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Executive Summary

This document is a detailed statement of objectiorikis planning application for the erection of

an incinerator at Javelin Park, Haresfield.

We refer to a sound base of evidence and sourdesctoup our statements and, where appropriate,
we give robust, frank and we believe accurate opsas to the likely consequences if this project
were to go ahead.

In brief our objections are as follows:

The structure is substantially larger that Glouse€athedral, a prominent landmark in the vale,
see the illustrations on the cover sheet of th@idwent. Its erection would be a major visual
intrusion on the landscape, spoiling views fromAl@NB and against multiple policy
documents.

There is an existing 15.7 metre height restrictipplicable to the whole of Javelin Park. Given
this material consideration we cannot see the jptgmeason for allowing a building 3 times
higher with a stack at 70M that is 5 times the hedf the restrictions currently in force.

The emissions of particulates, toxic metals, disxand other poisonous pollutants represent a
serious threat to human health, particularly lgchiit also more widely and with especial risk
to children.

The public consultation that took place placed emmental factors as being of greatest
importance. Yet the best performing technologyemmis of both GHG emissions and the likely
impact on the Europa 2000 sites has not been sdlethe NPPF paragraph 93 says “planning
plays a key role in helping to reduce greenhouseegassions”

The National Planning Policy Framework 2012 (NPp&agraph 66 says “applicants will be

expected to work closely with those directly aféetby their proposals to evolve designs that
take account of the views of the community”. Thes Imot happened. Local views have been

ignored.

The council is ignoring recent trends in both ecand national waste figures. The fact is that
waste arisings are 70,000 tonnes below levels gietlin the OBC in 2007. This indicates that
what is needed is a flexible solution to wasteirgs, that will enable recycling in both the
municipal and the C&l waste streams to developEAN plant is not modular and has limited
capacity for flexibility. This will be the highesbst contract that GCC has ever entered into and
at the same time it will be a high risk venturelboth the council and the contractor because of
its inherent inflexibility.



1. Visuals

1.1 Introduction

We are not against appropriate and necessary wastopments, including at this site,
provided they meet extant guidance e.g. in termgsofal impact.

The Severn Vale in this area is flat and predontigagricultural with no vertical landmarks.
The proposed setting is at the foot of the Cotswelscarpment and close to the Cotswolds
AONB.

The proposed structure would be larger in overa#l and height than Gloucester Cathedral,
which can be seen for tens of miles from the esoant and AONB, and for many miles across
the flat land of the plain. See the dimensioneglgi@on the cover of this report.

We believe the proposed structure would be a magoial intrusion, in contravention of
planning guidance for both waste development anthidAONB. Would any serious
consideration be given to locating a heavy indakprocess of this size at this site in the
immediate environs of the AONB?

The new National Planning Policy Framework (NPRir)ts “12 principles of planning”
requires “recognition” (i.e. protection) “of thetimsic character and beauty of the countryside
and “contribute to conserving and enhancing tharabenvironment”.

We consider the arguments rehearsed below pregmudacase for the rejection of this
planning application, and are also good groundeitber call-in by the secretary of state or
judicial review of a decision to approve the apgtiion.

1.2 Effect on the “Settled Unwooded Vale”

12/0008/STMAJW Appendix 8.3a is an assessmentnalsieape character for the settled
unwooded vale. Extracts we would wish to highligre as follows:

“The landscape is perceived as being more intiraatesheltered in close proximity to the
escarpment”

“The spires and towers of these churches gain vmoainence in the lowland landscape and
are important landscape features and landmarksnitisé prominent is the Tscentury tower

of Gloucester Cathedral, which acts as an oriestgipint in the lowland vale”

“distant views towards settlements are common fileensurrounding landscape and churches
frequently form focal points in the wider landscape

“scattered farms and isolated clusters of dwellog®monly punctuate the expansive views
across the vale”

All of these extracts emphasise the sensitivitihefflat land of the vale to the visual impact of
vertical landmarks. By nature of its greater sihe,proposal would have a greater visual impact
than Gloucester Cathedral, see the report covdrihat in an area where “The landscape is
perceived as being more intimate ...”

