I%‘%a Nottinghamshire
=4% 1 County Council

County Hall West Bridgford Nottingham NG2 7QP

SUMMONS TO COUNCIL

date Thursday, 21 November 2013 venue County Hall, West Bridgford,
commencing at 10:30 Nottingham

You are hereby requested to attend the above Meeting to be held at the time/place and on
the date mentioned above for the purpose of transacting the business on the Agenda as
under.

\ Chief Executive

6a

6b

Minutes of the last meeting held on 26 September 2013

Apologies for Absence

Declarations of Interests by Members and Officers:- (see note below)
a. Disclosable Pecuniary Interests
b. Private Interests (pecuniary and non-pecuniary)

Chairman's Business
Presentation of Awards/Certificates (if any)

Constituency Issues (see note 3 below)

Presentation of Petitions (if any) (see note 4 below)

Petitions Responses Reports - Transport and Highways Committee

Questions
a. Questions to Nottinghamshire and City of Nottingham Fire Authority.
b. Questions to Committee Chairmen
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25-40



10

11

12

13

Clarification of Minutes of Committee Meeting published since 26th
September 2013

Composition of Health and Wellbeing Board

Nottinghamshire and Nottingham Waste Core Strategy Examination

Treasury Management Mid-Year Report 2013-14

NOTICE OF MOTION

“Nottinghamshire County Council has been given an unfair deal from
Central Government. The Council is facing a reduction in its
Revenue Support Grant amounting to close to 21% over the next
two years. This is in comparison to wealthier local authorities such
as Surrey and Buckinghamshire which have been treated far more
leniently.

There are only three local authorities in the country that have
received a higher reduction than Nottinghamshire.

A campaign has been launched for a fairer deal for Nottinghamshire,
aiming to work with community groups, district, town and parish
councils, faith groups, voluntary sector organisations, trade unions,
private and public sector organisations and Members of Parliament.
All local politicians from across the political divide are being invited
to participate in the campaign.

Most importantly, this is a campaign for, and by, the people of
Nottinghamshire. We are therefore calling upon Nottinghamshire
County Council to support and adopt the Fair Deal for
Nottinghamshire campaign and demand a fairer allocation of funding
from Central Government for our county.”

Councillor Alan Rhodes Councillor John
Wilkinson

ADJOURNMENT DEBATE

(If any)
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NOTES:-

(A) For Councillors

(1) Members will be informed of the date and time of their Group
meeting for Council by their Group Researcher.

(2) (a) Persons making a declaration of interest should have
regard to the Code of Conduct and the Procedure Rules for
Meetings of the Full Council. Those declaring must indicated
whether their interest is a disclosable pecuniary interest or a private
interest and the reasons for the declaration.

(b) Any member or officer who declares a disclosable
pecuniary interest in an item must withdraw from the meeting during
discussion and voting upon it, unless a dispensation has been
granted. Members or officers requiring clarification on whether to
make a declaration of interest is a disclosable pecuniary interest or a
private interest and the reasons for the declaration.

(c) Declarations of interest will be recorded and included
in the minutes of this meeting and it is therefore important that clear
details are given by members and others in turn, to enable the Team
Manager, Democratic Services to record accurate information.

(3) Members are given an opportunity to speak for three minutes
on any particular issues which relates to matters relevant to their
constituencies or any particular issues arising in their electoral
division. This would be an opportunity simply to air these issues in
Council meeting. It would not give rise to a debate on the issues or
a question or answer session.

(4) Members are reminded that petitions can be presented from
their seat with a 1 minute time limit set on introducing the petition.

(5) Members attention is drawn to the question put to the
Chairman of Transport and Highways Committee under paragraphs
32 and 39 of the Procedure RtA&S ad 1H& answer which is included
at the back of the Council book.
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E%a Nottinghamshire
=3t 1 County Council

Meeting COUNTY COUNCIL
Date Thursday, 26™ September 2013 (10.30 am — 3.17 pm)

Membership
Persons absent are marked with "A’

COUNCILLORS
John Allin (Chairman)
Pauline Allan (Vice-Chairman)

Reg Adair
Roy Allan
Chris Barnfather
Alan Bell
Joyce Bosnjak
Nicki Brooks
Andrew Brown
Richard Butler
Steve Calvert
lan Campbell
Steve Calrr
Steve Carroll
John Clarke
John Cottee
Jim Creamer
Mrs Kay Cutts
Maureen Dobson
Dr John Doddy
Boyd Elliott
Sybil Fielding
Kate Foale
Stephen Garner
Glynn Gilfoyle
Kevin Greaves
Alice Grice

A John Handley
Colleen Harwood

Stan Heptinstall MBE

Tom Hollis
Richard Jackson
Roger Jackson
David Kirkham
John Knight
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Darren Langton
Bruce Laughton
Keith Longdon
Rachel Madden
Diana Meale

John Ogle

Philip Owen
Michael Payne
John Peck JP
Sheila Place

Liz Plant

Darrell Pulk

Alan Rhodes

Ken Rigby

Tony Roberts MBE
Mrs Sue Saddington
Andy Sissons

Pam Skelding
Stella Smedley MBE JP
Martin Suthers OBE
Parry Tsimbiridis
Gail Turner

Keith Walker
Stuart Wallace
Muriel Weisz
Gordon Wheeler
John Wilkinson
Jacky Williams
John Willmott
Yvonne Woodhead
Liz Yates

Jason Zadrozny



OFFICERS IN ATTENDANCE

David Pearson (Deputy Chief Executive)

Jayne Francis-Ward (Policy, Planning & Corporate Services)
Tim Gregory (Environment and & Resources)

Anthony May (Adult Social Care, Health & Public Protection)
Derek Higton (Children, Families & Cultural Services)
Carl Bilbey (Policy, Planning & Corporate Services)
Martin Done (Policy, Planning and Corporate Services)
Chris Holmes (Policy, Planning and Corporate Services)
Karen Townrow (Policy, Planning and Corporate Services)
Anna Vincent (Policy, Planning and Corporate Services)
Michelle Welsh (Policy, Planning and Corporate Services)
HONORARY ALDERMAN

Martin Brandon-Bravo OBE

OPENING PRAYER

Upon the Council convening, prayers were led by the Chairman’s Chaplain.

1. MINUTES

RESOLVED: 2013/039

That the Minutes of the last meeting of the County Council held on 11" July 2013 be
agreed as a true record and signed by the Chairman.

2. APOLOGIES FOR ABSENCE

Apologies for absence were received from Councillor John Handley (Personal) and
Councillor Liz Yates (Personal).

3. DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST

There were no declarations of interest.
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CHAIRMAN'S BUSINESS

(a) European Prize

The Chairman reported that Nottinghamshire had been awarded the prestigious
2013 Plague of Honour by the Council of Europe. This award which has been
only given to a handful of places throughout the whole continent recognises the
work of local people over many years in promoting unity and friendships with
different people and places in Europe.

Sir Alan Meale MP will be presenting the award to the Council as part of a day of

festivities and entertainment at the MyPlace Centre, Westfield Folkhouse,
Mansfield on 24™ October.

(b)_ Change of Conservative Group Spokesman Community Safety

The Chairman reported that Councillor Bruce Laughton has been appointed the
Conservative Group Spokesman on Community Safety with effect from Monday
16" September 2013.

(c) Presentations and Awards

Outstanding Paper Award

Councillor Muriel Weisz introduced the Outstanding Paper Award which had
been awarded to the co-authors of “Almost Invisible Providing Subtle Support in
Community Settings” which was published in the Tizard Learning Disability
Review. The Chairman received the award from Councillor Weisz, and presented
it to the staff that were present.

The Dignity in Care Award

Councillor Muriel Weisz introduced the Dignity in Care Award which had been
awarded to Veronica Bell who after winning the regional Great East Midlands
Care Award for Dignity in November 2012, then went on to win the National
Dignity in Care Award in June this year.

The Chairman received the award from Councillor Weisz and presented it to
Veronica Bell.

CONSTITUENCY ISSUES

Set out in Appendix A to these minutes is a full note of the issues discussed by
Councillors as follows:-
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Councillor Bruce Laughton — Flooding in his Division

Councillor Roger Jackson — Flooding issues in his area

Councillor Sue Saddington — Closure of Kelham Bridge

6. PRESENTATION OF PETITIONS

The following petitions were presented to the Chairman as indicated below:-

1)
(2)

)

3)

(4)

()

(6)

(7)

Councillor Tom Hollis regarding winter gritting

Councillor John Ogle regarding saving the crossing patrol on Newark
Road, outside of Tuxford Academy

Councillor Maureen Dobson requesting Stagecoach re-instate the bus
service to the Bus Station on the Coddington route

Councillor David Kirkham in relation to the indoor market and park and
ride, Sutton Central

Councillor Steve Carr regarding the installation of traffic lights at the
junction of Marlborough Road and Abbey Road, Beeston

Councillor Steve Carr from employees at Broxtowe Borough Council
regarding the proposed residents parking scheme

Councillor Liz Plant regarding West Bridgford Central residents objections
to the privatisation of the Probation Service

Councillor John Peck jointly with Councillor Bruce Laughton and Councillor
Roger Jackson regarding objection to the proposed incinerator or
‘gasification’ waste disposal plant in Bilsthorpe

RESOLVED: 2013/040

That the petitions be referred to the appropriate Committees for consideration in
accordance with the Procedure Rules, with a report being brought back to Council in

due course

7. QUESTIONS

(8) QUESTIONS TO NOTTINGHAMSHIRE AND CITY OF NOTTINGHAM FIRE

AUTHORITY
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No questions were received

(b) QUESTIONS TO COMMITTEE CHAIRMEN

Seven questions had been received as follows

(1)

(2)

®3)

(4)

(®)

(6)

()

from Councillor Steve Carr regarding 20 mph signs being erected outside
schools being prioritised on the basis of deprivation statistics (Councillor
Kevin Greaves replied)

from Councillor Steve Carr regarding Eskdale Drive Junior School,
Alderman Pounder Infants School and Sunnyside Primary School being
given priority for installation of 20 mph signs (Councillor Kevin Greaves
replied)

from Councillor Richard Jackson regarding the proposed introduction of
advisory 20 mph speed limits outside an initial 50 selected schools in
Nottinghamshire (Councillor Kevin Greaves replied)

from Councillor Mrs Kay Cutts regarding the unusually high number of
cancelled or postponed committee meetings during September, especially
in the first week after the summer recess (the question was not asked, as
Councillor Mrs Kay Cutts was not in the Chamber)

from Councillor Richard Jackson regarding the delayed work on Worksop
Bus Station (Councillor Kevin Greaves replied)

from Councillor Philip Owen regarding the decision to withdraw the
Discretionary Travel Scheme for children travelling to preferred schools
(Councillor John Peck replied)

from Councillor Sue Saddington regarding the anger of local residents and
road users over poor traffic management during the recent closure of
Kelham Bridge. (This question was not asked as the sixty minutes allowed
for questions had elapsed).

The full responses to these questions are set out in Appendix B to these Minutes
Questions 1, 2 and 3 were answered together

8. STATEMENT OF ACCOUNTS 2012/2013

Councillor David Kirkham introduced the report and moved a motion in terms of
Resolution 2013/041 below.

The motion was seconded by Councillor Darren Langton
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RESOLVED: 2013/041

(1) That the contents of the Annual Governance Report be noted.
(2)  That the letter of representation be approved.

(3) That the Statement of Accounts 2012/2013 be approved .

Council was adjourned from 12.30 pm to 1.45 pm

9. TENDER FOR HOME BASED CARE AND SUPPORT SERVICES

Councillor Muriel Weisz introduced the report and moved a motion in terms of
resolution 2013/042 below.

The motion was seconded by Councillor Joyce Bosnjak
RESOLVED: 2013/042

(1) That the work undertaken to review existing home based care and support
services and to plan for the re-tender of these services be noted

(2) That the commencement of the tender for home based care and support

services and for new contracts to be awarded for commencement in April
2014 be approved as set out in the report.

10. REVIEW OF THE COMMITTEE SYSTEM

Councillor Alan Rhodes introduced the report and moved a motion in terms of resolution
2013/043 below

The motion was seconded by Councillor Joyce Bosnjak

Councillor Ken Rigby moved the following amendment which was seconded by
Councillor Reg Adair:-

“That the motion be amended with the following addition:-

7) That in view of the propose changes to the frequency and responsibilities of
committees, and the need to make savings across the Council, the Independent
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Remuneration Panel be recalled to consider the implications and potential
reductions to Members’ Special Responsibility Allowances.”

The amendment was put to the meeting and after a show of hands the Chairman
declared that it was lost.

The requisite number of Members requested a recorded vote and it was ascertained
that the following 29 Members voted ‘FOR’ the amendment;-

‘FOR’
Reg Adair Rachel Madden
Chris Barnfather John Ogle
Andrew Brown Philip Owen
Richard Butler Ken Rigby
Steve Carr Tony Roberts MBE
John Cottee Mrs Sue Saddington
Mrs Kay Cutts Andy Sissons
Dr John Doddy Martin Suthers OBE
Boyd Elliott Gail Turner
Stephen Garner Keith Walker
Tom Hollis Stuart Wallace
Richard Jackson Gordon Wheeler
Roger Jackson Jacky Williams
Bruce Laughton Jason Zadrozny

Keith Longdon

The following 35 Members voted ‘AGAINST’ the motion

‘AGAINST’
Pauline Allan David Kirkham
Roy Allan John Knight
John Allin Darren Langton
Alan Bell Diana Meale
Joyce Bosnjak Michael Payne
Nicki Brooks John Peck JP
Steve Calvert Sheila Place
lan Campbell Liz Plant
Steve Carroll Darrell Pulk
John Clarke Alan Rhodes
Jim Creamer Pamela Skelding
Maureen Dobson Stella Smedley MBE JP
Sybil Fielding Parry Tsimbiridis
Kate Foale Muriel Weisz
Glynn Gilfoyle John Wilkinson

7
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Kevin Greaves John Wilmott
Alice Grice Yvonne Woodhead
Colleen Harwood

The Chairman declared the amendment to the motion was lost.

The original motion was then put to the meeting and it was;-

RESOLVED: 2013/043

1)

(2)

3)

(4)

()

(6)

That the Public Health Sub-Committee be re-classified at the Public
Health Committee

That responsibility for statutory crime and disorder and flood risk
management scrutiny be allocated to the Community Safety Committee

That the terms of reference for each committee that currently has
responsibility for consultation responses be amended to state, ‘Approval of
consultation responses except for responses to day-to-day technical
consultations which will be agreed with the Chairman and reported to the
next available Committee following their submission.

That the procedure rules for Full Council and committees regarding the
use of recording devices and cameras be amended to include the words
‘subject to sufficient notice’

That the proposed pilot changes to the frequency of specified Committees
be noted.

That the County Council, as host authority to the Nottinghamshire Police
and Crime Panel, agrees to include the Independent Members of the
Police and Crime Panel as equivalent to the statutory co-optees within the
current scheme of allowances and pay such allowances accordingly.

11. ADJOURNMENT DEBATE

None

The Chairman declared the meeting closed at 3.17 pm

CHAIRMAN
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APPENDIX A

COUNTY COUNCIL MEETING HELD ON 26" SEPTEMBER 2013

3 MINUTE SPEECH

Cllr Bruce Laughton

“As members are aware on the 23" July this year there was a storm which hit the Trent
Valley and had a massive impact on the people that | represent in the Southwell and
Caunton division, particularly in Southwell we had 225 houses that were flooded and
over 15 businesses were seriously affected.

I’'m rising on my 3 minute speech really to thank the emergency services, in particular
Rob Fisher and his team for all the hard work that was done in my division during that
calamitous event. The community pulled together in an amazing show of strength
supporting many of the residents that were impacted by this event and some of the
stories were actually extremely harrowing and some residents who were flooded left
their home and never returned.

The Flood and Water Act 2010 puts the responsibly fairly and squarely in the hands of
this Council as the lead local authority and | was one of the first Chairman of the
Nottingham Flood Risk Management Board when it was set up. Nottinghamshire County
Council has the responsibility as this lead local flood authority in holding the riparian
owners who own the dykes and ditches where this water came down to account for
maintaining those very dykes.

| believe that as a Council we have been woeful in our responsibility implementing the
2010 Act. | ask those members present who are responsible in the flooding arena who
have taken over that responsibility that they start to use their powers to ensure that
these dykes and ditches within my patch and many other areas across Nottinghamshire
are held to account and do the proper maintenance of those watercourses.

Finally can | say that it is extremely important that also those members that represent
Nottinghamshire in the flood arena actually push for the implementation of Sustainable
Drainage Systems (SUDS) because that will then give local members the powers to
control development in their area where it may well affect both floodwater and foul water
flooding.”

Cllr Roger Jackson

“| do rise on the same issue regarding the flooding on the 23 July. In my division | had
over a 100 houses flooded on that night and we all know it was a very abnormal
weather condition but it did highlight the event of the inadequacy of the drainage system
that we have in this county.
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I have now over 10 properties that have flooded over 10 times in the last 6 years in my
division. We'’re saying that the weather is definitely changing, whether it's climate
change that is causing it or not, we certainly have a lot more rainfall now than what we
have been having over the last 20 years. | know there’s very little capital funding
available for flood defences but at least as an authority we now need to be more
proactive not just reactive to guarding flooding and protecting properties in our county.
In fact there is a good drainage system out there, but the years of neglect and low
maintenance have rendered it useless because of the dry periods we’ve been having.

Now as the lead authority we need to work together with other agencies such as the
Environment Agency, IDB, Severn Trent and even Network Rail to resurrect all the old
dykes and culverts that have been neglected over the years. We need to get, as Bruce
has said, the riparian owners back on board who need to maintain their watercourses.
Many have been neglected, lost and even filled in over the years. When these dykes
and geysers were done over a hundred years ago they were dug by hand, they were
done for a reason because that’'s the way the water flowed and we’'ve lost that now. We
need to get back to full maintenance.

It is now time to try and encourage some of our vulnerable parishes to prepare, to get
the lengthsman’s scheme back going again so we’ve got people on the ground actually
monitoring culverts and cleaning gutters and gullies out. We all know the roadsweeper
goes down the road, it pushes as many leaves in the gullies as it does suck up itself,
that’s when you get past the cars parked there as well. So we do need some manual
maintenance now to look at the systems we have. Planning authorities should think
twice about where they give planning permission, especially low lying areas on
floodplain.

Also on authorities, people think “I live on top of the hill” but where does your water go
to? It always runs down through the valleys and we have to deal with it. So | think
authorities at the top of the hill need to think where the runoff comes and where they
give planning permission as well. It is very important and it all has to be dealt with.

I hope, Chairman that all agencies now can get together with the County as the lead
authority to get some robust and organised regular maintenance put together and a
scheme which will help protect properties in our county and my region in the future.”

Cllr Sue Saddington

“Chairman you will recall at the last Council meeting | spoke about the planned
temporary closure of Kelham Bridge and invited the Chairman of the Transport &
Highways Committee to join me on the first day of the closure, 24™ July to witness the
impact on the traffic.

Councillor Greaves did not respond to my invitation which was probably wise, because
he would’'ve been embarrassed by the shambles. My mailbox was full of complaints
from irate vehicle users and residents asking questions such as;
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“Where were the signs on the A612 approaching Lowdham from the Nottingham
direction warning of the Kelham Bridge closure?

Where were the signs directing traffic through the A6097 and A46 to Newark and
warning drivers of journey delays including Councillor Rhodes delayed by half an hour
en route to a meeting with Councillor Roger Blaney.

Where were signs at Lockwool Hill to advise traffic on the A617 from Rainworth to divert
the other appropriate roads?

Why was traffic allowed to travel in blissful ignorance along the A612 or the A617 to
Kelham only then to discover that Kelham Bridge was closed causing queues of
stationary traffic?

Why did the Council operate temporary signals at the Dovedale Hill A616 junction on a
3-phase rather than 2-phase basis keeping 2 flows stationary for the sake of the very
occasional cars travelling from Ollerton and wishing to turn right into Kelham?

Why did the Council fail to police the one way operation on Trent Lane and not install
heavier barriers at one end to enforce the closure which enabled some reckless
motorists to remove the light plastic barriers and ignore No Entry and Road Closed
signs causing danger to oncoming traffic and forcing this diversionary route to close on
safety grounds?

Regarding the Bridge itself;

Why did the Council take so long to order the correct stone and seek approval from
Newark and Sherwood District Council conservation offices?

And a question of my own, Chairman;

Why did a Senior Officer tell me in an email that local reports of stone from the bridge
being dropped into the River Trent were just stories?

| subsequently visited the bridge and took pictures of at least 2 large pieces of stone
and several distinctive red bricks on the riverbed which could have come from nowhere
else but from that bridge. It is a good job I didn’t rely upon the officers’ assurances in
compiling my responses to residents.

The mail | received was scathing about the Council and one email stated and | quote;
“This has seriously been mismanaged by the Council’s Highway department”

Another said;

“I am left with the impression that the Highways department gave no real thought to the
serious effect the closure would have and just took the lazy way out”
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Frankly, this was a fiasco and the Council's attempts to downplay it have angered
people even more. Having already raised then dashed the hopes for Kelham bypass,
Councillor Greaves should take responsibility for this chaos.”
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APPENDIX B
COUNTY COUNCIL MEETING HELD ON 26™ SEPTEMBER 2013
QUESTIONS TO COMMITTEE CHAIRMEN

Question to the Chairman of the Transport and Highways Committee from
Councillor Steve Carr

In light of the recent decision with regards to 20mph signs being erected outside
schools being prioritised on the basis of depravation statistics, can the Chairman of the
Transport and Highways Committee advise me where these statistics were obtained
from and how old they are? What provisions were made for statistical anomalies where
county schools also take pupils from city schools?

Question to the Chairman of the Transport and Highways Committee from
Councillor Steve Carr

Can the Chairman of the Transport and Highways Committee tell me why Eskdale Drive
Junior School, Alderman Pounder Infants School and Sunnyside Primary School have
been prioritised for installation of 20 mph signs when all three are on roads with traffic
calming measures already in place?

Question to the Chairman of the Transport and Highways Committee from
Councillor Richard Jackson

On 17" September the Chairman of the Transport & Highways Committee moved a
report proposing the introduction of advisory 20 mph speed limits outside an initial 50
selected schools in Nottinghamshire (subject to public consultation and feasibility).

Appendix 3 to the report stated ‘Speed surveys have already been undertaken at the
schools below’ and listed 49 of the 50, with Members advised that Carr Hill Primary had
been omitted in error.

Can the Chairman tell Council how many of the 50 surveyed schools had mean speeds
below 20 mph and how many had mean speeds above 20 mph (between 8am and
9am)?

Response from Councillor Kevin Greaves Chairman of Transport and Highways
Committee

First of all Mr Chairman | would like to restate that it is the intention of this Council to
introduce a 20 mph speed limit outside every school in the County.
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It is the intention of this Council to deliver a 20 mph speed limit outside every school in
the County as quickly as possible.

| fully recognise that the road outside each school will need an approach to introducing
a 20 mph speed limit best suited to that location — this will not be a “one-size fits all”
approach.

Some schools — where traffic speeds are already generally below 24 mph — will benefit
from a very quick to deliver solution of an advisory 20 mph limit.

Other schools — where speeds are perhaps higher — are likely to need additional
measures — interactive speed signs, traffic calming and/or a mandatory limit. These
measures take longer to deliver with detailed designs, consultations and legal
processes. But the delivery of these schemes will not be held up by doing the easier
ones first.

I will not hold up the benefits of delivering the straight forward schemes quickly, which
will encourage drivers to slow down outside schools, while we work up the more
detailed schemes.

Nor will I allow a detailed scheme to be delayed.

The 2010 Index of Multiple Deprivation, utilising the Open Data Communities’
deprivation map, was used to prioritise the first 50 schools. Priority has been given to
schools located in (or close to) the areas of highest deprivation.

For example, Beeston Fields school was not prioritised in the first 50 schools as neither
its level of deprivation (31-40% most deprived in the country) nor the neighbouring city
wards (21-30% and 71-80%) were as high as the prioritised schools. The schools
prioritised within Broxtowe are within (or close to) wards that are in the top 11-20% most
deprived in the country.

As stated previously, the first 50 schools are located in (or close to) the areas of highest
deprivation. Eskdale Drive Junior School, Alderman Pounder Infants School and
Sunnyside Primary School have been prioritised for installation of 20 mph signs as they
are located in wards which are in the top 11-20% most deprived wards in the county.

It is the intention of this Council to deliver a 20 mph speed limit outside every school
and undertaking speed surveys is part of the design and delivery process, helping to
determine if additional speed reduction measures will be required in the future.

Speed surveys have not been undertaken outside seven of the proposed schools
located on cul-de-sacs as it was not considered necessary due to the short length of the
road and there being no through traffic. One survey is still outstanding outside Car Hill
Primary. Of the remaining 42 proposed locations 21 have a mean vehicle speed above
20mph during 08:00 and 09:00 hours.
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As already stated it is the Council’s intention to introduce a 20 mph speed limit outside
every school in the County as quickly as possible. | do not propose to hold up the
benefits of delivering the straight forward schemes quickly, which will still encourage
drivers to slow down outside schools, whilst we work up more detailed schemes nor will
| allow the detailed schemes to be delayed in anyway at all.

Question to the Chairman of Transport and Highways Committee from Councillor
Richard Jackson

Under the previous Conservative administration between July 2012 and March 2013,
Nottinghamshire County Council purchased the property required upon which to build a
new bus station for Worksop.

In February 2013, residents were given the chance to view the plans for the bus station
and, when the Conservatives left office, construction was scheduled to commence in
Autumn 2013 with the station due to open to passengers in Summer 2014.

Can the Chairman of the Transport & Highways Committee therefore, explain recent
media reports that ‘wrangling in the planning process’ now mean work on the bus
station will not start until Summer 2014, with the opening delayed until Spring 20157

Response from Councillor Kevin Greaves Chairman of Transport and Highways
Committee

Last November (2012) members of the County Council’s Transport and Highways
Committee were told that work on the bus station could begin in autumn this year, with
construction taking around nine months. This was subject to acquiring all the private
land needed for the scheme.

| am pleased to confirm that all the land needed to construct the scheme is now in local
authority ownership.

With any major development such as this there is a huge amount of work which goes on
behind the scenes. Our designers, for example, have been busy carrying out additional
surveys, discussing the scheme with affected neighbours and updating the plans
following the consultation exercise earlier this year. We have also been working closely
with Bassetlaw District Council and the bus operators.

As part of this process there has of course been a considerable amount of pre-
application discussion of the scheme with the County Planning Authority ready for when
they receive the planning application for this proposal over the next few weeks.

The new bus station remains on track for work to begin next summer for opening in
spring 2015.  Site clearance works will actually start sooner than that and | am
determined that the people of Worksop get the bus station they deserve -- a station fit
for the 21 century and one they can be proud of.
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At a time of severe financial constraints Nottinghamshire County Council is funding the
new bus station to the tune of over £3m and we are as keen as anyone else to see the
work begin.

The new station will help stimulate the economy of Worksop and is being modelled
closely on the one at Retford which celebrated its sixth birthday this year and which is
continuing to be a massive hit with passengers.

The increase in usage is absolutely staggering and is due in no small part to the fact
that the people of Retford now have a comfortable waiting environment with friendly and
helpful staff on hand to provide assistance and information.

That's exactly what the people of Worksop can look forward to and | personally can’t
wait to see work begin.

Question to the Chairman of Children and Young Peoples Committee from
Councillor Philip Owen

Following Labour’s decision to withdraw the Discretionary Travel Scheme for children
travelling to preferred schools, which was introduced by the Conservatives in
September 2011, would the Chairman of the Children & Young People’s Committee
admit:-

a) That the removal of this scheme discriminates against parents who cannot
afford the cost of transport to send their children to a preferred school;

b) That the timing of the consultation during the school summer holidays made it
more difficult for parents and school governor bodies to respond and that the
Labour Group has ignored the 91% of online respondents who wanted to keep
the scheme;

c) That reducing parental choice can only undermine healthy competition between
schools, providing less incentive for underachieving schools to improve; and

d) That this was an ideological decision and not a legitimate cost-cutting measure?

Response from Councillor John Peck Chairman of Children and Young Peoples
Committee

Well first of all Chairman, I'd like to thank Councillor Owen for his question and for
giving me the opportunity to explain to Full Council the very same points that | made to
the Policy Committee last week in presenting the report to remove the Discretionary
Travel Scheme (DTS).
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I notice that Councillor Owen is asking me to admit to his four statements. The answers
to those four statements in no particular order are;

No to a)
No to b)
No to c)
And No to d)

Unfortunately the question fails to recognise that the expression of preference by a
parent or a carer is exactly that, it's a preference — nothing more, no less. While it is the
duty of the local authority to make appropriate home to school travel arrangements
which comply with the law, it's neither a requirement nor affordable to make free
provision for all.

The DTS did not target those who could not afford transport; it benefitted the few and
not the many. On average 425 children in each year group across the whole county —
that's 5% of that year group. It was not an entitlement for all children to travel to
preferred schools. It will continue to be available to those qualifying children and young
people who currently access it until they reach the end of Year 11.

