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Schedule 1 : Planning Applications for determination by Board

W2008/1083 Construction and Operation of 'Energy From Waste' Centre including
new buildings, new access and car parking, integral offices, weighbridge,
landscaping works Land adjacent to, Grange Lane, Redhill, Telford,
Shropshire. Recommendation Code: FR - Ward: Muxton............cccoeeeeeeeeeeennnn.
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Agenda Type : A

W2008/1083 Construction and Operation of 'Energy From Waste' Centre including
new buildings, new access and car parking, integral offices, weighbridge,
landscaping works

Land adjacent to, Grange Lane, Redhill, Telford, Shropshire.

Recommendation Code: FR

Ward: Muxton

APPLICANT: RECEIVED ON:
SITA (UK) Ltd 19/09/08
PARISH WARD CASE OFFICER:
Lilleshall & Donnington Muxton Kate Stephens

OBJECTIONS RECEIVED: YES

MAIN ISSUES: departure from development plan, Wrekin Local Plan,
predominantly greenfield site need for the waste treatment facility, prematurity,
landscape and visual amenity, loss of Green Network, impact on landfill restoration,
impact on recreational amenity and Granville Country Park, alternative sites,
highways/traffic, environmental impacts (such as air quality, noise, health impacts),

1.0 Proposal

1.1 In September 2008 SITA (UK) Ltd submitted an application to construct an
Energy from Waste plant on a 4.15 hectare site adjacent to the existing
Granville Landfill Site. The proposal is described in detail in section 3, but in
brief it comprises the following key features:-

e Erection of an Energy from Waste (EfW) incineration plant that would
process 62,000 tonnes of waste per annum.

e The incineration process would produce approximately 17 megawatts of
steam energy, capable of being converted into electrical and heat energy.

e Facility would operate 24 hours a day, 7 days a week, apart from any
planned (2 per year) and unplanned shutdowns.

e Waste deliveries would take place between 7am — 8pm Mondays to
Fridays and 8am — 5pm Saturdays and Sundays.

e Building to contain the combustion kiln, boiler, offices, control room, waste
reception bunkers and would measure 105m length, 63m wide and 32m
high, together with a 65m high chimney stack.

e Waste burned in an oscillating kiln, gases would be treated before being
expelled from the chimney and approximately 15,000 tonnes of combined
fly ash (residue from chimney) and bottom ash (from the kiln) would be
removed from site.
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e Construction would take up to 2 years with further 4 months of
commissioning.

e Site adjacent to existing Granville Landfill site and Community Recycling
Centre, within the built up urban boundary but on designated Green
Network approximately 2.5kms from Telford town centre.

e Access would be via the existing access to the landfill and Community
Recycling Centre (CRC) sites along Grange Lane off the A(5)T.

Energy from Waste (EfW) is a collective term for a number of thermal
treatment techniques. The most commonly used to date in the UK is referred
to as Mass Burn or direct combustion (incineration), such as the proposed
plant at Granville, in which waste is burned to provide heat, which is then
used to generate electricity. Some heat can be used for industrial or
community heating as well as power generation and this is referred to as
combined heat and power (CHP).

Unlike anaerobic digestion, EfW incineration plants can burn any organic
materials, including those that are not readily degradable such as wood
based wastes and plastics. The outputs of direct combustion plants produce
incinerator bottom ash (IBC) and fly ash, which is a product of the abatement
processes used to remove pollutants from the flue gases. The bottom ash
can be used as a secondary aggregate, subject to quality criteria. The fly ash
must be disposed of as a hazardous waste.

Planning officers have visited a similar EfW incineration plant operated by the
applicant near Grimsby and seen it in operation.

THE APPLICATION SITE AND SURROUNDINGS

The application site occupies 4.15ha of predominantly undeveloped
grassland currently in use for grazing on the eastern fringe of Telford,
approximately 2.5kms from the centre of Telford (as crow flies). An area of
0.15ha of land in the north eastern and south western corners of the site is in
temporary use as a car park for landfill site employees and for siting a
portakabin associated with the adjacent temporary landfill site. To the east,
the site is bounded by a Community Recycling Centre and existing Granville
landfill site, which has planning permission for the deposit of waste to the end
of 2025. The landfill restoration scheme for the landfill site includes nature
conservation with public access creating recreational value.

Immediately to the west of Grange Lane lies a kennels/cattery (the nearest
residential property) and further agricultural land. To the south west,
approximately 100m from the south-western boundary of the application area,
lies Windings Naturist campsite, which occupies a former collier site. To the
south and south east lies further agricultural land and countryside. To the
north there is further agricultural land and riding school facilities.
Approximately 0.15ha in the north eastern corner of the site has temporary
planning permission (to 12/1/2011) for car parking for employees for the
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adjacent landfill and the south eastern part of the site is currently used for
temporary offices and car parking associated with the landfill (permitted to
31/8/2012).

The site lies within the built up area of Telford but immediately adjacent to the
boundary with the Borough’s rural area and is designated Green Network on
the Wrekin Local Plan Proposals Map. This is part of a larger swathe of
Green Network that extends northwards to the southern edges of Muxton and
westwards towards Redhill Way. The boundary of the Borough with the
newly formed Shropshire Council lies approximately 600m to the east. The
nearest residential housing estates of Priorslee off Castle Farm Way lie
approximately 700m to the south of the site. The site is accessed via Grange
Lane off the A5(T), which also serves as the existing public vehicular access
for both the Granville landfill site and the Community Recycling Centre.

To the north of the site a Local Nature Reserve and Granville Country Park
which is a valuable recreation area for Telford & Wrekin residents. The
importance of the Granville Country Park and its wider setting was discussed
in the Committee Report for the extension of the adjacent Granville Landfill
Site (W2006/0232, Page 21, 12" December 2007) which states that: ‘“this
[landfill] application cannot be considered in a vacuum without regard to the
surrounding area. It is very important to remember that Granville Landfill site
lies adjacent to Granville Country Park, a very important recreational area for
the local community, as well as having important archaeological and
ecological sites within it, e.g. Muxton Marsh SSSI and the Lodge Furnaces”

This statement continues to be relevant with this current application. Despite
the adjacent landfill site, which currently degrades the land resource in this
area, it must be recognised that this is temporary in nature. The purpose of
the green network designation is to look to the longer term regarding the
future role that this land will have as high quality urban fringe landscape with
increased recreation value following restoration of the landfill site.

The site within the Green Network to the east/north east of Telford is highly
accessible to the urban area including a large residential population. It is the
only area of urban fringe which is set out with contiguous green network to
the north and north east of Telford urban area. The vision for this area of
Green Network is to restore the landfill site in order to draw people to this
area which has long distance and pleasant views to the north and north east
over the Shropshire Plain.

Also to the north of the application site is a golf course which provides formal
recreation and has views to the south including towards the proposed EfW
site. This is one of the few golf courses in the area. Muxton Marsh SSSI is
located approximately 1.5km to the north of the site and the Shropshire Hills
Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty is located approximately 7km to the south
west of the site.

THE PROPOSAL
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This section is a non-technical description of the proposed application, its
intended operation and incineration processes. Full details can be found in
the applicant’s supporting Environmental Statement (ES) and supporting
technical appendices, which are available for public inspection with the
application. The various conclusions mentioned in this section are those of
the applicant and not necessarily shared by officers.

The application seeks to develop an Energy from Waste (EfW) incineration
plant and ancillary developments including access from the adjacent Granville
Landfill site access road, circulation roads, offices and visitors centre; car
parking, weighbridge; air cooled condensers, oil storage tank, water storage
and attenuation ponds and landscaping.

The Environmental Statement identifies that the EfW plant would be powered
by approximately 62,000 tonnes of mainly municipal waste per annum.
However in correspondence from the applicant, dated 1st May 2009 and 24"
September 2009, it is established that the plant could take commercial waste.
The annual output from the operation would be approximately 17 megawatts
of steam energy, capable of being converted in part to electrical energy but
also for heat energy and which could be used to supply combined heat and
power to local businesses. The application itself does not include end users
or infrastructure to provide onward transport of heat or power. About 15,000
tonnes per annum of ash residue from the incineration process would be
removed from site by lorry for recycling, landfill or further treatment at a
specialist facility. Access to the site would be via Grange Lane off the A5(T)
which is also the existing public vehicular access to the Community Recycling
Centre and the landfill site.

The EfW incineration facility is proposed in a building which would also house
a waste reception hall, waste crusher and ash bunker, offices, workshops and
visitor centre. The maximum dimensions of the main building as proposed
are 105m long, 63m wide and 32m high - together with a chimney stack for
dispersion of waste gases measuring 65m in height and approximately 2m in
diameter. The total footprint of the building is approximately 4,900sq m. i.e.
about 0.5 hectares. A significant proportion of the site area (approximately
1.9 ha) is associated with a screening mound and landscaping on the western
part of the site. A further 0.4ha (approximately) of land in the south eastern
part of the site is open, with the remainder comprising access and circulation
roads, water storage and attenuation ponds, car parking, air cooled
condensers, oil tank and further planting.

The process

The application is made for the processing of non-hazardous mainly residual
municipal waste or wastes with similar characteristics.

Waste would be delivered to site by refuse collection vehicles and other
vehicles. There would be no pre-treatment of the waste with the exception of
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bulky items which would be crushed at reception. The vehicles would drive
into the building and into the waste reception hall and discharge their waste
into large concrete bunkers. The waste reception hall is 55m long and 36.5m
wide and is kept closed by industrial doors, except when vehicles enter and
leave. The concrete storage bunkers would have capacity to store up to 5
days’ supply of waste, enough to enable the plant to operate continuously
during the weekend and bank holiday periods when there would be no
delivery of waste.

Waste from the bunker would be grabbed by an overhead crane and then fed
into a hopper, which is a square steel cone that directs waste to slide down
into a rectangular chute and eventually into the oscillating combustion cell or
kiln to be burned. The chute would be kept full to ensure there is always
waste available to feed the combustion cell. A ram or “pusher” controls the
waste entering the kiln - about 600kg of waste per push and about 10-12
pushes per hour are needed to keep the kiln fed (see attached plans and
diagrams).

