Annex A - Full list of representations – Waste Core Strategy Publication (March 2012 – June 2012)


	Full name/organisation
	ID
	To which part of the Waste Core Strategy does this representation relate to? 
	Do you consider the Core Strategy to be 

i) Legally compliant

ii) Sound
	Reason

E.g Not sound, not legally compliant
	Comments received
	Officer comments and further action (any proposed changes will be included in the ‘Schedule of Changes’ which will be submitted with the Waste Core Strategy) 


	Lynda Hart
	602352/001/PU/NC


	
	i) Yes
ii) Yes
	
	No further comments
	No further action required.

	Claire Streather – The Coal Authority
	601070/001/PU/NC


	
	
	
	Having reviewed your document, I confirm that we have no specific comments to make on this document at this stage.
	No further action required. 

	Laura Burton – Northamptonshire County Council
	601068/001/PU/6.6


	
	
	
	Thank you for consulting the County Council on the above. As a Waste Planning Authority we have comments in relation to hazardous waste provision. 

Northamptonshire County Council notes the statement at paragraph 6.6 “The Strategy for managing the waste hierarchy will need to accord with the principles of self-sufficiency and proximity and the waste hierarchy in order to locate facilities close to where waste arises and seek to drive hazardous waste further up the Waste Hierarchy. It is accepted that hazardous waste is a very specialised waste stream and whilst there should be policies to assess such types of facility in Warwickshire, it must be recognised that as only relatively small amounts of hazardous waste are generated in each Waste Planning Authority, due to economies of scale a hazardous waste facility could be regional in nature, hence requiring importation of waste from other authorities”. On the basis of this statement Northamptonshire County Council consider that a specific policy containing criteria on which proposals for hazardous waste treatment/disposal would be determined should be included within the DPD. Northamptonshire County Council would also like to see reference made to radioactive waste and a policy on this waste type included in the DPD.   
	Warwickshire County Council wrote to Northamptonshire County Council on 20/07/2012 requiring further clarification on the issues raised in the representation, as well as to set out the latest position regarding hazardous waste management in Warwickshire. 
In the letter it set out the latest position in terms of Warwickshire’s existing hazardous waste arisings, and the sites in the County managing hazardous waste, based on the latest information available. The EA Waste Data Interrogator information indicated that 36,000 tonnes of hazardous waste was produced in Warwickshire. The County managed 43,000 tonnes of waste during 2010. Warwickshire exported 638 tonnes of hazardous waste to Northamptonshire, but imported 3,200 tonnes of hazardous waste from Northamptonshire. It is clear therefore that Warwickshire is self-sufficient in terms of hazardous waste management and treatment capacity, and is in reality a net importer of waste.
In addition, the hazardous waste policy in the adopted Regional Spatial Strategy did not require Warwickshire to make additional provision for the management of hazardous waste as evidence showed that the majority of hazardous waste arisings in the region were from the Major Urban Areas (MUAs). Consequently only the MUAs and North Staffordshire were required to look at the treatment of hazardous waste in their waste plans.

However, the RSS Phase 2 Revision Preferred Option identified that Warwickshire was required to continue to plan for the final disposal of hazardous waste by identifying suitable landfill sites where appropriate.  In fact there are two landfill sites already operating in Warwickshire at Ufton and Packington, where there are hazardous waste cells which could be developed further. The policy framework in the Core Strategy would enable these and other landfill sites to be used to accommodate hazardous waste if there was demand for this type of development and it would be environmentally acceptable. This approach has been supported by the West Midlands Resource Technical Advisory Body (RTAB) and two waste plans that have used this approach have been found ‘sound’ by the Planning Inspectorate.
There are no targets for the management of low level radioactive waste set at the national and regional level and it was not considered possible to set targets for managing such waste at the local level. Within this context, the need for a separate policy for this type of waste is not deemed to be justified.

WCC consider that any proposals for hazardous waste can be dealt with through the Core Strategy policies and the Development Management policies. The policies are technology neutral and are not waste stream specific. If a hazardous waste proposal was submitted, the broad locations and criteria based policies in the plan would allow the proposal to be assessed.
Northamptonshire County Council have responded to the letter with the following reply:

“We accept that hazardous waste and low level radioactive waste does not necessarily require a separate policy in the plan, but at present we cannot see how these waste types would actually be dealt with using your current policies. Until it can be demonstrated how your existing policies deal with both hazardous and low level radioactive waste we will not be in a position to change our representation to the plan.”
The Council does not agree that hazardous waste proposals cannot be assessed under the policy framework as drafted. However, to provide additional clarity, additional wording will be provided in Policy CS1 to set out how hazardous waste proposals will be assessed.


	Bob Sharples – Sport England
	600511/001/PU/DM1


	Page number: 70, Policy/proposal: DM1
	i) Yes
ii) Yes
	
	Thank you for inviting Sport England to comment on the Warwickshire County Council’s Waste Core Strategy. I have read through the Strategy, and have found it very positive in particular towards sport and recreation. I would like to take the opportunity to make few comments which I believe may strengthen the core strategy;

I welcome policy DM1, in that it gives protection to sports and recreational facilities from development. Sport plays an important role in increasing opportunities for creating healthy communities. Also the economic benefits of sport in the West Midlands in the last Sport England survey in 2008, showed a continued growth from the first study in 2002. Over £2.1 billion was spent on sport-related goods and services in the West Midlands in 2008. In the same year, consumer expenditure on sport accounted for 2.9% of the total expenditure in the region, the highest percentage among the English regions. Compared with 2005, there is a 39% increase in sport-related consumption. During the period 2003-2008, the proportion of total consumer spending on sport has increased from 2.4% to 2.9%.

Sport and associated industries are estimated to employ 54,200 people in the West Midlands. This represents an increase of 23% over the period 2005-2008. During the aforementioned period, the percentage of sport related employment in the region increased very strongly during the 2005-2008 period, reaching 5,400 people employed. The region bucked the recession trend in all sport related indicators. Sport therefore plays a vital role in the economy in the West Midlands.

I would therefore advise that where applications for waste development are submitted on land used for sport, these need to be accompanied by a Sports Development Plan, which shows what sports are played and how the development will/will not affect these sports. This should be part of the list set out on p93 paragraph 12.2.

Referring to Policy DM8, we believe that sport can play a positive role in land restoration projects, not just for health and economic reasons as mentioned above, but also from the point of view of creating a positive use of the land.

Developers therefore should be encouraged to work with local authority leisure and planning departments to see if there are opportunities to address deficits in the existing sports and pitches strategies through the restoration plans. This would also have the benefit of addressing the issue over long term maintenance and users of the site. E.g. If a football club was identified as a potential user, then if they were given a 50 year lease, they would be able to draw down funds for their club development.

In conclusion, I have found the Waste Core Strategy to be sound and legally compliant. I enclose a copy of the response form as requested. I would be grateful if you can keep me updated with the progress of the core strategy in the coming months.
	Noted.
Noted.
Noted – this will be included in para. 12.2. This will be included in the ‘Schedule of Changes’ to be submitted with the Waste Core Strategy. 
Noted.

	Mrs Laura Perry – Environment Agency
	600871/001-007/PU/GC


	
	
	
	Having reviewed the Publication document we would comment as follows:

National Planning Policy Context

We are satisfied that the Publication document is in conformity with the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF). However paragraph 2.4 will need amendment or removal in light of the Planning Policy Statements being replaced.

We also consider the forthcoming National Waste Management Plan should be mentioned within paragraphs 2.5 to 2.7 to reflect future changes.

Figure 3.3 Indicative Constraints Map

We note the Constraints Map does still not demonstrate cross border constraints. Where development within Warwickshire takes place near to its border it is important to recognise that this could impact on sites which fall within neighbouring authority areas. We continue to recommend that cross boundary constraints are shown on the constraints map, in recognition of this.

SFRA

In addition to the updates mentioned in paragraph 3.26 we also now have updates for the Finham Brook, Canley Brook, Sow Brook (North and South) and the River Swift.

Water Framework Directive

We welcome and support the additional paragraphs with respect to the Water Framework Directive. We consider they are appropriate in ensuring there should be no deterioration as a result of new landfill sites and waste facilities.

Paragraph 3.30 appears to end abruptly and does not complete the sentence.

Construction and Demolition Waste

Following on from the Government red-tape challenge, Government have proposed they wish to remove the Site Waste Management Plan (SWMP) regulations (see: http://www.defra.gov.uk/publications/files/pb13728-red-tape-environment.pdf). It is therefore recommended that the wording highlighted in bold below be removed from policy 4.38.

4.38 The County currently has 25 facilities with permission to manage inert and C&D type waste; 12 material recycling facilities, 4 waste transfer stations and 9 inert landfills. C&D waste can be recycled on and off construction sites. A Site Waste Management Plan (SWMP) records the amount and type of waste produced on a construction site and identifies how it be reused, recycled or disposed of. SWMPs are now a mandatory requirement for developments of over £300,000 in value and so an SWMP must be submitted before work can begin. The SWMP will identify who will be responsible for resource management, what types of waste will be managed, which contractors will be used to ensure the waste is correctly disposed of responsibly and legally and how the quantity of waste  generated by the project will be measured. Whilst SWMP sites under £300,000 in value there are no such requirements which means that for many smaller schemes there is no accurate data about C&D waste arisings and disposals.

Vision

We continue to welcome and support the Vision and Key Objectives.

Figure 7.1 Waste Core Strategy Key Diagram

Figure 7.1 would benefit from an explanatory note to accompany it. 
	Noted. The Core Strategy will be updated to include references to the NPPF. These changes will be included in the Schedule of Changes to be submitted with the Core Strategy.
Noted. A reference will be included. This will be shown in the ‘Schedule of Changes’ to be submitted with Core Strategy.
We do not hold all constraints information for all adjoining areas. Acquiring the data and presenting it in a suitable format would be difficult as Warwickshire is adjoined by different regions and straddles three different catchments. As the diagram is ‘indicative’ it is considered that such cross boundary constraints would be better assessed as part of the consultation at the planning application stage. Statutory consultees would be likely to hold constraints information and any impacts would be assessed and taken into account as part of the statutory consultation process. In any event, some constraints have been examined as part of the evidence base work for Waste Core Strategy (e.g. Habitats Regulations Assessment, Strategic Flood Risk Assessment etc.)
Noted - the changes will be shown in the ‘Schedule of Changes’ to be submitted with Core Strategy.

Noted.

Noted. This has now been amended.

Noted. Although it is recognised that the Government intends to remove the Site Waste Management Plan Regulations, the relevant legislation needs to be passed to facilitate this. Therefore the regulations remain in place and SWMPs remain a statutory requirement at the present time. Rather than removing the text completely, it is intended to include wording that states the Government’s intention to remove the regulations.
Noted.

