
Questionnaire for Waste Core Strategy Issues and Options Paper  
  

This questionnaire has been designed to allow you to give your opinion on the key points set out in the 
Issues and Options Paper. 
 
It should be read in conjunction with Part A (Summary Version) of the Issues and Options Paper. 
 
You can answer as few or as many questions as you wish although fully completed questionnaires will 
be of greater assistance to use in developing solutions for waste management in Gloucestershire. 
 
Please note that responses form part of the evidence base for the Waste Core Strategy and will be 
made publicly available once submitted. We are unable to accept anonymous submissions. 
   

 

   
Name: Rosie Reed, Chris Harmer, Philip Booth 
Organisation (if appropriate): Stroud District Green Party  
 
Email : rosieclairereed@aol.com / chris.harmer1@v21net.co,uk / philip.booth2@virgin.net 
 

W1 The Spatial Vision 

  
Q1.1 Do you think we need a Vision for the WCS? 

   
Yes 

    
No 

    
Don't 
know  

  

What would be your Vision for sustainable waste management in Gloucestershire?  Q1.2 

Our long term vision for sustainable waste management in Gloucestershire is the objective of zero 

waste. Such an idea is likely to gain local support and could be achieved through various initiatives, 

particularly waste reduction and also by maximising re-use and recycling. The phasing-out of 

disposal by landfill of any waste that can be reused, recycled or composted is absolutely vital. Waste 

is a resource, and current strategy relies far too heavily upon disposal. As a society we over-

consume, and waste produced by this consumption is an inefficient use of resources. Encouraging 

households and business to do more with fewer resources will help the whole community, the local 

economy and will create jobs in the local waste reduction sector.  

Initiatives from around the world have shown that people can be encouraged to recycle at levels of 

close to 100%. National legislation on things such as packaging would help but more must be done 

locally too. The widest possible range of materials should be collected door-to-door. 

Incineration as a solution to waste in GCC should not be considered, even as an ‘energy from waste’ 

process, because of the production of greenhouse and acid gas emissions, carcinogenic dioxins and 

toxic ash residues that threaten the health of the local population and the environment. Landfill 

produces greenhouse gases, including 25% of CH4 emissions in the country as well as CO2. Volatile 

organic compounds in landfill gas act as a precursor to photochemical smog, and furthermore the 

escape of waste leachate with its associated hazards may not be completely prevented. When we add 

the other obvious disadvantages of increased traffic and additional impacts discussed in Q7.1, it is 

absolutely clear that such methods of waste management cannot be considered sustainable.  

We also consider it imperative that in the planning of waste management sites, adequate importance 

is placed upon the protection of green field sites and the conservation of environmentally sensitive 

and valuable land. 



 
Q1.3 Do you think that the objectives for the WCS 

will deliver sustainable waste management 
for Gloucestershire? 

   
Yes 

    
No 

    
Don't 
know  

  

If you answered "No" to the previous question, how would you alter the current 
objectives? 
 
Please use the space below to list any other issues you would like to see 
added/removed from the existing objectives? If possible please include an existing 
objective number. 

Q1.4 

1-2. The strategy appears correct to us but the targets defined by the EU could be improved upon. 

3. The approach is good but the objectives are not attainable with incineration or continued use of 

landfill; landfill in the medium to long term is simply unsustainable. 

7. Again we feel the approach is right, but the objectives are not attainable with incineration or 

continued use of landfill. 

8. This objective sounds reasonable here but its aims are not substantiated in Policies 23 and 26.  

10-11. These objectives raise complicated points, and we believe the consideration of conservation 

areas should be taken further into account. 

Waste must be diverted from landfill. Having made a study of the district to identify the key 

resources used, where they originate from and where they end up, GCC should work towards a zero 

waste strategy with a view to eliminating any landfill waste in the district by 2018. This strategy 

would involve widespread consultation with all the significant producers and handlers of waste. High 

local recycling and composting targets of 50% by 2010 and 75% by 2015 should be set. We believe 

these issues should be treated with greater urgency in the light of their huge importance. 

 

W2 Time period of the plan 

  

What do you consider to be an appropriate timeframe for the WCS to work towards? 

 
2018 

  
2026 

 

Q2.1 

  
 
2020 

  
Other, please 
give reasons in 
the box below  

  

  

Q2.2 Do you think that the WCS should look in 
detail to 2018, and then more generally to 
2026? 

   
Yes 

    
No 

    
Don't 
know  

 

  

  

W3 Implementing the Waste Hierarchy 

  

Q3.1 Is seeking to minimise waste an appropriate 
objective for the WCS?    