Let me repeat that — no child currently on the scheme will lose out and | made that
absolutely clear when we decided to get rid of this scheme that those that were already
on the scheme, we understood their position and we would honour that commitment.

The scheme could only be accessed where existing buses were in operation in any
case, and was therefore not only inequitable but was also vulnerable to any network
changes which might happen and these things do happen.

The Home to School transport policy however, does include measures which help low
income families and it provides subsidised travel for many others that are above that
threshold. In relation to secondary age children travelling to their nearest suitable faith
school on the grounds of religion, between 2 and 25 miles from home, the existing
transport policy and you need to remember that the removal of this Discretionary Travel
Scheme sits outside the existing Home to Travel policy. We haven't touched that, so all
those measures remain in place. So the existing Transport Policy ensures that those on
free school meals or maximum working tax credit travel free of charge. Those above
that threshold are eligible for subsidised travel, and they pay a flat rate of £300 per year.

So in many cases such as the journey from Newark to Mansfield for example, this
marks a very significant discount off the true cost of that journey. That rate has actually
remained the same since 2007 so as the bus fares have risen, that has become an
even greater subsidy. The Policy also states that where a family has three or more
children attending schools on denominational grounds, only the two youngest will be
charged — if you've got 3, 4, 5 children, etc then you’re only charged for the first two.
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All these measures in our existing Transport Policy, which is more generous than most,
amount to a very generous package of support which is completely unaffected by
stopping this scheme.

Some of these matters were wrongly reported by the BBC | have to say, and I'm
delighted to say that the BBC recognised that, and on their Radio Nottingham the
following day it did actually correct some of their misleading reporting. But as you can
see, the low-paid families are very well catered for under our existing scheme.

Quite frankly, | find it hypocritical that Councillor Owen would try to have us believe that
he is the champion of the low paid when he is a member of the party which has
supported the bedroom tax and only last week he sat in Policy Committee voting
against the Living Wage.

Now onto part B of Councillor Owen’s question, the reason for the timing of this
consultation was clear. For there to be an opportunity to make savings in relation to the
scheme in 2014 i.e. next September, it was crucial for consideration to be given, and a
decision taken before the closing date for applications for secondary school places and
that’s next month, October 31st.

Councillor Owen and you just heard him say it again, said the consultation went out
during the summer holidays. Honestly, I've not known Councillor Owen for long but |
know that his contributions tend to be a load of hot air and ill research. It did not go out
in the summer holiday, it went out before the summer holiday — during July. But you've
heard him say it again, and he keeps saying it. In his world he will believe whatever he
says because he only listens to his own voice and he’s not listening to anybody else.

So all schools received the information about the proposal in July prior to the summer
holiday. One school organised a petition and another school used its website to
communicate with parents throughout the consultation period. Also, Councillor Owen, it
was not necessary as you stated for school governing bodies to be formally consulted
but nevertheless I've no doubt that Head Teachers would’'ve made it clear to their
Governors or Chairs of Governors that such a consultation was taking place. All
responses to the consultation were taken into account.

But not surprisingly, guess where the majority of the responses came from? The
majority of course were from the parents of children already on the scheme, all who
hoped to do so in the future. Exactly as you would expect the other 740,000 people
across the county didn’t respond of course they wouldn’t. But the consultation did go out
to all the schools and libraries and everywhere else but, and this is another thing |
should remind Councillor Owen of, a consultation is exactly that, it's not a referendum.

Is Councillor Owen trying to suggest that every time his administration put a policy out
to consultation, they always changed their policy? Of course not.

When the school budgets are proposed every year, is it the case that Councillor Owen
when the budget consultation goes out and there are about six responses and five of
them are against it, is it the case that Councillor Owen upended his policy and threw it
out the window? Of course not. It's not a referendum, it's a consultation. He doesn’t
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seem to understand that. It's incredible that he quotes 92% of the 300 odd of the
recipients of this policy, is he expecting me to overturn a policy on the basis of that?
How absurd.

Parents and carers have the right to express their preference in relation to school
places for their children. It's a key commitment of this administration to ensure that all
Nottinghamshire schools and I'm sure it was a key commitment of the previous
administration as well, are good or outstanding wherever they may be, whatever their
governance arrangements. This travel scheme has no bearing whatsoever on the
guality of education provision across our schools and it has had no significant effect as
far as | can tell and | know because I've asked our officers this, no significant impact on
parental preference which has broadly stayed the same now as it did prior to the 1%
September 2011.

Think about it for a moment Councillor Owen, is he seriously suggesting that 425
children or 5% of the school population within that year group across all of the county
each year and many of those families, remember this, many of those families out of
those 425 would've made this choice anyway irrespective of whether this scheme
existed or not. Is he seriously expecting that whether or not, that those children
transported criss-crossing up and down the county made any serious difference to
standards? | think not — it’s a ludicrous suggestion.

Is he suggesting therefore that in the 150 local authorities across England, including
every single Tory controlled authority who do not operate this scheme, that parental
choice is severely limited? Or that standards are suffering/ | don’t think so.

There is just simply no logic to his argument.

And now for D, this is just rubbish. I've explained to Councillor Owen quite clearly in
simple one words and I've found Councillor Owen’s snide comment towards Councillor
Greaves absolutely despicable and says more about Councillor Owen than it says about
anybody else. Yes, he can sit there and smirk but he should’ve seen the expressions of
embarrassment on the backbenchers behind him when he made that remark. It's just
rubbish; I've explained to Councillor Owen quite clearly that this is not the case. I'm not
afraid to make political decisions but | can assure members that this decision was not
driven by some ideology, not at all and I've said to him before. If anything the misguided
ideology was that of Councillor Owen in introducing this policy in the first place despite
not knowing whether it was properly costed and whether it was sustainable or not, and
quite clearly it wasn't.

If there’s any ideology at all, then my ideology is in with all those other Conservative
councillors that also didn’t decide to implement this scheme across the country. He
stands alone on this. This decision is driven by the urgent need to target precious
resources. We've got to find £154 million pounds in budget savings and we’ve made a
start and this is a start because it will save up to £1.7 million pounds by 2017/18. He
doesn’'t seem to understand that but we’'ve made a start on that, we’ve moved quickly.
It's that which drives this, not a political consideration at all. We've got to save the
money and we’re doing that by being fair and equitable and as I've said, we're still
looking after the low-paid and don’t lecture me about the low-paid.

19
Page 23 of 110



Page 24 of 110



I%a Nottinghamshire Report to County Council
= 1 County Council 21st November 2013

Agenda Item: 6b

REPORT OF THE CHAIR, TRANSPORT & HIGHWAYS COMMITTEE

RESPONSE TO PETITIONS PRESENTED TO THE CHAIRMAN OF THE
COUNTY COUNCIL AT PREVIOUS COUNCIL MEETINGS

Purpose of the Report

The purpose of this report is to inform Committee of responses to the issues raised in petitions
presented to the Chairman of the County Council at Council meetings.

A. Petition requesting improved pedestrian safety measures on Halloughton Road,
Southwell (Ref:2013/004)

B. Petition regarding vehicles using the Great North Road, Carlton on Trent, causing
contents of nearby properties to vibrate and rattle (Ref:2013/05)

C. Petition requesting an environmental weight restriction on vehicles passing through the
villages of Sutton, Grassthorpe, Normanton and Ragnall (Ref: 2013/07)

D. Petition requesting resurfacing of Loughborough Road, West Bridgford (Ref:2013/08)

E. Petition requesting the extension of the 30 mph speed limit further along Abbot Road,
Mansfield toward the MARR route (Ref:2013/09)

F. Petition requesting a residents’ parking scheme on Millgate, Newark (Ref 2013/010)

G. Petition requesting increase of on street parking limit on Outram Street, Sutton in
Ashfield(Ref:2013/11)

H. Petition requesting suspension of proposed implementation of one way scheme on
Clumber Street, Warsop (Ref:2013/012)

I. Petition requesting traffic calming measures on Bleasby Road, Thurgaton (2013/013)

J. Petition requesting the extension of the 30 mph speed limit on Boat Lane, Hoveringham
(2013/014)

K. Petition requesting reinstatement of No 53 bus service between Cotgrave and Bingham
(Ref:2013/015)

L. Petition requesting implementation of parking controls around Bargain Booze, Sutton in
Ashfield (Ref:2013/016)

Page 25 of 110
1



M. Petition regarding footpath from South Parade to Blyth Road, Worksop (Ref:2013/017)

N. Petition regarding speed limit on A60 between Carlton in Lindrick and Langold
(Ref:2013/18)

O. Petition requesting road safety measures at Westwood Infant School, Westwood
(Ref:2013/019)

P. Petition requesting improved crossing facilities near Rivermead Flats on Wilford Lane,
West Bridgford (Ref:2013/020)

Q. Petition regarding parking restrictions on Edwinstowe High Street (Ref:2013/021)
R. Petition requesting resurfacing of Derbyshire Drive, Selston (Ref:2013/022)

S. Petition regarding weight restrictions along Landmere Lane, West Bridgford
(Ref:2013/023)

T. Petition regarding bus stops in Rosemary Centre area, Mansfield (Ref:2013/024)
U. Petition regarding waiting time on Nottingham Road, Hilltop, Eastwood (Ref 2013/25)

V. Petition regarding a zebra crossing on Main Street, Balderton and a Pelican Crossing
over London Road at Sibcy Lane, Balderton (Ref:2013/026)

W. Petition regarding grass cutting across Broxtowe (Ref:2013/027)

X. Petition regarding illuminated speed indicator signs on the A1133 at Langford (Ref:
2013/028)

Y. Petition regarding traffic on Ellesmere Close, Forest Town, Mansfield (Ref 2013/029)
Z. Petition regarding taxi ranks on White Hart Street (Ref:2013/030)
Al. Petition regarding parking issues at Frederick Road, Stapleford (Ref:2013/031)

B1. Petition requesting a School Crossing Patrol outside Tuxford Primary Academy School
(Ref:2013/033)

CL1. Petition requesting an increase in provision of town centre parking in Sutton in Ashfield
(Ref: 2013/035)

D1. Petition requesting traffic lights and ‘children crossing’ signs at the junction of
Marlborough Road and Abbey Road, Beeston (Ref:2013/036)

E1. Petition requesting a residents’ parking scheme in Glebe Street area of Beeston
(Ref: 2013/037)

Page 26 of 110
2



A. Request for improved pedestrian safety measures on Halloughton Road, Southwell
(Ref:2013/04)

1. A petition was presented by County Councillor Bruce Laughton on behalf of 129 residents
of Southwell. The petition requested the closure of Halloughton Road to prevent people
from using the road as a cut through and other traffic management measures.

2. During the last five years there has been no reported road traffic collisions resulting in
injuries involving pedestrians, cyclists or motor vehicles on Halloughton Road. During
the same period there has been only one reported road traffic collision on Westgate near
to its junction with Halloughton Road which involved two vehicles travelling along
Westgate and resulted in one slight injury. There were no reported collisions on
Nottingham Road near its junction with Halloughton Road. Traffic surveys undertaken in
2012 did not indicate either high traffic volumes or high vehicle speeds along Halloughton
Road.

3. However, in response to this petition it was agreed that further detailed surveys would be
undertaken to determine if there had been a significant increase in vehicles using the
road as a short cut and therefore establish if measures now needed to be considered to
stop such manoeuvres. The surveys would be undertaken in September to ensure they
reflected normal term time conditions.

B. Petition regarding vehicles using the Great North Road, Carlton on Trent causing
contents of nearby properties to vibrate and rattle Ref:2013/05)

4. A petition of 13 signatures from residents of Carlton on Trent was presented to the
Chairman at the meeting of the County Council on 28th February 2013 by Councillor
Bruce Laughton. The petitioners are concerned that traffic using the Great North Road in
Carlton on Trent between the Main Street junction and the A1 was causing the contents
of their properties to vibrate and rattle. Their lives were being disturbed and property
damaged, they wished to register a formal complaint.

5. As requested the petition has been passed to the Chief Executive and is being dealt with

as a formal complaint.

C. Petition requesting an environmental weight restriction on vehicles passing
through the villages of Sutton, Grassthorpe, Normanton and Ragnall (Ref: 2013/07)

6. A petition was presented to the meeting of the County Council on 28" February 2013 by
County Councillor John Hempsall on behalf of 377 residents of the above villages. The
petition requested an environmental weight restriction on vehicles passing through the
villages of Sutton, Grassthorpe, Normanton and Ragnall.

7. A similar request for an environmental weight limit on Ragnall to Sutton on Trent road
was received from Dunham on Trent with Ragnall, Darlton and Fledborough Parish
Council in February 2013 and therefore work has already been undertaken to consider
such a restriction.

8. An environmental weight limit can only restrict Heavy Goods Vehicles (HGV) using the
road as a cut through and does not apply to HGV legitimately accessing properties or
businesses within the limit's boquiariei A suyey carried out in April 2013 determined
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that very few HGV (11 out of 141) used the Ragnall to Sutton on Trent road as a cut
through, most were accessing/visiting properties or businesses in the area. The survey
identified even fewer HGV using the minor roads (off the Ragnall to Sutton on Trent road)
and one of the two vehicles recorded was accessing a property.

9. Therefore as an environmental weight limit would have very little influence on the number
of HGV that would be able to continue to legitimately pass through the villages along the
Ragnall to Sutton on Trent road the Committee agreed that an environmental weight limit
would not be progressed.

D. Petition requesting resurfacing of Loughborough Road, West Bridgford
(Ref:2013/08)

10. A petition of 32 names was presented to County Council on 28" February 2013 by
County Councillor Gordon Wheeler asking that Loughborough Road be resurfaced with
a noise reducing surface. A detailed study attached to the petition also asked that the
Council undertake works to reduce vehicle speeds, sought to control new developments
on noise pollution grounds, applied the same responsibility to control noise from new
developments to traffic noise generated by existing roads and carried out a number of
other assessments and survey work.

11. Traffic noise adjacent to roads where speeds are 50 mph or less is generally dominated
by the noise of the engine rather than the tyres on the road surface so changes to the
road surface have a marginal effect on the overall traffic noise adjacent to the road. It
should be noted that tyre noise is more apparent inside vehicles than adjacent to the
road due to transmission of noise through the chassis. The County Council therefore
has no intention to resurface this road due to noise.

12. Also Highway Authorities do not have a statutory duty to provide noise mitigation on
existing and unaltered streets because traffic noise is excluded from the schedule of
nuisance noise in the Environmental Protection Act 1990. For this reason it is not
appropriate for the County Council as highway authority to make comment regarding
potential traffic noise impact of planning applications for new developments. Rushcliffe
Borough Council as local planning authority may consider noise associated with new
developments generally.

13. Loughborough Road currently benefits from various road safety and speed
management measures appropriate for the nature of the road.

14. Roads are assessed annually and prioritised for the maintenance programme based on
their structural condition. This section of the A60 Loughborough Road is currently in
very good condition and will probably not require resurfacing on structural maintenance
grounds for at least the next 10 years.

15. A review of the concerns raised in the petition concluded that at present there is no case
to consider either additional road safety or speed management measures, and that
resurfacing the road will not in this location address the traffic noise concerns.
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E. Petition requesting the extension of the 30 mph speed limit further along Abbot
Road, Mansfield toward the MARR route (Ref:2013/09)

16. A 35 signature petition was presented to the 28™ February 2013 meeting of the County
Council by Councillor June Stendall. The petition was from residents of Mansfield.

17. The A6075 Abbott Road was assessed as part of Nottinghamshire County Council’s
speed limit review. As a result of this review, the speed limit was restricted to 40mph in
accordance with national guidelines and criteria, based on traffic flow, frontage
development and local factors.

18. Due to the lack of frontage development, Abbott Road does not meet criteria for a
further reduction in speed limit as requested by the petition; one side of Abbott Road is
adjoined by fields which are due to be developed.

19. However, as the development progresses it was agreed that a further review would be

carried out and the speed limit adjusted accordingly.

F. Petition requesting a residents’ parking scheme on Millgate, Newark (Ref

2013/010)

20. A petition was presented to the 28" February 2013 meeting of the County Council by
Councillor Keith Girling on behalf of 12 residents of Millgate, Newark. The petition
requested a residents parking scheme be introduced on Millgate.

21. Millgate is a mixture of residential properties and small business premises, located just
to the west of Newark town centre. Residents stated that its close proximity to the town
combined with unrestricted on-highway parking had led to an increase in vehicles
parking, sometimes all day, which the residents believed to be workers in the area
avoiding car parking charges in the town centre and at the train station.

22. Requests for residents parking are considered against the current policy for new
schemes which states that there should be :-

a. significant levels of current requests from residents

b. non-resident parking which is detrimental to the vitality of the local centre or other
Local Transport Plan objectives and

c. a trip-attractor which causes non-resident intrusive parking.
23. It was agreed that the Millgate area would be included within the next programme of

schemes for preliminary investigation relating to the introduction of a residents’ parking
scheme.
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G.

24

25.

26.

27.

28.

29.

30.

31.

32.

Petition requesting increase of on street parking limit on OQutram Street, Sutton in
Ashfield(Ref:2013/11)

. A 2,170 signature petition was presented to the 28" February 2013 meeting of the
County Council by Councillor Michelle Gent. The petition was from local residents,
business owners and shoppers on Outram Street, Sutton in Ashfield.

When this restriction was first introduced consideration was given to different views of
those businesses that wanted a one hour restriction (such as a hairdresser) because
their customers stayed for longer periods and those (such as a newsagent) that wanted
a quicker turnaround with 30 minutes waiting. The length of time of the restriction does
have an effect on the number of vehicles that can legitimately park in the spaces (on
average doubling the length of time will halve the number of vehicles). It was agreed
that the businesses be consulted on the change of time and if there is sufficient support
then the Traffic Regulation Order be modified.

Petition requesting suspension of proposed implementation of one way scheme
on Clumber Street, (Ref:2013/12)

On 25" February 2013 a petition containing 59 signatures from local residents and
businesses objecting to the proposed one-way at Clumber Street in Market Warsop was
passed to the local County Councillor John Allin. This petition was subsequently
presented to full Council.

The scheme arose from a Transport Study carried out by Nottinghamshire County
Council during 2010 to establish any concerns or opinions that local people in Warsop
had regarding the town.

As part of this public consultation a number of issues emerged, among those were
concerns raised over the lack of pedestrian footway at the Northern end of Clumber
Street causing problems for pedestrians and the wish to see a more pedestrian friendly
environment. The outcome of the study was presented to and agreed with the Warsop
Town Council and the local County Councillor.

In order for the proposed scheme to operate safely a Traffic Regulation Order (TRO)
was required to create a one way system and a 21ft vehicle length restriction at the end
of Clumber Street.

This order was implemented and consulted upon in accordance with the agreed
statutory TRO procedure. A Total of 5 objections were received and duly considered by
Transport and Highways committee, none were upheld.

Works started on site on 25" February 2013 and were completed on 18" March 2013.
Following concerns raised by local traders regarding access for deliveries, it was agreed
that the 21ft length restriction would not be implemented immediately upon completion
of the works and the situation would be monitored to establish if the scheme could
operate safely without it.

In the two months post completion there were no reported incidents or further concerns
raised by the general public.
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33.

34.

35.

The Committee agreed that the County Council continued to monitor the operation of
scheme for a further four months (allowing six months post completion in total). Any
issues raised during this period would be discussed with the local County Councillor and
referred to Transport and Highways Committee as appropriate.

Petition requesting traffic calming measures on Bleasby Road, Thurgaton

(2013/013)

The results of a survey conducted by Thurgarton Parish Council were presented to the
Chairman at the meeting of the County Council on 28th February 2013 by Councillor
Andy Stewart. The survey was to gauge the concern of residents over speeding on
Bleasby Road in the village which was currently a 30mph limit. Out of 38 surveys
delivered 23 were returned.

The survey gave options of road humps and speed cushions, build outs, chicanes,
rumble strips, traffic islands, speed reductions and interactive speed signs. Residents
were asked to tick for their preferred choices. All forms returned called for some kind of
traffic calming.

36. A traffic volume and speed survey had been commissioned. It was agreed that when the

37.

results were available a suitable option if necessary be investigated and considered for
inclusion in a future programme.

Petition requesting the extension of the 30 mph speed limit on Boat Lane,
Hoveringham (2013/014)

A petition of 116 signatures was presented tothe Chairman at the County
Council meeting on 28th February 2013 by Councillor Andy Stewart. The petitioners
requested that the 30mph speed limit on Boat Lane in the village of Hoveringham be
extended to beyond the entrance to Ferry Farm Park and to the north of the village to
beyond the entrance of Brookfield Drive on Main Street.

38. The Committee agreed that in order to install a speed limit that was appropriate, a

39.

40mph buffer zone would be implemented rather than an extension of the existing
30mph limit. This would include Ferry Farm Park and the Fisherman's Car Park and
also Brookfield Drive on Main Street. The scheme formed part of the Local Transport
Plan Programme for 2013/14 and funds would be made available from April 2013 to
implement the scheme.

Petition requesting reinstatement of No 53 bus service between Cotgrave and

Bingham (Ref:2013/015)

A petition of 152 signatures was presented to the Chairman of County Council at its
meeting of 25" April 2013 by Councillor Richard Jackson which requested the
reinstatement of the number 53 bus service between Cotgrave and Bingham. Service
53 was a Monday to Saturday service operated by Premiere Travel serving Cotgrave —
Cropwell Bishop — Cropwell Butler to Bingham. This service was financially supported
by Nottinghamshire County Council as part of a contract that covered Rushcliffe local
bus services. Passenger numbers indicated that on average less than 10 passengers a
day were using this service. Page 31 of 110
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40.

41.

42.

43.

44,

45.

46.

47.

48.

49.

50.

When Premiere Travel ceased trading on Friday the 25" January 2013, the County
Council acted quickly to replace the majority of services for Monday the 28" January,
with priority being given to School bus services, journey to work and communities who
would have been left without a local bus service.

The demise of Premiere Travel added £300,000 to the local transport budget for the
essential bus services for 2013/14, so a decision was made, reluctantly, not to replace
service 53 as alternative provision was available and local bus companies were not
interested in replacing the service. If an operator had been able to cover service 53 as
it was previously provided then the Council would be looking at an annual cost of
£91,000 for this one service or a subsidy of £35 per passenger per day.

A request from Bingham Town Council to have the 53 re-instated on a Thursday
(market day) was also considered but no vehicles were available to operate the service.

In conclusion passengers from Cotgrave wishing to travel to Bingham can travel to
Holme House or Gamston on the Cotgrave Connection then on the Radcliffe Line to
Bingham.

Passengers from Cropwell Bishop/Butler wishing to travel to Bingham can travel to
Upper Saxondale on the Radcliffe Line and then on the Bingham Express to Bingham.

The journey time is now 30 minutes off-peak and 45 minutes at peak times compared to
30 minutes on the 53 service.

Service 56A operating on a Tuesday and a Thursday serves Orston, Thoroton, Shelton,
Hawksworth, Scarrington and Bingham and has now been extended to Mallow Way,
Bingham which was previously served by service 53.

However as part of the TITAN (Towards Integrated Transport across Nottinghamshire)
initiative, all services are currently being reviewed across the Rushcliffe area including
the options for the Cotgrave — Bingham corridor. The TITAN roadshow visited Cotgrave
and Bingham on Saturday the 8" June and Cropwell Bishop on Wednesday the 12"
June.

Petition requesting implementation of parking controls around Bargain Booze,
Sutton in Ashfield (Ref:2013/016)

A 650 signature petition was presented to the 25" April 2013 meeting of the County
Council by Councillor Michelle Gent. The petition was from residents of the area and
shoppers using Bargain Booze.

There are currently no parking restrictions on this road and numerous visits to assess
the level of parking revealed a regular turnover of vehicles and rarely found all parking
spaces full. Nearby streets have recently had restrictions applied (Church Street
resident’s parking scheme) but there appears to have been little displaced parking.

It was agreed that the parking restrictions on Church Street remain unchanged but that
the situation continue to be monitored.
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M. Petition regarding footpath from South Parade to Blyth Road, Worksop
(Ref:2013/017)

51. A 253 signature petition was presented to the County Council meeting on 25" April 2013
by County Councillor Glynn Gilfoyle. The petition requested that ‘Tesco reopen the
footpath to the north of their development from South Parade to Blyth Road and the
Worksop Technical College, as previously agreed with the Nottinghamshire County
Council and Contractors acting for Tesco’.

52.The petition referred to land in Worksop earmarked for a new Tesco supermarket. There
were a number of public right of way issues across the site and it was agreed to forward
the petition to the Rights Of Way Committee for consideration. Rights of Way Committee
considered the petition as part of the report titled “To consider options in respect of public
footpaths crossing land to the east of Carlton Road, Worksop (Tesco site)” at their
meeting of 11" September 2013.

N. Petition reqgarding speed limit on A60 between Carlton in Lindrick and Langold
(Ref:2013/18)

53. A 432 signature petition was presented to the 25" April 2013 meeting of the County
Council by Councillor Sheila Place. The petition stated that the current 30mph speed limit
along the above length of road was too low and that the 40mph limit it replaced was
preferred. It also stated that the central refuges were dangerous and too many and that
the filling in of the three bus stops was unnecessary.

54. This Speed Limit was lowered as part of the Countywide A and B roads Speed Limit
Review. The length of the A60 reviewed was from Rotherham Baulk in North Carlton to
Labernum Road in Langold. The Limit is located within two County Divisions, Blyth and
Harworth (Councillor Place) and Worksop North East and Carlton (Councillor Rhodes).

55. During the development of the scheme consideration was given to retaining the existing
40mph limit along the undeveloped eastern part of the route though this was not of
sufficient length to support a stand-alone limit. A collision problem was identified on the
partially built up section of road which the new speed limit is expected to contribute
towards reducing.

56. It is too early to conclusively determine accident savings, though in the 3 years 10
months prior to the scheme being implemented there were 1 fatal, 3 serious and 3 slight
injury accidents along this length of the A60 and during the 1 year 5 months afterwards
there has been 1 slight injury accident. However, this is increasing evidence that the
overall speed limit reduction and associated measures has achieved accident savings
and this would need to be taken into full consideration in considering any changes.

57. This matter was discussed on site with Councillor Place who agreed that the short
length of undeveloped road in her Division was not long enough to impose a lower limit.
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O. Petition requesting road safety measures at Westwood Infant School, Westwood
(Ref:2013/019)

58. A petition requesting that a pedestrian guardrail, traffic calming and/or a school crossing
patrol be installed outside Westwood Infant School was presented to the County Council
meeting on 25" April 2013 by Councillor Gail Turner. A similar petition was received by
the Council in 2010 with the additional request for a 20mph speed limit, improved
warning signs and coloured anti-skid carriageway surfacing. Following that petition high
visibility advance warning signs were installed and this sign was duplicated on the
carriageway on each approach.

59. Parents were concerned that the footpath was so narrow that children were at risk of
running out into the road. They were also concerned about traffic speeds past the school
frontage.

60. It was not possible then, and is still not possible, to install pedestrian guardrail at the
existing school pedestrian entrance without compromising pedestrian movement behind
it. The footpath is very narrow and there is also a telephone pole at the school gate which
further restricts the footpath width.

61. An investigation is being undertaken into the feasibility of installing a build-out which will
effectively reduce the carriageway to one width, forcing traffic to give way either side of it.
The Head Teacher has agreed to move the pedestrian access a few metres south of the
existing one to avoid any conflict with traffic existing the junction opposite the school.

62. Other options considered were:

1) Moving the school entrance to a point adjacent to the community play area where the
footpath is wide enough to accommodate a pedestrian barrier. However, this would
have meant very young children having to enter and exit through the school car park
onto the footpath on the playing field. The Head Teacher also had concerns about
safeguarding issues.

2) Widening the footpath outside the school and reclaiming carriageway width by
reducing the width of the footpath on the other side of the road. This would have
involved considerable expense as the whole length of the footpath including the
junction would have to be realigned and underground utilities moved.

63. New 20mph advisory signs will be installed to replace the existing school warning signs.

64. There used to be a school crossing patrol outside the school. The site was sponsored by
the community as it did not meet the conditions for funding from the Authority. There are
no plans to reinstate this facility especially as the proposed works will create an improved
crossing environment.
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65.

66.

67

Q.

68.

Petition requesting improved crossing facilities near Rivermead Flats on Wilford
Lane, West Bridgford (Ref:2013/20)

A petition with 201 signatures requesting the provision of a safe place to cross Wilford
Lane near to the Rivermead site was presented to full Council by County Councillor
Gordon Wheeler.

During the last ten years there has been no reported road traffic collisions resulting in
pedestrian injuries on this section of Wilford Lane, however there are proposed new
developments along Wilford Lane.

In response to this petition therefore further investigations are being undertaken to
determine what type of suitable crossing is feasible along this section of Wilford Lane.
Progress with these investigations is being reported to Councillor Wheeler who is
liaising directly with the Rivermead Residents Association.

