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	Paragraph/ 

Table No.
	Type of Change (New or replaced heading/text/table/figures/footnote
	Response 

(Accept/Modify/Reject)
	Suggested Modification (if modify/reject)

	Para. 11.27
	New title


	Accept
	

	Para. 11.27
	Replaced text
	Accept


	It is not clear as to whether third and fourth sentences i.e. commencing with “However…” are retained or deleted.  There appears to be no justification to delete.  The WPAs would prefer their retention.



	Para. 11.28
	Replaced text


	Modify
	Again, it is not clear that the entire paragraph is to be replaced, or does this change simply introduce two new sentences.

The new sentences are overly complex and unclear in their presentation and intention.  Clarification and simplification is required.  The WPAs suggest that, to emphasise the importance of joint working within and between sub regions, the first and last sentences (before and after the new sentences) be moved to the start of a new paragraph to be worded:

“Co-ordinated approaches and joint working is encouraged between city regions, sub regions and waste planning authorities, in partnership with the waste management industry, to identify the specific locations of nationally, regionally and sub-regionally important facilities.  The inter-regional… sustainable option.”

Further, the WPAs suggest that the first of the new sentences suggested by the NWRA be accepted with the 

	Paragraph/ 

Table No.
	Type of Change (New or replaced heading/text/table/figures/footnote)
	Response 

(Accept/Modify/Reject)
	Suggested Modification (if modify/reject)

	
	
	
	following amendment “Strategic facilities… Manchester, Merseyside (including Halton), North Cheshire/South Lancashire (including Warrington)… within the sub-regions”

The second new sentence beginning “Identification of a specific…” appears to go beyond the remit of the Regional Assembly and RSS.  Without further clear explanation it is difficult to understand the point being made, and the sentence should be deleted.  (Should this sentence be retained, add “of” after “full analysis” (typographical error)).



	Para 11.34
	Replaced text


	Modify
	The WPAs suggest the new sentence be amended as follows:

“Further research into the development of integrated waste management facilities is…” and provide a definition of the term to include the concept of resource recovery parks.

The WPAs also note also that the first sentence (text not in bold) is also amended with “and any resultant investment” in the submitted draft RSS, has been replaced by “and that such investment “.  Without any explanation for this, the WPAs suggest that the original text should be reinstated. 



	Para 11.36
	Replaced title


	Modify


	It is questioned whether the text and policies that follow do in fact explain ‘Apportionments’ and is in fact misleading.  Suggest that the title should more properly read “Indicative Waste Management Capacity Requirements”.



	Paragraph/ 

Table No.
	Type of Change (New or replaced heading/text/table/figures/footnote)
	Response 

(Accept/Modify/Reject)
	Suggested Modification (if modify/reject)

	Para 11.36
	Replaced text
	Modify
	The proposed text mixes issues about Industrial and Commercial waste and Construction and Demolition waste.  PPS10 only expects requirements to be set for MSW and C&I.  The reason why C&D waste is not included is presumed to be that the management of that waste stream is not viewed as a regional strategic issue.  Furthermore, there is currently little evidence available to quantify C&D requirements, hence why a regional C&D Survey has been commissioned.  It is noted that recycling rates for C&D waste in the form of recycled aggregates are covered in MPS1 and accompanying annexes as well as regional apportionment set for the RAWPs, hence why this issue is dealt with under the RSS Minerals policies.  

It is the view of the WPAs that the management of C&D waste, whilst a significant waste stream, is not a regional strategic issue and is a matter for LDDs.  The WPAs suggest that all references to C&D waste in the new paragraph be removed (see below).

As to the remainder of the text, changes will be necessary to correct the figures and percentages for I&C waste only, and the amount of disposal to landfill.

On a related point, the MPA/WPA authorities consider that there is a need to emphasise the importance of waste management measures for C&D waste.  The requirements for waste minimisation measures in construction and 

	Paragraph/ 

Table No.
	Type of Change (New or replaced heading/text/table/figures/footnote)
	Response 

(Accept/Modify/Reject)
	Suggested Modification (if modify/reject)

	
	
	
	demolition are presently dealt with in paragraph 11.22 of the Submission Draft RSS.  It is suggested that the relevant supporting text in this paragraph be reinstated as a policy, as per the Partial Review and earlier drafts of the waste policies presented to the RTAB (referred to in paragraph 7 of AGMA’s submission on Matter 6B).

