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The key role of local councils:

e Meeting the waste targets

e Deciding planning applications
for waste facilities

It is the responsibility of local authorities (District and Borough Councils in ‘shire county’
areas, London Borough Councils, Unitary Authorities and Metropolitan District/Borough
Councils) as Waste Collection Authorities; and County Councils, London Borough Councils,
Unitary Authorities and Metropolitan District/Borough Councils as Waste Disposal
Authorities to achieve the targets set by Government. This edition of Stewarding the
Earth’s Resources shows that although the national target for recycling and composting
household waste in 2005 was met, there is still some way to go.

It is the responsibility of County Councils, London Borough Councils, Unitary Authorities and
Metropolitan District/Borough Councils as Waste Planning Authorities to determine planning
applications for waste development. This edition of Stewarding the Earth’s Resources
includes ten summaries of planning decisions from ‘Waste Planning’ journal in 2006 that show
the range of waste facilities that are being developed — and the issues that arise when
planning applications are decided.

And Parish and Town Councils also have their own role in promoting sustainable waste
management in local communities.

Your local authority therefore has a key role in stewarding the Earth’s resources.

An appendix gives details of the various waste facilities.

Contents page
1. The challenge of the waste targets 2

2. Ten development control decisions on waste facilities 6
Appendix: The different kinds of waste facility 15
Stewarding the Earth’s Resources 18

Opportunities for the Church in the Community Waste Sector 18



1. The challenge of the waste targets

The 2005/06 target to recycle or compost household waste

The first set of estimates from the 2005/06 Local Authority Municipal Waste Statistics
(published 16.11.06) show that 66% of English local authorities achieved their targets for
recycling or composting household waste in 2005. The national target to recycle or compost
25% of household waste was met: the estimates show that 26.7% of household waste was
recycled or composted.

http://www.defra.gov.uk/environment/statistics/wastats/bulletin.htm
and
http://www.defra.gov.uk/news/2006/061215a-table.pdf

The 2005/06 target to recover value from municipal waste

The national target to recover value from 40% of municipal waste by 2005/06 appears not to

have been met. Household waste is the main component of municipal waste. ‘Recover

value’ is stated to mean to ‘obtain value from wastes through one of the following means:

e Recycling

e Composting

e Other forms of material recovery (such as anaerobic digestion)

e Energy recovery (combustion with direct or indirect use of the energy produced;
manufacture of refuse derived fuel, gasification, pyrolysis or other technologies)’

So although recycling and composting of household waste are on target, there has been
insufficient recovery of value from waste by other means. The combustion technologies are
often unpopular when planning applications for them are made: see the summaries below on
pages 12 — 15 of two recent applications for Energy from Waste municipal waste incinerators.

The challenges for 2010
The challenges for 2010 are now to:

e Meet the national target for recycling or composting at least 30% of household waste by
2010

e Meet the national target to recover value from 45% of municipal waste by 2010

e Meet the national target for 2010 to reduce the quantity of biodegradable municipal waste
that is landfilled to 75% of the quantity of biodegradable municipal waste that was
produced in 1995. Household waste is the main component of biodegradable municipal
waste.

The 135 local authorities that did not meet the 2005/06 target to recycle
or compost household waste

The authorities recorded as having failed to meet the recycling target for 2005/06 are as listed
below.

Local authority Actual recycling | Recycling target
rate in 2005/06 for 2005/06 (%)
(%)

1. Adur 23.7 30

2. Arun 26.5 30

3. Ashford 18.3 21

4. Aylesbury 17.5 30

5. Barking & Dagenham 16.6 18

6. Basildon 22.8 30

7. Basingstoke 17.3 30

8. Berwick 15.4 18

9. Birmingham 17.0 18




10. Bolsover 13.7 18
11.  Bournemouth 20.0 30
12.  Bradford 18.6 24
13.  Brentwood 26.6 30
14.  Brighton 245 30
15.  Bristol 17.5 27
16. Camden 271 30
17.  Cheshire 29.5 30
18.  Chester City 29.1 30
19.  Chichester 294 30
20.  Christchurch 24.0 30
21.  Crawley 24.2 30
22. Croydon 16.2 30
23. Dartford 16.1 21
24.  Derby 26.4 30
25. Dover 13.1 18
26. Ealing 19.3 30
27. East Devon 18.1 27
28. East London Waste Authority (comprises these London 15.3 18
Boroughs: Newham, Redbridge, Barking & Dagenham,
Havering)
29. East Northamptonshire 25.6 30
30. East Sussex 26.7 27
31. Elmbridge 214 24
32. Epping 235 30
33. Epsom & Ewell 17.8 18
34. Fareham 28.4 30
35. Gloucester 15.8 18
36. Gloucestershire 29.8 30
37.  Gosport 23.6 27
38. Gravesham 22.7 30
39. Hackney 16.2 18
40. Hammersmith & Fulham 215 24
41. Hart 25.4 30
42. Hastings 15.9 18
43. Havering 17.8 27
44. High Peak 12.3 18
45.  Hounslow 19.3 30
46. Isles of Scilly 0.0 24
47.  Kennet 21.8 25
48. Kensington & Chelsea 19.9 30
49. Kent 28.1 30
50. Kings Lynn 21.6 27
51.  Kingston upon Hull 18.1 21
52.  Kingston upon Thames 24.0 30
53. Knowsley 12.8 15
54. Lewes 19.4 27
55. Lewisham 12.2 18
56. Lincoln 29.4 30
57.  Liverpool 10.7 15
58. Maldon 29.2 30
59. Manchester 19.0 20
60. Merseyside Waste Disposal Authority 18.5 22
61. Merton 22.6 27
62. Mid Devon 28.2 30
63. Mid Sussex 22.6 30
64. Middlesbrough 11.5 18
65. New Forest 26.4 30
66. Newcastle under Lyme 16.6 18
67. Newham 10.1 18
68. North Dorset 25.6 30
69. Norwich 15.5 18
70. Oldham 16.3 20
71.  Plymouth 22.4 24
72.  Poole 28.4 30
73.  Portsmouth 20.5 30
74.  Purbeck 24.5 30
75.  Reading 21.6 24
76. Redbridge 17.3 21
77. Redditch 17.0 18
78. Reigate & Banstead 28.9 30
79. Richmond 28.6 30




