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A
Procedure 

1
Environmental Impact Assessment is incomplete or 
8,974
The EIA, as required by the Regulations:

inadequate.
described the application and the area surrounding the proposed development site;

described the existing environmental conditions in the area of the proposed development site;

drew conclusions about the effects that the applications may have on the environment;

explained the measures that the applicant has adopted or intends to adopt in order to mitigate any identified adverse effects.

A Supporting Statement has been prepared and accompanies the Environmental Statement (ES) and planning application. This 

covered the ERF application, how the application fits with the waste strategy, and summarised the environmental impacts and the 

policy context.

An independent review of the ES, by the IEMA identified a few areas that would benefit from clarification, but overall found that the 

ES is a balanced document that portrays both the positive and negative effects associated with the development proposals. Effects 

are given prominence relative to their likely significance. Responses made by consultees and details of how the ES have addressed

 these have enhanced the objectivity of the ES.

2
Waste Local Plan - Application should not be determined until 
143
The WLP was adopted in February 2006.  

the WLP is adopted.

3
Waste Local Plan – The decision to develop EfW through the 
336
The municipal waste management contract and the WLP are two independent documents.  The applicant is wholly, and 

waste contract was taken before the WLP inquiry started 
independently, responsible for: securing sites; obtaining the necessary permits including planning permissions; and constructing and

and the inquiry and the Inspector’s report on it have been ignored
operating facilities to deal with the municipal waste of East Sussex and Brighton & Hove.  The relevant local authorities are Waste 

Disposal Authorities and have responsiblilities for providing for the disposal of waste and the acquisition of sites. .Any applications 

submitted will be considered against the development plan, including the adopted WLP. 

4
Application is of national and regional significance and 
347
The proposed development is considered to be of local significance only as it is to serve residual municipal waste from East Sussex

should be determined by the First Secretary of State 
 and Brighton & Hove.  The submitted application has been objectively assessed against the development plan and other material 

because ESCC cannot be impartial.
considerations.

5
Onyx is an agent for ESCC/B&HCC; it is therefore prejudicial 
121
The applicant is not an agent for ESCC/B&HCC. It is formally contracted to the waste disposal authority to provide facilities to 

for ESCC to determine the application.  
manage municipal waste arising within these administrative areas.  The applicant is wholly, and independently, responsible for: 

securing sites; obtaining the necessary permits including planning permissions; and constructing and operating facilities to deal with 


the municipal waste of East Sussex and Brighton & Hove. The relevant local authorities  are Waste Disposal Authorities for providing 

for the disposal of waste and the acquisition of sites. .Any applications submitted will be considered against the development plan, 

including the adopted WLP. 

6
Waste Local Plan - The LPI Inspector’s recommendations for 
387
The Inspector did not ban incineration.  In paragraph 36.29 of his Report,  the Inspector states:

changes to EfW policies, especially WLP19, have been 
‘To be robust, the Plan must allow for a situation where acceptable applications for incinerators may not come forward’ but this is in 

ignored.
the context of the Inspector’s recommendation that under policy WLP19, sites should be referred to more generally as being suitable

 for ‘thermal treatment’, rather than specifically for ‘incineration’ which is only one form of possible thermal treatment available.

The Inspector’s recommended text for WLP19 was largely accepted, except for replacing ‘EfW’ by ‘incineration and other 

treatments’.

7
Best Practical Environmental Option was completed after the 
117
The BPEO assessment was prepared in association with the WLP.  BPEO assessments have been replaced in government policy 

WM contract was signed and can not be relied upon as a 
by sustainability appraisals.  Nevertheless, the application has been reviewed against both the BPEO strategy adopted within the 

specific BPEO in support of the application.  
WLP and also the key planning objectives of PPS10 by external consultants.  The application, taken in the context of all the proposed

 municipal waste management facilities, is considered to be consistent with both the BPEO strategy and the key planning objectives 

of PPS10.

8
Inadequate collaboration between planning, transport and 
181
The EA is the responsible authority for pollution issues.  It is a statutory consultee of the planning process and the application has 

pollution authorities. 
been discussed between officers of the EA and ESCC.  The transport authority is similarly a statutory consultee and relevant 

officers at ESCC have discussed the proposal and submitted information. 
09 February 2007
Page 1 of 32
Heading
Sub
Comment
No. of Representations
Response

9
As an interested party ESCC cannot be seen as impartial in 
221
The applicant is formally contracted to the waste disposal authority to provide facilities to manage municipal waste arising within 

determining the application
these administrative areas.  The applicant is wholly, and independently, responsible for: securing sites; obtaining the necessary 

permits including planning permissions; and constructing and operating facilities to deal with the municipal waste of East Sussex 

and Brighton & Hove.  The relevant local authorities are Waste Disposal Authorities and have responsililities for providig for the 
disposal of waste and the acquisition of sites.Any applications submitted will be considered, by the waste planning authority, against 
the development plan, including the adopted WLP.

10
East Sussex County Council should not have to pay for 
2
Comment is not entirely clear of where the applicant has caused delay or what costs this might incur.  However this would be a 

costs incurred by Onyx for any delay in the planning 
contractual matter and not relevant consideration of the planning application.

11
The proposal will prove very expensive for the County 
99
Comment is not entirely clear of how the application will prove expensive for the County Council.  However this is likely to be a 

Council and the resource intensity is not transparent
contractual matter and not relevant consideration of the planning application.