Noted.



	Mr George Farthing Rugby District Trade Union Council
	602211/001/PU/6.9,6.10


	Page number: 46/47.

Paragraph number: 6.9 & 6.10,
	i) Yes

ii) Yes
	
	1) There are no facilities for collection of general scrap metal from households. This could be financially useful to the local authorities.

2) Facility for collecting used cooking oils for recycling e.g. fuel.

Addendum

Public access for delivery of above items to recycling centres.
	Noted – these comments have been forwarded on to the Waste Management team for consideration. 

	Louise Jones – Redditch Borough Council
	600903/001/PU/NC


	
	
	
	Thank you for providing Redditch Borough Council with the opportunity to comment on the above document, I can confirm that we have no comments to make.
	Noted.

	Mrs Alison Biddle – Harbury Parish Council
	600572/001/PU/HW


	
	i) Yes

ii) Yes
	
	We would not want hazardous waste being transported over long distances on country roads in Warwickshire.

We are close to Biffa landfill site at Ufton at which there has been a large fire in recent years and therefore we would not want this site re-scheduled as a tip for hazardous waste.

We agree with the traffic plans.
	Noted, however the Regional Spatial Strategy Phase 2 Revision identified that due to the specialist nature of hazardous waste and the relatively small proportions of waste produced by each authority, hazardous waste management facilities may be sub-regional in scale.

	Mr Olly Scholefield – Stratford on Avon District Council
	679350/001/PU/NC


	Whole document
	i) Yes

ii) Yes
	
	
	Noted.

	Barbara Plummer – Pillerton Priors Council
	601064/001/PU/HW


	
	
	
	Thank you for sending the documentation I requested. There is only one area on which we wish to comment.

Pillerton Priors Parish Council is very disappointed and seriously concerned that having replied to previous consultations for the Waste Core Strategy Consultation process you have still not included any clear strategy for specifically dealing with the collection/storage and disposal of animal carcasses (hazardous waste).

If a clear strategy had been in place for Warwickshire, Pillerton Priors would not be in the present situation of having an Animal Carcass Transfer Station operating in this village with no planning permission – a situation that has existed since 2009.

This has entailed numerous hours being spent by Planning Officers, Councillors, MP, Consultants and parishioners etc etc trying to deal with this situation, not to mention a Public Inquiry at considerable cost to the tax paying public – and still the situation continues!

Had a clear strategy with guidelines been in place this whole process could have been expedited.

Included in your Waste Core Strategy Consultation should be:

1. Clear Strategy on location and development of Animal Carcass Transfer Stations.

2. Regulations governing them.

3. Required distance from sensitive receptors.

4. Consultation process between Planning Officers (SDC and WCC), Local Councillors, DEFRA, Trading Standards and the local community before planning permission is granted.
The current situation in Pillerton Priors is likely to be repeated elsewhere in Warwickshire in the future if you do not act now and take this opportunity to include this in your consultation documents.

The persons copied into this email can verify what we are saying and we hope you will consult with them or they will reply to you before it is too late for any changes to be made.
	The Waste Core Strategy must be consistent with national planning policy in order for the plan to be sound. This comprises the new National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) and Planning Policy Statement 10 (PPS10). PPS10 guidance states that policies should be “widely applicable rather than providing individual policies for every eventuality” (PPS 10 Companion Guide, para. 3.5). 

The Core Strategy adopts a flexible, technology neutral approach to ensure that every type of different waste proposal can be assessed but without a separate policy for every type of facility. Including policies for every type of proposal would result in a plan with an unmanageable number of policies and this would also be contrary to the Government’s advice on plan preparation.  

I understand that the planning application for the change of use from a former agricultural building to an animal carcass transfer station at Dickensbury Farm (ref SDC/12CM009) was refused at the County Council's 22/05/2012 Regulatory Committee on the grounds of loss amenity relating particularly to odour, traffic and visual intrusion. For clarification, animal carcasses are not defined as ‘hazardous’ waste.
If assessed against the draft Waste Core Strategy this type of proposal would have to accord with 2 strands of policy in the Core Strategy; firstly the CS policies and then a second tier of policies, the Development Management policies, which address issues such as amenity, visual intrusion, noise, dust, traffic etc.

Policy CS4 states that permission would only be granted outside the broad locations in Fig. 7.1 “where it is demonstrated that the proposal would provide greater operational, transport, environmental and community benefits.” Furthermore, Policy CS5 states that “proposals for re-use, recycling, waste transfer/storage and composting will be encouraged provided that the proposal accords with all other relevant policies” [my emphasis]. This would include the environmental and health/amenity amenity protection policies of DM1 and DM2. Based on the information submitted to date, it is my view that it has not been demonstrated that the proposal would accord with all relevant policies in the Core Strategy.

With regard to the point on proximity to sensitive receptors, the plan complies with national policy guidance by including policies (e.g. Policy DM2) that seek to prevent unacceptable risks to sensitive receptors. The effects of pollution on health, the natural environment or general amenity, and the potential sensitivity of the area, would be taken into account if the policies were to be adopted. Where ‘stand off’ zones are deemed to be an appropriate measure for making a development acceptable in planning terms, Government guidance advises against set distances. Instead such decisions should be made on a case by case basis, taking account of advice from relevant health authorities and agencies and, if necessary, robust technical assessment of the proposal and the local area. Therefore, I am confident that the plan has adequate safeguards to prevent inappropriate waste development in the wrong location whilst enabling sustainable and beneficial waste facilities in the right locations.

The point raised regarding planning control and enforcement is noted and every effort will be taken by WCC to undertake this where there is a breach of planning control and action is required. However, PPS10 states that control of processes and emissions are the matter for pollution control authorities and “waste planning authorities should work on the assumption that the relevant pollution control regime will be properly applied and enforced” (PPS10, para. 27). Therefore, we would advise that where breaches of pollution control are suspected, the relevant pollution control authority should be notified as soon as possible. 

The issue regarding consultation between Warwickshire County Council and the other consultees listed is also noted. The Council’s procedure for consultation on planning applications is set out in the Warwickshire County Council Statement of Community Involvement, available at www.warwickshire.gov.uk/wastecorestrategy. The Council will undertake these consultation requirements and do all that it can to work closely with pollution control authorities to ensure that integrated and timely decisions are made jointly.

	Mr Trevor Hopkins - 
Chairman, Mancetter Parish Council

Mrs Jean Marshall - Vice Chair, Mancetter Parish Council
	601026/001-007/PU/3,4,9


	
	
	
	3.10 – Fully agree with this, but what is being done to change it?

3.12 – Crime has increased and is being linked to the recession. Job Seekers Allowance should be reviewed every six months and the criteria for payment re-established where employment has been available but not taken up. Some people have not worked for years but still receive Job Seekers Allowance. More needs to be done to encourage people to recycle their waste, possibly showing some tax savings gained since introducing doorstep collections. 

3.30 – This paragraph appears to be incomplete.

4.5 – Kerbside collection – residents have commented that separated waste materials have been tipped into one container thereby mixing the waste.

4.28 – These figures are based on previous levels and could dip below what has been predicted.

9.62 – The new Northern Area waste transfer site ignores this.

9.71 – The County failed this when they refused the Purley Site after initially indicating possible interest.
	This information provides socio-economic context for the Waste Core Strategy and is not necessarily something that should be addressed directly by the plan. Indirectly, however, waste management facilities can provide employment opportunities locally.
As above.
Noted – the sentence will be completed.

We would advise that if there are any issues in terms of waste collection, the local borough council should be contacted as they are the Waste Collection Authority.
Noted, however the National Waste Strategy 2007 estimated that commercial waste would grow over the plan period. We welcome any alternative suggestions for calculating waste projections over the plan period.

It is understood that this comment relates to the Waste Transfer Station/Household Waste Recycling Centre at Lower House Farm, near Dordon. Any impacts on the safety, capacity and use of the highway network would have been taken into account at the planning application stage. The County’s Lorry Route is advisory and it is not mandatory for all development to be located on the routes identified. Furthermore, it does not mean that all developments on the route would be acceptable.
Further clarification is required on this point. For example, what was refused? What was the “possible interest”?


	Mrs Joanna Illingworth – Kenilworth Society
	600771/001/PU/NC


	
	i) Yes
ii) Yes
	
	
	Noted.

	Mr John Hind – UK Coal Mining Ltd
	600795/001/PU/9.13-9.15


	Page number: 66

Paragraph number: 9.13 to 9.15
	
	
	Mineral safeguarding is mentioned, 9.13 – 9.14. Underground extraction of coal requires facility to dispose of mining waste – colliery spoil. The disposal of spoil is not mentioned and no account is taken of potential areas for this.
	Para. 147 of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) outlines that “Minerals Planning Authorities should…indicate any areas where coal extraction and disposal of colliery spoil may be acceptable. The issue of colliery spoil will therefore be addressed in the Minerals Development Plan Documents. Notwithstanding this, in managing waste in accordance with the principles of the Waste Hierarchy, every effort should be made to keep the production of colliery spoil to a minimum in the first instance, and then seek opportunities for the recycling of spoil into secondary aggregates. Disposal of colliery spoil should be the last resort where it represents the most sustainable option. 

 

	Damien Holdstock – AMEC (sent on behalf of National Grid)
	600605/001/PU/F7.1


	
	
	
	National Grid does not object to the proposed broad locations for new waste development (Figure 7.1 Waste Core Strategy Key Diagram), however, should there be a need to develop a specific site, the following points should be taken into consideration:

National Grid does not own land over which the overhead lines cross, and it obtains the rights from individual landowners to place its equipment on their land. Potential operators of the sites should be aware that it is National Grid policy to seek to retain our existing overhead lines in-situ because of the strategic nature of our national network. We advise developers and planning authorities to take into account the location and nature of existing electricity transmission equipment when planning a development.

Statutory electrical safety clearances must be maintained at all times. Those distances are outlined at the following webpage:

http://www.nationalgrid.com/uk/LandandDevelopment/DDC/devnearohl_final/appendixIII/appIII-part2

	Comments noted. The Council holds GIS information for existing electricity transmission equipment.  This will be used to consult National Grid on any proposals that may affect, or be affected by, such infrastructure.

	Mr Tim Sanders – Corporate Services, Warwickshire Police
	600543/001/PU/9


	Page number: 65 Paragraph number: All

Policy/Proposal: Section 9
	i) Yes

ii) Yes
	
	Section 9: Development Management and the Planning Application Process.

Changes to waste disposal sites, especially those with public access, may affect road traffic volume and behaviour. Consequently there may be an adverse effect on Road Safety and Road Traffic Collisions.

