WS           Woburn Sands and District Society

    DS 

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

30/05/11

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 write in response to the responses made by Covanta and others in respect of the questions raised by the IPC. We have considered these carefully including the multiple appendices provided by Covanta. 

Having considered these documents, we remain fully supportive of Central Bedfordshire and Bedford Borough Council’s position in respect of dealing with its residual waste, as defined by  the Councils as “residual waste is municipal waste after comprehensive recycling and composting (including anaerobic digestion) which would otherwise be disposed of to landfill” – in seeking the most appropriate and sustainable solutions as part of their tendering exercise, taking into account the Waste Hierarchy and Proximity Principle. 

Moreover we remain totally opposed to the Covanta Application. 

Our comments below should be read as additional to the comments and issues raised by the 25 councils, and Central Bedfordshire and Bedford Borough Council:

Foul Water disposal

In the original application, domestic foul water, and the foul water from EfW and MRF processes were to be discharged into the main sewer to Stewartby treatment works at a rate of 50 l/s. We previously advised that Stewartby Treatment Works was at capacity and would need considerable upgrading to take this additional flow – indeed it needed upgrading to take the wastewater discharge from the Stewartby housing development. 

We learn from the Addendum to the Flood Risk Assessment that both domestic and EfW and MRF foul water is to be treated, then used on site and discharged to the surface water management system at a rate of 50 l/s.  This latter is part of the LLRS, which is the responsibility of O & H properties, the landowner not Covanta.  

This is a major change in respect of the original application, it is far too major to be just an outline of the alternative strategy that Covanta now wish to follow in respect of foul water discharge.  We would argue that the application cannot be considered by the IPC until the IPC and indeed Anglia Water, the Environment Agency and IDB are in receipt of:

· full details of how this effluent is to be collected, and its contents analysed before being  channelled for treatment.

· full details of how this effluent will be treated prior to reuse in the EfW process

· full details of how the water will be collected and analysed before being  channelled into the surface water drainage system

· full updating of the flood risk assessment, surface water drainage system capacity and whether  the IDB consented  discharge rate of  232 l/s into the culvert will be affected by  flows of 51 l/s

· full assessment of potential  change of quality in respect of discharge into Mill Brook and from there to Stewartby Lake – a major water sport lake. 

· full assessment of affect on ground water and aquifer, bearing in mind that there are at least  two licensed abstraction points in the locality.  

We note that Covanta is seeking to put the responsibility for this change of strategy on Anglian Water, which is of course ludicrous as it has been clear from Day One that Stewartby  Works did not have the capacity to take this foul water discharge without major upgrade. We assume that Covanta was not willing to meet the cost of this, nor willing to meet Anglia Water’s conditions. 

Overriding Public Interest in respect of Need, availability of alternatives, prematurity and proportionality
It is accepted that municipal, commercial and industrial waste is required to be dealt with in accordance with the waste hierarchy (reduce, reuse, recycle, energy recovery and disposal) , and in accordance with the proximity principle i.e. that waste should be disposed of (or otherwise managed) close to the point at which it is generated at regional or sub regional level and, where this is not possible  priority should be given to transportation by rail or water. 

Covanta based its application on what it described as local catchments area: Bedfordshire, Buckinghamshire, Luton, MK and South Northamptonshire, Windsor and Maidenhead,  and Cambridgeshire. As is clear from the application and subsequent documents, all transportation would be by road. Rail transportation whilst raised as a theoretical possibility some time in the future, is not physically possible on the existing local and wider rail network. 

The facility has a need for between 585,000 tonnes nominal to 645,000 tonnes maximum to be economically viable.    

As the IPC is well aware  in respect of the application’s proposed  waste catchment area:

· Buckinghamshire’s contract has gone elsewhere as Covanta had not provided the full cost in respect of covenants as part of its bid. Therefore it is not needed, an alternative has been used.  

· Bedford, Central Bedfordshire  and Luton -  there is no agreement on the amount of residual waste from municipal, commercial and industrial. The three areas are seeking the most appropriate local solutions for residual waste and assessed a number of different sites that could be used. There is a clear need for the solutions to the residual waste, but there are alternatives that would be more sustainable, and recover more energy for local use. The Local Authority process has not been completed and this application seeks to gazump that process. It is therefore not needed in this authority area, there are alternatives, it is premature, and it is not proportional to local need as set out. 

· MK and South Northamptonshire’s PFI is no more – so Covanta has increased the catchment area to the whole of Northamptonshire. We can find no evidence from the paperwork submitted that Covanta is involved in any competitive tendering outside Milton Keynes at this time. Milton Keynes, in its own policies, has made clear that it intends to follow the proximity principle.  So the residual waste tonnage municipal, commercial and industrial tonnage set out in the SOC 16th May is not to be relied on to demonstrate need.  Again there are alternative, and therefore this application is both premature, and not proportional to Milton Keynes’ need. 

· Cambridgeshire – as is made clear in the response from Cambridgeshire County Council that working jointly with Peterborough their requirements have been broadly met, and there is already planning permission for a large EfW facility in Peterborough. Further that this facility is looking to utilise the RDF locally.  We note that Cambridgeshire County Council also consider that having two large EfW facilities holds out the prospect of more long distance movement of waste, which is considered undesirable, particularly in Cambridgeshire where trunk road capacity is under pressure. Therefore this application in respect of Cambridgeshire is not needed;- alternatives have been found and agreed. 