12
The County Council wish to rush the plan through before 
1
Preparation of the WLP has taken many years and has been subject to a great deal of thought, consideration and examination.  EfW 

energy from recycled waste becomes mandatory and more 
is acceptable in policy terms.  

defined
The Review of  Waste Strategy 2000 identifies that EfW is a valid option for those wastes that cannot realistically be treated in other

 ways, such as recycled or composted, and would otherwise be disposed of to landfill.

13
The incinerators that Onyx have used for comparison are not
2
PPS10 advises that modern waste management facilities should pose little risk to health.  The proposed development will also be 

 old enough to serve as valid examples
subject to a PPC permit, to be determined by the EA.  The technology is proven to be reliable and safe and incorporates 

sophisticated gas cleaning equipment to ensure that all emissions meet the required standards. The applicant currently operates a 

number of EfW facilities within the UK.

14
It is unlikely that ESCC staff have an appropriately high level           1 Where appropriate the Waste Planning Authority has sought external expert advice.

of scientific expertise to adequately analyse and evaluate 

the Environmental Impact Statement

15
The Environment Agency, Veolia and ESCC may have                 2 The relevant authorities are guided to allocate appropriate resources to undertake their duties in accordance with PPG18 and 

inadequate staff and resources to properly operate and 
PPS23.

regulate the ERF

B
Consultation and Community Involvement

1
Public consultation has been ineffective, and the applicant 
3,952
The community consultation process of the applicant included a community consultation programme prior to the submission of the 

and the Council have not listened to local opinion.

application, distribution of leaflets throughout Newhaven about the proposal including an invitation to wisit the ERF at Chineham, 



Hampshire. The consultation process  that was undertaken is detailed in the main Committee Report and responses to 


representations are contained in the main Report and this schedule.

2
Onyx has failed to consult the local community effectively, 
381
The community consultation process that was undertaken is detailed in the main Committee Report and responses to 

and has simply indulged in a PR exercise.
representations are contained in the main Report and this schedule.

3
BPEO relied upon in the application has not been the subject 
210
The BPEO was considered in a Background Paper to the Waste Local Plan on which there has been extensive consultation. The 

of consultation.
community consultation process that was undertaken on the application is detailed in the main Committee Report and responses to 

representations are contained in the main Report and this schedule.

4
There has been no effective consultation by ESCC or the 
1,984
Technologies and sites were considered in the Waste Local Plan on which there has been extensive consultation. There has also 

applicant on acceptable alternatives to the proposal.
been consultation on the Environmental Statement accompanying the application. The community consultation process that was 

undertaken on the application is detailed in the main Committee Report and responses to representations are contained in the main 

Report and this schedule.

5
Further consultation is required.
128
The community consultation process that was undertaken is detailed in the main Committee Report and responses to 

representations are contained in the main Report and this schedule.

6
The requirement for consultation (derived from EU Directives,
2,184
The community consultation process that was undertaken is detailed in the main Committee Report and responses to 

 PPG1/PPS1 and the Citizen’s Charter) has been ignored.
representations are contained in the main Report and this schedule.

7
Almost no consultation; the decision to develop an ERF was 
173
The community consultation process that was undertaken is detailed in the main Committee Report and responses to 

taken before the WLP inquiry started, and the Inspector’s 
representations are contained in the main Report and this schedule. The comment refers to a group that met before the application 

Report has been ignored; the local consultation group is 
was submitted. Newhaven Town Council has been consulted.

unrepresentative and Newhaven TC hasn’t been consulted.

8
There has been no ‘peer’ review or wider consultation on the
3,041
The EIA has been subjected to professional review by both planning officers of East Sussex County Council and consultants of the 

 EIA.
Institute of Environment Management and Assessment. 
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An independent review of the ES, by the IEMA identified a few areas that would benefit from clarification, but overall found that the 

ES is a balanced document that portrays both the positive and negative effects associated with the development proposals. Effects 

are given prominence relative to their likely significance. Responses made by consultees and details of how the ES have addressed

 these have enhanced the objectivity of the ES.

9
Objections to EfW at North Quay throughout the WLP 
328
The community consultation process that was undertaken is detailed in the main Committee Report and responses to 

process have been ignored.
representations are contained in the main Report and this schedule.

10
Decisions on the ERF should not be made by people 
14
The community consultation process that was undertaken is detailed in the main Committee Report and responses to 

unaffected by the proposal
representations are contained in the main Report and this schedule. Opportunities for public speaking at Planning Committee is also 

allowed.

11
Import of waste to the UK will greatly increase anti-European
61
The community consultation process that was undertaken is detailed in the main Committee Report and responses to 

 feelings
representations are contained in the main Report and this schedule. The facility is designed to process the residual municipal waste 

from East Sussex and Brighton & Hove and this can be controlled by condition.

12
The public should be given a longer time period in which to               10

The community consultation process that was undertaken is detailed in the main Committee Report and responses to 

comment on the application
representations are contained in the main Report and this schedule.

13
More detailed information is required to enable the public to 
42
The community consultation process that was undertaken is detailed in the main Committee Report and responses to 

properly challenge the application
representations are contained in the main Report and this schedule.

The independent review of the ES, by IEMA found that the Non-technical Summary provides sufficient information to the non-

specialist reader to understand the main environmental impacts of the proposal without reference to the main ES. Also that the NTS 

summarises the EIA process, the development proposals, the baseline information, the likely significant impacts and the main 

mitigation measures. Appropriate references are made to maps and diagrams to illustrate the location, planning application boundary,

 environmental designations, and the project description and design. It further considered the ES to be a balanced document that 

portrays both the positive and negative effects associated with the development proposals. Effects are given prominence relative to

 their likely significance. Responses made by consultees and details of how the ES have addressed these have enhanced the 

objectivity of the ES.

