesty’s Stationery Office, 1999.
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number of producers would further limit the volatile organic compounds they
produce voluntarily (see also section 2.3). This option would therefore leave
uncertainty surrounding the abatement of this source of volatile organic
compounds and would not be sufficient to transpose this Directive if it was
adopted.

2.2 Option 2: Transpose EC legislation to limit the content of volatile
organic compounds in certain categories of product

Emissions of volatile organic compounds will be reduced through imposing
technical specifications. Maximum content limit values of volatile organic
compounds will be set for decorative paints and varnishes, and for vehicle
refinishing products (see Annex 1). Atwo-phase approach is proposed for
reduction of the content of volatile organic compounds of the decorative paint
products falling within the scope of the proposal. This will give the sectors
affected adequate time to adapt without compromising the long-term',
environmental benefits. One phase will apply from 1 January 2007 while'a
second will apply from 1 January 2010. In the case of vehicle refinishing products
only the 2007 values apply. )

2.3 Other options

There may be other options that might be considered including negotiated
agreement with industry or introducing more/less stringent limit values. A
negotiated agreement with industry is unlikely to be successful given the varied
structure of the industry across Europe, the difficulties of monitoring compliance
and the inability to enforce such a voluntary agreement. This would also provide
no scope for control of imported products from non-Member States and therefore
no incentive for Member State manufacturers to enrol within such an agreement.

3 Costs and Benefits

31 Business sectors affected

The proposal will potentially impact on paints manufacturers and their raw
material suppliers, including the resin industry, the solvent industry, and binder
and pigment manufacturers.. It is also likely to affect do-it-yourself and other
shops which sell paint, and other end users including professional and amateur
painters. There are estimated to be 32 paint manufacturing companies in the
United Kingdom, 2 United Kingdom -based solvent manufacturers and 15-20
United Kingdom companies manufacturing alkyd resins used in solvent-based
decorative paints.

The proposal also affects vehicle-refinishing plants and product suppliers. Plants
with a solvent threshold consumption greater than 0.5 tonnes per year are already
covered by the Solvents Directive (1999/13/EC). Inthe United Kingdom there are
estimated to be between 2500 and 3000 small bodyshops consuming less than
0.5 tonnes of solvent per year and who currently do not fall within any regulation
for solvent use.’ Itis believed that there will be a decline in numbers of small
bodyshops by about 33 per cent by 2007. Therefore the costs and.reductions
have been based on a revised estimate of 1840 bodyshops in 2007. This
includes around 170 vintage car restorers. The proposed directive will also benefit

5 Taken from 2003 Entec report, “Revision of the Cost Curve for Volatile Organic Compounds”
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manufacturers of low solvent products. This would be to the detriment of the
predominantly smaller companies who only produce coatings with high contents
of volatile arganic compounds.

3.2 Assumptions

Emission reductions in the decorative paint sector have been estimated using 2
flat market (i.e. excluding market growth), using a market volume of 450,000
tonnes sales per annum and a 1998 baseline emission level for volatile arganic
compounds of 57.8 kilotonnes per annum. Predicted emissions under business
as usual (BAU), for the vehicle refinishing sector are assumed to be
approximately 1.7 kilotonnes per annum in 2007.

3.3 Benefits

Table 1 below summarises reductions of volatile organic compounds mass
emissions, estimated as a result of implementation of the proposed Directive.

Table 1 Summarised mass emission reductions from the proposed Directive
Volatile Organic Volatile Organic Total Volatile OrganTc—1
Compounds abated by Compounds abated by Compounds abated by
2007 2010 (additional to the Directive
(Kilotonnes per 2007) (Kilotonnes per (Kitotonnes per
annum) . annum) : annum)

Decorative paints : 6.5 1.2 Tl

Vehicle refinishing 19 ' 0 =11

TOTAL 7.6 1.2 8.8

Taken from 2003 Entec report, “Revision of the Cost Curve for Volatile Organic Compounds”

The prime human health and environmental benefits from this reduction in
emissions of volatile organic compounds are expected to arise due to reductions
in ground level concentrations of ozone, for which volatile organic compounds are

a key precursor. Benefits from reducing ozone concentrations include:

Possible to quantify , :
e human health — reductions in acute mortality and morbidity;
e reduction in damage to crops.

