7A / Hampshire County Council (7338)

Statement on Sub-matter 7A Waste and Minerals by Hampshire County Council

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

1. No. 

2. The principle of apportioning that element of London’s waste that will require disposal in the South East is accepted, and was supported by this authority at the EiP into RPG9 – Waste and Minerals, in October 2004.

3. Subsequent experience has proved this to be a complex and divisive issue and a methodology and outcome that satisfies all parties will be difficult to find. 

4. It is important that any apportionment:

· Is realistic and deliverable – i.e. it should be compatible with both ‘commercial reality’, any known potential landfill opportunities and reflect the time necessary to deliver new facilities taking account of prior-extraction;

· Reflects the current situation – i.e. it should start from the current situation, in terms of existing landfill void, projected future surplus void and known contracts and waste movements; 

· Delivers sustainability outcomes – particularly the sustainable transport of wastes, and realistic application of environmental constraints.

5. The apportionment is flawed because it fails to deliver on each and every one of these counts. It is neither fair or appropriate.
6. Nonetheless, it is important that any future apportionment is flexible and can be tested through the mineral and waste development plan process because of the accepted variability and lack of quality of data on the production and movement of London’s waste and, in some places, the lack of current knowledge on potential future non-hazardous landfill.

Realism and Delivery

7. The current apportionment does not reflect ‘commercial reality’ – in short this amount of waste will not be transported by road haulage, past available void at nearer sites, just because additional landfill space has been identified in local development plan documents. 

8. Hampshire is fortunate because it has made significant progress on identifying future sites for mineral and waste activities to deliver its ‘core’ Strategy, which was submitted to Government in May 2006. 

9. Topic Paper 1 - London’s Waste has been produced to defend the Strategy’s position that London’s waste will not be provided for in Hampshire. The case is argued by consideration of all potential non-hazardous landfill opportunities in Hampshire, in terms of their location in relation to London, their timetable for delivery and their ‘commercial viability’.

10. The conclusion reached by Hampshire’s mineral and waste planning authorities is that it is unlikely Hampshire will be able to provide sufficient landfill to meet its own needs. Certainly there are insufficient surplus sites – in the right place and at the right time - to provide for some of London’s waste. 

11. SEERA have, on the basis of this compelling evidence, offered to withdraw their objection to Hampshire’s Strategy on ‘conformity’ grounds provided minor textual changes are made. (see SEERA’s letter to Mr William Lamb dated 23rd October 2006)
12. The only place in Hampshire where landfill could be provided, is in the far South west, the one area where it is not needed because there are existing sites there with long remaining lives. 

13. Imposition of this apportionment would lead to sites being identified where they are not needed and where waste from London will not realistically travel. The consequences of which are to risk non-delivery, or failing that to undermine local recycling and recovery targets or to encourage importation of waste from Dorset and undermine their intention to self-sufficiency.

Reflecting the Current Situation

14. The methodology takes insufficient account of the current situation. In reality it imposes a new theoretical norm from day one whereas it could be argued that a more ‘realistic’ approach would be to have a ‘progressive’ ramping up over a reasonable period of time. The initial starting point should be based on the current situation and the speed of progression should be based in the short-term on readily available void and the life of existing contracts moving towards a longer-term apportionment based on a revised analysis of potential (taking account the other issues raised in this paper, specifically including deliverability).

15. 2016 is a reasonable date by which this transition could take place as it is compatible with the approach elsewhere in RPG9 on the pre-treatment of London’s waste, and it would allow sufficient time for ‘planning’, prior extraction of mineral and landfill engineering to occur.

Delivering Sustainability Outcomes

16. It is accepted that the methodology applied includes consideration of sustainable transport and environmental constraints alongside other criteria. 

17. However, the mechanics of the methodology – particularly the consideration of all criteria in parallel and merely manipulating the various ‘weightings’ of each criteria – do not allow for more radical alternatives to be evolved or considered.

18. A truly sustainable option would seek firstly to utilise all existing rail-linked void space, before seeking to maximise ‘new’ rail-linked movements to suitable sites, before considering road haulage. The methodology used does not achieve this and is unlikely to be flexible enough to even consider it.

Critique of the Apportionment Methodology

19. It is our view that the methodology – and by implication the apportionment – is fundamentally flawed for the following reasons: 

20. The methodology contradicts RPG9 Policy W17 – Location of Waste Management Facilities because Green Belt has been included in the environmental constraints eliminated.

21. It undermines the preference for sustainable transport because it gives insufficient weight to the opportunities to promote sustainable transport of waste and reduce road haulage distances – it should look in greater detail at the potential for sustainable transport of wastes and take a view on that before even starting to consider road-haulage possibilities. Accepting the view that ‘a low weighting was agreed as the assumptions required to model the criterion introduce a potentially significant margin of error’ effectively undermines sustainable transport opportunities – a better approach would be to ‘firm-up’ on the assumptions thus reducing the margins for error.