14
Not all members of the public will be allowed into the 
1
The community consultation process that was undertaken is detailed in the main Committee Report and responses to 

Committee meeting
representations are contained in the main Report and this schedule. Additional space will be provided and the Planning Committee 

meeting will be web cast.

15
Public should have access to the independent advice 
1
The community consultation process that was undertaken is detailed in the main Committee Report and this schedule. The main 

provided to ESCC on the technical aspects of the planning 
Committee report outlines the advice given to the County Council.

application

16
There should be a model of the proposed plant available for 
2
A model has been prepared but there is no requirement for the applicant to provide a model for inspection.

the public to view

17
Residents' fears and concerns should be a material planning          21 Public comment is taken into account in the determination of planning applications.

consideration

18
The public consultation period should only begin after an               1 Public consultation has been carried out in accordance with statutory requirements.

independent scientific evaluation report on the application 

has been made available to the public

19
The inconsistency evident in the publicised cut-off date in             73 Public consultation has been carried out in accordance with statutory requirements.

February 2007 for further public comment may have been a 

tactic employed by ESCC to purposefully mislead the public

20
The postponement of the decision on the planning application       138 Public consultation has been carried out in accordance with statutory requirements.

 from January 2007 may have been an attempt by ESCC to 

gain publicised central government approval of the 

application in order to reduce the chance of a successful 

legal challenge.
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C
Planning and Waste Policy

1
European Policy
3,496
The ERF is proposed as one part of an integrated waste management infrastructure to deliver sustainable management of municipal 

Proposal conflicts with various Directives including the 
waste within East Sussex and Brighton & Hove.  The infrastructure as a whole contributes to delivery of the waste hierarchy and 

Waste Framework Directive and fails to prevent/reduce 
ensures that waste is managed in accordance with relevant Directives, including the Waste Framework Directive.  There are 

waste growth and its harmful effects.
various initiatives being undertaken by both the applicant and the Councils to promote waste minimisation – however, there remains 

a quantity of waste that will be produced and this needs to be managed.  

2
Government Policy
1,722
See main Committee Report. The ERF is proposed as one part of an integrated waste management infrastructure to deliver 

Incineration not generally supported and conflicts with 
sustainable management of municipal waste within East Sussex and Brighton & Hove.  The WLP and government documents, define

Government views on sustainability set out in WS2000, 
 ‘waste recovery’ as the total diversion of waste away from landfill. Recycling, composting, energy recovery or other forms of 

PPS1, PPS22 and PPS23.
material recovery (such as anaerobic digestion) are all processes that reduce the residual material that may need to be disposed of 

to landfill. 

The Review of Waste Strategy 2000 positively identifies that EfW is a valid option for those wastes that cannot realistically be 

treated in other ways, such as recycled or composted, and would otherwise be disposed of to landfill.

3
Government Policy – conflicts generally.                            1755
See main Commiittee Report. The ERF is proposed as one part of an integrated waste management infrastructure to deliver 

sustainable management of municipal waste within East Sussex and Brighton & Hove.  The infrastructure as a whole contributes to 

delivery of the waste hierarchy and ensures that waste is managed in accordance with relevant Directives, including the Waste 

Framework Directive.  The application is considered to be consistent with PPS10.

4
Government Policy – conflicts with PPG10
2,685
PPG10 has been superseded by PPS10. The application is considered to be consistent with PPS10.  

5
Government Policy – conflicts with PPG24
211
PPG24 advises that ‘Much of the development which is necessary for the creation of jobs and the construction and improvement of 

essential infrastructure will generate noise. The planning system should not place unjustifiable obstacles in the way of such 

development. Nevertheless, local planning authorities must ensure that development does not cause an unacceptable degree of 

disturbance.’ 

A comprehensive baseline noise survey was undertaken by the applicant. The potential for noise impacts from the development is 

small. Appropriate noise conditions are proposed.

6
Government Policy – conflicts with PPG25/PPS25
303
PPS25 (Development and Flood Risk) was published in December 2006 and has replaced PPG25. PPG25 advised that it is for the 

developer to provide an assessment of whether any proposed development is likely to be affected by flooding and whether it would

 increase flood risk elsewhere and of the measures proposed to deal with these effects and risks; and to satisfy the local planning 

authority that any flood risk to the development or additional risk arising from the proposal will be successfully managed with the 

minimum environmental effect, to ensure that the site can be developed and occupied safely. PPS25 additionally holds the developer 

responsible for providing designs which reduce flood risk to the development and elsewhere, by incorporating sustainable drainage

 systems and where necessary, flood resilience measures and identifying opportunities to reduce flood risk, enhance biodiversity 

and amenity, protect the historic environment and seek collective solutions to managing flood risk. 

It is then for the local planning authority, advised as necessary by the Environment Agency and other relevant organisations, to 

determine an application for planning permission.  

The application includes consideration of flood risk and includes provision of a flood defence barrier, incorporated into the proposed

 landscape scheme.  This has been designed to withstand the effects of a 1 in 200 year tidal flood event.  The EA has been a 

statutory consultee of this application and has advised ESCC on the proposed flood risk mitigation measures. Appropriate conditions

 are proposed.

7
Government Policy – conflicts with PPS1
1,680
PPS1 advises that planning should facilitate and promote sustainable and inclusive patterns of urban and rural development by:

making suitable land available for development in line with economic, social and environmental objectives to improve people's quality 

of life;

contributing to sustainable economic development;

protecting and enhancing the natural and historic environment, the quality and character of the countryside, and existing 

communities; 

The ERF is proposed as one part of an integrated waste management infrastructure to deliver sustainable management of municipal 

waste within East Sussex and Brighton & Hove.  The infrastructure as a whole contributes to delivery of the waste hierarchy and 

ensures that waste is managed in accordance with relevant Directives and policy.  The application is considered to be consistent 
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with PPS10 and PPS1. 

