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Minerals and Waste


Question (i)


1. AGMA has concerns about the soundness of the evidence base which has been used to develop Tables 11.3, 11.4, and 11.5.  The Tables contain indicative capacities for the number of waste facilities required to manage predicted arisings.  In Table 11.3 in particular, there is a need for further, more detailed information to be provided on how the indicative capacities have been devised, and the assumptions which have been made in calculating the capacities. At present the capacity required for residual waste treatment seems far beyond that required for the amount of waste arising, and it is unclear whether the information in Table 11.3 is soundly based.  In addition, Table 11.3 is focused on total MSW arisings within each sub region, and does not take account of the ability of an area to manage its arisings, or the potential need to apportion waste across the sub-regions based on an area’s ability to manage waste.  If authorities purely plan for what is required in draft RSS, they will not be taking into account any need to provide for future capacity for neighbouring areas, which may incur problems later in the planning process if waste arising in that area cannot be managed there.

2. In defining capacity requirements, draft RSS needs to have regard to paragraph 7 of PPS10, which states that RSS should take account of all MWMSs within the region which detail how individual WDAs are proposing to meet their individual LATS allowances.  However, there is no evidence that any calculations made for the provision of new facilities as detailed in Table 11.3 have taken account of existing MWMSs within the region. Therefore, there is concern that the assumptions made within draft RSS do not adequately take account of sub regional/local circumstances, and do not present a robust evidence base.

3. RSS is also expected to take account of demand from neighbouring regions, and where relevant, Scotland and Wales.   However, within draft RSS, there is no information on the demand from neighbouring areas, except in relation to Table 11.4 which accounts for current rates of hazardous waste imports and exports for the region.  Whilst it is recognised that data for each waste stream is not always available, there is a need for RSS to plan for the management of waste from outside the region, in order that sufficient number and type of facilities can be planned for.  

4. The NW Minerals and Waste Planning Authorities have recently written to NWRA expressing jointly the concerns over the robustness of the evidence base, in particular it was emphasised that consensus is required on the evidence base to ensure that the “indicative” figures displayed in tables 11.3-11.5 are not so restrictive as to limit future investment in waste technologies, and thus future sub-regional and regional performance on sustainable waste management.

Question (ii) 

5. AGMA has several concerns regarding the consistency of draft RSS with PPS10.  The draft does not:

· recognise sufficiently the importance of waste minimisation;

· provide appropriate apportionment of waste arisings;

· take account of the limitations on particular areas’ ability to deal with waste; and

· identify broad locations for strategically important regional waste facilities.

6. These points are covered below, except for the discussion on apportionment of waste which is also discussed under (i) and (iii).
7. Draft RSS does not provide an adequate policy stance on waste minimisation in line with the requirements of PPS10, as it fails to address waste minimisation in the detail of Policy EM12. This could be rectified through amendment to the text of existing policy EM12 to include reference to waste minimisation, which would provide the policy link to information detailed in the supporting text.  It is suggested that a separate policy on waste minimisation in line with that put forward by NW RTAB in 2005 should be included
. 
8. Paragraph 6 of PPS10 states that RSS should include a concise strategy for waste management. This strategy should look forward for a 15-20 year period, and comprise a distribution of waste tonnages requiring management, a pattern of waste management facilities of national, regional or sub regional significance and supporting policies.  It is questionable how much of the above has been achieved by the current RSS, and it is clear that a number of points have not been addressed.

9. Paragraphs 11 and 12 of PPS10 relate to the identification of a pattern of waste management facilities, and set out how to identify a need for new facilities. Where a need is identified, PPS10 states that RSS should identify broad locations to provide a pattern of waste management facilities to be accommodated within the region.

10. Tables 11.3 - 11.5 of draft RSS set out the indicative capacities for facilities that the NW region requires to manage the waste it produces. These tables indicate that there is a requirement for the provision of new facilities to meet the regions need, but it does not state what the broad locations of these should be.

11. (The issue of broad locations is considered in more detail under question iii below).

12. Paragraphs 13 and 14 of PPS10 relate to implementing RSS, in particular the need for LDDs and MWMSs to be informed by, and also inform, RSS. It is a matter of concern that RSS is unlikely to be finalised in time to feed into the development of the Joint Waste Development Plan Document (JWDPD) for Greater Manchester. The GMJWPD is a major project for AGMA, bringing together the 10 planning authorities in Greater Manchester and requiring a major investment of resources and procedural effort in order properly to address waste planning issues in the conurbation.  AGMA has been pressed hard by Government Office to proceed with this plan, it is important to securing sites for dealing with waste in a more sustainable way, and it is proceeding on a critical timetable to which we must stay on track.  

