                           RESPONDANT NUMBER (715)

Matter 6B: Minerals and Waste

CUMBRIA COUNTY COUNCIL (SDL/CUCC/19)


Questions:

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

(ii) Are the waste policies in the draft RSS consistent with PPS10? If not, what changes should be made to the draft RSS?

(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; eg should RSS advise on the broad location of facilities?

(iv) 
Is the inclusion of peat as a mineral reserve to be extracted appropriate?

Answers:

(i)
Is the evidence base used to inform the capacity requirements set out in Tables 11.3, 11.4 and 11.5 robust?
We do not consider that the forecasts set out in the tables are robust enough as the basis for predicting the number of waste management facilities that will be needed. This is for the following reasons:-

· Under-estimates of waste arisings;

· Need for updates;

· Assumptions that have been made.

· The way some of the figures are presented.

The evidence base is improving all the time; the tables were produced some time ago and have, to an extent, been overtaken by events. We do not underestimate the difficulties in producing such tables and in making assumptions in the process and do not criticize the work that was done. We are not seeking the “spurious precision” referred to in paragraph 10 of PPS 10.

However, we have concerns about some of the figures and about the way they are presented in the tables. In particular, it has proved difficult to use Tables 11.3 and 11.5 in accordance with paragraph 17 of PPS 10 for the purposes of the Cumbria Minerals and Waste Development Framework. It is unlikely that there are major and substantive differences between us and the Regional Planning Body and it is anticipated that a fair measure of agreement can be reached before the Examination in January. 

Many of the figures that are used derive from the Regional Waste Strategy and we would seek clarification of what legal status this has. Reference is made to it in the draft RSS and in its policies. It is not clear to us why it should be a separate document. We consider that a separate document is inappropriate and that any relevant policies and assumptions set out in the RWS should be included in the RSS and be tested through its examination process.

In addition we do not consider that the RSS/RWS should revisit clearly stated national policies. In accordance with Regulation 15(f) and PPS 10’s Key Planning Objectives we are required to have regard to the national waste strategy. We consider it is inappropriate for the RSS to adopt waste growth forecasts and composting/recycling rates for household wastes, for examples, that differ from the national ones. It is the responsibility of government to set these targets and, together with the waste collection and disposal authorities to ensure that provision can be made to deliver them. 

The attempt to set different targets at a regional level is unnecessary, inappropriate and likely to be confusing. We have also been unable to find any Sustainability Appraisal or other form of assessment that informed the strategic choice that was made between adopting the national targets or the different ones

The national targets are currently being revised and there is no guarantee that the regional ones would be compatible with the revised national ones. In any event footnote 158 to Policy EM 10 explains that the regional targets cannot be applied to individual authorities. It would, therefore, be difficult for Waste Development Frameworks to be able to demonstrate compliance with RSS. 

With regard to Table 11.3 the commercial and industrial waste streams are far larger than the municipal one. It is widely agreed that the evidence base for them, below regional level, is deficient. The North West waste planning authorities have jointly commissioned surveys of these waste streams to improve the evidence base. That information will not be available until early 2007.

Without better information it is difficult to make assumptions about the type or the capacity of waste management facilities that will be needed. The latest Government estimates (in the review of Waste Strategy 2000) are that commercial waste is likely to grow by 13% 2002 to 2010, by 33% by 2015 and 52% by 2020. Industrial waste is thought to be likely to decline by 5% between 2002 and 2010 then to increase by 1% by 2015 and another 1% by 2020. This is one area where the RSS figures need to be reviewed and account taken of the composition of these waste streams.

There is widespread agreement that in five or six years time landfill will be so expensive that businesses will be looking for alternative waste management solutions. A complication, for using any figures to determine what provision needs to be made, is the uncertainty about how much of the required new capacity will be provided in-house on existing commercial and industrial sites as opposed to requiring the identification of new sites in Development Frameworks. In our Issues and Options Discussion Paper we suggested that half of the required new capacity would be provided in-house, a regional assumption could be useful.

We consider that the forecast that no composting facilities will be needed for commercial and industrial wastes is likely to be wrong. This is because much of the commercial waste stream has a similar composition to household waste, for example wastes from hotels, bed and breakfasts, restaurants and other parts of the tourism economy. Part of its biodegradeable content is likely to need in-vessel composting facilities. 

With regard to Table 11.4 we have concerns about the evidence base and that need is being underestimated. The most recent figures for hazardous waste show arisings were already 825,000 tonnes in 2003/4. 349,000 tonnes of these were treated, reused or recycled and 100,000 tonnes were incinerated. It is not clear what consideration has been given in the forecast used for table 11.4 to hazardous waste arisings from developments on previously developed land, particularly industrial land. It may also be prudent to make provision for non-radioactive contamination requiring management/disposal from nuclear decommissioning sites within the North West.

