WS           Woburn Sands and District Society

    DS 

The Infrastructure Planning Commission
Temple Quay House
Temple Quay
Bristol
BS1 6PN

12 February 2011

Dear Sir/Madam

Your Ref: Application Number 10/02213/IPC  Rookery South Energy from Waste Generating Station .

Our Ref: Registration No 10004504 Woburn Sands and District Society.

We have considered the IPC documents issued following the Pre Hearing Meeting in January and noted the questions raised in Annex C. As some of the issues we have are linked to these questions, we will use these headings for the IPC’s ease, providing information in respect of the questions posed, and including issues we have under these headings. We will then add remaining outstanding issues at the end.  

IPC Questions

The Low Level Restoration Scheme
As the IPC will know from the application, the LLRS consists of four phases, all of which arethe responsibility of O & H Properties Ltd, the landowners;. not Covanta Energy. See Floor Risk Assessment. Phase 1 of the LLRS to be delivered before construction can begin on the main facility, in fact the construction of the facility cannot be carried out without this as the two are interdependent. 

We are aware of at least four consents that need to be obtained before work can begin on Phase One, there may be others that we are unaware of.

1. IDB consents for clean water discharge from the facility into Mill Brook, through the Culvert under the railway line to Stewartby Lake. We understand there is a consent in place for such discharge not to exceed 231/s (2,000 cubic metres a day) from Rookery Site to Mill Brook.

2. Network Rail consent both in respect of the proposed installation of a full barrier crossing on Green Lane to mitigate the risk from the siting of the new access road, and use of network rail operational land for cable routing.  We are aware discussions are ongoing, but are not aware that agreement has been reached and consent given. 

3. Environment Agency Consent for the diversion of the lower reaches of Mill Brook, and one of its tributaries running to the south of the site. The Environment Agency required details of the Hydraulic modelling prior to application. We are not aware that application for consent has been made or been given. 

4. Anglia Water consent for the discharge of trade effluent and domestic waste into the main sewer.  We understand there is consent for the discharge of domestic waste into the main sewer, however there is no consent for the discharge of trade effluent consisting of foul water from the MRF and EfW ash quench process of some 50 cubic meters a day. Stewartby Treatment works only has limited capacity for additional flows and already needs review in respect of the already consented development of 2,500 dwellings outside Stewartby. 

The above are the permits required in respect of the LLRS that we are aware of, though there may be others. However we have further issues in respect of the LLRS that we would raise at this point. 

1. Rookery Pit South is designated Flood Zone 3a and the proposed facility is classified as more vulnerable under PPS25 and therefore requires exception testing to be passed. We can see no evidence of this in the documents submitted. We recognised that as part of the LLRS Phase 1 a platform will be constructed to raise the facility by 3m, and it is argued that this makes the facility Flood Zone 2 and therefore compatible use. We would argue strongly that this is just a contrivance and that exception testing should be carried out. The workings of this facility encompasses a wider area than just the platform it sits on, particularly when considering the storage and transportation of waste, bottom ash and toxic fly ash. The consequences of the pollution of water courses, Stewartby Lake (with its water sports) and further downstream following a severe flood event are to great to be ignored. There is also the concern in respect of any increase of flooding  downstream as identified in the Environment Agency draft CFMP  Ouse and its tributaries. 

2. Phase One of the LLRS is essential to be completed prior to construction commencing. However it is clear from the documents that the majority of Phase 2, 3 and 4 of the LLRS will be carried out sometime in the future. We are strongly of the view, that only essential work for the construction of the facility will be carried out  and that some time in the future will in fact mean never. We fearO & H Properties will only carry out the minimum of work needed to realise this application for cost reasons.  Therefore in respect of the LLRS we would require that the implementation of Phase 2,3, and 4 should be to a laid down timetable, with financial penalties for non-completion. This is particularly important as Phase 1 and the construction of the facility will have such a negative effect on biodiversity and the ecology of the area. 

