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Matter 6B: Minerals and Waste
(i) Is the evidence base used to inform the capacity requirements set out in Tables 11.3 and 11.5 robust?
Table 11.3

1
Table 11.3 deals with the indicative capacity requirements for Commercial and Industrial (C&I) waste. Table 11.3 reflects the indicative capacity requirements for Commercial and Industrial Waste set out in Table 2 of the Regional Waste Strategy (September 2004). This table is based on figures from the Banks Foundation Report ‘A Waste Strategy for the North West – The Challenge Ahead’ which uses data and assumptions given in the NW RTAB Waste Management Technical Report, 2001. 
2
Figures for C&I waste are currently published by the Environment Agency. The latest available figures are from the Environment Agency’s Commercial and Industrial Waste Survey 2002/03. However, during the preparation of the 2nd North West RTAB Waste Management Monitoring Report (published March 2006) the need for better quality data for C&I waste arisings and management methods was identified. The level of information currently available to the RTAB from the 2002/3 survey is inadequate to make any reasonable projections for what type and capacity of waste management facilities will be required for C&I waste in the future. This is reiterated in paragraph 11.36 of the Draft RSS. As a result of this concern work is currently being undertaken on behalf of the North West Minerals and Waste Planning Authorities to commission a bespoke survey of C&I waste arisings for the North West. This will seek to provide reliable C&I waste arisings and movement data that can be reliably apportioned between the North West sub-regions of Cumbria, Lancashire, Cheshire, Merseyside, Greater Manchester and Mid-Mersey (Warrington & Halton). Therefore, it will not be until the statistical error in the C&I waste data is improved and combined with the most up to date assumptions on the growth trends for C&I waste that we will have a more robust evidence base to inform the number of facilities required to manage C&I waste. 

Table 11.5 
3
Table 11.5 deals with the indicative capacities for Municipal Solid Waste. It is understood that these have been based on information from the North West RTAB and that the table has used the following assumptions:
· Waste growth in line with the Regional Waste Strategy targets;
· Recycling and composting within RWS projections of 35% by 2010, 45% by 2015 and 55% by 2020, with a ceiling of 15% on composting of MSW;
· Residual waste treatment provided for waste above the landfill allowance limits 2010 and subsequently for all residual waste;
· Landfill requirements based on LATS allowances.
4
Although these assumptions are stated in the footnote to Table 11.5 neither the Draft RSS nor the technical appendix provide any indication of the baseline figures or the workings behind them, other than that they are from the North West RTAB. Without such information it is impossible to assess the robustness of the evidence base for Table 11.5.
5
The County Council would like to see the baseline line data and subsequent analysis carried out to derive the figures for Residual Waste Treatment and Total Residual Landfill Requirement. In particular a fuller explanation should be provided of the Residual Waste Treatment (MBT/RDF/EfW) column. Without this the County Council cannot comment on the extent to which Table 11.5 is reflective of the need assessment of the Re-deposit Draft Replacement Plan or the robustness of the indicative capacities suggested for the management of Municipal Solid Waste in Cheshire.

