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1

Introduction

This consultation statement has been prepared in accordance with Regulation 28 (c)
of the Town and Country Planning (Local Development)(England) Regulations 2004.
It sets out:
Who was consulted on the Joint Waste DPD under Regulation 25;
How they were consulted;
How the comments were dealt with and how this informed the development of
the Waste DPD.
Most of this statement consists of a chronologically ordered report in which the above
headings (Who?, How? And Results) are used as sub-headings for each of the
consultations held. However before the detailed accounts of the individual
consultations, there are sections which describe the Objectives and Principles of the
consultations undertaken and some of the generic arrangements that apply to some
degree to all of the stages of consultation which are dealt with later in detail.
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It is assumed that the audience for this document are familiar with the Development
Plan making process and this is consequently not described in any more detail than
is needed to make clear how and when consultation played a role in the overall
process.

2

Objectives and Principles

Aims of Consultation
Providing opportunities for early community engagement is a key element of the
planning system and during the development of the Waste DPD great effort was
taken to involve as wide a range of stakeholders, interest groups, landowners,
developers and individuals as early as possible in the process. This was not only to
ensure that the Waste DPD achieved one of the key tests of soundness but so that
the people and organisations of Merseyside and Halton had ample genuine
opportunity to be involved with the plan development and the future waste
management arrangements of this sub region. Consultation techniques were
regularly evaluated and adapted in order to provide the most accessible and
appropriate means of engaging and listening to consultees throughout the entire
process.
Since it was clear that the process of producing the Joint Waste DPD for Merseyside
& Halton would be a lengthy one, it was assumed that there was no single formula for
consultation that would be applicable to the consultation processes throughout.
Valuable experience of community engagement was gained from the various
consultation processes undertaken at various stages and this led to evaluation and
adaptation of the consultation process to ensure techniques used were appropriate
and effective. The consultation strategy was also informed by experiences of the
Districts in their LDF process and was fully compliant with Districts‟ Statements of
Community Involvement.
A key principle which was applied throughout the development of the Plan was that in
addition to the key formal stages of consultation, arrangements were made for
frequent informal consultation with key stakeholders whenever this was required. In
general, key players (waste industry, landowners, ward councillors etc) were kept up
to date as much a possible between formal consultation exercises so that there
would be few surprises for these key groups in the formal published Reports and
supporting documents.

3

Generic Arrangements for Consultation.

Formal Approvals
At all stages in the development of the Waste DPD, appropriate Approvals were
obtained from relevant Committees, Cabinets and Councils in the participating
authorities. In particular, all consultation reports were approved at the appropriate
level according to each Council‟s Scheme of Delegation prior to launching public
consultations and all Results of Consultation Reports were reported back to members
and approved by members prior to publication on websites.

-2-

Consultation Statement - Proposed Submission Document Stage

Role of Merseyside Environmental Advisory Service
Merseyside EAS have been engaged by the District Councils to develop the Joint
Waste DPD for Merseyside (Knowsley, St Helens, Liverpool, Sefton, Wirral) and
Halton. This included all the formal public consultation work on the DPD and much
informal consultation with key stakeholders (eg waste industry, NGO groups etc).

Waste DPD Steering Group
The Waste DPD Steering Group is tasked with guiding and overseeing the Waste
DPD preparation process. It has a key role in advising MEAS on key strategic issues
relevant to spatial planning across the Districts and in providing officer-level approval
of the various documents and outputs.
The Steering Group consisted of representatives from:
Nominated Senior Planning Officers from 6 Districts
Merseyside Waste Disposal Authority (Observers and Advisors) [withdrew
from the Steering Group in 2008]
Government Office North West [Observers – withdrew on abolition of GO in
2011]
Merseyside Policy Unit [Observers and Advisors – withdrew on abolition of
MPU in 2011]
Regular progress reports were delivered to the Steering Group through monthly
meetings and other informal communication avenues. All Steering Group meetings
were minuted.

Leaders and Chief Executives/City Region Cabinet
Throughout the Waste DPD preparation process the Liverpool City Region Chief
Executives Group and the Liverpool City Region Cabinet (formerly the Merseyside
Leaders Group) have been kept up to date with progress.

Informal Consultation and Advisory Groups
Two informal consultation groups were set up to provide opportunities for discussion
of various issues connected with waste management and planning for Merseyside
and therefore the continued progression of the waste DPD.
These two groups were the Technical Advisory Group (TAG) and the Stakeholder
Group (STAG).
Waste DPD Stakeholder Group
Prior to Spatial Strategy and Sites consultation it was decided that the continued
development of the Waste DPD could benefit from guidance on key issues from
members of stakeholder organisations and communities. The Waste DPD
Stakeholder Group was set up and went on to meet regularly and discuss a variety of
issues relevant to the Waste DPD. It was intended that this forum would provide a
suitable and flexible mechanism to discuss potentially „tricky‟ areas that would need
to be addressed by the Waste DPD. The Stakeholder Group did not discuss highly
technical issues related to the Waste DPD and although it provided useful insights
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into views on some policy approaches, it was not a policy developing group. The
Stakeholder Group was not a decision making body for the Waste DPD.
Events were held as short breakfast meetings at suitable venues that could provide
an accessible and relaxed environment. Participatory discussion was the main basis
for meetings with the Waste Team facilitating typically by introducing a subject and
suggesting questions for discussion. The choice of issues and format of meetings
were varied as appropriate to the stage of Plan Development.
We were also able to trial new ideas and consultation approaches in an environment
where this was deemed appropriate, helped by the fact that these meetings were
regular rather than single events, allowing the development of a relationship with the
stakeholders attending. The Group added value to the whole Waste DPD process by
both providing insights and demonstrating the use of innovative methods with which
to engage stakeholders and members of the public.
Waste DPD Technical Advisory Group
Whilst the Waste DPD Steering Group was the main source of expert advice on
planning issues including plan development and development control, it did not
provide a satisfactory mechanism for discussion of detailed technical waste strategy
and technology matters. There was consequently an identified need to convene a
Technical Advisory Group (TAG) whose membership would largely be drawn from the
waste industry, major landowners and the private sector organisations representing
waste recyclers and re-processors.
In developing the Waste DPD, and considering the substantial evidence base that
has been gathered and its technical content, there was value to be gained from more
detailed and informed discussion on technical matters. Examples of the topics
discussed included:
Needs Assessment Data and Assumptions – Is the evidence base robust and
are the key assumptions valid?
How specific should the Waste DPD be in terms of site uses and choice of
technology options on those sites?
What was the expert opinion on the spatial pattern options for the location of
waste management facilities?

Merseyside Waste Disposal Authority (MWDA)
The MWDA is a key stakeholder in the Waste Planning process in Merseyside as the
organisation with statutory responsibilities for management, treatment and disposal
of the sub-region's municipal waste (MSW – Municipal Solid Waste, now referred to
as Local Authority Collected Waste LACW). While the Waste DPD was in
preparation, MWDA was in the process of letting key contracts for management of
LACW. Close consultation and liaison with MWDA was necessary throughout the
Plan preparation period and this was mainly done through face-to-face meetings at
the level of Directors or Senior Officers. Presentations to MWDA members were also
made when this was deemed appropriate. MWDA was also given early sight of parts
of Draft Documents when it was considered that emerging Waste DPD policy would
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be of interest to MWDA. During the early stages of DPD development, MWDA was a
member of the Waste DPD Steering Group.
Equally, MWDA involved Merseyside EAS on the Steering Group for the Review of
the Municipal Waste Management Strategy which commenced in 2009. Merseyside
EAS officers attended the Senior Officers Working Group (SOWG) - part of the
Merseyside Waste Partnership involving waste collection officers, Merseyside Waste
Disposal Authority and technical advisors. When in late 2008, MWDA withdrew from
the Steering Group for the Waste DPD, due to potential conflict of interests,
Merseyside EAS officers also ceased to attend the SOWG group. Direct MWDA –
MEAS meetings and contacts have continued as the Waste DPD has advanced.

Districts’ Statements of Community Involvement
The Statements of Community Involvement (SCIs), produced individually by each of
the Districts provided the basis for much of the consultation procedures adopted for
the Waste DPD. At early meetings with the District Planning and Communications
officers, it was established that MEAS held current versions of all District SCIs and
that consultation proposals based on the combined SCIs would meet each Districts
minimum requirements.
The Waste team at Merseyside EAS ensured that all stages of consultation went
above and beyond minimum requirements of each of the District‟s SCIs. All
subsequent changes and variations to the SCI‟s were tracked and taken into
consideration. Regular checks and coordination with district officers ensured that the
all consultations were compliant with the minimum requirements of the District SCIs.

Consultation Database
SCI/LDF consultation databases had been established in all of the 6 Districts prior to
the development of the Waste DPD. Merseyside EAS combined the databases and
deleted duplications to arrive at a „Master‟ database that was used as the basis for
informing consultees about consultations. The database was expanded to include
groups and organisations who made direct contact with Merseyside EAS. These
contacts represented a wide variety of interests, businesses and individual, including
those asking to be informed about, and involved in, waste planning issues and
related public consultations. At each major consultation stage, the District SCI
databases were again consolidated so that data was as current as possible for each
consultation stage. Currently (Nov 2011) the database holds information on
approximately 6000 individuals and 2500 organisations.

Waste DPD Brand
Careful consideration was given to the development of a clear „brand‟ for the Waste
DPD because it was the first joint plan for Merseyside and Halton and, to avoid any
confusion amongst stakeholders with the role of other key players in waste
management (particularly the Merseyside Waste Disposal Authority (MWDA)). All
project outputs and consultation materials were thereafter consistently branded. The
tag of „Waste Planning Merseyside‟ was adopted as both an address for the website
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and as a brand name for the Waste DPD. This branding and its ensuing logo‟s were
applied to all relevant materials.

4

Five Main Stages of Formal Consultation

The Figure below indicates the main stages of formal consultation which were
undertaken in connection with the Joint Merseyside Waste DPD together with key
dates. The final stage shown here (Publication Stage) was about to commence as
this Statement was in preparation.

4.1 Issues and Options Consultation : March 2007
Informal Pre-consultation.
Prior to the statutory six week public consultation on the Waste DPD Issues and
Options report in Spring 2007, early stakeholder engagement was undertaken by the
waste team at Merseyside EAS and also by Steering Group representatives. Pre
consultation began early in the process and during the period May 2006 to March
2007 many groups and individuals helped in the identification and development of the
issues to be considered.
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The purpose of this pre consultation was to ensure that the issues identified properly
represented the range of issues that various stakeholders felt should be included in
the Waste DPD, and to explore both these and the options for addressing them. This
approach was used throughout the preparation of the Waste DPD and led to regular
'pre-consultation' and interaction outside of formal consultation periods to ensure that
key issues were thoroughly aired in an appropriate forum and relevant options were
then presented in the consultation reports.
Formal Consultation.
4.1.1 Who was consulted?
The Table below provides a breakdown of the organisations consulted at the Issues
and Options stage.
Categories of Waste DPD Consultees who were contacted at Issues and
Options stage
Consultee Group
Entries
Private Sectors Organisations
548
Local Authority/Public Sector
470
Organisations
Voluntary/Not for Profit
327
Organisations
Individuals / Unclassified
356
4.1.2 How were they consulted?
The Issues and Options Report (PS_009) was published for a six week consultation
on 19th March. Consultation on the key issues and options to be addressed in the
Waste DPD took place during a six week period from.
The 6 districts invited comments on these and any additional issues and/or priorities
that should be covered in the Waste DPD.
Below is a breakdown of the consultation methods used during this period.
Digital TV
Information regarding the consultation period and ways in which to make
representations was placed on the DigiTV site via St Helens.
https://www.digitv.gov.uk/digitv/cds/StHelens/Netgem/screen?id=44479&staging
The aim of this was to inform the public of what the consultation was about and how
they could participate in it. This medium was not used in later consultations since
Councils ceased to use digital TV as a means of promoting further consultations
within their SCIs.
Newspapers
Press releases were used to launch the Issues and Options consultation embargoed
to 19th March 2007. Public notices were also placed in the following publications
week commencing 19th March 2007:
Publications with placed Waste DPD public notices
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Publication
Wirral Globe
Wirral News
Widnes & Runcorn Weekly News
Liverpool Daily Post
Liverpool Echo
Bootle Times
Crosby Herald
Maghull & Aintree Star
Huyton & Roby Star
Formby Times
Southport Visitor
St Helens Reporter
Kirkby Extra
The Challenge (Knowsley Challenge)

Daily/Weekly
Weekly
Weekly
Weekly
Daily
Daily
Weekly
Weekly
Weekly
Weekly
Weekly
Weekly
Weekly

Circulation
134458
134356
78000
201999
130145
31740
31740
145039
145039
4550
69035
80132