3. We have fundamental concerns, that Covanta Energy is making the planning application, and yet the LLRS, is the responsibility of the landowner. The surface water management system is part of Phase 1 of the LLRS, and if it is inadequate, or if it fails, we can see no evidence that O & H Properties will be accountable, or have the necessary protections in place to deal with  any issues. 

Status of Other Consents
In respect of the Environment Agency Permit for Incineration of Non Hazardous Waste, we are aware that application has been made and this is currently out for consultation, due to conclude on the 25th February, three days before the deadline for IPC representation. This is unsatisfactory as is much of the IPC process.  We can find no comments from the Environment Agency in respect of emissions. However the Society has made strong representation in respect of emissions to the Agency as part of the consultation exercise in respect of application for permit. 

We therefore include the issues we have in respect of emissions under this heading. 

To put this in context, we would advise that Society members, the Open University and Warren Springs Laboratory were heavily involved in research into emissions from the brickworks in the Marston Vale and elsewhere  during the 60’s, 70’ and indeed 80’s. In particular Sulphur Compounds and Fluorins and their effect particularly on vegetation, human health and animals e.g. fluorosis in dairy cattle. Whilst we are no longer expert in this area and  technology in respect of chimney emissions, and climate modelling has moved on since then, some of the findings are still relevant today. 

Our particular concerns are in respect of:

Chimney Height – in the 60’s and 70’s the brick building works had chimneys of  300 foot (91.4) metres from ground level. By the 80s, as risks were better understood, applications proposed chimneys of 400 foot (121 metres). In the 1950/60s, 6 brickworks were operating in the broad area, of these  Ridgemont, Stewartby, Coronation and Kempston Hardwick were in the Marston Vale. In the 1950s, cases of lameness due to fluorine started to be reported.  43 farms were investigated, three had already abandoned grazing, 8 were severely affected, 8 slightly affected. Particulate fallout was worst close to the brickworks – however evidence of fluorosis was found on farms on the ridge to the south of the vale and on farms beyond. Covanta energy proposed initially a chimney height of 100m slightly higher than the old brickwork chimneys, although it is not clear whether this is from ground level or from the platform 3m above the  base of the pit, which of course would make it lower. This has now been raised to 105m, lower than the chimneys proposed in the 80s. However, this is the maximum the civil aviation authority would accept. We are of course aware that emissions are a lot cleaner now than then – however incinerator chimneys, no matter how clean, produce pollutants – acid gases, dangerous particulates and nano particulates. Whilst these, if well controlled, and monitored, may be  very small and within European guidelines, the cumulative effect of 365 emissions  on surrounding natural environment, agriculture and health is less well researched.       

Climatic conditions  - we note that in the Covanta papers that they consider the emissions of particles and nano particles, will be adequately dispersed by the  prevailing SE wind. This is not what is supported by the studies of flourines and cases of fluorosis from chimneys of broadly the same height as proposed by Covanta, which gives good indication of the effect of climatic conditions on particle and nano particle fallout.  There is regular temperature inversion in the Marston Vale with consequent affect on dispersion, and whilst wind is often from the SW, it is also often from the East and North East. 

Covanta’s history on emission control – we are well aware of Covanta’s history in particular in New Jersey in respect of emission control.

Institute of Medicine 2003 recommendation was that incinerators should not be built within a 50km radius of food production, particularly grazing animals. 

In the light of the above we reiterate our expressed view to the Environment Agency, that in the case of an Incinerator of this size being proposed in what is a predominantly agricultural vale, it would be unsafe, to rely on Covanta’s own employed consultant studies in respect of emissions in making a decision on the application for permit and indeed IPC application, and that there should be an independent expert review.