« reduction in damage to materials (for example; paint, rubber, textiles); and

Not vet possible to quantify ;
« human health — reductions in chronic mortality and morbidity;
« reduction in indirect damage to Crops and trees through interaction with
pests, pathogens, climate and other pollutants;
« reduction in damage to forests and ecosystems.

In addition there will be some benefits gained due to the reduction in direct
impacts from emissions of volatile organic compounds. Examples of such
benefits will depend on the specific types of emissions of volatile organic
compounds reduced, but will cover reductions in acute and chronic health effects
as well as odour nuisance for example, from small refinishing workshops located
in residential areas, It has not been possible to quantify these benefits. :

_5-
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There is a large degree of uncertainty involved in the process of quantifying and
valuing such benefits. For example, whilst it is possible to use dose-response
functions to estimate the costs to the National Health Service of respiratory.
hospital admissions with a reasonable degree of confidence, valuations based on
willingness to pay (WTP) estimates to reduce risks of adverse health effects are
inherently subject to greater uncertainty.

Generally the Interdepartmental Group on Costs and Benefits (\GCB) only
accepts dose-response functions passed by the Committee on the Medical Effects
of Air Pollutants (COMEAP) as sufficiently robust to allow quantification of the
benefits attained from the reduction of ozone concentrations. These include acute
mortality and morbidity (Deaths Brought Forward and Respiratory Hospital
Admissions respectively) as well as reductions in crop damage and materials.

The following table gives'estimates of the benefits that might accrue as 'a'resdlt of
this proposal. These are based on the Committee on the Medical Effects of AIr
Pqﬂutants_LQ_QMEAP) exposure-response re\‘ationships for acute effects of ozone

pe12

which were based on a review of data from epidemiological studies.. The
Committee on the Medical Effects of Air Pollutants (COMEAP) considers that, at
present, there is insufficient United Kingdom data to allow acceptably accurate
quantification of exposure-response relationships for chronic effects of ozone.
The reduction in crop damage and damage to materials was also quantified.

Table 2 Summary of monetisable benefits to the United Kingdom from
implementing the proposed Directive

Paint Refinishin Paint Proposed
requirements Requirements Requirements Directive

2007 Decorative 2007 Vehicle 2010 Decorative Total
Requirements

Mass emissions 6.5 11 1.2 8.8
reductions, .

kilotonnes per

annum

Deaths not
brought forward
total per annum

Respiratory
hospital
admissions
(RHAs) not
brought forward,
number per
annum

Valuation of
RHAs not
brought forward,
£000 per annum
range

(NHS costs)

Valuation of . 2,480 ; 418 443 3,341
reduction in crop

¢ committee on the Medical Effects of Air Pollutants COMEAP consider that no threshold should

be assumed for ozone effects and hence the relationship can be applied to annual baseline death
rate data.

8-
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2007 Decorative 2007 Vehicle 2010 Decorative Total
Paint Refinishing Paint Proposed

requirements Requirements Requirements Directive
: Requirements

amage, £000
per annum

Valuation of 10.6 1.8
reduction in -
damage 10
matenials, £000 :
per annum

\ 2.5 \ 0.4

Total, £miltion
per annum

Taken from 2003 Entec report, “Revision of the Cost Curve for Volatile Organic Compounds”

The United Kingdom does not currently accept a willingness to pay (WTP)

valuation for Respiratory Hospital Admissions (RHAS) avoided and any monetary

valuation for deaths not brought forward. However.this has been looked at as
w-———-~»—sensitivityanatysisr—lhe-Depa;t-ment-eﬂHeaLﬂ:}‘»sreper&JEeenemicrAppFaisaLQW«e~—~-~-~~~~»-v

the Health Effects of Air Pollution 1999’ (EAHEAP) suggests lower, middle and

upper range values for willingness to pay (WTP) for a small reduction in risk of

death brought forward. Applying these values using accepted dose-response

functions provides 2010 benefit estimates ranging from £0.008 - £4 million per

annum. in addition, there are other potential health benefits of the proposed

Directive that the Committee on the Medical Effects of Air Pollutants (COMEAP)

do not see as robust enough to enable quantification but which other bodies (for

example; ExternE) have attempted to quantify. These include asthma attacks,

Minor Restricted Activity Days (MRAD) and Symptom Days. Applying dose-

response functions and valuations to these benefits generates estimates of per

annum benefits in 2010 of £0.04 million, £0.08 million and £0.2 million

respectively. This brings total benefits of the proposed Directive up to between £4

million and £8 million per annum in 2010. :

