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1 INTRODUCTION

1.1 Witness

My name is John Hollister and I appear at this Examination in Public on behalf of Waste Recycling Group Limited (“WRG”).

I am a Chartered Town Planner and have been a member of the Royal Town Planning Institute for over 20 years. I am also a Chartered Environmentalist and a member of the Chartered Institution of Wastes Management.

I hold a Bachelor of Arts Dual Honours degree in Geology and Geography and a Master of Arts degree in Town and Regional Planning.

I have specialised in mineral and waste planning and related matters for 30 years and have held principal and senior posts in Local Government and directorships in the waste management industry and in consultancy.

I am currently an Associate of Scott Wilson Ltd and hold the post of Head of Planning (Minerals and Waste). Scott Wilson is an international multi-disciplinary consultancy which has over 3,300 staff worldwide. 

1.2 The Company

WRG is one of the UK's leading waste management companies and handles in excess of 15 million tonnes of household, commercial and industrial waste each year. Around 50% of WRG's business is accounted for by waste management contracts with around 70 local authorities across England, Scotland and Wales. 

The Company operates facilities for the reception, recycling and disposal of waste, including a network of waste transfer and recycling centres and strategically-situated landfill sites, and is one of the largest operators of civic amenity sites on behalf of local authorities for use by the general public. 

The Company operates 7 landfill sites and 2 composting facilities in the South East region and is also in the process of developing major new waste treatment and recycling facilities to serve the integrated MSW management contracts awarded to the Company by Kent County Council and the Berkshire Unitary Authorities (excluding West Berkshire).  

1.3 Scope

This Statement sets out the position of the Company in relation to question 7A.1 posed under Matter 7 Waste and Minerals – Sub Section 7A Waste, namely:

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

2 question 7A.1

2.1 Introduction

Question 7A.1 relates to Policy W3 : Regional Self-sufficiency i.e. 

‘Waste authorities and waste management companies should provide management capacity equivalent to the amount of waste arising and requiring management within the region’s boundaries, plus a declining amount of waste from London. Provision of capacity for rapidly increasing recycling, composting and recovery should be made reflecting the targets and requirements set out in this chapter.

Provision for London’s exports will usually be limited to landfill in line with the Landfill Directive targets and, by 2016, new permissions will only provide for residues of waste that have been subject to recycling or other recovery process. Waste Planning Authorities should provide landfill capacity for the following apportionment of London’s waste:

	
	Recommended Apportionment %
	2006-2015 million tonnes
	2016-2025 million tonnes
	Total million tonnes

	Berkshire unitaries
	8.5
	1.4
	0.9
	2.2

	Buckinghamshire
	16.8
	2.7
	1.7
	4.4

	East Sussex
	8.4
	1.4
	0.8
	2.2

	Hampshire
	8.4
	1.4
	0.8
	2.2

	Kent and Medway
	12.2
	2.0
	1.2
	3.2

	Milton Keynes
	10.1
	1.6
	1.0
	2.7

	Oxfordshire
	17.0
	2.7
	1.7
	4.4

	Surrey
	8.4
	1.4
	0.8
	2.2

	West Sussex
	10.1
	1.6
	1.0
	2.6

	SE Total
	100.0
	16.2
	10.0
	26.2


Provision for recovery and processing capacity for London’s waste should only be made where there is a proven need, with demonstrable benefits to the region, including improving the viability of recovery and reprocessing activity within the region, and where this is consistent with the proximity principle. A net balance in movements of materials for recovery and reprocessing between the region and London should be in place by 2016.

The Regional Assembly should continue to work closely with all neighbouring regions to monitor and review waste movements and management requirements.’ 

The notes accompanying the table in policy W3 make it clear that the recommended apportionment is based on the report entitled 'Towards a Methodology for Apportionment of London's Exported Waste' referred to above.

Paragraph 6.3 of the Draft Plan meanwhile confirms that the ‘projections of future imports to landfill are based on a declining rate equal to that applied to the landfill for South East’s own waste.’