Petition regarding parking restrictions on Edwinstowe High Street (Ref:2013/021)

A petition collected by the Edwinstowe Business Forum of 335 signatures was presented
to the County Council meeting on 25th April 2013 by County Councillor John Peck. The
petition signed by Edwinstowe residents and High Street Business owners requested that
the current half hour parking restriction on the High Street be increased to one hour. The
petition also had the support of Edwinstowe Parish Council and the local District
Councillors.

69.The petitioners strongly felt that in the interest of encouraging increased trade in the

present difficult economic climate it would be beneficial to our shops to allow a longer
stop for those people who may wish to stay longer on the High Street.

70.1t was agreed that a scheme be commissioned to be included in this financial year to look

R.

71

72.

73.

at amending the restrictions. A new Traffic Regulation Order will be created and as part
of the legal process local business and other affected parties will be officially consulted.

Petition requesting resurfacing of Derbyshire Drive, Selston (Ref:2013/022)

. A 30 signature petition was presented to the 16™ May 2013 meeting of the County

Council by Councillor Gail Turner requesting that Derbyshire Drive, Selston be
resurfaced.

Derbyshire Drive’s road surface is in a poor condition and surface dressing would not be
cost effective. The resurfacing programme for the current year is fully committed so
Derbyshire Drive would be considered for next year's programme. In the meantime, the
road will be regularly inspected and made safe where necessary.

Petition regarding weight restrictions along Landmere Lane, West Bridgford
(Ref:2013/023)

A petition of 111 names requesting a weight restriction on Landmere Lane in West
Bridgford was presented to County Council on 16" May 2013 by Councillor Gordon
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Wheeler and cited the grounds of noise, disturbance, environmental intrusion, damage
to property from vibration and safety.

74. 1t was agreed that Landmere Lane would be assessed for a weight restriction in terms of
the percentage of heavy goods vehicles (HGVs) using the route, accidents involving
HGVs, environmental issues, the presence of schools/health centres, road geometry,
carriageway condition and pedestrian/cycling activity. It would then be considered for
inclusion in the annual weight restriction programme.

T. Petition regarding bus stops in Rosemary Centre area, Mansfield (Ref:2013/024)

75. A 42 signature petition was presented to full Council on 16™ May 2013, by Councillor
Stephen Garner, requesting bus stops to serve the Rosemary Centre, Mansfield.

76. A bus stop has been provided on Quaker Way for outbound bus services from the new
bus station. A new bus stop for inbound bus services, stopping on Rosemary Street, will
be installed in the near future.

U. Petition regarding waiting time on Nottingham Road, Hilltop, Eastwood
(Ref 2013/25)

77. A 267 signature petition requesting to change the current waiting time of 30 minutes to
one hour to assist customers and help regain trade to the businesses on Hilltop
Eastwood was presented to the 16th May 2013 meeting of the County Council by
Councillor Keith Longdon

78. When this restriction was first introduced consideration was given to different views of
those businesses (such as a hairdresser) that wanted a one hour restriction and those
(such as a newsagent) that wanted 30 minutes waiting. The length of time of the
restriction does have an effect on the number of vehicles that can legitimately park in
the spaces (on average doubling the length of time will halve the number of vehicles). It
was agreed that the businesses be consulted on the change of time and if there was
sufficient support then the Traffic Regulation Order would be modified.

V. Petition regarding a zebra on Main Street, Balderton and a Pelican crossing over
London Road at Sibcy Lane , Balderton (Ref:2013/026)

78. A 287 signature petition was presented by Councillor Keith Walker to the County Council
meeting on 11™ July 2013 requesting the provision of two formal crossings in Balderton.
A zebra crossing was requested on Main Street adjacent to St Giles church, to enable
the children of Chuter Ede Primary School to cross Main Street adjacent to St Giles
church, due to the lack of a School Crossing Patrol (SCP) at this location. However, on
the 17" June 2013 a SCP started work at this site so it was agreed not to progress the
zebra crossing.

79. It was agreed that the request for a Pelican Crossing across London Road at Sibcy Lane
be investigated to establish if a formal crossing at this location was viable. Should the
design and costing show that a crossing is feasible, it was agreed that it would be put
forward for consideration for inclusion in a future years programme.
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W. Petition regarding grass cutting across Broxtowe (Ref:2013/027)

80. A 162 signature petition was presented to the 11" July 2013 meeting of the County
Council by Councillor Jacky Williams. The petition is from residents of Broxtowe.

81. The petition called for immediate improvements to the maintenance of highway grass
verges.

82. A detailed report setting out a response to similar concerns and proposed actions was
considered by the Transport and Highways Committee at its meeting on 4™ July 2013. It
was agreed that the petitioners be informed of this report and the decision of that
meeting of the Transport and Highways committee.

X. Petition regarding illuminated speed indicator signs on the A1133 at Langford (Ref:

2013/028)

83. A petition of 35 signatures was presented to the County Council meeting on 11" July
2013 by County Councillor Maureen Dobson. The petition supported Winthorpe Parish
Council's request for illuminated speed indicator signs on the A1133 at Langford, they
were requesting that signs be installed in both directions

84. It was agreed that a sign for Langford be included in the provisional programme to be
delivered 2014/15. To help ensure equity, signs are only installed in one direction at any
one location.

Y. Petition reqgarding traffic on Ellesmere Close, Forest Town, Mansfield (Ref

2013/029)

85. A 113 signature petition was presented to the 11™ July 2013 meeting of the County
Council by Councillor Coleen Harwood. The petition was from residents of Ellesmere
Close and surrounding streets.

86. There have been 6 complaints and enquiries from residents requesting traffic calming
since 2008. Residents have been advised that speed enforcement is a matter for
Nottinghamshire Police. Further, investigations into the Recorded Injury Accident data
have revealed that there have been no injury accidents that have been attributed to
inappropriate speed.

87. There is currently no survey evidence to support the installation of traffic calming on

Ellesmere Close. Injury accidents would continue to be monitored. It was agreed that a
further traffic speed and flow survey will also be carried out from September onwards.

Z. Petition regarding taxi ranks on White Hart Street, Mansfield (Ref:2013/030)

88. A petition from 9 businesses in Mansfield Town Centre was presented to the 11th July
2013 meeting of the County Council by Councillor Andy Sissons. The petition requested
that a taxi rank be provided on White Hart Street.
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89.

The provision of taxi ranks is principally the role of the district council, albeit that
agreement of the Highway Authority is required. The petition has therefore been
forwarded to Mansfield District Council for their consideration.

Al. Petition regarding parking issues at Frederick Road, Stapleford (Ref:2013/031)

90.

91.

92.

93.

94.

95.

A 71 signature petition was presented to the 11" July 2013 meeting of the County
Council by Councillor Stan Heptinstall.

The petition requested the reinstatement of the residents parking scheme from the
junction of Cyril Avenue to Warren Avenue on Fredrick Road.

Frederick Road is a residential street situated close to Stapleford town centre. The
majority of properties are terrace houses with no facility to park off-street. A recent
daytime site inspection revealed a high number of parked cars, a number of which were
observed to belong to shoppers and business using the town centre.

The petitioners expressed concerns about difficulties parking on Frederick Road both
during the day and evenings. The location is being used by shoppers and residents of
neighbouring streets that have residents parking schemes in place who choose to avoid
paying the charges.

As part of the changes implemented in 2012 there was a commitment to monitor and give
further consideration to the introduction of other schemes in the Stapleford area. This
would be subject to future representations from residents on the basis of substantial
proven vehicle transfer from adjacent schemes.

It was agreed that this location be included in the survey planned during September 2013
to look at options of the next phase.

B1. Petition requesting a School Crossing Patrol outside Tuxford Primary Academy

School (Ref:2013/033)

96. A 403 signature petition was presented by County Councillor John Ogle, at a meeting

of the County Council on 26" September 2013 requesting the provision of a school
crossing patrol on Newark Road outside Tuxford Primary Academy. This location had a
school crossing patrol until 28 March 2013, when the person in post retired. When a site
becomes vacant, a check is carried out to ensure the number of people crossing the road
at the location warrants the provision of a crossing patrol. The count carried out on the
17" April 2013 showed 32 accompanied and 7 unaccompanied children crossed in the
morning and 30 accompanied and 10 unaccompanied children crossed in the afternoon.
A further count was carried out on the 12" September 2013 which showed 38
accompanied and 2 unaccompanied children crossed in the morning and 16
accompanied and 4 unaccompanied in the afternoon. Calculating the number of people
crossing the road (P), in combination with the number of vehicles (V) travelling along the
road (PV2) the national recommendation for a school crossing patrol site is 4 x 10° In
Nottinghamshire, we operate a more relaxed criterion and consider patrols that reach
1.3x10°. At the Tuxford site the highest PV2 count reached was less than half of the
Nottinghamshire criterion.
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97.As it is not viable to provide a school crossing patrol at this site from County Council
funds, discussions have been had with the school with a view to them sponsoring a
patrol. Costs, which include engineering, equipment, employment, management and
administration costs are currently being prepared.

98.The County Council will continue to work with the school to consider options to provide a

school crossing patrol.

C1l. Petition requesting an increase in provision of town centre parking in Sutton in
Ashfield (Ref: 2013/035)

99. An 87 signature petition was presented to the 26™ September 2013 meeting of the
County Council by Councillor David Kirkham. The petition was from traders of the
Idlewells Market, Sutton in Ashfield requesting an increase in the provision of town centre
parking in Sutton in Ashfield.

100.In January 2013, a Traffic Regulation Order was passed to prevent non-residential
parking in the Church Street area of Sutton in Ashfield. This was preceded by public
consultation and was carried out with the support of the local members. The Traffic
Regulation Order also allowed for a 2 hour limited waiting facility, to enable short stay car
parking.

101.At present, Nottinghamshire County Council is working, in conjunction with Ashfield
District Council and local businesses (ldlewells Centre, ASDA), to investigate parking
solutions in Sutton in Ashfield.

102.The existing Traffic Regulation Order is to remain while investigations into other parking
solutions are carried out, either on private land (with Nottinghamshire County Council
lending transport planning expertise), or on District Council off-street parking.

D1. Petition requesting traffic lights and ‘children crossing’ signs at the junction of
Marlborough Road and Abbey Road, Beeston (Ref:2013/036)

103. A petition was presented by County Councillor Steve Carr on behalf of 330 people at a
meeting of the County Council on 26™ September 2013. The petition requested the
installation of traffic signals at the junction of Marlborough Road and Abbey Road,
Beeston and the erection of ‘children crossing’ signs.

104. There have been three slight injury accidents at the site since January 2010, an
average of less than one a year. It is a significant concern that this accident level is
lower than the average experienced at a typical set of traffic signals in Nottinghamshire,
so installing traffic signals could therefore potentially increase the number of injury
accidents at this location. Also the constricted nature of the site and available highway
space would need substantial works to accommodate traffic signals, including a
significant loss of on-street parking and highway features, such as trees. It is therefore
not currently proposed to install traffic signals at this junction.

105. However the signs and lining at the junction have recently been repaired and refreshed
and no injury accidents have been recorded since this work was done. Erection of
‘children crossing’ signs at the junction would also be arranged.
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El. Petition requesting a residents’ parking scheme in Glebe Street area of Beeston
(Ref: 2013/037)

106.A petition of 113 signatures from employees of Broxtowe Borough Council was
presented to the Chairman at the meeting of the County Council on 26th September
2013 by Councillor Steve Carr. Concerns raised by the petitioners included displacing
parking onto other local streets, further restrictions discouraging shoppers from the area
due to costs in off-street car parks and also the potential effect of empty streets as
residents in the area already have driveways.

107. At this stage an initial consultation has been carried out with comments and objections
being considered as part of the scheme proposals. The next stage is to carry out the
legal statutory consultation and public advert. It was agreed that when this next stage is
completed the petition be treated as an objection and reported to a future Transport and
Highways Committee along with any other objections.

Reason for Recommendation

108. To inform Full Council of responses to issues raised in petitions presented to the
County Council at previous Council meetings.

Statutory and Policy Implications

109. This report has been compiled after consideration of implications in respect of crime
and disorder, finance, human resources, human rights, the NHS Constitution (Public
Health only), the public sector equality duty, safeguarding of children and vulnerable
adults, service users, sustainability and the environment and ways of working and
where such implications are material they are described below. Appropriate
consultation has been undertaken and advice sought on these issues as required.

RECOMMENDATION/S
It is RECOMMENDED that the contents and actions be noted.

For any enquiries about this report please contact: Peter Barker

Background Papers

None

Electoral Division(s)

Southwell and Caunton, Tuxford, Mansfield West, Newark West, Farnsfield and Lowdham,
Worksop East, Selston, Rufford, Balderton, Bramcote and Stapleford, Collingham, Mansfield
East, Mansfield South, Sutton in Ashfield Central, Blyth and Harworth, Selston, West Bridgford
West, Eastwood and Beeston North, Warsop.
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I%a Nottinghamshire Report to County Council
&4 1 County Council

215 November 2013

Agenda Item: 8

REPORT OF THE CHIEF EXECUTIVE

Clarification of Minutes of Committee Meetings published since the last
meeting on 26" September 2013

Purpose of the Report

1. To provide Members the opportunity to raise any matters of clarification on the minutes of
Committee meetings published since the last meeting of Full Council on 26" September
2013.

Information and Advice
2. The following minutes of Committees have been published since the last meeting of Full

Council on 26™ September 2013 and are accessible via the Council website:-
http://www.nottinghamshire.gov.uk/dms/Meetings.aspx

Committee meeting

Minutes of meeting

Adult Social Care and Health Committee

9™ September, 28™ October*

Appeals Sub-Committee

8™ July

Audit Committee

None

Children & Young People’s Committee

16" September, 14™ October

Community Safety Committee

24™ September

Corporate Parenting Sub-Committee

None

Culture Committee

2" July

Economic Development Committee

9™ July, 17" October

Environment and Sustainability Committee

12" September, 10™ October

Finance and Property Committee

9™ September, 14™ October

Grant Aid Sub-Committee

None

Health Scrutiny Committee

15" July

Health & Well Being Board

5" June, 2" October

Joint City/County Health Scrutiny Committee

10" September,15™ October

Joint Committee on Strategic Planning and Transport

None

Nottinghamshire Pensions Fund Committee 10" June
Pensions Investment Sub-Committee None
Pensions Sub-Committee 16" July

Personnel Committee

11" September

Planning & Licensing Committee

16" July, 30™ September

Police & Crime Panel

16" September

Policy Committee

18" September, 16™ October
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Rights of Way Committee 11™ September, 16™ October*

Transport and Highways Committee 17" September, 3™ October, 31%
October*

* Minutes expected to be published before 21 November 2013, but not yet approved by the
relevant Committee.

Mick Burrows
Chief Executive
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I;%a Nottinghamshire Report to Full Council
== County COUI'.I.CI]. 21 November 2013

Agenda Item:9

REPORT OF THE DEPUTY LEADER OF THE COUNCIL

COMPOSITION OF HEALTH AND WELLBEING BOARD

Purpose of the Report

1. To approve the extension to the membership of the Health and Wellbeing Board to include
representatives from all Nottinghamshire district councils and the Police and Crime
Commissioner for Nottinghamshire.

Information and Advice

2. The Health and Wellbeing Board has operated formally since April 2013, and existed in a
shadow form for two years before that.

3. There are currently two district council representatives on the Board to represent the seven
district councils. All district councils are able to comment on the Board’s agenda, at a
meeting of representatives from all district councils which is held a few days before each
Board meeting.

4. The Police and Crime Commissioner is not currently represented on the Board, but is active
in many fields which are relevant to the Board'’s role.

5. To recognise the contribution of district councils and the Police and Crime Commissioner to
health and wellbeing, it is proposed to extend the membership of the Board and invite each
district council and the Commissioner to nominate a representative. This would increase the
membership of the Board from 18 to 24.

6. The other members of the Board are

five County Councillors

six Clinical Commissioning Group representatives

Director of Public Health

Corporate Director of Children, Families and Cultural Services
Corporate Director of Adult Social Care, Health and Public Protection
one Healthwatch representative

one NHS England representative

The Health and Social Care Act 2012 defines the minimum membership of Boards. However
the Act gives the County Council discretion to extend membership to include representatives
of district councils and other organisations.
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Substitutes

7. If Council agrees to each district council and the Commissioner appointing a representative to
the Board, it is proposed that each district council and the Commissioner also nominate a
named substitute member to attend in the absence of the representative. The Board is keen
to limit the number of different substitutes at meetings in the interests of continuity, and in
order that substitutes can register their interests under the Code of Conduct. This would
follow the arrangements for existing Board members.

Other Options Considered
8. To retain membership of the Board as it currently stands.
Reason/s for Recommendation/s

9. To recognise the contribution of district councils and the Police and Crime Commissioner to
health and wellbeing.

Statutory and Policy Implications

10.This report has been compiled after consideration of implications in respect of finance, the
public sector equality duty, human resources, crime and disorder, human rights, the
safeguarding of children, sustainability and the environment and those using the service and
where such implications are material they are described below. Appropriate consultation has
been undertaken and advice sought on these issues as required.

RECOMMENDATION/S

1) That the membership of the Health and Wellbeing Board be increased to allow a
representative from each Nottinghamshire district council and of the Police and Crime
Commissioner.

2) That each district council and the Commissioner be invited to nominate one substitute to
attend in the absence of the representative.

Councillor Joyce Bosnjak
Deputy Leader of the Council

For any enquiries about this report please contact:
Paul Davies, Democratic Services Officer
0115 977 3299

Constitutional Comments (SG 12/11/2013)

11. Full Council is the appropriate body to decide the issues set out in this report
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Financial Comments (SEM 05/11/13)

12. There are no specific financial implications arising directly from this report.

Background Papers and Published Documents

Except for previously published documents, which will be available elsewhere, the documents
listed here will be available for inspection in accordance with Section 100D of the Local
Government Act 1972.

None

Electoral Division(s) and Member(s) Affected

All
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I%a Nottinghamshire Report to County Council
=1 County Council 21 November 2013

Agenda Item:

REPORT OF THE CHAIRMAN, ENVIRONMENT AND SUSTAINABILITY
COMMITTEE

NOTTINGHAMSHIRE AND NOTTINGHAM WASTE CORE STRATEGY
EXAMINATION — RECEIPT OF INSPECTOR'S REPORT AND ADOPTION

Purpose of the Report

1. To seek Council approval to adopt the Nottinghamshire and Nottingham Waste Core
Strategy following the receipt of the Inspector’'s Report on the examination.

Information and Advice

2. The Nottinghamshire and Nottingham Waste Core Strategy has been prepared jointly with
Nottingham City Council. It is the first in a series of new waste policy documents which will
progressively replace the County Council’s existing joint Waste Local Plan which was
adopted in 2002. When adopted, the Waste Core Strategy will set the strategic direction for
all future proposals for waste development such as recycling plants, energy from waste
plants and landfill. Subsequent policies will deal with site allocations and development
management issues.

3. In line with European and national legislation and policy, the Waste Core Strategy sets out
the overall vision and strategic planning policies for the development of future waste
management facilities across Nottinghamshire and Nottingham. Key principles are the need
to manage waste according to the ‘waste hierarchy’ which promotes waste prevention and
re-use followed by recycling, recovery and finally disposal; and the ‘proximity principle’ which
seek to ensure that waste is managed at one of the nearest, most appropriate facilities. The
strategy therefore seeks to encourage the movement of waste away from landfill with an
ambitious target of 70% recycling for all waste by 2025. This is supported by a moderate
increase in energy recovery where appropriate, and a reduction in landfill disposal to
approximately 10% or less of all waste arisings.

4. The Waste Core Strategy identifies broad locations where future development is likely to be
acceptable but does not allocate any specific sites as this will be carried out in separate
supporting policies that will be subject to further consultation and public examination. In
broad terms facilities for the sorting, processing and treatment of waste are supported in, or
close to, the main urban areas of Nottingham, Mansfield/Ashfield, Newark, Worksop and
Retford. Within these broad locations development will be focused on existing or proposed
employment sites and other derelict or previously developed land in order to minimise
environmental impacts. Limited provision is also made for small-scale recycling or recovery
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facilities in rural locations where these can meet a specific local need; especially where this
would allow for the re-use of existing farm or forestry buildings.

5. Although the Waste Core Strategy aims to minimise future waste disposal as far as possible,
it is recognised that there will still be a need for the disposal of residual waste which cannot
be further recycled or recovered. Where there is a proven need for disposal, the strategy
promotes a sequential approach which favours the extension of existing sites where this
would be environmentally acceptable, followed by the restoration and/or re-working of old
colliery tips and other mineral voids.

Public consultation and independent examination

6. The Waste Core Strategy has been through a number of stages of consultation and was
submitted to the Secretary of State for Communities and Local Government on 14" January
2013. The Planning Inspectorate subsequently appointed Inspector Susan Holland to
undertake the independent examination of the Core Strategy to determine whether or not the
Strategy is legally and procedurally sound. This included public hearing sessions held at the
National Water Sports Centre between 8" May and 17" May 2013. These resulted in three
main modifications to the Waste Core Strategy in relation to Green Belt policy and clarifying
the basis of the plan estimates. These modifications were approved by Environment and
Sustainability Committee on 20™ June 2013 and subsequently advertised for public
consultation. A number of other minor modifications were also made for reasons of clarity
which did not need to be advertised or consulted on but were published at the same time for
information. A pre-print copy of the final Waste Core Strategy, which incorporates all of
these changes, is attached to this report at Appendix 1.

7. Shortly after the hearing sessions, the Government published a new Waste Management
Plan for England, and updated national waste planning policy, for consultation. These were
reported to Environment and Sustainability Committee on 10" October 2013. In light of this
national consultation the Inspector invited those who had previously made representations to
submit further comments on possible implications for the Waste Core Strategy. Two
additional responses were received at this stage and passed to the Inspector.

8. The Inspector’s final report was received on 7™ October 2013 and concludes that the Waste
Core Strategy is ‘sound’ and provides an appropriate basis for the planning of the area over
the next 15 years, subject to the inclusion of the main modifications referred to above. A
copy of the Inspector's Report has been published on the Council's website and made
available for inspection. All those who made formal representations, or who have asked to
be kept informed, have been notified separately.

Next Steps

9. The two Councils can now proceed to adopt the Waste Core Strategy subject to the formal
approval of both waste planning authorities. Similar approval will be sought at the City
Council meeting on 9" December 2013. Subject to these final approvals the Waste Core
Strategy will be adopted on 10™ December 2013. There is then a statutory six week period
during which anyone aggrieved by the adoption of the Waste Core Strategy can make a
legal challenge on procedural grounds.
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10.For reasons of clarity the final Waste Core Strategy document, when printed, will be re-titled
as the Nottinghamshire and Nottingham Replacement Waste Local Plan Part 1. Waste Core
Strategy. Environment and Sustainability Committee approved this change on 14 November
2013. The policies within the Plan will also be re-numbered to accommodate the inclusion of
the model policy on the presumption in favour of sustainable development. This will be
numbered as Policy WCS1 and all other policies will be re-numbered accordingly.

11.Following adoption of the Waste Core Strategy, work will continue with the preparation of
the site specific and development management policies development plan document which
will form Part 2 of the Replacement Waste Local Plan. This will again be subject to several
stages of public consultation which are due to start early next year.

Other Options Considered

12.The County Council has a statutory duty to prepare and maintain an up to date Waste Local
Plan. The only alternative would be not to adopt the Waste Core Strategy which would
result in policies becoming out of date and the lack of an appropriate local policy framework
for future development decisions.

Reason/s for Recommendation/s

13.To ensure that the Council is able to fulfil its statutory function as the Waste Planning
Authority for Nottinghamshire.

Statutory and Policy Implications

14.This report has been compiled after consideration of implications in respect of finance, the
public sector equality duty, human resources, crime and disorder, human rights, the
safeguarding of children, sustainability and the environment and those using the service and
where such implications are material they are described below. Appropriate consultation has
been undertaken and advice sought on these issues as required.

Financial Implications

15. Adoption of the Waste Core Strategy will require printed copies of the final document to be
made available for local councils and public reference and/or purchase. A Local Plan
budget is in place to meet these costs.

Implications for Sustainability and the Environment

16.Production of the Waste Core Strategy is a statutory requirement and the Council could be
subject to European Union fines if they do not have an up to date Waste Plan.

RECOMMENDATION/S

1) That Council APPROVE the adoption of the Nottinghamshire and Nottingham Waste
Core Strategy and delegate authority to the Corporate Director of Policy, Planning and
Corporate Services in consultation with the Chair of the Environment and Sustainability
Committee to make any final minor changes required to correct typographical or other errors.
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Jayne Francis-Ward
Corporate Director, Policy, Planning and Corporate Services

For any enquiries about this report please contact: Lisa Bell, Planning Policy Team
Manager, 01159 774547

Constitutional Comments (NAB 1.11.13)

17.Council has authority to approve the recommendation set out in this report by virtue of its
terms of reference.

Financial Comments (SEM 25/10/13)
18. The financial implications are set out in the report.
Background Papers and Published Documents

Inspectors Report for the Examination into the Nottinghamshire and Nottingham Waste Core
Strategy (www.nottinghamshire.gov.uk/wastehaveyoursay)

Except for previously published documents, which will be available elsewhere, the documents
listed here will be available for inspection in accordance with Section 100D of the Local
Government Act 1972.

Electoral Division(s) and Member(s) Affected

All.
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Appendix 1

Guide to the Waste Core Strategy

Nottinghamshire and Nottingham
Replacement Waste LOC&' plan The Waste Core Strategy is a plan for managing all of the waste produced in

Nottinghamshire and Nottingham up to 2031. It forms part of the formal
development plan for our area and should be read alongside the policies of the
relevant District or Borough Local Plan and any Neighbourhood Plan which is in
place. The policies within this plan should be read as a whole — no policy is intended
to be applied in isolation.

Part 1: The Waste Core Strategy sets out the County and City Councils’ strategic planning
policies for the development of future waste management facilities. This forms the

WaSte C O re Stra‘te gy first part of our replacement Waste Local Plan. This document identifies broad
areas where waste management facilities, of different types, are likely to be
acceptable but it does not allocate specific sites for waste management use.

These will be included in Part 2 of the replacement Waste Local Plan alongside a set
of more detailed development management policies to help safeguard our
environment and way of life. The policies contained in this Core Strategy will be
subject to regular monitoring and review published on our website.

N.B. this is a planning policy document about how and where the facilities to treat
and dispose of our waste should be developed. It is not about how local councils or
private companies collect waste or what materials they collect.

) ReC.Vc/,'oy '
o\ . ?
Ile"-s‘°
Alternative formats
This document can be made available in alternative formats or languages on
. . . . request.
N.B. this document may be subject to final proofing and
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Foreword

Waste is a big issue for all of us, costing millions of pounds each year and with
potential risks to our health and environment if it is not managed properly. We all
produce waste at home or at work and it is important that we all work together to find
better ways of managing this.

As well as recognising the value of waste as a resource and managing it more
sustainably, it is essential that we put in place the right infrastructure to manage
whatever waste is produced. This means planning to make sure we have the right
types of waste management facilities in the right places to recycle, recover or, where
necessary, dispose of our waste.

Nottinghamshire County Council and Nottingham City Council have therefore worked
together to produce this Waste Core Strategy which will guide the provision of
essential waste management infrastructure over the next 20 years. Our vision is for
local communities and businesses to take more responsibility for their own waste —
to produce less and to re-use, recycle or recover what'’s left before finally looking to
disposal as a last resort. To help achieve this, the strategy sets an ambitious 70%
recycling target for all wastes by 2025 and allows for some additional energy
recovery, where needed, so that we can reduce what we send to landfill to no more
than 10% of the waste we produce.

The vision, objectives and policies within this strategy are all designed to deliver an
appropriate range of new, sustainable, waste management facilities where they are
most needed.

Councillor Jim Creamer
Chair of Environment and Sustainability Committee
Nottinghamshire County Council

Councillor Jane Urquhart

Portfolio Holder for Planning and Transportation
Nottingham City Council
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Preface

Nottinghamshire County Council and Nottingham City Council have prepared this
Waste Core Strategy in accordance with the 2004 Planning and Compulsory
Purchase Act and the Town and Country Planning (Local Development ) (England)
Regulations 2004 (as amended). It is the first of two separate waste policy
documents that we are preparing and is a key part of the formal Development Plan
for both Nottinghamshire and Nottingham. Together these documents will replace
our saved Waste Local Plan which was adopted in January 2002.

Adoption of this Waste Core Strategy follows a wide-ranging and continuous process
of consultation with local and neighbouring councils, the waste industry, trade
organisations and local businesses, residents and local community groups, interest
groups, and the relevant statutory bodies and utility companies.

The Councils submitted the draft Waste Core Strategy to Government in January
2013. Anindependent planning Inspector was appointed to examine the soundness
of the strategy and public hearing sessions for the examination were held between
8" and 17" May 2013. The Inspector’s Report into the examination was published
on 7" October 2013 and the Councils adopted the Waste Core Strategy on 10"
December 2013.
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What is the Waste Core Strategy?

Introduction

This Waste Core Strategy is a strategic document which sets out our overall
planning policy towards existing and future waste management facilities within
Nottinghamshire and Nottingham. It will be the basis for determining planning
applications for all future waste management development and gives
guidance on the broad location and type of waste management facilities that
we want to encourage. It also provides the context for the later policy
documents that will follow (see paragraphs 1.3 — 1.4).

