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6B (i) Is the evidence base used to inform the capacity requirements set out in Table 11.3, 11.4 and 11.5 robust?
As a general comment, the WPAs consider that it is not, but it is as good as it gets.  Research is ongoing that will improve the robustness of the data used.  It would be beneficial if the baseline data and assumptions which have been used to inform the latest figures are provided.  

	Qu No.
	Question
	Observations/Answers

	1
	Have the proposals for residential development, employment etc. in the draft RSS been taken into account in Tables 11.3‑11.5?
	No, however national policy requires decoupling between growth in waste arisings and economic growth.  If RSS tries to attempt to address household/economic growth projections it may prove to be overly prescriptive where PPS10 is advising that we should avoid this.  LATS allowances make no provision for growth at all.  Future growth will need to be monitored carefully to inform any subsequent RSS Review to measure performance.

There are proposals within RSS which will bring about significant population and economic growth across the region.  However, the Waste Strategy 2000 Review Consultation (2006) has a headline objective to decouple waste and economic growth.  RSS should state that there is a need and desire to decouple this growth, and that this is expressed in the figures it presents.



	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?
	Current national policy does not set targets in this area and in the absence of any coherent delivery mechanisms or drivers for change to move waste up the hierarchy, other than market forces, in comparison to work carried out on projecting MSW, it is extremely difficult to predict future growth.  Whilst this may be the case at the present time, ongoing survey on C&I arisings at the regional and sub regional levels will hopefully provide a more accurate reflection of baseline data and growth rates.

The published Regional Waste Strategy identifies C&I recycling and recovery targets (35% and 70% respectively by 2020). 



	2
	Should the Table reflect the Government’s current forecasts?
	It is unclear from this statement which forecasts are being referred to.  If referring to predicted growth in commercial waste in the order of 1/3 to ½ (52%, in the Waste Strategy 2000 Review Consultation (2006)) by 2020, it does not seem appropriate to consider this prediction as a draft target which is based on a questionable figure which simply extrapolates existing trends.  This can be revisited once the final National Waste Strategy is published.



	2
	Why is composting capacity shown as zero?
	Table 11.3 only lists existing (2004) capacities.  It does not show requirements to 2020.

At the time of preparing the tables it was understood that there was no identified capacity requirement for C&I waste as there were no operational facilities known.  It is inevitable that additional capacity will be required so therefore a zero figure is considered unrealistic particularly in respect of food waste.

Commercial green waste (mostly from the landscape industry) is also accepted at many composting sites throughout the NW.  There are unlikely to be many existing composting sites which are restricted to only municipal green waste.   However, there are very few operational composting sites which can accept food waste for composting.



	2
	Should greater provision be made for thermal treatment capacity?
	Table 11.3 only lists existing (2004) capacities.  It does not show requirements to 2020.

On the basis that disposal of treated C&I waste to landfill will reduce over the RSS period, there will be a need for additional recycling, composting and recovery (including thermal treatment).  Determining a figure for this will be difficult and fairly arbitrary at this stage.

For C&I waste current experience suggests that there are a number of drivers which are likely to increase the need for additional thermal treatment capacity particularly in respect of targets set for recovering value.



	3
	Should non-hazardous construction/demolition wastes be accounted for in Table 11.3 or is a separate policy required?
	PPS10 only expects requirements to be set for MSW and C&I.  The basis of this is presumed to be that the management of that waste stream is not seen to be a regional strategic issue.  There is no evidence currently available to inform C&D requirements and that is why there are ongoing studies at a regional level to help improve the robustness of this data.  Recycling rates for C&D waste in the form of recycled aggregates are dealt with in MPS1 and accompanying annexes as well as regional apportionment set for the RAWPs.  

The requirements for waste minimisation are now dealt with in para 11.22 of the submission draft RSS.  However a more detailed policy was contained in the Partial Review which needs to be reinstated.  The WPAs suggest the reinstatement of the policy as follows:

“Local Planning Authorities, through their plans and strategies, should promote the minimisation of waste and the maximised use of recycled materials.”



