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

1. The apportionment of the waste to be managed in each Waste Planning Authority Area is an essential element of PPS10 and forms a key part of the local and regional planning process. Understanding the pattern of management and disposal of waste imported into the region is part of this process, notwithstanding the poor data available on existing patterns of waste movements.

2. The proposed apportionment of waste imported from London is an attempt to move away from the historic pattern of disposal of this waste, towards a more sustainable pattern.  The East of England Regional Assembly agrees that such change is desirable and would be of benefit to the sustainable development of both the South East and East of England. 
3. The methodology used in the Draft South East Plan has been developed from the recommendations of the Panel Report of the Examination in Public of RPG9 Waste and Minerals (2004). The criteria in those recommendations have been further developed and tested to produce the apportionment in Policy W3. 
4. Similar work has been carried out for the East of England Regional Technical Advisory Body on Waste to develop an apportionment of the waste that is exported from London to the East of England.  The detail of how the apportionment was developed for the East of England can be found in the report “Development of a Policy for the Apportionment of London’s Waste Exports to the East of England” (June 2006) (“The East of England Report”). 
5. The Draft East of England Plan states that by 2015, only residues from the processing of waste should be imported to landfill in the region (paragraph 9.57 and Policy ENV12). Since this waste will have been subject to the maximum practical level of recovery and treatment, landfill will be the only practical management option. The criteria used in the East of England Report are therefore concerned with identifying those areas where landfilling can most sustainably be carried out. The Report produces a weighting between Waste Planning Authority Areas and does not take account of the possible suitability of individual sites.
6. Following the recommendations of the Panel Report of the Examination in Public of the Draft East of England Plan and discussions within the Regional Planning Panel of the Assembly, it was resolved that Sensitivity Test 2 which excludes the Marston Vale area of Bedfordshire should be agreed as the most sustainable approach. The resulting apportionment can be found at Table 5.6 in Appendix 5 of the East of England Report.
7. This is the apportionment that has been agreed by EERA as the most sustainable distribution of landfill for waste imported from London. This apportionment and the resulting tonnages to be landfilled in each Waste Planning Authority Area are set out in the “New Waste Policies” suggested by EERA following the recommendations of the Panel Report.
8. The methodology used in the East of England Report is very similar to those used in the reports produced for the South East. 

9. The main difference between the criteria used in the two regions is that the list of “other environmental constraints” the designations assessed in the East of England were as follows:
· Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty

· Sites of Special Scientific Interest

· Special Protection Areas

· National Parks

· Flood Plain Areas 

10. Unlike the South East Study, areas designated as green belt were not taken into account in the East of England study. This is because the East of England RTAB considered that designation as green belt is a land use planning constraint rather than a purely environmental constraint. However, a sensitivity test to establish the effect of including the green belt as part of the “environmental constraints” criterion.  This can been seen at Appendix 5 of the East of England Report.

11. EERA is therefore broadly in agreement with the approach used to apportion the waste exported from London to the South East. 
12. However, the relative distribution of the total exports to the South East and East of England Regions has historically meant  that approximately two thirds of the waste exported from London has been sent to the East of England while one third has been sent to the South East. It therefore seems that a logical next step is to use the agreed methodology to ascertain the relative apportionment of the exports from London between the two regions.  

13. A further piece of work was therefore commissioned from the consultants Jacobs Babtie “Apportionment of London’s Waste Exports to the Combined East and South East of England’s Regions” (October 2006) (“The Combined Report”).
14. While the data for the South East used for the production of this Combined Report was provided by SEERA, they did not formally endorse the commissioning of this work. The Client was therefore EERA alone.

15. The final output of this work is given in Table 7 of the Combined Report. A sensitivity test was then carried out to exclude the Isle of Wight from the calculations, in the same way as it has been excluded from the SEERA base report. This is because the proximity criterion cannot be applied in the same way across a sea crossing as across land.
16. The apportionment between all the waste planning authority areas in both regions is therefore as follows:
	Combined Report
	 