Section 9 acknowledges the need for wide consultation at the earliest planning stages. Warwickshire Police suggests the inclusion in Section 9 of a stated requirement to consult with the Warwickshire Police Road Safety Unit at the earliest planning stages. This will ensure proper consideration of Road Safety and enable mitigating design factors to be included.
	Officers met with members of Warwickshire Police on 17th August 2012 to discuss the issues raised in the representation.
Additional wording is proposed to be included in Policy DM3 (Sustainable Transportation) to encourage early consultation with all transport authorities and consultees, including the Warwickshire Police Road Safety Unit.

Additional wording is also proposed to be included in Policy DM4 (Design) to encourage early consultation with Warwickshire Police Design Security Advisors. The policy will also encourage new waste facilities to be built to Secured By Design standards, particularly where scrap metal is present.

	David Peckford – Cherwell District Council
	600618/001/PU/NC


	
	
	
	Thank you for consulting Cherwell District Council on your Publication Waste Core Strategy. The Council welcomes this further opportunity for co-operation. 

However, it is noted that the proposed spatial strategy does not directly affect Cherwell District and, on this basis, the Council has no formal comments.

Once again, thank you for consulting this Council.
	Noted.

	Steve Williams – Baginton Parish Council
	601179/001/PU/NC


	
	
	
	Baginton Parish Council have considered your strategy and have no comments to make.
	Noted.

	Mr Richard Wheat – Warwickshire Wildlife Trust
	601096/001-002/PU/DM1/BC


	Page number: 42

Paragraph number: 5.2

Policy/proposal: Vision
	i) Yes

ii) Yes
	
	Warwickshire Wildlife Trust supports the Warwickshire Waste Core Strategy Vision and its subsequent reference to conserving and enhancing the natural environment. We believe this commitment to the natural and environment embodies the requirements of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) and ensures a suitable context for subsequent policies and objectives.


	Noted.

	Mr Richard Wheat – Warwickshire Wildlife Trust
	601096/001-002/PU/DM6


	Page number: 43

Paragraph number: 5.3

Policy/Proposal: Strategic objective 6
	i) Yes

ii) Yes
	
	Warwickshire Wildlife Trust supports the inclusion of a strategic objective which aims to secure both the protection and enhancement of the natural environment through the Waste Core Strategy. The Government has made a commitment to halt the loss of biodiversity by 2020 and it is essential that Local Authorities align their local plans to reflect this by seeking ‘enhancements’ to biodiversity in addition to protecting valued biodiversity assets. Objective 6 demonstrates that the Local Authority has recognised this need and has set a strategic framework in which to anchor policies that ensure new waste developments contribute towards this aim. The Trust subsequently believes the current wording of Objective 6 is aligned with the principles for sustainable development outlined in the National Planning Policy Framework. 
	Noted.

	Mr Richard Wheat – Warwickshire Wildlife Trust
	601096/001/PU/V


	Page number: 74

Paragraph number: 9

Policy/Proposal: Policy DM2
	i) Yes

ii) Yes
	The Trust recommend that the list of potential environmental receptors in policy DM2 is slightly amended to include both Water Quality and Quantity in order to safeguard against potential impacts of over abstraction and impacts on local hydrological conditions.
	Warwickshire Wildlife Trust is supportive of Policy DM2 to ensure that adverse effects on the local environment are effectively ameliorated within all waste management proposals. We would however suggest that the policy is slightly extended to cover both water quality and quantity as new waste proposals could impact on the environment by changing local hydrological conditions or by placing further pressure on existing local water abstractions. In particular, the previous water cycle study undertaken in Stratford-on-Avon district indicated in a number of areas where aquifers were over distracted and so there is a possibility that additional waste infrastructure could have a detrimental impact if not properly assessed and mitigated. It is the Trust’s current understanding that a revised Stratford on Avon water cycle study is currently being undertaken and so subsequent conclusions may have changed; however including a reference to water quantity within the text would ensure more effective protection of the local environment in the event of any future potential changes in water quantity.


	Noted. It is intended to include ‘water quantity’ as one of the bullet points listed in Policy DM2. This will be included in the ‘Schedule of Changes’ document that will be submitted alongside the Waste Core Strategy.

	Mr Richard Wheat – Warwickshire Wildlife Trust
	601096/001-002/PU/DM2


	Page number: 69

Paragraph number: 9

Policy/Proposal: Policy DM1
	i) Yes

ii) No
	The Trust strongly recommends the following amendments to policy DM1 to

ensure that it is effective in delivering robust protection for the natural environment and biodiversity and that it is aligned with current National Policy:

1) Title

The Trust believes the existing title should be amended to include enhancement in order to comply with the principles of the NPPF and to ensure that the policy can effectively deliver on its vision and strategic objectives.

Alternative wording should state:
Policy DM1 - Protection ‘and Enhancement’ of the natural and built

Environment
2) Opening statement

Similar to the above, the Trust recommends that enhancement is also included in the opening statement in order to reflect national policy and allow

for effective delivery of the vision and objectives. Alternative wording should state:

New waste development should protect ‘and enhance’ the natural and built environment by ensuring that there are no unacceptable adverse

impacts upon:
3) Sites of International Importance

The Trust support the wording in the second clause of the policy but believes that this should be focussed solely to sites of international biodiversity importance and their equivalents in the built environment. Subsequently we recommend the wording to read as follows:

Waste management proposals should demonstrate that the following features, species and sites (and their settings) will be preserved or protected and, where possible, enhanced. Such sites will include (but are not confined to):

- European designated sites that form part of the Natura 2000 network

4) Sites of National Importance

The Trust recommends the addition of a policy clause to set out criteria based policy protection for Sites of Special Scientific Interest and their equivalents in

the built environment. This would ensure that there is an effective and robust framework for determining applications that could adversely affect these sites

that would withstand challenges from development interests. The criteria based approach will also align the policy protection with that detailed in the

NPPF. Our recommended worded to be inserted is as follows:

The following sites will be subject to a high degree of protection from waste management proposals. Development adversely these sites or features will only be permitted in exceptional circumstances where the benefits of the development clearly and demonstrably outweigh the national significance of the site or feature - Sites of Special Scientific Interest

5) Local Sites

The Trusts recommends the addition of a policy clause to set out criteria based policy protection for Local Sites (inclusive of Local Wildlife Sites and

Local Nature Reserves). This would ensure a greater level of protection for these features relative to the statutory protection of LNRs and the importance

of LWS in supporting wider ecological networks and delivering ecosystems services and natural resources. We believe that such criteria will provide a robust approach to ensuring local sites are effectively valued in the planning system, which will, in turn, help to deliver on the Governments ambitions to halt the loss of biodiversity by 2020. The recommended wording is as follows:

Waste Management proposals affecting the following sites or features will only be permitted where the benefits of the development clearly and demonstrably outweigh the value and function of the site when considered within the context of wider national and local ambitions and

objectives.

- Local Nature Reserves

- Local Wildlife Sites

- Local Geological Sites

6) No net loss

The Trust broadly supports the third clause of the policy in order to provide protection for habitats, species and features that are not within designated

statutory or non-statutory sites. We believe the policy should be maintained in its current form with the exclusion of Local Sites (as detailed in the

recommendations above) but with inclusion of a requirement to secure compensation as a final fall back where avoidance and mitigation cannot be

provided. We believe that this approach would embody a well established and nationally accepted hierarchy for addressing biodiversity impacts by avoiding,

reducing, mitigating and compensating adverse effects to avoid a net loss of

biodiversity. In addition, a reference to enhancement of the listed features

should also be provided in order to enable a meaningful mechanism for

delivering on the Core Strategy vision and objectives. Links to established

biodiversity enhancement schemes could be provided to provide a context for

strategic enhancements to the biodiversity network as well as promoting

appropriate management on site. The Trust subsequently suggests the

following amendments to the policy wording:

Waste management proposals will be required to maintain and, where

appropriate, enhance the following sites, features, species and habitats

of sub-regional or local importance. Such sites/features include (but are

not confined to):

- Species and habitats identified in the Warwickshire, Coventry and

Solihull Local Biodiversity Action Plan and those on national and local

rare, endangered and vulnerable lists

- Features of local archaeological importance identified on the

Warwickshire Historic Environment Record

- Open space, sports and recreational facilities and land identified in

Local Development Documents as of specific importance.

Proposals will only be permitted where the adverse impacts will be

i) avoided; or

ii) reduced or satisfactorily mitigated;

iii) where the impact cannot be avoided or mitigated, compensation will

be sought to offset the impact.

Enhancements to these features will be sought through on site

management plans or through wider measures that contribute towards

national and local ambitions or objectives.

7) Biodiversity Offsetting

As discussed above, the Trust recommends that a statement should be made

in the supporting policy text to outline that the Local Authority will be

participating in the Warwickshire Biodiversity Offsetting pilot. This has to

constitute only a brief paragraph as further details of the scheme will provided

in the near future through a sub-regional Supplementary planning Document.

However this will ensure that a context has been set for pursuing future

biodiversity offsets where impacts cannot be avoided or mitigated.

	Warwickshire Wildlife Trust is broadly supportive of the inclusion of Policy DM1 within the Core Strategy. However, we believe that there needs to be stronger wording in order to provide greater protection for statutory and non-statutory wildlife sites and to ensure that the policy enables a suitable mechanism to enhance biodiversity in addition to conserving existing assets.

It is essential that the Core Strategy sets out a clear framework detailing how statutory and non-statutory wildlife sites will be protected through the planning system. According to the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) this protection should be criteria based, making clear distinctions between International, national and local sites, so that the level of protection is commensurate with their status and relative value to wider ecological networks. Whilst  the policy does make some distinction between international and national sites and sites of local importance we believe that the protection criteria applied would not be robust to withstand scrutiny from development interests. Moreover the protection criteria applied to Local Sites (Local Wildlife Sites, Local Nature Reserves) significantly underestimates the contribution these features make towards delivering local ecological networks and so falls short in providing appropriate policy protection.

Sites of International (SACs, SPAs, Ramsar) and national biodiversity importance (SSI) afford statutory protection and so clearly require the highest level of protection through planning policy. In principle, the policy broadly reflects this, although we believe there should be further distinction between the levels of protection for these statutory sites. The NPPF places a high level of protection on international sites. Developments that could potentially affect these sites need to be informed by an Appropriate Assessment to determine possible impacts and ensure any adverse effects can be ameliorated. In effect, any development that would adversely affect an international site should not be considered as ‘sustainable development’ and so should generally be refused.