	3
	What capacity will be required and how should it be apportioned?
	See above. The WPAs are still unclear as to whether the Table simply shows existing capacities.  If this is the case, the WPAs consider that Table 11.3 should be retitled “Current Capacity for…”.  Furthermore, the section should not be titled “Apportionments” as suggested by the NWRA, to reflect the inadequacy of the evidence base on which apportionments will be derived.  The capacity requirements will need to be reviewed following the outcomes of the regional studies.



	4
	Given the acknowledged inadequacy of the data, is it desirable to retain Table 11.3 in the RSS?
	See above.

	4
	Should it be reduced to show simply the landfill requirement and other treatments, as suggested by the Waste Recycling Group?
	The current format (but not the figures) applied to Table 11.3 is helpful however more consistency is required to align with the approach taken in Table 11.5.



	4
	Is it sufficient to leave the projected commercial and industrial waste capacity requirement to be addressed through RWS monitoring reports?
	The RTAB monitoring report should be used as a basis to plan monitor and manage the projected capacities set out.  

	4
	Should there be an early review of RSS with regard to this matter?
	From a technical point of view there will inevitably be a need to carry out further updates in respect of the regional studies that are currently being undertaken as well as the RWS.  Practically it would be preferable to commence a revision of RWS which could then logically feed into the next full review of RSS.



	5
	Should Table 11.4 include an apportionment of hazardous waste capacity between WPAs?
	No, as this is not practicable as hazardous waste facilities are provided primarily at a national/regional level.  There is no guidance available as to the nature or capacity of hazardous facilities that may be required.



	5
	Does it include provision for hazardous construction/demolition waste?
	It is assumed that this is the case.

	5
	When will the regional capacity requirement for hazardous wastes be known (taking account of reclassification)?
	Once the Environment Agency has delivered the outputs from its National Waste Data Strategy we should be in a better position to calculate capacity requirements.  The next Hazardous Waste Interrogator figures will only include about six months of new Hazardous Waste figures and 6 months of Special Waste (i.e. 16/7/04 implementation date for the Hazardous Waste Regulations).



	5
	Should this also be the subject of a review of RSS?
	As stated above, in the next full review following RWS review.



	6
	Should Table 11.5 give details of the baseline figures for municipal waste management capacity?
	The WPAs and other participants have individually raised concerns with the table presented in the submitted draft RSS.  

The WPAs note the factual amendments to correct the table as presented (NWRA submission January 2007).  However, the table remains overly complex with little explanation as to how the figures have been derived and may therefore prove difficult to deliver into LDFs.  A simplified approach is required which includes existing and planned capacity which reflects the requirements of MWMSs.

Consensus is required to ensure that the indicative figures do not restrict future investment in waste technologies and therefore future sub-regional and regional performance on sustainable waste management.

The final row to the new table “Current Total Capacity  (2006)” does not improve the clarity of the table and should be deleted, along with footnotes 37 and 38.

The WPAs maintain that a more robust approach would be to reflect the requirements of Municipal Waste Management Strategies.



	6
	Are the targets achievable (Cumbria), or are they insufficiently ambitious (CPRE, NW Community Waste Network)?
	It is important to note that the targets used to inform Table 11.5 are based on a regional perspective so therefore sets out indicative requirements for each sub-region.

Whilst some WPAs/WDAs have expressed concerns over the RWS/RSS targets which exceed current Waste Strategy 2000 targets, the WPAs consider that as a consequence of LATS and the likely amendments through the Waste Strategy 2000 Review the targets set in the published RWS should be accepted (subject to review after the final National Waste Strategy is published).  These are ambitious but should be achievable across the Region as a whole (although individual WDAs may achieve higher levels than those set out in the RWS and vice versa).

The footnote 158, which recognises that some WDAs have set lower targets, should be moved to the supporting text in paragraph 11.19, with its wording amended to state that some WDAs “have already set…”. 

