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WASTE

7A.1
Is the proposed apportionment of London’s waste fair and appropriate?

(Policy W3)  

1. MKC supports the principle suggested in the Jacobs Babtie report whereby the current pattern of waste exports from London is maintained until 2015, with new apportionment figures only taking effect thereafter. However, MKC objects strongly to our apportionment figure of 10.1%, whether for the whole plan period as stated in Policy W3, or for the period after 2015 if the Jacobs Babtie approach is accepted.

2. This objection is made in the knowledge that the further work commissioned by SEERA from Jacobs Babtie on the apportionment methodology and proportions appears to recommend a slightly higher figure for Milton Keynes (10.6%). We received this report on 20 October 2006.

3. Although it is noted that Policy W3 proposes a reduction in the amount of London’s waste to be exported into the region in the second half of the plan period, the policy should require London to do more to deal with its waste and to make sure that further reductions are achieved in future. 

4. MKC is the only unitary authority listed separately in Policy W3; for the purposes of the apportionment, all other unitary authorities are included with their parent counties - e.g. Kent and Medway, whose collective apportionment is 12.2%  

5. If the Policy followed a consistent approach and MK and Buckinghamshire were combined, our apportionment would be about 27%. This is more than one quarter of London’s exported waste and significantly higher than any other existing or former county area (next highest: Oxfordshire at 17%).  

6. The apportionment methodology takes into account the following factors:

a. existing landfill ‘void space’;

b. geology;

c. environmental constraints to new landfill;

d. proximity to London; and

e. sustainable transport (in terms of access to landfill void spaces).

7. Currently, MK has one large void space, at the Bletchley landfill site. In terms of additional landfill or land raising sites, MK is very constrained

a. by the limited size of the borough, compared to county areas;

b. by geology: MK had one of the lowest suitability scores for geology in the Jacobs Babtie apportionment methodology;

c. by the proximity principle and sustainable transport: MK scores below average on the proximity principle and sustainable transport criteria of the apportionment methodology study; and

d. by the future growth of the city: we need to retain what void space we have to deal with the increasing amount of waste from our growing population (notwithstanding waste reduction and recycling targets). This is not something that has been taken into account in the apportionment methodology. 

8. In our view, other county areas, closer to London, should take a greater share of the apportionment. If the apportionment figure of 10.1% is maintained in Policy W3, it would mean that more waste from London would be disposed of at the Bletchley landfill site (an average of 160,000 tonnes per annum to 2016 and 100,000 tonnes per annum to 2025) than MKC is currently disposing to the site (80,000 tonnes per year). 

9. This would significantly reduce the lifetime of the Bletchley site. This is not acceptable, appropriate or sustainable given the increase in local waste that will result from planned growth in the MK area: 48,800 new houses over 20 years, more than double the next highest district housing allocation (Policy H11: Ashford: 22,700).

10. Discussions between Waste Planning Authorities, SEERA, and the Environment Agency have now concluded that the apportionment of London’s waste should be left to market forces and be based on existing imports until 2016.

11. The operator of the Bletchley Landfill Site has confirmed that none of London’s waste is currently going to Bletchley. The operator also has sites in neighbouring Bedfordshire (East of England region) that do take London’s waste.  One site close to Milton Keynes is due to close in the next few years.  Under the terms of Policy W3, waste from this site - in another county and another region - this could lead to pressure for waste that currently goes to Brogborough to be diverted to the Bletchley site. This would be unacceptable, as it would reduce the potential of the void space at Bletchley to meet the local needs of Milton Keynes.

12. MKC therefore considers that the figure should be reduced and any such apportionment should be weighted taking greater account of the constraints affecting MK - i.e. 

a. as a unitary authority, of limited size in terms of land area;

b. unsuitable geology for further landfill; and

c. the size of the rural part of the borough, in terms of land area, as considered in the Methodology for Apportionment of Recycled and Secondary Aggregates in the South East (November 2005) - see Policy M2; this includes taking into account that land will be required to accommodate new development.

d. the scale of housing growth proposed for Milton Keynes in the Draft South East Plan  

13. MKC notes that the Jacobs Babtie report (received 20.10.06) includes further apportionment options that weigh factors used in the methodology differently. These options show higher apportionment figures for MK, ranging from 10.6% to 12.6%. 

14. MKC rejects these options because they either give too much weight to proximity to London (option 2b), or to so-called ‘surplus’ void space (2d); or not enough weight to geology (2c, 2e). 

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

1. The provision of facilities for dealing with Hazardous Waste is generally market led and needs to be done on a regional scale, which may make it difficult to plan for under the terms of Policy W15.