80. Rochdale 16.2 20
81. Rochford 14.5 18
82.  Rother 15.5 24
83. Rushmoor 21.6 24
84. Rutland 24.9 30
85. Salford 18.0 20
86. Salisbury 20.9 30
87. Sandwell 16.6 18
88. Sefton 19.7 21
89. Sevenoaks 27.8 30
90. Shrewsbury & Atcham 25.7 27
91. Slough 18.7 24
92.  South Bucks 27.3 30
93.  South Holland 20.9 24
94.  South Oxfordshire 27.6 29
95.  Southend 215 27
96.  Southwark 15.0 18
97.  Spelthorne 17.8 30
98. St.Albans 28.8 30
99. Stockton on Tees 16.7 18
100. Stoke on Trent 19.1 27
101. Stroud 21.9 30
102. Surrey 27.9 30
103. Surrey Heath 25.4 30
104. Sutton 29.1 30
105. Swale 14.6 24
106. Swindon 27.7 30
107. Tandridge 22.9 30
108. Taunton Deane 255 30
109. Tendring 21.6 24
110. Test Valley 27.2 30
111. Tewkesbury 16.5 21
112. Tonbridge 25 30
113. Torbay 25.6 30
114. Torridge 29.3 30
115. Tower Hamlets 8.9 18
116. Uttlesford 25.6 30
117. Vale of White Horse 23.9 29
118. Wandsworth 21.0 24
119. Warrington 18.9 30
120. Waverley 24.4 30
121. Welwyn Hatfield 28.0 30
122. West Berkshire 19.8 30
123. West Dorset 22.6 27
124. West London Waste Authority (comprises these London 24.6 27

Boroughs: Harrow,
125. Hillingdon, Hounslow, Brent, Ealing & Richmond upon

Thames).
126. West Somerset 22.1 25
127. Western Riverside Waste Authority (comprises these London 22.0 24

Boroughs: Hammersmith & Fulham, Kensington & Chelsea,

Wandsworth & Lambeth).
128. Weymouth & Portland 26.1 30
129. Winchester 20.2 30
130. Windsor & Maidenhead 29.0 30
131, Wirral 12.4 18
132. Woking 29.0 30
133. Worcester 19.9 24
134. Worthing 19.2 30
135. Wychavon 19.1 21




And into 2007 .......

Concerning the statutory recycling targets for 2007/08, the website for the Department for
Environment, Food and Agriculture (Defra) states:

Statutory Recycling Targets 2007/08

Defra has announced further local authority recycling and composting targets in 2007/08.
The statutory performance standards for recycling and composting in 2007/08 for all local
authorities will be equal to the level of their targets in 2005/06. The exception is those local
authorities with a target of 18 per cent in 2005/06. These are required to raise their
performance to 20 per cent. The Government has decided to maintain the cap on those
authorities with a 30 per cent target in 2005/06.

This announcement follows the Government’s response to the consultation:

Consultation on options for local authority statutory performance standards on recycling
and composting in 2007/08 - Government response

Defra plans to allow pooling arrangements in 2007/08 for authorities in two-tier areas
similar to those deployed in previous years (see below). Authorities will shortly be invited
to submit proposals for pooling by August 2006.

There was an overwhelming support from respondents to the consultation in favour of a
strategy for engaging and intervening with authorities performing poorly against their
statutory performance standards for recycling and composting. Defra recognises that the
strategy needs to be tailored to and proportionate to the authorities of most concern. Defra
will employ a range of engagement and intervention measures for dealing with poor
performance against statutory performance standards both in 2005/06 and 2007/08:

Hierarchy of engagement and intervention action for dealing with poor performance 'E'?&“
(47 KB) - May 2006

A “one-size fits all” approach will not work. The type of engagement each authority receives
will require a careful segmentation of the poor performers: those authorities which fail to
meet their recycling targets and fall within the following categories are most likely to be the
focus of action:
e Authorities still recycling in single figures
e Authorities with whom either the Minister or Defra officials have met personally with
regards poor performance in recycling and persistently perform poorly against their
targets and are below the national average
e Authorities that only narrowly met previous target(s) and below the national average.

http://www.defra.gov.uk/ENVIRONMENT/WASTE/localauth/perf_mgmt.htm#bvpi

The Hierarchy of engagement and intervention action for dealing with poor performance
document referred to lists a range of measures that central government can employ when
considering how best to engage with poorly performing authorities on waste and recycling.

These measures are:

1.  Officer-level correspondence

2. Use of peer support and peer review to disseminate experience and best practice

3. Use of Innovation Forum to challenge “excellent” authorities that are performing poorly
on waste.

4. Ministerial Correspondence with the Council Leader and Chief Executive.

5.  Officer level meeting. The purpose of such a meeting, involving the local authority and

senior waste officials in Defra and/or the regional Government Office, would be to

understand the blockages to good performance and highlight possible areas of relevant

support available. ‘The authority’s waste service provider, other expert stakeholders

(including the local community sector) and neighbouring authorities may be invited’.

Support package

Officer level engagement

Ministerial meeting

Voluntary action-planning by the local authority

0. Formal intervention by the Secretary of State
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2. Ten development control decisions on
waste facilities

One reason for low rates of recycling, composting, diversion from landfill and recovery of
value is the lack of investment in new waste management facilities.

These ten summaries of decisions on waste facilities show some of the types
of new facility for which planning applications were determined between
October 2005 and September 2006.

These are summaries of summaries that were published in the journal Waste Planning in
2006.

The planning decisions that are briefly summarised have been chosen to:
¢ show the range of types of waste facility that are being developed; and
e demonstrate the way that planning issues are taken into account.