Yes 
    

No 
    

Don't 
know  

        

  

What format do you think any waste minimisation policy should take? 

 
a) Rely on the saved WLP Policy 36 
and roll it forward broadly in its 
current state into the WCS  

   
c) A combination of a & b  

 

Q3.2 

  

   



  
 
b) Revise WLP policy 36 to take 
account of new issues, such as 
threshold sizes of planning 
applications to determine whether 
applicants need to submit a waste 
minimisation statement  

  

 
d) Another format? (please state 
below)  

Should developers of large-scale new developments (for example houses, shops, offices 
etc) be responsible for the waste they generate? 

Q3.3 

   
Yes 

    
No 

    
Don't 
know  

 

        

If you answered "Yes" to the previous question, then how do you think applicants for 
large-scale new developments should contribute to the management of the waste 
generated by their operations? 

 
Allocating part of the site for suitable 
waste facilities  

   
A combination of both of the above 

 

Q3.4 

  
 
Making monetary contributions 
towards the development of waste 
management infrastructure elsewhere  

   
Other (Please specify below) 

 

     

Do you consider that waste which cannot be avoided should be composted or recycled 
in the first instance? 

 
Yes 

 
   

Don't know 
 

   

Q3.5 

  

 
No (please give your reasons in the 
box below)  

     

Should the WCS include a specific policy to encourage the recovery of value from waste 
that cannot be practically composted or recycled? 
 

Q3.6 

   
Yes 

 
   

No 
 

   
Don't know 

 
  

If you answered "Yes" to the previous question, please use this space to include a 
wording or list the key points you would like to see in such a policy. 
 

Q3.7 

We agree with the proposal in the question but it is important that the policy is sufficiently detailed. 
How do you consider the issue of 'need' for waste management facilities should be 
addressed in the WCS, if at all? 
 

Q3.8 

This seems a badly worded question; the exact meaning is unclear to us. We are not sure why the 

word ‘need’ is highlighted in this way.  
Do you have any other ideas how the Waste Hierarchy could be implemented? 
 

Q3.9 

In the drive towards zero waste, reduction and prevention are the most important steps, but further 

measures can be taken in achieving the lower tier objectives as well. With regard to MSW, public 

education campaigns should be started and supported, especially via households and schools, to 

reduce resource consumption and increase the re-use and recycling of waste. The widest possible 

range of materials including plastics, paper, cardboard, glass, tin, clothing, books, toys and 

biodegradable waste should be collected door-to-door. But the limitations and drawbacks of 



recycling must also be acknowledged. We would like to see a range of new waste technologies being 

developed, such as the development of hydrogen fuel cell technology as well as continuing support 

for initiatives like mechanical biological treatment and anaerobic digestion. 

We agree that much more needs to be done to divert C&D waste away from landfill and the 

recycling possibilities further explored and developed. We believe also that easy access facilities 

must be developed for the recycling of hazardous chemicals, engine oil and oil filters, including 

selling back recycled oil.  

Communities should be encouraged to share and re-use waste building and DIY materials such as 

wood, piping and paint through the use of community sheds as collection and distribution points. 

Civic amenity sites could be converted so that they can also perform a function as local re-use and 

recycle centres. We would hope to see the increase in community composting schemes in co-

operation with local allotment associations being encouraged and co-ordinated where necessary. 

Cost-price compost bins should be provided to local residents in order to recycle organic materials, 

sourcing them wherever possible from local re-used waste materials. Local authorities can encourage 

and, where appropriate, subsidise new business ventures that re-use waste materials as well as 

enforcing existing anti-litter laws, improving street cleaning and introducing on-street recycling 

skips. 

 

W4 Making provision for waste 

  

Do you think that the WCS should broadly roll forward the same overarching strategy 
as that adopted in the WLP? 

Q4.1 

   
Yes 

    
No (please give 
reasons below)  

   
Don't know 

 

Do you think more sites for waste management facilities should be allocated than may 
be required to allow greater flexibility/choice? 

Q4.2 

   
Yes 

 
   

No 
 

   
Don't know 

 
  

Do you think that it is appropriate not to allocate sites for recycling/composting, and to 
determine applications on a case-by-case basis? 

Q4.3 

   
Yes 

 
   

No 
 

   
Don't know 

 
  

Should Area Action Plans be prepared for parts of the County subject to significant 
change due to waste management operations? 