Whilst national sites still afford strong statutory protection, they are considered differently from international sites in planning decisions. This is evident in the NPPF, which provides detailed wording that effectively applies criteria protection relative to the national biodiversity value of the site. In effect, the policy wording removes the blanket ‘no loss’ of national sites in favour of a clear set of exceptions (albeit at a high level) in order to ensure the policy is robust when subject to challenges by development interests. Whilst the Trust would like to see a ‘no loss’ policy applied to nationally important sites, we recognise that it is more important to have a well-structured and robust policy that can withstand scrutiny and so deliver effective protection for these assets. As Policy DM1 of the Core Strategy does not reflect the criteria protection detailed in the NPPF, given its tendency towards a ‘no loss’ policy, we believe that applications affecting these sites will subject to ambiguity and thus may not withstand scrutiny at appeal. Subsequently the current wording for DM1 is not considered to be ‘effective’ in delivering robust protection for nationally important sites. Suggested amendments are detailed below.

Local Sites consist of Local Wildlife Sites and Local Nature Reserves. The latter is a statutory designation under section 21 of the National Parks and Access to the Countryside Act 1949 and so should afford a good degree of protection through the planning system. As Local Wildlife Sites do not afford statutory protection they are commonly undervalued at the planning application stage and come under increasing pressure from development interests. In reality, all local sites are important community assets as they provide public access to semi-natural greenspace, make a significant contribution toward Biodiversity Action Plan targets and deliver essential ecosystem services and natural resources. Local Sites have a vital role to play in ensuring the Government meets its Biodiversity 2020 commitment, to halt the loss of biodiversity, and in supporting the Government’s ambitions to deliver ecological networks of more, bigger, better and joined up places for nature, as envisioned in the The Natural Environment White Paper and Biodiversity 2020: A Strategy for England’s Wildlife and Ecosystem Services.

In Warwickshire, Local Sites account for approximately 2.6% of the entire county land area in comparison to only around 0.7% of national and international sites. Local Sites are thus the fundamental building blocks of the county’s ecological network and will form the starting point for delivering wider biodiversity enhancement initiatives throughout the landscape such as Warwickshire Wildlife Trust’s Living Landscapes or the potential Nature Improvement Area in the coming years. Local Sites should therefore afford an appropriate level of protection to ensure they can continue to function in a way that supports wider national, regional and local objectives. Unfortunately the current policy wording for Local Sites is weak, suggesting that they should be maintained only where developments can avoid adverse impacts rather than setting a criteria approach similar to that detailed for nationally important sites in the NPPF. Whilst it is recognised that the level of exceptions to development affecting Local Sites would be lower than that for national sites, we firmly believe that a stronger approach to local site protection is needed. This approach must remove the optional incentive to avoid impacts and refrain from resorting to mitigation early in the development process, as experience has regularly shown that this allows a continual decline of Local Sites and biodiversity. The Trust has provided some alternative wording in the section below to create more robust and ‘effective’ protection for Local Sites.

The Trust is pleased to note that the policy recognises that important biodiversity assets are not just restricted to statutory and non-statutory wildlife sites. Linear corridors such rivers, canal and hedgerows all provide excellent wildlife habitats and corridors that interconnect important sites, habitats and features throughout the landscape. They constitute an important component of the county’s ecological network and subsequently support and deliver vital ecosystem services and resources. Whilst such features are not officially listed under Local Site designations they are nonetheless biodiversity assets and so need subsequent protection and enhancement in order to prevent further declines in biodiversity. Their inclusion in policy DM1 goes some way towards this provision.

Whilst Local Sites make a significant contribution towards delivering Local Biodiversity Action Plan targets, it is important to note that there are important habitat and species that also contribute towards these targets that persist outside of designated sites. Whilst these features do not receive any statutory protection, Local Authorities have a duty under the Natural Environment and Rural Communities Act 2006 (NERC) to have due regard to furthering the conservation of these features when exercising their functions. In effect this requires the Local Authority to consider any development implications for these biodiversity assets and seek possible options for maintaining or mitigating for these features in order to prevent further declines in biodiversity. The inclusions of Biodiversity Action Plan Habitats and Species within policy DM1 is considered to be consistent with the Local Authorities NERC Act duties.

The level of protection afforded to biodiversity assets that are not within international, national or local sites may not be equivalent to those within; however some degree of protection should be outlined in the policy to ensure impacts on such assets are assessed and considered in a standardised and systematic way. The NPPF provides a suitable approach to addressing such impacts using a hierarchy of avoiding adverse impacts first, followed by reducing and mitigating adverse effects. This is, in principle, already detailed within the policy for these features although the policy also needs to outline that compensation measures will be sought where impacts cannot be avoided or mitigated. Not only would the latter align the policy with the NPPF but it will ensure that any residual effects do not result in the net loss of biodiversity Recommended wording for the remainder of the policy is detailed below.

Whilst referring to compensation, it is important to include a brief reference to Biodiversity Offsetting within the policy or its supporting text. Warwickshire was successful in being chosen by DEFRA to take part in its Biodiversity Offsetting Pilot. It is the Trust’s understanding that all Local Authorities in Warwickshire, Coventry and Solihull have signed up to the pilot and will be trialling the agreed biodiversity offsetting matrices on sites where biodiversity compensation is the only remaining option. It is not intended to use biodiversity offsetting to justify developments on important biodiversity assets. All development will still need to apply the hierarchical ad criteria approach promoted in the response to this policy; however if the need for compensation is met, offsetting can be used as a systematic method of securing appropriate provisions to prevent a net loss of biodiversity. The current absence of a reference to biodiversity offsetting in the policy would deem the policy to be ineffective as it fails to allow the offsetting mechanism to be applied to all new waste development, if needed, in accordance with the County Council pilot commitments. 

Finally it is disappointing to note that the policy makes only limited reference to enhancing biodiversity with the term entirely absent from the policy title and first clause of the policy. The Local Authority has made a firm commitment through its vision and strategic objectives to ensure that the built, natural and historic environment is both conserved and enhanced. Therefore this needs to be clearly referenced and embodied within the policy title and wording if it is to effectively deliver on the Core Strategy’s ambitions. Furthermore, the NPPF outlines that planning system should aim to provide net gains in biodiversity in order to contribute towards the Government’s commitment to halt the loss of biodiversity by 2020. ‘Enhancement’ will therefore need to be an essential part of the policy wording if it is to be considered consistent with national policy.  
	1) Title – these comments are noted and it is intended that the title will be changed to “Policy DM1 – Protection and enhancement of the natural and built environment”
2) Opening statement – this had now been amended to include “and where possible, enhance…”. Although desirable, enhancement is not always possible through waste development. This change reflects this.

3) Sites of international importance – amendments have been made to Policy DM1 to reflect the hierarchy of protection of sites, species, habitats and heritage assets as set out in the NPPF. For example, wording in Policy DM1 is proposed to be amended to the following:

“Waste management proposals should demonstrate that designated landscapes and sites, species, habitats and heritage assets (and where relevant, their settings) of international and national importance will be preserved or protected, and where possible, enhanced. The level of protection to be afforded to the asset will be commensurate with its designation and significance”. 
A table will be included providing indicative sites, species, habitats and heritage assets of international, national and local importance. 
It also intended to include the following wording in the supporting text to clarify the protection to be afforded to international sites:
“Where a proposal may have adverse effects on the integrity of a site or sites designated as of international importance for nature conservation, planning permission will only be permitted where it is demonstrated that there are no suitable alternatives and there are imperative reasons of overriding public interest.”

4) Sites of national importance
It is intended that the change to the policy wording set out above will provided clarification in terms of the level of protection to be afforded to assets of national importance. Furthermore, the following wording will be included in the supporting text of the policy to reflect guidance in the NPPF:

“Where a proposed development is likely to have an adverse effect on a SSSI (either individually or in combination with other developments), planning permission will not normally be permitted. Where an adverse effect on the site’s notified special interest features is likely, planning permission will only be granted where the benefits of the development at that site clearly outweigh the likely impacts on the SSSI and its qualifying features, and any broader impacts on the national network of SSSIs.”
5) Local sites

It is considered that the current policy wording is sufficient in providing protection, or enhancement where possible, of sites, species, habitats and heritage assets of sub-regional or local importance. The wording reflects the hierarchy of protection set out in the NPPF. The proposed policy wording appears to align more closely with the NPPF than the suggested wording- for example, the NPPF does not mention a need to demonstrate how the benefits of a development would outweigh the value and function of sites of local importance. 

Table 9.1 will provide additional clarity in terms of what types of sites, species, habitats and heritage assets are of sub-regional or local importance.
6) No net loss

Comments noted. It is now proposed that the final paragraph in policy DM1 will be amended to the following as it is considered that this would better reflect the hierarchy of avoidance-mitigation-compensation set out in the NPPF:

“Proposals will only be permitted where the adverse impacts will be:

i) avoided; or

ii) satisfactorily mitigated (where it is demonstrated that adverse impacts have been avoided as far as possible); or

iii) adequately compensated or offset as a last resort where any adverse impacts cannot be avoided or satisfactorily mitigated.”
The Council agree that biodiversity offsetting should not be used to justify developments on important biodiversity assets and the ‘avoid-mitigate-compensate’ hierarchy of protection should be followed (with compensation only as a last resort). However, it must be remembered that the biodiversity offsetting pilot is voluntary; the pilots have been developed to provide the Government with a body of evidence and information to decide whether to support greater use of biodiversity in England, and if so, how to use it most effectively. Notwithstanding this, the wording of the proposed policy is sufficiently flexible to enable biodiversity offsetting, should it become mandatory over the plan period.
7) Biodiversity offsetting

Comments noted. It is proposed that the following paragraph will be included to outline the position regarding the Warwickshire, Coventry and Solihull Biodiversity Offsetting Pilot:
“DEFRA announced in the Natural Environment White Paper that work would be undertaken with local planning authorities and their partners to test biodiversity offsetting in a number of pilot areas over 2 years, starting in April 2012. The Coventry, Solihull and Warwickshire local authorities have been chosen as a pilot and are working jointly to develop an offsetting mechanism to compensate for losses or adverse impacts to ecological assets that would result from new development. It is intended that the mechanism will be used to create, protect, enhance and manage a network of biodiversity assets identified in the sub-regional Green Infrastructure Strategy.”