8
Government Policy – conflicts with PPS7
59
The ERF is not proposed to be located within a rural area.  However, PPS7 does provide comment on  development within the 

AONB, advising that conservation of the natural beauty of the landscape and countryside should therefore be given great weight in 

planning policies and development control decisions in these areas.

The location of the proposed ERF is not within, but adjacent to the designated AONB.  In preparing the Committee Report, 

consideration has been given to the impact on the adjacent AONB.

9
Government Policy – conflicts with PPS9
62
PPS9 advises that the aim of planning decisions should be to prevent harm to biodiversity and geological conservation interests.  

The policy statement also recognises that the re-use of previously developed land for new development makes a major contribution 

to sustainable development by reducing the amount of countryside and undeveloped land that needs to be used. 

The site is not itself designated for any biodiversity or geologic conservation. Issues relevant have been considered satisfactorily in 

the main Committee Report.

10
Government Policy – conflicts with PPS10
1,492
The ERF is proposed as one part of an integrated waste management infrastructure to deliver sustainable management of municipal 

waste within East Sussex and Brighton & Hove.  The infrastructure as a whole contributes to delivery of the waste hierarchy and 

ensures that waste is managed in accordance with relevant Directives, including the Waste Framework Directive.  The application is

 considered to be consistent with PPS10. 

The application has been reviewed against both the BPEO assessment prepared in association with the WLP and against the key 

planning objectives of PPS10 by external consultants.  The application, taken in the context of all the proposed waste management 

developments, is considered to be consistent with both the BPEO and the key planning objectives of PPS10.

11
Government Policy – conflicts with PPS22
178
PPS22 is not wholly relevant as it is intended to apply to development that would be eligible for the Renewables Obligation, it is not 

expected that the proposed ERF would be eligible.  Furthermore, PPS22 recognises that the principles for waste management 

decision making are set out in PPS10 and Waste Strategy 2000.

Notwithstanding this advice, there are some general principles that may be applied.  A key principle of PPS22 is that small-scale 

projects can provide a limited but valuable contribution to overall outputs of renewable energy and to meeting energy needs both 

locally and nationally. Planning authorities should not therefore reject planning applications simply because the level of output is 

small.

The North Quay application makes a contribution to reducing carbon dioxide emissions through displacing the use of fossil fuels and 

recovering energy from waste.  However, at present, the ERF application is not considered to be fully  renewable.

12
Government Policy – conflicts with PPS23
318
In accordance with the advice of PPS23 the County Planning Authority has a responsibility to consider potential pollution impacts 

arising from development.  It has accordingly sought advice from the EA and Lewes DC's EHO.  The proposed facility would also be 

subject to IPPC and has a PPC permit which will be monitored and enforced by the EA.

13
Waste Hierarchy (Government/Regional/Local Policy)
1121
The ERF is proposed as one part of an integrated waste management infrastructure to deliver sustainable management of municipal 

The proposal prevents proper implementation of policies to 
waste within East Sussex and Brighton & Hove.  It is proposed to manage residual wastes following recycling and composting 

move WM up the hierarchy and precludes development of 
initiatives (higher in the hierarchy) and will reduce the amount of waste disposed of to landfill (lower in the hierarchy). 

other options higher up the hierarchy.

14
Proximity Principle (Government/Regional/Local Policy)
2,064
The Waste Local Plan advocates the proximity principle for dealing with waste as close to the source as practicable.  Practical 

Proposal does not accord.
application of the proximity principle is dependant on factors such as environmental constraints and whether sites have been fully 

assessed for the proposed use.  

This principle is discussed in PPG10.  PPG10 has been superseded by PPS 10, which refers only to the disposal of wastes at one 

of the nearest appropriate installations.  The proposed ERF will recover energy from waste and is considered to be appropriately 

located.

15
Precautionary Principle (Government/Regional/Local Policy)
1,103
The precautionary principle is identified in the WLP as a key principle for waste management, whilst recognising that there is no 

Proposal does not accord.
unanimously agreed definition for, or interpretation of, the principle.  The precautionary principle is discussed in PPG10 which has 

now been superseded by PPS 10.  PPS10 makes not direct reference to the precautionary principle.

It is considered that the application can be determined at the present time.

16
Self-Sufficiency (Government/Regional/Local Policy)
510
The proposed facility will enable East Sussex and Brighton & Hove to manage a greater proportion of the waste generated within 

Proposal does not accord.
these authorities.  In this way, the proposal usefully contributes to achieving self-sufficiency.  
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Self-sufficiency is promoted within PPG10, which has been superseded by PPS10.  That policy statement does not mention self 

sufficiency.  Instead a key planning objective refers to enabling communities to take more responsibility for their own waste.  The 

proposed facility is considered to be consistent with this objective.

17
SE Regional Strategy/RPG9 - proposal does not accord with 
2,196
The setting of higher targets in the RSS/RPG9 will be considered in the preparation of the Waste Development Framework 

the regional strategy which sets higher recycling targets 
documents. The effect of higher recycling rates is considered in the main Committee Report.

than proposed locally. Other authorities in the region will 


have to increase recycling and recovery rates to 
The facility has been designed as part of an integrated waste management infrastructure to achieve increased levels of recycling 

compensate.
and recovery, and to complement these activities, not compromise them. The applicant is contractually obliged to increase recycling 

and composting rates significantly through this and other proposals (household waste recovery sites, waste transfer stations and 

composting facilities). The ERF will manage only the remaining waste that cannot be recycled or composted.