At paragraph 6.5 it is further explained that ‘beyond 2016 new provision for landfill to accept London’s waste will be limited to residues’ and that ‘it is anticipated that exports of municipal and commercial and industrial waste from London to the South East for disposal in landfill will gradually decline from the current total of around 1.8 million tonnes per annum to less than one million tonnes in 2026.’    

2.2 Representations 

WRG considers that the proposed apportionment of London’s waste (which is exported for disposal in WPA areas in the South East of England) is unfair and inappropriate for the following three reasons:

The adopted method for the apportionment of London’s waste is not compatible with the aim of providing management capacity for a declining amount of waste from London

It is not appropriate to plan for the provision of landfill capacity for London’s exported waste based on projections based on a declining rate equal to that applied to the landfill for South East’s own waste.

It is not appropriate to plan for the provision of landfill capacity for London’s exported waste on the premise that after 2016 new provision will be limited to that needed for the disposal of ‘residues’ only.

3 APPORTIONMENT  

3.1 Introduction 

When considering the first of these reasons i.e.

The adopted method for the apportionment of London’s waste is not compatible with the aim of providing management capacity for a declining amount of waste from London

it is necessary to understand the methodology adopted in the report ('Towards a Methodology for Apportionment of London's Exported Waste' published by SEERA in July 2005) which forms the basis for the relevant part of Policy W3  

3.2 Methodology

The Examination in Public (EiP) Panel appointed to consider representations on the Regional Waste Management Strategy recommended that the following criteria be adopted for the sub-regional apportionment of landfill capacity for London’s exported waste :

a) surplus of void space over and above that required to meet the sub-region’s own needs at 2015;

b) suitability of geology and/or engineering;

c) proximity to London;
d) ability to use sustainable transport modes; and
e) the availability of and potential for alternative recovery methods. 
Following consultation with SERTAB, the consultants appointed by SEERA to develop an apportionment methodology adopted the following six criteria :

1) availability of suitable landfill void space;

2) suitability of geology/and or engineering;

3) proximity to London;

4) sustainable transport;

5) contracts and patterns of waste movement (existing major rail based contracts); and

6) other land uses, environmental and economic factors.

The Panel’s recommended criterion e) was not included as it was felt that the focus of the study was on the apportionment of residual waste and this criteria did not fit within this focus.

Criteria 5 was added as it was considered that the model should take account of capacity that is already committed to London’s exports through long term contracts and to enable a percentage ‘penalty’ to be added under Criteria 4 to those WPAs with existing long term rail-based contracts to receive waste from London.   

3.3 Weighting

The weighting applied to the above adopted criteria was as shown in Table WRG1 below:

Table WRG 1

	
	Criteria
	Weighting

	1
	Availability of suitable landfill void space.
	Medium

	2
	Suitability of geology/and or engineering
	High

	3
	Proximity to London
	Medium

	4
	Sustainable transport
	Low

	5
	Contracts and patterns of waste movement (existing major rail based contracts
	-

	6
	Other land uses, environmental and economic factors.
	High


3.4 Shortcomings

The main shortcoming with the above approach to the apportionment of the landfill capacity required for London’s exported waste is that it fails to recognise the inertia which is inherent in the system.

Whilst it is not contested that the above criteria are generally appropriate to define the apportionment which should be aimed for (and which might be capable of being achieved) by the end of the period under consideration i.e. by 2025, it is clear that: 

· much greater emphasis needs to be placed on Criteria 1 and 5 in deriving an apportionment which is appropriate during the short to medium term (i.e. up to 2015), if the aim of providing management capacity for a declining amount of waste from London, is to be achieved; and

· the weighting attributed to Criteria 1 and 2 needs to be reversed (such that Criteria 1 is weighted as high and Criteria 2 is weighted as medium), over the medium to long term, if conflicts between the need to maintain adequate landfill capacity and the presumptions against landraising (which are established in most development plans) are to be avoided. 

3.5 Short Term

At Appendix 1 in the report referred to in section 3.1 above, data on Criteria 1 is quoted from another SEERA report (‘Update of the Model for Future Waste Management Capacity Needs in the South East’) published in June 2005. 

