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This submission for Matter 6B is a joint statement by Lancashire County Council (538), Blackburn with Darwen Council (361) and Blackpool Council (397)


6B(i)

6.21
The scope of the evidence base to inform a realistic and reasonable approach to waste management in RSS is set out in PPS10 at paragraph 7.  Amongst other things, RSS should take account of (presumably up-to-date) waste arisings from sub-regions and municipal waste management strategies (MWMSs), which will set out how waste disposal authorities (WDAs) will meet their obligations under the LATS regime.

6.22
These tables are presumably linked to tables 1, 2 and 3 in the Regional Waste Strategy (RWS) (September 2004), which reflect the various targets expressed in RWS for waste growth, recycling, composting etc.  In turn, RWS relies on two principle sources of information, “A Waste Strategy for the North West – The Challenge Ahead”, Banks Foundation, Spring 2004 (footnote 167 in RSS), and “Waste Management Technical Report”, NWRTAB, July 2001.

6.23
Tables 11.3 and 11.4 are understood to be simple extrapolations of current levels of waste production, and therefore it is difficult to question their statistical basis.  Concerns have been expressed that Table 11.4 in particular does not express a sub-regional apportionment for Waste Planning Authorities (WPAs) to plan for.

6.24
Putting aside the statistical basis to these tables, support has been expressed to the references to ‘indicative capacity’, on the basis that the tables should not be too prescriptive for two reasons (perhaps more relevant to the municipal waste figures):

· constituent areas may agree different targets and assumptions, within the overall regional strategy, to reflect local circumstances, for example for waste growth and the diversion rates from landfill (recognised in footnote 158);

· to reflect differences in the preferred technology or size and mix of waste facilities pursued in constituent areas, that may differ from the assumptions underpinning the figures in these tables (acknowledged in RSS paragraph 11.39).  This may raise particular difficulties where figures are presented for the necessary capacity of facilities to achieve waste management targets, rather than more simple expressions of the targets as amounts of waste to be recovered.

6.25
In support of this, PPS10 makes clear that the proposed apportionments, expressed as annual rates, should not be intended as a detailed forecast but rather to provide a benchmark for the preparation of local development documents.
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6.26
However, difficulties may arise with the presentation of broad indicative figures in RSS when WPA/WDAs come to implement RSS and are limited in reopening consideration of those annualised figures (and specifically again in relation to municipal waste).  Unless RSS figures properly reflect the detailed delivery programmes already being pursued by those Authorities then problems of conformity between local development documents and the RSS may arise.

6.27
This highlights the reality of the situation in relation to municipal waste management.  In the short period since the RSS review began, great progress has been made by WDAs across the region to agree and begin to implement strategies to deliver the facilities that will ensure compliance with LATS targets.  It does not seem to make any sense at this stage for RSS to present notional ‘top down’ apportionments for managing municipal waste that are at variance with detailed programmes for delivery already agreed and being implemented across the region.  The companion guide to PPS10 acknowledges (page 64 checklist) the importance of apportionments reflecting the planning realities of each sub-region, and must equally hold true for operational realities where WDAs are actively progressing well-thought through and innovative schemes.

6.28
This would suggest that, to provide a robust and credible evidence base, capacity figures for municipal waste presented in the final RSS should reflect up-to-date local waste management strategies and delivery programmes.


6B(ii)
6.29
Several areas of concern have been raised in representations related to consistency with national policy.  To expand on these:

· The specific phrases of ‘self-sufficiency’ and ‘proximity principle’ may need amending in light of PPS10, although the underlying principles do remain in government policy.

· Certain matters with an increasing national emphasis (though not necessarily expressly covered in PPS10) no longer appear to have the same policy weight attached in the submitted draft RSS.  As examples, waste minimisation measures and the development of the waste reprocessing market have previously appeared in draft policy and Partial Review that might usefully be incorporated into policy in this RSS.

· The question of whether the RSS should express the objectives and targets of RWS in its policies is considered in the companion guide to PPS10 (paragraph 6.22), though not necessarily with a definitive answer.
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6.30

A long-standing concern has been the issue of sub-regional arrangements for waste management, and the need for agreement of recipient authorities where specific facilities are to be provided on a sub regional or regional basis.  This points to a lack of an agreed and fully presented policy framework in the current RSS dealing with or evidenced by:

· the need for, and pattern of, facilities of national, regional or sub-regional significance;

· the extent to which existing or approved capacity would satisfy any identified need, to identify the ‘capacity gap’;

· an apportionment of waste capacity, across the region that recognises opportunities/constraints for facilities and intra-/inter-regional flows;
· the broad locations (areas of search) to accommodate new facilities.

6.31
Such information could provide a policy framework that could extend to strategic regional provision for radioactive waste, alongside other waste streams.  The practicalities and alternatives to producing this information is described in more detail under part (iii) to Matter 6B below.


