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3. Waste Technologies

Accept that there is a range of technologies and therefore flexibility is
required to accommodate these.

Some technologies are not yet proven therefore it may inappropriate
at this time to incorporate them into the Joint Waste Plan.

There is a lack of experience of more complex technologies. New
technology must be proven.

Do we stick with what we know or embrace new emerging
technologies.

Group different types of site as they differ in their impacts e.g. an
MRF and an incinerator have very different impacts.

Plan should be monitored annually to assess the need for new sites.
They may or may not require Strategic Environmental Assessment.

Alternative technologies will allow for a reduction in landfill.

Land should be protected within Joint Waste Plan for general waste
management to allow for future changes of technology.

4. Availability of Sites

The waste management industry fundamentally needs to know where
the space for new facilities will arise.

There are lots of existing constraints on new site development.
Competition for sites from other land uses makes sites hard to find.
Composting requires open land.

Regeneration of areas can compromise the use of sites for waste
management activities.

Must provide sites of varying size and type .

Greenbelt policy should be revisited. Boundaries should be amended
locally. The public view of Greenbelt should be challenged since waste
management can be seen as a temporary use of land rather than
permanent.

Look at industrial areas in urban areas for MRFs and waste transfer.

Existing waste management sites must be protected.
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5. Transport

Location where facilities can be provided with the most sustainable
modes of transport should be favoured.

Lack of sustainable sites is key in the current use of unsustainable
modes of transport in connection with waste management activities.

Hazardous waste management facilities are expensive and hence it is
best that as much of this waste is handled in one location therefore
necessitating longer delivery journeys.

There is a problem of losing sites with railheads.

Agglomerate the treatment of hazardous waste.

Identify sites to be retained or protected that have sustainable
transport links e.g. safeguard sites adjacent to railheads.

6. Meeting Objectives
National
Regional
Local

Regeneration for housing should be balanced against the need for
appropriate waste management locations. A figure of 7% value
decrease is often associated with the introduction of a waste
management facility within or near to a residential area.

There will be local level conflicts with waste management facilities
which may lead to some degree of redistribution.

A realistic view should be adopted that some Local Authorities will be
required to accept or dismiss waste management facilities from their
area.

The balance should be decided by politicians.

Mitigation through environmental improvements can occur when a
waste management facility is set up in an area. Often the cons of a
waste management facility are balanced by benefits from planning
gain.

It is important that policy establishes planning gain measures to be
taken with new waste management development.




Red Group Feedback
[ The group consider that all of the proposed key issues as identified by the Workshop 3 information sheet are relevant.

The group felt it was hard to select 3 issues that were more important than the rest, however, it was agreed that the following could be identified as the top 3 issues:

e Availability of sites
e Scale of facilities
e Different types of technology

The group summarised their view as follows:

The Joint Waste Management Plan is essentially a What — Where — When approach.

What = the type of waste management facility required

Where= the site locations available with key inputs being the transport infrastructure and environment
When= the timescale along which these site must be provided