Q4.4 

   
Yes 

 
   

No 
 

   
Don't know 

 
       

We believe ‘yes’, but again the question is not completely clear. 

 
Q4.5 Do you think the WCS should differentiate 

between local and strategic sites?    
Yes 

    
No 

    
Don't 
know  

  

If you answered "Yes" to the previous question, then do you think the current figure of 
50,000 tonnes annual throughput is an appropriate threshold for 'strategic' sites: 

 
Yes 

    
There should be different thresholds 
depending on the types of waste 
being handled  

Q4.6 

  

 
No. (Please enter what you consider 
the threshold figure should be in the 
box below)  

   
No threshold should be used at all 

 

We don’t believe there should be any allocation for strategic sites. 
 



There are a number of ways by which possible sites for waste management facilities 
might be identified. 
 
The top row of the table below presents a number of these, while the first column lists 
different types of facilities. 
 
For each type of facility, please indicate which method of site identification you think is 
the most appropriate by placing a tick in the relevant column. 

Q4.7 

  Identify 
only 

smaller 
sites in 
a DPD 

  Identify 
only 

strategic 
sites in 
a DPD 

  Identify 
all 

preferred 
sites in a 

DPD 

  

Only 
identify 
broad 
areas 

of 
search 

in a 
DPD 

  

Identify 
no 

sites in 
a DPD 
and 

rely on 
a 

criteria 
based 
policy 

  

  Composting Green Waste 
               

  Composting Kitchen Waste (mixed 
organic content)  

  
 

  
 

  
 

  
 

  

  Biodegradable Re-use, Recycling, 
Transfer/bulking  

  
 

  
 

  
 

  
 

  

  Inert Re-use, Recycling, 
Transfer/bulking-up  

  
 

  
 

  
 

  
 

  

  Recovery/Treatment facility (e.g. MBT, 
EfW)  

  
 

  
 

  
 

  
 

  

  Disposal Sites (Landfill) 
               

  'Other' facility 
              

  
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 

 

W5 Locational issues 

  

Do you think it is most appropriate to locate waste management facilities close to 
towns, in rural areas or somewhere in between? 
 
Please tick where you think it is most appropriate to locate each type of facility. 

Q5.1 

  Town 
Edge of 
Towns Rural Not sure   

  Composting Green Waste 
      

  Composting Kitchen Waste 
      

  Biodegradable Re-use, Recycling, 
Transfer/bulking     

  

  Inert Re-use, Recycling, 
Transfer/bulking-up     

  

  Recovery/Treatment facility (e.g. 
MBT, EfW)     

  

  Disposal Sites (Landfill) 
      

  'Other' facility  
     



 
       

In addition to the choice between town and rural locations for facilities there is also the 
potential for a centralised (large scale strategic) or decentralised (small scale local) 
pattern. 
 
For each waste type, please tick whether you think the facilities should be centralised, 
dispersed or a combination of both. 

Q5.2 

  

Centralised 
facilities (in 

or near 
Gloucester 

or 
Cheltenham) 

  

Dispersed 
facilities 
(local 

facilities 
in each 
District) 

  

Combination 
of 

centralised 
and 

dispersed 

  

Not sure 

  

  Composting Green Waste 
            

  Composting Kitchen Waste 
            

  Biodegradable Re-use, Recycling, 
Transfer/bulking  

  
 

  
 

  
 

  

  Inert Re-use, Recycling, 
Transfer/bulking-up  

  
 

  
 

  
 

  

  Recovery/Treatment facility (e.g. MBT, 
EfW)  

  
 

  
 

  
 

  

  Disposal Sites (Landfill) 
            

  'Other' facility  
            

  

 

Should the WCS identify sites for more landfill capacity towards the end of the WCS 
period (see issue 2) by: 

 
Planning for full expected capacity 

 
   

Not making any specific provision 
 

Q5.3 

  

 
Making limited provision 

 
       

  

If additional landfill void space has to be found, what criteria should be used for finding 
suitable sites for land-filling residual waste? 
 

Q5.4 

Q5.5 The matters set out below are all very important criteria in finding suitable sites for 
waste management activities of all types. 
 
Please rank from 1 to 5 in order of importance, what you consider to be the 5 most 
important criteria (where 1 is the most important). 