The waste would then be burned under controlled combustion conditions in
an oscillating (moving backward and forwards) kiln cell which would be
completely enclosed. The air would be controlled to ensure efficient
combustion conditions and to ensure a high carbon burn out, in order to meet
the European Waste Incineration Directive that requires less than 3% total
organic carbon in the bottom ash (one of the end waste products).

The kiln (effectively a long thin barrel) is designed to oscillate by rocking
slowly backwards and forwards on its longitudinal axis. This motion causes
the waste inside the kiln to roll around and break up, and in doing so provides
fresh material at the surface for combustion and ensures a very efficient burn.
The rocking motion of the kiln causes the waste to gradually move down the
length of the kiln. By the time the waste has reached the end of the length of
the kiln it would have burned, leaving only a mix of ash and clinker, which are
collected within the building and transported off site for disposal.

Combustion gases would exit the combustion cell through an enclosed
opening and enter the post combustion chamber (PCC). A proportion of fine
particles and volatile compounds would combust fully in the PCC. The PCC
ensures that flue gases have a two second residence time at above 850°C,
which is a requirement of the Waste Incineration Directive. At the base of the
PCC there are hoppers that take any dust that falls out of the gas. The top of
the PCC is connected to the boiler.

Flue gasses would be treated within the PCC to remove dust, acid gases,
dioxins/furans (organic compounds produced in combustion process) and
heavy metals. The emissions from the 65m high stack would have to comply
with the emission levels permitted under the European Waste Incineration
Directive and by the Environmental Permit that the applicants must obtain
from the Environment Agency before the plant can operate.
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There are various technologies to treat the gases and the selection would be
made in conjunction with the Environment Agency when an Environmental
Permit application is submitted. Processes are applied to the gases to
neutralise the acid gases, activated carbon would be injected to control and
absorb dioxins/furans and mercury. Other systems would be needed to
control Oxides of Nitrogen and inject other reducing agents.

After the various reagents have been injected, the flue gas would pass
through an enclosed filter (like a long sock filter bag) to remove any excess
reagents, salts of acid gas neutralisation and activated carbon powder. Any
dust particles would collect on the outside of the filters. At regular intervals a
pulse of compressed air would knock the dust off the filters and this would fall
down into hoppers. Between the filter and the stack there is a large fan,
which would pull the gas through the system creating a small vacuum to
prevent dust escape. The height of the stack was selected after running
models of dispersion patterns with weather and topographical patterns.

Dust from the hoppers would then be removed by an enclosed conveyor to a
residue storage silo — the resdeiue silo is a closed steel structure with a cone
at its base so that waste can be loaded directly into a sealed road tanker for
onward transport.

Ash and clinker from both the PCC and combustion cell would fall into
separate water baths to quench the hot material down to ambient
temperatures and to ensure no dust or steam escapes. Cooled ash and
clinker would be removed from the water bath and moved to the ash bunker
area. Here ferrous scrap material that has not burned would be removed.
The ferrous material and bottom ash would then be stored in separate
bunkers before loading into bulk vehicles for onward transport to suitably
licensed off-site facilities or recycling (bottom ash is used in the construction
business). The loading would take place within the building so that noise and
dust would be contained.

Energy Recovery and Utilistation

Heat recovery from the hot combustion gases takes place in the boiler, which
is connected directly to the PCC. An external heat exchanger will be fitted to
recover further energy from the flue gas and will recover low grade heat in a
hot water circuit that will be sued to reheat boiler feed water.

A turbine-generator set will convert the high pressure steam into electricity by
passing the steam over a series of turbine blades attached to a central shaft.
This shaft is then attached to a generator that produces electricity.

By the very nature of combustion, energy is produced in the form of heat and
this materialises in the form of hot exhaust gases. To utilise this energy, it is
common practice to produce high pressure steam in a boiler. This allows for
the production of electrical power as well as a useful transmission medium for
heat energy.
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The boiler will produce steam at high enough temperature and pressure to
allow the steam to be converted into mechanical power in a steam turbine.
Heat can also be exported in the form of hot water.

Electricity generated from the plant would be fed into the national grid via a
new 33kV connection proposed at the Donnington Primary substation, which
will require installation of new cable and upgrade of existing underground
cables. Any permissions required for the propose cable along the route from
the site to the substation will be subject of separate applications.

Heat energy can also be exported in a number of ways depending on the
requirements of the end user. The plant will be equipped with appropriate
connections to distribute heat to an appropriate location should a demand for
the heat be identified. There are a number of potential recipients in the
nearby industrial premises at Donnington Wood Business Park.

Operating Hours

The facility would operate 24 hours a day, 7 days a week, apart from any
planned and unplanned shutdowns. There are typically two planned
shutdowns per year for maintenance each lasting approximately 7 days.
Waste deliveries would take place between 7am — 8pm Mondays to Fridays
and 8am — 5pm Saturdays and Sundays. However, there may be occasions
when the plant would be required to receive waste outside these hours, for
example in emergencies. During shutdowns, waste would be diverted from
the facility to other disposal or processing sites, including the adjacent
Granville landfill site.

Construction

Construction of the EfW plant would take some 2 years and this would be
followed by a commissioning period of up to 4 months. Construction works
would take place between 7am — 7pm Monday to Friday and from 7am — 4pm
on Saturdays. Noisy activities such as piling would not take place on
Saturday afternoon. In the event that it is necessary to have extended
working hours, this would by agreement with the Council in advance. A
Construction Environmental Management Plan would be prepared to confirm
the exact construction methodologies to be used. A landscape screen bund
will be constructed fairly early on so as to act as noise bund to the nearest
property while construction continues.

Building Design

The building would house the EfW incineration plant with kiln and boiler,
waste reception hall, waste crusher, waste bunker, ash collection bunkers,
offices/meeting rooms, control room, visitor centre.

The building would have a basically rectangular footprint measuring at its
largest dimensions 105m long, 63m wide and 32m high - together with a



Date 07" December 2009 Page8

3.26

3.27

3.28

3.30

3.31

3.32

3.33

chimney stack for dispersion of waste gases measuring 65m in height and
approximately 2m in diameter. The curved roof and the stepped elevations
aim to break up the bulk and mass of the building as well as its apparent
scale.

The design of the building has been dictated by the operational requirements
of the plant, whilst at the same time aiming to be sympathetic to its
surroundings and respond positively to the physical constraints of the site.
The building has been designed and orientated with the aim of minimising the
visual appearance from sensitive view points of the site. The applicant
proposes that a careful choice of a colour palette of materials and finishes
would help the building to sit well in this location and not detract from the
surroundings. The building would be clad in various coloured profiled
cladding of shades of dark greens and mid to light greys. The 65m high and
2m diameter slim line steel chimney stack would be epoxy painted in light

grey.

There would be 24 flood lights; each 8m high fitted with low light pollution
angled light heads. These would be used when light levels dictate. The
proposed lights have been designed to have minimal light spillage to reduced
potential for light pollution impacts.

Air Quality

The applicant has undertaken a 12 month air quality monitoring survey
around Telford. The air quality of the proposed development has been
assessed with reference to relevant air quality standards. The ES concludes
that no breaches of air quality objectives or guidelines are predicted.

The impact of atmospheric emissions on nearby sensitive environmental
receptors, i.e. Muxton Marsh SSSI, is not considered by the applicant to be
significant.

The impact on human health was evaluated as follows: A health risk
assessment was carried out for dioxins and furans. This concluded that the
contribution from the EfW incineration plant would be 0.2% of the Tolerable
Daily Intake for a local adult. Contrasted against a hypothetical individual with
maximum exposure this intake would rise to only 1.63% of the Tolerable Daily
Intake. A similar assessment was carried out for heavy metals. This
concluded that the intake was insignificant and that the overall lifetime
carcinogenic risk was around 1 in a million.

The potential for combined emissions from the Ironbridge Power Station to
the south of Telford together with the Granville landfill site and emissions from
the proposed EfW incineration plant has been considered in the ES and it has
concluded that no breaches of air quality objectives are predicted.

The ES therefore concludes overall that the impact of emissions from the
proposed EfW plant on the general population, local community and the
environment would be acceptable.



Date 07" December 2009 Page9

3.34

3.35

3.36

3.37

3.38

Plume visibility

Visibility of the plume will vary with weather conditions, and times of day and
year. Flue gases would contain water vapour as steam. As flue gases cool in
the atmosphere, stream condenses and can become visible. As the steam
disposes from the chimney the condensed water also disperses, so that the
plume stops being visible. Therefore on a cold day or night, steam
condenses more quickly so is more likely to be visible, and on calm conditions
the plume will mix with the surrounding air more slowly, and so the plume will
be visible for longer. Generally longer visible plumes are seen on still winter
mornings and there is more chance of seeing the plume in the morning than
in the afternoon. Also over the course of a year, the plume would be less
visible in the summer and most visible during the winter months of December,
January and February.

From modelling of weather conditions over the last 5 years the applicants
have calculated that the plume will be visible for 10% of the time. However,
the plume lengths of more than 65m will only be visible for around 0.4% of the
time and the plume will only be visible beyond the site boundary for around
0.6% of the time. The applicant therefore concludes that the impact of the
plume visibility will be low.

Landscape and Visual Impact

The ES states that the proposed development lies within the regional Estates
Farmland Character Area but it considers it more typical of the adjacent
Coalfields Landscape Character Area. It is considered by the applicant that
the proposals would have a slight/moderate impact on the surrounding
landscape, mainly through aesthetic and perception changes to the local
landscape as a result of the building, but the ES considers this impact would
be largely localised. Given the scale and size of the proposed buildings the
design is considered by the applicant to be successful in minimising the
extent and degree of adverse landscape and visual impacts to within
acceptable levels overall.

The ES also considers that the site is well screened by nearby landforms,
concentrating the main visual impacts into a small visually contained area.
The ES concludes overall that the application site can accommodate the
proposed development more easily than other character areas in the
Borough.

Traffic

The applicant advises that the waste that would go to the proposed EfW
incineration plant at Granville is currently already going to the Granville landfill
via the existing road network. Therefore initially, the proposed development
would be simply diverting a proportion of the incoming waste to the EfW
centre rather than sending it directly to landfill. The residual bottom ash could
be disposed of in landfill, but SITA prefer to transport it away for recycling.
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Residual fly ash (from the chimney) would have to be taken off-site for
specialist treatment. Ferrous scrap residues would be separated out and
taken to other facilities for reprocessing off-site.

