REPRESENTATIONS BY RAINFORD PARISH COUNCIL RELATING TO THE INCLUSION OF SITE S1 (SANDWASH CLOSE, RAINFORD) IN THE PROPOSED MERSEYSIDE & HALTON WASTE DEVELOPMENT PLAN DOCUMENT (DPD)

PART/SECTION 2 
QUESTION 4
Para 2.28	St Helens MBC Core Strategy provides for new economic development to be focussed on Haydock and Town Centre. St Helens already has an existing cluster of waste management sites in the Town Centre with unused capacity capable of use as a sub-regional site. In addition, COGEN has proposed to construct a 10Mgw gasification plant on adjacent land to this cluster of waste management sites. Unlike Site S1, this cluster location is consistent with criteria set out in Paragraph 3.15 - the Spatial Strategy (Sub-regional approach) – and Paragraph 8.1 (appendix 1) (see also Section 3 and Section 5).  
Paras 2.36/37	Phasing of consented facilities and new capacity will meet objectives. Only the pessimistic approach showing increased arisings requires “Plan B” and this is not expected to occur pre-2015. There is a very limited capacity gap for C & I and C, D & E waste and that is primarily for landfill so not applicable to Site S1 (see Paras 2.65-68). Why “blight” Site S1 (see Section 5.1 Protection of Existing Waste Management Capacity and proposed policy WM7) by when requirement for capacity is not adequately evidenced?
Para 2.105	Given limited uses for Site S1 (namely Primary Treatment, Re-processing and RRP), Table 7 does not evidence capacity gaps that justify allocation of Site S1. The only relevant reference is to “non-specific facilities” and relates to “off-set” requirements, which, it is said, “could be delivered by district level sites”.  Figures 2.8 & 2.9 forecast surplus capacity in Primary Treatment facilities and state that “no additional provision would be needed”.  2.100 & Figure 2.8 do not evidence requirement for Site S1 for proposed waste uses.
Thus Section 2 does not evidence justification for an additional facility at Sandwash Close and is thus unsound.
QUESTION 5:  Site S1 should be removed from the DPD 
PART/SECTION 3
QUESTION 4:   The overarching strategic approach, coupled with evidenced-based capacity gaps set out in the DPD, does not justify the sub-regional approach of having one sub-regional site in each local authority district. The criteria for allocation set out in Paras 3.15 and 3.17 include proximity to waste arisings and infrastructure, vicinity to existing clusters of waste management facilities and minimising transport impacts.
Site S1 is located in a rural area with restricted local access on the fringe of the St Helens MBC district at a significant distance from waste arisings and existing clusters of waste management facilities. Thus there is insufficient evidence that the site meets these criteria to justify allocation of this site.
QUESTION 5:   Site 1 should be removed from the DPD

PART/SECTION 4
QUESTION 4   Development of Site S1 for waste management is to be carried out by a private landlord & private operator using private finance (per Section 8.1 & appendix 1). There is no evidence that such a development is viable; indeed commercial organisations have indicated to the contrary, especially given the costs associated with road junction enhancements that have been identified by the local authority’s officers/advisers in the Highways Assessment submitted to St Helens HMB Cabinet.  The St Helens MBC Councillor responsible for Economic Development has stated publicly that the site “may never be developed as a waste site”. 
Proposed policy WM7, reflecting PPS10, means that upon allocation the site is “blighted” in terms of any future job-creating non-waste use development setting requirements that any intended commercial developer of the site for non-waste use must justify the change of use from “waste”, which would be both difficult and commercially unattractive. Unjustified allocation for waste management use will also significantly reduce the likelihood of much-needed job-creating investment by third parties in the adjoining industrial site, which is generally in poor condition.
The absence of evidence that the site is capable of viable development as a waste management site makes the DPD unsound.
QUESTION 5: Site S1 should be removed from the Plan.  In any event, for all sites, there should be a “sunset” provision in the Plan that means any site ceases automatically to be “allocated” if not developed for waste management uses within a specific (reasonable) period e.g. 5 years.
PART/SECTION 5
Para 5.32, Policies WM11 & WM12 & Section 8.1 (Appendix 1)	
QUESTION 4:  Site S1 does not enjoy good immediate access from the A570 trunk road as evidenced by the St Helens MBC Sustainability Appraisal and Assessment of Transport Issues paper August 2011. Thus it fails to comply with proposed policy WM11 and there is no evidence that Site S1 can meet the criteria set out in 8.1 Appendix 1 for the classes of waste uses proposed. 
There is no evidence of a reasonable prospect of compliance with proposed policies WM11/12, especially given the very significant number of HGV movements (up to 30 per hour) required for a waste facility handling up to 200,000 tonnes of waste per annum as suggested by MEAS given the significant cost associated with road and junction enhancement works required to ensure safety, all to be funded by a private operator.
Para 5.55	The Sustainability Appraisal for S1 states:
· Development conflicts with the SA objective, which supports prioritising previously developed land 
· Proposals for a waste management facility must demonstrate that it would not negatively impact on “residential areas, designated rights of way, golf course, proposed open space & Rainford Brook”
· Additional traffic should not lead to negative local impacts as well as cumulative effects when considered with other developments in the area.
There is no evidence of a reasonable prospect of compliance with the Sustainability Appraisal for the reasons set out above.
Accordingly, the proposed allocation of Site 1 cannot be justified and its inclusion in the DPD is thus unsound.
QUESTION 5:  Site S1 should be removed from the DPD. Alternatively, there should be a full independent report on the issue of road access for high volumes of HGV movements considering physical and financial viability criteria before the site is considered for allocation (and thus suffers “blight” as per PPS10/WM7).
PART/SECTION 6
QUESTION 4:  
Para 6.6	Site S1 is said to be required to be on stream by 2015. Development of Site S1 for waste management is to be carried out by a private landlord & private operator using private finance (per Section 8.1 & appendix 1). There is no evidence that such a development is viable; indeed commercial organisations have indicated to the contrary, especially given the costs associated with road junction enhancements that have been identified by the local authority’s officers/advisers in the Highways Assessment submitted to St Helens HMB Cabinet.  The St Helens MBC Councillor responsible for Economic Development has stated publicly that the site “may never be developed as a waste site”. 
Paras 6.7-6.13	In the event that the site were to be allocated (notwithstanding the lack of evidenced-based justification) there is no statement in Para 6.2 as to the policy for cancelling allocation should it become clear that the site is no longer required for waste management uses. 
QUESTION 5:  Site S1 should be removed from the DPD. Given the issues raised in Sections 4 & 5 there should be a “sunset” provision in the DPD that means the site (if allocated) ceases automatically to be “allocated” if not developed for waste management uses within a specific (reasonable) period e.g. 5 years.
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