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· Is the proposed apportionment of London waste fair and appropriate (Policy W3)?

Introduction

1
Buckinghamshire County Council supports the proposed apportionment of London waste set out in submitted Policy W3 as fair and appropriate. Conversely, the Council considers the Alternative Apportionment Options recently presented to the Panel by SERTAB to inform the debate to be flawed and neither fair nor appropriate.

2
The County Council supports the draft South East Plan (SEP)1 in promoting greater regional self-sufficiency in waste management. As a major recipient of London's waste, we have a particular interest in reducing imports of waste into Buckinghamshire. A key objective of the current policy (RPG9 Waste)2 and the SEP is to encourage London to achieve more sustainable waste management practices. London has its own recovery targets to achieve, and there is an urgent need for London to expand its waste management capacity.  

3
Policy W3 of the SEP therefore seeks to limit provision for London's exports to landfill within the South East Region in line with the Landfill Directive targets and, by 2016, for new permissions to "only provide for "residues of waste that have been subject to recycling or other recovery process". By 2016 only waste residues for landfill should be exported into the region from London. This policy approach is confirmed in the landfill provision figures set out in SEP Policy W13. The County Council strongly supports policies W3 and W13 of the submitted SEP, as consistent with policy 11 of the recently adopted Buckinghamshire Minerals & Waste Local Plan (June 2006).
The Policy W3 Apportionment

4
Buckinghamshire County Council therefore supports the SEP Policy W3 apportionment. The Council was represented on the Steering Group guiding the Consultant in developing the methodology for the original apportionment study3 which underpins submitted Policy W3.  The Steering Group's guidance deliberately considered criteria other than where exports currently go, and therefore explicitly agreed that the status quo should be challenged in the eventual apportionment. 

1
Draft South East Plan Core Document – SEERA March 2006 [SEP1]

2
Regional Planning Guidance for the South East (RPG9) Waste and Minerals June 2006 [RPG9 Up4]-

3 Towards a Methodology for Apportionment of London's Exported Waste, Final Report, SEERA, July 2005 [Wr2]

5
The apportionment and potential implications were discussed by the Regional Assembly's Regional Planning Committee (RPC) on 14 October 2005. "Members agreed that the methodology was useful and had no argument with the overall apportionment figures …" (SERTAB Discussion Paper - 19 October 2005). The apportionment of anticipated London exports by Waste Planning Authority area was set out in a report to SEERA RPC on 7 December 2005. The RPC recommended that the proposed apportionment be included in the South East Plan to be submitted to GOSE to enable further consultation and testing.

6
The County Council has consistently commented that the apportionment should be subject to "reality check" modelling: for example, regarding the expected "step changes" in MSW contracts. However, the Council supports the submitted policy as being considerably more in accord with the Council's expectations than the recently published Alternative Apportionment Options, October 2006. 

Municipal Solid Waste (MSW) imported into Buckinghamshire from London.

7
The Council estimates that MSW imports from London into Buckinghamshire are currently around 360,000 tonnes a year. Most of this is rail-borne into Calvert Landfill Site in north Buckinghamshire (however a small amount also comes by road from North London to the Gerrards Cross landfill).

8
It is known that 218,744 tonnes came from the West London Waste Authority (WLWA) to Calvert in 2003/04 (source: WLWA BVPP 2004 -05, pages 5 & 20). The Council also understands that about 140,000 tonnes came from the East London Waste Authority (ELWA) [previously taken by road to Avely in Essex].  (ELWA BVPP 2004 -05, page 8)4. 

 
9
These contracts are rail serviced and comprise Northolt - Calvert for the West London Waste Authority (contract due to end in 2007) and Dagenham - Calvert for the East London Waste Authority (contract due to end in 2013). 

10
The Council has no understanding that these contracts will be renewed.  The effect of this is expected to be that MSW imports from London into Buckinghamshire would then run at 360,000 tpa until the end of 2007, and then run at 140,000 tpa until the end of 2013. This would total some 1,560,000 tonnes over the period 2006 to 2015.

4  In addition Bath &North East Somerset has a Rail Partnership Agreement for a rail disposal contract to Calvert landfill for the period 2001-2008 and Bristol has a rail contract for exporting waste to Calvert, also continuing to 2008.  
Commercial & Industrial Waste (C&I) imported into Buckinghamshire from London

11
The latest Environment Agency figures show that 1085 tonnes of commercial & industrial (C&I) waste from London was landfilled in Buckinghamshire during 2004. This is completely in contrast to the 609,846 tonne figure contained in Table 1 of the Jacobs ‘Alternative Apportionment Options’ Final Report (October 2006) and more in line with other South East Waste Planning Authority (WPA) estimates. Over the ten years 2006 to 2015, based upon actual data, Buckinghamshire could expect to accommodate some 11,000 tonnes of C&I waste. All the C&I waste is road hauled and taken to sites in the south of Buckinghamshire adjacent to the M25 and M40 motorways at Wapseys Wood (near Gerrards Cross) and Springfield Farm (near Beaconsfield). Annex A highlights the extreme difference between the Policy W3 apportionment for Buckinghamshire (4.40mt) and the flawed alternative Options 1 and 2 which vary between 11.79 – 17.61mt.
12
Planning conditions require the complete restoration of the Wapseys Wood site by 2012, therefore landfill will be completed by 2011 at the latest. This site will then no longer be able to accept C&I exported waste from London.

13
The Springfield Farm site has a daily restriction of 380 vehicle movements per day (190 vehicles going in). This total embraces movements for mineral extraction, waste, and for mortar and batching plant.