	Mr Richard Wheat – Warwickshire Wildlife Trust
	601096/001/PU/SO6


	Page number: 82 Paragraph number:  9

Policy/proposal: Policy DM6
	i) Yes

ii) Yes
	The Trust recommends that the policy includes appropriate wording to ensure that new waste management proposals positively contribute towards achieving the Water Framework Directive. We believe this amendment would better align the policy with national commitments under the WDF and will ensure some cross compliance with policies DM1 and DM2 of the Waste Core Strategy.
	Warwickshire Wildlife Trust is fully supportive of the provisions of policy DM6. We welcome the specific reference to securing the good water quality and the objectives of the Water Framework Directive throughout all waste management proposals. However, given that the County Council is a co-deliver of the Water Framework Directive, the Trust believes it is appropriate to also seek enhancement that can support WDF delivery rather than solely safeguarding from adverse impacts. New waste management proposals could make a positive contribution toward enhancing surrounding land uses or features sites and habitats that compliment WDF objectives and these measures could be sought through this policy and strengthened through the provisions of policies DM1 and DM2.


	

	Amanda Grundy – Natural England
	611651/001/PU/GC


	
	
	
	Thank you for consulting Natural England regarding the above. Natural England is a non-departmental public body. Our statutory purpose is to ensure that the natural environment is conserved, enhanced and managed for the benefit of present and future generations, thereby continuing to sustainable development.

Legal compliance and soundness

In so far as it relates to those areas upon which Natural England is qualified to comment, we consider the Warwickshire County Council Waste Core Strategy Development Plan Document to be generally compliant, sound and in conformity with the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF).

Habitats Regulations Assessment

Natural England is satisfied that the Waste Core Strategy has been subject to a thorough and evidence based assessment of its likely effects on European Protected Sites, and that the conclusion of the Strategy is unlikely to have any adverse impact upon the integrity European protected sites, including Ensor’s Pool SAC and River Mease SAC, either alone or in combination with other plans or projects, appears to be robust and reasonable.

We would expect Policy DM1 and the associated justification section, including paragraph 9.21, to ensure that the importance of and high level of protection afforded to European Protected Sites is taken into account as part of the development management process and that there are appropriate safeguards in place to protect the integrity of these and nationally designated environmental assets. 

Biodiversity

Notwithstanding the above, Natural England would encourage the Council to place greater emphasis on the importance of achieving environmental enhancements for statutory and non-statutory environmental assets, which we consider would better reflect the NPPF in this regard. For example NPPF paragraph 9 refers to seeking positive improvements in the quality of the built, natural and historic environment, as well as in people’s quality of life, including moving from a net loss of bio-diversity to achieving net gains for nature; while paragraph 114 requires local authorities to plan positively for the creation, protection, enhancement and management of networks of biodiversity and green infrastructure.

Clarification

We are pleased that points in our representations on the Waste Core Strategy Preferred Options, dated 18th November 2011, have been addressed with respect to improving the clarity of the indicative constraints map. However we note that paragraph 9.22 of Waste Core Strategy publication document still refers to 90 SSSIs within the County. For the purposes of clarification, our records show there are 62 SSSIs within Warwickshire, some of which comprise a number of separate units that collectively make up 90 parcels.
	Noted.

Noted.
Noted.

Noted. It is proposed to change the title of Policy DM1 to ‘Protection and enhancement of the natural and built environment’. It also proposed to amend the policy to now include “New waste development should conserve, and where possible enhance, the natural and built environment…”.

Additional wording will also be included in the supporting text of Policy DM1 to refer to the biodiversity offsetting pilot currently taking place in Warwickshire, Coventry and Solihull.  The mechanism currently being developed will help to compensate for losses or adverse impacts to ecological assets that would result from new development. The mechanism will be used to create, protect, enhance and manage a network of biodiversity assets identified in the sub-regional Green Infrastructure Strategy. Although the pilot is currently voluntary, the policy is sufficiently flexible to enable offsetting if it becomes mandatory over the plan period.
Noted – paragraph 9.22 has now been amended.

	Cllr Neil Sandison (for and on behalf of Sustainable Rugby)
	679098/001/PU/4


	
	
	
	Thank you for your correspondence regarding the soundness and legal compliance of this document. We will not comment on the legality of the document as a voluntary sector organisation we are not competent to judge its legality. We will concentrate on its soundness. 

Sustainable Rugby has considerable doubts on the soundness of exporting residual waste to two energy to waste plants one in Coventry and in 2013 to Four Oaks in Staffordshire. We do not believe based on your own figures of reduced waste arisings it offers a value for money solution to the tax payers of Warwickshire. We believe you should be terminating the contract at the ageing and inefficient plant in Coventry at the earliest possible date. We believe the contract with Coventry is only being maintained for internal political reasons within the Solihull, Coventry and Warwickshire Waste Partnership.

We do not believe you have been ambitious enough in terms of recovery and resource management. The waste industry is already reporting that there will be an over capacity in waste treatment plants. We believe using modular plant facilities within the Solihull, Coventry and Warwickshire Waste Partnership joint procurement and facility sharing could significantly reduce the costs to the tax payer. Warwickshire should drive this agenda for change by encouraging sub regional facilities to meet a range of waste needs.

In order to continue to drive waste down from both landfill and incineration we would implore the County to encourage its partners to develop facilities like MBT and MRF for dry wastes. The more we grade waste the higher the recovery. We welcome the AD plant proposed for Solihull as a significant step forward. We believe there is a market for waste derived fuels in the power industry. Cement industry and EFW plants when there normal residual waste levels are low as a stock feed.

Again in terms of soundness we believe you have ducked the issue of adequate facilities for the recovery of building materials your officers have recognised that with the growth of Sustainable Urban Extensions overall building will rise but we do not believe it to be sound to rely upon a voluntary agreement between WRAP and the construction industry to tackle this problem.

A considerable amount of construction waste is generated by private householders carrying out refurbishment of existing buildings. With the limitations on the opening hours of county facilities we believe this could potentially increase fly tipping in the Countryside and on local nature reserves. We believe construction waste should be prioritised by the County.
	Noted. WCC requests clarification as to which NPPF  ‘soundness’ test(s) (i.e. positively prepared, justified, effective or consistency with national policy) the Core Strategy does not meet. 

The Council’s Planning Policy team produce the Waste Core Strategy as part of the Council’s Waste Planning Authority responsibilities. The Waste Management team undertake the Council’s Waste Disposal Authority responsibilities and therefore oversee contracts for waste management/disposal of local authority collected municipal waste. These comments relate to the contractual arrangements for waste management/disposal and have therefore been forwarded on to the Waste Management team for consideration.  

Notwithstanding this, the locational strategy and policies contained in the Waste Core Strategy enable new waste treatment facilities to be located in the County and so facilitate waste management in accordance with the waste hierarchy and principles of proximity and self sufficiency. 
Further clarification is required on this point as it seems to contradict the previous paragraph. Is the Coventry energy from waste plant not a sub-regional, modular facility? 
The planning policy framework is favourable towards waste recycling and recovery, and only enables disposal (landfill/landraise, incineration without energy recovery) where certain criteria are met. Policies CS5-CS7 reflect the principles of the waste hierarchy. The policies would not prevent the proposals listed from coming forward.
The broad locational strategy has been designed to encourage new waste facilities to be located close to waste arisings – e.g. the Rugby Sustainable Urban Extension. 
With regard to more ambitious targets, we would welcome any suggestions as to how any more ambitious targets can be developed and used. Targets for C,D and E waste landfill diversions were raised at the Waste Development Framework Forum on 20th November 2011. Any different targets would have to be able to be monitored and the lack of robust, accurate and up-to-date information has prevented the Council from doing this. These issues are covered in the Waste Background Technical document. 
 

	Mr Jon Hockley – Birmingham Airport
	601174/001-002/PU/3.13-3.18&3.1


	Page number: 17-19

Paragraph number: 3.13-3.18

Other 3.1
	i) Yes

ii) Yes
	Reference made to Birmingham Airport’s proximity to the County in paragraphs 3.13. to 3.18, and the location of the Airport noted in diagram 3.1.
	Do not consider the Core Strategy to be unsound or not legally compliant, but as the region’s international gateway, it would be useful for Birmingham Airport and its proximity to Warwickshire to be stated in paragraphs 3.13-3.18 (Transport), and also for the location of the airport to be noted in diagram 3.1. This would also be useful given aerodrome safeguarding purposes (whilst noting and supporting the acknowledgement of the airport’s location in Figure 3.3).      

                                                                                                                                      
	Noted- Fig. 3.1. has now been amended to include airports. The location of Birmingham Airport is now clear on the context map.

	Mr Jon Hockley – Birmingham Airport
	601174/001/PU/DM7


	Page number: 85-86

Paragraph number: 9.83-9.84

Policy/Proposal: DM7
	i) Yes

ii) Yes
	
	Do not consider the Plan to be unsound or not legally compliant, but wish to register the Airports strong support of Policy DM7 (Aviation Safeguarding) and supporting paragraphs 9.83 to 9.84.

It is also important to note that the Circular 01/03 and the Safeguarding Direction it refers to from 2002 remains relevant and in force. The NPPF has not replaced this circular.
	Noted.

	Ms Michelle Spruth – SITA UK
	600964/001/PU/54,CS1,2,3


	Page number: 54

Policy/Proposal: Core Strategy, Policy 1, Policy 2, Policy 3
	i) Yes

ii) Yes
	
	Protecting existing waste management facilities are important for the siting and development of future treatment and recovery facilities. Links with the community and stakeholders have already been established and provide an invaluable link when discussing future operations.
	Noted.

	Ms Michelle Spruth – SITA UK
	600964/001/PU/pg18BD,F4.1


	Page number: 18 of the Background Technical Document

Other: Figure 4.1
	
	
	Packington Landfill has additional composting and wood recycling activities which are operational.

Please amend Fig 4.1 in the background technical document – Location of waste management facilities as there is both a wood and composting operation at Packington Landfill.
	Please note that fig. 4.1 only shows sites where there were contracts in place for the management and disposal of local authority collected municipal waste. Fig. A.1 and Table A.1 (pages 65-77) show all permitted waste management sites in the County.

	Ms Michelle Spruth – SITA UK
	600964/001/PU/CS6


	Page number: 59/60

Policy/Proposal: Core Strategy Policy 6
	i) Yes

ii) Yes
	
	It should be noted that Anaerobic Digestion can provide an alternative to the manufactured fertilizer. There is a shortage of phosphate for fertiliser production and concerns are growing within the Agricultural industry. ADAS reported that supplies are expected to peak in 18 years (2030) and unlike oil, there is no substitute for phosphorus. A shortage of phosphorus at the time when we need to be doubling our food supply could be disastrous, please refer to the attached article. Products produced from AD will be a valuable resource in the future.

Reference should be made to the Warwickshire/regional renewable energy targets. The current stated position with regard to renewables was that in 2001 the West Midlands met less than 1% of its electrical demand through in-region renewable energy facilities. DECC’s restats database show that the total renewable electricity in the West Midlands in 2010 was 938GWh or only 3.75%. This further indicates that the region failed to meet its 2010 target of 10%. Development of waste management activities with energy recovery is important in achieving renewable targets.
	Comments noted. However, it is not intended to amend the policy wording in Policy DM6.