3.4 Costs

3.4.1 Total costs

Products sold on the European Community market will have to respect the
maximum volatile organic compound content limit values set out in Annex ;
Capital costs will include updating equipment and possibly providing new in-store
tinting machines if this does not fit in with the normal replacement cycle. The
costs relating to replacement of in-store tinting machines are therefore a
maximum and in reality likely to be lower. Operating costs include research and
development costs to reformulate paint lines, increased costs of raw materials,
use of alternative products and higher production costs, although information
relating to these higher production costs has not yet been supplied by industry.
These costs will be spread over a number of years, as the timetable for

compliance extends until 2010. The anticipated reduction in revenue of the
solvent industry is expected to be relatively: modest in relation to the economic

strength of the companies involved, but fixed costs will have to be spread over a

decreased production volume in the absence of the development of substitute
products..




[

/06/2003  12:02 DEFRA CABINET SECTION A NO.563 o4
6 020 7238 6465

ANNEX B
Draft 19 May, 2003

It is difficult to assess the impact of this proposed Directive on decarators and do-
t-yourself paint users. Paint prices aré likely to increase slightly (by an estimated
1-1.5 per cent), and the cost for materials for profess‘xonal painting jobs may also
subsequently increase slightly although labour savings may be made. Paint
retailers and jonal painters may fear that higher prices might lead to a
decrease in sales. How . likely to happen, as the decision o
commence a painting job is not really influenced by the price of paint (material
costs are only 15- 25 per cent of the total cost). The paint market is therefore
expected to remain unchanged in terms of total sales volume, but it is uncertain
whether there will be any redistribution between do-it-yourself painters and
professionals.7 Nevertheless, some retailers will need to adapt their equipment,
and professional painters may have to adapt their working methods and
schedules to new products.

No major impact on employment is expected, as overall market demand should
remain unchanged. However, there will be internal redistribution; decreasing
demand for solvent-borne products should be offset by increasing demand for
water-borne products although this has already been the frend in recent years.

Table 3 below gives a summary of costs to the United Kingdom under the proposed
Directive. The costs include capital costs (for example; capital investment and in-
store tinting) and operating COsts (for example; research and development,
additional. raw material costs, additional production costs). In addition to these
quantified costs, there are likely to be additional costs in the form of : '
disposal of unused containers, labels, non-compliant products and safety data
sheets, literature, €tc;
Education of consumers; -
Reduced repainting intervals — the proposals may result in technically inferior
products going to market,
costs to end users, including professional decorators and home do-it-yourself
paint consumers; :
Value and aesthetic impacts on the vintage car sector associated with a loss of
authenticity if using modern low solvent coatings on vintage vehicles;
There will also be costs of monitoring and reporting — partly offset by the
reduced regulatory burden for the vehicle refinishing sector removed from the
Solvent Emissions Directive and which are not included within this Regulatory
Impact Assessment.

Table 3 Summary of costs to the UK under proposed Directive

Sector 2007 annualised 2010 annualised 2010 annualised
costs, fmpa costs (additional to costs (total costs

2007 costs), £ million from 2002 basellne),

per annum £ million per annum

Paint manufacture 461 - 40 49.1
\ Solvent Industry 1.0 0.1 1.1

Resin manufacture ¢ 28.9 2.6 31.6

‘Ehicle refinishing | 1.1 T 1.1

7 The Decopaint Report (Chemiewinkel, 2000)-
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Total for the United
Kingdom 76. 6.7

Taken from 2003 Entec report, “Revision of the Cost Curve for VOCs”, hased on @ 15 year life and
a 6per cent discount rate.

The cost effectiveness of the measures for the decorative paints industry is
estimated to be £5,124 per tonne of volatile organic compounds reduced. The
cost effectiveness of the proposed measures for small bodyshops is estimated to

be £1,108 per tonne of volatile organic compounds reduced. This compares toan
average cost effectiveness of measures across all sectors of £5,164 per tonne.

3.4.2 Costs for a typical business

Each of the 32 United Kingdom paint manufacturers might expect to face an
annualised cost of £1.5 million, of which £0.25 million will be capital costs and
£1.25 million will be operating costs. Annualised costs for a solvent manufacturer
and a resin manufacturer are estimated at £0.57 million and £1.58 million
respectively.