14
The Environment Agency figures for 2004 also reveal that 289,000 tonnes of construction and demolition (C&D) waste and 110,000 tonnes of mixed municipal waste was exported from London to south Buckinghamshire. It has been stated above that future supply of landfill in south Buckinghamshire will be drastically reduced within the next 5 years. Therefore it is essential that SEERA take this into account in the apportionment exercise. To leave this situation until 2015 is unacceptable and is considered to be in conflict with SEERA’s objectives that underpin the apportionment exercise. 

15
All other landfills in the county, apart from Calvert, only accept inert waste e.g. Park Lodge, East Burnham, Pitstone.

16
However, the access difficulties presented by the Calvert Landfill Site indicate that, notwithstanding being the major landfill resource in Buckinghamshire, it is unlikely to have a significant role in accommodating C&I exports from London.

17
The operator at Calvert (Waste Recycling Group) confirmed at the LPI into the BM&WLP (April 2005) that current imports to the site are in the order of 800,000 tonnes per annum. The operator further estimated some 20 years capacity remaining at Calvert at present rates of filling. This roughly corresponds to 16 million tonnes of non-inert waste.   Buckinghamshire has an estimated total overall remaining capacity at 2006 of some 23.5 million tonnes [Regional Waste Management Capacity: Survey Methodology and Monitoring, draft final report, table 2.6]. The remaining capacity of the Calvert landfill is therefore represents some 70% of Buckinghamshire's major landfill resource at 2006.  However, road access to Calvert is poor, via a significant length of non-strategic road, and passes through rural settlements. The nearest link to the county's Strategic Highway Network (to A41) some 7.6 km from the facility. Calvert can therefore only accept very limited amounts of waste delivered by road. Planning conditions restrict the catchment  by road to wastes from within Aylesbury Vale and the Bicester (Oxon) areas. This is why the majority of waste into the facility comes by rail.  

Conclusion

18
For the reasons set out in paragraphs 10 and 11 above, the County Council agrees that the apportionment for Buckinghamshire in SEP Policy W3 is reasonable in identifying a 16.8% apportionment of London's exports of MSW and C&I wastes from 2006 as being an appropriate basis for planning in Buckinghamshire: with a 2006 -2015 tonnage of 2.7 million tonnes, and 2016 - 2025 tonnage of 1.7 million tonnes.  

Towards a Methodology for Apportionment of London's Exported Waste - Alternative Apportionment Options (October 2006)

The period to 2015

19
The County Council understands that the key difference between the July 2005 apportionment study and the Alternative Apportionment Options (October 2006) is a "testing" of the implications of starting the apportionment from 2016. 

20
The County Council considers that each of the options presented for debate is flawed because the underlying assumption of each is maintenance of the status quo in respect of waste imports from London to 2015. For Buckinghamshire, unlike the submitted apportionment, this does not reflect the reality of current contracts for MSW or the county's inability to sustain C&I imports to 2015 (see paragraphs 11 - 13 above). The indicated apportionment of some 70% of London's waste exports (10.5 million tonnes) simply could not be accommodated within the county. It is likely that similar anomalies will exist for other WPAs in the region. If this is the case, the County Council considers that a satisfactory alternative apportionment to submitted Policy W3 can only come from a detailed survey of waste movements from London into the region and of the capacity/constraints on existing recipient landfills. This should be done on a site-by-site basis and the implications of "cascading" waste imports between sites as facilities are filled.

21
The County Council considers that the base assumptions underpinning the Alternatives are wrong in respect of both MSW and C&I wastes. The Council has examined actual Environment Agency data and this has shown that the assumption in the Jacobs report that Buckinghamshire receives over 609,000 tonnes of C&I waste is totally wrong which means that the options (Options 1 & 2a-2e) contained in the report are completely flawed and therefore of no relevance to the apportionment exercise. 

22
Finally, the County Council considers that if a sustainable interim treatment of London's exports is to be achieved, apportionment should be implemented sooner rather than later so as to produce a gradual rather than a sudden change at 2016. This also reflects not only changes in contracts but London’s efforts to reduce the export of their waste throughout the period to 2015. Waste DPDs are being produced now so it is the ideal time to plan for new landfill as well as other waste facilities.  There is no reason for not starting to plan now even if the landfill capacity is not available in the first few years.


Post 2015

23
Of the alternative options presented for the 2016-2025 period, the Council considers that:

· Option 1 is unacceptable for the reasons set out above.  In addition it is effectively "non-plan" and does not respond to any of the "reality check" requirements outlined by the Council. It does not address the aspiration of the Steering Group at the outset of the apportionment exercise to challenge the status quo.

· Of the Options 2 (2a-2e) 2016 - 2025 there is little difference in percentage apportionment or tonnage for Buckinghamshire. It is therefore arguable how useful the alternatives are. However we have commented from the beginning that the key criteria should be proximity.   

Annex A

Buckinghamshire: Submitted & Alternative Apportionment Options 






2006-2015

2016-2025

Total






Mt


Mt


Mt

Submitted SEP Policy W3
2.70 (16.8%)

1.70 (16.8%)

4.40


Final Alternative Options (October 2006)

Option 1


10.52  (69.7%)
7.09 
(69.7%)
17.61

Option 2a


10.52
(69.7%)
1.71
(16.8%)
12.23

Option 2b


10.52
(69.7%)
1.27
(12.5%)
11.79

Option 2c


10.52
(69.7%)
1.79
(17.6%)
12.31

Option 2d


10.52
(69.7%)
1.69
(16.6%)
12.21

Option 2e


10.52
(69.7%)
1.80
(17.7%)
12.32

Sources: South East Plan [Policy W3] & Towards a Methodology for Apportionment of London's Exported Waste - Alternative Apportionment Options (October 2006)