The Cotswold Conservation Board’s guidelines onti&& Unwooded Vale” are more explicit.
In document LCT18 , for character area 18A “Valé&dducester Fringe”, they say:

“Vale landscapes prominent in views from uplandchareith wide vantage points such as the
Escarpment and Escarpment Outliers landscape &ypgzarticularly sensitive to the effects of
large scale built developments such as light ingalsinits, out of town trading estates and
housing developments as these are often diffioldcteen from elevated vantage points. The
landscape bordering these upland vantage poiatsashighly sensitive to development that
may disturb the strong field patterns created lig&wws as these are best perceived from
higher ground.”
Seehttp://www.cotswoldsaonb.org.uk/userfiles/file/Lacdpe/18.PDFLCT18-
SettledUnwoodedVal.pdf




We conclude that the height of the proposal, glusxtent at height, will make it an
unacceptable visual intrusion in the proposedrggtifhe SDC height limit for developments at
Javelin Park MUST be respected.

1.3 Effect on the Cotswolds AONB

The proposed setting is at the foot of the Cotswektarpment and close to the Cotswolds
AONB. Areas of outstanding natural beauty are efdame landscape sensitivity as national
parks, and have the same levels of protection datuprotection from visual intrusion from
their environs i.e. outside their immediate bouretarJavelin Park is well within the environs
of the Cotswolds AONB and we refer to the text 2f0DO8/STMAJW Appendix 8.2 from the
Cotswolds Conservation Board as follows:

“The Board considers the setting of the Cotswold&NB@o be the area within which
development and land management proposals, byewttheir nature, size, scale,

siting materials or design can be considered te laavimpact, positive or negative, on

the natural beauty and special qualities of thes@okds AONB.”

“The surroundings of the AONB are also importanit$édandscape character and

quality. Views out of the AONB and into its surralimg areas can be very

significant. Development proposals that affect \semto and out of the AONB need

to be carefully assessed in line with Planningd@®dBtatement 7 to ensure that they
conserve and enhance the natural beauty and |gyrelsbaracter of the AONB.”

“The Board will expect local authorities to be mimidof both the possible positive and
negative impacts of a development within the sgttihthe AONB on the natural beauty and
special qualities of the AONB when determining pliaig applications, and seek the views
of the Board when significant impacts are anti@pldt

“The setting of the Cotswolds AON@oes not have a geographical borddie location,
scale, materials or design of a proposed developordand management activity will
determine whether it affects the natural beautyspetial qualities of the AONB. A very large
development may have an impact even if some coradbbtiedistance from the AONB
boundary.”

“Examples of adverse impacts will include: Blockimginterference of views out of the
AONB particularly from public viewpoints.”

“Proposals which will have a detrimental impacttba AONB will not be permitted,

whether located inside the AONB or outside theglestied area.”

[APP/P1235/A/06/2012807, 2007] the Inspector wrote:
“I consider that the area immediately abutting &NB will be relevant where the
appreciation of the natural beauty of the desighatea may be affected by what
lies outside it. In my view, this is analogous &vdlopment outside of a Green
Belt, where Planning Policy GuidanGeeen Belt§PPG2) advises, at paragraph
3.15, that the visual amenities of the Green Bedugd not be injured by proposals
for development conspicuous from the Green Belthalthough they would not
prejudice the purposes of including land in Greelt3 might be visually
detrimental by reason of their siting, materialslesign. | thereforagree with the
Council that the effect on the AONB is a mateciahsideration.”
“However, given that the Secretary of State has pohllished théroposed
Changes to the Draft South West Regional Spatiateffy (RSS) attach
significant weight td(RSSPolicy ENV3, which requires particular care to be
taken to ensure that no development is permittésicd®iAONBs which would
damage their natural beauty, special charactespedal qualities — in other
words to theisetting [Inspectors italics]



An Inspector, in dismissing appeal ref: APP/H18406%2023564, addressed the issue of the
proposed development of a haulage depot and stbralgings outside the AONB that impacted
adversely on views out from the Cotswolds AONB:
“From the elevated vantage point of the Cotswold/\\Mathin the AONB] the
greater density of the development would be realyarent, as although the site
forms part of a vast panorama, it would be towandsront of that view.”