The figures in this report are based on the volume of waste generated in each WPA area requiring landfill after both reduction and diversion targets set in the Regional Waste Management Strategy were applied to MSW and C&I waste arisings in the region and are as shown in Table WRG 2 below:

Table WRG 2

	WPA
	Non-hazardous landfill capacity remaining in 2015

(tonnes)
	Non-hazardous landfill capacity remaining in 2015

(Degree of Surplus or Shortfall)
	Recommended Apportionment %

	Berkshire unitaries
	926,379
	Minor Surplus
	8.5

	Buckinghamshire
	12,152,947
	Major Surplus
	16.8

	East Sussex
	(2,758,561)
	Medium Shortfall
	8.4

	Hampshire
	(17,656,426)
	Major Shortfall
	8.4

	Kent and Medway
	(450,961)
	Minor Shortfall
	12.2

	Milton Keynes
	15,737,577
	Major Surplus
	10.1

	Oxfordshire
	4,322,703
	Medium Surplus
	17.0

	Surrey
	542,070
	Minor Surplus
	8.4

	West Sussex
	(6,028,321)
	Medium Shortfall
	10.1


When this information is compared to the recommended apportionment of landfill capacity for London’s exported waste (see the table in Policy W3 reproduced in section 2 above), it is apparent that the adopted methodology has produced a number of instances where the WPAs which are facing major shortages of landfill capacity are still being asked to play a significant part in providing capacity for London’s exported waste. 

Given the generally acknowledged difficulties in obtaining planning permission for the development of additional landfill capacity throughout the region and the 5 to 10 year timescales involved in steering proposals through the following processes:

· site identification and acquisition;

· development plan;

· planning application;

· PPC permit; and

· site engineering and infrastructure development, 

it is considered likely that one of the effects of Policy W3 (as currently drafted) will be to:

· add to the present difficulties in bringing forward sufficient replacement landfill capacity, which are even now being experienced by WPAs and the waste management industry in areas such as eg. East Sussex, Hampshire, Kent and West Sussex; and

· introduce a further and unwarranted obstacle to the development of additional landfill capacity in those WPA areas which have the greatest stock of permitted landfill capacity eg. Buckinghamshire, Milton Keynes and Oxfordshire - which is needed from a regional perspective.

In relation to Criteria 5, the data on the long term contracts awarded by the GLA and rail movements of waste (which appears at Appendix 4 in the report 'Towards a Methodology for Apportionment of London's Exported Waste') provides only a general indication of some of the factors which serve to determine the present pattern of waste movements from London. 

Just as important, when considering the apportionment of landfill capacity for London’s waste in the short to medium term, is the present system of waste transfer stations and their dependence on:

· the motorway and principal road network; and

· landfill sites which have suitable local access and both the necessary site infrastructure and the longevity to provide reliability and the efficient/safe turnaround of specialist bulk haulage vehicles.

The fact that the apportionment methodology does not:

· take such factors into account; or

· attribute a scoring/weighting to Criteria 5,

means that the resultant recommended apportionment fails to reflect the time it will take to:

· adapt the present systems and arrangements for the transport of London’s waste to landfill sites in the region; and

· meet the requirements of the transfer/transport systems in terms of landfill site location and infrastructure.  

4 LEVEL OF PROVISION

4.1 Introduction

When considering the second of these reasons i.e.  

It is not appropriate to plan for the provision of landfill capacity for London’s exported waste based on projections based on a declining rate equal to that applied to the landfill for South East’s own waste.

it is necessary to relate the provision of landfill capacity which it is intended to provide in the region, in accordance with Policy W3, in relation to:

· the provision of landfill capacity which EERA intends to provide for London’s waste; 

· the amount of waste which London expects to export to neighbouring regions on a net self-sufficiency basis; and

· the amount of additional provision which would need to be provided in the event that London’s landfill diversion targets are not achieved by the dates specified.  

4.2 Provision in the South East

The table included in Policy W3 confirms the intention to make sufficient landfill capacity available to accommodate 16.2 million tonnes of London’s waste in the South East during the period 2006 – 2015 (and a further 10.0 million tonnes in the period 2016 – 2025).

