 Matter 7A/ Kent County Council (7296)


SUB MATTER 7A:  WASTE 
7A.1
Is the proposed apportionment of London waste fair and appropriate (Policy W3)?

Introduction to Kent County Council’s Position
1
As a general principle Kent CC supported the need to introduce an apportionment methodology within Policy W3 at the EIP to the partial review of RPG9 for waste
.  We believed that an apportionment would ensure that waste policy within the Development Plan provided certainty, both to waste planning authorities within the SEERA region, to London and to the waste management industry as to how waste which cannot be treated within London would be dealt with outside of the region.  Kent continues to support this principle.  The absence of an apportionment, in our opinion, provides less clarity and would require waste management companies to submit speculative applications without any confidence of favourable recommendations.  In Kent, we have had the experience of an application for incineration at Ridham Dock, Swale (Appeal Reference APP/W2275/A/01/1061392)
 at which the applicants were targeting London waste streams.  This application was dismissed at appeal primarily because the applicant could not demonstrate that the proposal represented the Best Practicable Environmental Option in the context of such waste sources.

2.
Our position therefore remains that an apportionment represents the best approach to ensure that policy exists leading to more appropriate waste management across the Region.  This approach would be consistent with Paragraph 9 of PPS 10
, which requires that “tonnages of waste requiring management should be apportioned by waste planning authority area”.

Kent County Council’s View on the Proposed Apportionment
3
Kent County Council did not raise objection to the methodology adopted to produce the proposed apportionment set out in the South East Plan consultation subject to it being adopted by all of the waste planning authorities within the region.  However, our position would alter if the apportionment figure for Kent, as set out in Policy W3 of the submitted Plan, was increased as a result of other Authorities not making provision for their share of the required capacity.

The Response to Consultation
4.
Following receipt of comments on the apportionment methodology, to which a number of planning authorities raised objections, discussions have taken place, facilitated by SEERA and SERTAB, to which all waste planning authorities were invited.  The outcome of these discussions was to commission a review of the apportionment methodology by Jacobs Babtie.

5
The first round table discussion identified a number of deficiencies in the current apportionment methodology.  It should be stressed that not all authorities agreed with each of the deficiencies.  In reviewing the model, Jacobs Babtie were asked to take account of:

i. Lack of non-hazardous landfill void due to over-estimation of capacity or restrictions due to EA policy;

ii. Inadequate priority given to proximity and sustainable transport; and

iii. Inadequate reference to existing waste movements and contracts.

6
The County Council fully supports the third issue but considers that the first issue, in particular, has been overstated by some authorities.  As an example, it would be easy for Kent to adopt an approach which says we cannot find new capacity during the Plan period as we do not favour landraising as opposed to landfill. If this stance were adopted by all Authorities it is likely that the necessary new capacity needed, beyond the expiry of the current landbank of permissions would not be secured.

7
As a result of the issues identified above Jacobs Babtie were asked to review the model along the following lines:

· Maintain current pattern of MSW and C&I waste movements to 2016 and 2026 (with pro-rata decrease in tonnages in the apportionment);

· Maintain current pattern of movement to 2016, then apply apportionment based on a multi-criteria approach, with a small number of alternative options that apply different weightings to criteria for different WPA areas, taking account of the  issues raised; and

· Investigate application of a sequential approach to modelling of different criteria to reflect relative priorities and to reduce the flattening of scores.

8
To date, waste planning authorities have seen a Draft Report from Jacobs Babtie of the outcome of this modelling.  The following comments represent Kent County Council’s initial views on the revised modelling outcomes.  However, we feel it appropriate to reserve our final position to the EIP discussion as it is understood that Jacobs Babtie will be reissuing the draft report prior to the EIP, which may lead to possible changes in the resulting apportionment.

KCC’s Position in respect of revised apportionment methodology (Jacobs Babtie, Draft Report, September 2006)

Option 1
9. This option seeks to maintain current patterns of MSW and C&I waste movements up to 2025.  Kent County Council does not support this option.
Comment:  The current pattern of movements does not represent any planned approach and has not been subjected to sustainability appraisal.  Movements have, in many cases, resulted from the availability of large mineral voids which were often consented many years ago with very few planning restrictions on their operation.

Option 2
10.
Kent County Council supports the general approach of Option 2 which seeks to maintain current patterns of movements up to 2016 with an apportionment being introduced after 2016.

11.
Within Option 2 there are five variants, each of which applies different weighting to the apportionment criteria for the post 2016 period.  However, for Kent and Medway the difference in “total” waste requiring management over the 10 year period (maximum being 990,218 tonnes in Option 2a, minimum of 868,144 tonnes in Option 2d) is some 122,074 tonnes or 12,207 tonnes/year.  As a proportion of waste currently managed in Kent, this difference is insignificant.  Therefore, the practical reality is that Kent County Council would not object to any of the sub-options.
12
At the time of assessing these options, a full SA report was not available.  In its absence, Kent County Council believes that the preferred option should be one that takes into account proximity and environmental constraints.  We believe that any model which over-emphasises available landfill void should be discarded.  We would therefore probably favour Option 2(c) and would least favour Options 2(d) and 2(e).