	Alison Biddle (Clerk to Bishops Itchington Council)
	600453/001/PU/GC


	
	i) Yes
ii) Yes
	
	The Parish Council supports the proposed strategy.
	Noted.

	Mr Phil Larter – Leicestershire County Council
	601060/001/PU/T4.2


	Page number: 28

Other : Table 4.2
	i) Yes

ii) No
	Some additional text in paragraph 4.16 explaining what the 2010/11 baseline figure is and where it was sourced. To check that the statement of a 0.5% growth rate per annum, has been applied each year and if not an explanation thereof.
	Paragraph 4.16 states that for MSW arisings the 2010/11 baseline figure was used and a 0.5% growth rate applied per annum. From this document alone it is not possible to work out what this 2010/11 figure is. Is it the MSW arisings figure quoted in paragraph 4.13 for 2010/11 (282,794 tonnes)? If it is, then to get to the 2011/12 figure in Table 4.2 a growth rate of 0.5% cannot have been applied. Similarly, between 2011/12 and 2012/13 a growth rate of 0.5% has not been applied.
	Noted – further clarification was provided in the Waste Background Technical Document. However it is proposed to now provide additional clarification in this section. E.g. 

· -1% municipal waste growth between 2010/11 and 2011/12

· -0.5% municipal waste growth between 2011/12 and 2012/13; and

· 0.5% municipal waste growth per annum between 2012/13 and 2027/28.
This will be included in the Schedule of Changes to be submitted with the Waste Core Strategy.

	Mr Phil Larter – Leicestershire County Council
	601060/001/PU/8.17


	Page number: 56

Paragraph number: 8.17
	i) Yes

ii) No
	Change to “Circular 02/99”
	Incorrect Circular stated.
	Noted - this has now been amended and will be included in the Schedule of Changes to be submitted with the Waste Core Strategy.


	Mr Malcolm Watt – Cotswolds Conservation Board
	600920/001/PU/9.34


	
	i) Yes

ii) Yes
	
	The Cotswolds Conservation Board supports the Waste Core Strategy as published subject to the following minor change.

Please note with respect to Paragraph 9.34

“9.34 For proposals that lie within or in close proximity to the Cotswold AONB, the development must preserve the quality and character of the area and comply with  the necessary policies of the Cotswold AONB Management Plan. Proposals in proximity to settlements must safeguard their character, setting and rural amenity through mitigation measures including acceptable separation distances, and appropriate landscaping and planting”.

The correct statutory wording should be Cotswolds AONB Management Plan

Amend paragraph 9.34 to read:

“9.34 For proposals that lie within or in close proximity to the Cotswolds AONB, the development must preserve the quality and character of the area and comply with the necessary policies of the Cotswolds AONB Management Plan. Proposals in proximity to settlements must safeguard their character, setting and rural amenity through mitigation measures including acceptable separation distances, and appropriate landscaping and planting.
	Noted and to be amended accordingly.

	Cllr Izzi Seccombe 
	679274/001/PU/HW


	
	
	
	I fully endorse the comments of the PC of Pillerton Priors who have recently submitted responses to the Consultation. I would ask that you look carefully at the points raised.

This community have been held hostage by an ACTS which has been running for over 2 years without benefit of planning. The nonsense of it is that DEFRA grant a licence but do not check or say they need to know if his building has a consent. All this aside, the issue before us is the lack of comment in the Waste Core Strategy to stop this same problem happening again elsewhere and another community having to face the same problems.

Is there a way of putting some words of structure around how we plan for these SCTS.
	The Waste Core Strategy must be consistent with national planning policy in order for the plan to be sound. This comprises the new National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) and Planning Policy Statement 10 (PPS10). PPS10 guidance states that policies should be “widely applicable rather than providing individual policies for every eventuality” (PPS 10 Companion Guide, para. 3.5). 

The Core Strategy adopts a flexible, technology neutral approach to ensure that every type of different waste proposal can be assessed but without a separate policy for every type of facility. Including policies for every type of proposal would result in a plan with an unmanageable number of policies and this would also be contrary to the Government’s advice on plan preparation.  

I understand that the planning application for the change of use from a former agricultural building to an animal carcass transfer station at Dickensbury Farm (ref SDC/12CM009) was refused at the County Council's 22/05/2012 Regulatory Committee on the grounds of loss amenity relating particularly to odour, traffic and visual intrusion. 

If assessed against the draft Waste Core Strategy this type of proposal would have to accord with 2 strands of policy in the Core Strategy; firstly the CS policies and then a second tier of policies, the Development Management policies, which address issues such as amenity, visual intrusion, noise, dust, traffic etc.

Policy CS4 states that permission would only be granted outside the broad locations in Fig. 7.1 “where it is demonstrated that the proposal would provide greater operational, transport, environmental and community benefits.” Furthermore, Policy CS5 states that “proposals for re-use, recycling, waste transfer/storage and composting will be encouraged provided that the proposal accords with all other relevant policies” [my emphasis]. This would include the environmental and health/amenity amenity protection policies of DM1 and DM2. Based on the information submitted to date, it is my view that it has not been demonstrated that the proposal would accord with all relevant policies in the Core Strategy.

With regard to the point on proximity to sensitive receptors, the plan complies with national policy guidance by including policies (e.g. Policy DM2) that seek to prevent unacceptable risks to sensitive receptors. The effects of pollution on health, the natural environment or general amenity, and the potential sensitivity of the area, would be taken into account if the policies were to be adopted. Where ‘stand off’ zones are deemed to be an appropriate measure for making a development acceptable in planning terms, Government guidance advises against set distances. Instead such decisions should be made on a case by case basis, taking account of advice from relevant health authorities and agencies and, if necessary, robust technical assessment of the proposal and the local area. Therefore, I am confident that the plan has adequate safeguards to prevent inappropriate waste development in the wrong location whilst enabling sustainable and beneficial waste facilities in the right locations.

The point raised regarding planning control and enforcement is noted and every effort will be taken by WCC to undertake this where there is a breach of planning control and action is required. However, PPS10 states that control of processes and emissions are the matter for pollution control authorities and “waste planning authorities should work on the assumption that the relevant pollution control regime will be properly applied and enforced” (PPS10, para. 27). Therefore, we would advise that where breaches of pollution control are suspected, the relevant pollution control authority should be notified as soon as possible. 

The issue regarding consultation between Warwickshire County Council and the other consultees listed is also noted. The Council’s procedure for consultation on planning applications is set out in the Warwickshire County Council Statement of Community Involvement, available at www.warwickshire.gov.uk/wastecorestrategy. The Council will undertake these consultation requirements and do all that it can to work closely with pollution control authorities to ensure that integrated and timely decisions are made jointly.

	Ian Gorton – FCC Environment
	679141/001/PU/CS8


	
	
	
	These indicative proposals are subject to some change of course.

One part of the Warwickshire Waste Core Strategy that I am concerned about is the wording of policy CS8 – Safeguarding of waste management sites. I would like to see more detail of what basis the County Council would object to proposals for non-waste development adjacent to waste management uses. I think the policy as it stands is potentially prohibitive to our potential aspirations to redevelop Judkins for mixed use development. It is my view that it should be at the application stage where the relationship between mixed uses should be explored by means of adequate screening or buffering. I think the policy should reflect this and send out a much more positive message that mixed use development of existing waste sites will be supported provided that acceptable integration of the mixed uses is achieved and provided that there is an element of waste management uses retained as would be the case with our proposals. There should  be reference within the policy to reflect this circumstance that an element of waste management uses should be retained where possible where non waste uses are proposed on existing waste sites. I think the policy is too negative and prohibitive as currently worded. Alternatively, the best case scenario would be to have a site allocations DPD to provide a clear delineation of waste management uses for such sites and then that would provide certainty for developers and the market alike. I would be happy to work with you to achieving this aim, especially in regard to the Judkins site.

The economic development of Nuneaton is a strategic priority and it is my view that policy CS8 could conflict with provisions to secure economic development of this area of Nuneaton within the emerging Nuneaton and Bedworth DPD.

I trust you will take into account my concerns regarding this policy and in further discussions and progress on the Core Strategy. 
	These issues were not raised when the Council met with FCC representatives in December 2011 to discuss the issues surrounding the Judkins site at the Preferred Options and Policies stage. 
Notwithstanding this, there are a number of waste management facilities with planning permission located at the Judkins site that are managing, or may have the potential to manage, waste produced in the County. These include a landfill and household waste recycling centre.   
Although policy CS8 was not written with the Judkins site in mind, the Council considers that in this case, it would be appropriate for any impacts of incompatible uses on the permitted waste facilities to be taken into account. For example, planning permission N/92/CM047 (as amended) provided the landfill and restoration scheme so there is an obligation to restore the site. 
We would not wish to prevent any wider regeneration/redevelopment initiatives and the policy would not necessarily prevent this in the case of the Judkins site. However, the policy as drafted will ensure that impacts on existing or future waste management facilities are taken into account in any decision making and prevent the needless sterilisation of a waste management facility in the County.   
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	600575/001/PU/GC
	
	
	
	Report on Waste Core Strategy March 2012.

Background.

Based on the supporting background documentation evidence suggests that Warwickshire County is well on target to meeting National and European targets for reducing the amount of waste disposed of to landfill.
In 2010/11 66% of domestic waste was diverted from landfill to recycling, composting or reused.
There is a waste hierarchy which in order of preference is:

Prevention - Preparing for Reuse - Recycling - Other Recycling - Disposal

The waste core document seeks to implement this methodology for the treatment of waste County wide.
Summary.

The Waste Core Strategy sets about ensuring that Warwickshire County has suitable

capacity to handle all domestic and commercial waste created throughout the County.

Policy CS1 ensures that there is sufficient waste management capacity as a minimum for the county, other policies relate more specifically to the implementation of new facilities and the protection/retirement of existing facilities.
As settlements increase their population and therefore waste production, it is increasingly important to minimise the ever increasing amount of travel distance associated with waste disposal/recycling and so the document seeks to encourage the provision of new waste facilities where required within 5km of settlements which they serve.
The implementation of new landfill sites will be opposed and only implemented where

evidence suggests there is a strong direct requirement. Recycling, composting and reusing waste is encouraged and where demonstrated that a need is arising they will be supported, subject to compliance with relevant policies.
Facilities that use waste materials to produce energy will be encouraged too, but usually these larger projects are implemented in conjunction with adjoining authorities and as much evidence would first be required to support the need and sustainability of such a project.
Existing recycling/collection facilities will be protected and if/when needed and where

practical to do so will be improved prior to the provision of new facilities. Similarly any

development adjoining these sites which may effect their operation will be objected too.