These summaries are presented for a non-professional readership to assist understanding of
the broader issues associated with changing the way we manage waste.

To find out more about the planning and waste management issues that are
raised:

o Editions 4 and 8 of Stewarding the Earth’s Resources present the necessity of
achieving a new generation of waste facilities across the country and the problems that
are being addressed through the town and country planning system in providing these
new facilities.

e Edition 3 of Stewarding the Earth’s Resources gives a briefing on the issues associated
with the incineration of municipal solid waste.

o Edition 6 of Stewarding the Earth’s Resources gives a briefing on planning issues
concerning future management of waste in London.

e Edition 10 of Stewarding the Earth’s Resources sets out in detail how the town and
country planning system works, with specific reference to current waste planning policy.

e You can obtain back copies of Stewarding the Earth’s Resources by emailing Jon Hale
at aj@jkcahale.co.uk.

e The Planning Portal is an introduction to the UK town and country planning system where
you can read Planning Policy Statements: these contain Government policy advice on
specific aspects of planning.  www.planning portal.gov.uk

e The Appendix below describes the different kinds of waste facility.
¢ Contact the waste management companies and local authorities concerned.
Summary table: ten summaries of decisions on waste facilities that show

some of the types of new facility for which planning applications were
determined between October 2005 and September 2006

Proposed development Location Applicant | County /
City
1. Composting of domestic and other Etwall Biffa Waste Derbyshire
wastes at a sewage works Services Ltd
2. Redeveloped Household Waste Southfleet Waste Kent
Recycling Site with new Waste Recycling
Transfer Station Group
(Central) Ltd




Materials Recycling Facility, offices
and visitor centre

Ford Airfield

Viridor
Waste
Management
Ltd

West
Sussex

Waste Technology Park

Heysham

Lancashire
County
Council and
the 12
District
Councils in
the county.

Lancashire

Waste transfer station

Melton

Transwaste
Recycling
and
Aggregates
Ltd

East Riding
of
Yorkshire

Extension of a Municipal Solid Waste
digestion plant

Thornley

Premier
Waste
Management
Ltd

Durham

Waste transfer station

Maresfield

Veolia ES
South
Downs Ltd

East
Sussex

Landfill, Household Waste Recycling
Site, green waste composting and clay
extraction

Haslington

Waste
Recycling
Group Ltd

Cheshire

Energy from Waste power station

Belvedere,
London

Riverside
Resource
Recovery
Ltd

London

10.

Extension to existing Energy from
Waste facility

Eastcroft,
Nottingham

Waste
Recycling
Group Ltd

Nottingham

1. Proposed composting of domestic and other wastes at a sewage
works at Etwall

A planning application was approved in October 2005 by Derbyshire County Council for an in-

vessel composting and waste transfer facility and an extension of existing windrow

composting at Etwall Sewage Treatment Works, Etwall by Biffa Waste Services Ltd. The
approval was subject to a Section 106 Agreement in relation to traffic routeing.

This large scale project was to deal with significant daily quantities of domestic and other
wastes, then recycle it to produce materials which would be re-used beneficially as compost
and soil conditioner.

A series of buildings would be constructed where in-vessel composting would take place.

There would be some environmental impacts related to the proposal, due in part to its scale,
but it was not felt that these were so significant as to outweigh the considerable advantages
that would accrue from the development.

The scheme would expand the existing operation dealing with about 14,000 tonnes per
annum of green waste to produce 2,200tpa of compost: a further 58,000tpa of segregated

municipal kerbside waste, garden and catering waste, green waste from Civic Amenity Sites,
residual household waste, wood and uncontaminated soils would be composted.

Although 14 letters of objection had been received, there were no overriding concerns about
the proposal and there was a clear need for the proposal. WP58 March 2006. p28



2. Proposed redeveloped Household Waste Recycling Site with new
Waste Transfer Station at Southfleet

A planning application was approved in December 2005 by Kent County Council for the
redevelopment of an existing Household Waste Recycling Site (ie. ‘Civic Amenity Site’) and
highways depot to provide an integrated waste centre and waste transfer station at Southfleet
by Waste Recycling Group (Central) Ltd.

This was subject to referral of the approval decision to the Secretary of State for the
Environment: the site was in the Green Belt and was not identified as a location suitable in
principle for waste separation and transfer in the Kent Local Plan.

The development would provide continuing Household Waste Recycling Site facilities for the
public and would enable the bulking up of household waste collected by waste collection
vehicles in Dartford and Gravesham for disposal or recycling. Currently waste from these two
areas is taken to landfill in Essex. In future, waste would be taken from the site to the Energy
from Waste Facility and associated Materials Recovery Facility currently being built at
Allington in Kent.

The applicant stated that the very special circumstances necessary to overcome the usual
presumption against inappropriate development in the Green Belt included need for new
sustainable waste management facilities; need to reduce reliance on landfill in Essex; the
existing established waste management facility at the site; the availability of the site in the
short term to get the facility operational; and the lack of alternative sites available to meet the
same needs.

87 letters of objection were received.

The main issues related to: the need for the proposed development; alternative sites; sources
of waste and the proximity principle; Green Belt; traffic; potential pollution and amenity impact;
and ecology and archaeology.

Whilst the proposal had given rise to objections, it was considered that the benefits
associated with the proposal outweighed any real or perceived harm to local amenity. The
development represented inappropriate development in the Green Belt but the applicant had
demonstrated very special circumstances. Reasons for a refusal of planning permission at
the site in 1996 had now been overcome due to changed circumstances, new advice in the
Government’s Planning Policy Statement 10 (PPS10): Planning for Sustainable Waste
Management (2005), and in emerging Regional Planning Guidance for South East England.

WP58 March 2006. p30

3. Proposed Materials Recycling Facility, offices and visitor centre at
Ford Airfield

The proposed development of a Materials Recycling Facility (MRF), offices and a visitor
centre at Ford Airfield, Yapton, by Viridor Waste Management Ltd was permitted by West
Sussex County Council in December 2005. A previous proposal had been refused earlier in
2005.