LATS effectively requires increased rates which are accounted for in the calculations .  However, the NWCWN  targets (of 55% by 2015 and 75% by 2020) probably exceed the likely targets in Waste Strategy 2000 Review.  The Waste Strategy 2000 Review Consultation suggested new targets of recycling and composting of 40% by 2010; 45% by 2015 and 50% by 2020.  If those are confirmed in the final updated strategy (and there are suggestions in the consultation responses that they were not ambitious enough) the targets proposed by NWCWN would be significantly in excess of the future national targets.  It is widely accepted that achieving recycling rates above 50% is likely to be extremely difficult by means of “ front end” separation and collection alone and that recycling rates over 60% are only likely to be achieved by legislative change to bring in direct charging.  Thus recycling rates of 75% would require mechanical treatment of waste after collection to separate out recyclables from residual waste.



	6
	Should thermal treatment capacity be separated out, as in Table 11.3?
	No, as far as MSW is concerned the selection of waste management methodologies to meet their waste reduction and LATS targets is a matter for each WDA and should not be prescribed in either the RWS or RSS.  This decision cannot be made at the Regional level.



	6
	Should Table 11.5 also include provision for refuse transfer/bulking stations (Cumbria CC)?
	Not as a separate provision but it could usefully be acknowledged as part of the network in some areas.  This will need to be addressed through the local strategies/LDDs.



	6
	Should it reflect the waste management strategies already being followed by WPAs/WDAs?
	Yes, see above.

	7
	Do Tables 11.3‑11.5 account for regional imports and exports of waste, and waste movements between sub‑regions or WPA areas?
	No.  The only information publicly available on waste movements is for hazardous waste.  For municipal waste WPAs/WDAs should have a clear understanding of the movements of their municipal waste.  Ongoing studies will provide data on the movement of C&I and C&D waste streams, which will provide a clearer understanding of these waste movements.



	7
	Can adequate landfill capacity be provided in each sub‑region?
	The WPAs anticipate extreme difficulty in delivering new landfills/landraise (especially for biodegradeable waste) on sites not already subject to landfilling anywhere within the region, unless assessment criteria are significantly relaxed.  Locational requirements for landfills are dependent on factors which require detailed local assessment, and is therefore not appropriate to consider at the regional level.  Availability will be dependent on the outcomes of each sub-region’s LDF process and the sites that come forward.  There may be potential difficulties for some areas to provide appropriate capacity particularly as a result of the extent of the urban area, green belt and hydrological and hydrogeological issues and therefore this will need to be reflected as part of any full revision of RSS.

Current existing capacity is strictly limited in most sub-regions.  From a hazardous landfill perspective opportunities are likely to be even more limited.  It will be important to address the landfill issue when addressing the regionally significant facilities issue.

RSS should provide greater emphasis to the pre-treatment of waste prior to disposal to landfill in order to optimise the remaining landfill capacity across the region.



	7
	If not, how much waste must be exported to landfill elsewhere, and how is the capacity requirement to be apportioned?
	See above.

At this stage, it is not possible to address how much waste will need to be exported to landfill elsewhere.  However, movements into the region are likely to be much more modest than exports i.e. net movements are strongly on the export side.  More and better information should be available on this from the data strategy.

The WPAs are supportive of the GONW’s proposed changes in respect of communities taking responsibility for their own waste and waste being managed at one of the nearest appropriate installations to where the waste arises. 

The WPAs would wish to draw the Panel’s attention to the East of England’s suggested wording for new waste policies following the Panel’s recommendations, in particular the following policy wording:

“Waste planning authority areas should plan for net self-sufficiency through the provision of waste management capacity equivalent to the amount of waste forecast to arise within their area.  The form of such capacity may vary, depending on local circumstances.  Where a planning authority area has limited capacity for landfill, the deficit in management capacity could be made up with additional processing facilities.”



	7
	Are the capacities so restrictive as to limit future investment in waste management technologies?
	No.

It is important to ensure that the split of treatment types does not restrict flexibility of investment in certain waste management techniques.



	8
	Do Tables 11.3‑11.5 provide an adequate basis for the preparation of local development documents on waste?
	No,as they are currently overly complex, do not provide adequate background information and present out of date figures.