The Policy Context
In respect of the first question the Society would say yes, however this is qualified by our concern that this application is basically being assessed against a draft National Policy on energy that is a work in progress. The Society can in part understand why both the IPC was set up, and draft National Policy Statements for Energy were published. There may be good reason in some qualifying applications, a) that they are sustainable and b) that national or indeed regional benefits outweigh local adverse impacts, subject to robust and transparent assessment of the adverse (including cumulative) impacts and benefits on each and every application by this process against robust criteria. 

However to assess such an application in the 21st century against revised, and draft National Policy Statements for Energy, where it is set out that the benefits should outweigh adverse (including cumulative) impacts but before the methodology is defined following consultation is quite clearly ludicrous. The revised draft NPSs, dot not specify how the cumulative effects of diverse adverse impacts, such as noise, pollution and health (refer Health Protection Agency), increased traffic congestion, visual impact, impact on biodiversity (including the community forest project), local leisure industry (including Stewartby Lake and Millennium Country Park), and food production should be evaluated for the life of the plant and beyond to be compared with the benefits, such as amount of electricity production, number of permanent local jobs, and dealing with  residual waste of Bedfordshire, and up to four other areas either close by (or not depending on contracts achieved). This last benefit should be qualified by the fact that in terms of detrimental health effects, there are safer, more productive and cheaper alternatives available.  Further, the revised drafts NPSs do not specify an acceptable minimum level of unmitigated adverse (including cumulative) impacts of proposed developments.

Then there is the question of sustainability, when the facility will be totally dependant on road transportation, which negates the benefits of energy production from waste. (see question 10)

For the IPC, or, indeed the  Minister of State, to consider the adverse impacts v the benefits when the criteria for such assessment is not even agreed, is to this Society a failure of due process, unsafe, and the antithesis of the “big society” espoused by the coalition government.  

Central Bedfordshire and Bedford Borough will, no doubt, provide the answers to the second question raised under this heading;- however we are aware that the BEAR project is seeking bidders to put forward the best solutions, rather than bidding against a pre-ordained solution. The Covanta application to the IPC, has in effect gazumped, that process rather than permitting the local authority to consider a range of solutions, some of which could have been more energy efficient, and less damaging. 

Waste Supplies
Covanta in its application set out the areas that it was seeking contract to secure sufficient supplies of waste for the plant to operate at its design capacity, namely Bedfordshire and Luton, Milton Keynes and Northampton, Buckinghamshire, Cambridge, and Royal Windsor and Maidenhead. Of these, we are advised that Cambridge and Peterborough have made their own arrangements for residual waste disposal, as has Buckinghamshire.  Further we are advised that joint working between Milton Keynes and Northampton has been stayed. 

We have considerable concerns in respect of the effect on incentivising increased recycling and reclamation in Bedfordshire, by a requirement to provide sufficient waste to meet the design capacity. Together with its dependence on road transportatio, thisn negates any environmental/energy production effects. 

We cannot see how Covanta can give any assurances that waste will not be sourced from areas outside those defined in the application and that the facility can remain financially viable if it does not.. The alternative is that those assurances are given, and that when the facility  is not adequately supplied, that it closes leaving yet another scar on the Marston Vale.  Stringent conditions could be made in respect of restoration of the site;- however our experience over many years is that commercial companies rarely comply, and the conditions can rarely be enforced. 

Compulsory Acquisition Matters

This is beyond our knowledge, beyond the fact that Covanta Energy Limited UK does not own the land where the facility is proposed. This is in the main owned by O&H Properties Ltd (see flood risk assessment), however Covanta Energy may have purchased an option to lease. We have noted the registration of interests from No 983 Waste Recycling Group Limited. We wonder whether, by Covanta Energy Ltd making an application to the IPC, it is quite simply gazumping both Local Authorities plans for local solutions to deal with local residual waste, and competitors contributions to those plans for its own commercial gain.  This would be hardly open and fair competition. 

However we have concerns in respect of the Bedford to MK Waterway, a cross county project, that we fully support - see response to Question 8.  