Policies also generally protect the location of new facilities and seeks to avoid any adverse effect to natural, social or historical existing features and so the location of new facilities will be adequately assessed when considering such proposals.
Essentially the implementation of these policies are subject to a planning application and the parameters within the document provide adequate protection to ensure that new facilities are correctly located and delivered.
In terms of Shipston our existing recycling centre together with the wider waste collection services for the town would appear to be adequate for the towns domestic waste needs and with the recycling centre at Ettington we are not adversely far enough away to have a negative impact in terms of mileage that the majority of our waste has to travel to be treated.
Considering Shipston currently has a proportionately low amount of industrial units the

towns waste production in this respect is low, plus we have little heavy industry. Similarly the towns commercial waste would be measurably smaller when compared to other towns throughout the County.
Whilst this is a positive it is not the result of good measures, rather the towns

proportionately low industrial/commercial businesses.

However taking this as a positive it is something to be very mindful of when supporting and encouraging new and existing businesses to develop their activities in the town and the town can then be viewed as having very environmentally conscious ambitions and this should be construed as a opportunity as we seek to attract new business to the town and is also something to be mindful of when assessing planning applications.

Taking the document as a whole it steers the County in the right direction and should

ensure that the targets, which the County is well on track with, will be adhered too and I therefore suggest that the Town Council supports the document without the need for any further comment.
Set out below are the documents Objectives and Policies:

The key objectives of the document are:

Objective 1
To deliver sustainable waste management development by managing waste as are source and by moving it up the waste hierarchy.
Objective 2

To enable the provision of waste management infrastructure to meet an identified need

And ensure that the county has equivalent self-sufficiency in waste management, recognising that specialisation and economies of scale within the waste management industry will require cross boundary movements of waste.
Objective 3

To ensure that new waste developments are located in the most sustainable and accessible locations, proximate to waste arisings and use the most sustainable transport mode.

Objective 4

To engage and empower communities in the waste planning process, ensuring that people recognise the contribution that the waste management industry makes to creating sustainable communities through waster education, re-use and recovering value from waste, whilst also contributing to the local economy.
Objective 5

To protect human health and amenity from any adverse effects of waste management

development.
Objective 6

To conserve and enhance the natural, built, cultural and historic environment and avoid or mitigate potential adverse effects associated with the provision of waste management infrastructure.
Objective 7

To safeguard suitably located and permanent existing waste management sites from non waste developments.
Objective 8

To encourage high quality sustainable design of waste management facilities, to minimise and mitigate against the impact of waste activities on climate change, flooding and water quality.
These objectives will be delivered through the following policies:

Core Strategy Policy 1
Policy CS1- Waste Management Capacity

The County Council will seek to ensure that there is sufficient waste management capacity provided to manage the equivalent of waste arisings in Warwickshire and, as a minimum, achieve the County's targets for recycling, composting, reuse and landfill diversion.

Core Strategy Policy 2

Policy CS2 - The Spatial Waste Planning Strategy for Warwickshire

Preference will be given to proposals for waste management facilities in accordance with the broad locations set out in Fig.7.1 and Core Strategy Policies 3 and 4, where individual Sites are well located to sources of waste and the strategic transport infrastructure.
Within these broad locations, new waste developments will be located on the following

kinds of sites:

-general industrial land (i.e.B2 & B8 uses) or industrial estates

-sites operating under an existing waste management use

-active mineral sites or landfills

-previously developed land

-contaminated or derelict land

-land within or adjoining a sewage works

-redundant agricultural or forestry buildings

Proposals should comply with all other relevant Core Strategy and Development

Management policies.
Core Strategy Policy3

Policy CS3 - Strategy for locating large scale waste sites (facilities managing 50,000

tonnes of waste per annum or more)

New facilities will be located within the following broad locations:

(i) sites within or in close proximity(xiii) to the 'primary'(xiv)settlements of Nuneaton, Rugby, Leamington Spa, Bedworth, Warwick, Stratford-upon-Avon and Kenilworth; or within 5km of the Coventry Major Urban Area (MUA); or

(ii) within or in close proximity to the 'secondary'(xv)settlements 'of Atherstone, Coleshill and Southam only where it is demonstrated that the development provides significant transport, operational and environmental benefits.
Proposalsforlargescalewastedevelopmentsoutsideareas(i)and(ii)will not be approved

unless it is demonstrated that the facility could not be located within those areas and that the proposal would provide significant operational, transport, environmental and community benefits.
Core Strategy Policy 4

Policy CS4- Strategy for locating small scale waste sites (facilities managing less than 50,000 tonnes of waste per annum)
New facilities will be located within the following broad locations:

(i) priority to sites within or in close proximity to the primary or secondary settlements; or 5km of the Coventry MUA

(ii) outside these areas only where it is demonstrated that the proposal is better suited to Such locations through providing greater operational, transport, environmental and community benefits.
Core Strategy Policy 5

Policy CS5- Proposals for reuse, recycling, waste transfer/storage and composting

Proposals for re-use, recycling, waste transfer/storage and composting will be encouraged provided that the proposal accords with all other relevant policies.

Core Strategy Policy 6

PolicyCS6- Proposals for other types of recovery

Proposals for anaerobic digestion, mechanical-biological treatment and other energy or

value recovery technologies will be encouraged provided that the development accords with all other policies and

-energy or value recovery products are maximised; and

-it is demonstrated that any resulting residues are satisfactorily managed and disposed of.

Core Strategy Policy 7

PolicyCS7- Proposals for disposal facilities

Disposal facilities(meaningfacilitiesprimarilyconsistingofdisposalbylandfillorincineration) will only be approved where the applicant can demonstrate that the proposed facility is

Needed and will not prejudice the management of waste further up the Waste Hierarchy.

Proposalsforthelandfillingofwastewillnotbeacceptableunlessitisdemonstratedthat:

(i) the waste cannot be managed by alternative methods that are higher up the Waste

Hierarchy; and

(ii) there is an overriding need for waste to be disposed to landfill; and

(iii)significant environmental benefits would result from the proposal; and

(iv)it does not divert significant quantities of material away from the restoration of mineral workings or permitted landfill sites.

Extensions to landfill operations will only be granted where criteria (i)-(iv) have been met.

Proposals for incineration only (i.e. with no energy recovery) will not be approved unless it is demonstrated that the waste cannot be managed satisfactorily by a waste management method that is located at a higher level of the Waste Hierarchy.

Core Strategy Policy 8

Policy CS8 - Safe guarding of waste management sites

The County Council will seek to safeguard existing waste facilities and sites in suitable

locations with a permitted permanent waste management use. The County Council will

object to proposals for non-waste development within or adjacent to these sites where they may prevent or unreasonably restrict the use of that site for waste management purposes.
Development Management Policy 1

Policy DM1 - Protection of the natural and built environment

New waste development should protect the natural and built environment by ensuring that there are no unacceptable adverse impacts upon:

- Natural resources (including water, air and soil); 
- biodiversity; 
- geodiversity; 
- archaeology;

- Heritage and cultural assets and their settings; 
- the quality and character of the landscape;

- Adjacent land uses or occupiers; and

- The distinctive character and setting of the County's settlements;

And satisfy Green Belt policies.

Waste management proposals should demonstrate that features, species and sites (and their settings) of international and national importance will be preserved or protected and, where possible, enhanced. Such sites will include (but are not confined to):

-EuropeandesignatedsitesthatformpartoftheNatura2000network

-Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty(AONB)

-Sites of Special Scientific Interest(SSSI)

-Scheduled Ancient Monuments

-Registered Battlefields

-Conservation Areas

-Registered Parks and Gardens

-Listed buildings

Proposals should also maintain or, where possible, enhance biodiversity and recognised sites, features, species and habitats of sub-regional or local importance. Such sites will include(but are not confined to):
-Local Geological Sites (LGSs) and potential Local Geological Sites (pLGSs)

-Local Wildlife Sites (LWSs) and potential Local Wildlife Sites (pLWSs)

-Local Nature Reserves

-Species and habitats identified in the Warwickshire, Coventry and Solihull Local Biodiversity Action Plan and those on national and local rare, endangered and vulnerable lists

- Features of local archaeological importance identified on the Warwickshire Historic

Environment Record

- Open space, sports and recreational facilities and land identified in Local Development Documents as of specific importance.

Proposals will only be permitted where the adverse impacts will be

i)avoided; or

ii)satisfactorily mitigated or offset where an adverse impact cannot be avoided.

Development Management Policy 2

Policy DM2 – Managing Health, Economic and Amenity Impacts of Waste Development

Planning permission will not be granted for waste management proposals which have

Unacceptable adverse impacts on the local environment, economy or communities through any of the following:

-noise lighting/illumination 
-visual intrusion 
-vibration 
-odour 
-dust 
-emissions 
-contamination

-water quality 
-road traffic 
-loss of best and most versatile agricultural land 
-land instability

Either individually or cumulatively with other existing or proposed developments.

Proposals will only be permitted where the adverse impacts will be

i) avoided; or

ii) satisfactorily mitigated where an adverse impact cannot be avoided.

Development Management Policy 3

Policy DM3 – Sustainable Transportation

Waste management proposals should use alternatives to road transport where feasible.
Developers must demonstrate that the proposal facilitates sustainable transportation by:

- Minimising transportation distances; 
- Minimising the production of carbon emissions; and

- Where road is the only viable method of transportation, demonstrating that there is no

unacceptable adverse impact on the safety, capacity and use of the highway network.

Where appropriate, applications for waste management development will need to be

accompanied by a Transport Assessment. The Transport Assessment will need to demonstrate that:

the proposed development has direct access or suitable links to the routes set out on the Warwickshire Advisory Lorry Route map and the strategic highway network; the proposal seeks to keep the transportation of waste to a minimum; the highway network is able and suitable to accommodate the additional number of movements; the proposal (either alone, or in combination with other developments) will not result

in an unacceptable detrimental impact to road safety; the proposal has adequate arrangements for parking, loading/unloading and vehicle movements within the site;

the proposed access arrangements are safe and convenient for users; the transportation of waste (either alone, or in combination with other developments) will not result in an unacceptable impact on the environment or local communities; and sufficient mitigation or compensatory works directly related to the development are identified that may need to be funded by the developer in conjunction with the proposal.