Scope of the Waste Core Strategy

The Waste Core Strategy sets out our goals for delivering sustainable waste
management over the next 20 years, until 2031, although this may be
reviewed sooner if monitoring suggests this is needed. It covers nearly all
types of waste, apart from radioactive waste, and sets out our vision for all
levels of waste management including prevention, re-use, recycling, recovery
and disposal. It will therefore be relevant to any proposals involving facilities
for the storage, sorting, processing or disposal of waste. The geographic area
covered by the Waste Core Strategy is shown in Plan 1 on page 8.

The Waste Core Strategy sets out strategic policy and criteria on the general
location and types of facilities that are needed, so that it can guide future
development, but it does not identify any specific sites. Where appropriate,
specific site allocations will be included in a separate sites and development
management policies document.

We will use the broad locations identified within the Waste Core Strategy, and
the supporting criteria- based policies, to help narrow down the choice of sites
and to prioritise which sites should be developed according to both their
environmental impacts and their contribution to delivering the aims of this
Core Strategy. We are also preparing a set of more detailed development
management policies which will be used to provide appropriate controls on
the way that waste management sites are built and operated. These policies
will cover issues such as traffic, dust, noise, odour and other possible
impacts.

! All radioactive waste, other than very low level radioactive waste from hospitals and university
research for example is controlled at the national level.
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1.6

1.7

Replacing our existing waste policies

The Waste Core Strategy replaces many of the existing saved waste policies
contained in the Waste Local Plan which was adopted in January 2002.
However, the majority of the environmental protection policies will remain in
force until they can be replaced by the separate site specific and development
management policies as explained in paragraph 1.4 above. A list of the
Waste Local Plan policies which have been replaced is shown in Appendix 1.

How has the Waste Core Strategy been prepared?

As well as relevant consultation with key stakeholders and local residents?,
we have also carried out extensive monitoring and appraisal work to help with
the development of this strategy. This includes a detailed Sustainability
Appraisal which has been undertaken, at key stages, to assess the likely
impacts of our proposals and an Equality Impact Assessment . The early
stages of Strategic Flood Risk Assessment  and an Appropriate
Assessment have also been completed but further, more detailed, work will
be needed to support the preparation of the sites and development
management policies document®.

You can find details of these studies and all of the other evidence that has
been used to prepare the Waste Core Strategy on our website at
www.nottinghamshire.gov.uk/wastecorestrategy. This includes information
on existing waste management capacity, future forecasts and relevant
national policy as well as information on the different types of waste
management technology.

2. Key principles and policy background

2.1  The Waste Core Strategy sets out local waste planning policy for
Nottinghamshire and Nottingham but this is subject to the wider influences of
European and national policy and legislation which together establish the
overarching principles for sustainable waste management.

European

2.2 Aseries of European Union (EU) directives set out the general principles for
waste management across Member States. The Waste Framework Directive,
revised in 2008, establishes the ‘waste hierarchy’ which promotes more
sustainable methods of waste management, such as recycling, above less
sustainable methods such as landfill (see fig. 2.1 below.) However, there are
advantages and disadvantages with all of the options and the best solution
may vary according to the type of waste”.

Fig. 2.1 The Waste Hierarchy

Stages

| Using less material in design and manufacture,
Prevention keeping products for longer, re-use.
Using less hazardous material
Preparing for re-use
- Turning waste into a new substance or product.

Checking, cleaning, repairing, refurbishing,
repair, whole items or spare parts.

Recycling Includes composting if it meets quality protocols.

Including anaerobic digestion, incineration with
energy recovery, gasification and pyrolysis which

Other recovery produce energy (fuels, heat and power), materials
from waste: some backfilling operations and

Y recovery of materials from landfill.
Disposal
Landfill and incineration without energy

Source: Government Review of Waste Policy in Englan  d 2011

2 See separate statement of consultation

3 See Glossary for an explanation of these studies 4 Government Review of Waste Policy in England 2011, Defra
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2.3

2.4

2.5

2.6

Other key drivers are the Landfill Directive® which requires progressive
reductions in the amount of biodegradable municipal waste sent to landfill and
the Incineration Directive® which sets strict operating limits for incinerators and
similar plants. The revised Waste Framework Directive also sets minimum
levels of energy efficiency for thermal combustion plants (including
incineration, gasification, and pyrolysis) to qualify as recovery rather than
disposal operations. There are also a series of directives covering packaging,
waste electrical and electronic equipment, end of life vehicles and batteries,
for example.

More recently the European Commission adopted its Roadmap to a Resource
Efficient Europe” which sets out a vision of managing waste as a resource,
reducing the amount of waste that is generated per person and using energy
recovery only for materials that cannot be recycled.

National

The national Waste Strategy for England 2007 set out key targets for the
recycling and recovery of household and municipal waste in order to meet the
EU Landfill directive requirements. These aim to ‘recover’ 67% of municipal
waste by 2015, rising to 75% by 2020. Within this broad recovery target at
least 45% of household waste should be recycled or composted by 2015,
rising to 50% by 2020. The strategy expects to see a reduction in the
disposal of the other main waste streams although, with the exception of
regulations for specific materials such as batteries and packaging, targets for
other waste streams are largely voluntary.

The Government carried out a wide-ranging review of waste policy in 2011.
This sets out its commitment to waste prevention and re-use, leading to
greater resource efficiency. There is also support for energy from waste
where appropriate, and for waste which cannot be recycled, including the
increased use of anaerobic digestion as a form of energy recovery. The
review also recognises the need to focus on specific waste materials and
seeks to promote life cycle thinking in all waste policy and waste management
decisions. Whilst the strategy acknowledges that absolute waste prevention
may not be achievable, the overall aim is to move towards a ‘zero waste
economy’ in which material resources are re-used, recycled or recovered
wherever possible, and only disposed of as a last resort. Wider links between

® European Council Directive 1999/31/EC of 26 April 1999 on the landfill of waste

® European Council Directive 2000/76/EC on the Incineration of Waste

’ European Commission Communication COM(2011) 571 final, September 2011

No policy will be applied in isolation, account will be taken of all relevant policies
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2.8

2.9

waste and issues such as climate change and renewable energy are also
highlighted.

The Waste Regulations for England and Wales 2011, confirm that the
Government will produce a national waste management plan to conform with
European requirements and is also working on a Waste Prevention
Programme for England. This will look at prevention and re-use measures,
improving business practices, product design and manufacture to enable
easier upgrade, repair and recycling of products.

The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) sets out the Government'’s
planning policies for England and provides the broad framework against which
all local development plan documents should be prepared. The NPPF does
not contain specific waste policies, since national waste planning policy will be
published separately as part of the National Waste Management Plan for
England.® However the broad principles of the NPPF are relevant to local
waste policies and decisions on waste applications, especially in relation to
sustainable development. At the heart of the NPPF is a presumption in favour
of sustainable development, which should be seen as a golden thread running
through both plan-making and decision-taking. The Councils will therefore
take a positive approach to considering development proposals that reflect the
presumption in favour of sustainable development contained in the National
Planning Policy Framework.

Alongside the NPPF, specific national policy and guidance for waste is
contained within in Planning Policy Statement 10: Planning for Sustainable
Waste Management (PPS10), and its companion guide. This stresses the
need for communities, businesses, developers and local authorities to work
together to tackle waste in a more co-ordinated, positive way. The key
planning objectives are therefore to:

* help deliver sustainable waste management by driving waste management
up the waste hierarchy, address waste as a resource and look to disposal
as the last option;

« provide for greater community responsibility and enable sufficient and
timely provision of facilities to meet community needs;

« help implement the national waste strategy and supporting targets;

* manage waste safely without endangering human health or harming the
environment and enable waste to be managed at one of the nearest
appropriate facilities;

& PPS10 will remain in place until the new National Waste Management Plan is published.

No policy will be applied in isolation, account will be taken of all relevant policies
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2.13

2.14

« reflect the concerns and interests of communities, local authorities and
businesses;

» protect green belts but recognise the particular locational needs of some
types of waste facilities; and

* ensure that the design and layout of all new development (not just waste
related development) supports sustainable waste management.

The Local Situation

Every local authority has a Sustainable Community Strategy  which sets out
its overarching vision for its area and the priorities that help to focus local
service delivery and planning policies. Nottinghamshire County Council’'s
current strategy runs from 2010 to 2020 and highlights the main social,
economic and environmental challenges facing Nottinghamshire and sets out
the Nottinghamshire Partnership’s vision for the future and the delivery of
infrastructure and services®. This is spread across six priority areas focusing
on the environment, crime, education, health and wellbeing, economic
prosperity and stronger communities. It also reflects the national targets for
recycling and reducing landfill.

Nottingham City Council’s strategy’® covers the same period and sets out the
One Nottingham Partnership’s long term vision for the City focusing on
science and innovation, sport and culture; neighbourhoods, children and
young people and poverty. Each District Council also produces a similar
strategy to address particular issues within their area.

Every local authority also has to prepare its own Local Development
Framework setting out their specific planning policies for employment,
housing, retail, leisure, and other essential infrastructure development, as well
as policies to protect their local landscape, natural environment and cultural
heritage. As a unitary council, Nottingham City Council is also preparing its
own Local Development Framework. The Waste Core Strategy will be part of
both the County and City Council’'s Local Development Frameworks and will
sit alongside those prepared by the Districts. Each Local Development
Framework is supported by a detailed infrastructure delivery plan

highlighting where additional infrastructure is needed and how this will be
delivered.

° Nottinghamshire’s Sustainable Community Strategy 2010 - 2020

1 The Nottingham Plan to 2020: Nottingham City’s Sustainable Community Strategy

No policy will be applied in isolation, account will be taken of all relevant policies

Page 58 of 110

2.15

2.16

2.17

Of particular relevance to waste are the Municipal Waste Management
Strategies produced by the County Council and City Council which help to
co-ordinate how municipal waste is collected and the facilities needed for
treatment and disposal. The text overleaf explains more about the different
roles played by local authorities in relation to waste management.

As well as these specific examples, there are many other local strategies
which the Waste Core Strategy has to take into account, including the work
carried out by the Local Enterprise Partnership  to promote local skills and
investment, the Green Infrastructure Strategies  prepared by each District
and the City Council, Nottingham City Council's Energy Strategy and the
Nottinghamshire-wide Framework for Action on Climate Change.

The Waste Core Strategy therefore has an important role to play in supporting
these wider strategies through the development of appropriate waste
management infrastructure and associated employment opportunities, as well
as maintaining or enhancing overall environmental quality and safeguarding
local amenity.

No policy will be applied in isolation, account will be taken of all relevant policies



Plan 1: Area covered by the joint Waste Core

Waste — who does what? Strategy
Waste management involves local authorities, private companies and even
caati : : . . Plan 1: Waste Core
voluntary organisations who all play a role in collecting, sorting, treating and e
eventually disposing of, as waste, anything that cannot be re-used or SUTERy Ared NORTH ’
recycled. LINCOLNSHIRE I
Collection
SOUTH YORKSHIRE
Local councils (district and unitary councils) are only responsible for collecting
municipal waste. All other waste is collected and managed by private sector
companies. This is agreed and paid for by individual businesses,
shopkeepers, building contractors etc. outside of the control of the local
authority.
Disposal
County and unitary councils are responsible for the safe disposal of municipal
waste (this includes recycling and composting as well as landfill). This is often
done in partnership with private companies who provide the facilities to handle
this waste and work to specific targets for recycling and reducing landfill. All
other waste is managed commercially by private companies and there are no MANSFIELD
specific controls over how much is recycled or where it is dealt with.
LINCOLNSHIRE
Regulation
DERBYSHIRE

Most waste management sites require planning permission. County and
unitary councils must therefore prepare planning policies setting out when and
where waste development will be acceptable. They are also responsible for
deciding all planning applications for waste. The Environment Agency is
separately responsible for protecting people and the environment through a
system of waste permitting; compliance assessment and monitoring; and
enforcement.

City/County boundary

LEICESTERSHIRE

Not to scale
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3.1

3.2

3.3

A general overview of the plan area

Planning effectively for the future means having a good understanding of our
current situation and what is likely to change. Physically, the location of our
key settlements, transport links and existing waste management infrastructure
will influence the location of new facilities whilst, socially and economically,
the number of people living and working here will affect the amount and types
of waste we produce. It is also important to take account of environmental
assets including our countryside, wildlife and heritage, as well as the quality of
life and well-being of our communities.

Location and outlook

Nottinghamshire is well known for its historic past, linked to tales of Robin
Hood and its industrial heritage based on textiles and coal, but it also has an
ambitious future with a growing population of over one million people and a
diverse and expanding economy. Although part of the East Midlands region,
it also shares a boundary with South Yorkshire (see Plan 2). Northern parts
of Nottinghamshire therefore have significant employment, housing and trade
links with Sheffield and the metropolitan areas of Barnsley, Rotherham and
Doncaster. The more urbanised west of the county is also closely linked with
the Derbyshire town of Chesterfield as well as Derby itself. More rural eastern
parts have a similar agricultural character to neighbouring parts of
Lincolnshire and some villages there are nearer to Lincolnshire towns such as
Gainsborough and Grantham than any of the main Nottinghamshire towns.
To the south, Nottingham is a major regional centre with close physical links
to the neighbouring cities of Derby and Leicester. Consequently there is
significant overlap of housing areas, trade and employment between these
three cities.

Population and geography

Nottingham, in the south of the county, is one of the UK’s eight Core Cities
and a major centre for employment, retail and tourism. Around two thirds of
the county’s population live in, or close to, Nottingham. The remainder live in,
or close to, the other main towns of Mansfield, Kirkby-in-Ashfield, Sutton-in-
Ashfield, Hucknall, Worksop, Newark and Retford. Most of our waste
therefore comes from these main urban areas. Both Nottingham and Newark
have designated ‘growth point’ status which means they are likely to be the
focus of future housing and employment growth, and will require supporting
infrastructure including new waste management facilities. Outside these main
urban areas, the rest of the county is largely rural with scattered small
villages, farmland, woodland and commercial forestry.

No policy will be applied in isolation, account will be taken of all relevant policies
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3.4

3.5

3.6

Transport and communications

Road and rail links to the rest of the UK are generally good, especially via the
main north-south routes of the M1, Al and direct rail links to London from
Retford, Newark and Nottingham. Works to widen sections of the A46 will
also improve connections to Lincoln and Leicester. East-west links are not
currently as good but are improving with the completion of the A617 near
Mansfield and the agreed widening of the A453 into Nottingham from the M1.
Most freight, including waste, is currently moved by road rather than rail.
There is only limited use of the county’s network of rivers and canals for
transport although there is potential for this to increase. The River Trent,
especially, is a major waterway running diagonally from Nottingham to
Newark and then northwards to the Humber, forming part of the county’s
eastern boundary. Although just outside the county, both East Midlands
Airport at Castle Donnington and Robin Hood Airport near Doncaster provide
national and international passenger and freight services.

Employment, economy and resources

Overall, this connectivity makes the county an important centre for
warehousing, distribution, and other service based industries, which are
generally replacing the more traditional areas of coal-mining, textiles and
manufacturing, especially around Mansfield, Worksop and Newark. Here, the
legacy of former coal mining and heavy industry has left a surplus of industrial
land and opportunities for enterprise and redevelopment. Nottingham and its
surrounds also provide a major centre for technology, financial, knowledge
and science based industries. Away from our main urban areas, agriculture
and forestry are no longer major employers but still make up much of the
county’s rural landscape, particularly to the south and east. Minerals and
energy production are also important in parts of the county, especially sand
and gravel extraction from the Trent and Idle Valleys and the four major power
stations along the line of the River Trent. Our waste management industry is
divided between large, often international firms, smaller family run businesses
and local council run sites, mainly located in or around, Nottingham, Mansfield
and Newark.

Nottinghamshire’s economy generally compares well to the rest of the UK,
and some of our urban areas are expected to be the focus of significant
housing and commercial development in future. However, there are also wide
inequalities in the rates of employment, income, education and skills across
the county, most notably in former mining areas to the north and west and in
some parts of Nottingham, making regeneration a priority for these areas.

No policy will be applied in isolation, account will be taken of all relevant policies
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3.7

3.8

3.9

Landscape and countryside

The county’s landscape is characterised by rich rolling farmlands to the south,
with a central belt of mixed woodland and commercial forestry including the
Greenwood Community Forest, giving way to heathland in the north and
open, flat agricultural landscapes to the east. Although agriculture is a
relatively small industry today, large parts of the county are made up of good
quality agricultural land. The six country parks around Nottinghamshire
provide valuable areas of open space and the extensive Green Belt around
Nottingham covers more than 43,000 hectares but faces significant pressure
for new housing development. Landscape and Green Belt issues will
therefore affect the location, design and type of new waste development that
can be accommodated.

Nature

Nottinghamshire supports a wide range of important sites for nature
conservation, including one within Sherwood Forest, near Edwinstowe, that is
of international importance™. These special areas, along with other patches of
habitat that make up our countryside, form an essential ‘green infrastructure’
network which, as well as being of critical importance for our wildlife, also
provide us with vital ecosystem services and enhance our health and
wellbeing. The quality of our natural environment has, however, suffered in
the past from the impacts of development pressures and there has been a
significant decline in biodiversity, with losses of ancient woodland, heathland,
species-rich grassland, and hedgerow and wetland habitats, as well as the
species that these habitats support. Some of these historic declines are now
being halted, and in some cases reversed, with neglected sites brought into
positive management and new areas of habitat created as a result of the
activities of partner organisations in the Nottinghamshire Biodiversity Action
Group, by initiatives such as Environmental Stewardship and the English
Woodland Grant Scheme, and as a result of restoration schemes, including
on waste sites. This action is being co-ordinated and quantified through the
Local Biodiversity Action Plan.

Heritage

Nottinghamshire’s heritage is very diverse. Creswell Crags on the
Nottinghamshire-Derbyshire boundary has the most northerly Ice Age cave art

! Birklands and Bilhaugh Special Area of Conservation. A large part of central Nottinghamshire is
also being considered as a possible Special Protection Area for birds which would provide protection
at the international level under EU regulations.

No policy will be applied in isolation, account will be taken of all relevant policies
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3.10

3.11

in the world. The historic landscape of the Trent Valley is an important area
for archaeological remains of prehistoric settlement; there is extremely
important evidence of Roman field patterns in the north of the county; and
ancient routes of the A1 and A46, which follows the line of the old Roman
Fosse Way. Evidence of Viking influence is apparent in the county’s place
names. Sherwood Forest boasts a unique heritage of folklore, monasticism
and large country house estates (the Dukeries). The county has a fine
collection of vibrant historic market towns including Worksop, Newark,
Retford, Mansfield and Southwell. They are all rich in architectural and
archaeological heritage, both designated and undesignated. The rivers Trent,
Idle and Soar, which historically provided important cultural and trade links
and the focus of many of our early settlements, are still relied on today by
industry, agriculture and the County’s power stations. For hundreds of years
coal mining and other quarrying was very significant in the west of the county.
Nottingham'’s industrial past was dominated by the textile industry throughout
the 18" and early 19" into the 20th centuries and has left a rich built heritage.
The city's archaeological and architectural heritage spans thousands of years,
evident from the mediaeval castle, caves and taverns. The majority of
Nottinghamshire’s conservation areas, listed buildings, historic parks, and
Scheduled Ancient Monuments are fairing well, but a proportion (around 10%)
are in a vulnerable condition or situation.

Water, soil and air

Much of Nottinghamshire is underlain by important groundwater resources
used for industry, agriculture and drinking water. The Rivers Trent and Idle
also provide important surface water resources. Whilst water quality is good
overall, there are problems with the level of nitrates in the soil in large parts of
the county which can in turn affect water quality. The whole of north
Nottinghamshire is therefore designated as a nitrate vulnerable zone. Flood
risk varies across the county and although there are several areas at risk of
localised surface flooding, the main risk comes from the River Trent,
especially around Nottingham and Newark and in some of the outlying
villages. Air quality is generally good across the county but several Air quality
Management Areas have been designated around Nottingham because of
known traffic and congestion problems.

Health

Overall health indicators are slightly worse than both the regional and national
average although life expectancy has grown closer to the national average.
There are also wide variations in life expectancy with a twelve year gap in
average life expectancy between the least and most deprived wards. In these
areas low levels of income and high levels of unemployment and stress are

No policy will be applied in isolation, account will be taken of all relevant policies
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3.12

seen as having a significant impact on health and wellbeing. The main urban
areas of Nottingham, Mansfield and Ashfield are worst affected, whilst more
rural, affluent areas within Rushcliffe and Gedling generally fare far better.
Obesity, amongst both children and adults is also a concern in line with
national trends.

Climate

Parts of Nottinghamshire have already experienced more frequent and
heavier flooding than we had become used to and, overall this pattern is
expected to continue. In common with the rest of the UK there is also an
increased likelihood of higher average temperatures, drier summers, wetter
winters and more frequent and extreme storms.

No policy will be applied in isolation, account will be taken of all relevant policies
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4.1

4.2

4.3

4.4

Waste management context

Alongside the more general social, environmental and economic profile in the
previous chapter, this chapter looks in more detail at how much waste is
produced here and how this is managed. By comparing this to our forecast
future needs we can decide roughly how much and what type of additional
waste management capacity will be required.

What currently happens to our waste?

The most recent estimates suggest that Nottinghamshire and Nottingham
produce just over 2.5 million tonnes of waste a year*?, This is significantly
below the previous average of around 4 million tonnes a year. Some of this
fall is thought likely to be the result of the recession which has affected
consumer spending, manufacturing, and construction especially, but it may
also be partly due to growing waste awareness and resource efficiency
amongst waste producers.

The most significant waste streams are construction and demolition waste
from building and civil engineering projects, commercial and industrial waste
from businesses and manufacturing, and municipal waste which comes
mainly from households but can include a small amount of trade waste.
Although there are many other sources of waste, these tend to be less
significant in terms of the planning issues they raise.

Municipal waste

Nottinghamshire and Nottingham produced 560,000 tonnes of municipal
waste during 2009, down from a peak of 650,000 tonnes in 2006™%.
Recycling rates have increased significantly over the last ten years with 42%
of our municipal waste now recycled or composted. The waste is either
collected from kerbside, or through the county-wide network of household
waste recycling centres and bring sites. Once collected, the waste goes to
materials recovery facilities in Nottingham and Mansfield, to be sorted and
bulked up, and is then transferred on to specialist re-processors who take the
plastic, glass, paper etc. Green garden waste goes to composting sites
around Nottingham. Around 30% of our combined municipal waste is burned
to produce heat and energy through the Eastcroft Incinerator in Nottingham.
The remaining waste is either disposed of at one of the county’s four

2 This figure excludes waste from collieries and power stations which is considered separately so as
to allow comparison with other local authority areas which do not produce this type of waste.

3 Annual data on the amount of municipal waste collected by local authorities and what happens to
this waste is available at www.wastedataflow.org/

No policy will be applied in isolation, account will be taken of all relevant policies

16

Page 63 of 110

4.5

4.6

remaining non-hazardous landfill sites or goes to neighbouring sites in
Derbyshire and Doncaster.

Commercial and industrial waste

Businesses and industry across Nottinghamshire and Nottingham are
estimated to produce around 900,000 tonnes of commercial and industrial
waste each year'®. This has declined from an estimated 1.3 million tonnes in
2006. ltis estimated that around 52% of this waste was recycled in 2009*°.
The majority of recycling facilities and transfer stations for commercial and
industrial waste are in Nottingham and Mansfield although there are some
facilities in Worksop, Newark and Hucknall. Itis not clear how much, if any, of
this waste is used for energy recovery but there are no significant energy
recovery facilities for this waste within Nottinghamshire or Nottingham.
Approximately, 300,000 tonnes was landfilled within Nottinghamshire during
2010 but there is very little information on how much of this waste originated
here or how much of our waste is landfilled outside the county®®.

Construction and demolition waste

Construction and demolition waste has historically made up more than half of
the waste produced within Nottinghamshire and Nottingham but this is
estimated to have fallen in recent years to around 1 million tonnes per year'’.
There are no local figures but national estimates suggest that the majority of
construction and demolition waste (between 80% and 90%) is either re-used
or recycled, in some way*®. There are 5 permanent aggregates recycling
sites in Nottingham, Mansfield, and Sutton and a number of temporary sites at
guarries or landfill sites. However most recycling now takes place as a
temporary activity on construction sites and is therefore not recorded. The
remaining waste is disposed of to landfill or managed through exempt sites.
Disposal of inert construction and demolition waste has fallen dramatically
over the last 10 years from more than 500,000 tonnes a year to around
230,000 tonnes in 2010. Typically this waste is used to restore old mineral
voids or similar sites although some is also used as daily cover and
engineering material at non-hazardous landfill sites.

4| ocal estimate derived from Survey of Commercial and Industrial Waste Arisings, Defra, 2010

! Based on national average from Survey of Commercial and Industrial Waste Arisings, Defra, 2010

'® Calculated from Environment Agency and Wastedataflow disposal figures for 2010

| ocal estimate derived from Construction, Demolition and Excavation Waste Arisings, Use and
Disposal for England 2008, Waste Resources Action Programme (WRAP)

18 Construction, Demolition and Excavation Waste Arisings, Use and Disposal for England 2008,
Waste Resources Action Programme (WRAP)
No policy will be applied in isolation, account will be taken of all relevant policies
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Mining and power station waste

The volume of waste from these industries has declined with the closure of
many of our collieries and several power stations. However,
Nottinghamshire’s three remaining coal fired power stations between them
produce around 900,000 tonnes of fly and bottom ash per year. Some of this
is suitable for use in block making or as an aggregate/bulk fill in engineering
projects such as road building but the amount that is recycled in this way will
vary according to demand. Each power station has dedicated disposal or
storage capacity for the ash with nearly 600,000 tonnes disposed of locally in
2010%.

Agricultural waste

Estimated figures suggest that almost 600,000 tonnes of agricultural waste is
produced each year but much of this is likely to be natural waste such as
animal slurries which can be managed on-farm®. Only around 40,000 tonnes
of material like plastic, rubber, metal, oil and chemicals is estimated to be
produced across the East Midlands, meaning that Nottinghamshire’s
production is likely to be very small. However this waste still has to be
managed at licensed facilities. Solid animal waste such as fallen stock cannot
generally be buried on farms and must be removed to an approved facility or
disposed of in an approved incinerator on-farm.

Clinical waste

Approximately 3,500 tonnes of hazardous clinical waste per year is produced
within Nottinghamshire from hospitals, doctor’s surgeries and ‘yellow bag’
waste from residential homes and individual households®*. Most of this
waste is treated or disposed of at sites within Nottinghamshire although a
small amount is exported to the Midlands and Yorkshire. No separate figure is
available for non-hazardous clinical waste. Roughly 4,600 tonnes of clinical
waste is also imported for treatment at facilities here??. The Eastcroft
Incinerator in Nottingham includes a separate clinical waste plant that can
treat approximately 6,000 tonnes a year.

Waste water and sewage

¥ Data supplied by site operators and Environment Agency

% East Midlands Regional Waste Strategy, EMRA, January 2006

% The total hazardous clinical waste tonnage quoted also forms part of the hazardous waste total
quoted in Paragraph 4.11.

% Environment Agency Data for 2010

No policy will be applied in isolation, account will be taken of all relevant policies
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4.12

There are more than 60 sewage treatment works across Nottinghamshire.
These range from major plants to small rural pumping stations and between
them treat an average daily flow of 316 million litres of effluent?®. Although the
water companies consider that this current capacity is adequate, additional
treatment capacity is likely to be needed over the next 20 years in order to
meet the demands of projected housing and employment growth around
Nottingham, Mansfield and Worksop in particular.

Hazardous waste

Nottinghamshire produces just under 70,000 tonnes of hazardous waste a
year®. Relatively little of this waste is treated at facilities within
Nottinghamshire, with the majority exported to surrounding counties, or other
parts of the UK in some cases. However, Nottinghamshire also imports
around 50,000 tonnes of hazardous waste each year for treatment meaning
that we manage roughly the same amount of hazardous waste that we
produce. This scale of waste movement is because hazardous waste is
generally produced in such small quantities that it is often more economic for
this type of waste to be managed regionally or even nationally. For example,
Nottinghamshire does not have any sites that are geologically suitable for
disposing of hazardous waste and therefore has to rely on sending hazardous
waste for disposal to other counties. Currently the nearest hazardous waste
landfill site is at Kings Cliffe in Northamptonshire although the long term future
of this site is uncertain. There are also hazardous landfill sites in North
Lincolnshire, Middlesbrough and Stockton-on-Tees which take some of
Nottinghamshire’s hazardous waste. Some hazardous waste can also be
disposed of at non-hazardous landfill sites where these have specially
licensed cells.