	2006-2015
	2016-2021
	Total

	 
	Overall score
	millions of tonnes
	millions of tonnes
	millions of tonnes

	Cambs & P'boro
	10%
	3.492
	1.195
	4.687

	Essex & S-o-S
	10%
	3.342
	1.144
	4.486

	Oxfordshire
	10%
	3.295
	1.128
	4.423

	Buckinghamshire
	9%
	3.119
	1.068
	4.187

	Kent & Medway
	8%
	2.640
	0.904
	3.544

	Surrey
	8%
	2.624
	0.898
	3.522

	Beds & Luton
	7%
	2.259
	0.773
	3.032

	Milton Keynes
	6%
	2.036
	0.697
	2.733

	Berkshire
	5%
	1.813
	0.620
	2.433

	West Sussex
	5%
	1.775
	0.608
	2.383

	Thurrock
	5%
	1.729
	0.592
	2.321

	East Sussex & B&H
	4%
	1.524
	0.522
	2.046

	Hampshire
	4%
	1.521
	0.520
	2.041

	Hertfordshire
	4%
	1.385
	0.474
	1.859

	Isle of Wight
	0%
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000

	Suffolk
	3%
	1.046
	0.358
	1.404

	Norfolk
	3%
	0.894
	0.306
	1.200

	Total
	100.0%
	34.494
	11.807
	46.301


17. The overall split between the South East and the East of England is therefore as follows:

	
	Overall split


	2006-2015
	2016-2021

	East of England 
	41%
	14,147,594
	4,842,193

	South East of England 
	59%
	20,345,406
	6,963,473


18. It is not for the East of England to specify the exact apportionment of waste imports between the waste planning authority areas in the South East of England. However, the methodology employed by both regions is very similar and a consistent approach would imply that the South East region should be planning to accommodate a greater share of the waste exported by London over the plan period.

19. The total amount of waste exported from London is difficult to ascertain exactly. It seems likely that there are significant exports to the South West and East Midlands regions, but data on the quantities involved has proved elusive.
20. However, the quantities that London is planning to export shown in the Draft Further Alterations remain considerably in excess of those that the South East is planning to receive. Table 1 (below) shows a comparison between the waste that would be exported to the South East calculated by applying the 59% share to the quantities of waste identified in the London Plan (Draft Further Alterations). 

21. Table 2 (below) shows a comparison between the amount of waste that would be exported to the South East calculated by applying the same percentage to the quantities identified in the South East Plan.

22. In both instances, there is a considerable shortfall between the amount of waste that Policy W3 is planning to accommodate and the likely amounts of waste that will be exported into the South East region.

23. Policy W3 should therefore be changed to take account of the revised distribution between the two regions that are geographically closest to London and increased tonnages should be included in the policy as follows:
	
	2006-2015
(millions of tonnes)
	2016-2021
(millions of tonnes)
	Total
(millions of tonnes)

	SE Total in Policy W3
	16.2
	10.0
	26.2

	Proposed  New SE total
	20.3
	7.0
	27.3


Table 1   Distribution of Exports of waste from London using the tonnages in the Draft Further Alterations in the London Plan
	 
	 Year 
	 2004/05 
	 2005/06 
	 2006/07 
	 2007/08 
	 2008/09 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Line 1
	Total exports from London
	3.886
	3.972
	4.058
	4.144
	4.230

	Line 2
	Total imports to EoE (41%)
	1.593
	1.629
	1.664
	1.699
	1.734

	Line 3
	Total imports to SE (59%)
	2.293
	2.343
	2.394
	2.445
	2.496

	Line 4
	Imports to SE from SERTAB report “Alternative Options”
	 
	1.760
	1.722
	1.684
	1.646

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Line 5
	Imports to EoE from NWPs
	2.532
	2.373
	2.211
	2.050
	1.889


	 
	 Year 
	 2009/10 
	 2010/11 
	 2011/12 
	 2012/13 
	 2013/14 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Line 1
	Total exports from London
	4.316
	4.400
	4.140
	3.880
	3.620

	Line 2
	Total imports to EoE (41%)
	1.770
	1.804
	1.697
	1.591
	1.484

	Line 3
	Total imports to SE (59%)
	2.546
	2.596
	2.443
	2.289
	2.136

	Line 4
	Imports to SE from SERTAB report “Alternative Options”
	1.608
	1.570
	1.505
	1.439
	1.374

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Line 5
	Imports to EoE from NWPs
	1.728
	1.568
	1.406
	1.244
	1.084


	 
	 Year 
	2014/15 
	 2015/16 
	 2016/17 
	 2017/18 
	 2018/19 
	 2019/20 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Line 1
	Total exports from London
	3.360
	3.100
	3.000
	2.900
	2.800
	2.700

	Line 2
	Total imports to EoE (41%)
	1.378
	1.271
	1.230
	1.189
	1.148
	1.107

	Line 3
	Total imports to SE (59%)
	1.982
	1.829
	1.770
	1.711
	1.652
	1.593

	Line 4
	Imports to SE from SERTAB report “Alternative Options”
	1.309
	1.243
	1.179
	1.114
	1.049
	0.985

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Line 5
	Imports to EoE from NWPs
	0.923
	0.762
	0.760
	0.760
	0.760
	0.760