”W—‘““F'oranavemgesmh“bodyshopﬁn-mevehideﬁeﬁmShmg”sectOﬁMedn
' annualised cost is £604. This is made up of £493 of capital costs and £111
operating costs.® The costs for individual bodyshops aré estimated to be
generally less than 0.5 per cent of turnover. : :

4 Equity and fairmess ‘
This proposal is unlikely to have a disproportionate impact on different groups.

5 Small Firms’ Impact Test

While the proposal should not have much effect on the whole production chain, it
could have a disproportionate impact on the small and medium enterprise sector
and in particular those reliant on the production of only solvent-borne products.
The need to invest, re-train and adapt will be all the greater given the smaller
scale of their operations. However, the proposal allows a transitional period during
which solvent-borne paints will still be permitted for a number of applications to
allow small and medium enterprises enough time to adapt. We will need to speak
to the Small Business Service to confirm that this is the case.

6 Competition Assessment

We have applied the competition filter to the paint manufacturing sector, raw
material suppliers, the paint retailing sector and vehicle refinishing sector. This
suggests the proposals do not give rise to any significant competition issues
although producers of predominantly high volatile o‘r‘gar_lic”c.:ompound coatings will

be disproportionately affected. Wa miay ned 15 contact OF T G diséiiss this
furtber:

7 Enforcement and sanctions

Fri il th6 propbsal e enforesi? WHBRILGRISIE (2

% Taken from 2000 Entec report, “Reducing Volatile Organic Compound emissions in the Vehicle
Refinishing Sector” and updated to 2002 costs.
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8 Consultation

Public consultation is due to take place in ST Responses to the
consultation paper will be published and made available on the Defra and
Devolved Administrations websites.

Consultation with industrial stakeholders has been undertaken at a Commission
level and Defra are in ongoing dialogue with industry and other stakeholders. In
general they support further action to reduce emissions of volatile organic
compounds, but some doubt whether all of the values proposed for 2010 for the
maximum solvent content of paints aré currently achievable on a commercial
scale. Others question whether this sector is the most cost-effective sector in
which to legislate for reductions in emission of volatile organic compounds. The
impact of the proposal on small and medium enterprise s was a concem of some
representative associations. They mentioned the difficulties of complying with the
proposed legislation because of limited resources, absence of research and
development capacity and the increased impact of these issues due to their
smaller scale. The idea of moving towards a product—based approach in the
vehicle-refinishing sector met with a_positive response from industrial

stakeholders.

9 Monitoring and review

The Government would be required to carry out a monitoring programme to
assess and control effective implementation of the Directive and report the results
to the European Parliament every three years, or more often if so requested. The
Commission will review the limit value for one specific category of paint, which
they are currently undecided on in terms of technical feasibility, by the end of
2006 to determine limit values to apply post 2010.

410 Summary and recommendation

Emissions of volatile organic compounds have harmful effects on human health
and the environment. Consequently there is a strong argument in favour of limiting
emissions of volatile organic compounds. However, there are a wide range of
technologies to control emissions of volatile organic compounds, of which limiting
organic solvents in decorative paints and varnishes and vehicle refinishing
products is just one. Decorative paints and vehicle refinishing products account

for 4.4 per cent of the United Kingdom's emissions of volatile organic -
compounds.

The following table compares Entec’s estimates of the costs and benefits of
implementing the Directive.

9 Revision of the Cost Curve for Volatile Organic Compounds, Entec 2003
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Table 4 Summary of costs and benefits, 2010
Monetised
Sect VK?Cts reduce:r benefits, £ Costs, £ million
o (Kiowrws ¢ million per per annum
annum)
annum

Net Benefit, £
“million per
annum

Decorative paints ; 29

Vehicle refinishing
sector ; 2 2
Fotal ¥ 34
Even including the willingness to pay estimates and monetary values for some of
the other potential health effects, the benefits only reach a maximum of £8 million

per annum. Although it is likely that the benefits of these proposals are
underestimated due to the difficulties in quantifying and monetising them, it is

unlikely that the discrepancy will be large enough to justify the high cost to
industry. :

The following table shows how the Entec estimates compare to the figures
presented for the United Kingdom Decorative Paint sector in the Commi<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>