Radioactive waste

All high level radioactive waste such as that from nuclear power stations is
managed nationally and is treated or disposed of at specially designed sites.
Locally, very small levels of low level, non-nuclear, radioactive waste are
produced by hospital X-Ray departments, universities and industry, for
example, but this can be disposed of safely in existing landfill sites or by
incineration®,

% severn Trent Water Ltd

24 Environment Agency data for 2010

% Defra Non-nuclear Radioactive Waste Strategy - Scoping Report, Atkins January 2009 estimates
that less than 15 tonnes is produced per annum.

No policy will be applied in isolation, account will be taken of all relevant policies
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4.16

What is our existing waste management capacity?
Municipal waste

There are 14 Household Waste Recycling Centres (HWRCs) serving
Nottinghamshire and one dedicated site in Nottingham. Together these sites
manage around 100,000 tonnes of municipal waste a year. The City Council
has identified a possible need for another site to boost existing provision. The
City and District Councils also maintain approximately 350 bring sites at
supermarkets, shopping centres, leisure centres and schools. The County
Council has recently completed a long-term programme of improvements to
its HWRC network including the recent development of new sites at Worksop
and Newark. As well as the local HWRC network, there is a large purpose-
built Materials Recovery Facility in Mansfield which sorts up to 85,000 tonnes
a year from the district councils’ kerbside collections. There are also two
large third-party sites in Nottingham that are able to take both municipal and
commercial and industrial waste.

There are also five composting sites focussed around Nottingham and
Newark which can take approximately 85,000 tonnes of municipal waste a
year. This brings our estimated recycling and composting capacity for
municipal waste to around 385,000 tonnes a year (see Table 1 below).

Most waste transfer stations handle commercial and industrial waste as well
as municipal waste. Currently four sites in Nottinghamshire are used to bulk
up waste from the HWRCs, and local kerbside collections, and manage
around 50,000 tonnes of municipal waste a year. Two sites just outside
Nottinghamshire, in Derbyshire and Lincolnshire, are also used for about
40,000 tonnes. A new municipal waste transfer station is proposed in Newark
to address the shortfall in this part of the county. Three transfer stations in
Nottingham handle approximately 30,000 tonnes of the City’s waste.

The existing incinerator at Eastcroft, in Nottingham, is licensed to take up to
200,000 tonnes of municipal waste a year but has permission for a third line to
take an additional 100,000 tonnes of either municipal or commercial and
industrial waste. There are no other energy recovery facilities for municipal
waste within the Waste Core Strategy area. Permission has recently been
granted for a 300,000 tonne energy recovery facility at Shepshed in
Leicestershire and there is a proposal for 190,000 tonne facility in Derby
which is currently subject to legal proceedings. There is an operational
energy from waste incinerator in Sheffield with capacity for up to 225,000
tonnes of municipal and commercial and industrial waste per year. A 150,000
tonne facility is currently under construction near Lincoln and a 120,000 tonne
gasification plant is also under construction near Doncaster.

No policy will be applied in isolation, account will be taken of all relevant policies
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4.18

4.19

4.20

Disposal capacity has fallen significantly over the last ten years with only four
non-hazardous landfill sites remaining. At the end of 2010 there was
sufficient capacity for around 4.7 million m?, or 4 million tonnes, of waste but
not all of this capacity is likely to be available?®. The only site close to
Nottingham is within a clay quarry linked to a neighbouring brickworks, near
Arnold. The rate of waste disposal is therefore limited by how much clay is
extracted each year. The three other landfill sites are at Newark, Worksop
and Retford. All of our non-hazardous landfill sites also take commercial and
industrial waste as well as some construction and demolition waste which is
used for engineering and cover. At current rates these sites will be used up
well within the plan period and there is the added problem that these existing
sites are not very well located in terms of serving the main urban areas
around Nottingham and Mansfield/Ashfield. Derbyshire is also facing a
shortage of disposal sites and some municipal waste from Derby comes to
Nottinghamshire sites. Lincolnshire currently has some spare landfill capacity
although this is again remote from our main shortfall area (see Plan 4).

Commercial and industrial waste

Recycling facilities for commercial and industrial waste seem quite limited with
most capacity focused on two large Materials Recovery Facilities in
Nottingham. Trade waste is not currently accepted at the City or County’s
HWRC sites but the Government is encouraging local authorities to accept
business waste at HWRCs and other bring bank recycling facilities. There are
other, smaller, recycling facilities in Worksop and Hucknall and specialist
facilities for glass and wood in Kirkby-in-Ashfield and outside Retford.

Overall these facilities provide 600,000 tonnes a year of recycling capacity.
Scrapyards and metal recycling sites are much more widespread with more
than 30 sites in and around Nottingham, Mansfield, Worksop, Retford and
Newark providing close to 1 million tonnes of metal recycling capacity.

There are also more than 40 waste transfer stations which between them
handle almost half a million tonnes of commercial and industrial waste a year,
with some sites also taking hazardous or specialist wastes. Traditionally
these sites just bulked up the waste for onward transfer but a wider range of
range of recycling operations is now carried out at some sites, making them
closer to Materials Recovery facilities.

There are currently no energy recovery facilities dedicated to processing
mixed commercial and industrial waste within the plan area although there a
number of existing or proposed facilities dealing specifically with wood waste.
Eastcroft Incinerator, in Nottingham, takes some commercial and industrial

% Environment Agency data for 2010

No policy will be applied in isolation, account will be taken of all relevant policies
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waste but its permitted extension means that it could take up to 100,000
tonnes a year in future. Should there be a reduction in municipal waste inputs
in future, some of the existing capacity here could potentially be used for
commercial and industrial waste subject to any contractual arrangements that
may be in place. The only other potential capacity is the Sheffield incinerator
which is licensed to take some commercial and industrial waste and the
recently permitted gasification plant at Kirk Sandall, Doncaster, which has
planned capacity for up to 120,000 tonnes of municipal or commercial and
industrial waste.

Nottinghamshire and Nottingham’s commercial and industrial waste that is not
recycled or sent elsewhere for energy recovery, is therefore landfilled.
Commercial and industrial waste accounts for around two thirds of the waste
that is disposed of in our remaining non-hazardous landfill sites.

Construction and demolition waste

The 6 permanent aggregates recycling sites in Nottingham, Mansfield, Sutton
and Retford provide enough capacity to recycle up to 1 million tonnes of
concrete, rubble and spoil a year and temporary sites at quarries and landfill
sites provide further aggregates recycling capacity. Several of the large
Materials Recycling Facilities are also able to take construction and demolition
waste. However, with the majority of this waste now recycled on-site, current
recycling capacity is seen as adequate.

The majority of waste transfer stations take construction and demolition waste
in some form and took almost 150,000 tonnes in 2010. However their actual
capacity may be much higher as construction and demolition waste volumes
are known to have fallen significantly.

There is only one significant landfill site for inert construction and demolition
waste, at Mansfield Woodhouse, meaning that disposal capacity is very
limited with no provision for the other main urban areas, including
Nottingham?”.

%" There are also several restricted user sites which take small quantities of inert waste from a specific
source but these sites are not available for general use.

No policy will be applied in isolation, account will be taken of all relevant policies
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Table 1 Summary of Existing Waste Treatment Capacit y (‘000 tonnes per
annum)

Municipal Commercial Construction

and Industrial and
Demolition

Recycle 1,600 1,000
General 300 600 -
Metal - 1,000 -
Aggregates - - 1,000
Compost 85 4 -
Recovery %8 200 154 -
General 200 100 -
Wood/Biomass - 54 -
Transfer 80 500 -

Source: Environment Agency data for 2009 and County and City Council planning
records

Table 2 Summary of Existing Waste Disposal Capacity as at 2010 (‘000
cubic metres)

Non-hazardous

Disposal 4,700 2,100

Source: Environment Agency data for 2010

How much additional Capacity will we need?

Estimating how much waste will be produced in future is very difficult as this is
driven by factors such as how well the local economy is performing, the
relative cost of different types of waste management, and the impact of any
Government taxes or legislation. Existing data for some wastes is also very
limited meaning that any estimates can only give a very broad indication of
anticipated future arisings.

* These figures do not take account of periods of planned annual maintenance and the actual
operational capacity may therefore be less than shown.

No policy will be applied in isolation, account will be taken of all relevant policies
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In recent years there has been a significant fall in actual waste volumes from
the levels that were seen in 2002/03. This has coincided with a significant
economic downturn but may also reflect increased environmental awareness
amongst waste producers. In future, rising disposal costs and both national
and local initiatives to cut waste are likely to encourage a continued reduction
in the proportion of waste produced. However, this does not mean that there
will be not be any waste growth in future. Longer term economic recovery,
along with planned new housing and employment development across
Nottinghamshire and Nottingham, make it essential that the Waste Core
Strategy takes a flexible approach towards possible future waste growth.

Work carried out in 2010 on behalf of all of the East Midlands Waste Planning
Authorities estimated total future waste arisings for each waste planning
authority area®. For Nottinghamshire and Nottingham this suggests that up to
5 million tonnes of waste per year could be produced over the life of the
Waste Core Strategy as shown in Table 3 below.

Table 3 Estimated Future Waste Arisings (‘000 tonne

S per annum)

Municipal Commercial/ Construction/ Total
Industrial Demolition
1,472
2020 653 1,472 2,725 4,850
2025 669 1,472 2,725 4,867
2030 683 1,472 2,725 4,880

Source RPS Study 2010 (see footnote %)

Although it is not possible to predict exactly how much of this waste will be
recycled/composted, recovered or disposed of in future, there are national
targets which seek to recover 75% of municipal waste by 2020 and ensure
that at least 50% of household waste is recycled or composted by 2020 (see
paragraph 2.5). Locally, the Waste Core Strategy is taking a more ambitious
approach to go beyond these existing national targets in order to achieve 70%
recycling or composting of all waste by 2025. This is set out within Policy
WCS3 in Chapter 7 which also assumes a maximum residual level of waste

2 Comprehensive Assessment of Existing and Required Waste Treatment Capacity in the East
Midlands, RPS Planning & Development Ltd, March 2010.

No policy will be applied in isolation, account will be taken of all relevant policies
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4.31

4.32

disposal of 10% or less, with the remaining 20% to be met by energy
recovery, where appropriate.

Meeting both an anticipated increase in future waste arisings, and recycling or
recovering a greater proportion of this waste than at present, will require the
provision of significant additional waste treatment capacity in some cases.
There will also be a need to maintain an appropriate level of disposal
provision for residual waste that cannot be managed in any other way.

The exact amount of additional capacity required may vary depending on
actual circumstances and will need to be kept under review through regular
monitoring. However, in order to try and illustrate the amount and broad
categories of new waste management capacity that may be required; the
following tables show how much additional capacity is likely to be needed in
order to meet the aspirations of Policy WCS3. Please note these figures have
been included for information and are not intended to be read as absolute as
they may be subject to change over the life of the Waste Core Strategy.

Table 4a below provides a breakdown of the overall tonnages of waste to be
managed by recycling or composting; energy recovery, or disposal, based on
the estimated level of future waste arisings shown in Table 1 and the
aspirational targets set out in Policy WCS3. The figures in Table 4a are
calculated on the basis of estimated waste arisings in 2030.

Table 4a Estimated overall tonnages of waste to be m
aspirational targets in Policy WCS3 (‘000 tonnes pe

anaged based on
r annum)

Construction/  Total

Demolition *°

Commercial/
Industrial

Municipal

Recycling/Composting 478 1,030 1,908 3,416
(70%)

Energy Recovery 137 294 - 431
(20%)

Disposal (10%) 68 147 273 488

The figures in Table 4a show the overall level of recycling, recovery or
disposal that is likely to be required annually but this does not take account of
existing waste management facilities. Table 4b below therefore shows how
much additional capacity is likely to be needed over and above that which is

%' No energy recovery figure is shown for construction and demolition waste in Table 4a as this waste
stream is not suitable for energy recovery.

No policy will be applied in isolation, account will be taken of all relevant policies
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already provided by existing facilities. This has been calculated by deducting
the existing capacity, shown in Table 1, from the estimated requirements
shown in Table 4a above.

Table 4b Indicative additional treatment capacity r ~ equirements to meet
aspirational targets in Policy WCS3 (‘000 tonnes pe  r annum)

Municipal Commercial/ Construction/  Total*

Industrial Demolition

Recycling/Composting

Energy Recovery ' . 194 - 194

In calculating the amount of recycling capacity likely to be required for
commercial and industrial waste, a number of assumptions have been made
as follows. For commercial and industrial waste, Table 1 shows that there is a
high level of metal recycling capacity within the plan area. However this is
only able to treat waste metal and would not therefore contribute towards the
management of any other waste materials. The estimates of existing capacity
in Table 1 also include two energy recovery facilities which are purposely
designed to deal with biomass or waste wood. Again it is assumed that this
capacity will not contribute towards more general waste management needs.
The capacity of these facilities has therefore been excluded from the
assessment of likely additional needs shown in Table 4b.

The amount of disposal capacity likely to be required has been calculated
separately from recycling and/or recovery because the annual tonnages
envisaged for disposal have to be added up over the life of the plan in order to
estimate the total overall tonnage to be managed. This has been calculated
on the basis of a progressive reduction in disposal rates from current levels to
10% of predicted arisings by 2025 in line with the assumptions in Policy
WCS3. For non-hazardous waste this results in an estimated total
requirement of just over 7 million tonnes. This includes an allowance of an
additional 20% per annum to take account of the material required for site
engineering purposes and daily cover. In order to estimate the actual
voidspace likely to be required in cubic metres a conversion factor of 0.85

* No additional energy recovery requirement is shown for municipal waste in Table 4b because there
would be surplus capacity available based on the tonnages which are currently estimated. It is
possible that this spare capacity could be used for commercial and industrial waste but this will
depend on future circumstances.

No policy will be applied in isolation, account will be taken of all relevant policies

26

Page 68 of 110

4.35

4.36

4.37

tonnes of waste per cubic metre has been used®’. The amount of remaining
capacity at existing landfill sites has then been deducted to calculate how
much additional voidspace might be required. The same methodology has
been used to calculate likely future inert disposal requirements but this waste
is assumed to have a density of 1 tonne per cubic metre and no conversion
factor is therefore necessary.

Table 4c Indicative additional disposal capacity re ~ quirements to meet
aspirational targets in Policy WCS2 (‘000m3)

Non Hazardous

Disposal 3,600 3,200

Meeting future needs
Recycling and composting

Meeting the level of future provision identified in Table 4b above would require
a increase of around 90,000 tonnes of annual recycling or composting
capacity for municipal waste. Depending on the ability of the city, district and
borough councils to introduce new waste collection services, there may be
scope to collect a wider range of materials from kerbside, including food
waste, which would require additional recycling, anaerobic digestion or in-
vessel composting facilities for example.

There is likely to be a need for significant additional recycling and/or
composting capacity for commercial and industrial waste. Based on current
estimates this is estimated to be around 430,000 tonnes per annum.

The estimates in Table 4b are based on achieving a recycling rate of 70% for
all wastes, as set out in Policy WCS3, which would require approximately
900,000 tonnes of additional recycling capacity for construction and
demolition waste. However, national estimates suggest that between 80%
and 90% is already being re-used or recycled and there has not been any
local evidence of demand for additional recycling facilities for this waste
stream. As the majority of construction and demolition waste is now recycled
on-site there is less need for dedicated facilities although the Waste Core
Strategy will continue to make provision for these where appropriate.

Energy recovery

2 Planning for Sustainable Waste Management: Companion Guide to Planning Policy Statement 10

No policy will be applied in isolation, account will be taken of all relevant policies
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Alongside the higher recycling and composting rates envisaged, there will be
a need for additional energy recovery capacity where this can help to divert
waste out of landfill. There is already approximately 300,000 tonnes of
existing permitted energy recovery capacity at the Eastcroft Incinerator in
Nottingham although this includes 100,000 tonnes of permitted capacity that
has not yet been built. In practice the total available capacity is likely to be
closer to 260,000 tonnes per annum due to the downtime necessary for
planned annual maintenance periods.

Recent variations to the operating permit for this facility mean that Eastcroft is
now able to take commercial and industrial as well as municipal waste. For
the purpose of the Waste Core Strategy it is therefore assumed that up to
200,000 tonnes per annum of municipal waste capacity is already available,
and that 100,000 tonnes per annum is likely to be available in future for either
municipal or commercial and industrial waste. On this basis Table 4b
envisages a need for approximately 200,000 tonnes of additional energy
recovery capacity for commercial and industrial waste.

Disposal

Disposal rates have fallen significantly and, whilst there cannot be any
guarantee that disposal rates will not increase in future, the combination of
increasing costs and changing behaviour is likely to mean that landfill rates
stabilise or decline in future as other waste management options increase.
However, there is a need to plan for residual levels of waste disposal to
manage waste that cannot be further recycled or recovered. Policy WCS3
assumes a reduction in future disposal rates to no more than 10% by 2025.
Allowing for a progressive reduction in disposal rates, it is estimated that this
will mean finding a further 3-4 million m® of non-hazardous, and just over 3
million amount of inert m*® disposal capacity towards the end of the plan
period. However, this will be reviewed annually if disposal rates continue to
fall.

No policy will be applied in isolation, account will be taken of all relevant policies
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Plan 3 Existing waste management facilities
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5.2

5.3

54
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Issues and Challenges for the future

Looking at the local situation, as shown in our evidence base, there are a
number of key issues that the Waste Core Strategy needs to address over the
next 20 years. As well as overcoming existing problems and possible
constraints to development, there are also opportunities to contribute towards
the wider aims of other plans and strategies for our area. Together these
issues and opportunities have helped us to decide on the vision and
objectives for the Waste Core Strategy which is set out in Chapter 5.

Delivering sustainable waste management

Sustainable waste management is about more than just providing the right
amount and type of waste management facilities, in the right locations. lItis
also about changing the way we think about waste to recognise its material
value and encourage measures to prevent or re-use waste before then
making provision for waste to be recycled, recovered and finally disposed of in
that order. There is also a need to overcome existing perceptions of waste
management so that essential new facilities are recognised and accepted as
a valuable and necessary part of our physical infrastructure

A challenge for the Waste Core Strategy is therefore how to encourage and
coordinate better use of our resources and improve waste management
practices amongst key stakeholders such as the district and borough councils,
local businesses, the waste industry, residents and voluntary groups. This
includes raising awareness about the waste management needs and impacts
of other development such as housing, shopping centres and offices.
Alongside wider initiatives, these steps will all help the move towards a zero
waste economy.

Providing sufficient waste management capacity

The Waste Core Strategy needs to provide sufficient capacity to manage an
estimated 5 million tones of waste by 2030/31. Meeting the current regional
waste management targets set out in the East Midland Regional Plan requires
only a moderate increase in overall recycling, capacity but meeting our own
more ambitious local recycling and recovery targets, set out in Policy WCS2,
would mean developing around 1 million tonnes worth of new recycling or
recovery capacity for municipal, commercial and industrial waste.

Although our long term aim is to avoid landfill there will still be a need for
some residual waste disposal. With less than 8 years of non-hazardous and

No policy will be applied in isolation, account will be taken of all relevant policies
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5.6

5.7

5.8

5.9

inert disposal capacity remaining, the Waste Core Strategy must guide the
provision of further capacity where needed.

Managing population and economic growth

We know that the population and economy of Nottinghamshire is planned to
expand. This will mean more buildings, and possibly more roads, as well as
more local businesses and households that will produce waste. More than
85,000 new houses are planned across Nottinghamshire over the next 20
years®®. Nottingham and Newark are earmarked for significant new housing
and employment development and other urban areas are also likely to see at
least some growth. Eastern parts of Nottinghamshire may also be affected
by growth in neighbouring Gainsborough and Lincoln.

Whilst we will work closely with communities, developers and local authorities
to try and prevent or reduce waste at source, it is clear that we will still need
additional waste management capacity, both to meet this growth and to help
us manage existing waste more sustainably through recycling and recovery
rather than disposal. This will also include the provision of additional or
improved sewage infrastructure where needed.

Meeting local needs

The idea of communities taking responsibility for their own waste is at the
heart of sustainable waste management. Providing an adequate network of
appropriate waste management infrastructure to minimise the distance over
which waste is transported is therefore a priority for the Waste Core Strategy.
This will involve overcoming shortcomings in the existing distribution of our
waste management infrastructure, especially in northern and more rural areas
and reinforcing existing provision where appropriate.

Protecting our environment, health and quality of life

One of the underlying principles of sustainable waste management is to make
sure that waste is managed safely without risk to the environment or human
health® and balancing the possible impacts against the need for development
is always a critical part of any planning decision. The Waste Core Strategy
therefore has to ensure that development is focussed on the most appropriate
locations in order to protect areas that are important for nature conservation,
landscape, open space and cultural heritage, avoid harm to our natural

33 Nottinghamshire County Council sources based on Local Development Frameworks.

34 Planning Policy Statement 10 (PPS10): Planning for Sustainable Waste Management,
Communities and Local Government, Revised March 2011.

No policy will be applied in isolation, account will be taken of all relevant policies
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5.13

resources, and maintain local amenity and quality of life. There also needs to
be a co-ordinated and robust approach to unauthorised waste development
and fly-tipping to help achieve these goals.

Significant constraints on future waste management development include the
County’s major sandstone aquifers which restrict possible disposal locations
and the possible designation of a large area of central Nottinghamshire
between Hucknall and Worksop as an internationally important Special
Protection Area for birds. Air quality concerns from transport also mean that
reducing the distance waste travels and encouraging alternative methods of
transport, such as water or rail, has to be a priority. Pollution controls are
imposed and regulated by the Environment Agency but planning decisions
need to take account of concerns over possible emissions and/or impacts on
amenity where this creates a potential land-use conflict. Ensuring the
adequate provision of appropriate waste management facilities also has an
important part to play in creating a safe and healthy environment for all.

As well as maintaining existing environmental quality, planning policies can
also be used to secure wider benefits from new development. This could
include opportunities to increase woodland coverage and provide new areas
of heathland, in line with national and local biodiversity targets, and the
provision of new areas of open space for relaxation and recreation to help
with physical and mental well-being.

Coping with changing climate

Whatever the reasons for climate change, we need to ensure that the impact
of future development does not make existing problems worse. With the
likelihood of higher temperatures, more frequent storms and a greater risk of
flooding, we also have to make sure that our future waste management
infrastructure is designed and located so as to withstand these impacts.

Floodrisk

The wide flood plain along the River Trent is a major constraint for new
development, particularly around Nottingham and Newark but a combination
of surface and river flooding also presents a localised risk for parts of
Hucknall, Sutton-in-Ashfield, Kirkby-in Ashfield, Mansfield, Warsop and
Worksop. This limits the types of waste infrastructure that could be developed
here. Planning policies within the Waste Core Strategy, and subsequent
development management and site specific policies, will therefore have a key
role in locating development in lower risk areas and ensuring that new
facilities do not make existing problems worse, do not increase floodrisk
elsewhere and are designed to withstand likely flood impacts. This will
include promoting the use of sustainable drainage schemes where feasible.

No policy will be applied in isolation, account will be taken of all relevant policies
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5.15

5.16

5.17

Energy and the low carbon agenda

The UK is committed to reducing energy consumption, promoting renewable
and low carbon energy sources and de-centralising energy supply. Some
energy from waste technologies have the potential to offset fossil fuel use and
are seen as low carbon or even renewable in some cases®. Making
appropriate use of energy from waste including the anaerobic digestion of
organic waste and efficient, modern combined heat and power plants
(incineration, gasification or pyrolysis) for other waste could therefore provide
ways of providing local sources of energy and contributing to the wider low
carbon agenda. Nottingham already benefits from the largest district heating
scheme in the UK and there may be opportunities to expand upon this
network. We can also seek to ensure that all future waste management
development is itself more energy efficient. Also, by encouraging more
sustainable waste management involving the re-use, recycling or recovery of
materials, we can continue to make use of the energy that is already
embodied in those materials.

Supporting our economy

Despite Nottinghamshire’s generally diverse and expanding economy there is
also a need to tackle the wide variations in employment, skills and income,
especially in some of the former mining and manufacturing areas which are
highlighted locally as being in need of regeneration. Parts of Nottingham,
Mansfield, Ashfield and Bassetlaw are particularly affected by low
employment and deprivation. Waste management is not currently a major
employer but the need for more treatment and/or disposal facilities, along with
the move towards greater separation and sorting of waste materials as a
resource, is likely bring opportunities in both the construction and operation of
these facilities.

The Waste Core Strategy can therefore play a positive role in encouraging
innovative new waste management technologies and investment in
employment sites to support wider employment and regeneration goals.

Sustainable development and infrastructure

To manage future growth sustainably we need to make the most of existing
buildings, land and transport infrastructure. Planning policies can contribute
to this by locating facilities close to existing transport networks, re-using land
and buildings wherever possible and ensuring that facilities are close to the

% National Policy Statement for Renewable Energy Infrastructure (EN-3), Department of Energy and
Climate Change, July 2011. Government Review of Waste Policy in England, Defra, 2011. Waste
Wood as a Biomass Fuel: Market Information Report, Defra, April 2008.

No policy will be applied in isolation, account will be taken of all relevant policies
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main sources of waste. In some cases, it may be preferable to extend
existing waste treatment or disposal facilities rather than building new ones.

No policy will be applied in isolation, account will be taken of all relevant policies
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6.1

6.2

Vision and strategic objectives

Developing a vision for sustainable waste management

Building on the issues, challenges, and opportunities identified in Chapter 5,
we have developed our vision for delivering sustainable waste management
facilities across Nottinghamshire and Nottingham over the next 20 years. The
vision is in line with national policy and supports the wider Local Development
Framework, and Sustainable Community Strategy, objectives of all of the local
authorities in our area.

The starting point for this vision is to put dealing with our waste sustainably at
the heart of everything we do. This means communities, businesses and
developers taking responsibility for their own waste and the local authorities
creating a positive planning framework that supports the move towards even
higher levels of recycling and the wider goal of a zero waste economy.

No policy will be applied in isolation, account will be taken of all relevant policies
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6.3

Vision

‘By 2031 Nottinghamshire and Nottingham’s communities, businesses
and local authorities will be taking responsibility for managing their
waste locally and sustainably. Together we will be pr oducing less waste
than at the start of the plan period, re-using more and striving to exceed
national recycling targets. We will then look to re cover the maximum
value from any leftover waste in terms of materials or energy. Disposal
will be the last resort once all other options have been exhausted. We
will be supported by an ambitious and innovative wast e industry that
values waste as a resource and there will be suffici  ent waste
management capacity to deal with the amount of waste generated in
Nottinghamshire and Nottingham.

The geographical spread of our waste management faci lities will be
closely linked to our concentrations of population, with large facilities
around the Nottingham urban area, Mansfield and Ash  field and medium
sized facilities close to Worksop, Retford and Newar  k in order to
minimise the impact of transporting waste. Resource recovery parks
will make use of excellent transport links to serve a wide area and will
be part of wider development supporting green energy or other
sustainable technologies. Rural communities will be nefit from small
scale community led schemes and farm based initiati ves to provide
local recycling facilities but this will not comprom ise the protection of
our Green Belt.

All waste-related development will protect, and where possible enhance,

our environment, wildlife, landscape and heritage. | ndividual
developments and our overall approach to waste manag ement will
successfully manage the possible impacts of climate change. The

quality of life and health of those living and worki
Nottinghamshire and Nottingham will be protected.’

ng in, or visiting,

Strategic Objectives

To help deliver this vision we have set out seven strategic objectives for the
Waste Core Strategy:

SO1 Strengthen our economy — promote a sustainable and diverse local
economy that minimises waste production and maximises the re-use,
recycling and recovery of waste by making the most of opportunities for
businesses, local authorities and communities to work together and

No policy will be applied in isolation, account will be taken of all relevant policies
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S02

SO3

SO4

SO5

SO6

use waste as a resource. Encourage investment in new and innovative
waste management technologies and learn from best practice
elsewhere. Promote opportunities within the waste sector for new job
creation and training/skills development.

Care for our environment — protect our landscape, countryside,
wildlife and valuable habitats from harmful development and make the
most of opportunities to enhance existing open space and provide new
habitats. Protect water, soil, and air quality across the county. Protect
our heritage assets and their settings, including archaeological remains
and protect the character of our townscapes.

Community well-being - protect local amenity and quality of life from
the possible impacts of waste management such as dust, traffic, noise,
odour, visual impact etc. and address local health concerns. Make
sure that local people have the chance to be involved in decisions
about new waste management facilities by providing more information,
encouraging wider involvement and targeting key groups or individuals
where appropriate.

Energy and climate - encourage the efficient use of our natural
resources by promoting waste as a resource to be re-used, reduce the
need to transport waste, minimise energy use and encourage use of
combined heat and power where this can help to offset fossil fuel use.
Minimise potential climate change impacts from waste management
but accept that some change is inevitable and manage this by making
sure that all new waste facilities are located and designed to withstand
the likely impacts of flooding, higher temperatures and more frequent
storms.

Sustainable transport — encourage alternatives to road such as water
and rail where practical. Locate sites close to sources of waste and/or
end-markets to reduce transport distances and minimise impacts on
the strategic road network. Make use of existing transport links to
minimise the impact of new development.

