MATTER 7A/CORY ENVIRONMENTAL LTD/PANEL INVITE

SUB-MATTER 7A – WASTE
7A.1:  Is the proposed apportionment of London waste fair and appropriate?
Cory Environmental broadly supports the approach adopted in the draft South East Plan.  At its heart is a move towards a ‘resource management’ approach to waste management which “means treating materials that are currently perceived as waste as a resource with value.”  This is consistent with international and national policy drivers that seek to divert waste that cannot be eliminated from landfill towards recycling and composting and recovery (including energy recovery).  Cory Environmental endorses this policy imperative, with the proviso that diversion from landfill takes full account of the social, environmental and economic costs and benefits.

Cory Environmental has two significant areas of concern relating to the apportionment of waste as set out in the draft plan.  These relate to:

· The scale of the need to accommodate continuing waste exports from London, which we consider is under-played; and

· Apparent methodological flaws and inconsistencies in the final report of the apportionment exercise

We support strongly the view (paragraph 6.1) that “regional self-sufficiency in waste management needs to be interpreted pragmatically as waste movements across administrative boundaries will be likely and indeed necessary in certain circumstances.”

Under the London Plan, London aims to achieve 85% self-sufficiency by 2020 (but note 80% for municipal wastes).  This company argued, along with many other participants at the London Plan Early Alteration EiP earlier this year, that this is a highly ambitious target, given the low starting point, the delay in delivering new waste management infrastructure in London and continuing resistance by the London Mayor to new incineration capacity.  It is unlikely that progress will be made as rapidly as predicted by the GLA.  The Panel concluded (paragraph 5.32) that “the self-sufficiency targets and the gradients for reaching them are extremely testing and probably unachievable in the early years.

Consequently, while we support the policy objective that provision for waste exported from London should over time be limited to residuals, following treatment in the capital, we consider that the rate of decline of such exports assumed in the plan is over optimistic.  Current exports from London into the region are estimated to be around 1.8 million tonnes/year declining to something under 1 million tonnes/year by 2026.

We consider that the South East Plan should at the very least profile the expected rate of decline of waste imports from London so that it reflects this reality – ie that the rate of decline should be slower in the early part of the plan period, and accelerate markedly towards the end.  This would reflect better the reality of progress towards self-sufficiency that London is likely to make.
The ability of different parts of London to move towards self-sufficiency, especially for post-treatment residuals, varies.  Sub-regional waste apportionment within London is subject to further review, and will be brought forward under a further, minor, alteration of the London Plan.  However, apportionments and land availability studies undertaken under the previous set of sub-regional divisions indicated that boroughs in south London (ie those parts of London adjacent, in particular, to Kent, East Sussex and West Sussex) face especial difficulty in providing for new facilities for residual waste disposal.

Therefore, in line with the proximity principle, and in order to minimise the need for waste to be transported (predominantly by road) over long distances, it will be important for these counties to make adequate provision for the receipt of residual wastes from London.  The current proportions of London’s wastes apportioned to these counties are 12.2%, 8.4% and 10.1% respectively.

We consider that the fundamental principle that should guide future apportionment is that it should be equitable, with the burden shared across the region.  For this reason, we consider that current levels of waste imports provide a good starting point.

With regard to the Jacobs report, we note the following as a few examples of flaws and inconsistencies that, in our view seriously undermine the credibility of the apportionment exercise:

· Table 1:  the MSW column is summed incorrectly, and given as 683,018 tonnes instead of 703,035.  While the ‘loss’ of 20,000 tonnes is small when set against the overall total, it does undermine confidence in the robustness of the work.

· Table 2:  The apportionment of MSW excludes the tonnage that currently goes to West Sussex (91,804) on the grounds that ‘the contract ends in October 2006’.  It is not clear from the report what happens to that waste.  At the very least, if the waste is to be excluded because it will no longer be exported out of London that needs to be stated more clearly.  Given that the waste is likely to continue to be exported to another site, the report needs to assess where that will be and what impact that will have on current apportionment.
More tellingly, some 500,000 tonnes of C&I waste are ‘lost’, with no explanation given.

The apportionment, therefore, is based on a volume of waste that is nearly 600,000 tonnes below the current (2005) level of exports.  In the most extreme case (West Sussex, where 188,569 tonnes of waste are ‘lost’), the %age apportionment falls from around 9.5% to 0%.

· Table 3: this shows total imports of waste from London in 2005 as 1,760,000 tonnes.  This is inconsistent with the total given (in our view erroneously) in both Table 1 and table 2.

We note that the apportionment table accompanying Policy W3 to some extent overcomes these problems, and applies a more rational approach, which we support.

However, for the reasons stated, we consider that the overall tonnages to be accommodated probably are significantly under-stated.

� Towards a methodology for apportionment of London’s exported waste, final report, October 2006.  This report was prepared by Jacobs for SERTAB.  It is referred to in this submission as ‘the Jacobs report’.