  The suitability of local roads to handle traffic and the site access 
 

  Protecting green-field land 
 

  Locating new waste facilities with complementary existing activities 
 

  Using sustainable modes of transport (e.g. by rail or water rather than by road) 
 

  The impact on neighbouring land-uses (e.g. nearby businesses and residents) 
 

  Safeguarding nature conservation interests (e.g. impact on wildlife, biodiversity etc) 
 

  Protecting the historic environment and built heritage (e.g. listed buildings, 
conservation areas)  

  Locating facilities near to the source of waste arising 
 



  The visual impact of the facility 
 

  Preventing environmental pollution (i.e. protection of water resources, noise, dust, 
air emissions, litter, vermin, birds, odours, vibration & land instability)  

   

W6 Implementing the Joint Municipal Waste Management Strategy 

  

How should the waste processing requirements set out in the JMWMS be translated into 
site allocations? 

 
By allocating specific sites 

    
Other (please state below) 

 

Q6.1 

   
By using criteria based policy 
(particularly for waste management 
options at the top of the waste 
hierarchy)  

  
 
Don't know 

 

     

W7 Assessing Cumulative Impact 

  

What criteria would you use to determine 'cumulative impact' of a waste management 
facility on a host community? 

Q7.1 

The chief impacts upon the local population and environment from waste management facilities 

would be from air and noise pollution, the volume of traffic back and forth, greenhouse and 

hazardous gases from incinerators, landfill and traffic, encroachment on environmentally sensitive 

areas and upon neighbouring land use, as well as smoke, dust, litter, vermin, and odours. The 

question of visibility is of great import, and aesthetic considerations and less tangible impacts on the 

community as a whole should be given their due emphasis. The economic possibilities and 

implications must also be taken into account. We are in favour of small locally based community 

facilities rather than larger sites. 

We feel that this question is worded too generally, as the consequences would vary greatly according 

to differing circumstances. However, the cumulative impact of a large landfill or incinerator site is 

hardly likely to be favourable to any community. 
How should existing waste management facilities be safeguarded from encroachment 
by potentially incompatible land-uses? 

 
By using the approach proposed in the 
safeguarding policy  

   
Don't know 

 

Q7.2 

  

 
By some other way (please specify 
below)  

       

  

W8 Dealing with hazardous waste 

  

Is seeking to minimise hazardous waste at source and appropriate objective for WCS? Q8.1 

   
Yes 

 
   

No 
 

   
Don't know 

 
  

Is it appropriate to safeguard existing hazardous waste management facilities provided 
that they are environmentally acceptable? 

Q8.2 

   
Yes 

    
No (if not please state 
your reasons why in 
the box below)  

   
Don't know 

 

Again the question is unclear. For a start, what is “environmentally acceptable” is subjective. If the 

question means that we should accept what is currently in place then there is an argument for saying 

“yes” if a favourable assessment can be made by Government or the CC. 



Q8.3 What criteria should be used to determine the acceptability of a facility for dealing 
with hazardous waste? 
 
The table below shows a list of criteria that need to be considered for both existing 
and proposed hazardous waste facilities. Please rank from 1 to 5 in order of 
importance, what you consider to be the 5 most important criteria (where 1 is the 
most important). 

  The location of the facility in relation to local, regional or national hazardous 
waste arisings  

  The suitability of local roads to handle traffic and the site access 
 

  The availability of sustainable modes of transport nearby (e.g. rail or water 
rather than road)  

  The impact on neighbouring land-uses (e.g. nearby businesses and residents) 
 

  The impact on wildlife, biodiversity etc 
 

  The impact on the facility on listed buildings, conservation areas and ancient 
monuments  

  The compatibility of the facility with neighbouring land uses 
 

  The visual impact of the facility 
 

  The need for the facility 
 

  Locating new hazardous waste facilities with complementary existing activities 
 

  The pollution control record of the facility 
 

  The effect that the facility closing will have on the environment (e.g. derelict 
land issues, waste travelling to different facilities)  

  

  

 

 

W9 Waste Management & the Green Belt 

  
Q9.1 What factors should be used is determining the appropriateness of waste development 

in the Green Belt. 
 
Please rank from 1 to 5 in order of importance, what you consider to be the 5 most 
important criteria (where 1 is the most important). 

  Proximity to arisings and reducing the distance waste has to travel 
 

  Suitability of local roads to handle traffic and the site access 
 

  The planning history of the site 
 

  Co-locating complementary or ancillary activities with existing activities 
 

  Good facility design 
 

  Re-using previously developed land or redundant agricultural buildings 
 

  Economic and employment benefits 
 

  Maintaining the openness of the Green Belt 
 

  Preventing the merging of nearby town areas 
 

  Safeguarding the setting of historic towns 
 

  

Do you consider that redefining the Green Belt boundary to take into account and 
provide more potential for waste management facilities on existing sites/brownfield 
land is appropriate? 