18
SE Regional Strategy/RPG9 
105
The ERF is proposed as one part of an integrated waste management infrastructure to deliver sustainable management of municipal 

Proposal conflicts with regional policy to increase separation
waste within East Sussex and Brighton & Hove.  It is proposed to manage residual wastes following recycling and composting 

 and composting of putrescible waste in the HWS.
initiatives (higher in the hierarchy) and will reduce the amount of waste disposed of to landfill (lower in the hierarchy).

19
SE Regional Strategy/RPG9
14
Self-sufficiency is promoted within PPG10, which has been superseded by PPS10.  That policy statement does not mention self 

Sub-regional self-sufficiency is not accepted policy.
sufficiency.  Instead a key planning objective refers to enabling communities to take more responsibility for their own waste.  The 

proposed facility is considered to be consistent with this objective.

20
SE Regional Strategy/RPG9
7
The location of North Quay Newhaven would be suitable for rail or water waste transfer or onward transfer of recyclates, subject 

Conflicts with policy W17 Criteria for location of WM Facilities
to the mineral rail link being reconnected and/or the site selected having access to the wharf. 

In choosing a brownfield site in an industrial area, with good transport links, the requirements of this policy have been met.  Policy 

W17 

21
SE Regional Strategy/RPG9 – proposal does not materially 
5
Comment noted and agreed. 

conflict with RPG9 + ‘the proposed changes’.

22
SE Regional Strategy/RPG9 – policies. ESCC should satisfy 
50
W2 – The remediation of excavated soils and other inert materials will enable increased recycling and reuse of material in situ during

itself proposal accords with specified policies:
 the construction, flood protection and landscaping phase, thus reducing the volume destined for off-site management.  A detailed 

- W2 – use of sustainable construction materials;
waste minimisation plan will be developed by the applicant. 

- W5 – priority to recycling above EfW, ERF only manages 
W5 - The ERF is proposed as one part of an integrated waste management infrastructure to deliver sustainable management of 

residual waste;
municipal waste within East Sussex and Brighton & Hove.  It is proposed to manage residual wastes following recycling and 

- W6 – as above;
composting initiatives (higher in the hierarchy) and will reduce the amount of waste disposed of to landfill (lower in the hierarchy).

- W11 – biomass separated consistent with targets for 
W6 – The proposed facility will enable ESCC and Brighton & Hove to contribute to meeting the Region’s waste management targets. 

power generation from renewable sources;


- W12 – efforts should be made to secure CHP;
W11 - The ERF is proposed as one part of an integrated waste management infrastructure.  

- E5 – minimise impact on AONB and area’s biodiversity;
W12 – The application has a built in capacity for distribution of heat and power in the future.

- M5 – continued use of wharf and rail depot must be 
E5 – The site abuts on its northern boundary the Sussex Downs Area of Outstanding Beauty, which is proposed to be designated 

secured.
as a National Park.  Potential environmental impacts are addressed in the main Committee Report. 

Rep. refers to RPG9 + ‘the proposed changes’.
M5 – This policy requires MPA to assess the need for wharf and rail depots and to safeguard these from inappropriate development

 in local development documents.  The proposed facility retains the wharf but reduces the storage area..

23
Structure Plan – Applicant and ESCC unable to judge 
71
The County Council is required to determine applications for County matters unless the Secretary of State intervenes. The Planning 

whether application complies.
Committee comprises Members who are not part of the Executive of the Council. Relevant Structure Plan policies have been 

considered in the main Committee Report.

24
SP – Conflicts with specified policies: W2, W3, W8, W9, 
288
W2 - The ERF is proposed as one part of an integrated waste management infrastructure to deliver sustainable management of 

W15, MIN6, MIN9, TR29, TR31, TR36, EN2 (f)
municipal waste within East Sussex and Brighton & Hove.  It is proposed to manage residual wastes following recycling and 

- Policy W2 Waste Hierarchy
composting initiatives (higher in the hierarchy) and will reduce the amount of waste disposed of to landfill (lower in the hierarchy).

- Policy W3 Disposal in Plan Area
W3 – This policy seeks to manage waste arising within East Sussex and Brighton & Hove within that area. The proposed facility will

- Policy W8 Conformity with Waste Strategy
 implement this policy and as such is not in conflict with it.  Identification of where the majority of wastes arise within the authority 

- Policy W9 Strategic Criteria
areas was undertaken and this information was used to inform site selection. 

- Policy W15 EfW criteria
Policy W8 – The proposed facility is in conformity with the Waste Strategy. 

- Policy MIN6 Construction Aggregates
W9 – Relevant criteria have been addressed within the Environmental Statement.  The proposal is not considered to be in conflict 

- Policy MIN9 Imported Aggregates
with this policy except for the landscape considerations. Conditions, and, compensatory arrangements may be required to ensure 
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- Policy TR29 Freight
appropriate measures are implemented. 

- Policy TR31 Targets related to Highways 
W15 – Policies W2, W8 and W9 are all considered to be met except for the landscape considerations.  Additionally, the proposed 

- Policy TR36 Newhaven Port
development is at suitable scale, will not cause unacceptable levels of traffic and should not cause harm to health or unacceptable 

- Policy EN2 (f) (AONB)
impact to the environment.  The ES has considered relevant aspects of the environment.  PPS10 advises that modern waste 

management facilities should pose little risk to health.  The facility will also be subject to PPC permit.