This underlines our deep objection to O & H Properties (Landowners ) and Covanta Energy Ltd (applicant) ignoring local policies and plans for their own commercial gain. 

Highways and Transport
We do not have information on the progress of discussions between Covanta Energy and Network Rail. 

However, under this heading we would raise the major  issues we have in respect of the sustainability and indeed safety of the application due to its site location. 

1. All transportation of waste, services  and indeed  most  employees will be by road for the life of the development.  There is no possibility as put forward in the application, of rail transportation being used in the future in respect of the Bletchley to Bedford rail line.  The East Rail Link supported by a number of authorities is facing problems in respect of the route from MK to Cambridge on a number of counts.  The one that is relevant to this application is that the Bletchley to Bedford Line (known as the Marston Vale Line) is at capacity with an hourly stopping service.  A fact demonstrated by the final options appraisal of the East West Rail Consortium  http://www.eastwestrail.org.uk/reports/  see Central Section Discussion Paper February 2009, noting that all final options reduce the hourly stopping service to two hourly, and none contain a Stewartby Chord.  We consider that Covanta Energy Ltd were well aware that transportation by rail was not possible and sought to mitigate the adverse impact and lack of sustainability by suggesting it was. 

The travel plan proposal to reduce the car travel by employees by 6% is of course not worth the paper it is written on.  Unless a substantial number live in the immediate locality, walking is not an option, even for those in neighbouring communities. Cycling on Green Lane, particularly from Marston Mortaine with an increase of HGV traffic to 594 daily excluding the increased car use from the Stewartby 2500 dwellings, and Hanson HQ would make this mode of transport, so high risk as to be untenable. There is no train station within easy walking distance of the site, and, as stated above, the Marston Vale line currently operates an hourly service which is likely to reduce to two hourly if the EW Rail link goes ahead.  The only bus services in the area are;-  the 160 Bedford to Leighton Buzzard – one a day Monday to Saturday  and the C2  Bedford to Cranfield on Sunday 2 hourly between 8.30 and 18.30. 

2. We have a serious concern in respect of safety. The application proposes that all HGV traffic and indeed most other vehicular movements  will enter and leave via the north part of Green Lane, with the access road just south of an unmanned level crossing, whether it is, as now, a half barrier or indeed a full barrier. It should be born in mind that if the EW rail link progresses, and the final option chosen is that the central route goes from Bletchley to Bedford, there will be 1 “stopping” service every two hours, and 1 hourly fast train from Woburn Sands to Bedford.  The Highway modelling of daily traffic on Green Lane, which is basically a rural road, in 2011 after the new A421, is 855 (88 HGV)  Covanta will bring a further 769 of which over 500 will be HGVs. It should be noted that Stewartby landfill will close in 2014, and therefore there will be a corresponding decrease in HGVs – but there will be still in excess of some 420 + HGVs per day on the northern part of Green Lane. This road and indeed the level crossing were not built to take this kind of traffic.  It is of note that there have been two rail crossing incidents between 2008 and 2010, one of a car zig zagging through the barriers, and one of a crane failing to stop on the warning lights.  But more particularly for what is a rural road, 4 collisions that resulted in personal injury, 1 being fatal, is very high for such a minor road. 

It should be noted that the travel assessment, whilst including the Hanson HQ traffic did not include the 2,500 housing development at Stewartby by O & H Properties, which will significantly increase vehicular movements on Green Lane during peak hours.  We consider this to be misleading. 

3. 75% of waste movement to and from the site will be from the west, based on contracts that are aspired to and tonnage. The Covanta travel assessment notes the potential problems at the north, middle and south roundabouts at Marston Mortain, but does not propose mitigation, and that has to be qualified by the fact that the travel assessment did not include the impact of the 2,500 housing development at Stewartby. 

