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1
Introduction

1.1
This Written Statement contains the views of East Sussex County Council on the questions raised by the Panel on Sub Matter 7B– Minerals. The views expressed are endorsed by Brighton & Hove City Council. 
2
Question 7B.1 Proposed Apportionment of secondary and recycled materials
2.1
The County Council objected to the sub regional apportionment of secondary and recycled material waste to East Sussex/ Brighton & Hove in Policy M2 on the basis that it was not appropriate and does not relate to current conditions pertaining in the County. 

Problems with the proposed apportionment

2.2
The methodology used for the sub regional apportionment of recycled and secondary aggregates provision is different from the methodology undertaken for the apportionment of London’s waste. The fundamental basis of both methodologies is sharing the burden. However, unlike London’s waste which is external to all planning authorities in the Region, the source for secondary and recycled aggregates does arise in each of the authority areas. The methodology needs to be particularly sensitive to the quantity of the arisings of the material to be recycled. 

2.3
The main source of this material is construction and demolition waste and recycled road planings which will arise in each mineral planning authority area. Secondary material such as rail ballast, pulverised fuel ash and furnace bottom ash do provide a source material which will arise unevenly across the Region but the total amount is low compared to other sources (about 8% based on Regional Assembly figures at the last Examination in Public).
2.4
It is agreed by most parties that there are uncertainties with data on construction and demolition waste. It is particularly difficult to measure. Also there will be a lack of homogeneity in arisings – differences between urban and rural areas, differences resulting from major new development and infrastructure occurring.

2.5
The methodology for apportionment for recycled and secondary aggregate provision is based on a study by LUC. Population has been a major influence on the final sub regional apportionment. Indeed, if projected population is used solely as the proxy for apportionment there are only minor differences in the final figures – most notably a lower figure for Oxfordshire and a higher figure for East Sussex / Brighton & Hove.
2.6
The study did examine the correlation between population and construction and demolition waste managed and found that the two factors were very closely related.
2.7
The Table 2.4 in LUC’s study indicates the total construction and demolition waste managed in each sub region. When this is compared with the proposed sub regional apportionment in Policy M2, three sub regions (East Sussex / Brighton & Hove, Milton Keynes and Oxfordshire) have apportionment requirements above the total construction and demolition waste currently managed. 
2.8
However, if waste managed is used as the proxy for sub regional apportionment, there would be considerable variation in sub regional apportionment e.g. East Sussex / Brighton & Hove and Oxfordshire would be much lower and Berkshire and Surrey would be much higher.

2.9
It is difficult to know whether these variations are limitations in the data or a reflection of the construction and demolition activity in those areas. In East Sussex / Brighton & Hove activity in this field has been mostly refurbishment rather than new build.
2.10
It is worth noting that Policy M2 does retain a reference to the proximity principle in relation to sites. The need for recycling operations to be close to origins of the waste material is recognised in paragraph 23.4 of the South East Plan. This objective should be retained but more properly expressed as per Planning Policy Statement 10 (PPS10) that local communities should take more responsibility for their own waste.
2.11
In addition, PPS10 has an objective that waste should be disposed of in one of the nearest appropriate installations. The proposed wording in Policy M2 does not specifically allow this consideration in Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONBs) and there is not a similar reference to the lack of alternative sites in the sentence on Green Belt provision.   
Situation in East Sussex / Brighton & Hove

2.12
As part of the evidence base for the Minerals and Waste Development Framework, the County Council and City Council are attempting to get more accurate data on both construction and demolition waste arisings in the area and the current capacity of facilities to recycle waste to produce alternative aggregates. The results of the local survey are anticipated by the end of the year.
2.13
The Councils are preparing a Waste & Minerals Core Strategy, a Minerals Sites Development Plan Document and in due course a Waste Sites Development Plan Document. It is worth noting that the apportionment of London’s waste in the South East Plan has in the text at paragraph 6.6 that sub regional apportionment should have further testing in the production of Waste Development Frameworks. In addition, Policy W4 indicates “where appropriate” capacity should be provided for waste from London. There are no such caveats to cover testing and flexibility stated for the recycled and secondary aggregates.
2.14
There is a danger that as a result of Policy M2, the Councils will need to identify recovery capacity above the potential construction and demolition waste managed. This may result either in abortive work in allocating sites, or, an enticement for source material to travel to East Sussex with potential associated environmental implications. This though may not be a commercially viable proposition. 
2.15
As indicated in the Statement on Sub Matter 7A Waste, the Councils have produced a Construction and Demolition Waste Supplementary Planning Document which indicates the need to separate different materials at source to avoid contamination. The Supplementary Planning Document provides practical advice on recycling construction and demolition waste.
Reworking of the Policy

2.16
The methodology used for the sub regional apportionment provision of recycled and secondary aggregates is skewed towards population distribution such that three authorities have a requirement above the identified construction and demolition waste managed in their areas. The apportionment should be revisited to address this anomaly which may be caused in East Sussex / Brighton & Hove’s case by limitations in the data or the vagaries of the type of construction and demolition waste activity in the area.
2.17
The wording of the existing policy in RPG9 Waste & Minerals (Policy M2) is more acceptable thus: 
“minerals planning authorities should assess the need for mineral recycling sites in their area and identify sites to meet this scale of provision in their minerals development frameworks.”
2.18
If a reworking of the sub regional apportionment is rejected, Policy M2 should be altered to recognise that Minerals Development Frameworks provide the opportunity to test the practicalities and environmental acceptability of the apportionment.
2.19
The final paragraph of Policy M2 should be reworded to reflect PPS 10 such that local communities should take more responsibility for their own waste and enable waste to be disposed of in one of the nearest appropriate locations.
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