MIN6 – This is addressed in the main Committee Report.

MIN9 – The proposed development is a technical departure from this policy. This is addressed in the main Committee Report.

TR29 – A transport assessment was undertaken to examine the traffic conditions in the vicinity of the ERF and the potential effects 

on movements, junction capacity and other road users. This was based upon a worst-case road only transport scenario. It was 

concluded that the increased level of traffic generation will not cause problems at key road junctions identified in the Transport 

Assessment.  The proposed development will generate traffic mainly between Monday and Friday with a maximum of 224 lorry and 

40 car trips on a weekday (A trip is a one way journey either to or from the facility). Neither the Highways Agency nor the Highway

 Authority has raised objections on the grounds that there would be an adverse impact on the capacity of the strategic highway 

network.  Additionally, pollution and environmental issues have been covered through the Environmental Statement which included 

consideration of traffic and transport and air quality.    

The potential for transporting waste to and from the site by rail and water has been considered. This option is currently not 

practicable but the site has been arranged to retain the potential for this to be brought forward should circumstances become 

favourable in the future.

TR31 - The Highway Authority has not raised objections to the development on highway grounds. Pollution and environmental 

issues have been covered through the Environmental Statement which included consideration of traffic and transport and air 

quality. A Company Travel Plan will be a condition to minimise the number of vehicle trips by staff. A lorry routeing strategy and 

improvements to cycling and pedestrian routes in the vicinity of the site will be agreed as appropriate.

TR36 – The proposed development is a technical departure from this policy. This is addressed in the main Committee Report.

EN2 (f) - This is addressed in the main Committee Report.

25
WLP – proposal does not conform to key objectives of the 
1345
The objectives of the plan are:

WLP.
a) To progressively reduce the amount of waste disposed of to land; 

b) To provide an integrated waste management strategy; 

c) To increase recycling and recovery and achieve targets set by Government and this Plan; 

d) To treat and dispose of the Plan area's waste arisings;

 e) To minimise road traffic associated with the transportation of waste and encourage other modes of transport; and 

f) To protect the environment and avoid harm to communities and environmentally important and sensitive land uses.

The application is considered to comply with these objectives.

26
WLP – Conflicts with specified policies: WLP19, 35, 36, 39
362
WLP19 - The application is related to major sources of waste, will capture energy from the waste managed and is submitted with an

- WLP19 EfW Plants 
 Environmental Statement to address environmental and social issues.

- WLP35General Amenity Considerations
WLP35 – With regards to amenity, a visual impact assessment was conducted.  The form, layout and alignment of the buildings have

- WLP36 Transport Considerations
 therefore responded to the landscape and visual assessment, and consultation of the Waste Planning Authority and the local 

- WLP39 Design Considerations
community, to minimise as far as possible, the visual impact.  Neutral, non-reflective colours and discreet night-time lighting will be 

used.  Traffic effects, noise, and air quality were also addressed within the application and supporting ES. The proposal is though 

still in conflict with parts of this policy.

WLP36 – The North Quay site is well connected to the road network, and affords the possibility of both rail and water based 

transport in the future, should it become practicable. 

WLP39 – A visual impact assessment was conducted; the form, layout and alignment of the buildings have therefore responded to 

the landscape and visual assessment, and consultation of the Waste Planning Authority and the local community, to minimise as far 

as possible, the visual impact.  Neutral, non-reflective colours and discreet night-time lighting will be used.  

The application is considered not to conflict with these policies.

27
WLP proposes a 25 year period for EfW, but application is 
7
 If it is considered acceptable to permit a planning application for built development then it is unusual to limit the lifetime of that 

permanent.
development unless there is good justification to do so.

28
WLP – proposal ignores the WLP inspector’s 
442
The adopted WLP does not restrict or promote the number of applications that may be submitted for EfW facilities. It is then up to 

recommendation that the plan area should be served by 2 
ESCC to determine that application against the development plan and any other material considerations.  

EFW plants; this will place unacceptable traffic and other 


pressures on Newhaven.
A traffic assessment was conducted based upon a worst-case road only transport scenario.  It was concluded that the increased 

level of traffic generation will not cause problems at the key road junctions identified in the transport assessment.
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29
Lewes DP –Development conflicts with designation of North 
667
The proposed facility is a technical departure from this policy.  However, the need for delivery of an integrated waste management 

Quay for ‘port-related uses’/aggregates (NH24).
infrastructure to deal with wastes arising within East Sussex and Brighton & Hove is a material consideration.

30
MPS2 should be used alongside PPG10
383
PPG10 has been superseded by PPS10.  Minerals Policy Statement 2: Controlling and mitigating the environmental effects of                                            

mineral extraction in England is not relevant to this application.  Instead PPS10 is the relevant policy statement.  The application is 

considered consistent with PPS 10.

31
Contravenes PPG6 requirements
138
PPG6 has been superseded by PPS6: Planning for Town Centres.  This policy statement is not relevant as the proposed facility is 

not located within the town centre. 

32
Local Development Documents - Conflicts with policy 
162
The term ‘local development documents’ refers to those documents produced by local authorities under the Planning and 

generally
Compulsory Purchase Act 2004.  Apart from Statements of Community Involvement and the Construction & Demolition Waste 

Supplementary Planning Document, no LDDs have been adopted within the relevant authorities.

33
The incinerator plan is wholly incompatible with Newhaven 
3
There is no material conflict with the 10 Year Master Plan.

Strategic Networks 10 Year Master Plan

34
The application is a departure from a greater number of             447 The main Committee Report has identified the policies that the proposal is a departure from and the advert was in accordance with 

planning policies than the two that have been advertised.
statutory requirements.