The existing landfill and community recycling operations at Granville currently
attract 19,091 HGV’s a year (which equates to 38,182 movements). In
addition the Community Recycling Centre attracts approximately 75,000
private cars a year.

The ES considers that the EfW incineration plant would have a limited impact
on transportation in terms of traffic flows, as the adjacent landfill site already
attracts the waste to be transported to the EfW. The proposed development
would divert a proportion of this waste to the EfW incineration plant. Some of
the residual waste not suitable for burning would be diverted back to landfill.

There would be an increase in vehicle movements should current rates of
infilling at the landfill site resume once the EfW incineration plant is
operational. However, this potential level of increase is considered to be
within the existing capacity of the landfill operation and therefore considered
by the applicant not to be significant.

The ES states that a combination of existing and proposed traffic flows
reveals that the development would have a continuous but insignificant
impact. SITA propose to implement a Travel Plan to encourage and facilitate
more sustainable transportation by its staff.

There would be 28 parking spaces at the rear (north) of the building
comprising 18 for staff, 10 for visitors including 2 disabled spaces for
staff/visitors. There would also be provision for coach parking and cycles.

A clock-wise one-way system is proposed around the site using a single
entry/exit point off Grange Lane - see site plan. Vehicles carrying waste
entering the site would first pass over the weighbridge before entering the
building and reception hall to discharge waste. They would then drive through
the reception hall, out the back of the building and continue clockwise round
the outside of the building and back round to where they entered the site.
The internal access road would be sufficiently long to prevent vehicles
queuing out of the site and onto Grange Lane towards the CRC.

Alternative sites

The applicant short-listed 13 alternative sites as part of an initial desk based
assessment, of which 9 were chosen by the applicant (plus the application
site) for further evaluation and appraisal and these are listed below:-

Granville EfW incineration application site

Halesfield Industrial estate, whole estate but with 4 sites highlighted.
Hortonwood Industrial Estate (considered whole estate)

Donnington Wood

Nedge Hill Business Park
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Stafford Park Industrial Estate (considered whole estate)
Audley Ave employment site in Newport

Watling Street Grange

Woodhouse Farm (east of landfill site)

Former sugar beet factory at Allscott (west of Telford)

The applicant concluded that the proposed site was the most appropriate site
because it had been allocated at one time in an emerging Waste DPD.
Officers would add here that this Waste DPD was withdrawn following
criticism from the independent Planning Inspector and is no longer relevant—
this matter is referred to later in more detail in this report in para 7.100. The
proposed site is away from significant built up areas and residential
development, it is an existing waste management site and has good access
to the primary road network and the Green Network and landscape impacts
can be addressed.

Noise

Any noise generated by the development is likely to arise during construction,
with associated traffic movements (which will be for a temporary duration,)
and the normal operation of the proposed plant itself 24 hours a day all year
round.

During construction there is likely to be vibration noise as well. There will be
different noises throughout the construction process depending what phases
and works are being undertaken. Foundation work may involve piling
(loudest), whereas formation of the landscape bund is more likely to involve
earth moving vehicles. Some noise will be sustained, other noise will be for a
limited duration. There will also be increased noise form construction HGV'’s,
in addition to the existing HGV traffic to the landfill site. The landscape bund
would be constructed as soon as possible so as to reduce noise reducing the
nearest residential property. However the applicant is proposing construction
hours are limited to of between 7am — 7pm Monday to Friday and from 7am —
4pm on Saturdays.

Noise from the plant operation is likely to be greatest at night, as during the
day there will be higher ambient noise levels including noise from the existing
landfill site, at least up until it ceases to operate. There will be noise from
HGV’s bringing waste but this will not be dissimilar to existing HGV noise
visiting the landfill site. The noise emitted from the fan via the exhaust stack
has the greatest potential to contribute to community noise, but it will be
steady. At night there will not be any HGV movement.

The ES states that 16 noise receptor points were identified within the locality
and noise monitoring was undertaken at 9 locations selected to be
representative of the noise environment at these points. The noise
assessment showed that the ambient noise residual impact would be mainly
negligible, though this impact rises to medium at the nearest property at the
Cottage Kennels.
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The proposals include mitigation measures to reduce the impact of noise and
vibration. These include preparation of a Construction Environmental
Management Plan, controls over times of working during construction and
temporary and permanent landscape bunding adjacent to the Cottage
Kennels to reduce noise and vibration impacts to acceptable levels.

Ecology

The ES found no evidence of the presence of badgers, bats, dormice, reptiles
and Great Crested Newts during initial surveys. However, potential
disturbance to bat roosts and the potential for Great Crested Newts in the
nearby pond were identified. Further survey work confirmed the absence of
Great Crested Newts within the application site.

Landscape proposals, including a new wildlife pond and retention of the
majority of the boundary features provide an opportunity for habitat creation
and management and minimise disturbance to bat flight lines and foraging
habitats. Also, the proposed lighting scheme for the site has been designed
to maximise the probability of bats continuing to use the site. The ES
concludes that the only potentially significant residual impacts would be loss
of other habitat but these would be restricted to the site.

Water Resources

The potential impacts on the water environment are the impact on water
quality and the impact on the hydraulic regime of the area. There is a
potential risk to surface water and ground water quality during construction,
from fuel spillages from diesel machines and plant, and from solids getting
into surface run-off. The application site is also located on the minor aquifer
of the Keele Beds (Upper Coal Measures) in the upper reaches of the River
Strine catchment.

The ES considers that due to the proposed method of working and site
restoration, potential impacts to both water quality and water resources have
been minimised. A number of appropriate mitigation measures have been
identified and the applicant intends to utilise Sustainable Drainage (SUD’s)
practices. Overall mitigations measures would include good site practice and
inclusion of attenuation lagoons for surface water runoff, to ensure surface
water run-off rates do not exceed existing green field rates. In addition, a
surface water quality monitoring programmed should be undertaken to assess
any possible effects on the local surface water regime and allow remedial
action to be taken if appropriate.

The ES overall concludes that with respect to the water environment, there
are no significant residual impacts or cumulative effects associated with the
proposed development, after consideration of the identified mitigation
measures.

Geotechnics
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The application site lies on the Upper Coal Measures and all soils on site are
considered to be natural. There is no evidence of the presence of made
ground or colliery spoil. The proposed development would disturb the natural
topsoil, a silty-clay stratum and the underlying bedrock.

The ES considers that given the absence of hazardous ground conditions, the
mitigation measures would be restricted to good construction practices
designed to minimise and mitigate the impacts on the proposed construction
on soil quality thus protecting its physical properties and contaminant free
status.

The applicant concludes that with respect to geology, ground conditions and
land quality, there are no significant residual impacts or cumulative effects
associated with the proposed development, after consideration of the
identified mitigation measures.

Agriculture

The ES reports that only a small area of agricultural land would be
permanently removed from potential agricultural use and impact on nearby
agricultural receptors is deemed to be insignificant. Loss of soils would be
minimised through implementation of a soil management strategy and use of
the soils within the temporary and permanent landscape schemes.

Archaeology

The ES reports that there are no recorded heritage features within the site.
There is little recorded prehistoric activity in the locality, although in the
Roman period Watling Street was constructed to the south, with an
associated camp and small town settlement. During the medieval period the
site lay within a wooded deer park, and a grange attached to the Abbey of
Lilleshall was situated to the south. The local area was widely exploited for
coal in the later post medieval and modern periods.

It is reported that there are no known direct physical impacts from the
proposed development upon cultural heritage features. It also states that
there would be a slight non-physical visual effect as a result of the
development upon the nearby three scheduled ancient monuments, a
moderate non-physical visual effect on one listed building (Watling Street
Grange) and a slight/neutral non-physical visual effect upon the Grange
Colliery. Geophysical survey and archaeological evaluation trenches 200m
to the south east found no significant archaeological remains. Proposed
mitigation for the site comprises an archaeological watching brief which could
be included in a condition in the event that planning permission is granted.

PLANNING HISTORY
The site itself, save for 0.15 ha, has no planning history for the majority of the

site as it has always been in agricultural use. The site is undeveloped
grassland and used for grazing other than for 0.15 ha in the north eastern and
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south western corners of the site which are in temporary use as a car park for
landfill site employees and for siting a portakabin associated W|th the adjacent
temporary landfill site. The car park is permitted only until 12" January 2011
and the portakabin is permitted only until 31° August 2012.

Even though there is no planning history of the site there are a series of
relevant planning applications that relate to the adjoining Granville Landfill
Site :-
e (CC80/40 - This is the original planning permission granted by
Shropshire County Council in 1989 at Granville Landfill site for the
disposal of municipal and industrial and commercial wastes.

e MWO94/0424/WR) - Extension and restoration to agriculture, woodland
and public amenity of Granwlle landfill site. This involved a Section 106
agreement. Granted 4™ December 1996. This is the current landfill
planning permission.

e W2006/0232 — extension of landfill site by deepening and raising the
contour profile and variation of restoration conditions, following receipt
of a legal undertaking from SITA, and allowing waste to be deposited
until 2025. Granted 19" March 2008. This is the current landfill
planning permission

There are a number of other extant planning permissions for the Granville
Landfill site that are for non landfill facilities. These are:-
MW94/0400/WR - Installation of landfill gas extraction and gas flaring unit
and electricity generating plant. Granted 6" February 1996.

e MW98/0067/WR - Variation of condition 1 of planning permission
MW94/0400/WR to extend specmed timescale for commencement of
development by one year to 6" February 1999. Granted 31°% March
1998.

e MWO98/0152/WR - Construction of a recycling centre to enable the
bulking up of paper, cans, textile sand glass. Granted 31 March
1998.

e W098/1120 - Extension to household waste recycling centre. Granted
18" April 2000.

e W99/0314 - Modification of conditions 17, 18, 19, 21(B), 24(A),
214(B)(I) 36, 40(B) and 56 of planning permission W94/0424. Granted
18" November 1999.

e W2007/0592 — Provision of a wood shredding facility. Not yet
determined — awaiting noise report.