The proposal was for a new MRF for West Sussex to deal with dry recyclable materials
including paper, metals, plastics and glass collected at the kerbside or from public recycling
facilities. These would either be brought directly to the site or taken to waste transfer stations
and then transported in bulk to the MRF where the recyclable materials would be
mechanically and manually sorted and bulked up for onward transport to reprocessors.
Material unsuitable for recycling would be taken off-site for disposal elsewhere.

The MRF, on a 4.1ha site would be sufficient to process all the predicted volumes of dry
household recyclables. The proposal included the construction of new buildings. When fully
operational the MRF would work 7 days a week, 24 hours a day. The proposal would create
73 jobs and generate an estimated 64 HGV movements daily for the first year of operation,
rising to a maximum of 108 movements by 2017.



The previous planning application for a MRF at the site was refused because, on the basis of
information available at the time, the proposal was not considered to be consistent with the
proximity principle and conflicted with transport and countryside policies; it was also
considered that the road infrastructure in the vicinity was inadequate.

The new application addressed these matters. Viridor provided additional information
regarding the location of the proposal and alternatives. Additional improvements were now
proposed to the highway network. The proximity principle was now omitted from Government
advice published during 2005 in the Government’s Planning Policy Statement 10 (PPS10):
Planning for Sustainable Waste Management. The site had already been technically
developed by the legal implementation of an earlier planning permission at the site for a car
factory that had been granted by Arun District Council. The proposal accorded with emerging
policy in the form of the Waste Local Plan Revised Deposit Draft (2004) which identified the
site as suitable in principle for a waste management facility. When alternative sites in West
Sussex were considered, it was clear that some sites performed better than the application
site on some assessment criteria, but overall the Ford site would meet the key operational
criteria to an acceptable degree and if all the other factors were balanced against one another
it was considered that Ford represented a good location for the MRF.

Arun District Council objected to the proposal, contrary to officer recommendation.
Objections were received from the Parish Councils of Barnham, Clymping, Ford, Middleton,
Walberton and Yapton, and the Town Councils of Arundel and Littlehampton. 12 letters
raising objections were received from local residents, together with letters of objection from
the Arundel Society and a local primary school.

Planning permission was granted subject to a Section 106 Agreement to ensure highway
improvements and traffic routeing. WP58 March 2006. p32

4. Proposed Waste Technology Park at Heysham

Two Waste Technology Parks were granted planning permission by Lancashire County
Council in November 2005.

One of the developments — at Lancaster West Business Park, Middleton, Heysham - is
summarised here. The developer is Lancashire County Council and the 12 District Councils
in the county: the two technology parks are part of network of waste management facilities to
implement the Lancashire Municipal Waste Strategy 2001-2020. At Middleton, permission
was sought for the development of a Waste Technology Park on a 12ha site to deal with all of
the municipal solid waste generated in the Lancaster City area. The development will
comprise:

¢ A mechanical and biological treatment facility housed within a building: waste will be
mechanically separated into different fractions, composted and then separated into light,
heavy and fine materials;

e A green waste composting plant, housed within another building in which waste will be
shredded and composted. This will be kitchen and garden waste including green waste
collected at Household Waste Disposal Centres. The finished compost will be stored
within the building before being exported for use elsewhere.

A Recyclate Handling Plant, housed within another building consisting of an open hall with
bays to enable each type of recyclable waste such as glass, paper, plastic and textiles
to be stored and bulked up pending export to recycling companies. Ferrous and
non-ferrous will be separated out.

Ancillary facilities include an office building, car park, weighbridge and associated vehicle
circulation areas.

e A new access road direct from the A683 Heysham to Lancaster road will be constructed.

The site, north of Middleton village and industrial land forming part of Lancaster West
Business Park, was a largely flat area of industrial land that was previously used as a
chemical works, within an area allocated for industrial uses in the Lancaster City Local Plan.



Middleton Parish Council objected; 373 letters of objection were received and a petition
containing 175 names in objection to the development was received.

The plant will receive all recyclable wastes collected by the Waste Collection Authorities from
kerbside collections so that this waste can be bulked up before being transported to specialist
recycling companies. In addition the plant will provide a treatment facility for the residual
municipal waste currently disposed of by landfill.

The site at Middleton will only accept waste generated within the Lancaster City area. An
initial search was made of potential sites in the Lancaster area: this identified 10 sites to be
examined against a range of environmental issues. In terms of specific impacts including
noise, dust and odour, the development will incorporate measures to eliminate or offset these
impacts. It was considered that there was sufficient separation between the proposal and the
nearest sensitive development to ensure there would be no unacceptable impact on amenity.

The proposed waste technology park will enable significant quantities of waste material to be
recycled and composted and diverted away from landfill, thus assisting movement up the
waste hierarchy by the achievement of sub-regional self-sufficiency.

The site was not particularly prominent in the landscape and landscaping proposals will
minimise the visual impact of the development and safeguard the visual amenity of the area.

WP58 March 2006 p34

5. Proposed Waste transfer station at Melton

A planning application for a waste transfer facility at Melton was approved by East Riding of
Yorkshire Council (a Unitary Authority) for Transwaste Recycling and Aggregates Ltd in
January 2006.

Transwaste currently operates from Hessle and has expanded in recent years: it is now one
of the larger skip hire and waste collection companies in the Hull and East Riding area. The
current operations provide recycled glass, steel, aluminium, wood, paper, plastics, hardcore
and soils, and about 75% of the materials taken to the premises are recycled. The current
site and buildings at Hessle restrict business expansion.

The site at Melton is of 6ha, within an industrial area, and with good access to the A63 road.
It was agricultural land where soil tipping had taken place. To the north was an industrial and
chemical complex.

It was proposed to create a recycling facility within a modern building. Three smaller
buildings would house specific processes to bale wood, metal, paper and plastics. Recycled
aggregates would be stored outside.