Monthly

75000

This list for publications was used throughout all consultation periods for the Waste
DPD.
Promotional materials
A3 Posters advertising the consultation were placed in all Libraries and council
offices throughout each of the districts. Leaflets were placed with the posters at all
Libraries and council offices throughout each of the districts. A copy was also placed
on the website. An article was placed in each of the districts newsletter. For Liverpool
and St Helens this was published in January 2007 and for Sefton, Knowsley, Halton
and Wirral in March 2007.
Sustainability Appraisal Scoping Report and Statement
Alongside the Issues and Options report, the Sustainability Appraisal Scoping Report
and Sustainability Statement were open to public consultation during the March and
April 2007 (See Section 6).
E-Consultation
All the consultation reports and supporting documents as well as the questionnaires
were loaded onto the dedicated Waste DPD website and links were provided on all
District web sites. This site was then registered on a number of search engines and
was linked to a number of partner sites. This ensured that the likelihood of web site
“hits” as a consequence of searching was greatly increased.
Online consultation (the ability to make direct representations to the consultation
online) was provided by the Limehouse hosted service which specialises in
supporting Government and Local Government consultation. This service was linked
from the
main website (www.wasteplanningmerseyside.gov.uk) and was live
between 19th March and 30th April. After this period, it was closed, but the
consultation documents remained publically accessible on the website. The aim was
to provide ease of access to the consultation process and an opportunity for new
consultees to become engaged.
Production and Distribution of Consultation Reports and Supporting Documents
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The questionnaire was distributed to over 1400 stakeholders and interested parties,
comprising statutory bodies and general groups representing a wide range of
interests. The questionnaire, supporting documents and information leaflets were
also made available on the website www.wasteplanningmerseyside.gov.uk. The
report was made available in paper and electronic form and published on the
dedicated website.
Breakdown of Waste DPD reports distributed
Reports
Issues and Options Report
Issues and Options (Abridged) Report
Issues and Options Appendices
Draft Issues and Options Sustainability Commentary for
Public Consultation
Sustainability Appraisal Scoping Report for Public
Consultation

Distributed
1550
1000
95
116
102

The Issues and Options report, the abridged report and the appendices along with a
sustainability commentary for public consultation and sustainability appraisal scoping
report were distributed throughout the sub-region with each district having the
responsibility of distribution within their areas, apart from Sefton which was
distributed by Merseyside EAS.
Hard copies of the documents, together with posters and leaflets were placed in the
following locations:
•
•

77 libraries across Merseyside.
33 Council Offices and One Stop Shops.

Events and Presentations
During the public consultation of the Issues and Options Consultation, a number of
presentations and stakeholder events were held. In addition to general events held
one in each District, Merseyside EAS held three separate stakeholder events aimed
at a number of different special interest groups. These events were Waste DPD
specific and enabled the Waste Team to discuss the Waste DPD in depth and
attendees were able to gain a lot of information in a event tailored to their interests
(these events are highlighted with an *).
Presentations and Events held during Issues and Options Public Consultation
Date
19 March 2007
19 March 2007
20 March 2007
21 March 2007
23 March 2007
23 March 2007
27 March 2007
28 March 2007
03 April 2007

Event
Merseyside Chambers of Commerce Stakeholder Event*
Waste Industry Stakeholder Event*
Halton PPB (safer Halton)
Wirral Scrutiny Panel
Liverpool Executive Board
Liverpool Scrutiny Panel
Sefton Parish Council
Wirral‟s Cabinet
Merseyside Environmental Groups Stakeholder Event*
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05 April 2007
16 April 2007

Wirral Sustainability Appraisal Panel
Liverpool Waste Scrutiny

4.1.3 How the comments were dealt with.
87 organisations and individuals responded to the consultation. Below is a
breakdown of the sectors, districts and interest groups that made representations at
this stage.
Group breakdown of respondents
District or Category of Response
National Organisations
Regional Organisations
Merseyside Organisations
Waste Industry
Wirral Area Responses
Liverpool Area Responses
Sefton Area Responses
St Helens Area Responses
Knowsley Area Responses
Halton Area Responses
Anonymous Responses
Total

Number of
Respondents
8
6
4
4
13
4
2
4
3
13
26
87

Below is a breakdown of the variety of media the Consultees used to make
representations:
Medium used to make representations
Media Type
Percentage
Web based – using Limehouse
16%
Software
Questionnaire – Full Text
52%
Questionnaire – Abridged Report
7%
Email
7%
Other
9%
Two versions of a Results of Consultation Report were published in Nov 2007
following analysis of responses received. A comprehensive listing of responses was
presented in “Main Conclusions of the Issues and Options ConsultationV3” and a
Summary was published in “Results of Issues and Options Consultation”. The
Summary report is reproduced in Appendix A.

4.2 Spatial Strategy and Sites Consultation
It is worth noting that the original programme for the production of the Joint
Merseyside Waste DPD was subject to significant change following the advice of an
independent „Critical Friend‟ review. Following Issues and Options Public
Consultation, work commenced on development the Preferred Options Report.
During the drafting of the Report, Merseyside EAS employed a critical friend to
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review the soundness of the plan so far and to advise on possible oversights and
risks.
Following the review we were strongly advised to hold a consultation prior to
Preferred Options to give the public an early insight into potential sites as well as
more opportunity to influence the emerging Waste DPD. The alternative was to
proceed to a “Preferred Options” report which would have provided very little
opportunity for stakeholders to influence which options were preferred, especially
with regard to potential site allocations.
In response to this recommendation a further consultation was built into the process,
this was based on the Spatial Strategy and Sites Report. It focused on options for
the Spatial Strategy to be adopted and on a list of sites proposed for possible
allocation to deal with identified capacity needs for managing Merseyside and
Halton‟s waste up until 2025.
The consultation on the Spatial Strategy & Sites Report took place over a nine week
period from November 17th 2008 until January 16th 2009. The period allowed for
consultation responses was extended beyond the more usual six weeks due to the
Christmas holiday period which intervened and also due to strong interest expressed
in the consultation by members of the public, elected representatives and numerous
organisations.
Pre-Consultation Activities
Press Attention. Prior to the publication of the Spatial Strategy and Sites Report, the
Plan was subject to some press attention that required proactive media work to
minimise negative impacts. This was as a result of committee reports containing the
long list of sites being handed to the local press without any appropriate briefing. This
resulted in front page and emotive headlines about incineration and landfill threat to
local communities. MEAS officers were able to use this opportunity to explain the
DPD process and the site selection process prior to publication of the consultation
report. This press interest led to a lot of community anxiety and interest prior and
during the actual public consultation period. On a positive note, the press coverage
meant that a lot more people found out about the upcoming consultation and were
able to take part.
Events and Presentations
In order to gather information and views from stakeholders, various events were held
and the main issues presented. A series of pre-consultation stakeholder events were
held in 2008 and were designed to encourage debate and discussion of the issues at
hand.
The following pre consultation events and presentations were made prior to finalising
the Spatial Strategy and Sites Report.
Pre Consultation Events and Presentations (Spatial Strategy and Sites)
Date
rd

3 September 2008
th
18 September 2008
th
29 October 2008

Event
MWDA meeting
St Helens Chamber of Commerce
Liverpool Chamber of Commerce Waste Event
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Formal Consultation
4.2.1 Who was consulted?
The Table below provides a breakdown of the organisations consulted at the Issues
and Options stage.
Categories of Waste DPD Consultees who were contacted at Spatial Strategy &
Sites stage
Consultee Group
Private Sectors Organisations
Local Authority/Public Sector
Organisations
Voluntary/Not for Profit Organisations
Unclassified / Individuals

Entries
310
757
164
2010

4.2.2 How were they consulted?
The main consultation methods used were similar to those described in detail
above (4.1.2 Issues & Options)
Statutory advertising (notices)
Press Releases to local newspapers
Documents on deposit and Posters in District Council Libraries, One-Stop
shops and Council receptions
Information on District Council websites with links to consultation portal (see
below)
Consultation events held in each District
Emails and letters sent to consultees on Merseyside EAS and Council SCI
databases (see 4.2.1 for breakdown)
Letters to all local authority Councillors in Merseyside and Halton
Dedicated consultation portal for direct electronic response
http://merseysideeas-consult.limehouse.co.uk
Waste Planning Website: www.wasteplanningmerseyside.gov.uk for
background information
The formal consultation ran from November 17th 2008 until January 16th 2009,
covering a nine week period. Consultation material were available at all times
throughout this period on the consultation website and in deposit locations during
normal library / office opening hours.
Merseyside EAS organised six „roadshows‟, one in each of the districts either in the
immediate run up to or during the public consultation. Attendees were also able to
obtain information, examine and order copies of documents and to ask questions of
MEAS and District Officers attending.
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Waste DPD District Roadshows held during the Spatial Strategy & Sites
Consultation
Date
6th November 2008
13th November 2008
18th November 2008
9th December 2008
16th December 2008
17 December 2008

District
St Helens
Halton
Sefton
Wirral
Knowsley
Liverpool

Venue
St Helens Town Hall
Halton Stadium
Bootle Town Hall
Wallasey Town Hall
Huyton Suite
Millennium House

Other Events and Presentations Held During Spatial Strategy & Sites
Consultation
Date
25th November 2008
11th December 2008
15th December 2008

Event
Sefton 10 Parishes Presentation
Sefton Council Member Training
Knowsley Council Member Training

4.2.3 How the comments were dealt with.
Responses to Spatial Strategy and Sites Report Public Consultation
Following the nine week public consultation of the Waste DPD Spatial Strategy and
Sites Report from November 2008 to January 2009, 713 consultation questions were
answered. Responses came from 184 different consultees of whom 67 represented
organisations – the remainder were from private individuals.
The medium through which consultees chose to respond to the questions is shown in
the table below.
Mode of consultee responses to questions
Email
Letter
Paper Questionnaire
Web-form
Total

113
112
168
320
713

All responses received were entered into a single database and were analysed by
the Waste DPD team and reported to the Steering Group.
A Results of Consultation Report was published in May 2009 which provided
responses to the issues raised during the consultation. The table below shows the
overall analysis of responses received to all non-site specific questions
Question
Number
Question 7.1

Subject

Overall vision

(a)
Answers
received

(b)
% Agreeing

51

88.2
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(d)
% Disagreeing

3.9
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Question 7.2

Strategic Objectives

45

91.1

0.0

8.9

Question 8.1

Resource Recovery
led Strategy

41

87.8

7.3

4.9

Question 9.1

Spatial Strategy
Criteria

42

66.7

21.4

11.9

Question 9.2

Preferred Spatial
Strategy

43

76.7

11.6

11.6

Question 10.1 EfW in all new
developments

43

46.5

23.3

30.2

Question 10.2 EfW in nonresidential
developments

37

35.1

24.3

40.5

Question 11.1 Site Selection
Methodology

51

52.9

17.6

29.4

Question 12.1 Areas of Opportunity

44

43.2

29.5

27.3

Question 12.2 Top-Scoring Sites

46

52.2

30.4

17.4

Question 12.3 Site Profiles

50

36.0

28.0

36.0

142

9.9

7.7

82.4

Question 12.5 Safeguarding

42

54.8

19.0

26.2

Question 12.6 Overall assessment
of report

36

63.9

22.2

13.9

Question 12.4 Approach to Landfill
and Landraise

It is clear that the one question where there is a large proportion (82%) of
respondents disagreeing with the proposals put in the question is question 12.4 on
the approach to identifying landfill or landraise sites. See below for a separate note
on landfill.
The main issues raised, along with the responses to them are summarised in
Appendix C to this report. The impact of this consultation on proposed allocation
numbers is shown in Section 4.5.
Landfill and Petitions
In addition to the comments received in response to the full report, a number of
petitions were received objecting to the development of landfill or landraise at specific
sites which has been listed in the Report at Appendix D (Sites put forward for further
investigation for suitability). This seemed to be one of the most emotive issues
related to this consultation and was followed by intensive discussions with industry
including the Waste DPD Technical Advisory Group as well as liaison with community
groups and elected members.

