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MATTER 6B - WASTE
1
Is the evidence base used to inform the capacity requirements set out in Tables 11.3, 11.4 and 11.5 robust?
1.1
Whilst useful clarification was provided at the EIP Waste Seminar, Merseyside concludes that tables 11.3, 11.4 and 11.5 need comprehensive review with very detailed explanation of the assumptions made within the figures stated. Only when such a review is undertaken will it be possible to test the relationship between evidence and RSS waste policy. This evidence base is important for justification of waste to energy targets and would appear not to take account of the revised housing figures.

Waste Arisings Apportionments

1.2
PPS10 Companion Guide
 (Paragraph 6.43) advises that RSS should estimate the capacity gap between the forecasted need and current and planned capacity during the plan’s life. Submitted draft RSS figures fail to identify the current capacity of waste management facilities within each of the sub-regions. As a result it is difficult to appreciate the shortfall of capacity of the various facility types with delivery of new waste treatment capacity during the plan’s life.

1.3
When developing apportionments national guidance states that it is important to reflect the responsibilities that each of the Waste Planning Authorities should take on waste produced in their area, but also from other areas including from outside the region. The draft submitted RSS does not currently identify the quantity or type of waste, for all significant waste streams, exported from the region or quantities imported or moved between sub-regions in the North West.
2
Are the waste policies in the draft RSS consistent with PPS10? If not, what changes should be made to the draft RSS?

2.1
Whilst it is accepted that draft RSS has been prepared at a time of rapid policy and strategy change for sustainable waste management, the RTAB on Waste and Local Planning Authorities (including Merseyside represented by Merseyside Policy Unit and Merseyside Environmental Advisory Service) has committed significant time and resources advising on emerging RSS waste policy. Merseyside believes that this advice has not been adequately taken into account by the North West Regional Assembly, and that draft RSS does not comply with the requirements of PPS10
. The deficiencies in the evidence base and policy content point to an urgent need for a partial early Review of RSS waste policy.

Waste Minimisation

2.2
The development of regional waste minimisation initiatives through development frameworks is required in Government guidance. Waste minimisation initiatives, including the completion of site waste management plans, must be planned across the full range of waste type. Construction, demolition and excavation wastes are the most easily targeted; given the scarcity of hazardous waste facilities throughout the region it is important to reflect the need for waste minimisation initiatives for hazardous waste in RSS policy.

2.3
Draft RSS (paragraph 11.20) acknowledges that waste minimisation and re-use initiatives are needed. Merseyside propose this to be specifically set out in RSS policy rather that relying on the waste hierarchy (Policy EM11) to reflect the importance of the waste minimisation issue.

Construction, Demolition and Excavation Waste

2.4
Although PPS10 requires only commercial and industrial and municipal solid waste to be the subject of apportionment; construction, demolition and excavation waste also has significance and should be considered in RSS. This sector produces approximately 48% of the total waste arisings in Merseyside. Whilst paragraph 11.39 the RSS acknowledges the success of waste minimisation initiatives to help achieve the targets and influence the mix and size of facilities required and, given the relationship with aggregate production, Merseyside suggests that separate policy will be more effective and ensure effective development of local / sub-regional waste policy on this significant waste stream.

Regional Waste Strategy Targets 

2.5
There is some significant concern within Merseyside as to the relationship between the Regional Waste Strategy
 with RSS. The Regional Waste Strategy includes household waste recycling / composting targets which are substantially higher than those detailed in the National Waste Strategy
 (National Waste Strategy 2010 target for household waste recycling / composting is currently 30% but the Regional Waste Strategy target is 35%). Whilst the need for challenging targets is applauded, the implications of such targets should be carefully considered at a local level by Waste Collection and Disposal Authorities.

2.6
In accordance with PPS10 and its Companion Guide, it is the municipal waste management strategies which should provide the detailed strategy and objectives; RSS should not contradict these targets. Rather than imposing targets from the Regional Planning Body for municipal solid waste, a better approach would be the derivation of acceptable targets which can only result from joint working.

3
Is there a need for the draft RSS to provide a clearer spatial direction in terms of waste apportionment and waste management facilities that will be required at the regional and sub-regional level?
3.1
There is currently limited landfill void in Merseyside and increasing volumes of waste will continue to be exported to adjacent areas contributes to the continuing consumption of significant volumes of consented void.

3.2
The absence of RSS policy on movements of waste does not provide the evidence base or necessary framework to develop policy which reflects the need to take account of waste import and exports in local, county or sub-regional waste development plan documents. 

3.3
The RSS apportionment figures should be revised to encourage identification and appropriate planning for sustainable waste management facilities at the local or sub-regional level. RSS policy should include sub-regional or county consideration of import and export of regionally or nationally significant waste streams and treatment facilities thereby removing a potential constraint to divert waste away from landfill.