Q9.2 

   
Yes 

    
No 

    
Don't know 
  



 

W10 Waste Management and Natural Areas 

  

Do you agree with the suggested wording for the policies on: Q10.1 

    Yes No 
Don't 
know   

    Nature conservation 
     

    Water environment 
     

    Landscape 
     

    Archaeology 
     

  

If you answered "No" to any of the options in the previous question please use the 
space below for any additional comments you may have on the policies. 

Q10.2 

Nature Conservation 

We don’t believe that Policy 23 is satisfactory or adequate in its present form, as its wording makes 

the implications of its content sound more innocuous than they really are. The concept of 

“exceptional circumstances” creates a dangerous policy as it appears widely open to abuse. Who is to 

have a say in what amounts to circumstances being “exceptional” and to what extent will financial 

considerations play a part in such decisions ? The potential damage to areas of huge environmental 

and ecological importance cannot be dismissed in this manner through the acceptance that “adequate 

mitigation” may make a harmful scheme desirable. The policy should place far greater importance 

on the absolutely vital task of preserving our unique ecological heritage, its biodiversity and its value 

for future generations. 

Water Environment 

We should adopt the “Interim Code of Practice for Sustainable Drainage Systems”, (National SUDS 

Working Group, July 2004). 

Landscape 

We broadly agree with the Cotswolds Conservation Board’s enhancement of Policy 26, with minor 

alterations including the reinstatement of the final deleted paragraph : 

“Proposals for waste development within or affecting the setting of areas of outstanding natural 

beauty will only be permitted where:  

 − There are no alternative sites outside of the AONB to serve that market need; &  

 − The impact on the special qualities of the AONB (including the landscape setting and 

recreational opportunities) can be successfully mitigated.  

In the case of major development proposed in the AONB a proven national interest needs to be 

demonstrated. Approval will only be granted in exceptional circumstances following the most 

rigorous examination.”  

 
Are there any other designations that you think should be included as being strategic 
environmental assets? 

Q10.3 

 

Air quality. 



 

W11 Sustainability Appraisal 
  

In line with government guidance this Issues and Options paper has been subject to a 
Sustainability Appraisal that examines its likely social, environmental and economic 
impacts. 
 
Please use the space below for any comment you many have on the accompanying SA 
Report (the report can be viewed at: 
http://www.gloucestershire.gov.uk/index.cfm?articleid=13349 ) 

Q11.1 

Sustainability Appraisal Report 
It is not emphasised nearly enough in the SA that landfill is a fundamentally unsustainable process in 

the medium to long term. Any process is by definition unsustainable if it piles up large quantities of 

material in sites that will admittedly be full within a few years. 

Regarding Issue W10 of WSC (page 28), it is not true that Option 2 is the most positive. The table on 

P105 shows no difference except a marginal one for flooding, which seems irrelevant in this case. 

 

 

W12 Other Issues 

  

Are there any other issues/options that this paper has not mentioned that you 
consider should be addressed? Or please use this space for any general comments you 
might have. 

Q12.1 

We are fundamentally opposed to any likely increases in incineration anywhere because of the many 

environmental and health risks associated with this method of waste disposal.  However, the pros 

and cons of pyrolysis followed by very high temperature combustion need to be researched. 

While we are not explicitly endorsing this method at the moment, we are supportive of further 

research (see reference to Page 27, W12 (i) of the WCS, below). In addition to the health hazards, 

incinerators are unsightly, inefficient in energy production, expensive and require additional large 

vehicle traffic. Incinerators also undermine efforts to reduce, re-use and recycle waste because it has 

to be seen to be necessary to justify the investment in them. 

  

However, while recycling is of immense value it is also important to remember that it requires 

energy, usually provided by fossil fuels, and in many ways recycling is far from being an 

environmental success. Crushing, pulping and smelting materials is hugely energy intensive and 

damaging to our environment. Therefore more emphasis should be placed upon reclaiming and re-

using materials rather than destroying and then reproducing them. The simple fact of using fewer 

resources is not only more desirable but less expensive, particularly after the introduction of landfill 

tax which reflects scarcity of land. Local businesses should be encouraged to do more with fewer 

resources, thereby benefiting the economy of the County. In addition, many sorting and processing 

jobs will be created in waste reduction industries.  