35
Minerals Local Plan - Proposal conflicts with Policy 9 (North        123 The proposed development is a technical departure from this policy. However, the need for delivery of an integrated waste 

Quay, Newhaven)
management infrastructure to deal with wastes arising within East Sussex and Brighton & Hove is a material consideration. The 

main committee report has identified the policies that the proposal is a departure from and has addressed this in some detail.

36
Proposal conflicts with the 'Polluter Pays' principle.                   66 The 'Polluter Pays' principle forms part of the EU Environmental Liability Directive, which has not yet been implemented into UK law. 

The consultation period on the UK implementation of the Directive ends on 16 February 2007. The fundamental principle of the 

Directive concerns the capacity to hold an operator whose activity has caused environmental damage or the imminent threat of 

such damage financially viable.

Financial aspects are not a material planning consideration. The Environment Agency has considered the pollution and health 

aspects of the proposal and concluded that there are no significant effects.

D
Waste Management  

1
There should be a presumption against incineration which is 
480
PPS10 advises that modern waste management facilities should pose little risk to health.  The proposed development will also be 

risky compared with recycling/composting and other waste 
subject to a PPC permit, to be determined by the EA.  The technology is proven to be reliable and safe and incorporates 

management methods.
sophisticated gas cleaning equipment to ensure that all emissions meet the required standards. 

2
Incineration is inefficient and will waste natural resources, 
663
The facility will burn waste at high temperatures, producing heat, which will be recovered in the form of steam and then used to 

and if developed should include CHP.
generate electricity.  In this way it will contribute toward reduced reliance on natural resources such as fossil fuels.  The ERF will 

reduce the amount of waste disposed of to landfill, so conserving available void space. 

3
Incineration is old technology and is a waste disposal, not 
1,244
The recovery of energy from the burning of waste is recognised in PPS10 as waste recovery, not disposal.  The facility will burn 

recovery, technology.
waste at high temperatures, producing heat, which will be recovered in the form of steam and then used to generate electricity.  

The technology is proven to be reliable and safe and incorporates sophisticated gas cleaning equipment. 

4
EfW is an irresponsible and unsustainable technology that 
789
EfW does not promote waste production.  The proposed facility is submitted to manage residual wastes following recycling and 

will promote and increase waste production.
composting initiatives (higher in the hierarchy) and will reduce the amount of waste disposed of to landfill (lower in the hierarchy).  

Waste minimisation initiatives are being undertaken by both local authorities within East Sussex and Brighton & Hove and by the 

applicant. 

5
Any EfW proposal should only be on a small scale.
189
The comment does not make clear why EfW should only be on a small scale.  The facility is designed including its capacity, to 

process the residual municipal waste from East Sussex and Brighton & Hove.  There would be no import of waste from elsewhere 

and this can be controlled by condition.

6
Scale of the proposal is too large making it impossible to 
116
The facility is designed, including its capacity, to process the residual municipal waste from East Sussex and Brighton & Hove.  

adapt to emerging technologies which are less costly and 
There would be no import of waste from elsewhere and this can be controlled by condition.

can better be combined with MRFs and CHP. 

7
Proposal is for waste disposal, not waste recovery.
194
The recovery of energy from the burning of waste is recognised in PPS10 as waste recovery, not disposal.  The facility will burn 

waste at high temperatures, producing heat, which will be recovered in the form of steam and then used to generate electricity.  

The technology is proven to be reliable and safe and incorporates sophisticated gas cleaning equipment.
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8
Newhaven should not deal with all ESCC/B&HCC waste – the
1,445
Reference to the proximity principle has been superseded by PPS10, which refers only to disposal of waste in one of the nearest 

 proximity principle is not adhered to.
appropriate installations.  The proposed development is considered to be in an appropriate location.  Additionally, the facility is sized 

to manage residual wastes and to bulk up wastes from administrative areas local to Newhaven.

9
Alternative strategy proposed - more emphasis on recycling 
61
Comment is not clear where the alternative strategy has originated from or how it has been developed.  The ERF is proposed as one

(25% composting/40% recycling referred to) with MBT 
 part of an integrated waste management infrastructure to deliver sustainable management of municipal waste within East Sussex 

favoured over EfW.
and Brighton & Hove.  The infrastructure as a whole contributes to delivery of the waste hierarchy.  

10
Proposal will encourage waste generation and landfill and 
739
EfW does not promote waste production.  The proposed facility is submitted to manage residual wastes following recycling and 

reduce or ‘crowd out’ recycling.
composting initiatives (higher in the hierarchy) and will reduce the amount of waste disposed of to landfill (lower in the hierarchy).  

Waste minimisation initiatives are being undertaken by both local authorities within East Sussex and Brighton & Hove and by the 

applicant. 

The review of  Waste Strategy 2000 identifies that EfW is a valid option for those wastes that cannot realistically be treated in other 

ways, such as recycled or composted, and would otherwise be disposed of to landfill.

11
Recycling targets fall well below regional requirements, and 
1,956
The effect of higher recycling rates in RPG9 is considered in the main Committee Report.

composting capacity is inadequate.

12
LA should do more to encourage recycling/re-use which 
308
The proposed facility is submitted to manage residual wastes following recycling and composting initiatives (higher in the hierarchy) 

would obviate the need for the development, which should 
and will reduce the amount of waste disposed of to landfill (lower in the hierarchy).  Waste minimisation and recycling initiatives are 

be a ‘last resort’ method of waste management.
being undertaken by both local authorities within East Sussex and Brighton & Hove and by the applicant.