4. We have major concerns in respect of the effect of the increase of traffic particularly HGVs in respect of the upgraded J13, and the A421 beyond, which is single carriageway. The Highways Agency modelling for improved Junction 13 demonstrated it would be close to capacity with the known development at that time. The Highways Agency modelling did not include, the impact of Covanta, nor Center Parks, nor 2,500 dwellings at Stewartby, nor the proposed expansion of the Prologis Logistic and Distribution Park (subject to transport assessment), nor the relocation of a Haulage facility from Harlington.  The Covanta traffic assessment did not extend beyond the A421 east of Junction 13.  Increase in congestion at both J13 and indeed the A421 to the east will lead to a substantial increase of rat running by HGV and other vehicles through local communities. A full traffic assessment of J13 and the A421 to the east, should be made by Covanta, instead of the limited one submitted, using the highest ADT figures, not the lowest.  

Operations.

 We do not have the ability to answer this question, however we are aware that no agreement has been made in respect of local supply of electricity. Therefore from the application, we assume that the intention is to supply electricity to the national grid. This, as the IPC is aware, is not the most efficient form of electricity generation due to loss of energy. However if the plant was just to incinerate waste without generating electricity, how could it in any limited way be considered sustainable, with its total reliance on road transport. 

Bedford and Milton Keynes Waterway. 

The route of the waterway is made clear on the waterway web site http://www.b-mkwaterway.org.uk/ . This is a project we  whole heartedly support, in addition to our support of the national Marston Vale Community Forest and Millenium Park. It is critically important to the Marston Vale after the depredations and pollution of the past, that the Vale becomes a green lung between the expanding towns of  Milton Keynes and Bedford. The requires delivering improved environmental benefit  both to wildlife, in the form of encouraging biodiversity, particularly in the evolving wetland habitat and to people in the form of enhanced leisure.  The project is supported by business and by  local authorities, who in their Core Strategies, and Local Plans have agreed to  safeguard land along the route from development. Yet again Covanta Energy Ltd by making its application to the IPC has ignored local authority long standing plans for its commercial gain. As has been made clear in  the Bedford and Milton Keynes Registration of Interest, the proposed facility access road and two grid connection routes cross the Waterway route, and if permitted without mitigation could prove fatal to this long standing and well supported project. 

Even with mitigation in respect of the route, as we stated in our registration of interest, we can think of no worse place to put a facility of this type and size. 

It would be:-

Next door to Stewartby Lake Water Sports Centre,

Next door to the Millenium Country Park

Within the boundary of the Marston Vale Community Forest.

Overlooked by the national asset of the Greensand Ridge. 

CHP

There is no evidence in the application of proposals to secure future deployment of CHP, and from our knowledge of the developments proposed in the area, namely the 2,500 homes outside Stewartby  and the housing developments planned at Marston Mortaine no such provision has been either proposed or agreed. 

The IPC will not need to be told that for a facility of this nature to provide energy to the grid, is perhaps the least efficient of energy production from waste due both to the loss of energy in transit, and the waste of heat. Compounded, in energy efficiency terms by its total dependence on road transportation of both waste and employees. 

 Rail Link
As already set out in our comments on Highways and Traffic, the Marston Vale Line (Bletchley to Bedford) has insufficient capacity for any future use by the facility for the transportation of waste. We would refer to Point A of our response under that section. The line has insufficient capacity to deal with the proposed East West Rail Link between MK and Bedford without reducing the current hourly stopping service. 

For this line to be used for the transportation of waste, the line between Bletchley and Bedford would need substantial upgrading, and not even Covanta Energy Ltd would have deep enough pockets to do this, even if it were possible, in terms of land availability. We would suggest that the reference to siding and future rail transportation, is no more than a cynical exercise to divert attention from the fact that all waste, and service transportation and most employee transportation will travel by road, for the life time of the project. 

Draft DCO

We do not have sufficient knowledge of these matters to comment on the particularity. However we do have knowledge of the land owning in the Marston Vale of O & H Properties who are the owners of the land associated with this facility, from our research into the proposed Marston Vale Eco Town, now withdrawn. 