The Secretary of State, in dismissing appeal refPAJ2235/A/09/2096565, addressed the setting
issue regarding a proposal for a freight transgeptot adjoining the Kent Downs AONB:
The Secretary of State agrees withltispector’'sreasoning and conclusions, as
set out at IR18.29 — 18.52, regarding the impathefroposed development on
the countryside, Special Landscape Area and the B3¢ agrees that the
majority of the appeal site is attractive open ¢orgide and that, whilst the
noise of the M20 / HS1 is a negative feature ofditem, the site nonetheless has
a strongly rural character and atmosphere (IR18B4 further agrees that,
overall, the proposal would cause substantial iarthe open countryside
character and appearance of the site and would beniflict with relevant
developmenplan policies (IR18.34). The Secretary of Stateagmwith the
Inspector’'sconclusion that the appearance and scale of e at@ment would
be alien and out of character with the countrysid@ the existing built-forrof
neighbouring settlements, and that it would causstantial harm tthe setting
of the AONB (IR18.45). Given the importance andueabf the open
countryside which currently forms the appeal sitd af the AONB which
adjoins it, and given the harm the proposal woualgise to them, the Secretary
of State agrees that substantial weight shouldymngo these matters in the
determination of the appeal (IR18.52).”

The National Planning Policy Framework paragrap® thlks of the need for “protecting and
enhancing valued landscapes”.

We believe that the above quotations speak for slebras in relation to the effect that this
proposal would have on the setting of the Cotswal@&NB and inter alia its unsuitability for
this site.

1.4 Protection of the AONB in the Waste Local Plan

The extant Gloucestershire Waste Local Plan previtiear guidance on protection of the
Cotswolds AONB as follows:

Policy 26 says “Proposals for Waste Developmentiwiireas of Outstanding Natural
Beauty, and/or adversely affecting the natural beafitheir landscape setting, will only be
permitted where:

* It can be demonstrated to be the best practicaiviecmmental option; and
» Thereis a lack of alternative sites; and

* There is a proven national interest; and

* The impact on the special features of the AONBlmamitigated”

Paragraph 5.104 says: “Proposals for waste developim AONB will need to demonstrate
BPEO and will undergo rigorous examination as mitposals for waste development outside
AONB which could adversely affect the setting adsb designated areas.”



Policy 26 clearly states that development in, ahmenvirons of, an AONB, can only be
considered if a set of specified criteria are Aldtisfied. Dealing with these one by one:

BPEO. Best Practicable Environmental Option This proposal is for mass burn incineration
with electricity production only. Heat use is autg possibility, but neither a certainty nor in
the immediate future. We refer to Gloucestershimar@@y Council’s Outline Business Case for
PFI funding from DEFRA dated 30April 2008, figure 4.3 on pages 77 available at:
http://www.recycleforgloucestershire.com/recovewvwehat-are-we-doing/downloads/obc-
publicversion-080512.pdf

This table ranks technologies in terms of techrpeaformance, and the top performers are
“MBT with residue to CHP or gasifier”. Next coma®mdass burn incineration with full CHP
energy recovery” i.e. full heat use and electrigéneration, and “mass burn with electricity
generation but heat thrown away” comes a poor fioWkte have quoted the descriptions used
in the report — their words, and it can be cleadgn that the technology currently being
proposed, “mass burn with electricity generatiobtmat thrown away”, comes a poor fourth
with “MBT with residue to CHP or gasifier” the clemp performer. These are not our
conclusions, they are the conclusions of a resgactiependent consultancy, Eunomia, on
behalf of GCC who have signed off the document.

We fully support the opinion that MBT, i.e. mechaalirecovery of recyclable resources plus
anaerobic digestion or composting of the orgamat the remediated residue to landfill, to a
gasifier (or in our view the very new technologyptdsma arc gasifier) is what should be being
built.

So what do we conclude from this?

Quite simply, what is proposed is NOT BPEO so tést is failed.

There is a lack of alternative sitesWell there are plenty of alternative sites, sushh@se in

the Waste Local Plan at Wingmoor Farm. If the tedbgy were distributed, as can be easily
achieved with MBT plus landfill or gasifier, theaee even more sites available. The reason
that GCC so desperately wants a single site solaidavelin Park is that it needed a site to get
PFI funding, it bought land at Javelin Park, and/niais stuck with this, so naturally it wants

to use the site.

So alternative sites are available with caveatd,santhis test is failed.

There is a proven national interestFirstly, GCC has always stated that waste will ot
imported into, or exported from, the county of Glestershire. Hence this facility is by
definition specific to Gloucestershire. There anaedreds of waste disposal operations in the
county, and none, including what is proposed cdoydany stretch of the imagination be
described as of “national interest” apart from Witagpr Farm for APC disposal.

Secondly, DEFRA pulled a £92M PFI grant from thisjpct because diversion targets could
be met without it, and because a report from Euamsuggested a residual waste treatment
oversupply by 2020 or perhaps even 2016, somethatchas already happened in some
European countries such as the Netherlands. See:
http://archive.defra.gov.uk/environment/waste/lacdh/funding/pfi/documents/pfi-supporting-
analysis-waste101206.pdf

So DEFRA does not consider this project warranysreational funding i.e. no national need.
So for these reasons there is no “proven nationatast”, and hence this test is failed.