These figures are drawn from a study of the illustrative waste management capacity and infrastructure requirements for WPA areas in the South East region entitled ‘Updated Annex 1 of the SEERA Waste Strategy’ which was commissioned by SEERA and published in 2005.
In table 23 of that study the net imports of wastes to the South East region from London are forecast to be as shown in Table WRG 3 below:

Table WRG 3 (000s tonnes)

	Year
	Net MSW Imports
	C&I Imports


	Total annual imports
	Total cumulative imports

	2005
	332
	1,280
	1,612
	1,612

	2010
	318
	1,110
	1,428
	9,120

	2015
	201
	953
	1,154
	15,434

	2020
	90
	790
	880
	20,401

	2025
	0
	660
	660
	24,049


It is relevant to note that this forecast is for MSW and C&I waste only and that the C&D waste exported from London for disposal at landfill sites was not included. 
4.3 Provision in the East of England

As part of its submission to GO East dated 15th September 2006 (in relation to the forthcoming Proposed Changes to the East of England Plan) EERA published the following estimate of the capacity which it considers should be made available for London’s waste which is exported to the East of England region:

Table WRG 4

	Scenario
	2005/06

(000s tonnes)
	2010/11

(000s tonnes)
	2015/16

(000s tonnes)
	2020/21

(000s tonnes)

	Best Case
	2,373
	1,568
	762
	760


4.4 London Exports

The Draft Early Alterations to the London Plan (Spatial Development Strategy for Greater London) - which were published for consultation in October 2005 - address housing provision targets and waste/minerals. The Draft Early Alterations were considered at an EiP beginning on 13th June 2006. The EiP Panel report (published in September 2006) confirms that (with the exception of minor amendments to the figures which apply towards the end of the plan period) the figures contained in the plan - as to amount of waste arising and the level of continuing exports - are sound.

It is estimated (at paragraph 4.5 of the Draft Early Alterations) that London currently produces 17 million tonnes of waste each year (and that this will rise to 22.6 million tonnes in 2020) and that around 40% is exported for treatment and/or disposal outside the capital.

The figures contained in Policy 4A.1 confirm that the aim is to ensure that facilities with sufficient capacity to manage 75 per cent (15.1 million tonnes) of waste arising within London are provided by 2010, rising to 80 per cent (18.2 million tonnes) by 2015 and 85 per cent (19.6 million tonnes) by 2020. 

At paragraph 4.8 of the Draft Early Alterations it is acknowledged that the time it will take to develop the range of waste management facilities needed in London will necessitate a phased approach to the achievement of this aim. It is also recognized (in Table 4A.3) that even if net self-sufficiency is achieved, it will still be necessary to export the following amounts of waste for management outside the capital – as shown in Table WRG 5 below:

Table WRG 5

	Waste to be managed outside London p.a.
	2010
	2015
	2020

	MSW
	2.6Mt
	1.4Mt
	1.2Mt

	C&I
	2.0Mt
	1.8Mt
	1.5Mt

	C&D
	0.3Mt
	0.4Mt
	0.3Mt

	All wastes
	4.9Mt
	3.6Mt
	3.0Mt


In the press (Resource Management & Recovery - 11 March 2005 edition) the Mayor of London has acknowledged that to achieve this level of self-sufficiency there would need to be a dramatic increase in recycling and recovery capacity within the capital. 

Should this dramatic increase in recycling and recovery capacity not be developed in accordance with the planned timescales and/or the predicted rate of growth in waste arisings be exceeded, it is apparent that the increased dependence on landfill facilities in the regions neighbouring London (relative to the levels allowed for by SEERA and EERA) will be the consequence.

Table WRG 6 below serves to illustrate the likely effect in terms of exports of waste to neighbouring regions if, as many commentators predict, it takes longer for London to develop the required increase in recycling and recovery capacity. If a 5 year slippage were to occur for instance, the figures could be as follows:

Table WRG 6

	  Waste to be managed outside London
	2010
	2015
	2020

	MSW
	4.2Mt
	2.6Mt
	1.4Mt

	C&I
	3.3Mt
	2.0Mt
	1.8Mt

	C&D
	0.5Mt
	0.3Mt
	0.4Mt

	All wastes
	8.0Mt
	4.9Mt
	3.6Mt


Note : The figures for 2010 in Table WRG 6 are derived from the figures given for London’s waste arising in 2010 in Draft Early Alterations to the London Plan Policy 4A.1; the current proportion which is exported (40% -see paragraph 4.5 of the Draft Alterations; and by applying the ratio of MSW/C&I/C&D as shown for 2010 in Draft Early Alterations Table 4A.3.   

