


The group felt that this is a valid objective.  Sites should be identified on this basis in order to reduce 
travel distances.   
 
A key consideration regarding traffic and transport of waste is whether alternative modes are 
realistic and deliverable. For example is a rail access achievable or do economies of scale dictate that 
a rail-served facility needs to be significantly larger than it otherwise would have been?  This aspect 
should not be considered in isolation of other locational / environmental criteria. 

One delegate suggested that this objective be broadened to include ‘safety’ – to cover, for example, 
the bird-strike risk posed by landfill in proximity to airports.   
In general the group felt that the DPD is not an appropriate tool to seek to achieve these aims, but it 
should not do the opposite.  There is a linkage in that the disposal of waste can impact on health so 
appropriate safeguards should be in place.   
One delegate identified that PPS12 states that a modern, well-run facility could be located next to 
other land uses without causing health problems.   

This would be a brave objective as it may involve locating housing closer to facilities which may be 
inappropriate or unpopular.  However, the group reiterated the PPS12 comment above.   
 

The group felt that this should be more of an aim for GMGU rather than industry.   
 
The group also thought that this objective is now a requirement of the plan preparation process 
(stakeholder consultation and dialogue). 
 
 



It was agreed that this objective is relevant to some extent.  In particular, the restoration of landfill 
sites can provide opportunities for community facilities and amenities.  It could also apply to the 
restoration of land for future housing.  In this respect waste management can be seen as an enabling 
industry.   
 
 

It is important to consider the setting of development.  For example construction waste needs to be 
considered (minimise waste by re-using construction and demolition materials).   
 
The group felt strongly that the building design process should consider the life of buildings and plan 
for longevity.   

The group agreed with this objective. 

 
The group agreed with this objective. 
 
The group, again, felt that design of facilities is important in ‘designing out’ crime.   
 
In addition, the provision of waste facilities (Civic Amenity Sites, recycling facilities) can reduce fly-
tipping / illegal waste management practices.    



The group agreed with this objective. 
 
The group thought a case study example of the use of the River Thames in London would be useful.   
 
The concept of working waterways is not a new one for Manchester. 

The group agreed with this objective and felt that it is directly linked to the choice of waste 
management process.   
 
 

The group agreed with this objective. 
 

The group agreed with this objective. 
 
One member of the group provided an abstract example of how carbon banking is one approach to 
achieving this objective, although landfill is the only way we can do this. 



The group agreed with this objective, although felt it had already been covered. 
 

New and emerging technologies which generate power, such as Bio-mass demonstrate what is 
achievable.   
 
Facilities should be co-located with this in mind. 

This is effectively the waste hierarchy. 
 
At what point could not providing a facility make the cost of producing waste prohibitive? 
 
The extent to which this objective is achievable is dependent on the waste stream. 
 
Society is more geared to disposal.  Buildings, for example, should be designed for longevity. 



General Comments 
 
The group felt that some of the objectives don’t appear relevant on face value.  It was agreed that all delegates would have benefited from some explanation of the reasons 
behind the objectives.   
 
It was agreed that many of the objectives could be merged in order to make them more digestible.  The more objectives there are, the more potential there is for conflict 
between them. 
 
 
 