4.3 Preferred Options Consultation
The Preferred Options public consultation commenced on 24th May and ran for 6
weeks until 4th July 2010. This was seen as a particularly important consultation
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stage as it represented the final major opportunity to influence the overall strategy
and direction of the Waste Plan.
The Preferred Options Report covered the following issues:
Vision and overall strategy.
Policies to provide industry with certainty and a high level of control of
activities.
Large and small sites for new waste management facilities which are shown
on accompanying plans.
Two new landfill sites proposed for allocation as inert (non-polluting) waste.
Preferred policy on energy from waste.
Monitoring and implementation framework
4.3.1 Who was consulted?
The Table below provides a breakdown of the organisations consulted at the
Preferred Options stage.
Categories of Waste DPD Consultees who were contacted at Preferred Options
stage
Consultee Group
Entries
Private Sectors Organisations
334
Local Authority/Public Sector
765
Organisations
Voluntary/Not for Profit Organisations
163
Unclassified / Individuals
2690
The increase in the number in the unclassified/individuals category is a reflection of
registration on District LDF databases taking place over the previous 12 months
mainly by individuals or by informal groupings who did not provide organisational
details.
4.3.2 How were they consulted?
The main consultation methods used were similar to those described in detail
above (4.1.2 Issues & Options)
Statutory advertising (notices)
Press Releases to local newspapers
Documents on Deposit and Posters in District Council Libraries, One-Stop
shops and Council receptions
Information on District Council websites with links to consultation portal (see
below)
Consultation events held in each District (2 in Halton and Knowsley, 1 in other
Districts) – details below
Emails and letters sent to consultees on Merseyside EAS and Council SCI
databases (3287 individuals and organisations)
Letters to all local authority Councillors in Merseyside and Halton following
local elections in May 2010
Dedicated
consultation
portal
for
direct
electronic
response
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http://merseysideeas-consult.limehouse.co.uk
Waste Planning Website: www.wasteplanningmerseyside.gov.uk
background information

for

The formal consultation ran for six weeks from 24th May 2010 to 4th July 2010 during
which time consultation materials were available continuously on the consultation
portal website and at deposit locations during normal library and office opening
hours.
Roadshows
The development of the roadshow format was first used during consultation on
Spatial Strategy and Sites Report as a means of consulting with all groups stated
within districts SCI.
The roadshows provided a chance for the districts to promote the Waste DPD and to
communicate with interested parties. It was also a chance for the public to meet with
the team preparing the report and allow them added opportunity to have their
opinions heard directly. It also provided an important opportunity for dialogue with
elected members.
As part of the consultation process, eight public meetings where held around the subregion, a minimum of one per district. These meetings were held to give the public an
opportunity to find out more about the Waste DPD and Preferred Options Report and
also to provide the chance to discuss various issues with both the Waste Team and
district officers. The meetings also had the added use of flagging up key issues that
need to be resolved or investigated prior to the next stage of the Waste DPD.
Roadshows organised for the Preferred Options Stage Consultation
Number of
attendees

Date and Venue
Wednesday 9th June 2010 @ the Kirkby Suite, Knowsley.

19

Monday 14th June 2010 @ the Huyton Suite, Knowsley.

14

Wednesday 16th June 2010 @ Wallasey Town Hall,
Wirral.
Monday 21st June 2010 @ Stobart Stadium Halton.

18

Wednesday 23rd June 2010 @ Runcorn Town Hall,
Halton.
Thursday 24th June 2010 @ Bootle Cricket Club, Sefton.

7

Tuesday 29th June 2010 @ World of Glass, St Helens.

59

Thursday 1st July 2010 @ Millennium House, Liverpool.

7

19

5

An informal drop in session was held before the main event from 5.00pm until
6.00pm and time was also set aside for informal discussions following the Questions
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and Answer session. These informal sessions were specifically designed to allow the
opportunity for small group and one-to-one discussions.
The main event consisted of an introductory presentation on the Waste Plan and
Preferred Options Report. Attendees then had the opportunity to ask questions and
provide feedback on the Waste Plan during a Question and Answers session. There
was also a representative from the relevant authority‟s Waste Collection Department
in attendance to answer any queries regarding household waste and collection
arrangements as experience showed that events attracted a wide range of questions
on waste – not all of them relevant to Waste Planning.
These meetings provided the public with opportunity to talk to the waste team and
district officers, and also provided a means of flagging up issues regarding the Waste
DPD, site allocations and consultation process itself.
Promotion of Roadshows
In light of comments received, attendance at previous events and the stage in plan
preparation, it was important that promotion of the roadshow was effective. Press
releases, posters, articles in community magazines as well as letters and follow up
calls to significant groups were all required and implemented.
A generic letter of invitation to all addressees on the consolidated database went out
and contained information on all roadshows giving consultees the option to attend
any of the meetings.

4.3.3 How the comments were dealt with.
Following the six week public consultation on the Waste DPD Preferred Options
Report from November 2008 to January 2009, the 1239 consultation responses
received were analysed by MEAS and reported to the Waste DPD Steering Group.
The following table shows the responses received via the different methods of
communication.
Type

Number

Percent

E-Mail

69

6%

Letter

176

14 %

Questionnaire

723

58 %

Web

271

22 %

Total

1239

100 %

Each “response” in the above analysis represents a single answer to one of the
specific consultation questions asked in the Preferred Options Report. These
responses were made by 139 individual consultees, of which 64 represented
organisations. Private and public organisations were represented in roughly equal
proportions. Since there were a total of 1239 responses, each consultee provided, on
average answers to approximately nine consultation questions. This suggests that
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the comments received were generally provided following relatively “in-depth”
consideration of the issues presented in the Preferred Options report and were not
dominated by single-issue responses.
For this consultation, a postcode analysis was also carried out of responses
received. The map below shows the sources of consultation responses received by
electoral ward. There is a clear clustering of responses around some of the proposed
allocated sites, although there are also clearly some proposed allocations which did
not attract much local comment. It should be noted that this analysis is based on the
stated postcode of the consultee making the response.
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The main issues raised by consultees, along with the responses to them are
summarised in Appendix D to this report. The impact of this consultation on
proposed allocation numbers is shown in Section 4.5.

4.4 Preferred Options 2 Consultation
This was the fourth full consultation on the emerging Waste Plan and comprised part
two of a two-stage Preferred Options Consultation. The first Preferred Options Report
public consultation was held in May 2010 for six weeks. As a result of discussions,
representations and Council Resolutions during and following this consultation, some
sites where withdrawn from the process. Therefore there was a need to identify
replacement sites and undergo a further consultation in order to give
stakeholders/consultees opportunity to comment on them. A total of four new sites
had to be identified and were presented for consultation at this stage.
The Preferred Options 2: New Sites Report was published for six weeks of
consultation on Monday 9th May 2011 following full council approval from all six
districts. The report contained four sites in four of the six districts: Halton, Liverpool,
Sefton and St Helens.
4.4.1 Who was consulted ?
The Table below provides a breakdown of the organisations consulted at the Issues
and Options stage.
Categories of Waste DPD Consultees who were contacted at Preferred Options
(2) stage
Consultee Group
Private Sectors Organisations
Local Authority/Public Sector
Organisations
Voluntary/Not for Profit Organisations
Unclassified / Individuals

Entries
308
688
160
3050

4.4.2 How Were They Consulted
The Preferred Options 2: New Sites Report was subject to a six week consultation
(May 9th to June 27th 2011) where all those on the consultation master database (see
table above) were invited to make their representations via a number of means both
electronic and traditional.
Below is a breakdown of the various activities undertaken during Preferred Options 2:
New Sites Public Consultation. Consultation methods were mainly as used in the
earlier consultations but with a clear focus on the four areas in which new sites had
been identified as potential Waste DPD allocations.
Consultation activities included :
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Publication of consultation documents and questionnaire on Council‟s website
Website and Consultation Portal at www.wasteplanningmerseyside.gov.uk
with links provided from all District web sites.
Online interactive consultation facilities were also provided by the Limehouse
hosted service. www.merseysideeas-consult.limehouse.co.uk was live
throughout the six weeks consultation period.
Notices in local media and Press Releases.
Advertisements of consultation process in Local supermarkets and Parish
Halls.
Report deposit at all libraries, Council Buildings and Town Halls.
Waste DPD Drop in Sessions
In many of the 6 districts SCI‟s, there was a requirement to make an offer of
presentations to a number of interest/stakeholder groups. This is identified in St
Helens SCI. As these offers amounted to a possible 90+ presentations over the 6
week period, the decision was taken to hold Waste DPD specific events and invite all
Consultees to attend and find out more about the consultation report.
During the Preferred Options 2 consultation, drop-in sessions were held in the four
districts that had a site identified in the report. From 3.00pm until 7.00pm, potential
consultees or interested parties were able to meet the Waste Team and officers from
the Districts, find out more about the report, the sites and the Waste DPD and have
the opportunity could discuss any issues with officers from the relevant district or the
Waste Planning Team.
4.4.3 How the comments were dealt with.
Following the six week public consultation on the Waste DPD Preferred Options
Report from May 9th 2011 to June 27th 2011, the 2930 consultation responses
received were analysed.
The following table shows the responses received via the different methods of
communication.
Type

Number

Percent

E-Mail

74

2.5%

Letter

36

1.2 %

2688

91.7 %

Web

132

4.5 %

Total

2930

100 %

Questionnaire

Each “response” in the table above represents a single answer to one of the two
specific consultation questions asked in the Preferred Options Report. These
responses were made by 2747 individual consultees, of whom 232
represented 91 organisations. This includes a number of organisational
responses that were made by a number of individuals from the same organisation
(For example one organisation - Rushton Hinchy Solicitors Ltd - submitted
responses from 49 individuals). There were 2751 responses to Question 1 (sites)
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and just 179 responses to Question 2 (general views on Waste DPD). The latter
number represents something of an over-estimate of interest in Question 2, since
many respondents used Question 2 to simply amplify their views on site issues.
The consultation responses were therefore strongly biased towards Question 1
(site) issues.
As with the Preferred Options (1) consultation, a postcode analysis was carried
out on the responses received from which it was clear that Consultees from the
top four postcode areas (see mapping below) represented 2613 responses of the
2751 responses received on individual sites (95% of responses).
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This Consultation was somewhat simpler than previous exercises since there were
only two questions – one on the sites being proposed for allocation and another
general question on any other views on the Waste DPD.

The question 1 analysis in the following table has been carried out after all “Do
not wish to Express a View” responses have been removed.
Responses to Question 1 (support or opposition to sites) at Preferred Options
2 stage Consultation.

Site

Oppose

F0885
H2309
L2337
S1596

13
12
9
26

Key to Sites:
Site ID
F0885

H2309
L2337
S1596

Oppose
Strongly
37
38
42
2604

Support
62
52
71
7

Support
Strongly
76
130
78
5

Total
188
232
200
2642

Location
District Site, Site North of Farriers Way, Netherton Industrial
Estate.
Sub-Regional Site: Widnes Waterfront, Halton
Sub-Regional Site :Land Off Stalybridge Road, Garston,
Liverpool
Sub-Regional Site : Sandwash Close, Rainford Industrial
Estate, St.Helens

It is clear that site S1596 attracted a good deal of local opposition and very little
support. The issues raised for the various sites are summarised in Appendix E of this
report.
While various issues have been raised, and in the case of site S1596, by a large
number of consultees, none of these issues constitute new valid Planning reasons for
withdrawing any site from the process. It is proposed that in preparing the Publication
Document for the next stage of the Waste DPD, actions should be undertaken to
address the issues raised as indicated in the tables above.

5
Impact of Consultations on Proposed Policies
and Site Allocations – Summary
From the outset, each consultation has been used to inform the development of the
vision, strategic objectives, spatial strategy and development management policies
for the Waste DPD. A strong consensus of opinion on the vision and strategic
objectives was reached at the Issues and Options stage, and was further clarified
during the Spatial Strategy and Sites consultation. For continuity, however, the vision
and strategic objectives have been presented with opportunity to comment at each
subsequent consultation stage.
After initial gauging of opinion at Issues and Options stage, refinement of the spatial
strategy began in the Spatial Strategy and Sites Report, when three spatial
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approaches were introduced, and a preferred approach highlighted. Consultation
responses enabled a decision to be reached on the preferred spatial approach which
was then presented as the preferred spatial strategy in the Preferred Options Report,
and which allowed further refinement of sites in appropriate locations.
In terms of policy development, this began at the Issues and Options stage where
key issues were highlighted. Some additional issues were introduced at the Spatial
Strategy stage as a result of national policy changes. For each policy area,
consultation responses were collated to ensure that the direction of travel of policy
development followed the general consensus of opinion. Where no real consensus
was reached, further internal discussion and informal stakeholder consultation was
undertaken to assist in finding an appropriate approach, although this was applicable
to only a couple of policy areas.
At all stages, the development of the vision, strategic objectives, spatial strategy and
waste policies were influenced by the sustainability appraisal and HRA.
Consequently, any suggested amendments which improved the Waste DPD policies
have been included in the Proposed Submission Version.
Each consultation form the Spatial Strategy and Sites Report stage included
proposed site allocations to provide waste management capacity to satisfy the needs
assessment as it stood at that stage. An analysis of the way in which the number of
proposed allocations changed with each consultation stage provides one indication of
the impact of consultation responses on the Waste DPD.
In the table below, for each District the number of sub-regional sites proposed for
allocation is shown plus the number of proposed District-level sites together with the
total. It is clear that the process of consultation leads to a refinement of the
requirement and of the options for meeting the need.
Spatial
Strategy &
Sites Stage