The impact on the special features of the AONB cape mitigated. We have already
covered this comprehensively in 1.3 above, withdlear conclusion that “the impact on the
special features of the AONB” can NOT be mitigatdtk will also demonstrate, in section 2
below, that the stack emissions from the propoaetlitly are also likely to “impact on the



special features of the AONB” So this test is dislzd.

Paragraph 5.104 of the WLP reinforces this by comfig that the requirements apply to
proposals for waste development outside [the] AQWEBch could adversely affect the setting
of these designated areas.

So our clear conclusion is that this proposal fmlmeet ALL of the conditions of Policy 26 of
the extant Waste Local Plan and hence must bee@fplanning permission.

1.5 Specific Site anomalies in appendix 5 of the based Waste Core Strategy

We are using CD1.1 The Gloucestershire Waste Cioate8y 2010 as this is the document that
was considered by the Inspector at the Examinatiétublic held at the end of 2011, February
2012, and still ongoing at the time of writing. Ttwerent draft Major Mods are quoted where these
are available.

Moreton Valence

CD1.1 Appendix 5 site 4, Land at Moreton Valeneg/ss “The study area would be able to
accommodate development of a similar scale anchhagyexisting on site with negligible impact,
however taller structures (approximately 15m irghéior above) would be visible over the
existing screening vegetation, in particular thecgon of an emissions stack of any height would
have a detrimental impact on the wider area asitlevcreate a significant vertical landmark out of
keeping with the surround landscape character.”.ny‘Aotable increase in building height (20m
+) within a relatively low and flat landscape wolle prominent above existing vegetation.”...
“On site buildings, materials and infrastructurewd reflect the local agricultural style of the
surrounding area, designed to sit as low in thddeape as possible using neutral, matt colours and
avoiding the introduction of reflective materials.”

The Atkins report which informed the WCS, Appen@ix88: Site 546 Moreton Valence Airfield,
says: “The study area would be able to accommalgatelopment of a similar scale and height as
existing on site with negligible impact, howevdletastructures (approximately 15m in height onako
would be visible over the existing screening vegmiain particular the erection of an emissioasisiof
any height would have a detrimental impact on tlikemarea.”... “Erection of an emissions stack (40 -
80m in height) would create a significant incongisigertical landmark out of keeping with the suneu
landscape character.”... “On site buildings, matedald infrastructure should reflect the local adjxical
style of the surrounding area, designed to si&sn the landscape a possible using neutral, colitirs
and avoiding the introduction of reflective matisti&Vhere possible, large roof expanses should be
avoided or broken up to reduce the perceived stdites facility with particular consideration tceth
Cotswold AONB. This site is not recommended fag@hology requiring the erection of a medium or
large emission stack.”

Javelin Park

CD1.1 Appendix 5 site 3, Javelin Park, says: “Atedacility could cause permanent alteration of
the site in terms of scale, height and intensitgefelopment resulting from a facility both taller
and larger than the existing surrounding unitssMmuld lead to further encroachment of urban
fringe light industrial / distribution style devgment into the surrounding agricultural landscape.
However, the extant outline permission for the entlly undeveloped area permits a maximum
ridge line height of 15.7m for the two units. Threaion of an emissions stack (40 - 80m in
height) would create a significant vertical landkaut of keeping with the surrounding landscape
character.” ... There is the potential to create a landmark faciliy as a gateway to Gloucester

to present a high quality architectural statement gur emphasis).Alternatively consideration
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should be given to on-site buildings, materials erfichstructure that should either reflect the loca
agricultural style of the surrounding area, desibtwesit as low in the landscape as possible using
neutral, matt colours and avoiding the introductdshiny or reflective materials. Where possible,
large roof and hardstanding expanses should beled@r broken up to reduce the perceived scale
of the facility with particular consideration toetiCotswold AONB.