There were no objections from statutory consultees but 10 letters of objection from residents
and local businesses. Key issues were conformity with planning policies, impact on local
amenity and neighbouring uses, and environmental and pollution issues. The proposal was in
general compliance with national, regional and local policy to promote sustainable waste
management. All operational requirements would be adequately controlled through the
containment of waste handling and sorting within a building. The development would not be
prominent in the landscape.

WP59 June 2006 p29

6. Proposed extension of a Municipal Solid Waste digestion plant at
Thornley

A planning application for the extension of a Municipal Solid Waste digestion plant and the
provision of 2 additional aerobic digester towers at Thornley Waste Treatment and Transfer
Station, Thornley, for Premier Waste Management Ltd was approved in February 2006 by
Durham County Council.

Temporary planning permission had been granted in 2001 for an experimental digester
system in the main building at Thornley Waste Treatment and Transfer Station, and
permission was granted in March 2004 to permanently retain the existing system and provide
a second digester tower.
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Permission was now sought to extend the building and install two more digester towers to
improve site capacity, to include food waste from commercial organisations which from
December 2006 cannot be sent to landfill.

The main by-products of the process are water (recycled within the system) and gases,
consisting mainly of oxygen, carbon dioxide, and a very small amount of ammonia. Biofilters
and scrubbers clean any gases not safe to release to the atmosphere.

Although the extension works would increase building size, they would complement the
structure and would be visually acceptable. The proposal would have limited impact.

WP59 March 2006 p30

7. Proposed waste transfer station at Maresfield

A planning application for a waste transfer station at Maresfield by Onyx South Downs Ltd
(now Veolia ES South Downs Ltd) was approved in February 2006 by East Sussex County
Council. This approval was subject to a referral to the Secretary of State for the Environment
as a Departure, and was subject to the completion of a Section 106 Agreement concerning
highway works and a landscape management plan.

The site of 2.5ha lay at the former barracks at the former Maresfield Camp, west of Maresfield
village, at the proposed Ashdown Business Park which covered 17.2ha of the former
Maresfield Camp, allocated for high quality business development in the Wealden Local Plan.

The development would provide an off-loading and transfer point for refuse collection vehicles
and a temporary storage and bulking point for Municipal Solid Waste (MSW). Initially the
waste would go from this site to landfill, and in due course, subject to planning permission, the
waste would go to a proposed Energy from Waste facility at Newhaven. The site would also
be used for bulking up pre-sorted recyclables from kerbside collection schemes, bring banks
and household waste recycling sites to be transported to MRFs or recycling markets.

Wealden District Council and Maresfield Parish Council objected to the proposal. 155 letters
of objection were received.

The Inspector’s report into the East Sussex Waste Local Plan recommended additional
locations which would have the potential for waste management uses, including Maresfield
Camp, but this recommendation had been rejected by East Sussex County Council. The
County Council’s current review of the Waste Local Plan, to produce a new Waste
Development Framework, gave an opportunity to reappraise such sites.

There was a need for waste management facilities in the area, and the proposal was
considered to be the best practicable environmental option for the management of MSW in
the northern part of the Waste Local Plan area. A site at an industrial estate at nearby
Uckfield was allocated for waste uses in the Waste Local Plan but the applicant argued that
this site was not adequate to accommodate all the facilities that would be provided in the
proposed development at Maresfield Camp. In addition, the Uckfield site was not available
for development. Although it was considered that the proposed development did not accord
with the allocation of the Maresfield Camp site in the Wealden Local Plan, and the proposal
therefore represented a Departure from the Development Plan, it was considered that it would
be acceptable. WP59 June 2006 p31

8. Proposed landfill, Household Waste Recycling Site, green waste
composting and clay extraction at Haslington

Proposals by Waste Recycling Group Ltd for clay extraction and landfill with Household
Waste and Commercial & Industrial Waste at Clayhanger Hall Farm, Haslington, to the east of
Crewe, were approved by Cheshire County Council in February 2006.

The proposal was for a clay quarry with restoration by landfill with non-hazardous wastes. It
was also proposed to construct a Materials Recovery facility (MRF) building which included a
Household Waste Recycling Site (ie. ‘Civic Amenity Site’), a green waste windrow composting
facility, office and amenity buildings, leachate treatment facilities and electricity generation
from landfill gas.
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The proposal involved the extraction of 2 million cubic metres of clay and the importation of
3.2 million tonnes of non-hazardous waste. The site covered an area of 51.5ha with the area
of excavation and infilling being just over 22ha. Landfilling would take place over 13 years.
The total site life would be 19 years.

The site was generally flat agricultural land. The nearest property to the site was Clayhanger
Hall Farm around 200m from the extraction and infilling area. At the final part of site
restoration, the MRF building would be removed.

There were 2037 letters of objection and a local action group had been formed: Clayhanger
Action Group. Crewe and Nantwich Borough Council and Haslington Parish Council had
objected to the proposal. The waste disposal aspects were the main concerns, and raised
the main planning issues.

It was predicted that during the busiest times of the development the site would generate a
total of 356 HGV movements per day (ie. 178 in and 178 out). The perception was that the
traffic from the site would be unacceptable, but a transport assessment carried out by the
applicant showed that impacts would not be significant.

The current landfill need for waste in Cheshire was currently met by 5 landfills, 3 of which
were in the county. All were expected to be full by 2012.

The Crewe and Nantwich Replacement Local Plan (2005) designated the site as a Green
Gap. The main elements of the proposal — mineral extraction and landfilling — were
temporary uses of land. The built development would be limited and temporary. The
extraction and landfilling would be screened from view by screening mounds and would not
present a significant visual intrusion or adversely affect the visual character of the landscape.
It was considered therefore that the impact of the site on the Green Gap would not merit
refusal of the application.

The building at the landfill would be one of the most prominent features of the development
due to its height. A number of features of nature conservation interest would be affected by
the proposal, but the application proposed the replacement of ponds (with double the present
number of ponds) to enable translocation of Great Crested Newts. The final restoration of the
landfill would include a range of habitats. The applicant had agreed to sign a Section 106
Agreement to provide for extended aftercare and management for the proposed habitats.