  



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


As a general comment, the WPAs suggest that these are not entirely consistent with PPS10 but are the best that could be achieved within the timescales and with the data available. 

	Qu No.
	Question
	Observations/Answers

	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 to cover the period to 2020?
	As we understand it the formal time frame for this RSS is 2005‑2021 (1 April).  However, the time frame is not consistent throughout, for example Table 9.1 sets out housing figures 2003‑2021.  Two issues arise from the question:

1.Broadscale – 15 or 20 Years
· The general framework of the RSS covers a 15 year period.  Planning for waste on a 20 year timeframe would extend the waste section well beyond the general timeframe and introduce a very significant inconsistency.  Most LDFs being produced will run to 2021.

· In relation to LATS, the national policy framework through the LATS regime has a key threshold at 2020 (to reduce BMW landfilled to 35% of that landfilled in 1995).  This is a very important threshold.  All facilities/strategies intended to comply with LATS need to have been planned, built and be operational before 2020.  RSS needs to be focused towards meeting this target.  Extending the time frame to 2025 would introduce unnecessary complications when the issues of future management can be addressed in future rolling reviews.

· As to the published Regional Waste Strategy, this and the calculations behind it run to 2020.  Waste management is in a very rapidly developing period, with very significant changes expected between now and 2020.  Making meaningful projections and predictions beyond then is very difficult and probably not meaningful.

2.Narrow Scale – 2020 or 2021


The difference between a 31 December 2020 and a 31 March 2021 end date is trivial.  However, there are some practical points.  Most waste data reporting (municipal waste collection data, LATS calculations) is undertaken on local government financial years (April-March).  In contrast, some strategy targets are set on the basis of whole calendar years, and some EU Directives require reporting on calendar years.



	1
	Can this be rectified?
	Not regarded as an issue given the need for regular reviews.



	2
	Should the Regional Waste Strategy objectives and targets be made explicit in Policy EM10?
	The objectives and targets from the RWS were included in the text of the Partial Review as reviewed by the previous Panel.  It is understood the text was removed from the submission draft RSS as part of a general process of refinement and reduction.  

There would be no objection in principle to the inclusion of the RWS objectives and targets (as contained in the Partial Review) provided that the Panel are happy that these will not result in significant additional text.  

	2
	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?
	The targets as set out are supported as being aspirational as reiterated in footnote 158 on page 59 of the submission draft RSS. 

As stated above, the WPAs would welcome the insertion of footnote 158 into supporting text in paragraph 11.19, with its wording amended to state that some authorities some WDAs “have already set…” lower targets. 



	2
	Should RSS/RWS targets for waste minimisation, recycling and recovery accord with national targets?
	Yes, but WDAs should be given the freedom to set locally specific targets above RSS/RWS according to their circumstances.  



	3
	Should Policy EM11 refer to waste minimisation and other initiatives listed in paragraph 11.21?
	Yes.  As stated below the WPAs would prefer a new policy.  If this is not accepted, the WPAs would suggest the following additional bullet point in Policy EM11:

“Promote minimisation of waste”



	3
	Should there be a separate policy on waste minimisation?
	To give waste minimisation the emphasis it deserves in RSS, the WPAs suggest (in addition to Policy EM11 and to complement paras. 11.21-11.22) the introduction of a new policy on waste minimisation as follows:

“Local Planning Authorities, through their plans and strategies, should promote the minimisation of waste and the maximised use of recycled materials.”



	4
	Do the references to the “proximity principle” and “self sufficiency” in Policy EM12 adequately reflect current Government policy?
	Not entirely, as national policy now require communities to take responsibility for their waste and waste being managed at one of the nearest appropriate installations to where waste arises.  



	4
	How do these principles (and Policies EM12 and EM13) relate to waste facilities of national, regional and sub‑regional significance?
	The location of waste facilities of national, regional and sub-regional level should take account of revised principles as set out in national policies.



	5
	Is Policy EM14 adequate in dealing with radioactive waste?
	The policy is not adequate but some issues cannot be addressed until the outcomes of national strategies in preparation have been completed and implications of the accelerated program of decommissioning program are known.  This should be reflected in the policy.