The Atkins report which informed the WCS, Appen@ix4: Site 145 — Industrial Estate, Former
Moreton Valence Airfield, says: “the developmenaamall to medium sized waste facility without an
emission stack would likely result in a negligibtgact, while a larger facility or the inclusionanf
emission stack would likely have a slight to motemrapact, depending on the style and quality ef th
adjacent development.” ... [Landscape impact] “Pesntalteration of the site in terms of scale, heigh
and intensity of development resulting from a figciloth taller and larger than the existing sunaing
units. Further encroachment of urban fringe lighustrial / distribution style development into the
surrounding agricultural landscape. Erection amuissions stack (40 - 80m in height) would create a
significant incongruous vertical landmark out oggmg with the surrounding landscape character.
Potential to create a landmark facility as a gatewgto Gloucester as the precedent set by
Grundon's Colnbrook Energy from Waste Plant which has been designed to present a high quality
architectural statement. Development of this sort ray be identified as a quality standard for future
development in the areaOn site buildings, materials and infrastructureusth either reflect the local
agricultural style of the surrounding area, desigoesit as low in the landscape a possible useutyal,
mat colours and avoiding the introduction of shionyeflective material€lse be designed as a high
guality architectural statement with the intention of creating a gateway feature for users of the M5.
Where possible, large roof and hardstanding expastsrild be avoided or broken up to reduce the
perceived scale of the facility with particular smteration to the Cotswolds AONB.” ... “the
development of the Javelin Park site presentspbertunity to set the design quality for future
developmentShould this site be selected it is recommended thednsideration be given to
examples such as the Grundon's Colnbrook Energy fra Waste Plant to create an iconic
architectural statement.”

The Schedule of Major Modifications CD14.1 saysdlation to Javelin Park: “The site is located
in an area that is relatively low and flat, therefany facility would be clearly visible from the
Cotswolds AONB, the M5 and the surrounding low-tyereas.” The document also deletes much
of the specifics for each site in favour of moragc comments, and deletes the recommended
uses. However ... the generic statements are sitoildwe unhighlighted text above derived from
the 2010 WCS appendix 5.

Commentary

The bolding in the text above is our addition, ightight the sections which are impossible to
reconcile with the line taken in the rest of thett®oth Moreton Valence and Javelin Park are very
similar, being two parts of the old Moreton Valeraidield now divided by the M5 motorway.
Atkins refers to both sites as Moreton ValenceellaWPark is closer to the edge of the Cotswolds
AONB, so should reflect a greater landscape seitgitAnd the WCS is correct in noting this
sensitivity within its text and in ways that we vidagree with, if it were not for the highlighted
text above referring to Javelin Park only. In tl@spect the current WCS is clearly unsound, We
cannot tell exactly what these sections of these/iWCS will look like at the time of writing
however we can see no planning reason for the ite® t® be treated differently regarding the
visual impact of large scale development.



1.6 The Capel Judgement, the 15.7 metre height restricin at Javelin Park, and the
overall conclusions for this section.

In the unhighlighted text above, the WCS makesraistent attempt to reconcile the needs for
waste related development at Moreton Valence awelidaPark with the local landscape
constraints, particularly the visual sensitivitytbése sites in a flat landscape and hard up agains
and in the environs of, the Cotswolds AONB. We, Bmdsure other objectors, would have no
problem with this.

However, as said above, the intentions of the fgbteéd text in the Javelin Park section only, can
be perceived as paving the way in the WCS to adlgwarticular current project that sections of the
Council wish to pursue. This impression shouldb®tllowed to happen in a body which is both
regulator on the one hand, whilst on the other h@apgkct sponsor.

The Capel Judgement

This behaviour is well covered by the Judicial Revbf the wishes of Surrey County Council to
give permission to site an incinerator at the Chalse Brickworks, where they added this green
belt site to their WCS-in-progress to this end. &dgarish Council took this to the High Court, and
won. The essence of the judgment is that one cgnutdhe cart before the horse in terms of
changing the higher level controlling documentawdur a particular pet project. This judgement is
case no. CO/5684/2008 and 0510/2009 at Queen’'shB&ayal Courts of Justice in the case of
Capel Parish Council versus Surrey County CouhilJustice Collins quashed the planning
consent given by Surrey County Council and decl#éned WCS to be illegal on the site concerned.

The 15.7 metre Height Restriction at Javelin Park

We believe that a 15.7 metre height restrictiom i®rce for the whole Javelin Park site, as we wil
argue below. Our work on this is still developiagd it may be that we are unable to complete all
aspects before the submission deadline of tif@2May 2012 in which case we reserve the right to
update this section if needed because of its irapos.

We refer to Stroud District Council planning applion S.05/2138/VAR for outline planning
permission for B8 development at Javelin Park. piteeess for this application involved a planning
enquiry and a decision notice from the SecretarState. It should be noted that the site plan shows
the application site to be coterminous with the sitder consideration for development in this
present planning application. It is very clear frtma text from the planning inspector that GCC
was very much in the frame in relation to possdapulsory purchase of the site for the
Gloucestershire Waste Project, which is what hapgenbsequently.