Meet our future needs - aim to be self-sufficient by providing enough
sites to manage the equivalent of our own waste arisings over the plan
period — making sure that there is a mix of site types, sizes and
locations to help us manage waste locally wherever possible. Manage
our waste sustainably by meeting, and where possible exceeding,
current and future targets for recycling and recovering our waste and
moving away from the landfill of untreated waste. Safeguard suitable
existing and/or potential future sites where appropriate. Locate new

No policy will be applied in isolation, account will be taken of all relevant policies
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SO7

waste facilities to support new residential, commercial and industrial
development across the county.

High quality design and operation ~ — make sure that all facilities are
designed and operated to the highest standards. Improve the
understanding, acceptance and appearance of waste management
facilities which are an essential part of our infrastructure.

How will the Waste Core Strategy deliver these objectives?

6.4  Delivering this overall vision and achieving this level of behavioural change
will involve many different groups and organisations working together.
However the Waste Core Strategy has a key role to play in providing the right
environment for this to happen and the following text highlights how the
policies within Chapter 7 of this joint Waste Core Strategy will help to deliver
these objectives. These objectives will also be supported by the saved Waste
Local Plan policies until the proposed development management and site-
specific policies are in place.

SO1 »
SO0z »
SO3 »
S04 »

WCS1 promotes sustainable development and WCS2 and WCS3
promote waste awareness, resource efficiency and sustainable waste
management whilst WCS9 supports innovation in the waste sector
which will all benefit the local economy.

WCS4, WCS5, WCS6 and WCS7 promote appropriate development
locations and guide investment decisions by the waste industry whilst
WCS?7 supports the extension of existing facilities where appropriate.

WCS15 encourages high quality design which should improve the
understanding and acceptance of waste management infrastructure.

WCS1 promotes sustainable development. WCS4, WCS5, WCS6 and
WCS7 promote appropriate development locations whilst WCS13, and
saved policies in the adopted Waste Local Plan, will protect the
environment, natural resources and local amenity.

WCS1 promotes sustainable development. WCS4, WCS5, WCS6 and
WCS7 promote appropriate development locations whilst WCS13, and
saved policies in the adopted Waste Local Plan, will protect local
amenity.

WCS1, WCS2 and WCS3 promote sustainable development, waste as
a resource and sustainable waste management including energy
recovery where appropriate.

No policy will be applied in isolation, account will be taken of all relevant policies
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SO5 »
SO6 »
SO7 »

WCS4 and WCS5 promote waste treatment and disposal locations
close to where waste is produced whilst WCS11 seeks to minimise the
distance waste is transported by road.

WCS14 seeks to minimise impacts on, and increase adaptability to,
climate change.

WCSL1 promotes sustainable development. WCS4 and WCS5 promote
waste treatment and disposal locations close to where waste is
produced which should help to minimise the need to transport waste
whilst WCS11 specifically seeks to maximise the use of alternative
forms of transport and minimise the distance waste is transported by
road.

WCS1 and WCS3 promote sustainable development and waste
management and WCS10 safeguards existing and proposed sites for
waste use.

WCS12 ensures we make sufficient future provision to manage at least
the equivalent of our own needs and addresses the issue of cross-
boundary movements to allow for the reasonable movement of waste
where this is shown to be sustainable.

WCS13 and saved policies in the adopted Waste Local Plan will
protect the environment, natural resources and local amenity.

WCS15 specifically encourages high standards of design, landscaping
and sustainable construction in order to improve the acceptance of
waste facilities.

No policy will be applied in isolation, account will be taken of all relevant policies
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7. Joint Waste Core Strategy Policy

7.1  This chapter sets out our core policies for the future management of waste in
Nottinghamshire in terms of the general type and broad location of facilities. It
does not set out detailed policies on the exact location of sites or how they
should be operated as these will be contained in subsequent documents as
explained in Chapter 1. All policies within the Waste Core Strategy should be
read as a whole and not taken in isolation and should take account of the
relevant supporting text and the saved Waste Local Plan policies until these
are replaced. Other planning policies within the Local Development
Frameworks of the City Council and District Councils and the County
Council's Minerals Local Plan may also be relevant.

The presumption in favour of sustainable development

7.2 As highlighted in Chapter 2, the presumption in favour of sustainable
development is a golden thread that runs through the National Planning Policy
Framework, which must be reflected in all development plans. Policy WCS1
below sets out the starting point as to how all future waste management
proposals will be assessed.

No policy will be applied in isolation, account will be taken of all relevant policies
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7.3

Policy WCS1 — Presumption in favour of sustainable
development

When considering development proposals the Councils will take a
positive approach that reflects the presumption in favour of sustainable
development contained in the National Planning Poli cy Framework. They
will always work proactively with applicants jointly to find solutions
which mean that proposals can be approved wherever p ossible, and to
secure development that improves the economic, soci al and

environmental conditions in the area.

Planning applications that accord with the policies in this Core Strategy
(and, where relevant, with polices in other plans whi ch form part of the
Development Plan) will be approved without delay, unl ess material
considerations indicate otherwise.

Where there are no policies relevant to the applica  tion or relevant
policies are out of date at the time of making the decision then the
Councils will grant permission unless material consi derations indicate
otherwise — taking into account whether:

e Any adverse impacts of granting permission would sig nificantly
and demonstrably outweigh the benefits, when assessed against
the policies in the National Planning Policy Framewo rk taken as a
whole; or

» Specific policies in that Framework indicate that d evelopment
should be restricted.

Waste awareness, prevention and re-use

Waste prevention and re-use are at the top of the waste hierarchy and strictly
fall outside of the scope of the planning system as they are dependent on
wider changes in attitudes towards waste, and legislation, rather than building
new waste management facilities. There are already a variety of national
regulations, campaigns and voluntary agreements aimed at cutting waste and
other initiatives such as improving product design and manufacture, will also
depend on this type of approach. The goal of a zero waste economy can
therefore only be achieved through coordinated efforts at all levels.

No policy will be applied in isolation, account will be taken of all relevant policies
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7.4 We will use the Waste Core Strategy to encourage more sustainable waste
management at the local level wherever possible, but planning policies alone
cannot enforce these changes. However, we will promote greater awareness,
understanding and cooperation on waste issues amongst local residents,
businesses and local authorities. This will include looking at how we buy
goods and services to see where we can cut waste and make better use of
existing resources. We will also encourage others to do the same by
supporting national campaigns and local initiatives, and working alongside
other local authorities, businesses, residents’ groups and voluntary
organisations to reduce waste. This will build on existing examples such as
the Nottinghamshire Schools Waste Action Club, the Nottinghamshire Waste
Partnership and the Sustainable Developer Guide and the City Council’s
partnership with Family First to promote the re-use of furniture, white goods
and waste electrical equipment. The County and City Councils are also
working together with districts to raise local awareness about food waste in
support of the national Love Food Hate Waste campaign.

7.5 PPS10 looks to all planning authorities, including local district and borough
councils, to consider the waste implications of new development. This can
include measures such as re-using construction waste on site, making use of
recycled materials in construction and the provision of adequate space for the
collection, sorting and separation of waste within the layout of the
development (e.g. within new residential development or as part of a new
industrial estate or retail park). Whilst there may no longer a legal
requirement for Site Waste Management Plans in future, PPS10 imposes a
requirement on all planning authorities to consider these issues and the
Councils will work actively with the local district and borough councils to
achieve this by encouraging reference in district local plan policies and by
advising on planning applications.*® Waste and resource issues are also
increasingly being addressed through building regulations and schemes such
as BREEAM and the Code for Sustainable Homes®”. The Nottinghamshire
Minerals Local Plan also promotes the re-use of construction and demolition
waste as a form of secondary aggregate, to reduce the need for the extraction
of primary aggregates.

* The Government has announced its intention to revoke the Site Waste Management Plans
Regulations 2008.

3 BREEAM sets approved standards for best practice in sustainable building design, construction and
operation. This system of certification is widely used by local authorities and other public bodies to
require minimum standards of energy and resource efficiency in new development, including waste
issues. The Code for Sustainable Homes is a voluntary scheme that goes further than current
building regulations to promote even higher standards of sustainable design covering energy/CO2,
water, materials, surface water runoff (flooding and flood prevention), waste, pollution, health and
well-being, management and ecology.

No policy will be applied in isolation, account will be taken of all relevant policies
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7.7

7.8

7.9

Major new development such as new housing estates can also place an extra
burden on existing local authority waste collection and disposal services,
including local Household Waste Recycling Centres and transfer facilities.
Local councils should therefore consider whether this justifies requesting
planning contributions from developers towards additional waste infrastructure
requirements.

Businesses or public bodies who produce or handle waste (including
importing, producing, carrying, keeping, treating or disposing of waste;
dealers or brokers who have control of waste, and anyone responsible for the
transfer of waste) need to take all such measures as are reasonable in the
circumstances to apply the waste hierarchy to prevent waste, and to apply the
hierarchy as a priority order when transferring waste to another person.

Policy WCS2 Waste awareness, prevention and re-use

Nottinghamshire County and Nottingham City Councils will lead by
example and work together with district and borough c ouncils, the
waste industry, local businesses, communities and vo luntary groups to
improve waste awareness and encourage measures aimed at waste
prevention and re-use.

All new development should be designed, constructed and implemented
to minimise the creation of waste, maximise the use of recycled
materials and assist the collection, separation, so rting, recycling and
recovery of waste arising from the development.

Delivering sustainable waste management facilities

Alongside helping to support wider waste management aims and objectives,
the key role of the Waste Core Strategy is to ensure that there is a modern,
efficient network of waste management facilities to treat or dispose of the
waste that is produced safely and sustainably. This means ensuring that we
have the right facilities, in the right places, at the right time to meet our future
needs.

We have to meet EU and national recycling targets and tackle our own
pressing shortage of disposal space. The Waste Core Strategy therefore
needs to drive the move towards more sustainable waste management
solutions for all waste.

No policy will be applied in isolation, account will be taken of all relevant policies
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7.10

7.11

7.12

7.13

The underlying aim is to move waste up the hierarchy and, although there is
no local requirement to go beyond the existing recycling targets, by being
more ambitious we can send out a strong message about what we want to
see happen to our waste. In line with other parts of the UK we therefore
plan to work towards recycling or composting 70% of municipal, commercial
and industrial, and construction and demolition waste by 2025. In practice
construction and demolition waste is already above this level so the main
impact of this target will be to boost recycling provision for municipal,
commercial and industrial waste.

As far as possible we want to be self-sufficient in managing our own waste but
this is not always practical as waste movements cross local authority
boundaries and it may make environmental and economic sense for the waste
to be managed at a facility in a neighbouring county. Neither is it viable to
have facilities for every waste type in one area as some wastes are very
specialised, or are only produced in relatively small quantities, and regional or
national facilities are appropriate. The Waste Core Strategy therefore will take
a pragmatic approach and we will therefore aim to ensure provision for
approximately the equivalent of our own waste arisings whilst accounting for
cross-border waste movements.

Achieving this high recycling rate will require significant investment from local
authorities and the waste industry to provide additional waste collections and
recycling or composting infrastructure. The collection of food waste, for
example, is seen as a key way of improving recycling rates but will need
separate collection systems and the development of anaerobic digestion or in-
vessel composting facilities. In the short to medium term making such
changes may be very difficult, because of the lack of available funding, but the
purpose of the Waste Core Strategy is to set out our long term aspirations.

Where it is not possible to recycle waste, the next most sustainable option is
to recover energy from it. This can also provide a local source of heat or
power for other nearby development, helping to meet the Government’s aims
of decentralising energy supplies and providing alternative forms of renewable
or low carbon energy to offset the need for fossil fuels*®®. There are many
different forms of energy recovery ranging from thermal methods such as
incineration, pyrolysis or gasification, to biological methods, such as
anaerobic digestion and Mechanical Biological Treatment, which can also

% The national Waste Strategy for Wales includes a 70% overall recycling target (N.B. this includes
incinerator ash and is generally seen as being 63% in actual terms). Scotland’s Zero Waste Plan
includes a 70% recycling target for all waste by 2025.

* National Policy Statement for Renewable Energy Infrastructure (EN-3), Department of Energy and
Climate Change, July 2011

No policy will be applied in isolation, account will be taken of all relevant policies
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7.14

7.15

count towards recycling targets as described above. Other than using
anaerobic digestion to treat food waste, national policy and guidance is clear
that the planning system should not make any preference in terms of the type
of energy recovery technology used as these are treated equally within the
waste hierarchy as long as they meet defined levels of energy efficiency.

National and local studies suggest that much of the waste that is currently
sent for disposal could be recovered for energy*®. We therefore think the
Waste Core Strategy should support the development of appropriate energy
recovery facilities where these help to reduce the amount of residual waste
going for disposal. This needs to be balanced carefully so that the scale of
any proposed energy recovery facilities does not preclude future increases in
recycling. We also want to see a reduction in the amount of waste going for
disposal to 10% or below so that this becomes a last resort

As set out in our vision, our general approach will therefore be one of
providing for increased recycling, supported by some energy recovery and a
declining role for landfill. Tables 5 and 6 assess likely future waste
management needs, based on the figures shown in Chapter 4, and illustrates
the amount of additional waste management capacity that is likely to be
required in order to meet our goal of recycling or composting 70% of our
waste. If future recycling rates reach this level and the proportion of waste
disposed of can be can be reduced to 10% or less, we would need around
20% of our waste to be recovered for energy. On the other hand, if higher
recycling rates are not achieved then this would mean greater demand for
either energy recovery or landfill. The estimates contained within Table 5
below are explained in more detail in Chapter 4.

Table 5 Indicative additional treatment capacity re
aspirational targets in Policy WCS2 (‘000 tonnes pe

quirements to meet
r annum)

Municipal Commercial/  Construction/ Total*
Industrial Demolition
Recycling/ 93 430 908 1,431
Composting*
Energy - 194 - 194

Recovery 4

0 Defra Commercial and Industrial Waste Survey 2009 Final Report, Jacobs, May 2011

“*'No additional energy recovery requirement is shown for municipal waste in Table 5 because there
would be surplus capacity available based on the tonnages which are currently estimated. It is
possible that this spare capacity could be used for commercial and industrial waste but this will
depend on future circumstances.

No policy will be applied in isolation, account will be taken of all relevant policies
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* excludes metal recycling element

uirements to meet
tal voidspace required

Table 6 Indicative additional disposal capacity req
aspirational targets in Policy WCS2 (estimate of to
in ‘000m )

Non Hazardous

Disposal 3,600 3,200

We recognise that there is a risk that these targets may not be achieved and
that there needs to be some flexibility in our approach. If annual monitoring
evidence shows that the 70% recycling and composting target is unlikely to be
achieved then this may become a material consideration in determining
planning applications for other types of waste management facilities and may
even trigger an early review of this policy.

In practice the future provision of waste facilities may need to reflect a sliding
scale of either more or less of each facility type as we progress towards our
long term goal. However our presumption will be towards facilities that are
higher up the waste hierarchy

Policy WCS3 Future waste management provision

The Waste Core Strategy will aim to provide sufficie  nt waste
management capacity for its needs; to manage a broa  dly equivalent
amount of waste to that produced within Nottinghamshi re and

d accord with
Il waste by 2025.

Nottingham. Future waste management proposals shoul
our aim to achieve 70% recycling or composting of a
Proposals will therefore be assessed as follows:

r extended waste
ities;

a) priority will be given to the development of new o
recycling, composting and anaerobic digestion facil

b) new or extended energy recovery facilities will be permitted only

where it can be shown that this would divert waste tha t would
otherwise need to be disposed of and the heat and/or power
generated can be used locally or fed into the natio  nal grid;

c) new or extended disposal capacity will be permitte
be shown that this is necessary to manage residual w
cannot economically be recycled or recovered.

d only where it can
aste that

No policy will be applied in isolation, account will be taken of all relevant policies
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7.18

7.19

7.20

7.21

7.22

Broad locations for new waste management facilities

As set out in our vision, we want to promote a pattern of appropriately sized
waste facilities in the areas where they are most needed - i.e. where most
waste is likely to be produced. This approach will help local authorities and
the waste industry to develop a modern, safe and efficient network of waste
facilities that can manage waste close to where it is produced. The Waste
Core Strategy has therefore adopted a broadly hierarchical approach based
on population and geography to focus sites where they are most needed.
This approach is supported by a more detailed set of site criteria (see Policy
WCS6) to establish the types of locations that would be considered suitable
for different types of waste management use/facilities.

Nottingham and its surrounding built up areas, including Hucknall, Arnold,
Beeston, Carlton, Stapleford, West Bridgford and Clifton, is a major for
population and employment centre and could see significant growth in future.
This area also shares significant employment and housing market links with
the neighbouring cities of Derby and Leicester. The other main urban
concentration is focused around Mansfield and the Ashfield towns of Sutton-
in-Ashfield and Kirkby-in-Ashfield (Mansfield/Ashfield) which are all clustered
closely together. The development of new, or extended, waste facilities to
serve these areas is therefore key to managing planned future employment
and housing growth.

Functionally these main urban areas are closely linked and the availability and
concentration of suitable employment land and transport links make these the
most appropriate locations for the development of major waste infrastructure.
However, there may also be a need for other, small or medium sized, facilities
within these areas.

Newark, Worksop and Retford are sizable towns and locally important centres
for housing and employment. Newark, in particular, faces significant growth
over the next 20 years. These three areas will therefore need further waste
management provision both to cope with future growth and support the move
towards more sustainable methods of waste management. Whilst unlikely to
need larger facilities, these locations are likely to require a number of small -
medium sized waste management facilities.

Elsewhere there may be a need for small-scale facilities to meet local
community needs but these should be designed and located to fit in with the
character of the surrounding area. These small-scale, local facilities are most
likely to be for waste recycling, composting or transfer but small-scale
anaerobic digestion may also be suitable where this can provide a local
source of energy. There may also be wider benefits in terms of providing a
more diverse range of local employment opportunities. Such facilities will be

No policy will be applied in isolation, account will be taken of all relevant policies
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supported where these would meet a clear local need and can be
accommodated without introducing industrial style development or intensive
uses into village, neighbourhood or countryside areas. In line with guidance
in PPS10, the emphasis should be on the re-use of existing buildings and
previously developed land wherever possible. This could include the re-use of
appropriate agricultural, forestry or other buildings for example. Where waste
development is proposed in the Green Belt, this would need to demonstrate
very special circumstances in accordance with national policy.

Policy WCS4 Broad locations for waste treatment facilities

The development of small-scale waste treatment facil  ities will be
supported in all locations where these will help to meet local needs and
fit in with the local character.

Smaller/medium sized waste treatment facilities will be supported in, or
close to, the built up areas of Nottingham, Mansfie  Id/Ashfield, Newark,
Retford and Worksop.

Large-scale waste treatment facilities will be suppor ted in, or close to,
the built up areas of Nottingham and Mansfield/Ashf ield.

Development of facilities within the open countrysid e and within the
Green Belt will be supported only where such locations are justified by a
clear local need, particularly where this would prov ide enhanced
employment opportunities and/or would enable the re- use of existing
buildings .

In the Green Belt proposals for built waste managemen t facilities would
constitute inappropriate development and will be pe rmitted only where
need and other material considerations amount to ve ry special
circumstances sufficient to outweigh harm to the Gre en Belt and any
other harm identified.

Finding suitable sites for waste disposal

Policy WCS4 above is focused on the development of new or extended waste
treatment facilities. However, we must also make provision for the disposal of
residual waste where necessary. There are currently four remaining non-
hazardous landfill sites in Nottinghamshire, but local provision for the main
urban areas around Nottingham and Mansfield/Ashfield is limited to just one

No policy will be applied in isolation, account will be taken of all relevant policies
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site which has limited annual capacity. This is therefore the main shortfall
area where new non-hazardous capacity is required.

Opportunities for new non-hazardous landfill sites are extremely limited due to
the presence of several major aquifers. The risk of groundwater
contamination therefore rules out the possibility of using former sand quarries
to dispose of non-hazardous waste and there are very few, if any, other
existing quarries that are geologically suitable. Most of our gravel sites, for
example, lie within the flood plain. Other environmental concerns about
odour, leachate and landfill gas also mean that disposal sites for non-
hazardous waste should be located away from other sensitive uses such as
housing.

With such extensive constraints on possible locations for disposal this means
we may have to look on a county-wide basis for new non-hazardous waste
disposal sites although priority will be given to sites closer to the main urban
areas wherever possible.

Given these difficulties, it makes sense to consider extending our four
remaining sites where it is practical to do so. This would mainly involve over-
tipping at these sites (i.e. raising the height) but there may be a need for some
limited sideways extensions in order to create a sensible and stable landform.
However this will only be acceptable if it will not create any additional
environmental impacts or make any existing problems worse. If this is not
possible, or does not provide sufficient capacity, then it will be necessary to
find new sites. In this case, the most suitable options are likely to be the
reclamation of old colliery tips that are either derelict or have been poorly
restored, or former mineral workings or areas of derelict land where disposal
would provide the only viable reclamation option and where there are
opportunities to bring environmental benefits which may include landscape,
heritage, biodiversity, access and recreation. In accordance with the National
Planning Policy Framework, disposal will only be acceptable in the Green Belt
where it can demonstrate very special circumstances which can include
enhancing the beneficial use of the Green Belt, such as opportunities to
provide access, outdoor sport and recreation, retaining and enhancing
landscapes, visual amenity and biodiversity or to improve damaged and
derelict land.

If none of these options can provide adequate future capacity then it may be
necessary to consider the possibility of land-raising (i.e. tipping above ground)
on Greenfield sites. Exporting our waste for disposal in other counties is a
possibility but this would only be sustainable if there were neighbouring sites
close to our main waste producing areas. Although there is surplus capacity

No policy will be applied in isolation, account will be taken of all relevant policies
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in Lincolnshire, exporting waste would not be consistent with our objective to
minimise the distance that waste is transported (SO5 Sustainable Transport).

There is a wider choice of possible locations for inert waste disposal as this
poses less risk to groundwater and does not require the same level of site
preparation and engineering as non-hazardous waste. This means that most
of the county’s existing or proposed sand and gravel quarries could potentially
be suitable and it is also more economic to develop smaller sites, thus
increasing the choice of possible sites. Although other local needs may arise,
our priority is to maintain suitable inert disposal capacity to serve Nottingham
and the Mansfield/Ashfield area. Policy WCS5 below sets out a preferred
sequence of search for both non-hazardous and inert waste disposal sites
although it is expected that inert disposal needs will be met from extensions
and existing and future mineral voids.

Proposals for hazardous waste disposal within Nottinghamshire are
considered to be very unlikely because the geology is generally unsuitable for
this type of disposal. The Waste Core Strategy does not therefore make any
specific proposal for the disposal of hazardous waste and any application
would need to be determined in accordance with national policy and a
rigorous assessment of the geological suitability of the proposed location. Any
proposals would therefore need to demonstrate that the waste could be safely
contained. However this lack of disposal capacity is offset by the fact that
hazardous waste from surrounding areas is treated at facilities within the plan
area and we will continue to make appropriate provision for this in line with
our strategic objective to manage the equivalent of our own waste arisings
(S06). As the sources of hazardous waste are widespread, Policy WCS12 is
also relevant in relation to disposal of such waste.

No policy will be applied in isolation, account will be taken of all relevant policies
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Policy WCS5 Disposal sites for hazardous, non-hazardous
and inert waste

Where it is shown that additional non-hazardous or i nert landfill capacity
is necessary, priority will be given to sites within the main shortfall
areas around Nottingham, and Mansfield/Ashfield. Development ou
this area will be supported where it can be shown that there is no
reasonable, closer-alternative.

tside

e that the
e are no more
lan area.

Proposals for hazardous waste will need to demonstrat
geological circumstances are suitable and that ther
suitable alternative locations in, or beyond, the P

In addition to the above preference will be given to
disposal sites for hazardous, non-hazardous and ine
following order:

the development of
rt waste in the

a) the extension of existing sites

b) the restoration and/or re-working of old colliery tips and the
reclamation of mineral workings, other man-made void s and derelict
land where this would have associated environmental b enefits;

c) disposal on greenfield sites will be considered o
no other more sustainable alternatives.

nly where there are

titute
es would need to

Where disposal sites proposed in the Green Belt cons
inappropriate development, very special circumstanc
be demonstrated in line with national guidance.

Dealing with power station waste

The management of power station ash is a particular issue for
Nottinghamshire which has three coal fired power stations in the Trent Valley
located at Ratcliffe on Soar, Cottam and West Burton. Two types of ash are
produced. Furnace bottom ash (FBA) is a coarse clinker like material that has
an established ready market for use in the manufacture of building blocks and
does not currently raise any waste management issues. Pulverised fuel ash
(PFA) is a fine grey sandy material which can be recycled as a secondary
aggregate or cement additive but is very sensitive to market influences.

Large quantities of desulphogypsum are also produced as a by-product of the
flue-gas desulphurisation process. All of this material is currently sold for use

No policy will be applied in isolation, account will be taken of all relevant policies
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in plasterboard manufacture and does not therefore raise any specific waste
management issues.

Historically the amount of PFA produced far exceeded demand. As a result
pipelines were built to pump large quantities of PFA into old sand and gravel
workings that could then be reclaimed back to agriculture. However, following
the decline in coal-fired power generation, there has been a significant fall in
the amount of PFA that is produced.Today no ash is pumped into sand and
gravel workings and disposal is mainly limited to onsite land-raising at Cottam
power station. At West Burton, PFA is mostly stockpiled and sold as needed.
PFA from Ratcliffe on Soar power station can be stockpiled but sales tend to
be higher because of its more central location and good road access.

Overall, there is just over 4 million tonnes of capacity remaining at existing
PFA disposal sites but future PFA disposal requirements are difficult to
assess because this depends on power generation rates and ash sales*.
Nationally, the long term future of coal fired power generation is uncertain
especially when new emission controls come into force in the 2020s.

The most sustainable waste management strategy for power station ash is to
promote recycling or re-use, which may take the form of temporary stockpiles
of ash to be sold at a future time. These stockpiles need to be located as
close as possible to the source, and should only be allowed where the
prospect of recycling/re-use is realistic. Where the prospect of selling ash
looks remote then using the ash to infill and reclaim sand and gravel workings
is likely to be the next best option. The shortage of inert waste to restore
these sites means that PFA disposal could provide a rare opportunity to
reclaim workings to a more beneficial end-use, helping to improve landscape
character and the local environment, with particular opportunities around
biodiversity enhancement including by facilitating the creation of wetland BAP
habitats such as reedbed and wet grassland. If disposal within sand and
gravel workings or other derelict voids is not possible then the only other
reasonable option is to dispose of the ash above ground (i.e. land-raise) close
to the power station so as to minimise transport. In the longer term, such
sites could be re-worked to recover PFA for sale and-raising schemes should
therefore be planned and built with this in mind.

“2 Environment Agency landfill capacity data 2010

No policy will be applied in isolation, account will be taken of all relevant policies
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Policy WCS6 Power station ash

Proposals to temporarily stockpile ash within or on
fired power stations will be supported where this will
recycling or re-use over a foreseeable period.

land adjacent to coal
help maximise

reseeable future,

ash to fill and reclaim
will provide an

posal will only be

For ash that cannot be recycled or reused in the fo
priority will be given to proposals that will use the
mineral workings or other derelict voids, where these
environmental benefit. Land-raising of ash for dis
acceptable when no other reasonable options exist.

What types of site are suitable for waste management?

Although this Waste Core Strategy does not allocate specific sites, it
establishes the broad principles that will be used to narrow down future site
choices within the site-specific document and to assess planning applications.
Policy WCS7 therefore sets out a criteria-based approach to show the types
of locations that are likely to be suitable for different types of waste
management facility. For waste treatment facilities that require a building
and/or significant vehicle movements, the emphasis is on areas that are
allocated for, or already used for employment uses. In most cases
development within the Green Belt is inappropriate; however the policy
recognises that certain facilities could be considered in the countryside or
Green Belt areas in some, very limited circumstances. Local, community
based, facilities such as bring sites are best located close to other local
services. For all development, not just waste, there is a priority to re-use
previously developed land in preference to other, greenfield, sites. However,
where there are existing restoration conditions in place that require the site to
be returned to greenfield, any planning decision will need to consider the site
as if it was undeveloped.

Recycling and waste transfer

As there are a wide range of different waste management technologies, and
others may emerge in future, it is not realistic to prescribe every possible
situation but many types of facility share similarities in their scale, appearance
or the processes involved. For example larger materials recycling and waste
transfer facilities will need a large warehouse type building within which to

No policy will be applied in isolation, account will be taken of all relevant policies
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carry out the sorting and separation of materials and to store the resulting
bales of paper, plastic etc. for collection. They will need good road access
although the potential for alternative forms of transport such as rail or water
would be an advantage. These uses are therefore well suited to industrial
estates and business parks, especially alongside other storage and
distribution type uses. Household Waste Recycling Centres would also be
appropriate, as they need to be accessible by both car and HGV, although
being close to the main residential areas they serve is also important.

Smaller, community scale facilities such as bring sites (bottle banks) should
be located within easy walking distance of residents or at sites that people are
already likely to visit such as shopping centres, supermarkets, leisure centres,
village halls etc. Where community run facilities such as small scale, local,
recycling or composting schemes are proposed, these should look to re-use
existing buildings or previously developed land wherever possible.