Development Management Policy 4
Policy DM4 - Design of New Waste Management Facilities

The design of waste management facilities will be required to:

(i) minimise the proposal's potential contribution to climate change through minimising

carbon emissions, incorporating energy and water efficient design; 
(ii) ensure that the development is resilient or adaptable to future climate changes; 
(iii) demonstrate appropriate scale, density, massing, height, land form and materials;

(iv)retain and enhance existing landscape features where possible; 
(v) provide a minimum of 10% of the energy needs of new buildings through on-site

Renewable energy technology; and (vi) ensure safe vehicle movements

Development Management Policy 5

PolicyDM5 – Recreational Assets and Public Rights of Way

Waste management proposals will not normally be granted where there will be an

unacceptable adverse impact on open space, sports, tourism and other recreational facilities and land. Where possible, proposals should seek to enhance such assets. 

Where adverse impacts are unavoidable and there is an overriding justification for the development the impacts must be mitigated or off set to the fullest extent possible.

Waste management proposals will only be granted where it is demonstrated that there will be no adverse impact upon public rights of way, unless suitable permanent diversions or alternative routes are provided. Temporary diversions or alternatives may be required during construction or restoration works.

Development Management Policy6

Policy DM6 - Flood Risk and Water Quality

Planning permission will not be granted where waste management proposals would have a detrimental effect on water quality or achieving the targets of the Water Framework Directive or would be at risk of flooding or likely to increase the risk of flooding elsewhere.

DevelopmentManagementPolicy7

PolicyDM7 – Aviation Safeguarding

Planning permission will not be granted for waste management proposals where it would cause an unacceptable hazard to aviation.

DevelopmentManagementPolicy8

PolicyDM8 - Reinstatement, restoration and aftercare

Planning permission for waste management uses in the open, and development associated with such uses, will not be granted unless satisfactory provision has been made for high quality reinstatement or restoration of the site and the long term management of its after use.

	The majority of this representation provides a summary of the ‘Publication’ document. However, where the consultee has provided additional commentary, or has raised particular issues, then Officer comments are provided next to them.
The policy framework promotes the management of waste in accordance with the Waste Hierarchy and the principles of proximity and self- sufficiency. Where waste proposals are likely to manage (at a high level of the waste hierarchy) locally sourced waste, and they meet all relevant policies, they are likely to be encouraged.

Comments noted – this appears to be reflected in Fig. 4.8.
Comments noted.

Comments noted.



	Mike Dittman – North Warwickshire Borough Council
	600972/001/PU/GC


	
	i)Yes
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	Letter from North Warwickshire Borough Council

I can confirm that North Warwickshire Borough have raised no further objection at this consultation stage, are not challenging the document “unsound” and consider that it is legally compliant, meets the revised tests of soundness in terms of its compliance with the relevant Act, Regulations and procedural requirements.

The only area where questions were raised is in relation to the County Council’s response to the Borough’s objection and queries around cross boundary/border waste facilities and services. I note the County’s response to the Borough’s objection, highlighted in Appendix B above, states; “Noted. With the duty to co-operate, cross boundary solutions will take on greater importance and will need to be reflected in the Core Strategy”. 
If possible would you please provide some further clarification as to exactly how the Core Strategy reflects this issue and whether there are any further actions that may be undertaken, perhaps through the Waste Management Strategy . North Warwickshire Members are seeking this clarification and explanation as they want to ensure that the County Council maximise the use of and opportunities for waste services and facilities outside of the Borough Green Belt area around Coleshill, to help protect and avoid detrimental impacts on the Green Belt from inappropriate development as well as strengthening the links between authorities and evidencing action taken under the ‘duty to co-operate’.
(Cabinet Report)

Summary 

This report and appendices outlines Warwickshire County Council’s Waste Development Framework – Core Strategy – Publication Document (Regulation 27) consultation (March 2012) and the Borough Council’s recommended responses to the document.

Recommendation to Board

That the response in Appendix A, subject to any further comments by members, be sent to Warwickshire County Council as the Borough Council’s response to the consultation by 25 June 2012.

Introduction
As members will recall from a previous Planning and Development Board report in October 2011, the Core Strategy of the Waste Development Framework is a Development Plan Document which sets out the Spatial Strategy, Vision, Objectives and Policies for managing waste for a 15 year plan period up to 2027/2028. It also provides the framework for implementation and monitoring and for waste development management. The current document is available for examination online at www.warwickshire.gov.uk/wastecorestrategy
The response from the Borough Council to the ‘Preferred Option and Policies’ consultation, undertaken in September to November 2011, along with other representations, have been taken into account and used to shape this final ‘Publication’ document. The document contains the revised version, objectives and key issues as well as the spatial strategy for locating new waste facilities in the County over the 15 year period, together with the Core Strategy and Development Management policies that would provide the framework for development control. The purpose of the current consultation is to invite representations on whether the plan has met all legal and procedural requirements and is ‘sound’.

This Submission Draft (‘Publication’ document) of the Warwickshire Waste Core Strategy will be subject to representations on the ‘soundness’ of the Core Strategy, beginning in March 2012. This is in accordance with Regulation 27 of the Town and Country Planning (Local Development) (England) Regulations 2004.

Timetable

The County Council will consider responses received and will produce a Statement of Representations, in accordance with Regulation 22 (1) (c). The comments received will be reported to the County’s Full Council meeting and any necessary minor changes will be made before it is submitted to the Secretary of State in September 2012 for independent examination. The Secretary of State will then appoint an Inspector, who will hold an ‘Examination’ to assess whether the plan has been prepared in accordance with the Duty to Cooperate, legal and procedural requirements and whether it is ‘sound’.

Waste Development Framework – Core Strategy – Publication Document (Regulation 27) consultation guidance

The consultation at this stage is fairly narrow and any comments or objections will need to relate to a matter of legal compliance with the relevant regulations (including the Duty to Cooperate) when producing the Waste Core Strategy and establishing whether the document is “sound”. To be sound the Waste Core Strategy should be:

1.Positively prepared: The plan should be prepared based on a strategy which seeks to meet objectively assessed development and infrastructure requirements, including unmet requirements from neighbouring authorities where it is reasonable to do so and consistent with achieving sustainable development. 

2. Justified: The plan should be the most appropriate strategy, when considered against the reasonable alternatives, based on proportionate evidence.

3. Effective: The plan should be deliverable over its period and based on effective joint working on cross boundary strategic priorities.

4. Consistent with National Policy: The plan should enable the delivery of sustainable development in accordance with the policies in the framework.

As noted in the earlier Planning and Development Board Report of the 17 October 2011, the Core Strategy Preferred Option and Policies document sets out the national and local policy framework within which the Waste Core Strategy will sit. The Borough raised some concerns over the detail of the Preferred Option 5 and the Counties response to the representations is attached as Appendix B.

The County has noted most of the Borough’s concerns, particularly with reference to the need to recognise and identify Waste treatment facilities outside of, but in reasonably close proximity to, both the County and Borough boundary, to reflect the cross border nature of Waste treatment. The County response was to reflect the new “Duty to Cooperate” stressing in the Vision that “Cross boundary waste management links, especially those with the sub-region, will continue to be recognised” and referring to cross boundary movement and management of waste in Objective 2.


Similarly, the Borough’s concerns over potential impacts of facilities on the Green Belt were noted. However, no significant change has been made to the Core Strategy as the County consider that some waste related activities may be appropriate in the Green Belt and their Policy CS3 prevents large scale waste sites being developed. Nevertheless, the County did include an additional Green Belt consideration in the Development Management Policy DM1, referring to ‘Impact on the openness of the Green Belt’ with further elaboration provided in the supporting text.

Recommendations: North Warwickshire Borough Response to the consultation

In view of the responses made by the county to the representations from the Borough council, and the minor amendments made to the Core Strategy as a result of those representation, it is not considered that there are any further grounds to object, particularly in terms of the “soundness” of the document or relating to legal compliance with the relevant regulations (including the Duty to Cooperate). It is therefore recommended that this Board report and the response detailed on the relevant Response Form, attached as Appendix A, as forwarded as the Borough Council’s response to the consultation,

Report Implications

Finance and Value for Money Implications

There are considered to be no finance or value for money implications arising at present from the Consultation report. The “Publications Document (Regulation 27)” consultation and waste management strategy may have financial implications for the Council in terms of the impact on waste management and the location and operation of waste services.

Safer Communities Implications

An effective and comprehensive waste management strategy and provision of facilities and sites for future waste generation will help address and discourage issues such as illegal fly-tipping and inappropriate waste disposal and treatment that may also have health and safety implications.

Legal and Human Rights Implications

These issues are addressed in the regulations and legal process governing the consultation and LDF process.

Environment and Sustainability Implications

Positive potential impact. The delivery of an effective and comprehensive waste management strategy and provision of facilities and sites for future waste generation, with a focus on re-use and recycling will help reduce CO2 (and Methane) generation, address potential pollution problems while reducing the need to transport waste large distances.

Equalities Implications

The regulations governing the LDF process and consultation require an Equalities Impact Assessment to be undertaken on the Core Strategy Publication document (Regulation 27). This will be available from the county council.

Links to the Council’s Priorities

The consultation report has links to the following Council priorities;

· Enhancing community involvement and access to services

· Protecting and improving our environment

· Defending and improving our countryside and rural heritage

	Noted. WCC requested further clarification as to whether “no further objection” is to mean that the original objection still stands. NWBC officers have now confirmed that the objection no longer stands. 
The Warwickshire Waste Core Strategy can only provide the planning framework for new waste management infrastructure within Warwickshire’s administrative area. However, it is recognised that the waste produced in Warwickshire is not always managed within the County and similarly, waste management facilities within Warwickshire manage waste produced outside of the County. In seeking to manage waste in accordance with the principles of proximity and self- sufficiency, the proposed strategy will enable new waste management facilities to be located close to areas of highest waste arisings, subject to their compliance with all other relevant policies (including policy DM1).

Cross boundary flows are assessed in greater detail in Appendix B of the Waste Background Technical Document. Fig. 4.1 of the Waste Background Technical Document also indicates waste management sites currently used by Warwickshire County Council, both inside and outside the County.
It is understood that a review of the Warwickshire Municipal Waste Management Strategy (2005) will be undertaken by the Waste Management team after the Government’s consultation on the National Waste Strategy (expected late 2013). The comments have been forwarded on to the Waste Management Team for consideration. Please note, however that the Waste Management team oversee the County’s waste disposal responsibilities, which is separate to the waste planning responsibilities of the Planning Policy team. Therefore the Planning Policy team do not have any involvement in contracts or arrangements relating to the management of municipal waste.
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	Further to our discussion, I write to confirm our position in relation to our comments to the Preferred Option Waste Core Strategy. The issues raised at this stage are not considered to be formal objections but part of ongoing consultation. The time for making formal objections is at Pre-Submission stage. We made no objections or other comments at this stage.
	Noted. No further action required.