Preferred
Options Stage

Preferred
Options (2)
Consultation

Proposed
Submission
Document

Halton

2+3=5

1+2=3

1+2=3

1+2=3

Knowsley

1+5=6

1+3=4

1+3=4

1+3=4

Liverpool

1+8=9

0+2=2

1+2=3

1+2=3

Sefton

1+8=9

1+2=3

1+3=4

1+3=4

St.Helens

1+4=5

1+1=2

1+1=2

1+1=2

Wirral

3 + 7 = 10

1+2=3

1+2=3

1+2=3
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6
Consultation on the Sustainability Appraisal /
Strategic Environmental Assessment and Habitat
Regulations Assessment
SA/SEA Statutory Consultation
The three statutory consultees – English Heritage, the Environment Agency, and
Natural England were invited to attend the initial workshops that identified the
principal sustainability issues and which agreed the SA Objectives. At each
subsequent stage of consultation the consultees were provided with a hardcopy of
the latest version of the SA Report and the accompanying covering letters
summarised how their previous comments had been addressed. The consultees also
received a hardcopy of the initial Scoping Report at the Issues & Options consultation
stage but were subsequently directed to the electronic version which was available
via the Waste DPD consultation portal.
SA/SEA Public Consultation
At the Issues & Options (Regulation 25) consultation on the Waste DPD, copies of
the Sustainability Statement, its Non-Technical Summary and SA Scoping Report
were provided at all consultation points in the six Districts. At all subsequent stages
communication informing of the main Waste DPD consultation (ie. consultee letters,
press notices, and statements on the home pages of the consultation portal) made
clear that consultation on the SA/SEA Report was occurring and directed the public
to where documents could be obtained.
On Publication of the Proposed Submission Document (Regulation 27), copies of the
draft final SA Environmental Report and its Non-Technical Summary were distributed
to consultation points as previously. The revised SA Scoping Report was not
distributed in hardcopy due to its size, however all stages of the draft final SA
Environmental Report have included a chapter summarizing the principal issues and
information from that work.
At each successive stage, the SA report from the previous consultation stage has
been accessible via the Waste DPD consultation portal to provide an audit trail
together with the most recent version of the SA Scoping Report. All four reports are
available in the main library or the archive at publication.
SA/SEA Stakeholder Consultation
A range of appropriate bodies and companies were invited to attend the workshops at
the initial scoping stage referred to above. In addition to representatives of planning
functions in each of the Districts they were:
Government Office for the North West
North West Development Agency
Environment Agency
English Nature

Merseyside and North Cheshire Health
Protection Agency
Merseytravel
Liverpool Chamber of Commerce
Merseyside Policy Unit
-24-

Consultation Statement - Proposed Submission Document Stage

Countryside Agency
English Heritage
Merseyside Waste Disposal Authority

The Mersey Partnership
Bulky Bob‟s (3rd sector recycler)
CREATE (3rd sector recycler)
Energywise

A number of other organizations and bodies were included as stakeholders at the
Issues & Options or Spatial Strategy & Sites stage, as follows:
Waste planning functions in Cheshire, Greater Manchester, Lancashire and
Warrington;
Forward planning functions in Flintshire and Wigan;
North West Regional Assembly
Liverpool Transport Plan Sustainability Unit
Secretaries of Sustainability Appraisal Panels in each of the six Districts
Local representatives of CPRE, Friends of the Earth and RSPB.
This list has been revised as development of the Waste DPD has proceeded and
Merseyside EAS officers have checked personal contact details to named officers are
still in post, or to identify their replacements.
At subsequent consultations each stakeholder representative received a letter
advising them of the start of consultation on the SA/SEA and directing them to the
location of documents on the Waste DPD consultation portal.
Consultation on the HRA
Interim drafts of the HRA report were provided in hardcopy to Natural England at the
Spatial Strategy & Sites and Preferred Options consultation stages with a request for
comment. Copies of the evolving HRA report have also been included in the list of
supporting documents which were available for inspection on the Waste DPD portal
at each stage of public consultation.
The draft final HRA report (re-screening of the Proposed Submission Document) was
sent to Natural England for comment prior to publication of the Waste DPD.
Amendments responding to their comments were being discussed with Natural
England at the time the Proposed Submission Document was published.
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7

Appendices

A: Dates of Consultation Events and TAG & STAG meetings
B: Summary of Issues raised in Issues & Options Consultation
C: Summary of issues raised and proposed actions at Spatial Strategy & Sites
Report stage.
D: Summary of issues raised and proposed actions at Preferred Options
Report stage.
E: Summary of issues raised and proposed actions at Preferred Options (2)
Report stage.
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Appendix A
Consultation Events and Meetings of Stakeholder Advisory Group and
Technical Advisory Group held:
2008 - Spatial Strategy & Sites stage
TAG Meetings : 3rd March, 1st April, 30th April
STAG Meetings : 3rd April, 24th April, 2nd October
29th Oct - Liv Echo Arena - Liverpool Chamber of Commerce Waste Event
6th Nov - St Helens roadshow
13th Nov - Halton roadshow
18th Nov - Sefton roadshow
25th Nov - SAPLC Sefton 10 Parishes
9th Dec - wirral roadshow
11th Dec - Sefton Member Training
15th Dec - Knowsley Member Training
16th Dec - Knowsley Roadshow
17th Dec - Liverpool Roadshow
2009 – 2010 : Preferred Options Stage
20th Jan 09- Special Tag - landfill
5th March 09- Special tag - landfill
2nd April 09- Special tag - landfill
26th May 09- St Helens member training
26th May 10 - Stakeholder meeting
9th June 10 - Kirkby Roadshow
14th June 10 - Huyton Roadshow
16th June 10 - Halton (Widnes) roadshow
21st June 10 - Halton (Runcorn) roadshow
23rd June 10 - Sefton Roadshow
24th June 10 - St Helens roadshow
29th June 10 - St Helens roadshow
1st July 10 - Liverpool roadshow
2011 – Preferred Options 2 consultation
28th Feb – TAG to discuss Revised Needs Assessment
23rd May - Halton drop in session
26th May - Liverpool drop in session
7th June - St Helens drop in session
9th June - Sefton drop in session
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Appendix B. Summary of Issues and Options issues raised and proposed
actions.
Question 1 The aims of the DPD project.
There is overwhelming consensus on this issue. Therefore, the Aims of the Joint Merseyside
Waste DPD will be carried forward to Preferred Options.

Question 2 The Spatial Planning Objectives (SPOs) for the Waste DPD.
The Spatial Planning Objectives will be consistently and logically translated into the agreed
approach for the proposed locations of waste management facilities.

Question 3 Waste Minimisation policy.
The detail of the waste minimisation policies will be the subject of further work during the
preparation and pre-consultation for Preferred Options.

Question 4 Self Sufficiency in Merseyside.
The consensus of opinion was that Merseyside should aim to be net self sufficient in waste
management. This will be taken into consideration in developing Preferred Options. The
results of the Revised Needs Assessment (currently in preparation) will be used to inform the
required treatment capacity to 2025

Question 5 Other Evidence Gaps.
A series of further evidence gathering studies and reviews are on-going to inform the
Preferred Options. These studies and reviews include:
Radioactive waste
Climate change and greenhouse gas emissions
Potential Health Issues
Strategic Flood Risk

Question 6 Self Sufficiency in Merseyside.
The consensus of opinion was that Merseyside should aim to be net self sufficient in waste
management. This will be taken into consideration in developing Preferred Options. The
results of the Revised Needs Assessment (currently in preparation) will be used to inform the
required treatment capacity to 2025.

Question 7 Site Selection Methodology.
The Preferred Options report will identify specific sites for locating waste management
facilities. In addition, detailed consideration will be given at the Preferred Options stage as to
whether broad locations, such as industrial estates, could also be identified.
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Question 8 Safeguarding of Sites.
Given the difficulty of identifying sites across Merseyside, sites will need to be safeguarded in
the Districts Proposals Map DPD. Consideration will need to be given to protecting land
adjacent to proposed waste management sites from land use change which could conflict with
the proposed use. Consideration will also need to be given to updating District Proposals Map
DPDs at adoption of the Waste DPD.

Question 9 Preferred Locations for Waste Facilities.
The preferences identified have been considered in the criteria and weighting in the site
selection methodology. This methodology will now be applied to identify and score a long list
of sites.

Question 10 Distances Away From Sensitive Receptors.
The sensitivity of certain receptors is noted. It is important to note that Merseyside is a
Metropolitan area which is densely populated and this, combined with other constraints e.g.
ground water vulnerability, will reduce the potential number of "least constrained" sites. The
buffer distances and respondent's concerns have been taken into account in agreeing the site
selection criteria. As part of the process of agreeing the site selection methodology and
considering potential sites there will be a pre-consultation process ahead of Preferred Options
public consultation.
Results of Issues and Options Consultation - Summary Responses

Question 11 Environmental Constraints at Locations for Waste Facilities.
The comments on environmental constraints are reflected in the revised site selection
methodology.

Question 12 Other Sites Suitable for Waste Management Use.
All potential sites will be subject to the site selection methodology and scoring process. Sites
promoted or identified at this stage will not be attributed to any organisation or individual
thereby protecting confidentiality.

Question 13 Preferred Spatial Distribution of Facilities.
The consensus of opinion was that a combination of diffuse, clustered and centralised sites
was most appropriate. This approach will be used to inform the spatial pattern of sites once
the potential sites have been identified.

Question 14 Allocation of Sites for Treatment and Disposal.
The consensus of opinion favoured a varied approach whereby some strategic activities are
allocated to specific sites whilst activity on other sites is non specific. These comments will be
taken into consideration during the site allocation process.
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Question 15 Waste Treatment as a Resource.
In bringing forward policy based preferred options, further consideration will be given to
promoting the benefits of resource recovery including job creation in waste and waste-related
businesses, energy and heat recovery and, avoidance of disposal charges.

Question 16 Retention of Ancillary Operations at Landfill Sites.
The comments will be taken into account in the development of the site selection
methodology and Preferred Options policies.

Question 17 Landfill Site Allocations in Merseyside.
The site selection methodology will consider how best to identify suitable landfill sites.

Question 18 Management of Hazardous Waste.
The consensus of opinion was that Merseyside should aim to be net self sufficient for
hazardous waste management. The position with respect to hazardous waste will be reviewed
once the Revised Needs Assessment and relevant regional studies have reported and will be
fed into Preferred Options Policy Development.

Question 19 The Transport of Waste.
The site selection methodology contains positive criteria to encourage waste management
facilities to be accessible by a range of transport modes, and that sites should be as close as
feasible to waste sources.

Question 20 Designing for Sustainable Waste Management.
This matter will receive further consideration in the development of Preferred Options Report.

Question 21 The Design of Waste Management Facilities.
A policy option specific to the design and operation of waste management facilities will be
considered at the Preferred Options stage.

Question 22 Additional Development Criteria Areas.
The scope of criteria based policies will be set out at Preferred Options stage.

Question 23 Criteria Based Development Control Policies.
The scope of criteria based policies will be set out at Preferred Options stage
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Appendix C: Summary of issues raised and proposed actions at Spatial
Strategy & Sites Report stage.
Question-by-question analysis
Question 7.1 : Do you agree with the proposed vision ?
Analysis of responses (51 received)
Agree Strongly
13
Main points raised

Agree
32

Neither
2
Raised by
(No of
consultees)

No Comment
Agree with qualification

Disagree

Disagree
Strongly
4
0
Response to points raised

19
14

N/A
Individual reservations will be addressed in
further analysis and will feed into Preferred
Options report
Support in general
11
Overall high level of support for Vision
confirms “Direction of Travel” for Preferred
Options stage
Requests specific amendment
4
Individual reservations will be addressed in
further analysis and will feed into Preferred
Options report
Decisions on health impacts are based on relative
Should state „NO impact‟ on health
1
risks and their minimisation and the DPD cannot
declare absolute positions.
Disagrees with reference to health
1
Health concerns are held by many and as
such should not be ignored
Agrees but supports incentives/penalties
1
The imposition of penalties or the introduction
of incentives to control the production of
waste would require legislative change.
Summary – Overall there is a high degree of support and consensus for the Waste DPD Vision. This will now be
finalised with some minor amendments.

Question 7.2 : Do you agree with the amended Strategic Objectives ?
Analysis of responses (45 received)
Agree Strongly
6
Main points raised

Agree
35

Neither
0
Raised by
(No of
consultees)

Agree with qualification

17

No Comment
Support in general

16
8

Requests specific amendment

3

Disagree

Disagree
Strongly
3
1
Response to points raised

Individual reservations will be addressed in
further analysis and will feed into Preferred
Options report
N/A
Overall high level of support for Strategic
Objectives confirms good consensus on
“Direction of Travel” of the Waste DPD.
Individual reservations will be addressed in
further analysis and will feed into Preferred
Options report
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Should state „NO impact on health‟

1

Decisions on health impacts are based on relative
risks and their minimisation and the DPD cannot
declare absolute positions.
Summary – Overall there is a high degree of support and consensus for the Waste DPD Strategic Objectives. Specific
comments will be addressed and any substantive changes will be reported in the Preferred Options report.

Question 8.1 : Resource Recovery led Strategy : Do you agree with the proposed strategy to
meet Merseyside's Waste Management Needs?
Analysis of responses (41 received)
Agree Strongly
9
Main points raised

Agree
27

Neither
3
Raised by
(No of
consultees)

Disagree

Disagree
Strongly
2
0
Response to points raised

Agree with qualification

17

Individual reservations will be addressed in
further analysis. Confirms “Direction of
Travel” and overall strategy for the Waste
DPD.
N/A

No Comment

16

Support in general

8

Overall high level of support for Strategy
confirms “Direction of Travel” and overall
strategy for the Waste DPD.