The impacts of the proposal were either not significant or could be mitigated sufficiently not to
warrant a refusal of planning permission. The benefits were therefore not outweighed by
objections. Accordingly there was no requirement to demonstrate a need or market for the
relevant sectors of the proposal. WP59 June 2006 p36

9. Proposed Energy from Waste power station at Belvedere, London

In June 2006 the Secretary of State for Trade and Industry allowed Riverside Resource
Recovery Ltd to proceed with a 72MW energy-from-waste power station at Norman Road,
Belvedere, south east London in the London Borough of Bexley. This decision followed
consideration of the recommendations from the Public Inquiry Inspector who oversaw two
public inquiries that looked into this application in 2003 and 2005.

Consent to build and operate power stations with a capacity greater than 50MW is required
under S36 of the Electricity Act 1989; decisions are determined by the Secretary of State for
Trade and Industry.

The proposal was first made in 1990. In May 2004, after the 2003 inquiry, the Inspector
recommended approval, but the Secretary of State decided to re-open the inquiry because of
events that took place after the close of the inquiry. The inquiry sat again in September 2005
and the Inspector reported to the Secretary of State in December 2005.

In May 2004 the Inspector concluded:

e He was satisfied that the planning conditions and undertaking offered, together with the
limitations imposed by other consent regimes would adequately regulate the
development during its life.
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e An area of conflict was the proximity principle (recommended in Waste Strategy 2000 —
the UK Government’s waste strategy for England and Wales), but set against this were
the other considerations recommended by national policy of regional self-sufficiency
and the waste hierarchy: the Inspector decided in favour of the proposal.

The 2005 inquiry was to consider updated national waste policy and the London Plan.
In December 2005 the Inspector concluded:

e Since the close of the 2003 inquiry, national policy has changed, with the proximity and
self-sufficiency principles now reformulated and the waste hierarchy redefined.

e Energy from Waste (EfW) is now a distinct tier in the waste hierarchy, below
recycling/recovery and above disposal. The proposal is to deal with residual waste, so
it would not crowd out options above EfW in the waste hierarchy: instead, it displaces
landfill as a means of disposal.

¢ In terms of the proximity principle, the proposal now represents a nearest appropriate
installation.

e There still appears to be an absence of alternative sites in the vicinity of the waste that
would be disposed of by the proposed EfW plant.

The Inspector recommended that consent be granted under S36 and Schedule 8 of the
Electricity Act 1989 and that planning permission be deemed to be granted, subject to prior
completion of a legal agreement between the developer and Crossrail with regard to
overlapping use of the project site.

In June 2006 the Secretary of State for Trade and Industry accepted the Inspector’s findings
of fact and updated conclusions and recommendations, and he made a number of comments
which have the effect of reinforcing the wider waste planning policy implications of the
Inspector’s conclusions.

The mayor of London is working with London Borough of Bexley Council to seek a Judicial
Review of the decision. WP60 September 2006 p3

10. Proposed extension to existing Energy from Waste plant at
Eastcroft, Nottingham

A planning application by Waste Recycling Group Ltd to extend the existing Eastcroft Energy
from Waste (EfW) facility (ie. incinerator) in Nottingham, to provide an additional 100,000
tonnes per annum of waste management capacity was refused by Nottingham City Council (a
Unitary Authority) in September 2006 because it would conflict with the Council's approach
towards sustainable regeneration, and was likely to have an unacceptable impact on
development in the regeneration zones next to the Eastcroft EfW facility.

The Eastcroft EfW facility is some 1.5km southeast of Nottingham city centre, within the
Waterside Regeneration Zone and adjacent to the Eastside and Southside Regeneration
Zones identified in the Nottingham Local Plan (2005).

The nearest residential areas are in Sneinton about 300m to the northeast and the Meadows,
about 350m to the southwest. The incinerator has been operational since 1973 with two
waste streams. The facility exports steam to the district heating scheme serving 5000 homes
and buildings and generates power for distribution to the National Grid. The planning
application was for provision of an additional waste stream of 100.000tpa of Municipal Solid
Waste and Commercial Waste and to increase energy generation to 27MW per annum.

Objections were received from Nottinghamshire Wildlife Trust, Nottingham Civic Society, 158
individual objections, about 690 people signed petitions objecting to the proposal, and a
further petition of about 2,300 signatures was received which stated opposition to the
expansion and called for the closure of the incinerator. Two letters were received in support.

The main issues considered by Nottingham City Council were: the waste planning policy
framework (including the waste hierarchy, the need for the development, proximity and self-
sufficiency, and prematurity); environmental impacts; and implications for regeneration.
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Even if anticipated requirements for recycling and composting met the statutory targets, there
would still be a future need to divert residual waste from landfill in Nottingham and
Nottinghamshire. This residual waste would be diverted from landfill to the proposed
extension to the EfW facility and so would be managed higher up the waste hierarchy, and
would save landfill space which is in short supply.

Subject to environmental safeguards, the proposal would be consistent with the Joint Waste
Local Plan, which supports increasing capacity at Eastcroft EfW facility. There has been no
major shift away from incineration in national or regional advice since the plan was adopted in
2002.

Nottingham City Council noted that control of pollution and emissions from Eastcroft EfW
facility were the remit of the Environment Agency. A Pollution Prevention and Control Permit
at Eastcroft had already been issued by the Environment Agency.

Health issues were material to consideration of the application. The Primary Care Trust had
concluded there would be no significant health impact. There was no evidence of a risk of
harm.

The level of traffic increases as a result of the proposal was relatively low and the impact on
the strategic highway network would not be significant although it would have an adverse
impact. Eastcroft incinerator was solely reliant on road transport for the transport of waste,
and there was policy support in PPG13 and the Local Transport Plan for examining a shift
from road to rail and water, which are more sustainable, where economically viable.