The secretary of State’s decision notice for thaiagtion, section 19, says “The buildings hereby
permitted shall not exceed 15.7 metres in heigkgsured from existing ground levels”.

It has been argued that this height limit appliely ¢o this particular application. To that we wdul
respond that, if a limit was applied for one apgiien, remembering that this is coterminous with
the proposed waste site, then why would it notyapphll applications and uses for the site?
Imposing for one application or use but not anotdamot make sense. Furthermore, we believe a
height reduction was imposed on the Blooms Gardantr€, a different use on the same site, as a
requirement for granting its planning permissiaespmably for the same reason. Again, why is
the Ash Handling section of the proposal 15.6 nseiigh? This seems too much of a coincidence.
Referring to our cover sheet, it can be seen thi&t@ metre building is effectively screened, but
anything higher is not, in line with the unhighligd sections of Appendix 5 of the WCS above.

Overall Conclusions for Visuals
1. This application fails every one of the clausethmWaste Local Plan policy for protection
of the Cotswolds AONB.
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2. The Waste Core Strategy is flawed in the way thisthiased towards Javelin Park in a way
that is illogical and illegal under the Capel Judgeat or by simple reading of the text with
local knowledge of the sites.

3. There seems to be an overall height limit for tite af 15.7 metres which could preclude
this development.

We believe this section is so strong that this tgreent MUST be refused. If passed, we believe
there is an exceptional case for Secretary of &atkin by the key objectors i.e. Members of
Parliament, District Councils, CPRE, Cotswold Cawagon Board, political parties and pressure
groups, and the matter of the 5,000+ word petitioGloucestershire County Council.

We believe also that there is also an excellerg tasJudicial Review to quash this application
under both WLP Policy 26 and the Secretary of &tatecision notice in respect of a height limit.

2. Emissions
2.1 Introduction

Never forget that 80% of the incoming waste go&s stack emissions in one form or another.
For the European Designated Sites, we shall paoihthat the applicant has only considered
emissions from their site, in contravention of teguirement for combined studies in the Waste
Core Strategy. The NPPF paragraph 124 says acowsitbe taken of “the cumulative impacts on
air quality from individual sites in local areas”.

In consequence the WPA needs to issue a sectiont2 under the TCPA.

For the AONB, WLP policy 26 may be breached bysdfifects of emissions on the AONB as
against just the European sites.

2.2 Effects on Human Health

This area is only contentious because of the paotiavailable data — there is much work to be
done but we suspect a reluctance to do it or fubddause of fear of the potential consequences of
the results.

Work has been done by Van Steenis, Ryan and otingpotting infant mortality statistics in the
areas impacted by incinerator plumes. The problera Is that infant mortality is also strongly
influenced by factors such as socioeconomic depoivand compensation for these effects is
difficult. Data was presented at the Capel judiotaiew by Ryan, as follows, taken from the
website of Mole Valley District Council at:
www.molevalley.gov.uk/media/pdf/t/1/CAG_Infant_destreport.pdf

Three studies mapped the incidence of infant desés in relation to the siting of
incinerators and the direction of prevailing winBesults for 2003 —2005 were:

Infddeaths per Infant Deaths per
1,00 births 1,000 live births

DOWNND UPWIND
Kirklees 49. 3.5
Coventry 8.2 3.2
Edmonton 10.5 2.5
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This is only three results, but the results arestant, and it is stretching credibility that greas
with worse socioeconomic deprivation are always meind of the incinerator. In fact at
Edmonton, with the most extreme result, the downdvérea is the most affluent. No, we don’t
know what causes these results and it is signifittaat the HPA has commissioned a new study
from Imperial College to research the evidence taport in 2009-10, the House of Commons
Environmental audit committee stated “The costslaalth impact of fine particle, PM2.5 air
pollution is almost twice that of obesity and plogdiinactivity”. Obesity then cost the health
system £10.7 billion a year, while PM2.5 pollutilwas estimated to cost up to £20.2 billion a year.
The report can be found latttp://www.publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm/cmenddnim

Incinerators filter the exhaust gases using somgtballed a bag filter. We contend that the
structure of any cloth type filter must have a mggle to let the gases through, but equally it must
also let fine particles through. This may not be ¢ause, but the effect is nonetheless real and the
precautionary principle must apply. The NPPF,$nl principles says that development must
“contribute to reducing pollution” and must “supplurcal strategies to improve health”. In
paragraph 120 it says “the effects (including cuatiué effects) of pollution on health,

the natural environment or general amenity, angtiential sensitivity of the area or proposed
development to adverse effects from pollution, $thtwe taken into account.”

