Respondent Number 585

Matter 6B: Minerals and Waste


SUBMITTED DRAFT REGIONAL SPATIAL STRATEGY FOR THE NORTH WEST OF ENGLAND

EXAMINATION IN PUBLIC

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

Within the Environment Agency’s response to RSS, we raised concerns over the lack of consideration of construction and demolition waste arisings within the RSS waste apportionment and waste management capacity figures.  Further investigation has suggested that these concerns apply to other waste streams.  This is mainly in relation to hazardous waste arisings and subsequent management capacity.  

We are concerned RSS currently does not comprise an accurate distribution of waste tonnage requiring management within the region.  

Representations on the studies underway to review and remedy any inadequacies within waste data were outlined at the recent waste technical seminar held on the 13th September 2006.  Whilst we are supportive of the 3 studies to fill gaps within this data, the Environment Agency feels that the 2004 hazardous waste data and the landfill capacity data for 2004 and 2005 allows a more accurate assessment of the capacity requirements, particularly within tables 11.4 and 11.5.

Solutions we call for:
· Identification of construction and demolition waste as a specific waste stream within RSS.

· Use hazardous waste data for 2004 and landfill capacity data for 2004 and 2005 to review and  update  current tables 11.4 and 11.5 to inform the Panels recommendations in advance of the 3 studies delivering improved data in spring/summer 2007

· Consider recommending the waste policies within RSS as requiring a focussed early review of RSS (please see our comments on matter 11C (vii)).

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

The Environment Agency feels that RSS is currently not consistent with PPS10.  These concerns (as identified within our response to Draft RSS and the panel consultation on draft Matter 6B) are on 2 main grounds: 

Whether RSS is accurate or deficient in its identification of the amounts of waste which requires management within the region as required by PPS10 and the subsequent waste treatment capacity required to treat this as near to the top of the waste hierarchy as possible.  This includes a consideration of the amount of waste imported to and exported from the region.  
The lack of identification of broad spatial locations for waste management facilities of sub-regional, regional and national importance.

Solutions for point 1 are made within our response to Matter 6B (i).  Point 2 is dealt with in our detailed response to matter 6B (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; eg should RSS advise on the broad location of facilities? 

Paragraph 6 of PPS10 states that RSS should include a strategy for waste management….. comprising a distribution of waste tonnage requiring management, a pattern of waste management facilities of national, regional or sub-regional significance, and supporting policies.

Paragraph 11 of PPS10 Identifying a pattern of waste management facilities, states that:

…. In drawing up a pattern of waste management facilities, regional planning bodies should take into account ……………the need for waste management, including for disposal of residues from treated wastes, arising in more than one waste planning authority area but where only a limited number of facilities would be required.

Reference in PPS10 para 9, Waste Requiring Management, also states:

'The tonnages of waste requiring management should be apportioned by waste planning authority area or to sub-regions comprising more that one waste planning authority where waste planning authorities have indicated through their local development schemes that they intend to work jointly on development plan documents'.

This statement assumes co-ordinated working will occur.  It does not explicitly promote it as a way forward for authorities to work jointly.  This lack of a strong national policy steer within PPS10 about joint working across authorities and sub-regions means national guidance may not drive the necessary co-ordinated action to sustainably address the waste management challenges in parts of the North West.   

RSS should therefore provide a pattern of waste management facilities for any nationally, regionally and sub-regionally significant facilities within the North West.  This is not only needed for RSS to be consistent with paragraphs 6 and 11 of PPS10, but also if RSS is to promote coordinated action so that the most sustainable management solution is followed.  

The Environment Agency feels that, in the Banks Foundation report 'The Location of Future Waste Management Facilities' 2004, the basic information exists which is needed to fairly confidently indicate broad locations and a pattern of facilities in RSS (EiP Library reference SDL/EA/08).  Please note, this report is not available to accompany our formal written submission.  We have confirmed with the Panel Secretariat that it will be made available to the Panel (4 hard copies and one electronic copy) by the end of week commencing the 2nd of October 2006.  

Solutions we call for:

· We recommend the panel Use Banks report 'The Location of Future Waste Management Facilities' 2004 and latest figures to indicate broad locations of nationally, regionally and sub-regionally significant facilities within the north west. 

· We recommend that RSS includes clear messages on the need, where appropriate, for joint working between waste planning authorities to ensure the most sustainable management of the regions waste as high up the waste hierarchy as possible.  