These planning permissions would all cease upon cessation of the landfill site
in 2025 apart from MW/98/0152/WR. Following this the landfill site will
undergo a phased restoration which will revert the land to recreational urban
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fringe land use including access, recreation routes, woodland and other
habitat typologies.

Extant permissions that would remain independent of the landfill planning
permission are listed below. However it should be noted that only those
applications relating to the recycling paper bay are permanent: - -

e W2005/0935 - Erection of an extension to existing paper bay. Granted

e W2005/1408 - Formation of a temporary car park. Granted 12"
January 2006. (Temporary permission for 5 years)

e W2005/1409 -Erection of an extension to existing paper storage bay.
Granted 12" January 2006.

e W2007/0932 - Temporary siting of offices for a period of five years, car
parking and a screening bund. Granted 31 August 2007.

Following the cessation of the landfill site operations and the ending of the
temporary car park and portakabin planning permissions only the Community
Recycling Site will remain. Whilst this has permanent planning permission
there is uncertainty regarding the future of this facility. The Council is
intending to construct a bulking station close to or adjacent to the Rail Freight
Terminal. This is in the Council’s Investment Plan and is under consultation
with Council Members. In addition a review of Community Recycling Centre
sites across Telford is currently underway and the Council may look at co-
locating these sites with the bulking of waste in the future. The future of the
standalone Granville CRC is therefore uncertain.

There is one lapsed unimplemented planning permissionMW96/0171/WR for
the installation of a leachate plant and associated pumping station. Granted
15™ July 1996.

PLANNING POLICY CONTEXT:

National Policy and Planning Guidance

Planning Policy Statements/Guidance Notes

PPS1: Delivering Sustainable Development (2005)

PPS7: Sustainable Development in Rural Areas (2004)
PPS9: Biodiversity and Geological Conservation (2005)
PPS10: Planning for Sustainable Waste Management (2005)
PPG13: Transport (2001)

PPS22: Renewable Energy (2004)

PPS23: Planning and Pollution Control (2004)

PPG24: Planning and Noise (1994)

Waste Strateqy for England 2007 (WS{E)
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Draft Overarching National Policy Statement for Energy (EN1) (Nov 2009)

Draft national Policy Statement for Renewable Energy Infrastructure (EN-3)
(Nov 2009)

Regional Policy and Guidance

Reqional Spatial Strateqy for the West Midlands incorporating Phase 1
Revision (January 2008) (Former RPG 11 incorporating Phase 1 Revision)

(WMRSS1)

QE1 Conserving and Enhancing the Environment

QE4 Greenery, Urban Greenspace and Public Spaces

QES5 Protection and Enhancement of the Historic Environment

QE6 The Conservation, Enhancement and Restoration of the Region’s
Landscape

EN1 Energy Generation

WD1 Targets for Waste Management in the Region

WD2 The Need for Waste Management Facilities — by Sub-Region

WD3 Criteria for the Location of Waste Management Facilities

West Midlands Regional Spatial Strategy Phase 2 Revision Draft Submission
(WMRSS2)

W1 Waste Strategy

W2 Targets for Waste Management

W3 The Need for Waste Management Facilities

W5 The Location of New Waste Management Facilities

W7 Waste Management Facilities and Open Land

QE1 Conserving and Enhancing the Environment (as WMRSS1)

QE4 Greenery, Urban Greenspace and Public Spaces (as WMRSSH1)

QE5 Protection and Enhancement of the Historic Environment (as
WMRSS1)

e QE6 The Conservation, Enhancement and Restoration of the Region’s
Landscape

West Midlands Landfill Capacity Study 2009 Update

Draft West Midlands Regional Waste Planning Strategy (Nov 2001)

Local Planning and Policy Guidance

The Shropshire and Telford & Wrekin Joint Structure Plan 1996-2001 (JSP)

P16 Air Quality

P31 Sustainable Transport Strategy
P35 Road Freight

P64 Waste Minimisation

P65 Provision of Waste Facilities
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P66 Protection of Waste Management Facilities
P67 Environmental Considerations

P68 Transport of Minerals and Waste

P69 Reclamation and After-Use

Wrekin Local Plan 1995-2006 (WLP)

NR1 Location of Renewable Energy Developments
UD2 Design Criteria

OL2 Designated Areas

OL3 Green Network

OL4 Development in the Green Network

OL6 Open Land

Local Development Framework Core Strategy (adopted Dec 2007) (CS)

CS11 Open Space

CS12 Natural Environment

CS13 Environmental Resources

CS14 Cultural, Historic and Built Environment
CS15 Urban Design

Telford & Wrekin Municipal Waste Management Strateqy 2005-2021 From
Waste to Resource

CONSULTATION RESPONSES:

Non Council Consultation Responses (summarised below but all
responses are available in full on planning file)

West Midlands Regional Assembly — concludes the proposal is in general
conformity with the existing and emerging West Midlands Regional Spatial
Strategy, however there are some locational and environmental matters which
the Waste Planning Authority will need to consider before permitting the site.
Their comments are summarised below:-

e The Development Plan includes the approved Regional Spatial Strategy
and the 2004 version of the RSS is the approved document, although now
having received the Panel Report greater attention will have to be taken
with regard to the new policies in the RSS Revision Phase 2.

e The approved RSS identifies the need to divert 150,000 tpa of municipal
waste from landfill in Shropshire and Telford and Wrekin. This is stated to
be potentially either 3 x 50,000tpa Material Recycling Facilities or a
150,000tpa Energy from Waste facility. A planning application has been
submitted for a 92,000 tpa Energy from Waste facility in Shrewsbury and
taken together with this application for 62,000 tpa of treatment capacity,
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the 150,000tpa capacity requirements of Shropshire and Telford & Wrekin
could be met if both applications are approved.

e The RSS Phase 2 Revision identifies a separate requirement for Telford &
Wrekin from that for Shropshire for the minimum diversion from landfill for
both municipal and for commercial and industrial waste — for Telford this is
26,000 tpa in 2005/6; 64,000 tpa in 2010/11; 88,000 tpa in 2015/16;
108,000 tpa in 2020/21; and 121,000 tpa in 2025/6. The corresponding
figures for Commercial and Industrial waste are 198,000 tpa in 2005/6;
226,000 tpa in 2010/11; 281,000 tpa in 2015/16; 356,000 tpa in 2020/21;
and 366,000 tpa in 2025/6.

e The proposed treatment capacity of 62,000 tpa is within the new capacity
required to be provided in the Borough both in the approved RSS and the
proposed revisions Policies W1; W2 and W3.

e The site is within the defined “built-up area” for Telford but is within a
“green network” and very close to a “nature reserve”.

e Policy W5 lists the criteria which new waste management sites should
meet “in the first instance”. Although the proposed site for this facility is
adjacent to a quarry and waste management facilities it is not on a site
“with current use rights for waste management purposes” or an “active
mineral working site or landfill”.

e Policy W7 states that new waste management facilities should only be
permitted on “open land” where the site is “close to the communities
producing the waste” and “where there are no preferable alternative sites”
and “where it would not harm the openness of land”, or “where it can be
demonstrated to be necessary to support an existing essential activity and
to facilitate other key development”.

e Whilst the Granville site is close to the community it is intended to serve
there may be alternative suitable sites. At the region level the Assembly is
not in a position to comment on whether it is essential to “support an
existing essential activity and to facilitate other key development” that is a
local matter.

e There are no landscape designations which affect this site. Muxton
Marshes is 1.5km for the site and there is no evidence before the RPB
that suggests that this area will be harmed by this proposal.

e The proposal lies outside the Green Belt, but it is adjacent to an existing
operational waste management facility and therefore the Council will have
to consider the cumulative impact arising from this development in this
locality together with its environmental acceptability.

Environment Agency (EA) makes the following comments:-
Air Quality
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e The EA have analysed the review of the air quality based on measured
data, computer modelling of the contribution of emissions to ground level
concentrations; and comparison with air quality standards and guidelines,
prediction of the concentration of pollutants.

e Section 6.2 of the ES confirms that ‘the only significant source of
atmospheric emissions from the plant would be the main chimney stack
containing a single flue’. These emissions would be regulated by the EA.

e |deally there should be parallel tracking of the planning and Environmental
Permitting Regulations (EPR) applications in order to enable the agency to
give a robust appraisal of the technical aspects of the proposals at the
time a planning decision is required.

e A draft application has not been submitted so the agency is unable to give
a full response, however, the agency has had meetings with the applicant
about the EPR application and understands that they could expect a
formal submission (in December 2008). NB. To date no EPR application
has yet been submitted.

e The ES outlines ‘best available techniques’ and based on air quality
modelling considers that a stack height of 65m is required as a reasonable
balance between improved dispersion and visual impact. The assessment
concludes that ‘the plant is predicted to make an insignificant contribution
to short term and long term air quality.” The agency would be reviewing
this, in more detail, when they receive the permit application, which would
be assessed against the requirements of European legislation,
developments in technology and an appraisal of pollutants released from
the site on local air quality.

e The agency would also comment that the proposed facility would be very
similar to an existing installation operated by Newlincs Developments Ltd,
near Grimsby, Lincolnshire, which the agency regulates and would advise
that it operates on a technically sound basis using established and proven
technology. It has performed well over 4 years of operation and complies
with its EPR permit conditions including meeting the required emission
limit values (ELVs) set in accordance with the Waste Incineration
Directive. These ELVs protect the environment and public health to a high
standard resulting in a minimal risk to both.

e The information in the ES, relating to the EPR considerations, does not
give the agency cause for concern.