This development will clearly increase pollutiordarence affect health.

The commissioning of new incinerators gives usah@pportunity to test whether this is a real
phenomenon, because in places like Gloucestensitiiestable populations, all of the statistical
indicators will also be stable. So the effect ofeav variable will be much more easy to detect
compared with having to allow for such externaditsss deprivation, etc. We fully intend carrying
out a study into these effects should this inciteerae commissioned, and we are confident of
getting academic support for this work from a nundfenstitutions where we have good contacts.
Real data on the health effects, if any, from thesnerator will give those affected the real
opportunity to seek compensation from all of thioekviduals recklessly bringing this process
forward regardless of warnings.

2.3 Effects on European Designated Sites

The applicant has carried out a modelling exertgaedict the effects of emissions on European
Designated sites, particularly the Cotswold BeeddgdHRA, see planning document
12_0008_STMAJW_ENV_STAT_VOL3_APPDX_9.6

Paragraph 5.4 of this document indicates that tBRMOD modelling exercise carried out to
assess the effects on HRAs was for a 190,000 tpléyat Javelin Park — ONLY. Whereas
common sense would suggest that, as a 32 ktpaegasiplanned for the adjacent Moreton
Valence site, it is the combined effect from bathilities that should be modelled. The General
Development Criteria applicable to all sites, ia WCS appendix 5, says “for these proposals it
must be demonstrated that there will be no siganifieffect on European Sites either alone
combination with other plans or projects.” (Our highlighting)s the relevant planning document
does NOT consider combination with other “planpi@mjects” when a very real situation exists
(Feeney judgement) the WPA MUST issue a sectiond22e under the Town and Country
Planning Acts to require a correct assessment pdmiced. We reserve the right to comment
further when a correct and legal document is icqla

2.4 Effects on the Cotswolds AONB in relation to the Wsate Local Plan

We have already referred to the WLP policy 26 thdbove, where it states that development
will only be permitted where “The impact on the gpéfeatures of the AONB can be
mitigated” and “Proposals for waste developmemA@NB will need to demonstrate BPEO
and will undergo rigorous examination as will pregls for waste development outside AONB
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which could adversely affect the setting of thessighated areas.”

The incinerator stack, at 70 metres high, is oritla over a third of the height of the nearby
Haresfield beacon, at 197 metres above the sig (€7 metres AMSL).

Common sense suggests that, with the prevailingengsvind, the plume will impact the
Cotswold Edge within the AONB which is at a ran@® &m or less. We therefore submit that
there is a likelihood that significant nitrogen asttier deposition damage may be done to the
flora of the nearby AONB, particularly trees. Thmpkcant needs to prove, by acceptable
modelling or whatever, that its project will notus@ damage to the AONB in line with WLP
policy 26.

3. Shortfalls in the submitted planning documents

The areas that we consider to be most significaneé mostly been covered above. Because of
the amount of work involved versus the remaininggtifor submission, we reserve the right to
submit revisions to this document after the subimmsdeadline.

For example, we wish to examine the WRATE submisfiother in the light of new
information on the correct handling of the biogetacbon data. See “A Changing Climate for
Energy from Waste?” Eunomia 2006. WRATE is onlyeasurate as the data input — using the
default settings will give a meaningless output. Wéed to check this.

The monitoring of emissions should be in real timeb based, and include several months’
history. Dioxins can now also be monitored in t&ak, so there is no excuse for only taking
readings every few months. Residents need to s¢bdmselves, in real time, exactly what is
happening to ensure that no exceedances are nossedcealed. We would also expect
monitoring stations to be set up at key local residl receptors such as Haresfield and
Harescombe to monitor dioxins and PM10 and 2.5¢eaed densities.

