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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?

1.
The evidence base that has informed the capacity requirements in Tables 11.3 (Commercial and Industrial Waste), 11.4 (Hazardous Waste) and 11.5 (Municipal Waste) is, as accepted by explicit reference with the draft RSS text, inadequate in relation to the first two waste types.  The position with regard to municipal waste is far more robust.  Peel are satisfied that the data used to inform Table 11.5 is fit for purpose and reflects the work of the North West Regional Technical Advisory Body (RTAB).  Notwithstanding concerns over the evidence base on commercial and industrial (C&I) and hazardous wastes, we accept that the data used is probably the best available, but recommend that the supporting text continue to carry a ‘health warning’ and make reference to updated figures arising from future RTAB monitoring reports.

2.
Turning to the figures within the three tables, Peel makes the following comments:


a)
Table 11.3 indicates no new C&I composting capacity and practically no new thermal treatment capacity (we understand that the capacity shown is primarily existing).  Peel believe that this is unlikely to be the case, particularly towards the latter stages of the Plan period.  As landfill costs increase, landfill tax escalates and composting/thermal treatment prices decrease (due to advances in technology) price convergence (between landfill and composting/thermal treatment) will occur.  As this happens, new C&I composting and thermal treatment facilities are likely to be developed.  Table 11.3 should be revised to indicate some new composting and thermal treatment capacity.

b)
Table 11.5 requires an explanatory note under the column titled ‘Residual Waste Treatment (MBT/RDF/EfW) Facilities’ to clarify that the figures in this column are a capacity requirement, not a waste quantity, and include double counting of waste tonnages.  Specifically that the actual waste tonnage will/may pass through two different forms of treatment.


c)
Table 11.5 does not presently show the likely actual apportionment of capacity, it appears to indicate capacity on the basis that each sub-regional area manages its own waste.  Peel comment further on this issue in the response to Question (iii).

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

3.
Policy EM12 and paragraph 11.26 do not accord with national policy.  With the publication of Changes to Waste Management Decision Making Principles in Waste Strategy 2000 and PPS10 (both July 2005), adherence to the proximity principle (and the concept of waste treatment and disposal facilities being located as close as possible to the source of the waste) is no longer listed as either being a key objective or decision making principle.  The key extract (paragraph 4.4) of the revised text of Waste Strategy 2000 (WS2000) is as follows:


The objectives of waste management decisions should be…..

· Disposing of waste at the nearest appropriate installation, by means of the most appropriate methods and technologies.

4.
The objective of ‘Disposing of waste at the nearest appropriate installations, by means of the most appropriate methods and technologies’ is a replacement for the concept of proximity that was presented as subsidiary decision-making principle to BPEO in WS2000.  The new objective substantially relaxes the previous definition of the proximity principle that waste should be disposed of as close to its place of origin as possible.  

5.
The same reference to the disposal of waste in one of the nearest appropriate facilities is used in PPS10 in describing key planning objectives.  This is not to suggest that the environmental and financial impacts of transporting waste are not of consequence: they have weight as part of the overall suite of objectives and principles driving waste management decisions in the revisions to WS2000.  However, there is no longer a presumption that wastes should be managed as close to their origin as possible, as the proximity principle had come to be interpreted.  Our position on this matter is supported by the First Secretary of State and Planning Inspectorate (reference: The Re-opened Belvedere EfW Inquiry – Report GDBC/C/003/001).
6.
Furthermore, in examining the suitability of sites, PPS10 (paragraph 21) shifts the emphasis in assessing transport from purely distance to ‘the capacity of existing and potential transport infrastructure to support the sustainable movement of waste, and products arising from resource recovery, seeking when practicable and beneficial to use modes other than road transport.’
7.
PPS10 (and indeed the draft RSS) also emphasises the concept of regional solutions and indicates (paragraph 11) that there may be a need for waste management capacity on a regional or sub-regional scale.  This is consistent with the removal of objective to manage waste as near as possible to its source (as outlined above).

8.
As a consequence Peel recommend the following:

· That policy EM12 be re-written to read:

Policy EM12 Spatial Provision

Waste planning, disposal and collection authorities are encouraged to work towards regional and sub-regional self-sufficiency.  The environmental and financial implications of transporting waste are key considerations and waste should be managed at the nearest appropriate installation, by means of the most appropriate methods and technologies.  In determining the spatial provision of facilities, local authorities should be cognisant of the need for both local primary waste management facilities and strategic treatment and disposal facilities, which may be of national, regional, or sub-regional significance.  They should also consider the capacity of existing and potential transport infrastructure to support the sustainable movement of waste, seeking when practicable and beneficial to use modes other than road transport.