Pollution Prevention

e The contents of paragraph 12.75 of the ES ‘water quality management
measures’ should be strictly adhered to during construction, operation and
decommissioning of the site.
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e |t is essential that the waste and ash bunkers are constructed in such a
way to ensure that no discharge/leakage of leachate to groundwater
occurs.

e Appropriate ongoing assessment of the integrity of the bunkers must be
undertaken as well as adequate maintenance. These details would be
required and controlled by the permit application.

e It is essential that all areas to be used for handling of waste are located on
an impermeable hard standing, unless otherwise agreed in writing by the
Local Planning Authority.

e Ensure that the long term dewatering operation does not impact on the
wider area (i.e. localised groundwater flooding issues).

e (Care should be taken during site construction to ensure that all fuels,
lubrication oils and any other potentially contaminating materials should be
stored so as to prevent accidental/unauthorised discharge to ground.

e Suggest conditions requiring areas for the storage and handling of waste
be constructed of impermeable hard standing; all surface water drainage
from parking areas and hard standing be passed through an oil
interceptor; storage of oils, fuels or chemicals shall be sited on impervious
bases and surrounded by the impervious bund walls

Surface Water

e The site is located within Flood Zone 1 (low probability) based on the EAs
indicative Flood Zone Map.

e As part of the surface water attenuation pond for surface water would be
located below the water table, it essential that the pond is designed and
constructed to ensure that it is sealed (lined) so that discharge of
contaminated water to groundwater does not occur and the pond can
cater for 1% plus climate change (20% ‘peak rainfall intensity’) with roads
and areas of hard standing draining by gravity, via silt and hydrocarbon
interceptor prior to discharge to this feature.

e It is essential that there is an appropriate management / maintenance
regime in place as the pond relies on pumping for it to be emptied, but
would prefer site to be drained naturally rather than rely on a pumped
regime.

Contaminated Land

e The agency concurs with the conclusions of the report that the previous
uses of the site have not had significant impact on the site.
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e Suggest conditions requiring further work if contamination is found during
development; no piling or penetrative foundation design unless agreed.

e Comments relate solely to controlled waters and so issues relating to
human health should be directed to the relevant Environmental Health
Department.

Foul Drainage

¢ No information appears to have been submitted to address the proposed
septic tank, however, in this instance and considering the proposed scale
and nature of the toilet facilities the Council is advised to seek the
completion of the ‘foul drainage assessment form’, and seek advice of
Environmental Health Officer and Building Regulations.

e A point of information is that consent of the agency is normally required for
any discharge of sewage or trade effluent into controlled waters, and may
be required for any discharge of surface water to such controlled waters or
for any discharge of sewage and trade effluent from buildings or fixed
plant into or onto ground, or into waters which are not controlled waters
and such consent may be withheld.

e The prior agreement of the agency is required for any dewatering activities
to controlled waters (which includes rivers, streams, and underground
waters).

Biodiversity

e The proposed wildlife pond should be sized so that there is an
enhancement, post development and must provide adequate ‘like for like’
compensation of habitat - there appears to be adequate room for a larger
pond feature.

e The agency would recommend that all plantings and sowing within the site
should seek to be of locally native species, of UK generic stock and suited
to the location, to help to maximise the wildlife benefits of any habitat
created.

e A management plan should be drawn up to manage/maintain the
landscaped areas and habitat features of the site so as to maximise the
wildlife and biodiversity benefits both in the short and long term.

Shropshire County Council
e Requested an extension of time for submitting comments, although no
further comments have been received to date.

The Director of Public Health Telford & Wrekin Primary Care Trust
e Recommends that a Health Impact Assessment is completed.



Date 07" December 2009 Page22

Severn Trent Water Ltd

No objections to the proposal subject to a condition requiring details of
sustainable foul and surface water drainage.

Natural England initial comments are summarised below:-

Whilst not wishing to object to the proposals on agricultural grounds
almost all the application area is on land of ‘best and most versatile’ Sub
grade 3a.

Where soils are affected, the applicant proposes to develop a Soil
Management strategy — the applicant’s proposals to handle soils in
accordance with the forthcoming Code of Practice for the Sustainable Use
and Management of Soils on Construction Sites is endorsed, but until this
is available recommend use of the Good Practice Guide for Handling
Soils.

Not clear what would be the nature of the disturbance to the 3.38ha of the
site not proposed to be used for the EfW plant and as a result what the
soil management plan for this area should be - need clarification that this
is included in the proposed Soil Management Strategy and an aftercare
plan may be necessary.

No objection to the proposed development in respect of legally protected
species as they are not aware that they are likely to be adversely affected
by the proposal.

If planning permission is granted, this does not absolve the applicant or
agent from complying with the relevant law, including obtaining and
complying with the terms and conditions of any licences required as
described in Part 1V B of the Circular 06/2005.

Shropshire Wildlife Trust

The various reports appear to give a reasonably thorough assessment of
the potential impacts and subsequent mitigation/compensation, but have
the following concerns.

The predicted impact on Muxton Marsh SSSI has been assessed and
found to be negligible (based on theoretical limits sourced from third party
organisations such as the UK Air Pollution Information System APIS). An
assumption is then made that as the impact at Muxton Marsh is
insignificant other more distant sites would not be affected, however, the
presence of Wildlife Sites, the nearest of which is immediately adjacent to
the site and approximately 250m from the flue stack is not identified (other
than as ‘visually important vegetation’).

As Wildlife Site (Donnington Freehold and NE Telford) may be subject to
much higher levels of emissions than Muxton March, an assessment of
impact should be provided. This area is also designated as a Local
Nature Reserve (LNR) and this designation is currently in the process of
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being extended; this would bring the LNR area within 500m of the
proposed development.

A large proportion of the energy produced seems to be as heat (“4.3 MW
electrical energy and 12.8 MW low grade heat Energy”). Who will this
serve - presumably not the plant itself and as stated there are few other
dwellings or commercial units in the area. How far is it feasible to run
heating pipes?

The ecological impact due to land take is low, but the
mitigation/compensation measures could be improved, such as enhancing
hedgerows in the locality and creating a ‘wildlife’ pond, possibly beyond
the site boundary or alternatively create a larger wildlife pond.

Should planning permission be granted, additional monitoring and survey
work in the local area (especially Granville LNR and neighbouring Wildlife
Sites) could be suitable candidates for S106 contributions (as advised in a
Scrutiny Report on Granville Park in May 2005).

Council Consultation Responses (summarised below but all comments are

available in full on planning file)

Scientific Officer (Pollution Control) on reviewing the original and
supplementary ground investigation reports comments that:-

Very marginal concentrations and flows of ground gases have been
identified.

Whilst the report proposes additional rounds of monitoring, the proposals
for gas migration measures as per section 5.3.3 would be sufficient to
protect the development.

No elevated levels of ground contamination have been identified and as
such the site is suitable for this commercial development.

As regards the supplementary ground gas risk assessment, the report
has characterised the site as “Very Low Hazard Potential” and that no
gas precautionary measures are necessary, with the exception of a gas
resistant waste bunker, and would reiterate agreement with the gas
mitigation measures as per section 5.3.3 of the original as a ‘belt and
braces’ approach.

Drainage Engineer

Acknowledge the applicant’s work in addressing potential problems on the
site, in particular the use of a water recovery system for roof run off.
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However concerned that the surface water drainage path would be
altered, as the discharge is proposed to drain into a watercourse that
would not naturally accept run off from the site.

Although the principle of attenuating run off from the site is acceptable, the
run off is currently proposed to discharge to the wrong catchment, and
hence increase flows to the Muxtonbridge Farm Brook.

SITA would need to review their on-site drainage layout to allow flows to
be discharged to the correct watershed, namely west of Grange Lane.

In order to check capacity to the attenuation basis the Micro drainage
output sheets are required.

Concerning soil gas mitigation the site investigation has not highlighted
any significant gassing issues on the site, but the report recommends
installation of gas protection measures due to the proximity of the site to
the landfill and the possible variation in the gassing regime with time.

The Drainage Engineer could condition the installation of gas protection
measures (condition 100) if any permission is granted, provided they are
constructed in line with the findings of the site investigation.

Following assessment of additional information submitted by the applicant,
comment:-

As surface water is proposed to be discharged via an existing attenuation
pool to a watercourse that would not naturally be the receiving
watercourse, there must be no increase to the existing Greenfield
discharge from the attenuation basis.

The attenuation basis would need to be upsized to be capable of
accepting and storing all the additional flows from the new site upto a 1 in
100 year storm event.

Environmental Project Team

Whilst assessment of the impact of the development on protected and
priority species and habitats has been made, Great Crested Newt survey
data is only available for the pond on site - and there appears to be no
assessment of the other ponds in the vicinity of the site for their potential
to support Great Crested Newts, namely Pond at Cottage kennels just
outside the site boundary (across the road); Ponds at approximately 200m
east of the site; Pond 250m south-west of the site and Pond 250m west of
the site within the Wildlife Site. Was a Habitat Suitability Index calculated
for these ponds at the scoping stage and they were found not suitable?
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e The adjacent Donnington and north-east Telford Wildlife Site was not
identified in the report as an ecological receptor and there is no
consideration of the impact of the development on the Wildlife Site.

e Should planning permission be granted the recommendations made in the
ES should be made conditions to protect and enhance biodiversity on site,
namely:

i.  Maintenance and enhancement of hedgerows to include infilling
of gaps around the boundary and extension of the scrubs along
the hedgerow.

i. Bat mitigation — sympathetic lighting and screen planting to
minimise impact and disturbance, and retention of boundary
features.

iii.  Prior to destruction of the pond, a netting and hand searching
operation supervised by an ecologist to be undertaken with
individuals found moved to suitable terrestrial habitat stages.

iv. A watching brief by an ecologist through-out mitigation, pond
removal and development stages.

v.  Submit plans for the proposed pond and wildlife area to include
measures to ensure that the pond is appropriately managed for
biodiversity in the long term.

Highways Management Initial response:-

The scope of the Transport Assessment was not agreed with the Highway
Authority before submitting the application so clarification on the Transport
Assessment is required.

The base turning count was carried out in 2005, but should be reassessed in
2008 to reflect the current traffic conditions through this junction. The
background traffic has changed with Annual Average Daily Flows (AADF’s) -
average flow on a road measured over 24 hours on the A5 approaching 8,000
vehicles (two-way) in 2007 and so it is necessary to consider if there were any
changes arising from the W2006/0232 landfill permission.

The assessment assumes a proportion of the imported waste would be
diverted to the EfW incineration plant. Whilst this may be the case, it must
also be remembered that the landfill has permission to import a maximum of
200,000 tonnes of material per annum. This situation would not change as a
result of any determination of this submission. The worst case scenario could
be the EfW plant operating alongside the landfill accepting its full quota of
imported waste.