13. For the Greater Manchester Authorities to be able to take account of RSS waste policies in the preparation of the JWDPD, it will be necessary that this document is in place on completion on the issues and options stage at the latest in spring 2007, prior to the development of Preferred Options which are due for consultation in January 2008, and will include site specific policies.  After this stage it will not be possible in the preparation of this DPD to take into account any broad locations identified in RSS.  

14. If this is not the case, the development of policies and site allocations will need to proceed in the absence of an adopted RSS in order that preparation of the JWDPD remains on track. It is of major concern to AGMA that a future partial review in relation to the waste policies is now being suggested by NWRA in their letter to DCLG dated 9th August 2006 (required in order that the policies are able to better reflect the requirements of PPS10).  

15. As a result of this, AGMA requests that all issues relating to waste be dealt with during the EIP in January 2007, and not through a partial review. It is requested that NWRA provide more information to support the existing waste policies within draft RSS, and expand upon them to provide a clear spatial direction on how waste is to be apportioned across the region, and the location of new facilities required within the region to meet the requirements of the apportionment.

16. In support of our request for additional information in draft RSS, AGMA has undertaken a review of waste policies in RSSs elsewhere (South East, South West, Yorkshire & Humberside, and the North East). This has highlighted that draft RSS for the North West provides far less clarity on key issues such as the need for regionally significant facilities, inclusion of the potential need to accommodate waste from outside the region, and information on waste arisings from the agricultural sector than these other documents.  All these factors have been addressed through regional waste policies elsewhere, therefore it is suggested there is a need for the same level of detail to be included within policies developed for the NW.
Question (iii) 


17. With regard to the broad locations of waste, from reviewing information detailed in a letter from the NWRA to DCLG dated 9th August 2006, it would appear that there has been a recognition that more work is required at the regional level to provide the detail required for draft RSS. However, as stated within that letter, it is unlikely that funding will be available to carry out this research until 2007/08.  In the meantime, a scoping study is currently to be commissioned to look into the issue of broad locations for future waste management facilities, however this work will not identify any locations as such, nor will it be ready in time to feed into the EIP process.

18. In addition, studies currently ongoing to provide information on C&I, and C&D waste streams will not be available until April 2007. Therefore it is unlikely that any evidence to support a change to the draft policies and identify broad locations will be available for the EIP.  

19. In this context a partial review is suggested by NWRA in regards to dealing with   waste policies. If this is to be the case, it would seem more appropriate to remove the current draft policy until more factual information that meets the requirements of PPS10 can be included.  

20. However, for AGMA authorities this would not be ideal since we are already in the process of preparing a joint Waste DPD.  In order to progress this we require the information that will be provided through the study proposed by the NWRA into the identification of broad areas of search for waste management facilities at the regional level, as well as that to be provided through a review of the existing evidence base.  It appears from the NWRA letter that this information will only be provided in time for a future partial review. 

21. Previously, the NWRA part funded a study by Banks (published in November 2004) entitled “A Waste Strategy for the North West – the Challenge Ahead”
. This study, through involvement with the NWRTAB, identified key locational criteria for the development of future waste management facilities, and applied these criteria through GIS mapping to define areas of search.

22. The report provides sound factual information on the suitability of areas for waste management facilities, and discusses the appropriateness of development within certain areas. Therefore, this is a report that AGMA feels should be considered as evidence regarding the identification of suitable sites in the NW for new waste management facilities. The research highlights the issues facing site identification across the region and within each sub region, and sets out the appropriate areas suitable for specific facilities.  Through this, the study highlights the potential of the shire areas to provide landfill, and the use of the Metropolitan/Unitary areas to provide alternative built facilities for treatment processes such as thermal treatment plants, MBTs, in-vessel composting etc.

Question (iv) 


23. Peat is identified in MPG13 and MPS1 as a mineral reserve to be extracted, therefore the inclusion within draft RSS is appropriate. The extraction of peat should be carried out in accordance with the requirements of MPG13, and a need for the reserve should also be identified. 

24. Although some areas of peat reserves are located within designated areas (including some protected by the Habitats Directive), it is inappropriate to say that all peat should not be extracted due to some deposits being covered by such designations, as there is still a recognised need for this deposit.

25. The inclusion of peat as a mineral reserve for extraction is therefore in line with national policy, which makes it a requirement for draft RSS to include information on the potential extraction of this mineral.
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