We would ask a naïve question:

Is the extent of the powers being sought under the Draft DCO and consequent extinguishments of rights, less to do with what is required for the function of this facility, and more to do with longer term plans of the current land owners O & H Properties Ltd and future landowners. .  

Other Matters
1. Most of the issues we raised in our registration of interests have been dealt with in our answers to the questions raised by the IPC, and by inclusion under those heading. However one has not that of inadequate consultation. When a facility of this size and impact is being considered, we consider that the level of consultation has been woefully inadequate. Open days have been advertised and indeed held only in the immediate local community, yet the impact of this proposed development will be felt on communities over a much wider area, whether landscape, pollution or traffic. We also consider that the process itself is deeply flawed, and disadvantages all but large organisations. The documents of such applications are very large, and impossible to consider on line, or to print off on any but commercial printers. They were provided to certain locations, (though withdrawn from the Forest Centre), but most of t hese are only accessible by car. Request to the IPC for hard copies of certain key documents were refused, and directed to Covanta, who would only provide a summary, unless substantial payments were made. For example £1,000 for the provision of the Environmental Statements.

2. We further are of the view, that as this application is being considered against draft and revised national policy statements, that all consultees are disadvantaged by not having access to the final NPSs against which to compare the application.  

3. We do not oppose EfW facilities in principle, though opposed to the location and particularly the size of this proposal. We have considered the applicants alternative sites review and if it was considered that it was of regional or indeed national  importance to have a facility of this size, then it is clear from that review that there are more appropriate sites.  In our view based on current national policy in respect of sustainability and climate change a facility of this size should be sited where a)there is good non road transport through hub and spoke arrangements, in respect of both waste and residue transportation b) close enough to sufficient  housing development to maximise CHP, c) well served by public transport for employees and services, c) well designed to mitigate any cumulative effect of the diverse adverse effects of such a development and most importantly d) does not override longstanding economic and environmental local development plans. This last is probably the issue we feel most strongly about in respect of the Governments drive for localism. For the society this application has been “helicopted” in by the applicant, overriding all local councils and parishes consulted policies and plans and is not in accordance with national policies.  

As an addendum we would like to put this application into its historical context to 

demonstrate why there is so much anger in the local and wider communities in respect of this application. It should be remembered that before the depredations and pollution from industrial brick making, the Marston Vale was predominantly high-grade agricultural land. The mineral consents of the 1950s, quite justifiable with the national need at that time,  were, as in the case of Rookery South subject to conditions of restoration of the site following extraction, which were rarely if ever carried out. The activity from London Brick and its descendants to this date was to make application for further industrialisation of the sites, whether as landfill or other industrial uses.   During the time of maximum extraction and brick working, there was heavy pollution of the area causing damage to local population’s health, livestock and the environment, both in the Marston Vale and in other brick working areas – a research area the Society was heavily involved in at that time. 

As extraction and brickworking reduced, the Vale gradually started to recover. The Marston Vale Community Forest project commenced, the incidence of pollution by sulphur compounds and flourins decreased. People and nature began to breathe again. With the reduction of landfill as being unsustainable, even with the lack of compliance to the conditions of Mineral Consents, recovery continued, biodiversity improved, and important wetland areas started to evolve. Outdoor leisure and recreation gained ground.  Then comes the Covanta application to site a huge industrial facility next door to the Millenium Park and Community Forest Centre, and the Stewartby Water Sports Area and putting at risk three local  authority  plans for the Bedford and Milton Keynes Waterway. Moreover, this is an application that will not be decided locally but  by a national body, based on draft national policies. 

Whilst fully understanding that in some cases national interest has to override local interests, this application is not one of them. 

We hope you have found our comments helpful. 

Yours sincerely

F M Fry

Vice Chair Woburn Sands and District Society

fran.fry@wsds.org.uk
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