6
The presentation of Table 11.5 also means that it is not fully compatible with Table 11.3. In Table 11.3 thermal capacity has been separated out, whereas in Table 11.5 it is combined with MBT and RDF production. Clarification for this approach should be given as the compatibility of Tables 11.3 and 11.5 is important for considering joint municipal/industrial commercial waste capacity. 
(ii) Are the waste policies in the draft RSS consistent with PPS10? If not, what changes should be made to the draft RSS?
7
PPS10 states that the strategy for waste should be a key component of the RSS. The strategy should look forward for a fifteen to twenty year period and comprise a distribution of waste tonnage requiring management, a pattern of waste management facilities of national, regional or sub regional significance and supporting policies. The Companion Guide to PPS10 states that in developing the strategy each of the key planning objectives should be addressed. In relation to identifying the pattern of waste management facilities Regional Planning Bodies should identify in the RSS the broad locations where the pattern of waste management facilities should be accommodated. 
8
Policies EM10, EM11, EM12 and EM13 set out the regional strategy for waste and seek to address the key planning objectives and other requirements of PPS10. However, there are two key areas where it is considered that the RSS is not fully consistent with PPS10. 
9
The first is in relation to EM12 Proximity Principle. The policy and its supporting paragraph should more clearly reference the policy within PPS10 that communities should take more responsibility for their own waste. The County Council have proposed some rewording for the paragraph 11.26 within the response to the formal consultation. This proposed word change would bring the policy closer in line with the requirement of PPS10. It will ensure that primary residual waste treatment for municipal and commercial & industrial waste would be maximised close to the waste arisings to enable communities to take more responsibility for their own waste. This should limit the impact of any secondary treatment facilities provided on a strategic regional basis by reducing the distance and quantities of waste travelling across the sub region. 
10

The second is that the draft RSS does not set out the broad locations where the pattern of waste management facilities should be accommodated. The only reference to locations is given within the supporting text to EM13. It states that in relation to Municipal Solid Waste new primary residual capacity will be located within the Waste Planning Authority area in which the waste arises and secondary treatment such as energy recovery from RDF and specific material reprocessors for recyclate are more likely to be located on a regional strategic basis. The supporting text to EM13 also suggests that rather than the Regional Planning Body (RPB) identifying the broad locations for waste management facilities through the RSS this will be achieved by a co-ordinated approach and joint working between sub regions. However, PPS10 states that it is the role of the RSS to do this. In the absence of the identification of the broad locations the RSS should state why they have not been included, the work is currently being undertaken to address this deficit and set a timetable for doing it. Further comments on this issue are made under part iii).
(iii) 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; e.g. should RSS advise on the broad location of facilities?

11

To be consistent with PPS10 a RSS should provide a clearer spatial direction in terms of waste apportionment and waste management facilities. However, there is concern that as yet the work has not been undertaken to inform such an approach for the North West RSS and that any work currently being undertaken to progress the evidence base will not be sufficient enough to inform the EIP process. Further work must be carried out to inform the spatial distribution of waste apportionment and waste management facilities and there must be a clear evidence base to support this. There is currently a lack of direction from the regional level for the waste planning authority areas on the need for additional waste management facilities of national, regional or sub regional significance and the determination of the broad locations for the pattern of these waste management facilities. This is not a basis from which waste planning authorities can effectively plan or take a co-ordinated approach to joint working between sub regions on this issue.
(iv) Is the inclusion of peat as a mineral reserve to be extracted appropriate?
12
Commercial peat working is a mineral as defined by Section 336 of the Town and Country planning Act 1990. 

13
Mineral Planning Guidance 13 relates directly to peat provision.  Other drivers for change relating to peat which have mainly come to the fore following the publication of MPG 13 are for example:
· The Government National Waste Strategy (2000) - sets targets for composting waste;
· Major retailers are setting targets to phase out peat: B&Q; Focus (DIY);
· There is a growing public awareness and confidence of peat alternatives.
· Publication of PPS 9 (2005), promoting sustainable development and biodiversity;
· Peatering Out TM presents a scenario that would end the commercial use of peat in the UK in 10 years which would end commercial pressure upon one of the UK’s rarest wildlife habitats;

· Government Biodiversity Action Plan for peat use reduction. (Targets aim for a minimum of 40% of total market requirements to be peat-free by 2005 and 90% by 2010 - amateur and professional markets).
14

We consider that there are now other complementary drivers to change along with MPG 13 in the area of peat production; peat usage and peatland habitats (see examples set out in paragraph 13 above) and that the inclusion of peat within Policy EM7 should be deleted, that as a Region we should recognise the drivers for change on peat production and look to emphasis sustainability including composting; restoration and biodiversity.  

15
Recommendation – delete reference to peat in policy EM7.  
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