	5
	Can sufficient capacity be made available to accommodate waste from decommissioning nuclear facilities?
	This may become clearer once the reviews of national policies are reported.

	5
	What is the scale of this problem, and what solution is proposed?
	As set out in the Nuclear Decommissioning Authority’s annual plans.





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?

As a general comment, the WPAs would suggest that ideally the answer is yes.  However, in order to achieve the requirements envisaged by PPS10 it will be necessary to undertake a very extensive iterative process of option, identification and appraisal which is not achievable in the timetable of this RSS. 

	Qu No.
	Question
	Observations/Answers

	1
	Should the RSS identify waste management facilities that are of national, regional or sub‑regional significance (including hazardous waste facilities)?
	This will require a staged process:

1. Need to define and agree what is meant by the term national/regional/sub-regional facility.

2. How many existing facilities are there;

3. What is the capacity gap between existing provision and future requirements and,

4. How many additional facilities are required

5. Identifying the broad locations for options to meet the identified requirement 

The region is not able to unilaterally identify a need for nationally significant facilities.  It is understood that the only matter on which national issues are engaged at present is radioactive waste for which there is a separate policy.



	1
	Have any additional requirements been identified?
	Not clear what this means.



	1
	Should broad locations or locational criteria for these be established?
	Broad locations should be established following consensus on the above staged process and establishing locational criteria.



	1
	Has there been any discussion with adjacent regions/nations?
	Not that we are aware of.

There does need to be an understanding of what is entering the region e.g. to the regionally/ nationally significant facilities.



	1
	Should proposals for the broad locations of facilities of national, regional and sub‑regional significance be contingent on the agreement of the recipient WPA?
	If RSS is going to propose broad locations for such sites to WPA level then adequate and timely consultation will need to be undertaken, in accordance with the PPS10 Companion Guide.



	1
	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?
	No, but in the absence of any other relevant information the Banks Report provides a useful starting point to the identification of broad locations.  Further work would be needed to update the evidence base and develop the study’s conclusions into a robust policy framework. 

. 

	1
	If broad locations cannot be identified now, should there be an early review of RSS?
	No.  Any full review should be informed by an extensive iterative process in the development of each sub-region’s LDF.  This process should be acknowledged in RSS.



	2
	Should apportionments reflect regional and sub‑regional waste imports and exports, and the likely availability of capacity?
	Until information is readily available this is not going to be achievable for all waste streams.

Currently, this could only be meaningfully done for hazardous waste, and MSW.  See corresponding answer above.  



	2
	Should those WPAs which are to accommodate additional treatment capacity to compensate for a landfill deficit be identified?
	We will only accurately know what deficiencies exist following the extensive iterative process mentioned above.  

Please also note the policy wording taken from East of England Regional Assembly’s proposed wording in response to the Panel’s recommendations.



	3
	Should the RSS promote joint working between WPAs?
	Yes.

	3
	What is the current position on the production of joint LDDs?  Should apportionment be made between Warrington and Halton?
	Joint LDDs are being developed in Greater Manchester, Merseyside (the five Merseyside Authorities and Halton) and Lancashire (including Blackburn with Darwen and Blackpool).

It will be necessary to separate Halton from Warrington given that Halton has now committed to working with the Merseyside Authorities on the Merseyside Waste DPD.

For consistency, and in the absence of apportionments for sub regions, indicative capacity requirements as shown in Table 11.5 should be included rather than apportionments.



	3
	Should this be on the basis of population, area or what?
	This should be consistent with the calculation for other sub-regional areas.



	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?
	It would be helpful for RSS to clarify the definitions of primary, secondary and tertiary facilities for all waste streams.

	5
	Does the RSS take sufficient account of the capacity of the environment to accommodate large scale waste management facilities?
	The WPAs understand that the RSS as presented does not consider environmental capacity issues at all.



This Joint Submission does not respond to further questions under Matter 6B (iv) relating to the inclusion of peat as a mineral reserve.
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