Other types of recycling carried out in the open air such as scrap yards and
aggregates recycling need to be located well away from uses sensitive to
noise and dust*>. They will also need areas for stockpiles and storage and
are best suited to general industrial areas alongside other processing and
manufacturing type uses. Operations should preferably be enclosed within a
building to minimise environmental impacts but this may not always be
feasible. Temporary aggregates recycling facilities may be appropriate at
quarries or landfill sites where this can encourage greater re-use and
recycling and they are linked to the life of that facility**.

Energy recovery

Larger energy recovery plants (including incineration, gasification, pyrolysis,
and possibly anaerobic digestion) will require a large industrial type building
with a tall stack or chimney and, in some cases, may have visible plant or
pipe-work on the outside. These are therefore best located near other
industrial uses of a similar scale and bulk with good road and/or rail or water
access for transport. They should also be close to other uses that can make
use of the heat and electricity generated or close to a suitable connection to
the national grid. Mechanical biological treatment plants combine several
different waste treatment processes and are therefore likely to require a single
large building or a cluster of smaller buildings on one site. These would again

4 De-pollution of end of life vehicles (.i.e. removal of fuel, oil, gases etc.) must be carried out within a
building.

4 Crushing and screening of construction and demolition waste (soils, aggregate etc.) is often carried
out on site as part of the construction/demolition project. This does not normally require specific
planning permission.

No policy will be applied in isolation, account will be taken of all relevant policies
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therefore be suited to industrial estates and areas allocated for employment
use.

Anaerobic digestion takes place within sealed tanks or silos. Large scale
plants would again therefore be suited to general industrial areas. However,
smaller plants may also be suitable in agricultural areas as they are similar to
the types of storage tanks and silos found on farms. This would however
depend on the scale and design of the plant and whether it can be
accommodated alongside or within existing buildings for example. As
anaerobic digestion is also used for sewage treatment, it may also be suitable
within or alongside waste water and sewage treatment plants.

Composting

Composting is generally suited to rural locations although special care would
need to be taken where this involves a building, or permanent processing
plant, in order not to introduce an industrial process into a rural area. Open
air schemes will need to be a minimum distance away from uses that are
sensitive to possible bio-aerosols. In-vessel or enclosed schemes are more
likely to require a building and should therefore be located within or close to
existing farm development. Where such schemes would involve significant
vehicle movements they should be located within industrial areas.

Resource and energy parks

Some types of waste management facility can benefit from being located
close together as this can minimise the distance waste is transported and
increase opportunities for materials to be recovered and potentially re-used.
This could include recycling and waste transfer operations but could also
include other non-waste uses that make use of the recycled product/material.
In some cases there may also be scope for energy recovery facilities to
provide heat and/or power to other local premises/businesses. This could
include anaerobic digestion schemes, incineration, gasification, pyrolysis or
other emerging technologies. These schemes are often referred to as
Resource Recovery Parks, or Energy Parks, where there is a strong
emphasis on low carbon or renewable energy technologies.

Waste water and sewage

Waste water and sewage treatment facilities can vary from very large scale
plants to serve main urban areas to small rural plants serving a single village.
They do not generate significant vehicle movements and their main impacts
can be visual or odour. For this reason sites should be away from housing
and should be designed to minimise their impact on the surrounding
landscape. However, the choice of sites will be limited by operational

No policy will be applied in isolation, account will be taken of all relevant policies
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requirements such as pumping distances and the need to discharge treated
water into a suitable watercourse.

Disposal

As explained in paragraph 7.24 above, waste disposal operations are only
suitable in a very limited range of locations. As far as possible these need to
be sited away from sensitive uses such as housing but should also be within
reasonable reach of our main urban areas in order to minimise the distance
waste has to travel for disposal. Old colliery tips and mineral voids are
generally located within the countryside and waste disposal can provide a way
of restoring these sites and creating areas of new open space or wildlife
habitat. Landfill within the Green Belt may be acceptable if very special
circumstances can be demonstrated. This could include the restoration of
former mineral workings. Land-raise schemes may be appropriate on derelict
land where this would provide the best means of reclamation and could be
considered on Greenfield sites if there are no other options. However land-
raise would not be acceptable within the Green Belt because of the visual
impact on the otherwise open character of the landscape.

In some circumstances, it may be beneficial to re-work old landfill sites in
order to recover materials that were previously thrown away but are now seen
a valuable resource. This could include metal and plastics for example. This
process is known as ‘landfill mining’ and, although it is a form of materials
recovery, the environmental impacts will essentially be the same as for landfill
or land-raise.

The criteria-based approach in Policy WCS7 sets out what type of
development is likely to be acceptable in which locations. Policy WCS7
applies to facilities for all types of waste, including hazardous, unless
specified other wise within the policy text. Where other circumstances arise
that the Waste Core Strategy could not foresee, proposals will be determined
on their merits and in accordance with current national policy.

No policy will be applied in isolation, account will be taken of all relevant policies
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Policy WCS7 General Site Criteria

Waste management facilities will be supported in the follo wing general
locations, as shown in the matrix below, subject to t here being no
unacceptable environmental impacts:

Community sites - locations where people already travel for local
services e.g. local shopping centres, leisure centres, supermarkets,
schools etc.

Employment land - areas which are already used for, or allocated for
employment uses such as industrial estates, business or technology
parks etc.

Derelict land/other previously developed land — land that is no
longer needed or has been abandoned. This could include former un-
restored or poorly restored colliery land in need of restoration, old
quarries, disused railway land etc.

Open countryside/agricultural land - rural land, including farmland,
% which is not covered by any environmental designation, especially where
this enables the re-use of farm or forestry buildings.

Green Belt —land within the Green Belt where very special
circumstances can be demonstrated. This could include derelict or
previously developed land, old quarries etc. All proposals will be subject
to Green Belt policies.

00 00O

([ likely to be suitable for small medium or larger fa  cilities

o only likely to suitable for smaller facilities

No policy will be applied in isolation, account will be taken of all relevant policies
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Policy WCS7 General Site Criteria (cont’d) Extensions to existing waste management facilities

7.46 In most cases extending existing facilities is likely to be more economic, and
have less environmental impact, than finding and building new ones. This
makes better use of existing buildings, processing plant and transport
Combined Facilities ‘ infrastructure. Re-development and/or expansion of a site may enable a

Resource recovery wider range of waste to be managed as well as increasing overall capacity.
_-n_-- However this may not always be the most sustainable option if an existing site

eyl ‘ is poorly located or close to sensitive uses. Proposals would therefore need

Bring sites (o) (o) to show that this would not create any unacceptable environmental impacts
Household Waste ) M) from additional noise, increased traffic or visual impact for example.
Recycling Centre
Materials Recovery [ ] [ ] (o]
Y Policy WCS8 Extensions to existing waste management
Aggregates o facilities
Metal ([ ] . ) o
_ The extension, or redevelopment or improvement of e xisting waste

Composting ‘ management facilities will be supported where this ~ would increase
Enclosed/In -vessel [ ] [ ] (o] capacity or improve existing waste management method s, and/or
Open air ® ° reduce existing environmental impacts.
Energy Recovery ‘
Anaerobic Digestion [ ] [ ) o (o]
Mechanical Biological ] [ ) |
Treatment New and emerging technologies
Refuse Derived Fuel [ ] [ ] )
processing 7.47 As new methods of waste treatment are likely to emerge over the next 20
Incineration ( ] [ } years, the Waste Core Strategy needs to maintain a flexible approach towards
Gasification ) ) the development of new, sustainable technologies for waste management

- including related research and development facilities. Such development will
Pyrolysis ([ ) [ ]

therefore generally be supported, especially where this contributes towards
Waste Transfer l our objective to promote a modern, efficient and sustainable waste industry

N R S R S A . o (o= 5

Waste Water Treatment ‘

Weste waterveaiment | | & 10 | Policy WCS9 New and emerging technologies

Disposal
. Waste management facilities making use of new or eme  rging
Landfill . . o -
_ technologies will be supported where this will lead to the more efficient
Landraise o ® and sustainable management of waste.
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Safeguarding waste management sites

Waste management sites are an essential part of our infrastructure and it is
important that both appropriate existing facilities and suitable future sites are
protected from other uses, such as housing, that might restrict existing
operations or their ability to expand in future. This could lead to the
unnecessary loss of existing infrastructure. Similarly, sites that have been
identified for potential future waste management use should be safeguarded
from this situation. Policy WCS10 below therefore protects both existing
permitted waste management sites and the possibility of their future
expansion, and also any allocations or areas of search/preferred areas that
may be identified in the Site Specific Document. There is no intention that this
policy should be used to safeguard unauthorised or inappropriate facilities.

Safeguarding will be carried out through the implementation of policy WCS10
and in consultation with the relevant district or borough council to ensure that
this does not unreasonably restrict other development. By taking a more
flexible approach it may be possible to accommodate non-waste development
by making changes to the proposed layout of any housing or mixed use
scheme, for example. This could include using parking or landscaping areas
to provide a buffer zone from any existing or potential waste use. Regular
monitoring of site allocations will also be needed to ensure that the use of
land for non-waste uses is not unduly restricted if it becomes clear that it the
site is no longer required or suitable for that use.

Policy WCS10 Safeguarding waste management sites
The following sites will be safeguarded for waste mana  gement facilities:

a) Existing authorised waste management facilities including potential
extensions and sites which have a valid planning per mission that has
not yet been implemented; or

b) Sites allocated in the Site Allocations Document

Safeguarding will only apply to the above identified sites and any land
immediately adjacent to the site where a need to saf  eguard has been
clearly demonstrated.

No policy will be applied in isolation, account will be taken of all relevant policies

60

Page 85 of 110

7.50

7.51

Encouraging sustainable transport

Minimising the distance waste has to travel for appropriate treatment or
disposal is a key objective of the Waste Core Strategy (see SO5) and is one
of the main reasons for focusing most new development in, or close, to our
large urban areas. Most of our waste is currently transported by road but
encouraging alternative forms of transport, such as water or rail, can help to
reduce the environmental impact of waste management in terms of possible
emissions and congestion. The River Trent, a major waterway running north-
east through Nottinghamshire has the potential to provide freight movement
by water and proposals for a new rail freight interchange close to East
Midlands Airport, adjacent to the Nottinghamshire border are currently being
discussed. These could provide further opportunities in the future for more
sustainable forms of transporting waste. Over very short distances, usually
within site boundaries, transport by pipeline or conveyor may also be an
option. Making use of alternative, more sustainable, forms of transport is
likely to depend upon the size and type of site as well as the type of waste
involved. For example, it would not be practical or cost effective to use rail to
transport waste over relatively short distances but where there are
opportunities to make use of existing or planned rail or wharf connections,
these should be encouraged.

Opportunities to move waste by rail or water, in particular, are therefore most
likely to arise in relation to larger development but all waste management
proposals should nevertheless look at ways of transporting waste more
sustainably where possible. Large and medium scale facilities should be sited
as close to source as practically possible.

Policy WCS11 Sustainable Transport

All waste management proposals should seek to maxim ise the use of
alternatives to road transport such as such as rail , water, pipeline or
conveyor on order to minimise the impacts of the us e of less
sustainable forms of transport. Proposals should a Iso seek to make the
best use of the existing transport network and minim ise the distances
travelled in undertaking waste management.

No policy will be applied in isolation, account will be taken of all relevant policies
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Managing non-local waste

As far as possible we want to be self-sufficient in managing our own waste but
this is not always practical as waste movements do not necessarily stop at
local authority boundaries. This is recognised in PPS10 which states that
waste should be managed at one of the nearest appropriate installations,
which, in some cases, may not be within the local authority area where it was
produced. It may make environmental and economic sense for the waste to
be managed at a facility in a neighbouring county, if this is closer or means
that the waste will be managed further up the waste hierarchy. It is not
always viable to have facilities for every waste type in one area and some
wastes, such as hazardous waste, are very specialised or are only produced
in relatively small quantities. In these cases it may be better to use regional
or even national facilities. For example, although Nottinghamshire has some
hazardous waste treatment facilities it is not geologically suitable for
hazardous waste disposal and has to rely on a site in Northamptonshire which
is currently the only such site in the East Midlands.

The Waste Core Strategy therefore has to take a pragmatic approach and
while assessments of needs are not always appropriate, it will encourage
provision for the equivalent of our own waste arisings, whilst allowing for the
possibility of a reasonable exchange of waste movements.

It is likely that during the life of the Waste Core Strategy we may be faced with
proposals that could take waste from a wider catchment area. We will
therefore maintain a flexible approach and work with neighbouring authorities
and applicants to understand the overall level and type of waste management
provision. We will also seek to ensure that the waste hierarchy is supported,
the most sustainable outcome is sought, and that wider social, economic or
environmental sustainability benefits are delivered through those facilities
being located here. In all cases, proposals will need to be able to
demonstrate that they would make a significant contribution to meeting the
Core Strategy’s objectives, in particular SO5 and SO6.

No policy will be applied in isolation, account will be taken of all relevant policies

62

Page 86 of 110

7.55

7.56

Policy WCS12 Managing non-local waste

Waste management proposals which are likely to treat or dispose of
waste from areas outside Nottinghamshire and Notting ham will be
permitted where they demonstrate that:

a) the envisaged facility makes a significant contr ibution to the
movement of waste up the waste hierarchy, or

b) there are no facilities or potential sites in mo re sustainable locations
in relation to the anticipated source of the identi fied waste stream, or

c) there are wider social, economic or environmental sustainability
benefits that clearly support the proposal.

Protecting and enhancing our environment and quality of life

Maintaining and, where possible, enhancing the quality of our environment,
whilst providing a suitable network of appropriate waste management facilities
is at the heart of waste planning. The Waste Core Strategy has an important
role to play in getting this balance right but it will also be supported by the
saved policies from our Waste Local Plan until the separate Development
Management Policies document is prepared (see paragraph 1.4). All
proposals will therefore also need to be in accordance with relevant local
planning policies set out within each of the District/Borough Council’s Local
Development Frameworks.

All waste related development should take account of its surroundings and be
located, designed and operated to minimise any potentially harmful impacts,
especially to air, water and soil. Consideration will also be given to whether
proposals are likely to result in an unacceptable cumulative impact in
combination with other existing or proposed development. Development
should be located away from areas of important landscape, heritage and
nature conservation value, flood-risk and unstable land. Where such
locations are unavoidable, appropriate mitigation will be required. Facilities
should be designed to fit in with their surrounding landscape or townscape
and built and operated to the highest standards to minimise possible impacts
such as noise, dust, mud, vibration, litter, odour, traffic nuisance and light
pollution in order to protect local amenity.

No policy will be applied in isolation, account will be taken of all relevant policies
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Disruption to recognised green infrastructure and biodiversity assets should
be avoided and all waste development proposals should make the most of
opportunities to enhance green infrastructure, the local environment and
biodiversity either through restoration or as part of the development itself. This
will include consideration of impacts upon biodiversity and geodiversity,
natural heritage assets including habitats and species listed in the UK and
Nottinghamshire Biodiversity Action Plans, natural resources including air,
water and soil, and green infrastructure. Opportunities for environmental
enhancement should also be informed by Local Landscape Character
Assessments. Proposals could include provision of additional public open
space or rights of way, the creation of wildlife areas, landscape
improvements, and provision of community education or recreation facilities.

Sites of international importance are specifically protected under national
legislation and any proposal that would be likely to have a significant effect on
a European site, either alone or in combination with other plans or projects,
would not be in accordance with the development plan. This protection
applies to candidate®® sites as well as those that have already been
designated. The Councils are aware that a possible Special Protection Area is
under consideration for part of Nottinghamshire which could therefore become
a candidate site. If a Special Protection Area is subsequently identified and
sent to the European Commission for designation, the Councils will assess
the implications of this and what action is necessary to deal with any issues
raised. Inthe meantime the Councils will adopt a "risk based" approach, as
advised by Natural England, and assess any applications in accordance with
the requirements of the Birds Directive. Further screening regarding the effect
on European sites may be required for individual proposals at the planning
application stage.

Policy WCS13 Protecting and enhancing our environment

New or extended waste treatment or disposal faciliti
only where it can be demonstrated that there would be
impact on any element of environmental quality or t
those living or working nearby and where this would no
unacceptable cumulative impact. All waste proposals
maximise opportunities to enhance the local environ
provision of landscape, habitat or community facili

es will be supported
no unacceptable
he quality of life of
t result in an
should seek to
ment through the
ties.

> A candidate site is one which has been put forward for designation but not confirmed.

No policy will be applied in isolation, account will be taken of all relevant policies
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7.60

7.61

7.62

Managing Climate Change

Both the County and City Councils are committed to tackling the causes and
effects of climate change and are founder signatories to the Nottingham
Declaration on Climate. Managing climate change is a key focus of national
planning policy and calls for a twin approach of seeking to limit further impacts
whilst adapting to whatever change may already be occurring. Reducing the
environmental impacts of transporting, treating and disposing of waste is
therefore a priority in line with the Waste Core Strategy's Strategic Objectives
set out in Chapter 6.

Locally, the key impacts on waste facilities are likely to be the increased risk
of flooding and storm damage. This could damage essential waste
management infrastructure and is a significant pollution risk if a landfill or
sewage works were to be overrun by flood water, highlighting the need to
avoid inappropriate development in the floodplain. The impact of longer,
hotter and drier spells could also cause odour problems during the storage
and transportation of biodegradable waste but these can be tackled through
the use of sealed waste containers and enclosing operations within a building
or limiting the length of time waste can be stored before treatment or disposal
for example. The detailed impacts will be controlled through our saved
policies, the subsequent development management policies and relevant
policies from the District Councils’ Local Development Frameworks.

The key concern of the Waste Core Strategy is therefore to guide the
appropriate location and design of new or extended waste facilities to ensure
that we have an appropriate and resilient network of waste infrastructure to
meet future needs.

Policy WCS14 Managing Climate Change

Id be located,
al impacts on , and

All new or extended waste management facilities shou
designed and operated so as to minimise any potenti
increase adaptability to, climate change.

Health

Modern, well run waste management facilities should pose little, if any, risk to
health or the environment. The Environment Agency is responsible for the
detailed regulation and monitoring of waste facilities and will set specific limits
in terms of emissions to air, soil and water on a site-specific basis and in line
with national and international guidelines. All waste management facilities

No policy will be applied in isolation, account will be taken of all relevant policies
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7.64

7.65

therefore have to operate in accordance with an environmental permit or meet
very strict criteria to allow an exemption. In the case of open-air composting,
the Agency may also specify that facilities should be a minimum distance from
any sensitive uses, such as housing, in order to minimise the risk of bio-
aerosols. The Agency also maintains controls over the location of waste
disposal sites through its Policy and Practice for the Protection of
Groundwater.

The factors that are likely to affect health such as air, water and soil quality
can only be assessed properly at the application stage. When determining
waste planning applications, expert advice will therefore be sought from the
Environment Agency, local environmental health officers, the primary care
trusts*® and the Health Protection Agency, as appropriate. Although the
saved Waste Local Plan Policies, our subsequent development management
policies and relevant local policies in the District Local Development
Frameworks will control issues that are likely to affect nuisance and amenity
(see S0O3), the primary controls over pollution are implemented through the
separate environmental permitting regime®’.

The design of future waste management facilities

Waste management facilities have often been seen as having a negative
impact on their local area because of fears that sites might be untidy or
unpleasant. Whilst this might have been true of some older sites, modern
sites are well designed, operated and regulated. Enclosing the majority of
operations within a building means that most of the problems associated with
older sites can be overcome. Promoting high quality design of waste facilities
can also be a tool to help reinforce the importance of waste as a resource.
For example many of the waste treatment facilities operating today take
materials such as clean, pre-sorted glass, paper, card, plastic and metal. The
best examples of these can sit comfortably alongside even high-tech industrial
or business parks.

Policy WCS7 sets out detailed criteria for the locations of different types of
waste management facilities and more detailed guidance on site design and
operation will be contained within the separate development management
policies document. However, Policy WCS15 below will ensure that all new
facilities help to promote an innovative and sustainable waste management
industry and improve the understanding and acceptance of essential waste

1n 2013 the County and City Councils will take on the public health role of the primary care trust for
their respective areas.

*" The Environment Agency is the body responsible for the regulation of waste facilities under the
Environmental Permitting (England and Wales) Regulations 2010.

No policy will be applied in isolation, account will be taken of all relevant policies

66

Page 88 of 110

management infrastructure. The design, layout and construction of waste
management facilities should be as sustainable as possible, including the re-
use of materials, efficient use of water and energy and the use of sustainable

drainage schemes where appropriate. This approach is in line with our

strategic objective on the design and operation of waste facilities (SO7) and

supports wider economic and environmental goals (see SO1 and S02).*8

Policy WCS15 Design of waste management facilities

All new or extended waste management facilities shou
high standards of design and landscaping, including
construction measures.

Id incorporate
sustainable

“*® Guidance on the design of waste facilities is provided in Designing Waste Facilities: a guide to

modern design in waste published by Defra and CABE in 2008. Other relevant guidance may come

forward at a later date.

No policy will be applied in isolation, account will be taken of all relevant policies
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8.

8.3

8. Monitoring and Implementation

8.1  The Waste Core Strategy has been prepared using a wide ranging evidence
base to set the context and focus the delivery of our strategic policies and
objectives. Regular monitoring in accordance with PPS10 and the NPPF is
essential to ensure that our policies are effective, being applied consistently
and having the intended effect. This will also help us to see when or where

specific policies or targets may need to be revised and to respond to any

changes in national policy or legislation or changes in local circumstances.
2

Achieving our objectives and implementing the policies within the Waste core
Strategy will rely on the actions of not just the County and City Councils and
the waste industry but also the district councils, local communities and
businesses and the voluntary sector. It is therefore important that there is a
clear understanding of who will deliver the relevant waste management

infrastructure and any supporting measures set out in the Waste Core
Strategy and the relevant timescale.

We have therefore developed the following comprehensive monitoring and
implementation framework to help us achieve this.

No policy will be applied in isolation, account will be taken of all relevant policies
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Table 7 Monitoring and Implementation Framework for

Key Outcomes/
Strategic

Objective(s)

Performance
Indicator

Monitoring
Method

Constraints/
Risks

the Waste Core Strategy

POLICY WCSSD — PRESUMPTION IN FAVOUR OF SUSTAINABLE DEVELOPMENT

Trigger Point

Signs that Corrective
Action Required/
Mitigation Measures

Nottinghamshire and
Nottingham become
net self-sufficient in
waste management
capacity

Total permitted
waste management
capacity is equal to
estimated waste
arisings

Annual waste
management and
arisings data (where
available);

Amount of new waste
management capacity
permitted annually

Requires suitable
proposals to come
forward (largely
industry driven)

Lack of data —
degree of current
self-sufficiency is
unknown

Net self-sufficiency
achieved

N/A (Aspirational
policy)

N/A (Aspirational policy)

Sustainable
development is
achieved

(S01-507)

All proposals accord
with Waste Core
Strategy policies

Outcomes of
monitoring methods
set out below

Lack of reliable data

Achievement of
targets identified
below.

Significant number
of Waste Core
Strategy policies
not meeting targets

Review of Waste Core
Strategy.

POLICY WCS1 - W,

ASTE AWARENESS,

PREVENTION AND REUSE

Improvements in Reduction in waste Published waste Lack of available N/A Significant change | Assess implications for
waste awareness, arisings for arisings data from waste arisings data in arisings targets and revise if
especially waste municipal, DEFRA, Environment | for specific waste required.
prevention and re- commercial and Agency and other streams;
use measures. industrial and surveys (where
construction and available) Costs of awareness

(SO1) demolition waste raising initiatives

Relevant planning

decisions — waste

reduction measures

included as part of

application/conditions.
POLICY WCS2 — FUTURE WASTE MANAGEMENT PROVISION
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Key Outcomes/
Strategic
Objective(s)

70% composting or
recycling (including
AD) of all waste is
achieved by 2025.

(S01, S02)

Performance
Indicator

Interim recycling/
composting targets:

« 2015: 50%;
* 2020: 60%

Municipal waste
arisings

Commercial and
Industrial waste
arisings (where

available).

Construction and
demolition waste
arisings (where
available).

New recycling/
composting proposals
permitted.

Introduction of
additional waste
collection services

Monitoring
Method

DEFRA municipal
waste management
figures (audited
figures published
annually)

National/regional
commercial and
industrial waste
recycling figures
(where available);

National/regional
construction and
demolition waste
recycling figures
(where available);

Proposals for
changes to waste
collection services;

Planning permissions
for new facilities (inc.
capacity).

Constraints/
Risks

Costs of changes to
municipal waste
management
collection and
infrastructure
provision.

Lack of private
sector investment

Market fluctuations
in value of recycled
materials

Lack of reliable data
on recycling of
commercial and
industrial and
construction and
demolition waste;

Lack of information
on geographic
origins of waste.

Recycle/compost
municipal,
commercial and
industrial and
construction and
demolition waste as
follows:

* 2015: 50%;
* 2020: 60%;
« 2025:70%

Trigger Point

Recycling rates
more than 10%
below target
(where data
available)

Signs that Corrective
Action Required/
Mitigation Measures

If recycling levels fall
below aspirations,

revision may be required.

facilities in line with
locational criteria

(S02, SO8, SO5,
506)

within broad
locations set out in
Policy WCS3

extended waste
treatment facilities

location criteria

meeting broad
criteria

appropriately

POLICY WCS3 — BROAD LOCATIONS FOR WASTE TREATMENT F ACILITIES

Development of new
waste treatment

New or extended
facilities permitted

Planning permissions
for new waste or

N/A

100% meeting broad

Significant number
of new facilities not

Review policy to ensure
need is being met
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Key Outcomes/

Signs that Corrective POLICY WCS6 — GENERAL SITE CRITERIA

Strategic Pelrnfsircma?:rce Mmtﬁzzg Con;il;zgﬂsl Trigger Point Action Required/
Objective(s) Mitigation Measures Achieving new waste | New facilities located | Planning permissions | N/A 100% meeting Significant Review policy to ensure
management in accordance with including data on general site criteria percentage of new | need is being met
POLICY WCS4 — DISPOSAL OF HAZARDOUS, NON-HAZARDOUS AND INERT WASTE facilities in line with | criteria set out in size, type and facilities not appropriately

Ensuring additional
sites are located
within the County's
‘shortfall’ areas

Ensuring new
greenfield
development is kept
to a minimum

(S02, S04, SOS,
506)

New facilities
permitted in
accordance with
criteria in WCS4

Planning permissions
for new disposal sites

Planning permissions
for new disposal sites
in adjacent areas

Lack of available
data from adjacent
areas

Disposal
preferences:

« Extensions;

* Reclamation of
old colliery tips,
mineral
workings, derelict
land;

* Greenfield sites
as a last resort).

Planning approvals
not in line with
locational criteria
(justification);

Significant distance
of proposal from
shortfall area

Ensure decision was
based on special
circumstances

locational criteria

(S02, SO8, SO5,
506)

Policy WCS6

location for new
waste management
faciliies

meeting broad
criteria

Key Outcomes/
Strategic

Objective(s)

POLICY WCS7 — EXTENSIONS TO EXISTING WASTE MANAGEME NT FACILITIES

Performance
Indicator

Monitoring
Method

Constraints/
Risks

Target

Trigger Point

Signs that Corrective
Action Required/
Mitigation Measures

POLICY WCS5 — POWER STATION ASH

Availability of Power
Station Ash for
recycling maximised

Disposal of Power
Station Ash via ‘land
raise’ is minimised

(SO1, SO2, S04,
506)

Number of disposal
schemes involving
‘land raise’ from
Power Station Ash

Lack of available data
on how waste ash is
managed limits
monitoring

Proposals for new or
extended Power
Station Ash storage/
disposal

Lack of available
data

Management
preferences:

«  Temporary
stockpiles for
future recycling;

* Reclamation of
sand and gravel
workings and
other voids;

+ Land raising
adjacent to
power station

Planning approvals
not in line with
criteria based
approach

Ensure decision was
based on special
circumstances
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Achieving sufficient New waste Planning permissions | No suitable N/A Sufficient waste Review policy to ensure
waste management | management for extensions extensions come management need is being met
capacity/impact of capacity permitted including data on size | forward capacity not being | appropriately
new facilities via extensions or and type achieved
minimised improvements to

existing sites
(SO2, S0O3, S06)
POLICY WCS8 — NEW AND EMERGING TECHNOLOGIES
New technologies Total permitted Planning permission No means of N/A N/A N/A
are developed to waste management | for new facilities measuring new
ensure increased facilities incorporating new / technologies
efficiency and incorporating new / innovative implemented in
sustainability of innovative technologies existing sites
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waste management

(SO1, SO6)

technologies

POLICY WCS9 — SAFEGUARDING WASTE MANAGEMENT SITES

areasonable
exchange of waste
movements.