The various trip elements associated with the landfill, community recycling
centre, other recycling and the energy from waste proposals have been
calculated, including import and export of materials for both sites. However,
for clarity it would be of assistance to see these calculations for each
component in tabulated form.
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The combination of the above two sets of flows would be required for the
Priority Intersection Capacity And Delay (PICADY) computer modelling
program for assessing the capacity of priority junctions and the model may
need to be re-run. The appendices do not include the AM peak assessment.

Further information was requested of the applicant and duly submitted to
address the highway engineers’ concerns. On assessment of this additional
information highway engineers are satisfied that it addresses the initial
deficiencies in the original submission. Even with the worst case scenario of
the landfill traffic continuing along side incinerator traffic, Highway engineers
are satisfied that the surrounding road network (including A5) would operate
within designed capacity.

Therefore there no objections in principle to the development subject to a
condition requiring the access, internal roads, parking, turning and servicing
areas to be surfaced in a bound material. Also require the sum of £15,000 to
be secured through a Section 106 Agreement to be used for traffic
management/safety measures on the A5(T) in the vicinity of the Grange Lane
junction and to complement the original street lighting enhancement secured
for W2006/0232 (Granville deepening permission).

Engineering Services

Mining - The site is in an area affected by past underground mining, although
it is at such a depth that is should not influence the proposed development,
but suggest informative advice could be provided.

Contamination/Landfill Gas - The report highlights that further landfill gas
monitoring results were expected in September 2008. These results need to
be disclosed and the gas protection measures need to be designed and
installed in line with the findings of this investigation.

Earthworks - The earthworks specifications need to be disclosed and agreed
prior to development commencing and upon completion of the earthworks a
completion report needs to be carried out, which confirms the specifications
have been carried out.

Retaining Walls - The design of all retaining walls must take into account the
actual on-site ground conditions and structural calculations and designs
should be submitted for approval prior to development commencing.

Woodland Officer

On landscape mitigation and planting measures, whilst the specifications are
provided the size of the planting stock is not mentioned - 1+1 bare root
transplants are acceptable of 40-60cm size.

Regular inspections should be carried out over the first three years and any
losses (due to mortality or animal grazing) should be replaced during the first
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6.3

subsequently available planting season, so as to ensure satisfactory
tree/shrub cover.

No details of design and construction methods are provided for the
replacement pond to be built in the north-west corner of the site.

Pond should ideally be completed and protected from further disturbance in
advance of site clearance activities and in-fill of the existing pond and ideally
pond design and construction details should be submitted and approved by
the Council prior to determination.

Otherwise, the application provides an assessment of the tree, hedge and
other ecological factors of the site and the various evaluations and
recommendations are accepted.

On receipt of additional information to address various queries the Woodland
Officer had no further concerns.

Other Consultation Responses (summarised below but all letters available
in full on planning file)

Country Landowners Association (CLA)

CLA members have expressed a number of concerns about the above
planning application for an energy from waste facility on the Granville, Telford

The CLA represents landowners, farmers and rural businesses throughout
Shropshire.

Our members manage the land within the vicinity of the proposed site as well
as rural businesses.

They produce high value arable crops and dairy produce (for the liquid milk
and processing markets), the majority of which are crops destined for human
consumption and include bread making and malting wheat, barley, oil seed
rape, potatoes and horticultural crops. Crops grown locally will also be used
for animal feed. Some of the nearby land is managed under organic systems.

Applicant has not taken account of the importance of food production in the
Telford area. An increase in the levels of trace elements on the land can
cause significant problems for crop production. Our members are concerned
about the dioxins and would like to see more real time monitoring as these
could collect in nearby farmland.

Waste is not being separated for recycling or composting to generate energy,
and burning this undifferentiated waste could deliver as little as 20% of the
energy in the waste, by way of electrical and heat output.
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e The best environmental option is to split the waste (separate collections) into
what can go into Anaerobic Digestion and what should be gasified or
pyrolised.

e Urge the Council to insist that a robust assessment of the impacts on local
agricultural production and business is completed before the development is
considered for possible approval.

Friends of Earth (West Midlands) object for reasons summarised below:
Waste Hierarchy and National Waste Strateqy

¢ Non-compliance with the Waste Hierarchy as incineration should not be used
in preference to waste reduction, reuse, recycling and composting (including
anaerobic digestion).

e Non-compliance with the National Waste Strategy, which encourages Local
Authorities to use anaerobic digestion for biodegradable waste, as there are
significant environmental benefits over other options [including
incineration]...” such as the digestate produced by anaerobic digestion can be
used as a fertiliser or soil improver.

e The incinerator would affect recycling and composting rates.

e The Council’'s waste management strategy sets out targets to recycle and
compost a minimum of 30% of household waste by 2009; 40% by 2010 and
45% by 2015.

Reqional issues
e Does not comply with Regional Planning Guidance or the Regional Spatial
Strategy.

e Proposal does not “have regard to the proximity principle” (policy WD3 A1) or
“be in the form of a small scale facility which may be more easily integrated
into the local setting” (WD3 B) or “Where possible site specific proposals for
new waste management facilities should be included in development plans”
(WDS3 B).

e Proposal does not fit with criteria of proximity principle, protection of amenity,
harm to open land or the green belt.

e West Midlands Regional Spatial Strategy stresses the need to treat so called
‘waste’ as a resource and move treatment up the waste hierarchy.

e Incinerators are plentiful within the West Midlands with plants at Stoke-on-
Trent, Wolverhampton, Dudley, Coventry and Birmingham with new
incinerators planned in South Staffordshire, Shrewsbury and Coventry — as
recycling and composting increase these existing plants are being shared by
greater numbers of councils.
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e The current incinerators have spare capacity and are now starting to take
waste from other authorities.

e Existing incineration contracts are impeding greater recycling in places like
Stoke-on-Trent which is not able to benefit by recycling more or reducing the
amount of waste produced.

e The existing incinerators are all running below rated capacity due to increased
recycling and there has also been much coverage of shortfalls at the
Wolverhampton plant.

e The region is lacking in recycling plants such as food grade plastic recycling
plants. Various other councils are bringing forward plans for extra waste
treatment capacity within the region.

e Given the large rise in recycling, the proposed plant would lead to an
oversupply of incinerator capacity within the centre of the region.

e PPS10 recognises that development plan policy should ensure “the
management of waste in ways that protect the environment and human
health, including producing less waste and using it as a resource wherever
possible.” “minimise the need to consume new resources over the lifetime of
the development by making more efficient use or re-use of existing resources,
rather than making new demands on the environment; it should seek to
promote and encourage, rather than restrict, the use of renewable resources
(for example, by the development of renewable energy).”

e PPS10 can be used to support a case against mass-burn incineration, as the
pattern of waste facilities proposed by a regional planning body should look
forward in time but should “not constrain movement up the waste hierarchy.”
And that waste planning authorities should identify the types of waste
management facility that would be appropriately located on allocated sites,
but “taking care to avoid stifling innovation in line with the waste hierarchy.”

e The planning for large waste facilities that require long term contracts of 25-
30 years, such as an incinerator, could prevent the development of more
environmentally sound waste options in the future.

e The Government would review waste targets for 2015 and 2020 in the light of
progress to 2010 and future forecast, to see if they can be even more
ambitious.

e An EfW incineration scheme in Telford & Waste would mean increased costs
for the taxpayer together with failure to meet the Government’s waste targets
for recycling/composting.

Shropshire and Telford & Wrekin Joint Structure Plan
e Contrary to policy P63.
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e The planning application does not provide ‘the best balance of social,
environmental and economic costs and benefits’, as it would incinerate
materials that could be readily recycled given more commitment from the
local authority to working to best practice.

e The Borough can effectively double the recycling/composting of municipal
waste resulting in a far lower quantity of residual waste that can be readily
land filled.

e Commitment to an incinerator demanding high continuing ‘residual’ waste
deliveries stifles initiatives to reduce waste, reuse, recycle and the possible
promotion and use of anaerobic digestion within Telford & Wrekin, thereby
contravening the waste hierarchy principles.

Lack of Need
e No convincing evidence of need is provided by the applicant.

e Data from the Council suggests the movement in total Municipal Solid Waste
(MSW) in recent years provides no convincing evidence of need.

e The suggestion is the incinerator would have to rely upon either MSW
imported from outside the Borough (would violate the proximity principle)
and/or upon Commercial & Industrial Waste, but no solid evidence of need.

e Municipal solid waste growth has fallen nationally and in Telford.

Green network

e The site is on ‘Green Network’ land which is not suitable for the development
proposed and which is protected by policies in the Wrekin Local Plan, and
hence proposal would be contrary to policies OL3 and OL4.

Commercial Waste — not Household as per application
e Concerned at reports that the incinerator is now to be fuelled by commercial
waste.

e The original planning application was proposed as a solution to dealing with
residual Telford & Wrekin household waste and the various documents
supporting the application were accordingly based on local household waste.
The Council’s Cabinet ended the residual household waste procurement
process at its 8" December 2008 meeting. Are there enough household
‘residual’ waste resources available to fuel the plant as proposed?

e Businesses are increasingly interested in reducing, reusing, recycling and
composting of waste.

e Concerned that there are no environmental impact or health assessment
reports on the transport and other environmental implications of such a
change in feedstock.
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e Such a change invalidates the current planning application together with its
non-technical summary and all supporting documentation which is based on
local residual household waste.

Incineration vs. landfill

e The OECD has found that incineration is not a better alternative to landfill in
that total social costs are higher for incineration (comparisons done in UK and
Netherlands) and whilst the environmental harm caused by a modern landfill
and a modern incineration plant are of similar magnitude, the costs of building
and operating an incinerator are much higher than the similar costs for a
landfill, hence, the total costs to society as a whole of a modern incinerator
are significantly higher than for land filling.

Incineration — a commitment to wasting resources for decades?

e Waste reduction is not best served by committing an excessive tonnage of
commercial waste to incineration, which demands a constant supply over
several decades, especially when this is counter to the government’s
commitment to reduce waste.

e Burning waste resources (commercial or household) after a single use does
not address the basic unsustainability of our current natural resources
consumption.

e Waste reduction, reuse, recycling, composting and anaerobic digestion do
address this issue directly.

e Telford & Wrekin appreciates this reality having appointed a Commercial
Waste Officer to pursue the diversion of waste from landfill and a pilot project
is being pursued in Stafford Park Industrial Estate to encourage companies to
recycle cardboard, and reduce the amount of waste they send to landfill.

e An incinerator would undermine the Council’s investment in this work.