3.4
During the development of RSS there has been an absence of apportionment principles which should be agreed between waste planning authorities and the regional planning body. The agreement of such principles, as outlined in Paragraphs 6.44 and 6.46 of the PPS10 Companion Guide, would have highlighted many of the issues specific to each of the sub-regions prior to the submitted draft RSS and Examination in Public stage. For example some of the sub-regions, including Merseyside, experience certain constraints which limit the development of certain facility types e.g. landfill. Current availability of certain facility types may be limited and the lead in periods can seriously undermine the attainment of the allocated apportionment. 

3.5
Whilst it is acknowledged that the split of waste arisings based upon quantities generated in each sub-region is an indicative target and represents a good starting point, its practical implementation must be carefully considered. PPS10 Companion Guide highlights the approach which needs to be taken and the need for apportionment principles which result from a participative process involving all constituent Waste Planning Authorities across the region. Factors listed within the PPS10 Companion Guide include the various constraints on development and current capacity availability within each of the sub-regions. In order to achieve more realistic apportionments, the RSS apportionment exercise should be revisited to address these concerns and to ensure compliance with PPS10.

Pattern of Facilities 

3.6
PPS10 (paragraphs 6 & 12) advises that RSS should ‘…establish a pattern of waste facilities of national, regional and sub-regional significance’ and ‘…identify the broad locations where this pattern of waste facilities should be accommodated’. Merseyside considers that the best way this information will be provided is through an early partial review of RSS, because the required information will not be available prior to March 2007. This will require considerable work and co-ordination of activity between NWRA and the North West counties and sub-regions.

3.7
Landfill continues to be the dominant method of dealing with waste in the region and sufficient void should be provided to accommodate waste produced over the short term. The move towards more sustainable waste management methods together with legislative requirements will mean that in the longer term less waste will be disposed of directly to landfill. During the life of the RSS landfill will continue to be needed for the disposal of substantial quantities of residual wastes following treatment.

3.8
Whilst we support that RSS should not specify the number and type of waste management facilities, PPS10 (paragraph 12) requires the pattern of waste management facilities to be identified over a sufficient period to prove attractive to investment but not to constrain movement up the waste hierarchy. An identified pattern of broad locations for waste management facilities in RSS would help to achieve this aim. Although the submitted draft RSS does include a Policy EM13 which includes broad locational criteria for the location of waste management facilities, based upon Annex E of PPS10, no broad spatial pattern is described. RSS should identify what constitutes a broad location and define the types of facilities that are of regional and national importance. It is difficult to understand how local development plan documents can reasonably be expected to identify an indicative pattern of waste management facilities in accordance with PPS10 requirements and be in conformity with RSS in the absence of adequate RSS policy.

3.9
Policy changes from the implementation of new regulations has meant that landfill void which might otherwise have become available is now non-permittable, feasible or desirable for such use. The recently introduced Environment Agency’s Landfill Location Policy (RGN3)
, which results from the locational restriction aspects of the Landfill Directive
, has had a fundamental effect upon the siting of future landfills throughout the Region. Much of Merseyside is underlain by major aquifer which is not considered appropriate for new non-hazardous and hazardous landfills. The PPS10 Companion Guide states that the factors listed in paragraph 21 of PPS10 and also those listed in Annex E should be carefully considered when identifying the pattern of facilities. Government guidance clearly states that in heavily constrained areas likely opportunities for accommodating certain facilities may influence the overall spatial pattern. 

3.10
Much of this work has already been done by the Regional Technical Advisory Board for Waste (RTAB) and The Banks Foundation which attempt to identify the likely number and scale of future waste management facilities required in the Region to ensure waste is managed within key constraints.

3.11
There are no broad locations for facilities to treat and dispose of hazardous waste within draft RSS. Due to the specialist nature of hazardous waste management facilities it is likely that facilities will be of regional or even national significance and may therefore require discussions with other Regional Planning Bodies. To comply with PPS10 Merseyside considers that RSS should provide indicative locations for future hazardous waste management facilities and that these could be linked to main location of hazardous waste production.

3.12
Whilst it is acknowledged that the distribution of waste management facilities should be based upon the most sustainable approach resulting in sub-regions taking greater responsibility for waste producing by their communities (table 11.5) some areas, such as Merseyside, will struggle to accommodate all their waste. The PPS10 Companion Guide states that areas with little or no opportunities for landfill should contribute to the overall strategy by accommodating more treatment capacity than might otherwise be planned for, where consistent with the Key Planning Objectives in PPS10. RSS should identify those planning authorities whose apportionments reflect an expectation that they will be net importers or exporters for different waste categories.

3.13
Merseyside recognises that more work is required at the regional level to provide the required evidence base for RSS to comply with PPS10. Current studies to provide information on C&I, and C&D waste streams will not be available until at least April 2007. Any broad facility location and hazardous waste work has yet to commence. Merseyside concludes that it is unlikely that any evidence to support a substantive change to RSS policy to comply with PPS10 will be available for EIP. An early partial review of RSS waste policies may be the only way to address the issue.
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