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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, 11.4 and 11.5 robust?

The indicative capacity requirements given in the tables are based on an unrealistically high growth in waste arisings. 
Municipal waste has been rising at less than 1% per year over the past three years rather than 3% as predicted. The target should therefore be 0% growth in waste by 2010, not 2014, as this is clearly within reach. 
Following this, targets of 5% negative growth in waste by 2014 and 10% by 2020 should be set, in order to pursue the objective of decoupling waste growth from economic growth and PPS1 para 20’s imperative to produce less waste (not merely reduce growth in waste). Assuming this target is met, this will further reduce the arisings. 
The current recycling targets are also not sufficiently ambitious, and so indicative capacity for recycling and composting facilities are likely to be too low. Nine English Local Authorities are already recycling/composting 40% or more of their municipal waste. In 2001, the Netherlands, Austria and Germany recycled over 50% of municipal waste, and a further seven countries were recycling over 25%.  In May 2006, DEFRA announced increased 2007/08 recycling targets, plus increased intervention and engagement for the 24 lowest performing Local Authorities in the North West to help achieve them. RSS should recognise and embrace this need to improve performance and drive it with more rigorous targets that provide a clear directional steer up the waste hierarchy. 
This will increase the proportion of waste recycled and therefore reduce the capacity required for residual waste treatment and landfill. CPRE suggests a composting/recycling target of 55% of municipal waste by 2015 and 75% by 2020. This will of course also drive the ‘value recovered’ targets higher. Given that an average of 38% of household waste is compostable (“Analysis of household waste composition and factors driving waste increases” - Dr. J. Parfitt, WRAP, December 2002 (SLD/CPRE/8, Table 2), the assumed ceiling of 15% of total municipal arisings for composting is unnecessarily low. 

This report also notes that the proportions of household waste classified as 'biodegradable' (68%) and as 'recyclable/ compostable' (68%) were found to be significantly higher than estimates contained in Waste Strategy 2000 (para 2.4).
Targets for waste reduction and recycling of industrial and commercial waste in particular need to be more ambitious. As the Regional Waste Strategy (RWS) notes, “Preliminary mass balance results indicate that the region has a material economy which is working at only 40% overall resource efficiency i.e. out of every 10 tonnes brought in to the economy, only 4 tonnes is utilised.” (Para 3.54). This is clearly not sustainable. The RWS makes very inadequate reference to the need to minimise industrial and commercial waste production, almost as an afterthought in para 3.61. This focus must be reversed and waste reduction become the top priority.
NWRA notes that adequate information re industrial & commercial (I&C) waste arisings and capacity requirements is not available. The indicative figures provided should better reflect the objectives of decoupling waste growth from economic growth, cutting unnecessary energy use and reducing environmental impacts. It is clearly inaccurate to claim that there is no required capacity for composting I&C waste; indeed there is a facility for composting I&C waste in the North West already. 

There should be a presumption against permitting new facilities lower down the waste hierarchy (ie below recycling/composting) before the provision of robust evidence of need.
(ii) Are the waste policies in the draft RSS consistent with PPS10? If not, what changes should be made to the draft RSS?

There are number of reasons why the waste policies in draft RSS may not be consistent with PPS10. CPRE’s concerns are that:
· The indicative capacity requirements are not based on robust figures, taking into account future reductions in the production of waste in line with national and regional policy objectives, and that these requirements are therefore likely to be unrealistically high. We appreciate the constraints on NWRA in obtaining this data, but until it is available, any figures should be regarded as provisional

· The proposed use of strategic/regional facilities, particularly for energy recovery, is of concern for two reasons:

1. It undermines the proximity principle

2. In the case of energy recovery at least, it is likely to generate demand for a large scale continued stream of waste into the future, when this waste would in many cases be able to be driven further up the waste hierarchy (eg by the development of new technologies and the increased use of existing ones). There is therefore a risk that RSS will not be consistent with PPS10 (para 12) “The pattern of waste management facilities should…not constrain movement up the waste hierarchy.”
· Paras 11.28 and 11.32 do not appear to consider the capacity of the environment to accommodate large-scale waste management facilities, or their overall sustainability (especially in relation to the impact they may have on other waste management streams that may be more sustainable). This may be inconsistent with PPS10 Annex E.
(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?

The absence of named broad locations identified could be inconsistent with PPS10. However, the specific references to the proximity principle, the Regional Development Framework and the locational criteria in PPS10 Annex E, combined with paras 11.32 and 11.33 and alongside the indicative capacity requirements in Tables 11.3-11.5 (revised down as we argue in (i) above) may give a sufficient spatial steer. 

It should also be noted that para11.33 states that large urban areas are unlikely to meet the requirements for landfill facilities, but this may well  change (and should be explicitly recognized) when residual waste is just low grade compost.

The key consideration in all cases must be the sustainability of waste management sites and the capacity of the local environment to accommodate them while still providing key benefits.
In accordance with the proximity principle, sub-regional self-sufficiency should be required, other than in exceptional circumstances, rather than just “worked towards”. In any such exceptional circumstances, disposal in another sub-region should be required to be demonstrated as the most sustainable option for both sub-regions. This has the potential to act as a powerful driver to reduce waste arisings and increase recycling. Policy EM12 therefore needs to be considerably strengthened to provide a clearer spatial steer.
(iv) Is the inclusion of peat as a mineral reserve to be extracted appropriate?

No. Peat bogs contribute to restraining climate change by locking up carbon that would otherwise increase atmospheric warming. Carbon is released when bogs are drained and peat starts to decompose. They provide vital habitat for a range of rare wildlife. Their unique acidic composition inhibits decay and preserves an archaeological and environmental record spanning thousands of years. Industrial extraction of peat therefore undermines policies DP1 and EM1.

Commercial peat extraction is not necessary. No single product can replace it, but many alternatives are cheaper (and sometimes free!) and may work better. The use of peat on a large scale only started in the late 1950s. A variety of composts was used before then, eg coir- and loam-based composts. It was only intensive marketing by peat producers that caused sales - ie induced demand - to increase. The planned increase in composting of much higher amounts of municipal waste will also add to the availability of substitutes and further decrease any requirement for peat. 
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