22. Paragraph 3.43 of the Jacobs Babtie
 report states: ‘…adding a percentage penalty to those WPAs with existing rail-based contracts for London’s waste exports going to landfill.’ It is not clear what this means and how it effects the apportionment – however it appears that WPAs with existing sustainable transport/contracts are being rewarded with a downward adjustment to their apportionment. Whereas looking at it ‘theoretically’ the apportionment should reflect the sum of the possibility of sustainable transport options (including those that already take place) but be neutral with regard to existing arrangements.

23. The approach relating to distance from London is flawed because it assumes that the M25 is a balanced circle equidistant from London, it assumes that waste arisings within the M25 are homogeneous, and it uses the distance to the geographical mid-point of the county. This is not sophisticated enough, in particular, it should use the distance to the main ‘commercially viable’ landfill opportunities.

24. The methodology takes no account of geological differences in landfill potential (e.g. thin gravel deposits as opposed to thick clay deposits). The sand and gravel deposits in NE Hampshire are relatively thin compared to those in SW Hampshire. As a minimum the methodology should seek to take account of this, however, it could go further and ‘factor in’ data about known landfill opportunities perhaps as a reality check . 

25. As mentioned above the balance of the various weightings is of concern, especially since some are positive factors (e.g. sustainable transport) and others are negative (e.g. environmental constraints). In particular, it could be argued that sustainable transport opportunities should have the greatest influence on the apportionment. It could also be argued that the balance of weightings may change over time, for example, more weight could be given to existing void at the earlier stages of apportionment. 
26. The environmental constraints do not take into account bird strike risk.  
27. In view of the requirements for appropriate assessment around SPAs and SACs – and the consequent reduction in probability of development - it would be prudent to include a sensitivity zone around these areas, to reflect the reduced probability of gaining planning permission.

28. The criteria used in the final methodology does not reflect the Panel’s recommendations in para 2.2.14 of the Panel Report (December 2004), in particular a) criteria 1 does not appear to equate to ‘surplus void space above that required to meet the sub-region’s own needs at 2015’, b) the apportionment did not look at river-borne or coastal transport, and c) the panel’s recommended criteria (v) was not taken forward, arguably diminishing the panel’s comment that: ‘…although based on a  notional landfill requirement, the way in which any apportionment is met should be up to an individual WPA/WDA.’

Ongoing Work

29. SEERA have been working with SERTAB and Jacobs Babtie to revise the apportionment methodology with the intention of submitting alternative apportionments to the EiP for consideration and debate.

30. It is accepted that the revised options being considerd are an improvement on the apportionment currently in Policy W3 of the South East Plan in that by carrying forward current waste movements until 2016, they at least partially reflect Hampshire’s desire that we start from the current position and allow sufficient time for the planning system to deliver new sites to meet the apportionment. 
31. However, the use of the existing model to develop apportionments from 2016 onwards, fails to overcome our other concerns about the methodology and its application detailed elsewhere in this paper.

Other Issues and Concerns
32. The inclusion of the apportionment of ‘landfill capacity to be provided’ provides a degree of certainty which is not coherent with the more flexible text in the Policy stating: ‘Provision for London’s exports will usually be limited to landfill   in line with…’

33. It is not wholly clear how much waste London is likely to export and whether or not this will be treated. In particular, London’s plans are not sufficiently ambitious with regard to the scale and pace of self-sufficiency – they should be looking to achieve about 5% treated residues for export – if they did this the waste would have very different landfill requirements than the current proposals. 

34. If, as is understood, not all of London’s exported waste will be pre-treated. The acceptance of un-treated waste from London is contrary to Hampshire’s submitted ‘core’ Strategy – and also contrary to Policy W3 of the South East Plan.

35. SEERA’s apportionment fails to take account of all London’s likely waste exports in particular inert and contaminated wastes from the Olympics and cross-rail construction projects which have not been accounted for.

36. The proposals are not capable of monitoring given current monitoring systems and arrangements.

37. The approach and proposals have had insufficient sustainability appraisal / strategic environmental assessment and that they have not had broad-based ‘stakeholder’ involvement – it cannot be demonstrated that this is the most sustainable outcome, or that it has any level of public, government agency or industry support.

Suggested Way Forward

38. It is argued that the apportionment methodology and its application are so flawed that the proposed apportionment in Policy W3 is fundamentally unsound and should not be accepted. 

39. Policy W3 should explicitly acknowledge the role of ‘local testing’ through DPDs in providing for London’s waste – whereas at the moment this is done vicariously through Policy W4.
40. The apportionment methodology should be revised as follows:

a) The apportionment should be applied progressively from the current position and only take full effect beyond 2016;

b)  The mechanism should ideally be sequential, looking first to maximise the movement of London’s waste by sustainable transport, and only then to apportion the remainder to be moved by road haulage;

c) When considering road haulage, assumptions should be made and applied addressing realistic ‘commercially viable’ transport distances;

d) The ‘environmental constraints’ criterion should exclude Green Belt.

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

No comment.

� Jacobs Babtie / SEERA – Towards a Methodology for Apportionment of London’s Exported Waste – Final Report (July 2005)
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