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Dear Panel,

SEFS is under resourced and as a result we have to decline the seat offered to us on the session to debate Matter 7 (Waste & Minerals) at the Examination in Public of the South East Plan. However, we wish to make the following comment concerning Question 7A.1 (on the apportionment of London’s waste). Whilst we are very much aware that the deadline for written statements for this session has passed, we would appreciate you taking our comments into consideration on the day and if possible allowing other participants to have sight of these.

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

We are concerned that on the basis of the available information from the South East (including the Panel recommendations from the Waste & Mineral EiP), London, East of England and recent DEFRA statistics on Municipal Solid Waste (MSW) there is a likelihood of an over provision of waste facilities in the South East. Thus, in our view, the policy on apportionment as it stands is neither fair nor appropriate.
We would encourage the Panel to consider the following information, and to explore how to take into account recent evidence in order to address the apparent inequitability of the policy framework for dealing with London’s waste as set out in the draft SE Plan.

1) Policy W3 states the apportionments both in terms of percentages and millions of tonnes to be managed. It is unclear whether the percentage or the actual amount is the primary factor in determining future capacity to be provided. This point becomes significant when looking at the tonnage figures in the light of recent data from DEFRA on actual MSW arisings
. These data show growth rate (and in London’s case, reduction) trends, that are out of line with those underpinning policy W3 and the table on apportionment. The 6-year trends in the East, SE and London are divergent, but data from the last year show a significant fall in all three regions. This also has implications for a number of other waste policies in the SE Plan. 

2) The South East, London
 and East of England
 are using different growth rate assumptions when predicting future MSW arisings.

3) The apportionment methodology has been altered from that recommended by the Panel during the SE Waste & Minerals Review of RPG9
 to the extent that it only includes existing landfill, and does not take into account alternative methods of recovery or new void space that might become available during the apportionment period
. We would suggest that the application of different technologies offers the potential to vary both the quantity and the composition of residual materials for disposal in the SE

Our view is that the 'capacity gap' has been exaggerated such that excess waste management capacity in the region will be provided by 2015. This, we believe, will ensure that the Landfill Allowance Trading Scheme requirements are met, but the cost will be to constrain any innovation in the sector beyond that date.

These points raise issues which have a bearing on other Waste policies (W1, W5, W7 & W13). We urge the Panel to recommend an early (and subsequently regular) review of the waste arisings data, (annual monitoring is expected in PPS10
 and its Companion Guide outlines details relating to reviews
), to ensure that both the apportionment and provision of waste facilities in the Region are fairly and appropriately dealt with. We believe that such an approach should be accommodated in the existing policy framework and as appropriate in the Implementation Plan.

Yours faithfully
Alison Walters

SEFS Coordinator

�  (Municipal Waste Management Statistics 2005/06 - � HYPERLINK "http://www.defra.gov.uk/environment/statistics/wastats/bulletin.htm" ��http://www.defra.gov.uk/environment/statistics/wastats/bulletin.htm�)


Current trends relating to MSW as shown by the recent figures from DEFRA are as follows:


Total�
2000/01�
2001/02�
2002/03�
2003/04�
2004/05r�
2005/06�
�
East of England (‘000 tonnes)�
2,921�
2,999�
3,012�
2,944�
3,071�
3,014�
�
Growth Rate %�
�
2.7�
0.4�
-2.3�
4.3�
-1.9�
�
London (‘000 tonnes)�
4,438�
4,438�
4,446�
4,342�
4,370�
4,223�
�
Growth Rate %�
�
0.0�
0.2�
-2.3�
0.6�
-3.4�
�
South East (‘000 tonnes)�
4,344�
4,477�
4,538�
4,529�
4,631�
4,541�
�
Growth Rate %�
�
3.1�
1.4�
-0.2�
2.3�
-1.9�
�
In London, MSW has reduced by 4.8% between 2000 and 2006 (averaging roughly 0.8% pa). The last year has shown a net reduction of 3.4% on 2004/5.


In the SE, MSW has increased by approx 4.5% over the same 6 year period, (averaging app 0.75% pa). However, SE data for the last year has shown a net MSW reduction of just below 2% over 2004/5.


� The MSW figures in the London Plan appear to be based on 3.5% growth rate to 2006 with a 2% growth rate expected to 2020. (� HYPERLINK "http://www.london.gov.uk/mayor/environment/waste/docs/waste_options_report.pdf" ��http://www.london.gov.uk/mayor/environment/waste/docs/waste_options_report.pdf�)


� East of England Assembly recent policy changes submitted to GOE have under policy WM4 include figures based on a 3% growth in MSW waste but also have a policy (WM9) which sets out reduction targets for all waste similar to those in the South East :’The Regional Planning Body, the East of England Development Agency, the Environment Agency and other partners will work together to reduce growth of all waste to 1% per annum by 2010 and 0.5% per annum by 2020’


(� HYPERLINK "http://www.eera.gov.uk/Documents/About%20EERA/Policy/Planning%20and%20Transport/PlanHome/Waste/EERA%20Views%20on%20New%20Waste%20Policies/New%20Waste%20Policies%20following%20the%20Recommendations%20of%20the%20Panel%20Report.pdf" ��http://www.eera.gov.uk/Documents/About%20EERA/Policy/Planning%20and%20Transport/PlanHome/Waste/EERA%20Views%20on%20New%20Waste%20Policies/New%20Waste%20Policies%20following%20the%20Recommendations%20of%20the%20Panel%20Report.pdf�)


� The panel report to the Waste & Minerals Review of RPG9 (p20) listed five criteria to be used when assessing the apportionment of London’s waste:


surplus of void space over and above that required to meet the sub regions own needs at 2015;


suitability of geology and/or engineering;


proximity to London;


ability to use sustainable transport modes;


the availability of and potential for alternative recovery methods


� As a result however of work done by Jacob Babtie (‘Towards a Methodology for the Apportionment of London’s Exported Waste’, 2005) the Regional Assembly agreed the following six criteria:


Criteria 1 - Availability of suitable landfill void space;


Criteria 2 - Suitability of geology/and or engineering;


Criteria 3 - Proximity to London;


Criteria 4 - Sustainable transport;


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


Criteria 6 - Other land uses/environmental factors.


The last point raised by the Panel the availability of and potential for alternative recovery methods was dropped. 


� P9 point 10 - PPS10 � HYPERLINK "http://www.communities.gov.uk/pub/836/PlanningPolicyStatement10PlanningforSustainableWasteManagement_id1143836.pdf" ��http://www.communities.gov.uk/pub/836/PlanningPolicyStatement10PlanningforSustainableWasteManagement_id1143836.pdf�


� P15 Point 3.1 - Planning for Sustainable Waste Management a Companion Guide to Planning Policy Statement 10


http://www.communities.gov.uk/pub/751/PlanningforSustainableWasteManagementACompanionGuidetoPlanningPolicyStatement10_id1500751.pdf
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