The proposal would meet most of the key planning objectives in PPS10, but it was arguable
whether it would deliver them all. The proposal would drive more of Nottinghamshire's waste
management higher up the waste hierarchy, address waste as a resource in providing more
energy from waste, and assist in looking towards disposal as the last option. Equally it would
help implement the national waste strategy and supporting targets.

But the proposal would not properly reflect the concerns and interests of communities local to
Eastcroft EfW facility where there was strong local opposition. Although the scale of the
development and the additional quantities of waste brought to the site would be relatively
modest in terms of total waste arisings, this must be balanced against the concern that the
proposal would involve an increased concentration of waste incineration facilities in an
inappropriate location at the heart of Nottingham. This would be in direct conflict with the
interests of a concentrated residential population nearby, which regarded the impact as
significant. It would be contrary to criteria in PPS10 against which sites should be assessed
for their suitability for development. It would be preferable to examine the strategic context by
including consideration of the locational and sustainable transport implications of future waste
disposal provision at an early stage of the new Core Waste Strategy to be prepared and
adopted by the City Council in the new system of Development Plans introduced in 2004.

The proposal would conflict with the Council's corporate aims of 'Transforming Nottingham'
and 'Developing the City'. Expansion of Eastcroft EfW facility would deter urban regeneration
strategies, and adversely affect the proposed development of sustainable, mixed use
communities in the Waterside, Eastside and Southside regeneration areas. It would be
contrary to the approach to delivering sustainable development in PPS1, which promotes
urban regeneration to improve the well-being of communities.

The conclusion of the City Council was that the proposed development would deliver some
waste management benefits, particularly by diverting more residual waste from landfill in
Nottingham and Nottinghamshire and by increasing renewable energy, from waste being
used as a resource.

These benefits needed to be balanced against the implications that the proposal would have
for community well-being.

The proposed expansion would be incongruent with strategic aims for the type of place that
the community and City Council seek to create for the future. The City's approach was
consistent with PPS1 which sets out the fundamental principles for delivering sustainable
development.
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On balance it was considered the proposal would conflict with the City Council's approach
towards sustainable regeneration and was likely to give rise to an unacceptable impact upon
development in the regeneration zones that neighbour the site; therefore refusal was
recommended for that reason.

Planning permission was refused for the following reason: "The proposed development would
unacceptably constrain the sustainable regeneration of the city by inhibiting the development
of mixed communities in the Southside, Eastside and Waterside Regeneration zones and be
contrary to policies MU2, MU3, MU4, MU5, MU6 and MU?7 of the Nottingham Local Plan and
paragraph 27 of PPSI and would not satisfy key criteria concerning the suitability of the site
for development contained in paragraph 21(i) of PPS10 relating to the physical and
environmental constraints on development, including neighbouring land uses, and the
cumulative effect of previous waste disposal facilities on the well-being of the local community
in terms of social cohesion and inclusion and economic potential."

Waste Recycling Group is to lodge an appeal against the decision.
WP61 December 2006 p3

Appendix A

The different kinds of waste facility

The main types of facility are listed below, each with a brief description:
Composting

A biological process in which micro-organisms convert biodegradable organic matter into a
stabilised residue known as compost to be used for example as soil conditioner, mulch, land
restoration material or daily landfill cover.

Existing sites can be categorised as: (a) centralised; (b) on-farm; and (c) community. May be
either open air in ‘windrows’ or ‘in vessel’.

Anaerobic Digestion

The biological treatment of biodegradable organic waste in the absence of oxygen, utilising
microbial activity to break down the waste in a controlled environment, resulting in the
generation of (a) biogas (rich in methane that can be used to generate heat/electricity); (b)
fibre (or digestate) which is nutrient rich and can potentially be used as a soil conditioner; (c)
liquor which can potentially be used as a liquid fertiliser.

Processing of recyclables

Includes all operations that are designed to accept source separated recyclate for processing
and bulking up prior to transport to downstream specialist reprocessors. The recyclate is
likely to originate from kerbside collection of materials that have been separated by individual
householders and businesses, and also material from centralised recycling facilities (bottle
banks, civic amenity sites etc).

A distinction is made between facilities that take mixed unsorted household wastes (a ‘dirty
Materials Recovery facility [MRF]) (see Mixed waste processing below) and facilities designed
to process dry, separated recyclables (a ‘clean MRF’): hybrid facilities will also be needed. A
combination of techniques are used including: bag splitter; hand picking; mechanical
sorting/screening/sieving; magnetic separation; light and density separators; and air
separators for paper. The operations are generally housed in a large warehouse type
building.

Mixed waste processing

A general term used to describe those operations, primarily of a mechanical and/or biological
nature which are designed to process (a) unsorted ‘black bag’ wastes; (b) residual household
waste following doorstep separation of recyclables/green waste; (c¢) residual waste following

centralised separation of recyclables/organics. The processing of mixed household waste is
sometimes described as a ‘dirty MRF’ (see above).
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The term Mechanical and Biological Treatment (MBT) is commonly used to describe a hybrid
process which combines mechanical and biological techniques used to sort and separate
mixed household waste. There are a number of patented MBT processes. Through
biological treatment a dry, odourless product is created, making the waste more manageable.
This product can be further processed either as a fuel or for further recovery. The partially
stabilised waste residue is, however, currently classified as being biodegradable for the
purposes of the Landfill Directive diversion targets.

Pyrolysis and gasification

‘Pyrolysis and gasification technologies form part of a group of processes and techniques
collectively known as advanced or novel thermal treatment. In reality most of the processes
are neither advanced nor novel. Pyrolysis and gasification, like normal combustion, involve
chemical reaction which takes place at high temperature. This generally generates energy
from organic or hydrocarbon containing materials.

Pyrolysis takes place either in the complete absence of oxygen or with limited oxygen.
Gasification, like pyrolysis, is a process that has had previous applications using feedstocks
other than waste. For example, so called 'town gas' produced from coal using gasification
was a very common process prior to the widespread availability of natural gas.