	 
	 Year 
	 2020/21 
	 2021/22 
	 2022/23 
	 2023/24 
	 2024/25 
	 2025/26 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Line 1
	Total exports from London
	2.600
	2.600
	2.600
	2.600
	2.600
	2.600

	Line 2
	Total imports to EoE (41%)
	1.066
	1.066
	1.066
	1.066
	1.066
	1.066

	Line 3
	Total imports to SE (59%)
	1.534
	1.534
	1.534
	1.534
	1.534
	1.534

	Line 4
	Imports to SE from SERTAB report “Alternative Options”
	0.920
	0.855
	0.790
	0.725
	0.660
	0.628

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Line 5
	Imports to EoE from NWPs
	0.760
	0.760
	0.760
	0.760
	0.760
	0.760


Notes to Table 1
· All figures are in millions of tonnes

· Line 1 shows the exports of municipal and commercial and industrial waste that is forecast to be exported from London, in accordance with Table 4A.3 of Appendix 1 of the Draft Further Alterations to the London Plan (September 2006). The figures in Line 1 are calculated using a straight line interpolation from the data given in this table for years 2010,2015 and 2020.
· Line 2 is calculated by multiplying the forecast exports from London by 41%. This follows the output of the report commissioned from Jacobs Babtie “Apportionment of London’s Waste Exports to the Combined East and South East of England Regions (the “Combined Report”).
· Line 3 is calculated by multiplying the forecast exports from London by 59% in accordance with the Combined Report mentioned above.
· Line 4 is included for comparison and shows the annual quantities of waste forecast to be exported by London into the South East. This has been taken from Table 4 of the SERTAB Report “Towards a Methodology for Apportionment of London’s Exported Waste:  Alternative Apportionment Options” (October 2006).
· Line 5 is also included for comparison and shows the quantity of waste planned for in the New Waste Policies developed by EERA following receipt of the Panel Report of the EiP of the Draft East of England Plan. 
Table 2  Distribution of Exports of waste from London using the tonnages in the Combined Report
	 
	 Year 
	 2004/05 
	 2005/06 
	 2006/07 
	 2007/08 
	 2008/09 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Line 1
	Total exports from London
	 n/a
	n/a 
	4.656
	4.397
	4.139

	Line 2
	Total imports to EoE (41%)
	
	
	1.909
	1.803
	1.697

	Line 3
	Total imports to SE (59%)
	
	
	2.747
	2.594
	2.442

	Line 4
	Imports to SE from SERTAB report “Alternative Options”
	 
	1.760
	1.722
	1.684
	1.646

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Line 5
	Imports to EoE from NWPs
	2.532
	2.373
	2.211
	2.050
	1.889


	 
	 Year 
	 2009/10 
	 2010/11 
	 2011/12 
	 2012/13 
	 2013/14 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Line 1
	Total exports from London
	3.879
	3.621
	3.333
	3.046
	2.758

	Line 2
	Total imports to EoE (41%)
	1.590
	1.485
	1.367
	1.249
	1.131

	Line 3
	Total imports to SE (59%)
	2.289
	2.136
	1.966
	1.797
	1.627

	Line 4
	Imports to SE from SERTAB report “Alternative Options”
	1.608
	1.570
	1.503
	1.436
	1.370

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Line 5
	Imports to EoE from NWPs
	1.728
	1.568
	1.406
	1.244
	1.084


	 
	 Year 
	2014/15 
	 2015/16 
	 2016/17 
	 2017/18 
	 2018/19 
	 2019/20 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Line 1
	Total exports from London
	2.474
	2.190
	2.126
	2.062
	1.996
	1.954

	Line 2
	Total imports to EoE (41%)
	1.014
	0.898
	0.872
	0.845
	0.818
	0.801

	Line 3
	Total imports to SE (59%)
	1.460
	1.292
	1.254
	1.217
	1.178
	1.153

	Line 4
	Imports to SE from SERTAB report “Alternative Options”
	1.307
	1.244
	1.180
	1.115
	1.050
	0.985

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Line 5
	Imports to EoE from NWPs
	0.923
	0.762
	0.760
	0.760
	0.760
	0.760


	 
	 Year 
	 2020/21 
	 2021/22 
	 2022/23 
	 2023/24 
	 2024/25 
	 2025/26 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Line 1
	Total exports from London
	1.866
	1.802
	 
	 
	 
	

	Line 2
	Total imports to EoE (41%)
	0.765
	0.739
	 
	 
	 
	

	Line 3
	Total imports to SE (59%)
	1.101
	1.063
	 
	 
	 
	

	Line 4
	Imports to SE from SERTAB report “Alternative Options”
	0.920
	0.855
	0.79
	0.725
	0.66
	

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	

	Line 5
	Imports to EoE from NWPs
	0.760
	0.760
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