Matter: 7A
Environment Agency
         Respondent number: 7511

Main contact: Steve Walker

Email: stephen.walker@environment-agency.gov.uk
Tel: 01903 832156 





[image: image1.jpg]Environment
LW Agency




Matter ref.: 7 Waste and Minerals

Sub Matter: 7A Waste

Allocated respondent no: 7511

Agent name: Howard Davidson

Tel: 01903 832001

7A.1 Is the proposed apportionment of London Waste fair and appropriate (Policy W3)?

We are pleased that South East England Regional Assembly has looked again at the apportionment of London’s waste exports. We are also pleased that the methodology acknowledges that contracts are in place between London authorities and landfill operators, and that consequently any (re) apportionment should not be imposed until the planning system needs to, and is capable of, managing the waste.

The soundness of the revised apportionment should be assessed in two parts:

a) Is 2016 the correct point at which to apportion the waste?

This date is linked to the decision to expect London to only need to landfill the residues of recycling and other recovery processes by that time (Policy W3), although London has stated that they are only aiming to recycle/treat about 80% of their waste by this date.

The length of Municipal Solid Waste contracts also needs to be considered. Most are due to expire before 2016. Many will be re-let/renegotiated. If this occurs before apportionment it will further undermine any attempt at reasonable reapportionment. With perhaps a planning horizon of between 4 and 6 years for new landfills, it may be worth considering moving the 2016 divide to 2013. This could give a reasonable balance between the ‘contacted’ and apportioned periods whilst limiting the period before equitable apportionment can be introduced - with the attendant risk of a planning ‘black hole’.

b) The methodology/apportionment for post 2016 (or revised divide date).

The revised Options put forward by SEERA, as can be seen from the accompanying Sustainability Appraisal, have their relative strengths and 

weaknesses. Option 2c scores best but not substantially better than the others. However, in overall capacity terms, the Options are relatively similar and give an apportionment similar to the original apportionment that is set out in the draft South East Plan. Each Waste Planning Authority will favour one or other of the Options with a tendency perhaps to favour and justify that option that allocates them a lower apportionment. An analysis of the results of the options 2b to 2e gives the following results for the Waste Planning Authorities: 

Option 2b – 6 highest apportionment figures and 2 lowest apportionment figures

Option 2c – 1 highest figure and 4 lowest figures

Option 2d – 1 highest figure and 1 lowest figure

Option 2e – 1 highest figure and 1 lowest figure

Option 2c, in addition to doing well on the Sustainable Appraisal, is also likely to score favourably with a number of Waste Disposal Authority’s as in 4 instances it produces a lowest apportionment.

If there is a difference of views with potential conflict and non-achievement of capacity, it may be worth considering a ‘compromise solution’. An ‘average’ of Options 2b to 2e (ignoring 2a as this is based on the original apportionment which this second investigation is replacing) would, in effect, ‘average’ all the strengths/weaknesses of every option, whilst not favouring any. This could be seen as giving a pragmatically equitable apportionment.

However, irrespective of whatever option is adopted, the resultant apportionment might subsequently need to be looked at in a qualitative way, rather than purely relying on a quantitative assessment, to assess whether or not there are any obvious anomalies.

7A.2 Is the proposed approach to hazardous waste sufficiently clear 

(Policy W15)?

Hazardous waste, which is part of the generic waste streams of Municipal, Commercial and Industrial material, is formed of a wide range of materials of varying quantities. Because of the diverse nature of the wastes, requiring very different handling and treatment options, it will be impracticable to reasonably specify the geographic locations for new facilities. Policies W15 and W17, however, should give sufficient guidance on the need for specific facilities and on the type of land that would be acceptable for their location.

Existing hazardous waste facilities are located according to a number of historical criteria, many of which are not obvious. New capacity in the future, both from extensions to existing facilities and completely new ones, will usually occur as normal business opportunities.

The revised wording to Policy W15 meets some of our worries about provision but it splits the Policy into two distinct parts, which perhaps need greater integration to enable the planning system to achieve what is needed.

Points (i) and (ii) in the second section headed ‘Waste Development Documents should’ only really cover points (ii) to (iv) of the first section. Consequently (i) and (v) of the first section probably need greater direction in the second part.

(v) could be covered by rewording of the second section (iii) as follows: -

‘Ensure that there is at least one cell for stabilised hazardous waste in the landfill provision for each sub-region’ (or agreed sub-regional groupings?).

To cover (i) a fourth point could be added to the second section to ensure the provision of hazardous waste landfilling capacity to serve Kent, East Sussex, West Sussex and Surrey. However, if using the Hazardous Task Group to identify hazardous landfill locations there will still be the difficulty in ensuring they are incorporated into the relevant Local Development Frameworks.

The result, of these rewording suggestions, changes the wording of Policy W15 to the following: -

POLICY W15

HAZARDOUS WASTE

SEERA’s Hazardous Waste Task group will maintain guidance on regional hazardous waste management requirements. Current priority needs include:

i
Hazardous waste landfill capacity particularly in the south or south east of the region to serve Kent, East Sussex, West Sussex and Surrey

ii
Two treatment facilities for air pollution control residues (from combustion facilities)

iii
At least one treatment/de-manufacturing plant for waste electronic and electrical equipment, supported by a network of transfer facilities

iv
A sub-regional network of soil treatment facilities

v
A sub-regional network of landfill cells for stabilised non-reactive hazardous wastes.

Waste Development Documents should:

i
Identify and safeguard sites for storage, treatment and remediation of contaminated soils and demolition waste

ii
Identify criteria for the determination of large scale specialist hazardous waste facilities

iii
Ensure that there is at least one cell for stabilised hazardous waste in the landfill provision for each sub-region (or agreed sub-regional groupings?)

iv
With the agreement of the constituent Waste Planning Authorities provide hazardous waste landfill provision for the counties of Kent, East Sussex, West Sussex and Surrey.
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