Gasification is a thermal upgrading process, in which carbon is converted to a syngas leaving
a solid residue. This takes place in the presence of air, or air enriched with oxygen.
Temperatures employed are generally higher than pyrolysis at 900 to 1100 degrees C when
in air and 1000 to 1400 degrees C using oxygen’.

Small scale thermal treatment

‘In the recent past there have been comparatively few examples of such plants that have
been designed to accept relatively small quantities of waste (of say less than 90,000 tonnes
per annum) from a relatively small catchment area. In the early part of the 20" Century such
facilities, often called ‘Destructors’ were more commonplace and could be found in most
towns and cities across the country. Such facilities had very rudimentary environmental
controls and no air emission controls. Most of the existing operational examples today have
been designed to treat specific industrial waste streams as part of combined heat and power
(CHP) arrangements. Small thermal treatment plants (furnaces or kilns) are also used to treat
clinical wastes at hospital sites. Small scale plants are typically used to generate either
steam for process use or electricity for export to the national grid. Sometimes plants are
designed to have a dual steam and electricity generating capacity.

Large scale thermal treatment

‘Large scale thermal treatment plants are typically characterised by large building designs,
which are often located in or near urban areas, receiving between 90,000 and 600,000 +
tonnes of waste per year.

In land use planning terms a distinction can be drawn between plants that are designed to
handle large volumes of mixed waste following the 'mass burn' approach and smaller scale
facilities often designed to receive a specific component of the waste stream using different
process technologies. ‘Large scale thermal treatment plants are designed to burn waste as
efficiently as possible, usually recovering energy. Waste is burnt under controlled conditions
and at high temperatures. Heat released from the combustion of this waste is recovered and
used to generate electricity and/or to provide steam or hot water. The volume of waste
needing disposal following large scale thermal treatment is reduced by approximately 90%,
reducing the need for landfill. The resultant output of a thermal treatment plant is ash, which
is far more stable than the municipal solid waste (MSW) input, mainly due to the oxidation of
the organic component of the waste stream’.
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Waste transfer

Waste transfer is the process by which waste is taken from waste producers, including
industry, commerce and the general public, and taken for treatment, recycling and/or
disposal. To minimise the cost of transport and to reduce environmental impacts, transfer
stations are commonly used to transfer waste from smaller vehicles to larger vehicles, or from
road vehicles to trains or barges for onward transport. MSW transfer stations usually consist
of a large building where vehicles deliver waste either onto the floor, into bays, or into
compaction units. Inert wastes may be transferred in the open. The waste is usually only
present for a matter of hours before being transferred into larger vehicles for onward
transport. Waste is not usually stored within the waste transfer station overnight. Waste
transfer stations are often located in association with other waste management activities such
as MRFs, and Civic Amenity Sites.

Source: The Office of the Deputy Prime Minister’s research study report of 2004 Planning for
Waste Management Facilities.
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Stewarding the Earth’s Resources

The Church of England’s report of 2005 Sharing God’s Planet sets out the scale of
humankind’s responsibility for altering the planet over the last 100 years. It also provides
Biblical and theological reflection and suggests a practical Christian response.

But nowhere does it acknowledge that difficult environmental decisions are being made every
day by waste management businesses, and by local authorities as they decide planning
applications, and that everyone may have a role in influencing planning decisions. Some of
the most contentious planning decisions are those that concern development proposals for
waste management and waste disposal.

One of the main obstacles to increasing the diversion of waste from landfill is the difficulty in
obtaining planning permission for new waste facilities. Stewarding the Earth’s Resources
currently takes the form of an occasional review of recent development control decisions by
Waste Planning Authorities and the Secretary of State on waste development proposals. The
November 2006 edition of Stewarding the Earth’s Resources provides the foundation for
these reviews. Increasingly the emerging Waste Development Frameworks will be the basis
for development control decisions.

Stewarding the Earth’s Resources is compiled by the Revd Jon Hale BA who is an
ordained Church of England priest with a background in waste planning. It is distributed by
email to: 23 waste management and planning professionals; 34 church organisations, and
individuals via church organisations; 18 Church of England Diocesan Environment Advisors
and similar; and 7 other recipients.

Previous editions of Stewarding the Earth’s Resources may be obtained on

request:
1.

July 2005 What's happening to waste, and what can Christians
conclude from this?
2. October 2005 Sustainable Development: noble vision or national self-
interest?
3. November 2005 Incineration of municipal solid waste: a contentious issue
4. January 2006 Rubbish tips dumped in £8bn waste revolution: UK faces

‘rude shock’ over cost of refuse disposal.
(Reproduced from The Guardian 05.01.06)

5. February 2006 Current issues in waste management from the standpoint of
a skip hire / waste recycling company

6. Easter 2006 Can London kick its waste export habit?

7. Ascension Day 2006 Restoring the goodness of creation: waste as ‘materials’
and ‘resources’

8. June 2006 The Town & Country Planning system: delivering essential

new waste facilities. (Interview with Hilary Herbert
[president of the Planning Officers Society] reproduced from
Planning 23.06.06).

9. July 2006 Behavioural change and the social context of household
waste management
10. November 2006 The ‘Waste Development Framework’ and ‘Sustainability

Appraisal’: the new basis for local council decisions on
planning applications for waste facilities

Waste Planning is the main professional journal in the field of waste planning. It is published
by Mineral Planning, 2 The Greenways, Little Fencote, Northallerton DL7 OTS. There are
also other waste management journals.

Opportunities for the Church in the Community Waste Sector in England

During a sabbatical in September, October and November 2007, Jon Hale will undertake a
research project on opportunities for local churches to get more involved in the Community
Waste Sector. If you know of a church near you that promotes or carries out any kind of
recycling or composting in the local community — however large or small the project may be -
please let Jon Hale know. Jon would also like to hear of such projects that have taken place
and have now ceased.

Revd Jon Hale, The Vicarage, Vicarage Road, Crawley Down, West Sussex. RH10 4JJ.
Tel: 01342 714922. aj@jkcahale.co.uk
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