With regard to household waste the forecast of arisings is based on the RWS’s targets for waste reduction which we feel are likely to be more aspirational than achievable. We agree that waste reduction should be given top priority but it cannot be achieved overnight. The Cumbria Joint Municipal Waste Management Partnership is devoting considerable efforts towards this. 

The Government’s forecast, in the review of the waste strategy, is that household waste is likely to grow at 1.5%/year for 10 to 15 years. The County Council has been working towards a target of around 6% increase over the period 2006/7 to 2010/11 then no growth. This itself is very challenging bearing in mind the increases of over 20% in each of the two previous five-year periods.

The way the figures are presented in Table 11.5 makes it difficult to use them for the purposes of determining what provision of sites needs to be made in Waste Development Frameworks. We have been looking at different ways of presenting them for our MWDF. In looking at the table we also now have the benefit of seeing the details of the two bids from experienced waste management companies for the County’s 25-year municipal waste management contract.

The figures are based on the assumption that for any given tonnage waste requires almost twice that amount of management capacity. Whilst this may be technically correct, it is difficult to derive site numbers and locational requirements from the figures. The headings of the columns also include facilities that may duplicate or be incompatible with each other. For example a Materials Recovery Facility may not form part of a waste management network based around Mechanical/Biological Treatment. This will be influenced by the waste collection systems that are adopted e.g. mixed black-bag waste, kerb-side separation or co-mingled dry recyclables. The characteristics of Cumbria also mean that transfer/bulking stations are likely to be essential parts of the network of facilities that are needed, but are not mentioned in the table. They are mentioned in footnote 162 to EM12.

Recommended change.

That in EM10 (a) reference is made to the targets of the National Waste Strategy and in (b) the reference to the objectives and targets of the Regional Waste Strategy is deleted.

That Table 11.3 is updated in line with Government’s current forecasts for the commercial and industrial waste streams and that an estimate is made of required composting capacity. 

That Table 11.4 is revised to take account of the latest available figures together with estimates of hazardous waste arisings from brownfield site developments and, if possible, non-radioactive hazardous waste arisings from nuclear decommissioning.

That Table 11.5 is revised in accordance with the Government’s current forecasts and is refined to take better account of alternative networks of waste management facilities including their impacts on residual wastes that have to be landfilled. It is anticipated this can be achieved before the Examination in January .It would also be helpful if a footnote could be added that transfer/bulking facilities could replace/ augment Materials Recovery Facilities.
(ii) 
Are the waste policies in the draft RSS consistent with PPS10? If not, what changes should be made to the draft RSS?
Cumbria County Council’s comments relate to the points made in (i) with regard to detailed figures. We also consider the RSS seeks to impose targets and assumptions, an approach which is not in line with paragraph 7 of PPS 10 and its Companion Guide (page 51). 

We are also concerned that the RSS does not include appropriate polices on radioactive wastes, including those from the accelerated programme of nuclear decommissioning.

The County Council considers that all RSSs need to have policies for Low Level radioactive wastes (LLW) because all parts of the country generate them from industry and hospitals etc. In addition regions with nuclear facilities need to have policies for decommissioning wastes. 

The North West RSS needs to emphasise the scale of the impact of decommissioning nuclear sites, particularly Sellafield, where 60% of the clean up bill is likely to be spent. It should also make reference to the socio-economic impact from the loss of 8000 jobs there.

Recommended change.

That EM14 should refer to open, transparent and inclusive stakeholder dialogue and engagement not to “consultation with relevant interests”.

That the section on radioactive waste should set out the scale and importance of the issues that are faced in the North West with all types of radioactive wastes (High, Intermediate and Low Level). It should point out that there is insufficient capacity to accommodate the amounts of waste that will be generated by decommissioning within Cumbria let alone waste from other parts of the UK. It should also stress that the LLW Repository near Drigg has very limited authorised capacity.

That a policy should be included relating to the provision of facilities for storing/disposing of Cumbria’s LLW.

(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; eg should RSS advise on the broad location of facilities?

Cumbria County Council considers that the draft RSS’s apportionment to sub-regional areas is adequate and appropriate. 

We do not consider that the RSS should seek to advice on broad locations within the county. As far as Cumbria is concerned we do not consider the RSS evidence base includes information that could be used to identify broad locations for new facilities. We are in the process of identifying specific sites in the Minerals and Waste Development Framework.

(iv) Is the inclusion of peat as a mineral reserve to be extracted appropriate?

Cumbria County Council considers peat has to be included as a mineral reserve ie a resource that has planning permission for extraction. Peat dug for sale is a mineral as defined in the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 Section 336.
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