6B(iii)

6.32
The apportionment figures in Tables 11.3, 11.4 and 11.5, and specifically the overall waste arisings for each constituent area, do not suggest any redistribution of capacity requirements between constituent areas nor any inter-regional flows i.e. the figures presented appear to represent current waste arisings in each area.  This implies that each sub-region either ‘consumes its own smoke’ or else plans to be self-sufficient in net terms (with intra-regional flows of waste balanced in each sub-region).

6.33
This principle is supported, as there has been concern expressed for some time that adjoining metropolitan areas must take more responsibility for dealing with their own waste than traditionally some have, whilst recognising that there may be occasions when disposal or treatment in an adjacent sub-region may indeed prove to be the most sustainable option.  This is especially so now that a significant move away from direct landfilling is becoming a reality.

6.34
Developing the apportionment figures into a pattern of regional and sub-regional facilities through the identification of broad locations is a process expected of the RSS, though it does not appear to be presented in the terms expected by PPS10 and its companion guide.

6.35
It would not appear practicable at this stage in the RSS process to compile, analyse and debate the full range of information that would inform this process to reach a consensus amongst WPAs and others.  The examination timetable would not appear to provide such an opportunity, and in reality such a process may extend beyond the timeframes necessary to inform the preparation of local development documents already committed to by waste planning authorities across the region, and risks standing in the way of the implementation of WDAs waste strategies already in place, that are intended to implement the Landfill Directive and respond to the LATS regime.

6.36
Linking these thoughts to those expressed in the closing paragraphs under part (ii) above, what may be practicable at this stage is to reach agreement on the principles for apportionment and the broad pattern of facilities, similar to the examples given in the companion guide to PPS10 (box 12, page 56) which sets out what these principles might consider, in relation to moving waste up the hierarchy, planning for net self-sufficiency at the sub-regional level where this is consistent with PPS10 objectives, and recognising opportunities and constraints towards the provision of certain facilities across broad locations.

6.37
This suggested way forward could in part comprise a better presentation of statements already contained in the RSS, supplemented by what other research already exists on this matter (although this latter point would need to recognise the limitations of that research as it stands and the need to build consensus on its conclusions).  As an example, the RSS already contains the following provisions:

· support for regional and sub-regional self-sufficiency; and

· facilities to be sited as close to the source of waste as possible (Policy EM12);

· municipal waste facilities located within the WPA in which the waste arises; and

· secondary treatments more likely to be located on a regional strategic basis (paragraph 11.27);

· minimise the need to export waste outside the region, except for hazardous waste (paragraph 11.28);

· provision of strategic regional and national sites and facilities for hazardous waste treatment, energy recovery, reprocessing capacity, and landfill;

· large urban areas unlikely to meet planning and other requirements for the development of landfill facilities; and

· large urban WPAs should contribute with more treatment capacity than otherwise might be planned for (paragraph 11.33).

6.38
The final two bullet points accord with research reported in “The Location of Future Waste Management Facilities in the North West”, (Banks Foundation, November 2004).  It should be noted that that report emphasises extreme caution in drawing direct conclusions, given the more detailed constraints not incorporated into its research.  Nonetheless, the various statements (including those listed above) already contained in policy and supporting text in RSS may offer some degree of detail as to the appropriate pattern of nationally, regionally and sub-regionally significant facilities existing or required in the region, and the broad locations for certain facilities, although this does not extend to indicating the WPA(s) involved, as expected in paragraph 6.38 of the companion guide to PPS10.
6.39
Given this position, and the likely absence of any more specific information forthcoming on apportionments and broad locations, the concern may remain that individual WPAs or sub-regions may take unilateral decisions as to the likely destination of waste arising in their area.  This concern has at least been partly offset through the Partial Review and at earlier drafting stages for this RSS by the inclusion to text which would require clear demonstration of the agreement of a recipient authority to accepting responsibility for facility provision in their area for waste from an adjoining authority.  The following text would usefully provide to WPAs the necessary safeguards in the absence of a fully compliant PPS10 approach, as a requirement to:


“Where specific facilities are to be provided on a sub regional or regional basis the plans and strategies should clearly demonstrate the agreement of the recipient authority to accept responsibility for the facility provision in their area.”

6B(iv)
6.40
It is unclear what issue has prompted the Panel to consider this matter.  The text of Policy EM7 and paragraph 11.15 of RSS provide a list of minerals extracted in the North West which are considered to have “an important national source”.  MPG13 (Table 1) tells us that 6 areas within the North West have permitted peat extraction sites – Cheshire, Cumbria, Lancashire, Merseyside, Salford and Wigan – covering a total of 1,607 hectares (at the date of the table - which is not stated) out of 4,117 hectares for the remainder of England.  In other words, it has about one third of the area of permitted peat reserves within England.  However, this probably overstates the importance of the region as a whole in peat industry terms, compared with Somerset and Doncaster, and no information is offered on rates of extraction.  Nevertheless, the statements in the RSS regarding the status of the North West as a nationally important source of peat is probably sufficiently accurate to remain in the guidance without amendment, and Policy EM7 unavoidably has to refer to peat to reflect the existing situation.  As to the level of detail required in RSS, MPG13 provides perfectly good guidance on the release of new peat workings which does not need to be added to.
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