· In addition, the third sentence of paragraph 11.26 is deleted.
9.
The text of Policy EM13 fails to adequately make provision for the policy objective, as set out in the policy title, or as amplified in supporting paragraphs 11.27 – 11.39.  As such, the policy and its supporting paragraphs do not fully meet the requirements of paragraphs 6 – 15 of PPS10 which provide national guidance on Regional Spatial Strategies.  Specifically, there is no clear direction on:

· the distribution of facilities of national, regional or sub-regional significance;

· the broad locations where the pattern of waste management facilities should be accommodated.

10.
As a consequence, Peel recommend that the first and second paragraphs of Policy EM13 be maintained in their present form, but a new paragraph be inserted between them (thus the second paragraph would become the third).  The new second paragraph should read:

For both the municipal and commercial and industrial waste streams, it is generally expected that primary reception, treatment and transfer facilities will be located near to the major sources of arisings.  Secondary treatment and disposal facilities are more likely to be located on a regional strategic basis and serve a wider catchment area.  Nationally significant waste management facilities may occur where the region offers infrastructure or a resource which is of significance on a UK scale.  Regionally significant facilities are likely to be required to serve the three City Regions, with a particular focus along the Mersey Belt corridor (which encompasses the Manchester and Liverpool City Regions and parts of North Cheshire/South Lancashire), within which the majority of the region’s waste is, at present, both generated and managed.  Sub-regional facilities are likely to be needed to serve Cumbria, North Lancashire, and South Cheshire.

In addition, paragraphs 11.27 – 11.39 should be amended to provide clearer locational guidance on where facilities are likely to come forward.  Of particular note is the absence of reference to transportation corridors (and multi modal transportation) as a guide to locating nationally, regionally and sub-regionally significant waste management facilities.  We amplify our thoughts on this matter in response to Question (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?
11.
With regard to Local Development Documents, paragraph 17 of PPS10 states that waste planning authorities should:

“allocate sites to support the pattern of waste management facilities set out in the RSS in accordance with the broad locations identified in the RSS”

12.
Paragraph 2.6 (and 6.3) of the Companion Guide to PPS10 reaffirms this approach stating that:


“RSS should include a concise strategy for waste management, including …. A pattern of any waste management facilities of national, regional or sub-regional significance that may be required in the region and their broad locations”.

13.
Paragraph 6.35 of the Companion Guide to PPS10 provides further clarity as to how the RSS should approach this requirement

14.
As a consequence, RSS must seek to identify facilities of national, regional or sub-regional significance and the broad location of where they should be provided, and in doing so, address apportionment.

15.
The RSS does identify those types of facility most likely to be provided on a regionally strategic basis in paragraph 11.30.  This includes:

· hazardous waste treatment;

· recovery of energy from refuse derived fuels;

· re-processing capacity (including Resource Recovery Parks);

· landfills.


However, the RSS is silent on broad locational guidance.

16.
With regard to the spatial dimension, assessment by Peel has shown that (based upon data in the RTAB Waste Management Technical Report – July 2001) 62% of all municipal and C&I waste arises in the Mersey Belt area, which geographically only occupies around 10% of the North West’s land mass.  The Mersey Belt is best defined as a tract of land lying between the M56 (to the south) and the A580 (to the north), encompassing the Manchester and Liverpool City Regions, parts of South Lancashire and North Cheshire, particularly through the industrialised Ellesmere Port corridor (along the River Mersey) which links Runcorn to the Wirral.  Given this focus of waste arisings, the Mersey Belt is self-selecting as the most appropriate location for strategic, regionally significant waste management facilities.
17.
Identification of the Mersey Belt as a location for such development creates a practical problem in terms of apportionment.  This is because the Mersey Belt includes land within five of the region’s six sub-regional areas.  Thus, without almost getting down to site specific level, it is not possible to determine within which of these five sub-regions, regional scale facilities are best located, or will come forward.  Consequently, full apportionment is impractical.
18.
In light of the above, Peel believes, as draft RSS is presently framed, a distinction should be made between primary and secondary waste management facilities.  Primary facilities, which should be local and sub-regional, will include:

· HWRCs;

· Waste Transfer Stations;

· MBT facilities;

· MRFs;

· composting facilities.

Secondary facilities will include the regionally strategic facilities identified in paragraph 15 above.  Following this approach, apportionment can be undertaken for primary waste management, reflected in the third and fourth columns of Table 11.5 (headed composting and MRFs), but not in the fifth and sixth columns (residual treatment and landfill).  This approach can be mirrored for Table 11.3.  By adopting this method of dealing with apportionment, the RSS can demonstrate that individuals, communities and organisations should take responsibility for their waste (WS 2000 as revised paragraph 4.5), in terms of primary waste management, whilst maintaining flexibility as to where regional/strategic facilities will be sited within the broad location of the Mersey Belt.  Explanatory text should be added to the RSS to fully define the Mersey Belt area and to explain how apportionment has been approached.
19.
Peel has no comment to make on question (iv).
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