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.”

Text on C&D waste in the proposed paragraph 11.36 could usefully be added to supporting text to this reinstated policy.



	Table 11.3
	Replaced title


	Modify
	The WPAs are still unclear as to whether the Table simply shows existing capacities.  If this is the case, Table 11.3 should be retitled “Current Capacity for…”.



	Table 11.4
	Replaced text


	Modify
	The total in column 1 does not appear to represent the sum of other columns.  Either correct arithmetically or add note to explain why these do not add.

In column 3 clarify that the deleted figure of 112.49 is to be replaced by 125 or whatever number is correct.

	Paragraph/ 

Table No.
	Type of Change (New or replaced heading/text/table/figures/footnote)
	Response 

(Accept/Modify/Reject)
	Suggested Modification (if modify/reject)

	Para. 11.38
	Replaced text


	Modify
	It is accepted that the wording is not acceptable in its present form (in the submitted draft RSS), and that amended wording is necessary.  However, the proposed wording continues to place an unnecessary emphasis on SRF which is erroneous and misleading.  The text should be amended to read:

“New facilities are required to divert waste that is not recycled or composted away from landfill by treating it and using processes such as Mechanical Biological Treatment (MBT), anaerobic digestion or related processes.  It is expected that…”

It is not clear whether the first two sentences to this paragraph (in the Submitted draft RSS) have been removed in this proposed change.  In the absence of any reason why, the WPAs would prefer their retention.



	New paragraph after 11.38


	New text
	Modify
	To clarify the capacity shown in Table 11.5a, amend the beginning of the paragraph to read “Current capacity installed for municipal…”.

The second, third and fourth sentences contain inaccuracies and are misleading, and should be deleted.



	Footnote 34
	New footnote


	Accept
	

	Footnote 35 
	Replaced footnote


	Accept
	

	Paragraph/ 

Table No.
	Type of Change (New or replaced heading/text/table/figures/footnote)
	Response 

(Accept/Modify/Reject)
	Suggested Modification (if modify/reject)

	New Title & Paragraph after 11.39


	New title


	Modify
	In the fourth sentence, the wording “the forthcoming planned RSS review” is unclear and would more properly read “any subsequent RSS review”.

	New Title & Paragraph after 11.39


	New paragraph


	Modify


	In the final sentence, replace “by” with “be” to read “The monitoring of the RSS waste policies will also be included…”

	Table 11.5
	Replaced text and figures


	Modify
	The MPA/WPA authorities 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.  

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, and also Table 11.5a (see below).

The WPAs maintain that a more robust and simplified approach would be to include existing and planned capacity that reflects the requirements of individual Municipal Waste Management Strategies. 



	Paragraph/ 

Table No.
	Type of Change (New or replaced heading/text/table/figures/footnote)
	Response 

(Accept/Modify/Reject)
	Suggested Modification (if modify/reject)

	New Table 11.5a
	New table


	Reject
	The WPAs see little value in presenting the information, which is misleading, is not sufficiently up to date, and does not satisfy concerns expressed by earlier participants as it is intended to.  This is a matter for regular monitoring of existing, planned and implemented capacity.  The WPAs suggest the table be deleted.



	Footnote 37
	New footnote


	Reject
	Delete for the reasons above.

	Footnote 38
	New footnote


	Modify
	Delete for the reasons above.

If this footnote is to be retained, the final sentence gives a misleading position on landfill disposal capacity for municipal waste, both in terms of suggesting a ‘regional aggregated position’ and in terms of relying on current rates of disposal.  As an example, Lancashire has secured sufficient landfill capacity by contract to provide for disposal of residual material until 2025 from its planned new network of municipal waste management facilities.  The WPAs suggest that this sentence be removed.

The WPAs note and support the retention of footnote 172 (referred to as footnote 36 in the NWRA’s Submission January 2007).
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