4.5 Comparison

By comparing the information in sections 4.2 to 4.4 above, the extent to which the Draft South East Plan makes adequate landfill capacity provision for London’s exported waste can be assessed.  

Table WRG 7  

	
	South East 

Provision

(000s tones)

(a)
	East of England Provision (000s tonnes)

(b)
	Landfill Capacity Requirement for London’s Waste

(Planned)

(000s tones)

(c)
	Landfill Capacity Requirement for London’s Waste

(Slippage)

(000s tones)

(d)
	Shortfall

(e)

	2005
	1,612
	2,373
	-
	-
	-

	2010
	1,428
	1,568
	4,900
	8,000
	1,904

(5,004)

	2015
	1,154
	762
	3,600
	4,900
	1,684

(2,984)

	2020
	880
	760
	3,000
	3,600
	1,360

(1,960)

	2025
	660
	-
	-
	-
	-


Note : Where the shortfall figures in column (e) are derived by subtracting the sum of the figures in columns (a) and (b) from the figures in column (c) and the shortfall figures in parenthesis in column (e) are derived by subtracting the sums of the figures in columns (a) and (b) from the figures in column (e).

The figures in Table WRG 7 above serve to demonstrate that inadequate provision is being made for landfill capacity to meet London’s planned exports of waste and that this situation will be exacerbated in the event of the slippage in the development of new recycling recovery capacity within the capital - which many informed parties (including the Draft Early Alterations to the London Plan EiP Panel – see para 5.32 of the Panel report) foresee. 

5 RESIDUES

5.1 Introduction

When considering the third of these questions i.e. 

It is not appropriate to plan for the provision of landfill capacity for London’s exported waste on the premise that after 2016 new provision will be limited to that needed for the disposal of ‘residues’ only.

it is necessary to establish what is meant by the term ‘residues’ and to then examine if this restriction is compatible with London’s plans for the development of new recycling and recovery capacity.

5.2 Definition

At paragraph 6.9 of the Draft South East Plan ‘residues of waste’ are defined as waste where further value cannot be recovered. In the same paragraph it is recognised that there are economic and market limitations on how strictly residues can be interpreted at any one time.

There are four main problems with this definition. It fails to:

· recognise that there may be practical (technology based) difficulties which prevent value recovery;

· incorporate the ‘economic and market’ tests in the definition;

· provide adequate guidance to WPAs when developing policy (and when making decisions on individual proposals) in terms of (i) the economic and/or market circumstances which would warrant the export of London waste to landfill which has not first passed through full value recovery value recovery and (ii) the basis on which WPAs should make such decisions at a given point - when economic and market factors are known to fluctuate over time; and

· acknowledge that the requirement to ensure that all London’s waste which is exported to landfill is firstly subjected to full value recovery is not necessarily consistent with the obligation to pre-treat waste in accordance with the requirements of the Landfill Directive and is therefore likely to lead to confusion (and therefore delay in developing the new facilities and systems required) on the part of both waste management companies and WPAs. 

5.3 London’s Plans

The Draft Early Alterations to the London Plan (Spatial Development Strategy for Greater London), referred to above, estimate (at paragraph 4.5) that London currently produces 17 million tonnes of waste each year (and that this will rise to 22.6 million tonnes in 2020) and that around 40% is exported for treatment and/or disposal outside the capital.

The figures contained in Draft Early Alterations Policy 4A.1 confirm that the aim is to ensure that facilities with sufficient capacity to recycle or recover 75 per cent (15.1 million tonnes) of waste arising within London are provided by 2010, rising to 80 per cent (18.2 million tonnes) by 2015 and 85 per cent (19.6 million tonnes) by 2020.