National and local climate change targets

e Alocal incinerator does not help the Council deliver on its and the national
government’s climate change targets allowing and hence does not accord
with the Council’s commitment in its Climate Change Strategy:

e Incineration with energy recovery is one of the least effective means available
in seeking to reduce energy use and carbon dioxide emissions.

e Recycling of materials saves the energy and emissions that would otherwise
be required to extract raw materials.

e Incineration with energy recovery or composting of biodegradable materials
avoids the negative effects of landfilling (methane emissions) and saves
limited amounts of energy or materials.
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There is still further research to be undertaken, but studies have shown that
new technologies can deliver far lower greenhouse gas emissions than using
conventional incineration or landfill.

The best performing study scenarios, in terms of their greenhouse gas
impact, were those based on either mechanical biological treatment (MBT)
followed by anaerobic digestion (AD) or on gasification preceded by
autoclave, coupled with hydrogen fuel cell technologies.

Study scenarios using incineration were amongst the poorest performing and
were considerably worse than the best performers - this is largely due to low
levels of recycling along with significant emissions from wholesale combustion
of plastics, which negates the benefits of emission savings from energy
generation.”

Finally

Urge the Council to require the current planning application be withdrawn,
reconsidered and, if the applicant so decides, a new application be submitted
based on the proposed incineration of commercial waste and the impacts
arising from such waste, its particular composition and incineration properties.

This should include a new, detailed independent Environmental Impact
Assessment, covering the different traffic impacts for example and an
independent Health Impact Assessment.

Telford Friends of the Earth (Telford)

The Council says it will give priority to increasing recycling, reuse and waste
reduction and has a recycling target of 40% for 2020/21.

An EfW plant would set a ceiling to waste reduction, re-sue and
recycling/composting and hinder achievements of government targets.

Waste fell in the Borough to 88,675 tonnes between 2000/01 — 2007/08
which does not tally with the projections for 3% growth per annum from
2006/07 to 20010/11.

Using real data with increased recycling/composting, residual waste would
reduce to 38,000 tonnes in 2020/21 (the Council assumes waste would
reduce to be 65,000 tonnes).

Waste reduction is not ache ivied by sending excessive tonnage of residential
household waste to incineration, which needs constant supply over several
decades.

The proposals do not accord with Council’s commitment to Climate Change
Strategy of reducing greenhouse gas emissions.
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Incineration is one of the leased effective means of reducing carbon dioxide
emissions or reducing energy.

Concerned about use of commercial waste — no evidence to back up SITA’s
claim that there are “thousands of businesses” and the change invalidates the
application and a new application should be made.

Commercial waste will be locally reduced with initiatives and an incinerator
could undermine this reduction.

Waste may then be brought in from outside the borough to maintain the
incinerator.

Mark Pritchard MP objects to the proposals. He believes the siting of an EfW

plant at this location is wrong for the following reasons:

Proximity to residential areas (Muxton, Priorslee and Sherrifhales).

Proximity to schools (Muxton, Priorslee and Sherrifhales).

The dange’r to local watercourses (airborne particles).

Increased vehicular activity on the adjoining road network.

The gradient of the site — and visual impact of any subsequent
chimney/tower.

The failure of government to encourage enough recycling.

This is contradictory to the given aim of reducing carbon emissions.

David Wright MP objects to the proposals for following reasons:-

Wrote to all households in St George’s and Priorslee areas and received 498
responses, 70% of which opposed the application.

Residents share my concerns about siting so close to residential area with the
potential for airborne population, increases in local vehicle moments.

A full environmental impact assessment has not been subject to
comprehensive debate, and applicant failed to engage effectively with the
local community.

Whilst not opposed to principle of energy from waste incineration, the
Borough needs to develop this as part of an overarching waste strategy.

This application “jumps the gun” and does not facilitate such a strategic
discussion.

Applicant should withdraw proposal and work with partners to develop a local
debate.

Lilleshall and Donnington Parish Council — whilst have no objection and
accept the proposal, the Parish Councillors did comment:-

There was no real benefit to the Parish
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Mechanical and Biological treatments should be further investigated.

Due to the complicated technology and lack of expertise could not pass
comment.

Incineration would reduce the amount to landfill.

The Parish has had its fair share of waste disposal, so why not locate it
elsewhere.

Despite assurance it would use municipal waste, this may run out and
commercial waste may have to be burned.

St Georges and Priorslee Parish Council

Recommend refusal on the grounds that the proposal would create increased
traffic through the Parish and increased threat of pollution.

Little Wenlock Parish Council

Acknowledge that the proposed site is not within their parish, but feel very
strongly that proposed development as it would have an impact on the
Borough area.

Contravenes policies P63, P64 and P67 of the Shropshire and Telford &
Wrekin Joint Structure Plan 1996-2011.

It is not a practical environmental option to burn waste which could be
recycled.

Recycling creates more jobs [a social advantage] and saves more energy [an
economic advantage] than producing energy from waste.

Although there are better pollution controls on modern incinerators some
dioxins and minute particles would be added to the atmosphere.

Especially worrying are the smallest particles, less than PM4 as once inhaled
these remain in the lungs. Unfortunately, the content of these very small
particles in the air appears not to be monitored.

The proposed incinerator would be capable of handling 62,000 tonnes of
residual waste per year, but T&W Council created only 53,820 tonnes of
residual waste in 2007/8.

This waste deficit means that either waste would be imported into Telford &
Wrekin [using more fuel and producing more greenhouse gases and other
pollutants contravening] or commercial waste that could have been recycled
would be used.



Date 07" December 2009 Page3d5

With a waste deficit T&W Council could be fined/penalised by SITA, a bill
which local community tax payers would have to pay.

Currently kitchen waste constitutes 17% of our landfill waste as T&W Council
have no procedure for collecting, composting or bio-digesting it. If Telford &
Wrekin do not divert kitchen bio-degradable waste away from landfill by 2010
government fines would be levied — another cost for local community tax
payers. Alternatively, the supply of waste to the incinerator could fall by 17%
accentuating the difference between demand and local supply of waste.

This imbalance of higher demand/lower supply situation for the incinerator
would discourage and reduce the incentive to recycle in the Borough, which
already has a low recycling rate of 36% compared with 60% in Cornwall.

There would be unacceptable adverse impact on people, local communities
and water resources.

Incinerator ash is more toxic than the original waste, it has to be landfilled and
chemicals within it are more mobile and more likely to seep into landfill
leachate which could pollute streams or ground water.

NB: Structure Plan policy P63 has not been ‘saved’ and therefore is no
longer relevant.

Tibberton and Cherrington Parish Council

Deeply concerned about the proposal’s possible health consequences.

Appreciate the generally high air and environmental quality in the Borough
and are keen not to allow this to be jeopardised.

Urge the Council to undertake an independent Health Impact Assessment
prior to any decision being made on the application.

Aware that in the near future new legislation is likely to prohibit the
construction of energy from waste plants of the design being proposed at
Granville, but that this would not operate retrospectively.

Hope T&W Council takes this into account and are not pressurised into
saddling its inhabitants with an inferior system that does not fully protect their
health.

Child Ercall Parish Council

Concerns from residents
Particular fears of air-born pollution

What wastes would be incinerated on the site and what information is
available as regards to possible pollution of the surrounding areas.
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The former Bridgnorth District Council (BDC) objected strongly on following

grounds:-
Would adversely impact on human and animal health and agricultural crops
therefore recommend refusal.

Request that the application is not determined until an independent Health
Impact Assessment has been carried out.

Newport & District Community Society object.

The submitted details are less than categoric as to the ability to maintain the
content of emissions within the levels required by law.

Object until such time as a full Health Impact Assessment has been
undertaken and results published.

Telford PAIN (local pressure group) submitted several letters of comment and

information to object, for reasons summarised below:-
Want to ensure waste is recovered and disposed of without endangering human
health and without using methods which could harm the environment.

Proposed extracted energy from the facility is very small scale & highly inefficient
use of resources. Where such plants operate but are unable to generate electricity,
they continue to operate at 85%-95% of their revenue income, which is derived
primarily from gate fees, not from sale of electricity to the national or local grid —
therefore this is an incinerator.

Proposal is the lowest commitment option to resolving the waste management.

Incineration is no better than landfill from environmental, social or economic
standpoints.

Environmental & health impacts are the subjects of great controversy by scientists &
academics & have not been fully researched, as such the associated Whole Life,
Operational & Management Risks for such facilities cannot be clarified either way.
i.e. risks remain.

Lack of Need — as incinerators at Shrewsbury and Four Ashes cast doubt on the
need for, and viability of this proposal and numerous existing incinerators in the area
(including ones at Wolverhampton, Dudley and Stoke) would have a negative
influence on progress towards recycling rates for the area.

Non compliance with Waste Hierarchy

Non compatibility with National Regional & Local plans.

Non compatibility with National Waste Strategy 2007

Would have greater climate change Impact than alternative strategies.



Date 07" December 2009 Page37

¢ Unacceptable and poor location as in close proximity to schools and housing, and
Telford has a younger profile than the national average so families, pregnant women
and numerous schools would be affected.

e A plant of this size 65m high chimneys, high buildings and silos- would be visible
from numerous points (not least by the residents to the east of the site outside the
district).

e Seeing the plant would be constant reminder for those who are in fear of the
potential harm that the residual pollution may have on their families.

¢ The plant would create noise, dust and wind blow 24 hours a day 7 days a week for
the next 30 years.

e The plant would generate a large volume of heavy traffic, imposing greater strain
and danger on the local roads, especially at junctions.

e Lorries would deposit litter and debris on the roads and surrounding areas.

e Concerns about potential impact on the adjourning conservation area of Granville
Nature reserve. If local habitats are affected by the disruption or residual pollution
the damage could be irreversible.

e Incompatibility with “Transforming Telford” policy, the development of Telford Town
Centre & stated policy to promote inward investment into the Telford Area.

e Would have a negative impact on our Unique Town and inward investment.
e Application is premature.