Requests specific amendment

3

Individual reservations will be addressed in
further analysis and will feed into Preferred

Options report
Decisions on health impacts are based on relative
risks and their minimisation and the DPD cannot
declare absolute positions.
Summary –There is a very high degree of support and consensus for the Waste DPD resource recovery led strategy.
Whilst specific comments will be addressed the strategy underpinning the Waste DPD is confirmed.
Should state „NO impact on health‟

1

Question 9.1 : Do you agree with the key criteria used for defining the spatial strategy ?
Analysis of responses (42 received)
Agree Strongly
4
Main points raised

Agree
24

Neither
9
Raised by
(No of
consultees)

Disagree

Disagree
Strongly
5
0
Response to points raised

No Comment

21

N/A

Agree with qualification

7

Requests specific amendment

6

Individual reservations will be addressed in
further analysis and will feed into Preferred
Options report
Individual reservations will be addressed in
further analysis and will feed into Preferred
Options report

Support in general

6

Overall high level of support for Spatial
Strategy Criteria confirms “Direction of Travel”
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for the Waste DPD subject to further
amendment at Preferred Options stage.
Further clarification on many issues will be
developed for preferred options.
An unrelated issue raised by one consultee in
Irrelevant comment
1
response to this question.
Summary – Overall there is general support for the criteria used to define the spatial strategy. It will be further refined
as a consequence of the consultation and any substantive changes will be reported in the Preferred Options report.
Requires clarification

1

Question 9.2 : Do you agree with the preferred spatial strategy ?
Analysis of responses (43 received)
Agree Strongly
7
Main points raised

Agree
26

Neither
5
Raised by
(No of
consultees)

Disagree

Disagree
Strongly
3
2
Response to points raised

No Comment

16

N/A

Agree with qualification

12

Support in general

9

Individual reservations will be addressed in
further analysis and will feed into Preferred
Options report. Overall good consensus on
overall spatial approach for the Waste DPD.
Overall support for Spatial Strategy confirms
“Direction of Travel” of the Waste DPD with
specific issues addressed at Preferred
Options.

Requests specific amendment

2

Individual reservations will be addressed in

further analysis
The majority view shows agreement with the
preferred option, although an alternate view
expressed by some shows that consideration
of the issues does not provide unanimity.
Requires clarification
1
Further clarification on many issues will be
developed for preferred options.
Disagrees with landfill
1
This recovery led plan shows landfill to be the
least preferred option but cannot be ruled out
as an option for residual waste in the short to
medium term.
Summary – Overall there is a high degree of support and consensus for the preferred spatial strategy. Specific
comments will be assessed with substantive changes reported in the Preferred Options report.
Prefers other option

2

Question 10.1 : Do you agree with option 1 (encourage energy from waste in all new
developments) ?
Analysis of responses (43 received)
Agree Strongly
7
Main points raised

Agree
13

Neither
10
Raised by
(No of
consultees)

No Comment

14
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Disagree

Disagree
Strongly
8
5
Response to points raised

N/A
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May not be feasible

10

General agreement

6

Incineration reduces recycling

5

At Preferred Options stage, the proposed
policy will make it clear that EfW will be
considered in major developments. It is
acknowledged that it will not be feasible in all
cases and that there is an important
relationship between District LDF policies in
terms of EfW for new development.
Support for general development of EfW
noted
While this could be true for incineration as a
primary treatment (“mass burn”) it would be
much less so for the EfW under consideration
in this proposed policy which would be
secondary treatment following production of
RDF, a step which normally includes removal

of recyclates.
Individual reservations will be addressed in
further analysis.
Environmental concerns
4
These concerns should be eased by the
Environmental Permitting regime under which
EfW plant would operate. At the Preferred
Options stage this will be explained more fully.
Summary – No overall consensus was reached on EfW in all new large developments with concerns being expressed
at how feasible it would be to deliver. Many respondents pointed out that it will be necessary to define clearly what is
meant by “large” developments. Whilst specific comments will be addressed there is an important policy relationship
between EfW for major new development and the Local Development Frameworks of each District. The preferred
policy option on EfW will be consulted upon in the Preferred Options report.
Agreement with minor reservations

4

Question 10.2 : Do you agree with option 2 (encourage energy from waste in non-residential
developments only) ?
Analysis of responses (37 received)
Agree Strongly
5
Main points raised

Agree
8

Neither
9
Raised by
(No of
consultees)

Disagree

Disagree
Strongly
11
4
Response to points raised

No Comment

16

N/A

Should include residential

7

May not be feasible

7

Taken with the larger proportion of positive
answers to Q 10.1 this points to 10.1
(consideration of EfW in all new major
developments) being the more acceptable
policy option. LDF links to strategic housing
projects need to be explored.
At Preferred Options stage, the proposed
policy will make it clear that EfW will be
considered in major developments. It is
acknowledged that it will not be feasible in all
cases and that there is an important
relationship between District LDF policies in
terms of EfW for new development.

General agreement

3

Some support for this option noted, but
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question 10.1 attracted a higher level of
Environmental concerns

2

Agreement with reservations

1

Incineration reduces recycling

1

support.
These concerns should be eased by the
Environmental Permitting regime under which
EfW plant would operate. At the Preferred
Options stage this will be explained more fully.
Individual reservations will be addressed in
further analysis and will feed into the
Preferred Options stage.
While this could be true for incineration as a
primary treatment (“mass burn”) it would be
much less so for the EfW under consideration
in this proposed policy which would be
secondary treatment following production of
RDF, a step which normally includes removal
of recyclates.

Summary – No overall consensus was reached on EfW in non-residential large developments with concerns being
expressed at how feasible it would be to deliver. A significant view that EfW should include residential developments.
There is an important policy relationship between EfW for major new development and the Local Development
Frameworks of each District. The preferred policy option on EfW will be consulted upon in the Preferred Options
report.
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Question 11.1 : Do you agree with the approach we have taken to site selection ?
Analysis of responses (51 received)
Agree Strongly

Agree

2
Main points raised

25

Neither
9
Raised by
(No of
consultees)

The relative weights given to the scores are not
correct

15

No comment

15

More factors should be considered

10
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Disagree

Disagree
Strongly
9
6
Response to points raised

The specific problems raised by
consultees will be considered
individually. In the next iteration of the
methodology, it is likely that we will apply
different criteria for different proposed
waste management uses to differentiate
between sensitive receptors and the
nature of the activities proposed. For
example, sites deemed suitable for
HWRC might be scored more favourably
for proximity to residential areas than in
the current methodology. This type of
adjustment should address many of the
points raised.
N/A
We will consider carefully the possibility
of adding other suggested factors. The
existing methodology already covers 41
different factors. For any additional
factors to be considered relevant map
layers would have to be available in GIS
format to be incorporated into the
methodology. Some of these factors are
taken into account via other technical
assessments such as site specific
Sustainability Appraisal, deliverability
assessments and via site visits.

Consultation Statement - Proposed Submission Document Stage

Substantial support

7

Overall level of support suggests that with
some adjustments for specific waste
development uses, the methodology can be
used for further development of the Waste

DPD
Any methodology is likely to produce results
which might seem intuitively incorrect for a
specific site. Where we have been asked,
we have shared details of scores and how
these have been achieved with those who
have an interest in specific sites. This
approach has dealt with most problems of
this sort.
Summary – The detailed comments were largely supportive of the methodology used though there were numerous
specific comments on the relative weighting of the criteria. Also some additional criteria were proposed. Whilst
consultees understandably focused on the numeric scoring method various other factors such as other technical
assessments and site visits were not fully considered.
The Waste DPD team will revise the scoring method to respond to substantive comments through three primary
means:
(i)
Re-scoring according to digital boundaries and not centre points.
(ii)
Amending the relative weighting and criteria according to the relationship between proposed waste
management use and sensitivity of receptors.
(iii)
Including new criteria where justified.
Wrong results for specific site(s)

4

The revised scoring method and results will be consulted upon in the Preferred Options report.

Question 12.1 : Do you agree with the Areas of Opportunity which we have defined ?
Analysis of responses (44 received)
Agree Strongly
3
Main points raised

Agree
16

Neither
13
Raised by
(No of
consultees)

Disagree

Disagree
Strongly
9
3
Response to points raised

No Comment

13

N/A

Substantial support

8

Site-specific objections

6

Support for Areas of Opportunity noted, but
concept needs to be developed further to
satisfy various reservations and to clarify
policy purpose.
See below

Some re-definition required

5

Several comments have asked for the Areas
to be redefined in order to include or
exclude specific sites or areas of land. As
we move into the next phase of the plan, all
Areas of Interest boundaries will be
reviewed to see how they can be made
more compatible with comments received

Inconsistent with wider planning aspirations

5
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Although it was not considered correct to
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Not enough / misleading information

4

Distribution not fair across Districts

2

Object in principle to Areas of Opportunity

1

exclude areas of land from consideration for
an Area of Opportunity where high-scoring
sites were clustered on the grounds of
potential alternative developments, when
we review boundaries (see above) we will
endeavour to take into account some of the
aspirations referred to in these comments
where sound evidence has been provided.
At Preferred Options stage we will attempt
to make available the fullest possible
information on how Areas of Opportunity
have been derived and the policy objectives
if these are included.
See comment above, but note that all
Districts contained Areas of Opportunity in
the SSS Report.
Areas of Opportunity were included at this
stage in view of the strong support indicated
at the Issues and Options stage. It would
appear that most of the opposition is to the
detailed proposals rather than to the
principle.

Summary – Substantial concerns were raised with respect to the policy objective of areas of opportunity. The
preferred Areas of Opportunity policy options will be consulted upon in the Preferred Options report and clear
distinction will be made between site allocations and areas that might be suitable to locate B2/B8 compatible land
uses.

Question 12.5 : Do you agree with option 3 as the most flexible option for safeguarding sites ?
Analysis of responses (42 received)
Agree Strongly
3
Main points raised

Agree
20

Neither
8
Raised by
(No of
consultees)

Disagree

Disagree
Strongly
10
1
Response to points raised

No Comment

20

N/A

General agreement

11

Risk of Planning blight

3

Prefers option 2

3

Needs clarification

2

Request to safeguard specific sites

1

Prefers option 1

1

Overall support noted, but options will need
to be developed further to satisfy various
reservations expressed elsewhere.
Option 3 suggested restricting safeguarding
to large (>4.5ha) sites and reviewing
periodically in order to reduce these risks.
Although clearly preferred by a small
number of consultees, a majority favoured
option 3.
We will attempt to explain more fully any
further proposals on safeguarding which
may emerge at the Preferred Options stage.
Whatever policy emerges on safeguarding
there will have to be general criteria to
decide which sites should be safeguarded
and for how long.
Not a popular option – not likely to be taken
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General disagreement – review required in the light of
progress on waste minimisation

1

forward at the next stage
Option 3 suggested a review of safeguarded
sites periodically – any such review would
take into account current needs which
would be influenced by progress with waste
minimisation.

Summary – No overall consensus was reached on the safeguarding policy options. Whilst specific comments will be
addressed it is important to ensure that allocated sites are protected from incompatible land use change.
Saefguarding policy will need to carefully consider timing issues in terms of blight and sterilisation. The preferred
policy option on safeguarding will be consulted upon in the Preferred Options report.

Question 12.6 : Overall assessment of Spatial Strategy & Sites report
Analysis of responses (36 received)
Agree Strongly
4
Main points raised

Agree
19

Neither
8
Raised by
(No of
consultees)

No Comment

10

Agree with qualification

10

Disagree

Disagree
Strongly
4
1
Response to points raised

N/A

Individual reservations will be addressed in
further analysis and will feed into the
Preferred Options stage
Requests specific amendment
6
Individual reservations will be addressed in
further analysis and will feed into the
Preferred Options stage
Requires clarification
3
We will attempt to explain more fully the
proposals which will emerge at the
Preferred Options stage.
Support in general
3
General support suggests that “Direction of
Travel” for Preferred Options has been
defined correctly.
Site specific concerns
2
Will be taken into account when final
technical appraisal of sites take place.
Requests further consultation
1
Agreed – there will be a further consultation
at the “Preferred Options” stage
Disagrees with timing of consultation
1
Extra time was given to this consultation
having regard to the Christmas period.
Summary – A wide range of answers were received to this question. Individual comments will be addressed during
the preparation of the Preferred Options report.
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An analysis of responses on a site-by-site basis was also provided as part of the SSS
Results of Consultation Report. The reader is referred to the original report for this
extensive dataset.
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Appendix D: Summary of issues raised and proposed actions at
Preferred Options Report stage.
Question 1. Vision for the Waste DPD.
This question required free-form text responses and is therefore not analysed statistically.
Qualitative Analysis:
Key Issues raised:
Suggestion that the vision should include specific mention of protection of heritage assets
and the built environment.
Suggestion that the vision should not only just state a limitation of negative impact but
where possible, that the Waste DPD will enhance the health and environment of the communities in the sub region.
Net self-sufficiency approach of the Waste DPD has not been adequately addressed or
explained.
Concerns about the effect waste management facilities may have on the property values on
nearby homes and the health effects on local communities
Actions Arising for Waste DPD:
The Waste Team will consider the points made about the protection of Merseyside‟s heritage assets and built environment, as well as the point made about potential enhancement
of health and the environment, but the Waste DPD vision has already been through two
consultations with a strong level of support. Any further changes made now will have to be
strongly supported by large numbers of consultees. It is more likely that the supporting text
will be changed rather than the Vision Statements themselves.
The net self sufficiency issue is currently subject to further discussions with stakeholders
and any changes or updates will be provided at the Waste DPD Publication stage.
We understand the anxieties that arise regarding health issues and due weight has been
given to them in the site selection methodology and search process through separation distances and consideration of the track record of modern well managed waste management
facilities. Regarding property values, in the absence of credible evidence, the Waste DPD,
and the planning system itself, cannot attempt to take property values into consideration at
the plan-making stage.