The ideas of second-hand shops, furniture recycling and second-hand Sundays (as in other European 

countries) should be considered. The issue of supermarkets is very important, and there is no 

discussion here of how they could be encouraged or made to reduce their packaging. 



 

Additional comments : 
We thought the questions often badly framed and limiting, as we simply weren’t able to address all 

the issues. We should be entitled to comment on the whole of these document and not just be able to 

answer the questions the planners would like us to answer. 

WCS Issues and Options Part A: Summary Version. 
P6/7. 4 routes, not 3. Cotswold Way to be added. 

P8/9. We should look at what is already achieved elsewhere in the EU. Our aim in Gloucestershire 

should be to stay ahead of and better the NWS rates and be the national leader. We should have a 

long term aim of "zero waste to tip". The means for this were outlined in a national conference on 

Zero Waste attended by local councillors and officers on 17th October 2002. 

P11. We note that the major waste streams (C & I and Agricultural) are not under any form of  

enforceable control. 

P14. Long term aim must be "zero waste to tip" if this policy is to be called sustainable. Hence a 

long-term vision should be included which does not include landfill. 

P15, 16, 17. Yes, but how can you "manage" C&I, C&D and Ag waste if there is no enforceable 

control and hence no sanctions on the producers? The phrase "more needs to be done" is empty if 

there is no control. 

P17. Note that straw is a good carbon neutral heating fuel. 

P18. Elsewhere in the WCS, waste is measured in tonnes, yet landfill capacity is measured in cubic 

metres (of compacted waste). So in a sense the use of weight is convenient, but not what finally 

matters. How different would the recycling rates be if expressed in compacted waste volume? 

P19. Should WDAs import and export waste? Surely the polluter should deal with their own 

pollution as locally as possible. Waste is all place value. 

P23. W3. "and working towards the long term goal of "zero waste to tip" as landfill volume is a very 

finite resource and hence unsustainable in any long term view". 

P24. W5. We favour small-scale, local facilities. Volume reduction of waste should take place as 

locally as possible to minimise transport costs and the social consequences of lorry movements. 

Where appropriate, sites next to existing or newly reopening waterways should be considered as 

barge traffic is more benign and sustainable than road vehicles. (See also comments for the Part B 
P56 below). 
P26. W10. it is unclear what "it is proposed to review policies" implies. 

The WLP is the current binding document until 2012. Its policies, such as Policy 26 on the 

Cotswolds AONB, were the result of much discussion and argument and must remain.  The process 

over time has been to increase protection: in the past there has been major landfill in the AONB 

which would be wholly unacceptable nowadays. Hence the only review should be to increase 

protection, and certainly not water down the WLP policies.  
P27. W12. (i) We remain essentially opposed to incineration; however, careful consideration should 

be given to the option of pyrolysis followed by a very high and controlled flame temperature. None 

of the other combustion options, particularly old fashioned mass burn incineration, can provide 

proper destruction of dioxins. Even then, inputs of heavy metals must be avoided. 

(ii) How do we gain effective regulation of C&I, C&D and Ag wastes such that there is defined 

continuous improvement of their recycling and recovery to defined timescales? 

(iii) This "Summary for Public Consultation" is stuffed with complex long-winded English; "Crystal 

Mark" it is not, regardless of the introduction on P4. 



 

WCS Issues and Options Part B Explanatory Paper 

P3. S3. Comments as above regarding control of C&I, C&D and Ag wastes. 

P10. 1.15. Add clause "be in line with other current local policy which is in force such as the WLP 

(2004)". 

P58. 5.56. Volume reduction of waste should take place as locally as possible to minimise transport 

costs and the social consequences of lorry movements. Conventional mass-burn incineration would  

require a very large, tall, visually intrusive plant; the site of Sharpness for a regional facility, 

favoured during the initial stages of the WLP process, would spread its exhaust plume over the 

Stroud District under the prevailing wind direction. Such a facility would be wholly unacceptable to 

the people of Gloucestershire. 

P71. 5.135. The clause should be the same as the WLP policy 26, which are the words proposed, 

with some enhancement. It is not "one option"; it is the statutory policy requirement in place until 

2012. PPS7 is a lot more woolly than WLP policy 26. 

P82. Appendix C. In the title, what does "policies proposed to be replaced" imply? With policy 26, 

we know that GCC officers would like more flexibility; the words were hard won at the WLP public 

enquiry, and were the choice of the Gloucestershire citizens organisations, fully backed by the 

Inspector, against the GCC officers. So the only acceptable change is to MORE rigorous protection 

of the AONB. This is a continuous improvement trend. 


