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(i) Is the evidence base used to inform the capacity requirements set out in tables 11.3, 11.4 and 11.5 robust?

Context

· PPS1 “Delivering Sustainable Development” (Feb 2005)

· PPS11 “Regional Spatial Strategies” (Sept 2004)

· PPS10 “Planning for Sustainable Waste Management” (July 2005)

· Planning for Sustainable Waste Management: Companion Guide to PPS10 (DCLG, June 2006)

GONW Views
Apportionment in Tables 11.2-11.5
1) Assumptions

It is not clear what assumptions underpin the tables and whether they are consistent with the rest of the Plan.  How have the figures taken into account the Government’s Review of England’s Waste Strategy
?  Have Landfill Allowance Trading Scheme (LATS) considerations been taken into account in accordance with the Companion guide?  Have the proposals in RSS for economic and household/population growth been taken into account?   These factors need to be taken into account as they are likely to affect the amount of waste needing management: for example, increased housing could lead to more need for contaminated land remediation, more households, construction and demolition waste etc.
Tables 11.2-11.5 need to explain clearly how the apportionments have been arrived at and what the underlying assumptions/principles are.  They also need to explain that the figures are benchmarks for the preparation of local development documents and a basis for annual monitoring and review.

2) Waste Planning Authority

PPS10 para 9 states that waste figures should be apportioned by waste planning authority area  (WPA) or to sub-regions comprising more than one area where waste planning authorities have indicated through their local development schemes that they intend to work jointly on Development Plan Documents (DPD). It should be noted that no such agreement exists between Halton and Warrington , and it looks likely that Halton will join the Merseyside authorities in producing a joint Waste DPD.  The apportionments for these authorities are therefore not in accordance with PPS10 and should be amended to WPA area.

3) Imports/Exports

We understand that the figures in tables 11.2-11.5 relate to waste arisings, and that it is not clear how waste flows between WPAs and regions have been considered and how these will be taken into account.  This does not reflect the considerations mentioned in page 55 of the Companion Guide to PPS10.  We consider the figures may need to be amended to reflect a more strategic approach to where waste is managed in the region.   The PPS10 Companion Guide states that apportionments of waste to be managed should take into account the likely opportunities for development of waste management facilities within each WPA, and reflect that WPAs may need to manage waste from other areas.
It is the function of RSS to provide appropriate guidance in the circumstances described in 11.33: RSS should not have to describe what should happen if a WPA is unable to identify sufficient sites to meet apportioned waste tonnages: the quantities of waste to be managed should reflect these considerations so that all WPAs have the ability to manage the waste apportioned to them.  For example, if an urban WPA cannot accommodate all of its disposal needs, where this will be accommodated needs to be reflected in the apportionments, as would any reciprocal arrangement made to accommodate more waste treatment facilities in urban areas.
4) Capacity gap

There appears to be no consideration of the capacity of existing facilities to manage future waste arisings, and how much would need to be treated by new facilities during the plan period.  Such an analysis should be part of the waste management strategy in RSS (see Companion Guide to PPS10 figure 4 and para 6.47).
Why does table 11.3 have a figure of 0 composting capacity for commercial and industrial arisings?  Surely RSS should be seeking some of this waste stream to be composted? 

5) Hazardous Waste

Table 11.4: mention is made of the figures not taking into account increased levels of hazardous waste.  The impact of the changes in hazardous waste classification should be explained/indicated: para 7.5 in the technical appendix
 contains some information on the Landfill Directive
 that could usefully be included.
(ii) Are the waste policies in draft RSS consistent with PPS10?  If not, what changes should be made to the draft RSS?

Context
See context for question (i).

GONW Views

1) Strategy for Waste Management (EM10-13) -general

We have serious concerns that the waste policies do not provide clear spatial guidance in line with PPS10 to provide an adequate context for Development Plan Documents (DPDs) in the region.  We are not convinced that these policies together comprise the ‘concise strategy for waste management’ required by PPS10.

In relation to the contextual setting required, we would hope to see more of the key elements of the Regional Waste Strategy (RWS) incorporated into RSS: it is simply not enough to refer to the other document in policy EM10 and text.  RSS should not just repeat PPS10 principles and objectives, but tailor them to local circumstances in order to add value to RSS through spatial policies. To this extent, the Regional Waste Strategy sets out some of these issues and the need for radical change within the region: we recognise that RSS needs to be succinct, but some of the key points in the Regional Waste Strategy could be brought out more.  The Technical Appendix starts to do this, but this information should be within main RSS in order to provide the regional context and spatial strategy.    

In addition, some of the supporting text appears to be making policy: for example, paragraph 11.21.

2) Targets/Implementation

The targets for waste should be included within RSS rather than simply referring to them in the RWS in part (b) of policy EM10.  The planning strategy for waste management should be set out in RSS, and should not be delegated to a separate strategy.  If there are objectives and targets that are relevant to spatial policies for waste they should be included in RSS.   In this respect, we note that some targets are higher than targets set in the National Waste Strategy
.  PPS10 companion guide advises that in these circumstances, RSS should generally avoid requirements that targets are effectively ‘transposed’ to the local level.  Similarly, the Implementation Framework
 in relation to waste policies simply refers to the RWS Action Plan.  Some of the more strategic implementation elements relevant to RSS could be included.