¢ Incineration is the least desirable option for waste management as it destroys
valuable natural resources & is a positive 25 year disincentive to Reduce, Re-use,
Recycle & compost.

e SITA stated in 2008 document “Granville Update issue 1” that “capacity of the plant
has been calculated to cope with the anticipated rise in waste and population as
Telford grows over the next 25 years” and that “the centre is intended for household
and municipal waste, together with a small amount of commercial waste.”

e SITA are misleading saying that the majority of the waste treated at the proposed
facility would be domestic waste.

e There is a presumption that Telford and Wrekin would commit to this facility if
planning were to be granted, but no such contract exists.

e SITA have publically announced that if they did not get a contract for residual waste
they would burn commercial waste.
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e The Granville Update, in response to the question “Doesn’t EfW discourage
recycling?” stated “Not when the EfW facility is correctly scaled to the needs of the
local community.” But the Council’s “From Waste to Resource” public leaflet states
that in 2008/2009 the recycling rate was at 39% ...with a 45% target by 2015. These
estimated figures and SITA’s plans for a correctly scaled facility are based on the
adult population and the shift in trend towards more recycling. In T&W the rate has
improved dramatically from19.75% in 2004/2005.

e What does not appear to have been included in the estimations is the impact the
next generation would have on these targets - 10 year olds today would be adults in
2017 and these young people are being grossly underestimated.

e The current adult population have been conditioned in a throw away culture, but the
next generation have been conditioned to reduce, re-use and recycle, participating
in Eco- Schools activities from the age of five.

e The waste management strategy proposes to reduce the amount of waste that we
send to landfill through alternative disposal methods.

e Allowing an incinerator would have a major impact on the environment as it would
increase the impact that the waste produced by the borough has on the
environment.

e SITA’s track record for managing & running such facilities is not good (regular
breaches of emissions, breakdowns, fires).

e Incineration is not an efficient diversion from landfill process due to residual bottom
ash & fly ash. Fly ash is hazardous waste requiring specialised licensed disposal &
transportation costs (accident Risk in & out of district).

e Visual damage to local environment as would dominate being a substantial facility
with building 30m high, stack 60m high on high ground near to a high density
housing area & adjacent rural areas.

e There is widespread public concern about the pollutants emitted from incinerators
and the risks from airborne particles in terms of diseases and conditions such as
leukaemia, and there is a reasonable evidential base according to some members
of the scientific community and health organisations around the world.

e Full account should be taken of these legitimate fears.

e Health Impact Assessment requested, but one not published to our knowledge.

e Has independent research been conducted into the effects of the residual pollution
from the proposed incinerator combined with the residual pollution from Ironbridge

power station, mixed with the remaining mercury emissions from the crematorium?

e Has anyone assessed the rota effect of the wind over Red Hill, a force so strong that
micro lights would not fly over the area?
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e How would this effect the dispersal of emissions over the population of Red Hill,
Priorslee, Muxton, St Georges, Donnington, Lilleshall and Sherrithales? These
questions remain unanswered.

e There are concerns that incinerator monitoring measures the wrong thing, in the
wrong places & at the wrong times.

e The absolute minimum is done to conform to outdated EU regulations.

e Waste HPA report says in chapter 7, 7.5.32 “It is important to note that increased
mortality & morbidity due to elevated levels of PM10 exposure is small & limited to a
fraction of the population which is already in poor health. As such the term Deaths
Brought Forward, DBF does not constitute new/additional deaths but a reduction in
life expectancy for those whose health is already seriously compromised.” This
statement alone fully illustrates that health issues would always take second place
to avoidance of the Landfill tax, and achievement of fiscal targets.

e The Paris Appeal report, which has been signed by many international scientific key
figures and by the Standing Committee of European Doctors (SCED), “...In order to
preserve children’s health and the health of future generations, it is vital that the
European Union and all Member States consider the preservation of health and the
environment as the central issue of all public policies... “The recovery of wastes
through selective sorting and recycling in place of incineration and co-incineration.”

e There are strong links between environmental pollution and increasing health risks.
Current research has been conducted on adults and rather than specific scientific
research on the direct effects of pollution on children’s health and development.
Since embryos, foetuses, neonates and children are even more sensitive to
environmental factors than adults, it is the responsibility of those with authority to
protect our environment and protect our children’s future health. We need to
implement effective preventative measures and wait for scientific certainty as to the
safety of technology.

e Although the proposed plant would comply with current legislation, local people have
legitimate fears of incinerators, as there have been accidents, failings and regular
incidents of permitted emission levels being exceeded and fear the risk of a
catastrophic accident occurring on their doorstep (remember the Donning ton fire).

e The most vulnerable members of our community are most likely to be affected by
residual pollution and the Waste HPA indicated those in poor health are most at
risk.

e Who has the right to make such lifespan decisions for any other UK citizen sick or
otherwise, certainly not local councils or large waste management companies?

e Councils are being influenced by the Health Protection Agency and SITA will
have undoubtedly argued that the HPA’s current position is that the emissions
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from incinerators are currently thought to be safe based on their research
available to date.

e HPA updated their position in September 2009 - however according to the
HPA no research has been published since the ENVIROS report in 2004 and
no recent research has been conducted by the HPA. Therefore the report
from the HPA raises many questions and states that their position may
change in light of new evidence.

e HPA also state that “possible health effects are likely to be small”. But
“likely” does not have a scientifically proven status as it indicates that the
health effects have not yet been researched fully. Some aspects of emissions
have been researched as stated in section 7 of the HPA report.

e The HPA report comments that The World Health Organization (WHO) in its
2005 report on Air Pollution and Children’s Health and Development,
concluded that there was an association between air pollution and infant
mortality that appeared to be mainly due to particulate air pollution.

e Dioxins breathed in from residual pollution may be quite small but the bigger
problem is that the dioxins are stored in fatty tissue and so contaminate the food
chain. Our total intake of dioxins will be affected by our diet and intake of animal
foodstuffs like milk, eggs, cheese, yoghurt, meat and fish. Dioxins would be stored in
our fatty tissues too, including the brain, and could potentially have serious
consequences on development.

e Evidence that incinerator emissions will not increase the likelihood of health
effects has not been submitted. Assumptions based on outdated research
are still being used and the larger problem is that despite reassurances from
the industry, Environment Agency and the HPA on the effects of incinerator
emissions, this proposed development would not stand alone as a single
polluter. It would add to existing pollution which due to the lack of an
independent Health Impact Assessment, has not been calculated. It is the
possible cumulative effect of pollution on people’s health that needs to be
addressed.

e The precautionary principle should be invoked when there is good reason to
believe that irreparable damage to humans and the environment may be
caused and that there is scientific uncertainty about the consequences, as
evidenced by the HPA in their own document, September 2009. The burden
of proof should be on SITA UK to prove beyond reasonable doubt that what
they are proposing is safe for our children. They have not given these
reassurances. We are not expecting absolute proof, because this does not
exist, but further evidence on the safety to children particularly, should be
sought.

e Conflict between planning application (MSW) & SITA Executive Management
(Commercial Waste as prime fuel).

e Failure to achieve best value for T&W Council electorate due to highest gate fees &
bottom/fly ash disposal costs.



Date 07" December 2009 Page41

e The wider site within which the proposal is located is currently occupied by a landfill
operation, which would be restored and it was and still is the reasonable expectation
of residents.

Kaleidoscope Child Care

e QOur objection is based on the potential harm that could be inflicted on the
most vulnerable members of our community and we feel that their rights are
currently being ignored.

e If planning permission were to be granted we feel this would be a violation of
their human rights.

e Very little research has been conducted on the health impact of incinerator
emissions on children and the World Health Organization and the Health
Protection Agency are now doing something about that.

e We refer to Health Protection Agency document A Children’s Environment
and Health Strategy for the UK. March 2009.

e Telford & Wrekin Council and Shropshire Council may well have already
started formulating their action plans for the regional priority goals, with
particular focus on goals 3 and 4.

e There is a suggestion of when siting new schools, childcare facilities and play
areas that there should be an assessment of the surrounding air quality.
Alternatively the potential reduction in air quality from an incinerator should be
considered at planning stage due to its close proximity to schools, homes,
play areas and childcare facilities.

e The HPA states that they are at the forefront of an action plan aimed at
reducing the impact of environmental facts on children’s health, but has
stated that there is much to be done and further research needed.

e Ask Telford & Wrekin Council to invoke the Precautionary Principle as stated
in PPS23.

e There is good reason to believe that harmful effects may occur to humans
and that the level of scientific uncertainty about the consequences or
likelihood of the risk is such that best available scientific advice cannot assess
the risk with sufficient confidence to inform decision making.

e Furthermore this current anti precautionary principle that exists whereby the
burden of proof is on the community and the council should be stopped. The
precautionary principle should be used to refuse this planning application and
the burden of proof put firmly on SITA.
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e Sita UK must provide sufficient evidence as to the safety of the proposed
development on our children’s health before permission is granted. The
decision by the plans board will affect our children for their lifetime. We must
not gamble with our children’s health.

Telford Crematorium:-
e Found out about application from consultants on site.

There was delay getting copies of plans from the Council.

e The model at SITA’s offices was not available to see until another time.
e Consider being kept in the dark.

e Accept landfill can’t continue and incineration most efficient technology.
e Makes sense to put incinerator next to landfill site.

e No objection to the waste process provided it doesn’t interfere with the
crematorium business.

e Don’t want buildings to be visible from the Gardens of Remembrance, or for
prevailing winds to deposit particulates onto the ground, or fumes to cause
more distress than already endured.

e What would be the full impact?

Neighbour consultations

e 244 letters and e-mails of objection (including from the Cottage
Kennels/Cattery on Grange Lane as the nearest property to the site) have
been received from residents, which are summarised below as follows (all
letters available in full on the planning file):-

Health hazard

e Health hazards are caused by incinerators, particularly by PM2.5 and PM1
particulates, would spread by up to 15 miles away, e.g. increased heart and
lung diseases, and higher infant mortality rates.

e Health hazards are exacerbated by the incinerator’s close proximity to
residential property, i.e. Priorslee.

e Already polluted by the Ironbridge Power Station and the Telford
Crematorium without the proposed incinerator.

e Pollution problems of incinerators and operators have been taken to court.

e Incineration of unknown substances in unknown combinations and quantities.
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