NWRSS EiP- Panel Questions- Matter 6B

NORTH WEST REGIONAL SPATIAL STRATEGY

EXAMINATION IN PUBLIC

PANEL QUESTIONS

THURSDAY 11 JANUARY 2007 – PM
FRIDAY 12 JANUARY 2007 - AM
MATTER 6B: MINERALS AND WASTE
Preamble

The discussion of waste policy will begin on the afternoon of 11 January and may continue on the morning of 12 January if necessary.
The attention of participants is drawn to Briefing Note 20 (pp30-34) produced by the North West Regional Assembly, and to Briefing Note 2 (pp25-27) produced by the Government Office for the North West. Both documents contain suggested revisions to the Regional Spatial Strategy, which may be discussed throughout the Examination in Public.

6B (i) Is the evidence base used to inform the capacity requirements set out in Table 11.3, 11.4 and 11.5 robust?
Panel Questions

1 Have the proposals for residential development, employment etc in the draft RSS been taken into account in Tables 11.3 - 11.5?

2 Table 11.3 shows the typical annual capacity required to deal with commercial and industrial waste, based on existing patterns and the achievement of RWS targets.  Why is there no projected change, to reflect the movement of waste up the waste hierarchy during the RSS period?  Should the Table reflect the Government’s current forecasts?  Why is composting capacity shown as zero?  Should greater provision be made for thermal treatment capacity? 

3 Should non-hazardous construction/demolition wastes be accounted for in Table 11.3 or is a separate policy required?  What capacity will be required and how should it be apportioned?  

4 Given the acknowledged inadequacy of the data, is it desirable to retain Table 11.3 in the RSS?  Should it be reduced to show simply the landfill requirement and other treatments, as suggested by the Waste Recycling Group?  Is it sufficient to leave the projected commercial and industrial waste capacity requirement to be addressed through RWS monitoring reports?  Should there be an early review of RSS with regard to this matter?

5 Should Table 11.4 include an apportionment of hazardous waste capacity between WPAs?  Does it include provision for hazardous construction/demolition waste? When will the regional capacity requirement for hazardous wastes be known (taking account of reclassification)?  Should this also be the subject of a review of RSS?

6 Should Table 11.5 give details of the baseline figures for municipal waste management capacity?  Are the targets achievable (Cumbria), or are they insufficiently ambitious (CPRE, NW Community Waste Network)?  Should thermal treatment capacity be separated out, as in Table 11.3?  Should Table 11.5 also include provision for refuse transfer/bulking stations (Cumbria CC)?  Should it reflect the waste management strategies already being followed by WPAs/WDAs?

7 Do Tables 11.3 – 11.5 account for regional imports and exports of waste, and waste movements between sub-regions or WPA areas?  Can adequate landfill capacity be provided in each sub-region?  If not, how much waste must be exported to landfill elsewhere, and how is the capacity requirement to be apportioned?  Are the capacities so restrictive as to limit future investment in waste management technologies?  

8 Do Tables 11.3 - 11.5 provide an adequate basis for the preparation of local development documents on waste? 

6B (ii) Are the waste policies in the draft RSS consistent with PPS10? If not, what changes should be made to the draft RSS?
Panel Questions

1 Paragraph 6 of PPS10 requires the waste management strategy to look forward for a 15-20 year period, but Tables 11.3 – 11.5 of the draft RSS only cover the period to 2020?  Can this be rectified?

2 Should the Regional Waste Strategy objectives and targets be made explicit in Policy EM10?  Or are these targets excessive (e.g. 35% target for household waste recycling/composting compared with 30% target in National Waste Strategy) and should reference to them be deleted?  Should RSS/RWS targets for waste minimisation, recycling and recovery accord with national targets?

3 Should Policy EM11 refer to waste minimisation and the other initiatives listed in paragraph 11.21?  Should there be a separate policy on waste minimisation?
4 Do the references to the “proximity principle” and “self sufficiency” in Policy EM12 adequately reflect current Government policy?  How do these principles (and Policies EM12 and EM13) relate to waste facilities of national, regional of sub-regional significance? 

5 Is Policy EM14 adequate in dealing with radioactive waste?  Can sufficient capacity be made available to accommodate waste from decommissioning nuclear facilities?  What is the scale of this problem, and what solution is proposed?

6B (iii) Is there a need for the draft RSS to provide a clearer direction in terms of waste apportionment and waste management facilities that will be required at the regional and sub-regional level; e.g. should RSS advise on the broad location of facilities?
Panel Questions

1 Should the RSS identify waste management facilities that are of national, regional or sub-regional significance (including hazardous waste facilities)?  Have any additional requirements been identified?  Should broad locations or locational criteria for these be established?   Has there been any discussion with adjacent regions/nations?  Should proposals for the broad locations of facilities of national, regional or sub-regional significance be contingent on the agreement of the recipient WPA?  Does the Banks Report “A Waste Strategy for the North West” (2004) provide a sufficient evidence base on which to identify broad locations for the requisite national, regional and sub-regional facilities?  If broad locations cannot be identified now, should there be an early review of RSS?

2 Should apportionments reflect regional and sub-regional waste imports and exports, and the likely availability of capacity?  Should those WPAs which are to accommodate additional treatment capacity to compensate for a landfill deficit be identified?

3 Should the RSS promote joint working between WPAs?  What is the current position on the production of joint LDDs?  Should apportionment be made between Warrington and Halton?  Should this be on the basis of population, area or what?

4 Should a distinction be made between primary waste management facilities, to be provided locally, and secondary or strategic facilities (as listed in paragraph 11.30 of the draft RSS) to be provided regionally? 

5 Does the RSS take sufficient account of the capacity of the environment to accommodate large scale waste management facilities?

6B (iv) Is the inclusion of peat as a mineral reserve to be extracted appropriate?

Panel Questions

1
Insofar as it refers to peat, is Policy EM7 consistent with national policy as set out 
in MPG13?  Are there any special circumstances that would justify a departure 
from national planning policy as regards this matter in the North West Region?
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