· Windsor and Maidenhead – Covanta has a bid in place in this area – however there are no rail or water links for waste transportation, and it is well outside both the region and locality. The application may be needed by the locality, however there are more appropriate and sustainable alternatives, and therefore it is premature and completely out of proportion.  

In summary we can not see how the application can be justified by it being in the public interest in respect of:

· need  – Each of the local authority areas has the capability of generating its own local solutions to residual waste. Electricity supplied to the national grid is the least efficient of EfW models, and the fact that the facility will be able to generate CHP is nothing if there is no development close enough for this to be of benefit. We note Gallagher’s have expressed an interest in respect of CHP but the Wixams is not close enough for this to be of practical use, nor is there any indication from any of the Covanta documents that, other than just  having CHP capacity, that there are any  realistic plans in place to  take this forward. In the same way as preserving land for a rail siding, which is still not agreed with landowner, has no practical purpose when when there is no intention or indeed possibility of using rail transport.  

· lack of alternatives – There are a range of alternatives available many of which are more energy productive and efficient. Indeed local multi faceted solutions will probably be more efficient and effective than a one size fits all model in meeting waste hierarchy requirements. 

· proportionality – a facility of this size, which is reliant on residual waste contracts from outside the  locality because the local residual waste need is not enough, is certainly not proportionate. 

· prematurity - As the application is seeing to gazump due process in local authority areas, it is certainly premature. 

In previous submissions, Covanta indicated that they would not be willing to have a condition of planning application approval to limit the catchment areas to those contract areas  set out in its application nor in any way to  limit the area in which it could seek contracts. This basically means that if such a condition were not in place, and that if the application was successful, Covanta would be free to seek residual waste contracts from wherever it liked, irrespective of the proximity principle set out in both European Law, and UK Planning Policy and Regional LA policy. We note, in respect of this latter point, the Appendix Extracts from the Report on the Cambridge and Peterborough Mineral and Waste Strategy – where the inspector states that the RSS does not preclude waste from other catchment areas where it reduces long distance movement of waste or allows treatment at the most appropriate facility. Emphasising the need for sustainability.  It should be noted that we find the selective quoting from very limited sections of decisions made,  without the contextual whole, to be a very unsatisfactory aspect of the Covanta Appendices. Indeed in some cases the lack of the  complete section or topic appears to us to be thoroughly misleading

Residual Waste

We considered carefully Covanta’s response to the IPC question 3 in respect of the measures the applicant would take to ensure that only residual waste would be accepted, particularly with respect to commercial and industrial waste.   We were concerned to see that there will be no screening process on site, not only with respect to inappropriate disposal of waste that could be reused or recycled, but also with respect to ensuring that no hazardous waste is accepted by the facility. Covanta appears to be relying on market forces to ensure only residual waste sent to the site. We do not consider that this is sufficient. There should be a screening process on site to ensure that the waste that is accepted is residual non hazardous waste. 

Green lane Rail Crossing – Question 3 and Draft Protective Provision Protection of Railway Interest 

Network Rails study into what is required to make the rail crossing safe, will not be available till August. We note that Covanta considers that all the crossing requires is widening and therefore they intend to proceed on that basis. We note that in the Draft Protective Provision Protection of Railway Interest, that if this is not agreed, then Covanta will implement unilaterally.

Until Network Rail’s study into what is required is available, and Covanta have agreed to carry out that work, then it is difficult to see how this application can proceed. It is certainly not for Covanta to decide what is required in respect of rail safety. That responsibility lies with Network Rail. 

Draft Development Consent Obligations – Amended
We note that this has not been agreed with BB, or CBC in respect of the Green Lane Work required but more particularly we have carefully considered the aspect of Bedford to MK Waterway section. 

It should be remembered that the Bedford to MK Waterway has cross authority support, and cross Regional Support and that Covanta’s grid connection could be fatal to the route that the waterway is planned to follow, as agreed by local authorities. 

We note that Covanta’s initial response to this was that the route would have to be changed rather than grid connection be diverted. 

Now, in the Technical Note on why the RRF will not prejudice the Bedford to MK Waterway, Covanta  have stated that they will bury the grid connection to a level that they consider will not prejudice the route but will divert if required. This is not what the Draft Consent Obligations – Amended states, and, additionally the conditions set out are so unreasonable – in respect of a waterway that is being constructed in sections,  as to be meaningless. Work has commenced on the first section. 

18.1 The Owner and/or Covanta shall on satisfaction of the conditions in Paragraph 18.2 below

pay the BMK Waterway Costs to the Councils or either of them.

18.2 The conditions referred to in Paragraph 18.1 are as follows:

18.2.1 that the BMK Waterway Permission has been granted;

18.2.2 a construction contract has been let for the BMK Waterway; and

18.2.3 the Owner and/or Covanta are provided with evidence to their satisfaction that the

Grid Connection needs to be diverted to enable the construction and/or operation

of the BMK Waterway.

However it is qualified in the glossary under Bedford MK Waterway Permissions with “ to the extent that without any of the above the BMK Waterway cannot be constructed and/or

operated.”
So basically Covanta maintains its stance that grid connection will go ahead as planned, except deeper, and we would question from their conditions whether they have any intention of paying the cost of later diversion of the grid connection, when they appear to be unwilling to  incur the cost of such diversion  during construction, being still of the view that it is the waterway that should be diverted.  In our view this is a token gesture to avoid the potential risk of a showstopper. 

Supplementary Evidence of Bedford MK Waterway

We note the contents of this document, which reinforces our view as stated above.  . 

We hope you have found our additional comments useful.

Yours sincerely

F M Fry

Vice Chair 

Woburn Sands and District Society

. 