Apportionment during the period 2006 – 2015
13
While supporting the principle of maintaining current patterns of movements during this period, Kent County Council doubts the effectiveness of attempting to assign an “apportionment” during this period.  In respect of C&I waste movements, there must remain considerable doubt as to the accuracy of the stated figures.  In the case of the quoted figure for Kent County Council, this represents the waste flows to one site over a 12 month period.  The pattern of C&I waste movements to sites is known to be highly variable depending upon the pricing policy of the operator, availability of alternative sites and can even be weather related.  To ascribe a C&I waste apportionment based upon one year’s figure is not a robust strategy.

14
Instead, it is suggested that all waste planning authorities are asked to monitor flows of both MSW and C&I wastes from London as an indicator in their Annual Monitoring Reports.  This will enable the Region to monitor the “aggregate” situation across the region.

7A.2
Is the proposed approach to hazardous waste sufficiently clear (Policy W15)?

Introduction
15
KCC agrees with the general thrust of Policy W15, recognising that the ability to deal with various types of hazardous waste via disposal to landfill has considerably reduced given the ban on co-disposal.

16
 For the purposes of policy, there would appear to be three distinctly different categories of hazardous wastes, each of which may require a different management solution.  Availability of data on the respective arisings in these categories is currently variable as recognised in the Beyond Waste Report (May 2005)
.

17
It may be helpful therefore to look at the management policy within the context of three types of hazardous wastes:

· Hazardous construction and demolition wastes (as indicated in Paragraph 16.7), probably the largest source with approximately 35% of arisings;

· Hazardous arisings resulting from the treatment of wastes through processing facilities (principally air pollution control residues) or from other processing industries which also use flue gas clean-up equipment (e.g. in Kent the cement industry used to produce considerable quantities of cement kiln dust which is collected through the exhaust gas clean up systems); and

· All other hazardous wastes resulting from industrial processes (including large proportion of oil/water, chemical mixes).

18
In respect of these waste streams, one of the difficulties with Policy W15, as drafted, is that there remains considerable doubt as to whether current and projected arisings in categories (i) to (v) are sufficiently robust to enable the sub-regional locational needs to be identified as accurately in the policy.  To use construction and demolition waste as an example, Paragraph 16.7 refers to some 170,000 tonnes/annum “deposits” (based upon the Beyond Waste Report).  However, emerging work by the Environment Agency for DCLG has attempted to quantify such arisings in the Thames Gateway.  Their latest research puts such arisings in the range of 2.60 million tonnes to 8.80 million tonnes for the period 2006 to 2016.  The worst case here would equate to 880,000 tonnes/year.

19
KCC therefore supports that part of the policy which seeks to maintain the collection of records of waste arisings via the Hazardous Waste Task Group.

Comments on Locational Elements of Policy W15
20
In respect of categories (i) and (ii), KCC would wish to draw to the attention of the Panel two Development Control decisions which have gone some way to meeting the requirements of this policy.

21
The Allington (Waste to Energy) Plant, near Maidstone, which has a capacity of 500,000 tonnes/annum, is due to be commissioned in the last quarter of 2006/07
.

22
Planning permission has recently been granted for a hazardous waste landfill site at Norwood Farm, Isle of Sheppey for the Boiler Ash and Electro Static Participate (ESP) & Flue Gas Treatment (FGT) residues
.  This consent is time limited to the end of 2015.  Additionally, an ash treatment facility at Ridham Dock: Kemsley, was granted permission in April 2006.  This will process the bottom ash and market it as a building product.  The permission is not time limited.  Both these facilities are now receiving the various residue streams from the burn trials at Allington and have all their relevant permits to enable them to commence operations.

23
As the Allington plant will be dealing with the MSW arisings from seven of the twelve Kent Districts, the development of the two facilities referred to above means, that for this waste stream, the County will have met the requirement as set out in Paragraph 18 of PPS10 to make land use provision for at least 10 years for the MSW waste stream.  

24
KCC therefore questions whether reference to Kent under W15 (i) is still necessary.  Similarly, it is unclear whether the need for two APCR facilities in the region is still accurate as other planning authorities may have made provision for such arisings within their areas.

� [RPG9 Update 4]


� Appeal Reference: APP/W2275/A/01/1061392 - Appeal by SITA (GB) Ltd, Land at Ridham Dock, Iwade, Sittingbourne, Kent, Application No. SW/99/777: ODPM Letter and Report Conclusions [KCC to provide a copy].


� [PPS10]


� SEERA, Towards a Methodology for Apportionment of London’s Exported Waste – Alternative Apportionment Options, Final Report (October 2006) and SEERA, Towards a Methodology for Apportionment of London’s Exported Waste – Alternative Apportionment Options: Sustainability Appraisal Report, Final Report (October 2006) [KCC to provide a copy]





� Beyond Waste for SEERA, Overview of Hazardous Waste in South East England (May 2005) [Wr3]


� Allington Waste to Energy Plant, Maidstone, Kent: Grant of permission TM/98/1428 & MA/98/1212 and Extract from the minutes of the Planning Applications Sub-Committee Tuesday 23 November 1999 [KCC to provide a copy].


� Norwood Quarry and Landfill Site, Brambledown, Isle of Sheppey, Kent: Grant of permission SW/05/744; Deed of Agreement dated 17 May 2006; Planning Applications Committee 13 December 2005 – report and minutes [KCC to provide copy].
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