Assuming that at least 10% of the throughput at the existing and new recycling and recovery facilities to be developed in London will remain as residual waste which needs to be landfilled, it can be seen that (based on the information in the Draft Alterations), the volume of waste exported from London which will not pass through the recycling and recovery facilities could amount to 3.4 million tonnes in 2010 (and 1.8 million tonnes in 2015 and 1.1 million tonnes in 2020) - see Table WRG 8 below:

Table WRG 8

	
	Waste Arising in London

(a)
	Waste to be recycled or recovered within London

(b)
	Assumed recycling and/or recovery throughput which will remain as residual waste

(c)
	Waste to be managed outside London

(d)
	Assumed waste to be exported without treatment in London

(e)

	2010
	20.1Mt
	15.1Mt
	1.5Mt
	4.9Mt
	3.4Mt

	2015
	22.8Mt
	18.2Mt
	1.8Mt
	3.6Mt
	1.8Mt

	2020
	23.1Mt
	19.6Mt
	1.9Mt
	3.0Mt
	1.1Mt


Where (i) the waste arising figures have been derived from the figures given in Policy 4A,1 of the Draft Alterations (and the figure so derived for 2020 differs from that given in paragraph 4.5 of the Draft Alterations – which is 22.6Mt) and (ii) the assumed ‘exported without treatment’ figures in column (e) are derived by subtracting the figures in column (c) (which in turn are derived by applying a factor of  10% to the figures in column (b)) from the figures in column (d).   

On the basis of this scenario, the proposition that capacity for London’s exports should usually be limited that which is required for the disposal of ‘residues of waste that have been subject to recycling or other recovery process’ after 2016, would appear to be is inconsistent with:

· the evident need of London to continue to be able to export both residual and other wastes to landfill in neighbouring regions after 2016; 

· the provision of the facilities needed as part of London’s transition to more sustainable management – as envisaged in the Draft Early Alterations to the London Plan; and
· the provision of additional facilities which will be needed in the event of delay in developing new recycling and/or recovery capacity (relative to dates specified in the Draft Early Alterations to the London Plan) – see table WRG 7 column (d) above.
6 Conclusions 

6.1 Introduction

For the above reasons, WRG seeks appropriate changes to the Plan.

6.2 Policy W3

The methodology used to derive the apportionment which appears in the table included in Policy W3 should be significantly revised in line with the comments made in sections 3.4 and 3.5 above, such that the figures generally accord with those shown in Table WRG 9 below:

Table WRG 9

	WPA
	Recommended Apportionment %

as at 2007
	Recommended Apportionment %

as at 2015
	Recommended Apportionment %

as at 2025

	Berkshire unitaries
	As at 2005
	10.0
	8.5

	Buckinghamshire
	As at 2005
	25.0
	16.8

	East Sussex
	As at 2005
	0.0
	8.4

	Hampshire
	As at 2005
	0.0
	8.4

	Kent and Medway
	As at 2005
	10.0
	12.2

	Milton Keynes
	As at 2005
	25.0
	10.1

	Oxfordshire
	As at 2005
	20.0
	17.0

	Surrey
	As at 2005
	10.0
	8.4

	West Sussex
	As at 2005
	0.0
	10.1


The figures for the provision of landfill capacity for London’s waste included in the table in Policy W3 should also be increased such that provision is made for at least 50% of the shortfall identified in section 4.5 and Table WRG 7 above.

In view of the likelihood of delays in achieving the London targets for the development of new recycling and recovery capacity and the consequences of this for landfill requirements in neighbouring regions (see section 4.5 and Table WRG 8 above), Policy W3 should be accompanied by text:

· in which SEERA and the GLA commit to producing a joint annual report on the amount of recycling and recovery capacity available in London, the amount predicted to come on stream in the following 12 months, and an update on the provision which needs to be made for London’s waste in the South East, - based on these findings; and

· which makes it clear that the landfill capacity to be provided by individual WPAs should be in accordance with the figures contained in the latest annual report.

The reference to making provision for the disposal of London’s ‘residuals of waste’ only after 2016 should be omitted from Policy W3. 

If this change is not agreed, the definition of ‘residues of waste’ which appears at paragraph 6.9 should be amended in line with the comments at section 5.2 above.
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