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29 January 2011

Dear Sir/Madam

Re: 
Application No: EA/EPR/NP3030TV/A001


Applicant: Covanta Energy Limited

We write in respect of Covanta Energy Limited’s application for a permit for Non Hazardous Waste and have considered the guidance for such application. . We have been unable to inspect the application for permit itself, and therefore this response is based on the detailed documents publicly available on line on the IPC web site, in respect of Covanta Energy Limited’s application to the IPC. 

To make the Society’s position clear, whilst not opposed to incineration of non hazardous waste in principle, if no other alternative is possible as opposed to landfill, we are totally opposed to Covanta Energy Limited’s application. The application is not supported by the local authorites concerned, who were developing their own local alternatives to landfill, and it is not supported by a large number of parish and town councils, non statutory organisations and individuals – not just those in the locality.   

Having considered the EA guidance in respect of an application for such a permit, we do not have the technical knowledge of such plants to judge whether Covanta’s application meets the technical requirements however we have serious concerns in respect of some of the less technical elements. We would ask that you consider these when considering whether a permit should be given, and the strength of conditions applied if a permit is given. 

Emissions

The site is located in the Marston Vale, in an area previously used for brick building now recovering in part due to the Marston Vale Community Project initiatives. The vale lies on a line roughly SW to NE, with the Cranfield Plateau to the NW and the Greensand Ridge to the South East. Due to the topography the vale experiences frequent temperature inversions and this resulted in pollutants and emissions from the previous brick building chimneys to be held at low levels, resulting in particulate fall out onto the land, and of course respiratory problems for residents in quite a large area. 

We fully recognise that stack height and modern technology if applied and strictly monitored reduces emissions from stacks, but it does not eliminate them (indeed Covanta Energy Limited has not got a very good record in respect of pollution in other areas). However our concern, based on past experience in the vale, is that the stack will not be high enough at 100-105m, and that at times of temperature inversion, emissions will not disperse at high level, becoming trapped in the vale – resulting in worse problems than was experienced during brick building. 

We are aware that the Civil Aviation Authority will not support a stack higher than 105m  – whether this is from ground level, or taking into account that part of the main structure which is above ground level is unclear.  We are also aware from the Covanta documents that they consider the stack height is sufficient to ensure emission dispersion at high level.

However we consider the risks due to the particular topography and climatic conditions to be such that before any permit is approved, there should be an independent expert assessment to validate these findings. It would be insufficient and indeed unsafe to grant a permit with simply a condition that particulate and nano particulates at low level should not exceed a set level.  

Energy Efficiency

We do not have the technical knowledge of the waste industry to judge whether incineration is the most energy efficient way of disposing of residual waste, though from what we have read it is not, nor do we know if this particular plant in terms of power required and power exported is energy efficient. However the siting of such a plant at this location is not  in the wider sense energy efficient and its requirements to be financially viable is certainly not, for the following reasons:

· all waste and toxic residue transportation to and from the plant is by road. Whilst Covanta Energy Limited states that they will look in the future to using rail transportation, this is just not possible. The Marston Vale Line, which passes the plant, is at capacity. All the options considered in respect of the EW rail link between Milton Keynes and Cambridge required a reduction of the hourly stopping service to two hourly.  

· most employee transportation will be by road, there is no bus service, and due to shift patterns the Marston Vale Line, particularly if reduced would not be practical. The espoused travel plan of a reduction in car use by 6% is not possible. 

· Central Bedfordshire waste is insufficient for the plant to be viable; therefore Covanta Energy Limited is seeking contracts in surrounding authorities of Cambridge, Luton, Milton Keynes/Northampton, Buckinghamshire, and Windsor/Maidenhead. We are advised that they have been unsuccessful in Cambridge, Buckinghamshire, and Hertfordshire; therefore they will be seeking contracts from further afield. All road based transportation. 

Incoming Waste and Outgoing Toxic Residue

All incoming waste and outgoing toxic residue, will be transported by road, along a narrow country road, green lane, across an unmanned level crossing, old A421 and from Covanta transport documents 75% Junction 13 of the M1. Our concern, irrespective of the impact on main transport infrastructure,  is in respect of Green Lane on three counts:

· we would refer to Covanta’s Traffic Assessment Appendix 18 the Road Safety report. It is noted that the site visit was carried out off peak, namely at 10am, but even so the assessors noted speeding traffic who were cutting corners.  Unusually for such a country road, there is a high number of accidents involving personal injury recorded, 4 including 1 fatality. Our concern is that this road is totally unsuitable without substantial remediation to take the level of waste and toxic residue  transportation proposed and will result in an increase in accidents, both at the entrance and between the entrance and the old A421. 

· the site entrance is very close to the unmanned rail crossing. An accident in this area is likely to have knock on consequences to the crossing and perhaps pose a risk to rail passengers.  We understand that Network Rail has outstanding issues with the proposed application, that have not as yet been resolved. 