(05, S06)

geographic origins of
waste.

broad locations
that do not meet
policy criteria
(more than 10%)

Allocations and
appropriate existing
waste management
sites remain
available for existing
and future waste
management (SO6)

No decrease in
number and
availability of waste
management sites

Planning permissions
for uses other than
waste management
on existing/allocated
waste management
sites

Safeguarding
policies could be
overlooked at local
level

Maintain/increase
number of waste
management sites

Significant
decrease in
hectares of waste
management sites
(more than 10%)

Review policy to ensure
need is being met
appropriately

POLICY WCS12 — PROTECTING OUR ENVIRONMENT

POLICY WCS10 — SUSTAINABLE TRANSPORT

Maximise non-road
transport for new
waste management
proposals

(S05)

New waste
management
facilities using
alternatives to road
transport

Planning permissions
for waste
management facilities
using alternatives to
road transport

Difficult to measure —
no real evidence of
viable alternatives.

N/A (Aspirational
policy)

N/A (Aspirational
policy)

N/A(Aspirational policy)

Nottinghamshire’s

Proposals judged to

Planning permissions

Difficult to measure

Maintain/enhance

Decline in

Ensure decision was

Key Outcomes/
Strategic

Objective(s)

Performance
Indicator

Monitoring
Method

POLICY WCS11 — MANAGING NON-LOCAL WASTE

Constraints/
Risks

Target

Trigger Point

Signs that Corrective
Action Required/
Mitigation Measures

Waste is treated at
nearest appropriate
facility and there is

New facilities located
in accordance with
criteria set

Planning permissions
for new/extended
facilities;

Lack of available
data and/or specific
information on

100% of permitted
facilities meet
WCS11 Criteria

Significant number
of facilities
permitted outside

Review policy to ensure
need is being met
appropriately

and Nottingham’s have unacceptable for new/extended environmental Nottinghamshire's Nottinghamshire’s | based on special
environmental environmental facilities; quality/lack of and Nottingham's and Nottingham'’s circumstances
quality is maintained/ | impact refused available data. environmental environmental
enhanced Number of proposals quality quality Review policy to ensure
which secure no further decline
Unacceptable environmental Waste facilities
impacts on quality of improvements with unacceptable
life are avoided environmental
impact approved.
(S02, SO3)
POLICY WCS13 — MANAGING CLIMATE CHANGE
New proposals Proposals judged to | Planning permissions | No targets Number of planning Significant number | Review policy to ensure

minimise impacts on,
and are resilient to
climate change
(S04)

have unacceptable
impact on climate
change refused

Irefusals for new or
extended facilities;

New or extended
facilities incorporating
resilience to climate
change

Local climate change
impacts are difficult
to measure/lack of
available data

approvals that
include appropriate
location/resilience to
climate change

of planning
proposals
approved which
identify harmful
impacts on climate
change (more than
10%)

impacts on climate
change are considered in
more depth
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Key Outcomes/
Strategic

Objective(s)

Performance
Indicator

Monitoring
Method

Constraints/
Risks

POLICY WCS14 — DESIGN OF WASTE MANAGEMENT FACILITIE S

Trigger Point

Signs that Corrective

Action Required/

Mitigation Measures

All new facilities are
well designed and
use sustainable
construction
techniques (SO7)

New proposals
incorporating best
practice/ expert
design/landscape
advice e.g. BRE/
BREEAM/CABE

Planning permissions
refused based on lack
of consideration to
design and
landscaping

Design is subjective

100% of relevant
planning approvals
incorporate best
practice guidance or
can justify non-
inclusion.

Significant number
of approvals not
incorporating best
practice guidance/
or unable to justify
non-inclusion

Review policy criteria
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Glossary

Air Quality Management Area — An area where an assessment of air quality by the
local authority indicates that national air quality objectives are not likely to be met. A
Local Air Quality Action Plan must be put in place in such an area.

Agricultural Waste -  Agricultural waste is waste from farming, forestry, horticulture
and similar activities and includes materials such as plastics (including fertiliser bags
and silage wrap), pesticide and oil containers, pesticide washings, asbestos, scrap
metal, batteries, veterinary waste, used oil, paper, cardboard, and animal waste.

Anaerobic Digestion — a process where micro-organisms break down bio-
degradable waste within a warm, sealed, airless container. This produces bio-gas,
which can be used to generate heat and electricity, a fibrous residue which can be
used as a soil nutrient, and leachate which is used as a liquid fertiliser.

Appropriate Assessment — a formal assessment of the impacts of the plan on the
integrity of a Special Protection Area, Special Area for Conservation or proposed
SPA and Ramsar site. Also referred to as a Habitats Regulations Assessment.

Bio-aerosol — A suspension of airborne particles that contain living organisms or
that were released from living organisms. It may contain bacteria, fungal spores,
plant pollen or virus particles.

Bring site — banks of containers provided at supermarkets, local shopping centres
and schools for example, where householders can deposit glass, paper, card, tins,
plastics and textiles for recycling.

Commercial and industrial waste  — waste that is produced by businesses such as
factories, shops, offices, hotels. The waste materials are largely the same as those
found in municipal waste such as paper, card and plastic although many
manufacturing firms will produce large quantities of a specific waste such as metal,
rubber or food waste for example.

Composting, open air — waste is composted in long open-air windrows which are
turned regularly until the compost matures. This can take up to 12 weeks and is only
suitable for green waste (i.e. vegetable and plant matter). It cannot be used for
kitchen or catering waste.

Composting, enclosed - the windrows are laid out within a large building which
helps to contain dust and odour and the compost can be protected from the weather.
This process is only suitable for green waste.

Composting, in-vessel — the waste is composted inside a purpose built container or
silo, often within a building. This gives greater control over the breakdown of the
waste, meaning that it can be used to compost kitchen and catering waste, as well

Page 94 of 110 as green waste. This process is also quicker than conventional open-air methods
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Construction and demolition waste ~ — waste from the construction industry that is
produced during road building, house building or demolition for example. This
typically includes inert materials such as concrete, rubble, bricks and soils but can
also include wood, metal and glass.

Core Cities — a united local authority voice to promote the role of England’s eight
largest city economies outside London in driving economic growth. Nottingham is
one of the eight cities.

Climate Change Framework for Action in Nottinghamshi re —sets out a
comprehensive approach to tackling the causes and effects of climate change,
published on behalf of the Nottinghamshire Agenda 21 Forum.

Clinical waste - Any waste which consists wholly or partly of human or animal
tissue; blood or bodily fluids; excretions; drugs or other pharmaceutical products;
swabs or dressings; or; syringes, needles or other sharp instruments and which,
unless rendered safe, may prove hazardous to any person coming into contact with
it.

Derelict land — Land so damaged by previous industrial or other development that it
is incapable of beneficial use without treatment, where treatment includes any of the
following: demolition, clearing of fixed structures or foundations and levelling and/or
abandoned and unoccupied buildings in an advanced state of disrepair.

Disposal — the final stage in the waste hierarchy where waste that has no useful or
economic purpose is discarded. This could either be buried below ground within a
landfill site or in an above ground land-raising scheme.

Energy recovery - the broad term used to cover the group of different technologies
that can be used to recover energy from waste e.g. anaerobic digestion, gasification,
pyrolysis, mechanical biological treatment and incineration.

Energy Strategy - identifies the key technologies and programme required to
enable areas to play their part in meeting the national and local targets on carbon
reduction and low or zero carbon energy generation.

Equality Impact Assessment — an analysis of the policies to assess the
implications of them on the whole community to help to eliminate discrimination and
tackle inequality.

Evidence base - an up-to-date information base produced by Local Authorities on
key environmental, social and economic characteristics of their area, to enable the
preparation of development plan documents.

Gasification — mixed waste is partially combusted at very high temperatures and
converted into a gas. Residual waste left from the process is then burned or
landfilled.
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Green Belt — an area of land designated for the purpose of preventing urban sprawl
by keeping land permanently open.

Green Infrastructure — Natural England defines Green Infrastructure as a
strategically planned and delivered network of high quality green spaces and other
environmental features. Green Infrastructure should be designed and managed as a
multifunctional resource capable of delivering a wide range of environmental and
quality of life benefits for local communities. It includes parks, open spaces, playing
fields, woodlands, allotments and private gardens.

Green Infrastructure Strategy  — the strategic vision to protect, enhance and extend
networks of green spaces and natural elements of an area.

Greenfield site — land that has not previously been developed including agricultural
land, woodland, forestry, allotments, parks or other land that has not had a
permanent structure placed on it. This can also include land where any previous use
has blended into the landscape so that it now seems part of the natural
surroundings.

Habitats Regulations Assessment — a formal assessment of the impacts of the
plan on the integrity of a Special Protection Area, Special Area for Conservation or
proposed SPA and Ramsar site.

Hazardous landfill - sites that take waste that are considered to be more harmful
because of their potentially toxic and dangerous nature. Examples include clinical
waste, oils, chemical process wastes, some contaminated soils and asbestos. As
these post a significant risk to the environment or human health, such sites require
greater control measures.

Hazardous waste — Hazardous wastes include many substances generally
recognised as potentially dangerous such as pesticides, asbestos and strong acids.
However, a number of wastes that result from everyday activities have also been
designated hazardous waste, for example mobile phone batteries and used engine
oils, scrap cars (End of Life Vehicles) and some Waste Electrical and Electronic
Equipment (WEEE. This does not include waste classified as radioactive under the
Radioactive Substances Act 1993 except in some limited circumstances.

Household Waste Recycling Centre  — purpose-built sites where householders can
bring bulky waste to be sorted and recycled.

Incineration — the controlled burning of waste, either to reduce its volume, or its
toxicity. Energy recovery from incineration can produce heat or power. Current flue-
gas emission standards are very high. Ash residues must be disposed of at
specialist facilities.

Inert landfill — sites that only take waste that is physically and chemically stable.
Most inert waste comes from construction and demolition projects and tends to be
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bricks, glass, soils, rubble and similar material. As this waste does not break down
in the ground it will not give off any gas or leachate. Inert sites do not therefore post
any risk to the environment or human health.

Infrastructure Delivery Plan — a document detailing the infrastructure identified as
being needed to support the delivery of the Core Strategy. It explains the approach
taken to identify the infrastructure, how it will be delivered and an assessment of the
potential risks associated with doing so.

Local authority collected waste  — this term has been introduced to distinguish
between the municipal waste that is collected from households, and some non-
household sources by local authorities (District and Unitary Councils), and the wider
definition of municipal waste that has now been introduced by the European Union
which includes those elements of commercial and industrial waste that are the same
as found in municipal waste. References to municipal waste within this Waste Core
Strategy are intended to refer to the municipal waste collected by local authorities as
this reflects the wording of existing guidance and monitoring arrangements.

Local Development Framework — comprises a portfolio of local development
documents that together provide the framework for delivering the spatial planning for
the strategy.

Local Enterprise Partnership  — locally-owned partnerships between local
authorities and business that play a central role in determining local economic
priorities and undertake activities to drive economic growth and the creation of local
jobs.

Materials Recovery/Recycling Facility - a site, usually within a building, where
recyclable materials are collected and then sorted either mechanically or manually
and bulked up to be taken for re-processing.

Mechanical Biological Treatment — uses a varying combination of mechanical
sorting to remove recyclable materials, alongside biological processes such as
anaerobic digestion or composting. Any remaining waste is then turned into refuse
derived fuel or sent to landfill. Plants can process mixed household waste as well as
commercial and industrial wastes.

Municipal waste — all household waste and any other non-household waste
collected by local authorities. The European Union has recently introduced a new
definition of municipal waste which includes those elements of commercial and
industrial waste that are the same as found in municipal waste. To differentiate the
UK Government has introduced a new term of ‘local authority collected | waste’ and
this is what is referred to within this Waste Core Strategy as municipal waste.

Municipal Waste Management Strategy — an agreed framework for County and
District Councils to plan and manage their waste management services in an
integrated way. Identified the short, medium and long term requirement for managing
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municipal waste, the cost of delivering the solution and associated funding issues
and the roles and responsibilities of the County and District Councils and the public
to make the solutions work.

Non-hazardous landfill — sites that take a wide range of waste, typically municipal
(household), commercial and industrial wastes such as paper, card, plastic, timber,
metal and catering wastes. These are wastes that will naturally decompose over time
and give off gas and leachate.

Non-local waste — waste arising from outside the plan area i.e. from outside the
administrative areas of Nottinghamshire County Council and Nottingham City
Council.

Previously developed land — land which is or was occupied by a permanent
structure, including the curtilage of the developed land and any associated fixed
surface infrastructure.

Pyrolysis — mixed waste is partly combusted at very high temperatures and
converted into a gas. Residual waste left from the process is them burned or
landfilled.

Reclamation — where a site, often derelict or disused, is brought back into use but
for a different purpose than that it was originally used for. An example of this would
be infilling a quarry with waste and creating an area of woodland, open space or
development land.

Restoration — returning a site back to its original use e.g. agriculture.

Resource Recovery Park — a concept based on the idea that companies which
produce waste could locate alongside companies that are able to re-process that
waste in a business park the environment. This could also include companies that
research alternative uses for waste products.

Strategic Flood Risk Assessment — the aim of the SFRA is to map all forms of
flood risk over the plan area and use this as an evidence base to locate development
primarily in low flood risk zones.

Sustainability Appraisal — an appraisal of the economic, environmental and social
effects of a plan, applied from the outset of the plan process to allow decisions to be
made that accord with sustainable development. Required under UK and EU law.

Sustainable Community Strategy — document prepared by Local Strategic
Partnerships setting out a long-term vision and associated action plan for promoting
or improving the social, economic and environmental conditions of a local area in a
sustainable way.

Treatment — any form of processing that is intended to prepare waste for re-use,
recycling, or recovery — includes recycling, composting anaerobic digestion
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biological, chemical or other process and incineration, gasification, and emerging
technologies as well as the sorting, separation, bulking up and transfer of waste. In
the context of this Waste Core Strategy treatment does not include disposal.

Waste Transfer Station — a site, either within a building or open air, where waste
materials are taken to be bulked up before being taken to other facilities for
treatment or disposal. Some also carry out basic sorting operations, making them
similar to Materials Recovery/Recycling Facilities.
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Waste Local Plan policies replaced by the
Waste Core Strategy

The following policies within the Nottinghamshire and Nottingham and Waste Local
Plan (adopted January 2002) have been replaced:

Chapter 3 — Environmental Protection

W3.16 — Bulk Transport of waste

Chapter 5 — Waste Recycling

WS5.1 — Household Waste Recycling Centres — Areas of Search
WS5.2 — Household Waste Recycling Centres in Disposal Sites
WS5.3 — Mini Recycling Centres

W5.4 — Material Recovery Facility — Eastcroft

W5.5 — Material Recovery Facilities — Industrial Estates

W5.6 — Material Recovery Facilities — Waste Disposal Sites
W5.7 — Permanent Aggregate Recycling Centres

W5.8 — Mobile Aggregate Recycling Centres

W5.9 — Recycling Soils

W5.10 — Scrapyards — Areas of Search

W5.11 — Scrapyards — Existing Sites

Chapter 6 — Waste Treatment & Energy Recovery from  Waste
W6.1 — Future Provision of Municipal Incinerators

W6.2 — Clinical Incinerators

W6.3 — Other Technologies

W6.4 — Refuse Derived Fuel
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W6.5 — Energy Recovery from Incineration — Environmental Impact
W6.6 — Energy Recovery from Incineration — Economic Viability

W6.7 — Energy Recovery from Waste Disposal — Environmental Impact
W6.8 — Energy Recovery from Waste Disposal — Economic Viability
Chapter 7 — Composting & Landspreading

W?7.1 — Commercial Composting Sites — Areas of Search

W?7.2 — Commercial Composting — Waste Disposal Sites

W?7.3 — Small Scale Composting Schemes in Agricultural Areas
Chapter 8 — Waste Water & Sewage Treatment

W8.1 — Future Requirements

Chapter 9 — Waste Transfer Stations

W9.1 — General Waste Transfer Stations — Areas of Search

Chapter 10 — Waste Disposal

W10.1 — Waste Disposal in Mineral sites, other Voids and Colliery Spoil Heaps
W10.2 — Waste Disposal in Derelict or Degraded Land

W10.3 — Waste Disposal in Greenfield Sites

W10.4 — Bentinck Void & Colliery Tip - Allocation
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Indicative size of waste treatment facilities

Table 8- Indicative size of waste treatment faciliti

Combined Facilities

Resource recovery
park

Bring sites

Large

Capacity
(tpa)

300+

Area (ha)

es (‘000 tonnes per annum)

Medium

Capacity
(tpa)

101-299

Area (ha)

26-74

Small

Capacity (tpa)

<100

Area (ha)

Household Waste 25+ 0.5+ 6-24 0.31-0.49 <5 <0.3
Recycling Centre

Materials Recovery | 100+ 2-3 21-99 1.1-19 <20 0.5-1
Facility

Aggregates 100+ 2-3 21-99 1.1-1.9 <20 0.5-1
Metal 100+ 2-3 21-99 1.1-1.9 <20 0.5-1
Composting

Enclosed/In-vessel | 100+ 5-6 11-99 2.1-4.9 <10 1-2
Open air 50+ 3-4 11-49 2.1-29 <10 1-2

Energy Recovery

Anaerobic Digestion | 40+ 1-3 6-39 0.51-0.9 <5 <0.5
Incineration 300+ 4-5 101-299 3.1-39 <100 2-3
Gasification / 100+ 2-4 26-99 1.6-1.9 <25 0.5-15
Pyrolysis

MBT / RDF 150+ 4-5 51-149 2.1-3.9 <50 1-2
processing




Waste Transfer
Transfer station 50+ 1-1.5 11-49 0.51-0.9 <10 <0.5
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I%a Nottinghamshire Report to County Council
=3 1 County Council 21 November 2013

Agenda ltem:11

REPORT OF CHAIRMAN OF FINANCE AND PROPERTY COMMITTEE

TREASURY MANAGEMENT MID-YEAR REPORT 2013/14

Purpose of the Report

1. To provide a mid-year review of the Council’s treasury management activities in 2013/14 for
the 6 months to 30 September 2013.

Information and Advice

2. Treasury management is defined as “the management of the council’s investments and
cashflows; its banking, money market and capital market transactions; the effective control
of the risks associated with those activities; and the pursuit of optimum performance
consistent with those risks”.

3. County Council approves the Treasury Management Policy and Strategy and also receives
mid-year and full year outturn reports. The Council delegates responsibility for the
implementation, scrutiny and monitoring of its treasury management policies and practices
to the Treasury Management Group, comprising the Service Director (Finance &
Procurement), the Group Manager (Financial Strategy & Compliance), the Senior
Accountant (Pensions & Treasury Management) and the Senior Finance Business Partner
(Capital & External Funding).

4. In the first half of 2013/14, borrowing and investment activities have been in accordance with
the approved limits as set out in the Council’'s Treasury Management Policy and Strategy.
Appendix A provides a detailed report on the treasury management activities and Appendix
B provides a breakdown of the transactions during the period. The main points to note are:

e All treasury management activities were effected by authorised officers within the
limits agreed by the Council

e All investments were made to counterparties on the Council’'s approved lending list

e No new long term borrowing was raised

e The Council earned 0.87% on short term lending, outperforming the average London
Inter-Bank Bid rate of 0.38%.
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Statutory and Policy Implications

5. This report has been compiled after consideration of implications in respect of finance, the
public sector equality duty, human resources, crime and disorder, human rights, the
safeguarding of children, sustainability and the environment and those using the service and
where such implications are material they are described below. Appropriate consultation has
been undertaken and advice sought on these issues as required.

Financial Implications
6. Financial implications are contained in the body of the report.

RECOMMENDATION/S
1) That the treasury management activities for the first half of 2013/14 are noted.

Councillor David Kirkham
Chairman of Finance and Property Committee

For any enquiries about this report please contact:
Simon Cunnington — Senior Accountant (Pensions & Treasury Management)

Financial Comments (SRC 31/10/13)
7. Financial implications are contained in the report and associated appendices.

Constitutional Comments (KK 11/11/13)
8. This report is for noting only.
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Appendix A

TREASURY MANAGEMENT MID-YEAR REPORT 2013/14

1.2

Treasury Management Activities

The Council’s treasury management strategy and associated policies and practices for
2013/14 were approved on 28 February 2013 by Full Council. The Council manages its
investments in-house and invests with institutions on the Council’'s approved lending list,
aiming to achieve the optimum return on investments commensurate with appropriate
levels of security and liquidity. The Council’s treasury portfolio position at 30/09/2013 is
shown in Table 1 below.

Table 1
Treasury Position at Average
30 September 2013 £m £m Interest
Rate
EXTERNAL BORROWING
Fixed Rate PWLB 206.5 5.99%
Market Loan 100.0 3.85%
Other 10.0 316.5 0.78%
Variable Rate PWLB 0.0
Market Loan 0.0 0.0
Temporary 6.7
Total 323.2 5.29%
Other Long-Term Liabilities 129.0
Total Gross Debt 452.2
Less: Investments 42.5 1.02%
Total Net Debt 409.7

Note 1: PWLB = Public Works Loans Board
Note 2: Market Loans = Lenders’ Option, Borrowers’ Option (LOBO) loans

Over the first 6 months of 2013/14 the Council’'s cashflows were maintained with no new
long-term borrowing, and surplus cash was invested through the wholesale money
market. The gross temporary lending position shows outstanding balances of £42.5m,
compared to the opening position of £41.6m. The average level of funds available for
investment purposes over the period was £94m. This was mainly dependent on the
timing of precept payments, receipt of grants, progress on the capital programme and net
movement on creditors and debtors.
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1.3

1.4

Appendix A

The Council’'s temporary borrowing and lending activity over the period is set out in Table
2 below (Appendix B shows the treasury dealings for the period together with a detailed
breakdown of the investment portfolio at the start and end of the period).

Table 2

Net
Temporary Borrowing Borrowing Lending Position
and Lending £m £m £m
Outstanding 1st April 2013 0.00 (41.55) (41.55)
Raised/ (lent) during period 19.55 (484.75) (465.20)
Repayments during period (12.85) 483.80 470.95
Outstanding 30 Sep 2013 6.70 (42.50) (35.80)

Council investment returns outperformed the benchmark (3 month London Inter-Bank Bid
rate) every month in the first half of 2013/14. Chart 1 below shows the average monthly
return achieved by the Council together with other key interest rates. This shows an
increasing return over the period due to the run-down of call accounts and money market
funds, thereby increasing the relative proportion of funds held as fixed term deposits.

Chart 1: Interest Rates Apr - Sep 2013
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1.6

1.7

2.1

Appendix A

The Council has significantly outperformed the benchmark which averaged 0.38%
against actual returns of 0.87%, an out-performance of 0.49%. This equates to additional
interest of £231,000 for the first half of the year. The weighted average maturity of
investments over this period was 85 days. Table 3 shows that the use of fixed term
investments has allowed a higher return to be achieved. The use of call accounts and
money market funds has allowed the Council to optimize liquidity versus returns.

Table 3
Average Interest | Investment
Returns on Investments Balance Earned Return
£m £k %
Fixed Term Investments < 365 days 51.3 239.1 0.93%
Fixed Term Investments > 365 days 2.1 23.7 2.26%
Bank Call Accounts 30.4 125.7 0.82%
Money Market Funds 10.1 21.1 0.42%
Total 94.0 409.7 0.87%

The Council has maintained average cash balances at £94m over the first half of the
year. This exceeds the planned minimum cash balance of £20m to minimize long-term
borrowing yet maintain sufficient liquidity to meet payments as they fall due. This was a
consequence of the re-phasing of the business rate element of the formula grant from
central government where it was all received in the first half of the year rather than being
paid out over the full year as previously.

During the first half of the year two counterparties were removed from the approved
lending list by the Treasury Management Group. In May, the Co-op Bank was suspended
following a ratings downgrade attributable to a £1.5 billion capital shortfall due to mainly
non-performing commercial loans inherited from the former Britannia Building society.
The Co-op Bank remains the Council’'s banker but no balances are currently invested in
its call accounts or in any term deposits. In August Clydesdale Bank was suspended
following a ratings downgrade attributable to commercial loan losses, although the bank
remains well-supported by its parent bank, National Australia Bank. The Council had
£15m invested with Clydesdale Bank in a fixed term deposit which matures on 8
November 2013. The approved list continues to be monitored and action taken to
suspend counterparties where concerns arise over security of funds.

Long Term Borrowing

Since the start of the financial year gilt yields have increased across all durations (as
shown in Chart 2 below) with 25 to 50 year gilts up by around 50 basis points and 5 to 10
years gilts up by 70 and 100 basis points respectively. These movements reflect a
number of factors:

e Improving prospects for the UK and world economy;
e Market expectations of an earlier increase in UK base rate;
e Increased stability in the Eurozone reducing ‘safe-haven’ flows into sterling assets
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CHART 2: GILT YIELDS Apr - Sept 2013
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2.2

2.3

The Council’'s Treasury Management Strategy for 2013/14 indicated borrowing of up to
£40m would be required to finance the capital programme and replenish cash balances.
Over the past several years the Council has partly financed the capital programme by
using its cash balances (referred to as ‘internal borrowing’). This utilises earmarked
reserves, general fund reserves and net movement on current assets until the cash is
required for their specific purposes and has the effect of reducing external borrowing and
also reducing credit risk (by having lower balances available for investments).

No new long term borrowing was undertaken in the first half of the year due to the level
of cash balances as described in paragraph 1.2 above. New borrowing will be required,
however, during the second half of the year in line with the approved strategy. Table 4
below shows the movement in long-term borrowing which reflects the maturities of
existing debt. One LOBO call date (due in June) was not exercised by the lender.

Table 4 Movements in Long-term Borrowing 2013/14 Apr - Sept

Repayments Premature

Lender B/fwd | Advances | at maturity | Repayments Cltwd
31/03/13 2013/14 2013/14 2013/14 | 30/09/13

£m £m £m £m £m

PWLB 209.8 0.0 3.3 0.0 206.5
LOBO 100.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0
Other 10.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 10.0
Total 319.8 0.0 3.3 0.0 316.5
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2.4  Chart 3 shows how current borrowing compares with the prudential indicators and
indicates that borrowing has been managed within these limits. The authorised limit was
set at £409m and the operational boundary at £384m.

Chart 3. Borrowing Limits 2013/14
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2.5 Standard borrowing rates from the PWLB in Chart 4 below have increased over the first
half of the year following the increase in gilt yields as explained in paragraph 2.1. Since
the start of the financial year, rates are higher over all durations with 25 — 50 year rates
up by 20-30 basis points. The largest increase (of over 80 basis points) is for durations
between 5 and 10 years. The tightening in the yield curve reflects market expectations of
an earlier increase in base rates.

Chart 4: PWLB Maturity Loans 2013
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2.6

Appendix A

The Council has the option of rescheduling its existing long-term debt should market
conditions indicate opportunities for savings. This is achieved by redeeming fixed rate
debt and raising new debt at a lower rate of interest. The PWLB provide a methodology
for determining the cost of early redemption and publish a 'repayment rate’ to be used
but this will generally produce a premium to be paid. The current cash position, capital
programme and level of existing borrowing mean that it is unlikely that sufficient
resources will exist to be able to repay existing debt plus any premiums due (over and
above that normally maturing).
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APPENDIX B.

TREASURY MANAGEMENT INVESTMENT ACTIVITY HALF-YEAR 2013/14

1. Transactions

a. Fixed Term
Raised
Bank of Scotland
Lloyds Bank
Lloyds Bank
Clydesdale
Bank of Scotland
Other Local Authority
Total
Matured
Lloyds Bank
Co-op Bank
Bank of Scotland
Co-op Bank
Co-op Bank
Co-op Bank
Bank of Scotland
Lloyds Bank
Bank of Scotland
Nationwide
Total

b. Bank Accounts

Royal Bank of Scotland
Santander UK
Totals

c. Money Market Funds

Legal & General
Ignis
Totals

2. Investment Portfolio

Counterparty

Bank of Scotland
Clydesdale Bank

Lloyds Bank

Royal Bank of Scotland
Santander UK

Other UK Local Authority
Total

Amount Date Raised Duration Rate
£m Days %
5.0 11-Apr-13 183 0.80%
5.0 11-Apr-13 274 0.95%
5.0 11-Apr-13 364 1.10%

15.0 19-Apr-13 203 0.58%
5.0 11-Jul-13 92 0.70%
0.5 30-Aug-13 1826 2.74%

35.5

Date Matured
5.0 11-Apr-13

19.8 22-Apr-13
5.0 07-May-13

20.0 07-May-13

16.2 08-May-13

15.2 15-May-13
5.0 11-Jul-13
5.0 17-Jul-13
5.0 07-Aug-13

10.0 08-Aug-13

106.1
Deposits Withdrawals  Net Deposits
£m £m £m
61.0 71.0 -10.0
96.6 106.1 -9.5
157.6 177.1 -19.5
Net
Subscriptions Redemptions Subscriptions
£m £m £m

105.6 105.6 0.0
95.0 95.0 0.0

200.6 200.6 0.0

31 March 2013

£m
10.0
0.0
12.0
10.0
9.6
0.0
41.6
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%
24%
0%
29%
24%
23%
0%
100%

30 September 2013

£m %
15.0 35%
15.0 35%
12.0 29%
0.0 0%
0.0 0%
0.5 1%
42.5 100%
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