Question 2. Strategic Objectives for the Waste DPD
This question required free-form text responses and is therefore not analysed statistically.
Qualitative Analysis:
Key Issues raised:

SO6 was the most commonly commented objective (To minimise the adverse effects of
waste management…). Minimisation of adverse effects of waste management facilities was
considered inadequate by some consultees who would prefer to see no negative impacts at all
from waste development.
The opposite view was also expressed - that waste management effects are no different to
other development and therefore should not be treated differently.
Net self sufficiency policy inadequately addressed and explained.
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Actions Arising for Waste DPD:

An objective to minimise adverse effects will remain in the Waste DPD since as with all development these effects, in most cases, cannot be completely eliminated. The current objective appears to reflect a consensus “middle ground” between views of consultees taking
up opposing extremes. The Waste DPD Team will however look again at all comments on
SO6 and look at possible ways the suggestions can be implemented.
The net self sufficiency issue is currently subject to further discussions with stakeholders
and any changes or updates will be provided at the Waste DPD Publication stage

Question 3. The Proposed Strategy for meeting Merseyside and Halton‟s Waste
Management Needs.
This question required free-form text responses and is therefore not analysed statistically.
Qualitative Analysis:
Key Issues raised:

Net self sufficiency policy inadequately addressed and explained.
Consultees wanted information on how the strategy could be achieved and what funding
was available.
Actions Arising for Waste DPD:
The net self sufficiency issue is currently subject to further discussions with stakeholders
and any changes or updates will be provided at the Waste DPD Publication stage
Clarify the limitations of the Waste DPD and where other strategies and initiatives can
come in and help build the strategy.

Question 4. Spatial Strategy
This question required free-form text responses and is therefore not analysed statistically.
Qualitative Analysis:
Key Issues raised:
Some concern about the clustering of sites and the effects this could have on traffic levels.
Also concerns about the distance between housing (sources of waste) and waste management facilities. Waste sites should be located nearer the sources of MSW (homes).
Clarification sought about the 4.5ha site area criterion for “sub-regional” sites.
Actions Arising for Waste DPD:

The Waste DPD will continue to maintain a balance between proximity of facilities to
sources of waste and impacts on communities. Use of alternative methods of waste transport will continue to be assessed wherever possible. Review and, if necessary, provide further supporting text on this issue in the next version of the Waste DPD.
Clarify why 4.5ha was used as a cut off for sub-regional sites in the next public consultation.
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Question 5. Waste Prevention and Resource Management
Brief Explanation: This question proposed two options; the preferred option was for the inclusion of a
policy requiring all types of development to consider waste prevention. The alternative option was to not
include a Waste DPD policy but to rely solely on Site Waste Management Plans (SWMP) to promote the
important issue of waste prevention. Should Consultees disagree with both options, they were able to
tick the ‘Option 3’ box.
Statistical Analysis:
Preferred, Alternative or Neither

Count

%

Option 1 (Preferred)

38

78 %

Option 2 (Alternative)

1

2%

10

20 %

Option 3 (Neither of these)

Qualitative Analysis:
Key Issues raised:
Policy PO1 should be altered to give equal emphasis to recycling wherever it occurs (not
just in Construction & Demolition) and it should be made clear that the policy applies to the
building once it has been occupied.
Suggestion that policy applies “where possible” weakens it and this wording should only be
accepted with clear justification.

Actions Arising for Waste DPD:

Clarify whether this is a generic policy about waste prevention throughout the life of a development (ie. construction and occupation) or whether the policy primarily addresses
CD&E waste only.
Make clear the scope within which the Waste DPD can make and enforce policies – this is
largely limited to issues that can be addressed through the Planning System.

Question 6. Design and Layout for Sustainable Waste Management in New
Development
Brief Description: Consultees were presented with two options. The preferred option was to include a
policy within the Waste DPD that would require all new development to take account of design and
layout for sustainable waste management in development design and layout. The alternative option was
to ensure that District Core Strategies include a Design Quality Policy rather than the Waste DPD
dealing with this issue. Should Consultees disagree with both options, they were able to tick the ‘Option
3’ box.
Statistical Analysis:
Preferred, Alternative or Neither
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Option 1 (Preferred)

37

71 %

Option 2 (Alternative)

7

13 %

Option 3 (Neither of these)

8

15 %

Qualitative Analysis:

Key Issues raised:

Scope should be expanded and include accommodation of kitchen waste collections as this
would compliment services that Waste Collection Authorities are intending to bring forward imminently.
Policy should acknowledge limitations more clearly, e.g. home composting irrelevant for
flats (except as a communal facility if the block has private gardens) and that it may be difficult
to meet some of the requirements in small properties that are already pushed for space.
Significant level of support for alternative policy option (leave definition of policies to individual Districts).

Actions Arising for Waste DPD:
Although there is general support of this policy, there needs to be some minor re-wording
for clarity in terms of types of materials which are segregated and the appropriateness of
home composting in various types of developments.
Clarify why the preferred option was to have a policy in the WDPD and not in Core Strategies.

Question 7. High Quality Design of New Waste Management Facilities
Brief Explanation: This question proposed two options; the preferred option was for the inclusion of a
policy requiring all new waste management facilities to ensure the design and environmental
performance does not adversely impact of the surrounding area. The alternative option was not to
include a Waste DPD policy but to include design of New Waste Management Facilities as part of the
district led Design and Quality Statement. Should Consultees disagree with both options, they were able
to tick the ‘Option 3’ box.
Statistical Analysis:

Preferred, Alternative or Neither

Count

%

Option 1 (Preferred)

41

82 %

Option 2 (Alternative)

0

0%

Option 3 (Neither of these)

9

18 %

No Tick Response

2

Qualitative Analysis:
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Key Issues Raised:
Actions Arising for Waste DPD:
Although
there
support
for thisgood
policy,
there /should
beimpact
some :further
supporting
Policy does
notisgogeneral
far enough
to ensure
design
minimal
BREEAM
"Very
text
in
the
Waste
DPD
explaining
why
this
position
has
been
adopted
and
how
it is seen as
good" not good enough - should aim for excellent from the outset.
a
“middle ground”
position.
needs
explainthe
how
BREEAM
standards
for waste faciliBREEAM
is too onerous
forDPD
industry
andtousurps
powers
of Local
Authorities.
ties
in particular will
make these
developments
more acceptable.
Comprehensive
re-wording
suggested
by one Private
Sector consultee while retaining
Re-wording
optionpolicy
will be considered since broad policy intention is not altered by the sugbroad thrust
of the original
gested wording

Question 8. Sustainable Waste Transport
Brief explanation: This question asked Consultees to comment on either the preferred option of including
a policy within the Waste DPD that deals with sustainable transport issues, or support for the alternative
option which will leave all transport issues to the Core Strategy for each individual district. Should
Consultees disagree with both options, they were able to tick the ‘Option 3’ box.
Statistical Analysis
Preferred, Alternative or Neither

Count

%

Option 1 (Preferred)

37

70 %

Option 2 (Alternative)

3

6%

13

24 %

Option 3 (Neither of these)
No Tick Response

1

Qualitative Analysis
Key Issues Raised:

There should be firmer controls on long-distance movements of waste.
Aim to encourage sustainable transport and alternative modes but recognize increasing
pressure on costs and need for justification of positive carbon reduction will both put pressure
on more sustainable solutions.
There needs to be convenient connectivity at the source of the wastes, whereas the WDPD
tends to look at the destination (treatment/disposal site) only.

Actions Arising for Waste DPD:
Need to explain that some of the controls that have been requested are not possible to implement within current planning law / guidance.
Need to explain that purpose of policy not only to promote alternative modes of transport
where feasible but also to try to minimise impact.
Policy wording does need further consideration. As dialogue continues with Transportation
teams, this information will be used to inform this policy area.
Need to ensure that supporting text makes it clear that transport policy is included to reflect
the nuisance caused by transport to communities in which waste infrastructure is housed
and to demonstrate that a range of policy mechanisms are being used that are realistic to
reduce impacts.
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Question 9. Net Self Sufficiency in Waste Management
Brief explanation: This question asked Consultees to comment on the preferred option of including a
policy within the Waste DPD on net self sufficiency. This policy will require planning applications for
waste management facilities to demonstrate how it will contribute to sub-regional net self sufficiency. No
alternative option was provided but Consultees were able to vote against the preferred option and
propose alternatives (no tick response).
Statistical Analysis:
Agreement to Preferred Option

Count

%

Yes

34

68 %

No

16

32 %

No Tick Response

1

Qualitative Analysis:
Key Issues Raised:
The “net”self-sufficiency approach is confusing to some Consultees.
Some Consultees questioned whether there is evidence to support it.
The policy should be more prescriptive, stating the outcome it will deliver rather than just
being an aspiration which can only be partially met.

Actions Arising for Waste DPD:
Policy needs to be better explained in both supporting text and policy wording to ensure that it is
clear that exports and imports will be balanced.
Evidence base chapter to be updated so that current and future imported waste is clearly identified
where this can be estimated with reasonable accuracy.
Role of commercial contracts needs to be emphasised in terms of waste movements across
administrative boundaries and how this impacts upon self sufficiency.
DPD will attempt to provide a full “balance sheet” for four main waste streams in revised Evidence
base.

Question 10. Energy from Waste for Commercial & Industrial Waste
Brief explanation: This question asked Consultees to comment on the preferred option of including a
policy within the Waste DPD on provision of Energy from Waste facilities for commercial and industrial
waste. This policy will state that there is no need to identify any new EFW capacity for this type of waste
treatment as existing consents are capable of meeting the identified need. No alternative option was
provided but Consultees were able to vote against the preferred option and propose alternatives.
Statistical Analysis:

Agreement to Preferred Option
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Yes

34

76 %

No

11

24 %

No Tick Response

3

Qualitative Analysis:
Key Issues Raised:
The plan is not “technology-neutral” since EfW sites are considered separately from other
types of sites
Not clear how Deliverability of sites has been assessed
Should not rule out EfW completely
Actions Arising for Waste DPD:

Make clear that “technology-neutrality” applies to specific technologies deployed (eg gasification, pyrolysis, mass burn, anaerobic digestion) but not to broad types of facility (EfW, Landfill,
HWRC). Plan must be able to state which sites are suitable for which broad categories of facility
type.
Make clear deliverability of all sites is judged in terms of landowner support; availability of
key utility connections on-site or within a reasonable distance and the willingness of the Council
to take forward the allocation within the wider framework of its land use plan for the District.
Make clear that small-scale EfW has not been ruled out and applications will be assessed
on their merits according to a criteria-based policy which was included in the Preferred Options
report.

Question 11. Energy from Waste for Municipal Solid Waste
Brief explanation: This question asked Consultees to comment on either the preferred option of including
a policy within the Waste DPD that does not allocate any new sites for energy from waste for MSW, or
support for the alternative option which would identify sites for EFW treatment of MSW. Should
Consultees disagree with both options, they were able to tick the ‘Option 3’ box.
Statistical Analysis:

Preferred, Alternative or Neither

Count

%

Option 1 (Preferred)

29

64 %

Option 2 (Alternative)

3

7%

13

29 %

Option 3 (Neither of these)

Key Issues Raised:
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DPD Policy represents a barrier to EfW and fails to facilitate the delivery of the WDA‟s Procurement for the Resource Recovery Contract.
The DPD should provide a criteria-based policy for EfW sites.
Should not rely on any EfW solutions until health issues with this technology have been
resolved.

Actions Arising for Waste DPD:

Make clear that DPD policy is simply reacting to existing consented capacity position.
Criteria-based policies could be developed to deal with potential small-scale EfW.
Make clear that evidence base and recent planning inquiries do not support the idea of
“unresolved” health issues.