3) Principles

Policy EM12: the proximity principle that was within PPG10 has been reformulated in PPS10 to reflect the Waste Framework Directive
 more accurately and to be expressed as an objective that waste be disposed of in one of the nearest appropriate installations.  The policy needs to be reformulated to reflect this and reference to the proximity principle removed.  Similarly, the principle of regional self-sufficiency has been reformulated in PPS10, and is now set out as an objective that communities should take more responsibility for their own waste, to be delivered through the framework provided by development plans and strategies (PPS10, para 3).

It needs to be clear how EM12 and EM13 will fit together in terms of seeking sub-regional self-sufficiency but at the same time recognising that some strategic treatment and disposal facilities may be needed of regional/sub-regional significance.

In addition, there is no reference to good design, which will be important in overcoming negative images of waste development.

(iii) Is there a need for the draft RSS to provide clearer spatial direction in terms of waste apportionment and waste management facilities that will be required at the regional and sub-regional level; e.g. should RSS advise on the broad location of facilities?

Context
See context for question (i).

GONW Views
Pattern of Waste Facilities of National, Regional and Sub-Regional Significance

Policy EM13 fails to provide clear guidance on the pattern/distribution of waste management facilities of national, regional and sub-regional significance that will be needed to deliver the waste strategy.  It needs to be amended to provide guidance on the number, types and broad location of facilities taking into account existing capacity and capacity that will be required to replace it.

Paragraph 11 of PPS10 states that RPBs should consider the need for additional waste management capacity of regional or sub-regional significance and reflect any requirement for waste management identified nationally.  The strategy for waste management should provide a strategic framework for the preparation of Local Development Documents by identifying the waste management facilities required to satisfy any identified need and their distribution across the region.

EM13: While this policy encourages a more sustainable pattern of waste management facilities in the region, it does not include a locational strategy for dealing with these issues.  The policy does not reflect advice in PPS10 and the Companion Guide (para 6.3.6) and should be expanded to identify broad locations for facilities of national, regional and sub-regional significance (PPS10 para 12).

Para 11.29: this paragraph refers to nationally important commercial and industrial waste facilities in the region, but does not explain what and where they are.  Similarly, it is not clear whether there are any regionally significant hazardous waste facilities, and where future such facilities will be needed in future, and their broad locations if they will be regionally/sub-regionally significant.

See our Briefing Paper number 2 (Structure and Content) for further detailed comments  

Broad Locations

Para 11.30 refers to strategic facilities, but their distribution across the region is not set out (PPS10 para 11).  The broad locations to accommodate the need for these facilities need to be considered, indicating where they will come forward.  This will help to inform the preparation of Waste DPDs.   The Banks Foundation Report “The Location of Future Waste Management Facilities in the North West”, (Nov 2004)
, offers a useful starting point for when considering such broad locations.

Suggestions to Address GONW Concerns

We consider that the main amendments needed in order for RSS to be consistent with PPS10 are:

- include a more spatial strategy for waste management in the region, also changing some of the principles to be in line with PPS10

- implementation details and targets need to be included

- Policy EM13 would need to include a locational strategy for the development of sustainable waste facilities and identify broad locations for facilities of national, regional and sub-regional significance.

- apportionments need to be amended to reflect imports/exports of waste, availability of sites, growth assumptions, split by WPA or joint DPD area; and take into account the capacity gap and current/planned capacity.
(iv) Is the inclusion of peat as a mineral reserve to be extracted appropriate?

Context
· Minerals Planning Guidance note 1: General Considerations (June 1996)

· Minerals Policy Statement 2: Controlling and Mitigating the Environmental Effect of Mineral Extraction in England (March 2005)

· Minerals Planning Guidance note 13: Guidelines fore Peat Provision in England (July 1995)

· Planning Policy Statement 1: Delivering Sustainable Development (February 2005)

· Planning Policy Statement 7: Sustainable Development in Rural Areas (August 2004)

GONW Views
GONW is content with the inclusion of peat in Policy EM7 Mineral Extraction, but suggests that the policy as a whole could be given a greater spatial dimension.

Paragraph 4 of Minerals Planning Guidance 13 states that it is Government policy to maintain and encourage a competitive horticultural industry, while the general gardening public and landscaping industry require a range of suitable, technically sound products at competitive prices. 

Paragraph 5 states that the Government recognises the nature conservation interest in peat bogs. Continued and future peat extraction should be limited to areas which have already been significantly been damaged by recent human activity. 

GONW therefore concludes that RSS should set a framework for policies and strategies for mineral supply which take into account the national significance of peat. However, taking national policies into account, peat extraction should be confined to areas which are already being worked. These should be included in the criteria-based policies indicating the circumstances under which extraction might or might not be permitted, referred to in the first bullet point in the third paragraph of Policy EM7.

GONW is however disappointed that RSS does not give a better spatial steer on where peat may or may not be worked.

Suggested solutions

GONW considers that the RSS should ask for plans and strategies to identify areas for mineral extraction which might be compatible with national and local policies.

See Briefing Paper 2 (Structure and Content) for other detailed comments.
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