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A Response by the Community Composting Network to the Consultation on
Planning and Pollution Control

Introduction
It is essential that the interface between planning, WML and PPC regulations is considered as part of the development of the EPP proposals and further revisions of exemptions from permitting.  This consultation does not go far enough in examining that interface and lacks a coherent vision of how things will be in the future.
Consultation Questions

1
Do you agree with the scope of the consultation?
The broad scope of the consultation is perfectly acceptable although ti seems somewhat artificial to separate how planning and pollution control authorities interact from who those authorities are.  In addition actually discussing who carries these duties out and why might yield useful viewpoints.

Due to the timing of this consultation it is also not possible to fully consider the revision of whether sites will be covered exemptions from licensing or under ‘Standard Rules’ permits, and what the implications of the interface of planning and permitting is here. 

It could be disastrous for small localised composting activities if small composting sites are required to have full planning approval because they are now considered under the ‘Standard Rules’ system instead of exemptions.

It would also have helped if the consultation had actually worked through some practical examples to see how the options would have affected specific types of sites and developments.

Finally given the EPP proposals cover Wales this consultation should have included Wales as well.

2
The current arrangements for transposing the requirements of EU legislation provide for potentially overlapping responsibilities.  Do you consider that this can be unhelpful for working across the interface between planning and pollution control?
It is essential that planning legislation and pollution control legislation and permitting procedures are complimentary.  The current system is clearly confusing.
3a
Do you agree with the problems described when remediating land affected by contamination?
The CCN does not have a strong opinion on this issue.
3b
Do you agree with the problems described from regulatory duplication in information requirements?
Standardising and simplifying information requirements will make the processes of applying for planning simpler and less confusing.
3c
Do you agree with the problems described considering the implications for health?

Ensuring issues raised regarding human are dealt with consistently will be beneficial to operators.

Operators of small facilities should not be overburdened, by having to react to unreasonable public complaints about health issues.  This can be a big issue for small composting sites currently operating under the system of exemptions.

3d
Do you agree with the problems described in securing effective input to planning applications?
Some CCN members have suffered from this when applying for planning permission.

3e
Do you agree with the problems described in promoting community confidence in decision making?
It is more likely the public confidence will drop if they don’t feel they have been listened to at all.  If however unreasonable requests are being made by residents it should be possible for local authorities to refer to recognised bodies to support their decisions.
Community confidence can be undermined by inconsistent interpretation of pollution control requirements.

No consideration is made to whether community confidence and re-election concerns can lead to bad planning decisions from an environmental point of view if recycling and composting facilities are faced with unreasonable objections.

4
What are your views on the requirement for prior planning approval?
It makes sense for applicants to work on both processes together.

The CCN is most concerned that some small scale composting activities that currently do not require planning approval may be forced to have it if the system of exemptions from licensing is reviewed and more sites are dealt with under ‘Standard Rules’ permits.

5
Do you agree with e requirements set out in 5.2?
The requirements are perfectly reasonable, but no consideration is being made to whether the aims of environmental improvement are being hampered by unreasonable public opposition to recycling and composting activities leading to planning decisions made from electoral concerns.
6
Do you support the development of protocols between planning and pollution control authorities?
While initiatives such as those described are to be welcomed it should be noted that the LGA is simply an association of local authorities so planning requirements will still be open to massively different local interpretation.
7
Do you support the publication of specific practice guidance?
The publication of guidance notes could allow for greater clarity with regard to the interface.

8
Do you support the amendment of Schedule 4 in the WML Regulations?
This option would give a great deal of clarity to the roles and responsibilities of the different bodies involved.
It is true to say that local communities may be excluded from being involved in debating the environmental issues that affect them.  One option might be to vary the levels of community involvement, based on the scale of facility and likely impact.

9
Do you support of dealing with waste permitting requirements in the planning application process?
This option would mean that waste permitting requirements could be subject to a great deal of variance based on the needs of elected politicians to appease local communities and get themselves re-elected.  The CCN does not support this option in any circumstances.

10
Do you support of including some WML requirements in planning applications for construction sites?
The CCN does not have a strong opinion on this issue.
11
Do you support the suggestions related to contaminated land?
The CCN does not have a strong opinion on this issue.

12
Should local authorities be responsible for enforcing pollution control?
There is already a great deal of inconsistency in the way environmental and pollution control permitting is enforced, which the Environment Agency are finally taking steps to deal with.  Handing the system over to local authorities would in all probability make the problems far worse rather than solving them.  The CCN does not support this option.

13
Should parallel submissions be encouraged?
It should be left for applicants to decide what is best for them.  Guidance could be produced which shows the pro’s and con’s of different options.
14
Are there other questions that should be considered?
The consultation has not considered the impact of planning permission requirements on sites at the larger end of exemptions that may move to ‘Standard Rules’ permitting in future.

15
Do you agree with the Regulatory Impact Assessment?
The Regulatory Impact Assessment is reasonably accurate in it’s evaluation of the different options, but more effort could have been made to calculate the financial implications of the options and to have examined how they might affect different types of development and operation.
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