Question 12. Proposed Allocations for Sub-Regional Sites
Brief Explanation: Consultees were asked to show their support or opposition to the allocated subregional sites.
Consultee View

Site
H1576

K2322

F0384

S1885

W0360

Agree Strongly

10

5

11

3

7

Agree

13

14

13

12

17

Don't wish to say

17

22

19

15

17

Disagree

1

1

1

2

4

Disagree Strongly

19

15

2

42

0

No Tick Response

44

47

58

30

59

% Agree / Agree Strongly

38

33

52

20

53

% Disagree / Disagree Strongly

33

28

7

59

9
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Site ID

Location

H1576

Ditton Sidings, Newstead Road, Halton

K2322

Butlers Farm, Knowsley Industrial Estate, Knowsley

F0384

Alexandra Dock 1, Metal Recycling Site, Sefton

S1885

Former Hays Chemical Site, Lancots Lane, St Helens

W0360

Car Parking/Storage Area, former Shipyard,
Campbeltown Road, Wirral

Qualitative Analysis:

Key Issues raised:
Opposition to Ditton Sidings by local residents on grounds of impact on local amenity – questions
suggest that Merseyside EAS did not consider full range of sensitive receptors in the area.
Why was the Ditton Sidings site chosen over the Widnes Waterfront site (consulted on at earlier
stage and scoring better than Ditton sidings)?
Ditton Sidings Sustainability Appraisal Report appears to show that the Ditton Sidings site is suitable
only for WTS and HWRC, but the Profile in the PO Report shows a wider range of uses. Has the Sustainability Appraisal process been carried out properly and proper consideration given to its findings.
Opposition to Butlers Farm on grounds of impact on Acorn Farm and surrounding greenbelt.
Opposition to Lancots Lane site on grounds of impact on surrounding communities.
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Actions Arising for Waste DPD:

The factors quoted by objectors have been taken into account in the scoring system, no further action required. An exception is the Halebank Village Green – no specific score is attached to a village
green in the scoring system. There are no plans to alter the scoring system now.
Halton Council has now decided to withdraw Ditton sidings from the Waste DPD process.
There was an error in the Sustainability Appraisal report which suggested restricted uses for the Ditton Sidings site. This error has now been corrected. The correct range of uses for this site is shown
in the site profile for the site on p 80 of the PO Report.
Butlers Farm is employment land in the Knowsley UDP. Waste Management is a legitimate use of
the land. However the site boundary and configuration could be reviewed to minimise impacts on
adjacent properties
Lancots Lane site has now been removed from the plan by a resolution of St Helens Council. A new
site in St Helens will need to be identified.

Question 13. Proposed Allocations for District Sites
Brief Explanation: Consultees were asked to show their support or opposition to the allocated District
level sites.
Consultee
Views
Agree
strongly
Agree
Don't wish
to say
Disagree
Disagree
strongly
No Tick
Response
% Agree /
Agree
Strongly
% Disagree
/ Disagree
Strongly

District
Site
L0435 L0468

H2293

H2351

K2204

K2192

K2358

F0726

F2333

3
9

5
13

1
9

2
12

1
11

3
11

49
1

43
1

48
4

45
3

48
2

1

1

2

1

1

1

0

19

29

3

3

2
15

1
11

1
6

2
11

5
13

7
11

46
3

41
5

48
3

46
3

34
0

43
1

43
1

1

0

0

0

3

16

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

5

1

1

1

16

22
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12
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5

5
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5

1
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3

3
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Key to Sites:
Site ID
Location

Site ID

Location

H2293

Runcorn WWTW, Halton

L0468

Site off Regent Road / Bankfield Street,
Liverpool

H2351

Eco-cycle Waste Ltd, 3 Johnson's Lane, Widnes, F0726
Halton

1-2 Acorn Way, Bootle, Sefton

K2204

Brickfields, Ellis Ashton Street, Huyton, Knowsley F2333

55 Crowland Street, Southport, Sefton

K2192

Image Business Park, Acornfield Road,
Knowlsey
Industrial Estate

S1897

Land North of T A C Abbotsfield Industrial
Estate, St Helens

K2358

Former Pilkington Glass Works, Ellis Ashton
Street, Huyton Industrial Estate

W0180

Former Goods Yard, Adjacent Bidston MRF /
HWRC, Wallasey Bridge Road, Wirral

L0435

Waste Treatment Plant, Lower Bank View,
Liverpool

W2215

Bidston MRF / HWRC, Wallasey Bridge Road,
Wirral

Qualitative Analysis:
Key Issues raised:
Too much emphasis on existing sites and intensification of use. More capacity needs to be provided on new
sites, unconstrained by existing developments
Objection to Huyton sites (K2204 and K2358) - too much waste-related development on this industrial estate
already. Potential traffic problems.
Objection to Abbotsfield Ind Est site (S1897) - too close to sensitive receptors including housing and green
belt.
Crowland St (F2333): Traffic Issues; Environment Agency Flood Defence issues; Petition and Alternative Site
Suggestion received from local residents.
Transport issues at sites – Acorn Way (F0726): British Waterways advise canal amenity needs to be
safeguarded; Bankfield St (L0468) could be in conflict with Canada Dock Railway re-instatement.
Actions Arising for Waste DPD:
Quantify potential for intensification of capacity on existing sites and ensure that this (plus capacity on new
sites) matches needs assessment.
After further review of Needs Assessment, allocation of these sites will be reviewed against future need.
S1897 is not located within the green belt and there is a large embankment between the site and adjacent
residential property.
Investigate whether all factors raised were included during site assessments.
Alternative site (Foul Lane) as suggested by local residents to be investigated.
Site profile for F0726 to be amended to ensure that British Waterways issues on canal amenity are reflected;
(b) L0468 to be discussed with Merseytravel and other stakeholders with a view to safeguarding the railway
alignment while keeping the site in the DPD.

Question 14. Phasing of Proposed Allocations.
This question required free-form text responses only.
Qualitative Analysis
Key Issues raised:
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Pragmatic approach is required - sites which can be up and running soonest should be phased earliest.
Take into account factors such as the state of the market, availability of energy customers, and separation from
sensitive receptors (e.g. residential development) etc.
Sites which are processing higher up the hierarchy should go first
Plan should not concern itself with phasing.
Start with more central sites as these will make optimal use of transport links.
Actions Arising for Waste DPD:
Pragmatic approach for phasing will be investigated further. However, Waste DPD will have to
concern itself with phasing at some level of detail since this is an expectation of government / PINS.
Criterion on processing higher up the hierarchy could be adopted into a set of “pragmatic” criteria for
early phasing of sites.
Proximity to transport links could also be adopted into a set of “pragmatic” criteria for early phasing.

Question 15. Areas of Search for Re-processors and Additional Small Scale Waste
Management Facilities
Brief explanation: This question asked Consultees to comment on either the preferred option of including
a policy within the Waste DPD which would direct developers to existing clusters of sites and allocations
or, the alternative option which would direct development to defined Areas of Search with boundaries.
Should Consultees disagree with both options, they were able to tick the ‘Option 3’ box.

Preferred, Alternative or Neither

Count

%

Option 1 (Preferred)

22

48 %

Option 2 (Alternative)

2

4%

22

48 %

Option 3 (Neither of these)
No Tick Response

8

Qualitative Analysis
Key Issues raised:
Areas of Search could lead to certain areas being overwhelmed with waste facilities as more and
more sites are identified in them.
Additional site needs should be assessed on a case-by-case basis.
Criteria to be used to assess sites within areas of search should be made clear.
There should be no Areas of Search within residential areas.
Actions Arising for Waste DPD:
Investigate and publish criteria to be used in assessing sites within Areas of Search.
Explain why Areas of Search are needed.
Establish clearly that criteria would include density of existing waste uses and balance between
synergy and clustering versus overwhelming areas with waste uses.

Question 16. Preferred Option for Additional HWRC Requirements
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Brief explanation: This question asked Consultees to comment on the preferred option of including a
policy within the Waste DPD that highlighted the areas of search for new or replacement HWRCs. No
alternative option was provided but Consultees were able to vote against the preferred option and
propose alternatives.

Agreement to Preferred Option

Count

%

Yes

23

61 %

No

15

39 %

No Tick Response

3

Qualitative Analysis
Key Issues raised:
Revision of MWDA requirements means replacement or additional HWRC sites in Wirral are not
required.
There is now a need for Commercial WRCs which take trade waste to prevent any increase in flytipping, given increased enforcement at HWRCs.
Access to HWRCs should be flexible, based on proximity of populations, not on District boundaries.

Actions Arising for Waste DPD:
Remove Wirral requirements for HWRCs from Waste DPD.
Final review of site requirements will consider whether to meet the commercial waste reception
requirement through Commercial Waste Transfer Stations (as currently) or whether to provide for a new type
of site – the Commercial Waste Reception Centre
Explain the limitations of the Waste DPD in allocating sites – these can only be allocated within the
Districts participating in the DPD.

Question 17. Proposed inert landfill allocations
Brief explanation: Consultees were asked to show their support or opposition to the proposed site
allocation for inert landfill.
Consultee View

Site
EAS0002

MIN066

Agree Strongly

5

4

Agree

7

9

Don't wish to say

32

21

Disagree

2

2

Disagree Strongly

0

10

No Tick Response

0

0

% Agree / Agree Strongly

26%

28%

% Disagree / Disagree Strongly

4%

26%
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Key to Sites :
Site ID

Location

EAS0002

Cronton Claypit , Knowsley

MIN066

Bold Heath Quarry, St Helens

Qualitative Analysis
Note that only one free-text comment was submitted on this question. Nonetheless several issues of
importance were raised and are analysed below as for other questions.
Key Issues raised:
There could be an inaccuracy in calculation of voidspace at the two proposed landfills resulting in there
being less available voidspace than indicated in the Preferred Options report.
The assumed delivery rate of voidspace at both proposed landfills is not guaranteed/reliable.
Site at Carr Lane, Wirral is suitable for deposit of inert waste and should be considered as additional
available void.
Actions Arising for Waste DPD:
Discuss correct voidspace calculation with consultee and Technical Advisory Group – re-calculate if
appropriate.
Discuss rates of extraction of mineral reserve with operators of these sites and determine most likely rate
of delivery of voidspace for both sites.
Re-iterate previous assessment of Carr Lane site which has serious deliverability issues and was not
included in the Preferred Options report for that reason.

Question 18. Planning Applications Outside Allocated Sites
Brief explanation: This question asked Consultees to comment on the preferred option of including a
policy within the Waste DPD that deals with planning applications outside allocated sites. No alternative
option was provided but Consultees were able to vote against the preferred option and propose
alternatives.

Agreement to Preferred Option

Count

%

Yes

34

68 %

No

16

32 %

Qualitative Analysis
Key Issues raised:
Policy needs more detail of the criteria which would be used to assess unallocated sites. One
comment suggests it should be the same as the site assessment criteria used already.
Some concern that allocations are automatically favoured over unallocated sites even if the latter
are found to be more sustainable when they are brought forward .

Actions Arising for Waste DPD:
Supporting text needs to make it clearer that the assessment of allocated and unallocated sites
should be based on the same criteria and principles.
Make clear at Publication stage that the Waste DPD does not stop new sites being brought forward
and tested on their merits.
-54Make clear how allocations, consents and contingency will be considered in plan monitoring and in
the plan review process.
Provision of site selection criteria in the Publication Waste DPD.
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Question 19. Dealing with Planning Applications for Landfill Outside of Allocated Sites
Brief explanation: This question asked Consultees to comment on the preferred option of including a
policy within the Waste DPD dealing with planning applications for landfill on non-allocated sites and the
criteria that must be met during application. No alternative option was provided but Consultees were
able to vote against the preferred option and propose alternatives.

Agreement to Preferred Option

Count

%

Yes

32

71 %

No

13

29 %

No Tick Response

2

Qualitative Analysis
Key Issues raised:
Policy needs more detail of the criteria which would be used to assess unallocated landfill sites
The policy will need to make specific reference to the pressing need to permit sites for non-inert
waste.

Actions Arising for Waste DPD:
Include the site selection methodology for landfills as an Appendix at the Publication stage of the
Waste DPD.
Make clear that the site selection methodology applies to both inert and non-inert landfill sites.

Question 20. Planning Applications for Open Windrow Composting
Brief explanation: This question asked Consultees to comment on the preferred option of including a
policy within the Waste DPD that dealt specifically with Open Windrow Composting and the impact
assessments that would need to be made during the application stage. No alternative option was
provided but Consultees were able to vote against the preferred option and propose alternatives.

Agreement to Preferred Option

Count

%

Yes

29

74 %

No

10

26 %

No Tick Response

2

Qualitative Analysis
Key Issues raised:
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More detail should be provided on specific criteria to be used to assess suitable locations not just
the 5 general bullets in PO12.
Green Belt is an inappropriate location.
Sites should generate no smells or emissions.
Policy repeats national policy position and adds nothing.

Actions Arising for Waste DPD:
Include more detail on specific criteria at Publication stage and consider re-ordering policy to make it
clearer.
Reference will be made to national planning guidance PPG2 – Green Belt and PPS10 - Sustainable
Waste Management in the supporting text, with regard to the suitability of the Green Belt for open windrow
composting.
Make clear that all sites will have to comply with environmental permits regulated by the
Environment Agency.
Consider how policy can add a stronger local dimension to national policy guidance.

Question 21. Protecting Existing Waste Management Sites
Brief explanation: This question asked Consultees to comment on the preferred option of including a
policy within the Waste DPD indicating that existing and consented waste management facilities will be
protected in order to maintain essential waste management infrastructure. No alternative option was
provided but Consultees were able to vote against the preferred option and propose alternatives.
Agreement to Preferred Option

Count

%

Yes

35

80 %

No

9

20 %

No Tick Response

1

Qualitative Analysis
Key Issues raised:
Concern regarding whether all sites to be protected for the length of the plan (including HWRCs).
Plan should support intensification or changes to functions on site to retain viability.
Existing badly-run or badly-sited sites should not be protected.