· the other concern we have in respect of Green Lane is potential flood risk and the effect this may have on transported waste and residue. The site is in Flood Zone 3a irrespective of Covanta raising the facility by 3m. 

We are of the view that due to safety issues, no permit should be permitted, or if permited should be with stringent safety provisions in respect of road users and rail. 

Waste Water Discharge and disposal

Water, flooding etc is a particular interest of the Society and we considered the Covanta Documentation carefully, along with the documents from Anglia Water. The Stewartby Waste Water Treatment works is close to   capacity. Anglia water confirmed that it has the capacity to take domestic wastewater from the site – however that is subject to review following a development of 2,500 dwellings in the area, which will need an upgrade of the treatment plant. However it is also clear from the documentation that Stewartby Treatment Works does not have the capacity to accept the foul water from the MRF run off and EfW ash quench process of approx 50 cubic metres a day in  discharged Trade Effluent with consequent flood risk downstream. We do not need to remind the Environment Agency of the CFMP Great Ouse and tributaries and the Bedford categorisation. 

We are of the view that no permit can or should be allowed, until the upgrade of Stewartby Treatment Works is resolved, which at the time of writing it has not. If however a permit is allowed, it should be conditional that no plant operation should commence until this is resolved.

Contaminated Water Run Off

We have particular concerns in respect of this issue and have considered the Flood Risk Assessment and the locality carefully. Noting that Mill Brook and its Tributaries flow into Stewartby Lake – a well used water sports facility. The site is Flood Zone 3a,  and the EfW  facility is classified as more vulnerable under PPS25 however Phase 1 of the LLRS proposes that the facility will be sited on a plantform 3m above a 1 in 100 flood event. Surface Water management set out to the EA in May 2009. – balancing pond in northwest corner of Rookery South – pumped to Rookery North at 1001/s and Mill brook water course at a rate of 231/s. Water level at Rookery North reduced by 1 mtre to provide storage – surface water stored in Rookery North would be returned by gravity to balancing pond at no more than 231/s. It should be noted that this is the maximum previously consented. 

Hydraulic modelling of Mill Brook and its tributaries indicated that flood water could spill into the Pit as a result of extreme low frequency event – during a 1 in 100 event floodwater may spill from localised area in the upper reach of tributary and in a 1 in 100 event plus climate change floodwater may also spill along a localised reach of the Brook downstream of Pilling Farm. Modelling of a 1 in 1000 year event and partial blocking of the culvert  - gave rise to floodwater spill over the right bank of Brook upstream of culvert – protection from this resulted in increased flows and levels down stream, therefore this spill would be managed by channelling it into balancing pond.  LLRS surface water channels and balancing pond will include an allowance to cater from floodwater spill from Mill Brook following a 1 in 1000 event. 

It is proposed that contaminated water from run off of unprocessed ash store and MRF would be collected to allow solids to settle out before being used in EfW plant, stored and then pumped to foul sewer at 50 cubic metres a day, subject to negotiated consent . Please refer to paragraphs above on Wastewater discharge and disposal and Stewartby treatment works.

Our concerns lie in respect of the contaminated water run off , no matter what controls are in place will contaminate the surface water management systems, particularly during a flood event and contaminate Mill Brook, Stewartby Lake and downstream. 

It is of note that whilst Covanta Energy Ltd will be responsible for the water run off of the unprocessed ash store and MRF, the LLRS Phase One, for the surface water management systems, will be carried out by the landowners O & H Properties.  The latter does not have a good reputation in respect of the environmental care of the Marston Vale, including compliance with planning conditions in respect of old Mineral Consents. Indeed we have concerns that O & H Properties only intend to carry out Phase One of the LLRS to facilitate building the EfW facility, and have no intention of carrying out the remaining phases. 

We are of the view that no permit should be issued until the EA has reviewed the hydraulic modelling and satisfied themselves that there would be no risk of cross contamination between the run off from unprocessed ash store and MRF and the surface water management system.  We are further of the view that should a permit be issued, that a condition of that permit should be that there should be regular monitoring for contaminants of Mill Brook, Rookery North and the balancing pond.  That a requirement of the condition be that if any contamination is found there would be an immediate cessation of processing, and remedial action. 

Monitoring

We are aware of Covanta Energy’s Limited problems in respect of emission in the USA, and that “The New Jersey Department of Environmental Protection is currently reviewing an air operating permit for the Covanta waste-to-energy plant in Newark's Ironbound neighborhood in Essex County. The plant has a long history of pollution violations. A DEP spokeswoman said the decision to renew the permit is still under consideration” – New Jersey.com 2010.  

Whilst this may have little relevance to the plant planned by Covanta for Rookery South, we are of the view that strict, regular monitoring conditions should be applied to any permit issued, with a requirement for work cessation should emission controls be breached. 

We hope this clarifies our concerns in respect of the Covanta’s application for a permit. 

F M Fry, Vice Chair Woburn Sands and District Society.

fran.fry@wsds.org.uk 