4 Other Related Matters
4.1 Waste Arisings and Residual Capacity Need

4.1.1 Municipal Solid Waste
The Council provided waste arisings predictionpas of its Outline Business Case to
DEFRA WIDP for PFI funding. The OBC is still theenall basis for the economics of this
project. The following table shows the OBC “expeéoteaste growth” from table 2.3 in the
OBC, versus actual tonnages collected since the @&Cpublished:

Fiscal Year 2007/8 2008/9 2009/10 2010/11 2011/12
OBC table 2.3 332,941 341,417 349,508 357,181 364,3
Actual (GCC) 322,796 307,269 293,815 292,816 c(¥?,
Var, tons 10,145 34,148 55,693 64,365 c.72,400
% variation -3% -10% -16% -18% c.-20%

If the Council’s arisings estimates can be so tario only four years, what will the variation
be by 20407? Clearly the figures on which the progpredicated cannot be relied upon. So
what will the situation be by 2040? The answeh#& hobody knows. The Council says that it
“relies on DEFRA figures”, and two DEFRA modellinfysm their report “The Economics of
Waste and Waste Arisings 2010” do indeed showuairdd growth equivalent to the pre-2000
trend. ALL data also shows a clear decoupling ofga@ita waste arisings from 2000, a flat-

13




lining, which is continuous for both the 2000 tdZQeriod with strong growth, and the period
from 2007 in strong recession. This trend continndbe latest DEFRA data release, and for
the EU27 from the European Environment Agency.

So should we “rely on DEFRA figures”? Well, DEFRArdt. In factDEFRA specifically say
that their modelling shows possible scenarios, arttiese are specifically NOT projections

or predictions. See DEFRA’s Research Project 1508 “Scenario Bagldor Future Waste
Policy”, but particularly this addendum to recefFERA modelling:
http://www.decc.gov.uk/assets/decc/11/tackling-alieachange/2050/3703-addenda-to-2050-
report-revised-technical-summarie.afich shows the results of modelling which DEFRA
say “ ... are not predictions or reflective of Goweent policy but rather plausible, consistent
descriptions of how the future of waste may developto 2050”

The reality is that DEFRA, like us, is saying thtia future trends of waste arisings are highly
uncertain.

We therefore think that it is the height of irrespasibility to commit the people of
Gloucestershire to a fundamentally inflexible solubn and a 25+ year contract given the
future uncertainties of waste arisings.

Simpler, cheaper, shorter term solutions coulchb@duced as required to achieve flexibility
with fully remediated waste going to landfill. Ascreased recycling, DEFRA projects 85% by
2050 in some scenarios, plus waste reduction wihiechre already seeing starting to take
place, the amount to landfill should be containahtenuch less cost and risk.

4.1.2 Commercial and Industrial Waste

So could any waste capacity gap for the incineraliways be “topped up” by C&I waste as the
Council claim? DEFRA'’s report “The Economics of Wsaand Waste Arisings 2010” shows
the trend of C&I waste to 2009 moving sharply dowands. We attended the DEFRA/WRAP
national conference on C&l waste minimisation earhis year (2010) at Church House, and
the message was that business is making hugesstadeduce its waste, and this trend will
continue as waste comes directly off the bottora.l\WWe will shortly be attending an EPOW
conference at AEA Harwell on the same subject. Actgsion from the first EPOW
conferences is: “changing feedstock compositioriccba a major barrier for infrastructure
design and delivery; a 10 year period is hard tmeately predict, and this leaves funders
concerned about the performance put forward inbarsyness case, particularly where the scale
of the facility requires a 25 year (+) payback pdti— Dr Adam Read, AEA Harwell, May
2012.

4.1.3 Reasons for withdrawal of PFI funding by DEFRA

This project was to have been supported by £93MFdffunding via the DEFRA WIDP office,
which is why GCC produced an OBC. However DEFRAhdiiew this offer of funding in
December 2010 with the statement “We have concltis&tdwve must withdraw the provisional
allocation of PFI credits from seven projects, lom Ibasis that, on reasonable assumptions,
these projects will no longer be needed in ordenéet the 2020 landfill diversion targets set
by the European Union.” Work by Eunomia suggests ¢ven with projects already
contracted, there will be a residual treatment csgacity in the UK by 2020, as there is
already in some EU countrieBhe Government don’t think this project is necessay.
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4.2 Financials — the alleged £150M savings

The Council claims that it will make savings of Mover 25 years by committing to this
project and technology..We would like to verifysHtiigure however issues of commercial
confidentiality mean that the relevant informatismot available. We do note however that the
councils waste predictions for the OBC have praweee 25% out in four years and question
the wisdom of predicting savings in such a volaihironment. We would estimate savings to
be closer to £100 - £50 million with the risk ofiaginerator or carbon tax impacting on this
still further.

For those expecting a Conclusions section herelgsions have been included in the
Executive Summary at the head of the document.
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