Actions Arising for Waste DPD:
Make clear that all existing sites are regarded as essential infrastructure and should be protected.
Equally make clear that status of sites will be regularly reviewed as part of the plan monitoring arrangements.
Make clear that the aim is to protect consented and operational capacity as well as sites.
Make clear that operational aspects of a site are a matter for Environmental Permitting rather than
the planning regime. Make a clear distinction in terms of operational aspects of a site that are (1) planning
matters, (2) Environmental Permitting and (3) Environmental Health matters.
Make clear that the plan should allow for gradual evolution of sites to those locations which are most
environmentally suitable – so long as capacity is maintained, loss of sites could be tolerated in locations
which are less sustainable.

Question 22. Restoration and Aftercare
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Brief explanation: This question proposed two options: the preferred option was for the inclusion of a
policy requiring the restoration and aftercare of landfill facilities once operations have ceased. The
alternative option was not to include a Waste DPD policy but to rely on policies within District Core
Strategies to deal with this issue. Should Consultees disagree with both options, they were able to tick
the ‘Option 3’ box.
Preferred, Alternative or Neither

Count

%

Option 1 (Preferred)

38

83 %

Option 2 (Alternative)

3

6%

Option 3 (Neither of these)

5

11 %

Qualitative Analysis

Key Points Raised:
Suggestions that funding from operator and other sources should be secured at application
stage so is relevant to the land use plan.
Criteria in PO14 need to include reference to funding and also defining timescales for operation and phased restoration if applicable.
Policy wording needs to be more specific.
There should be more community consultation with respect to the restoration and afteruse.

Actions Arising for Waste DPD:
Many of the comments are actually already covered in the Reasoned Justification.
Therefore the Waste DPD must consider whether it would be clearer for some of the reasoned
justification to be extended into policy.
Review wording of PO14 bullets and see if they can be worded to say more clearly what is
required.
Discussion needed with EA regarding overlaps with EA permitting scheme.

Question 23. Waste Management Development Criteria and Evaluation of Impacts
Brief explanation: This question asked Consultees to comment on the preferred option of including a
policy within the Waste DPD which allows the impacts of planning applications for new waste
management facilities to be assessed against a list of detailed criteria. No alternative option was
provided but Consultees were able to vote against the preferred option and propose alternatives.
Agreement to Preferred Option

Count

%

Yes

39

83 %

No

8

17 %

Qualitative Analysis
Key Issues Raised:
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Several responses favour additional detail in the definition of criteria and the nature of assessment to be
provided.
PO15 needs to be reworded as it currently implies every application has to address all the criteria listed in Box
6. More emphasis needed on case-by-case evaluation of the appropriate criteria.
Several responses pointing out the overlap with Environmental Permitting regime although EA response
acknowledged a full list could help at pre-application stage.
Specific mention of: transport contribution to climate change; reference to transport strategy for employees and
visitors (not just waste movements to/from the site) and site flood risk assessment where appropriate are needed.
Concern that the criteria are too restrictive and doesn‟t provide enough flexibility for the waste management
industry.

Actions Arising for Waste DPD:
Liaise and consult with stakeholders regarding existing criteria, proposed new criteria and
overlap with Environmental Permitting regime.
Consider re-wording and/or re-ordering of criteria to give a clearer indication of
requirements.
Provide more clarity on various issues in the reasoned justification .

Question 24. Preferred Option for Implementation and Monitoring
Brief explanation: This question asked Consultees to show support for the preferred approach for the
implementation and monitoring of the Waste DPD. No alternative option was provided but Consultees
were able to vote against the preferred option and propose alternatives.

Agreement to Preferred Option

Count

%

Yes

29

73 %

No

11

28 %

Qualitative Analysis
Key Issues Raised:
Concern that some targets are too vague.
Several suggestions for additional criteria e.g. monitoring waste miles, comparison of recycling rates
between sites, role of PFI, landfill tax and funding mechanisms, scale of new development and constraints to
other infrastructure. Some of which would be too difficult to obtain information on, or beyond the remit of the
Waste DPD.
Suggestions for additional criteria e.g. jobs created, local reaction/experience.
Point raised that agreement is needed with all the parties listed in the implementation and monitoring
strategy, to ensure that officer time is available to assist with the process.

Actions Arising for Waste DPD:

Review this section for the Publication Waste DPD including resources for monitoring and implementing
the Plan.
Consider inclusion of additional monitoring criteria in line with suggestions from consultees, but ensure
-58that only criteria that can be monitored are finally included.
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Appendix E: Summary of issues raised and proposed actions at
Preferred Options (2) Report stage.
F0885 - Key Issues raised and actions arising
Issue
Road Capacity & Road Safety

Noise, Smell & Dust

Proximity to Residential Development

Possibility of Hazardous Materials on site
Proximity to Schools

Vermin

Proximity to Recreation Facilities

Action
Ensure that Waste DPD policies address waste transport issues
adequately. Make clear that for grant of Planning Permission a
satisfactory transport assessment will be required.
Ensure that Waste DPD policies require best practice in operation of
waste management facilities. Make clear operational factors will
additionally be controlled by Environment Agency permits.
Ensure waste DPD policies incorporate protection of residential
developments or mitigation through design and good practice. Note
that proximity to housing taken into account in site selection. Site
has been designated for allocation on the basis of good separation
from nearest housing. Alternative sites considered were nearer to
significant housing deelopments.
Ensure that potential waste management uses of site are clear in
site profile.
Ensure waste DPD policies incorporate protection of schools or
mitigation through design and good practice. Proximity to schools
taken into account in site selection.
Ensure that Waste DPD policies require best practice in operation of
waste management facilities. Make clear operational factors will
additionally be controlled by Environment Agency permits.
Ensure waste DPD policies incorporate protection of recreational
facilities or mitigation through design and good practice. Proximity to
green space, parkland etc taken into account in site selection.

H2309 - Key Issues raised and actions arising
Issue
Proximity to Residential Development

Concerns with regard to health
effects of facilities
Alternative sites proposed

Action
Ensure waste DPD policies incorporate protection of residential
developments or mitigation through design and good practice. Note
that proximity to housing taken into account in site selection. Site
has been designated for allocation on the basis of good separation
from nearest housing. Alternative sites considered were nearer to
housing.
Ensure waste DPD policies incorporate a high level of protection
from environmental health risks. Make clear operational factors will
additionally be controlled by Environment Agency permits.
Consultee suggests a nearby alternative site should be designated
since it currently operates below capacity as a Waste Transfer
Station. At this late stage in the development of the plan, no specific
action is proposed on this issue since the allocation of H2309 is
based on a wide range of possible waste management uses on a
sub-regional scale.
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L2337 - Key Issues raised and actions arising:

Issue
Proximity to Residential Development

Road Capacity & Road Safety

Regeneration Issues

Noise, Smell & Dust

Concerns over Consultation Process

Protection of Wildlife / Ecological
Assets
Alternative Sites Proposed

Concerns over Site Selection Process

Pollution and Health Concerns

Proximity to Schools

Action
Ensure waste DPD policies incorporate protection of residential
developments or mitigation through design and good practice.
Note that proximity to housing taken into account in site selection.
Site has been designated for allocation on the basis of reasonable
separation from nearest housing.
Ensure that Waste DPD policies address waste transport issues
adequately. Make clear that for grant of Planning Permission a
satisfactory transport assessment will be required.
Ensure that Waste DPD policies require waste management
facilities to be designed and built to high standards to enhance
rather than detract from regeneration opportunities.
Ensure that Waste DPD policies require best practice in operation
of waste management facilities. Make clear operational factors will
additionally be controlled by Environment Agency permits.
Consultation processes will be reviewed prior to the forthcoming
consultation on the Waste DPD Publication Document and any
lessons learnt will be incorporated. Note that Consultation
Processes at all stages of Waste DPD production have been fully
compliant with all relevant District Statements of Community
Involvement (SCIs).
Ensure waste DPD policies incorporate a high level of protection
from ecological damage. Make clear operational factors will
additionally be controlled by Environment Agency permits.
Comments suggest that there are “better sites in South Liverpool”
and that a site should be found “outside of the city” but no specific
suggestion. No specific action to be taken at this late stage in
development of the plan.
Ensure that when the Waste DPD Publication Document is made
available, supporting materials are provided which provide a
complete and transparent guide to how sites were selected – both
with respect to objective criteria (scoring) and wider planning
deliverability issues.
Ensure waste DPD policies incorporate a high level of protection
from environmental health risks. Make clear operational factors will
additionally be controlled by Environment Agency permits.
Ensure waste DPD policies incorporate protection of schools or
mitigation through design and good practice. Proximity to schools
taken into account in site selection.

S1596 - Key Issues raised and actions arising
Issue
Road Capacity & Road Safety

Noise, Smell, Dust & Vermin

Proximity to Residential Development

Action
Commission some further work on assessment of local highway
network to quantify capacity with respect to potential waste
management developments.
Ensure that Waste DPD policies address waste transport issues
adequately. Make clear that for grant of Planning Permission a
satisfactory transport assessment will be required. Review the
acceptable categories of waste management facilities on this site.
Ensure that Waste DPD policies require best practice in operation
of waste management facilities. Make clear operational factors will
additionally be controlled by Environment Agency permits. Review
the acceptable categories of waste management facilities on this
site.
Ensure waste DPD policies incorporate protection of residential
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Local History of Waste Facilities /
Fear of Landfill development
Pollution and Health Concerns

Greenbelt & Green Space Issues

Protection of Wildlife / Ecological
Assets

Footpath and Right-of-Way Issues
Alternative Sites Proposed / Preference for Brownfield sites

General Amenity / Rural Character
and Visual Impact Issues

Possibility of Hazardous Materials on
site

Concerns regarding impact on local
businesses

Concerns over Consultation Process

Proximity to Recreation Facilities

Current agricultural use of the site
Concerns over Site Selection Process

developments or mitigation through design and good practice.
Review the acceptable categories of waste management facilities
on this site. Note that proximity to housing taken into account in
site selection. Site has been designated for allocation on the basis
of good separation from nearest housing. Most alternative sites
considered were nearer to significant housing developments.
Ensure that it is clear that allocation is for an enclosed, built waste
management facility, different in nature from the landfills that have
historically affected this area.
Ensure waste DPD policies incorporate a high level of protection
from environmental health risks. Make clear operational factors will
additionally be controlled by Environment Agency permits.
Ensure that Waste DPD policies require waste management
facilities to be designed and built to high standards to allow
compatibility with surrounding land uses. Make clear that proximity
to Green Belt and other Green Space is taken into account in site
selection process.
Commission some additional ecological survey to enhance
existing information in site profile. Ensure waste DPD policies
incorporate a high level of protection from ecological damage.
Make clear operational factors will additionally be controlled by
Environment Agency permits.
Ensure that additional transport assessment (see above) includes
impact on Rights of Way and measures to mitigate problems.
Comments suggest that there are “better sites in St Helens” and
that a site should be found “on brownfield land” but few specific
suggestions were made. No specific action to be taken at this late
stage in development of the plan, since where specific sites have
been suggested, these have generally already been assessed and
discounted. There is no case for assessing completely new sites
where these have been suggested, since the Plan now has a set
of sites which meet Planning and Deliverability criteria.
Ensure that Waste DPD policies require waste management
facilities to be designed and built to high standards to allow
compatibility with surrounding land uses. Make clear that proximity
to Green Belt and other Green Space is taken into account in site
selection process.
Ensure that potential waste management uses of site are clear in
site profile. Make clear that the Environment Agency site is
extremely unlikely to allow this site to be used for hazardous waste
because of Flood Risk Zone.
Ensure that Waste DPD policies incorporate high quality design
elements and environmental protection standards which will make
any proposed facility developed a welcome addition to the
industrial estate rather than a potential “bad neighbour”. Make
clear that allocation is for an enclosed, built waste management
facility, different in nature from the landfills that have historically
affected this area. Review the acceptable categories of waste
management facilities on this site.
Consultation processes will be reviewed prior to the forthcoming
consultation on the Waste DPD Publication Document and any
lessons learnt will be incorporated. Make clear that Consultation
Processes at all stages of Waste DPD production have been fully
compliant with all relevant District Statements of Community
Involvement (SCIs).
Ensure waste DPD policies incorporate protection of recreational
facilities or mitigation through design and good practice. Proximity
to green space, parkland etc taken into account in site selection.
Make clear in site profile that although the site is currently in
agricultural use, it is allocated for Employment use in the UDP.
Ensure that when the Waste DPD Publication Document is made
available, supporting materials are provided which provide a
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Proximity to Schools

complete and transparent guide to how sites were selected – both
with respect to objective criteria (scoring) and wider planning
deliverability issues.
Ensure waste DPD policies incorporate protection of schools or
mitigation through design and good practice. Proximity to schools
taken into account in site selection.
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