13
Design capacity exceeds current demand, suggesting WDA 
39
The facility is designed, including its capacity, to process the residual municipal waste from East Sussex and Brighton & Hove and 

is not expecting to increase recycling rates.
will not crowd out recycling.

Waste recycling initiatives are being undertaken by both local authorities within East Sussex and Brighton & Hove and by the 

applicant.

14
If waste generation declines, the proposal will constrain 
1,432
The facility is designed, including its capacity, to process the residual municipal waste from East Sussex and Brighton & Hove.  It is 

recycling, re-use and composting contrary to national policy.
not predicted that waste generation will decline in absolute terms.

The existence of an EfW plant that is intended only to manage residual wastes does not constrain the potential for other waste 

management facilities.

15
It is unclear whether recycling and re-use within the waste 
19
The Applicant is contractually obliged to increase recycling and composting rates significantly, via the area’s HWRS, a proposed 

stream would be maximised prior to incineration.
MRF and a proposed composting facility.  The facility is designed, including its capacity, to process the residual municipal waste 

from East Sussex and Brighton & Hove.  

16
The strategy should be based on reduce, recycle, and re-
247
The waste hierarchy underpins both the WLP and Municipal Waste Management Strategy.  Local facilities would not necessarily 

use principles based on local facilities with less impact.
have less impact – this is dependent on the development proposed and its intended location.

17
Proposal would not allow recycling and composting to grow 
1,288
The Applicant is contractually obliged to increase recycling and composting rates significantly.  The facility is designed, including its 

unless overall waste arisings increase.
capacity, to process the residual municipal waste from East Sussex and Brighton & Hove.  

18
Development would only succeed if waste arisings increase.
105
The Applicant is contractually obliged to increase recycling and composting rates significantly.  It is not predicted that waste 

generation will decline in absolute terms. The facility is designed, including its capacity, to process the residual municipal waste from

 East Sussex and Brighton & Hove.

19
Waste should be a resource and re-used not burnt.
1024
The recovery of energy from the burning of waste is recognised in PPS10 as waste recovery, not disposal.  The facility will burn 

waste at high temperatures, producing heat, which will be recovered in the form of steam and then used to generate electricity.  

The technology is proven to be reliable and safe and incorporates sophisticated gas cleaning equipment.

The Review of Waste Strategy 2000 identifies that EfW is a valid option for those wastes that cannot realistically be treated in other 

ways, such as recycled or composted, and would otherwise be disposed of to landfill.

20
If recycling and composting rates increase there will be 
132
The facility is designed, including its capacity, to process the residual municipal waste from East Sussex and Brighton & Hove.  

increased import of waste into the area.
There would be no import of waste from elsewhere and this can be controlled by condition.
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21
Applicant will use the ERF to deal with imported, 
335
The facility is designed, including its capacity, to process the residual municipal waste from East Sussex and Brighton & Hove.  

internationally-generated waste.
There would be no import of waste from elsewhere and this can be controlled by condition.

22
If putrescible waste is separated in accordance with 
109
The facility is designed, including its capacity, to process the residual municipal waste from East Sussex and Brighton & Hove.  

regional policy, 100,000 tonnes will be removed from the 
There would be no import of waste from elsewhere and this can be controlled by condition.

feedstock for the ERF, increasing imports from elsewhere.

23
Bottom ash has to be ‘aged’ before re-use.
97
Bottom ash can be treated as inert waste and used as an alternative material in road maintenance.

24
EfW creates more waste than it manages through emissions,
1,175
EfW does not create more waste than it manages. The application details estimate that 6,300 tonnes of special waste will be 

 bottom and fly ash, and the latter is harmful and more 
generated each year as flue gas treatment residues.  This material can be used in a chemical process for the neutralisation of 

hazardous than the original waste.
waste acids. Otherwise, it will require landfilling in a licensed special waste landfill.  52,500 tonnes of bottom ash will be generated, 

which is classified as an inert waste.  The applicant is seeking to develop a facility to generate secondary aggregates from bottom 

ash.  Dust and odour will be managed through negative pressure and combustion air fans.  All effluent discharged from the 

recycled water tank will be treated in a dedicated water treatment plant, prior to discharge to the sewer.

25
ERF will not facilitate waste being managed within the Plan 
987
Some residues from the proposed ERF may need to be exported elsewhere for either disposal or reuse.  However, the amount of 

area, as fly and bottom ash, and toxic process chemicals, 
waste or materials to be exported would be much reduced from the amount managed at the facility each year and is an acceptable 

must be exported elsewhere.
part of the waste management process. 

26
Plant will destroy energy and increase landfill demand 
155
The plant will recover energy from waste materials and will reduce landfill demand through this treatment method.  Fly and bottom 

because of fly and bottom ash disposal.
ash can be put to beneficial uses.

27
ERF would produce toxic ash which would go to landfill and 
666
It is estimated that 6,300 tonnes of hazardous waste will be generated each year as flue gas treatment residues.  This material can 

cannot be safely disposed of.
be used in a chemical process for the neutralisation of waste acids. Otherwise, it will require landfilling in a licensed special waste 

landfill, where it would be safely disposed of. 

28
No indication of where residuals from the process are to be 
125
The application does provide details on the management of residual wastes from the plant. 

managed.

29
There is no indication of how C&I waste is to be managed in 
11
The application is for the receipt and treatment of municipal waste, not C&I waste. 

the development.

30
Over its 25 year life the operation of the ERF will 
1,214
The facility is designed, including its capacity, to process the residual municipal waste from East Sussex and Brighton & Hove.  

substantially reduce innovation in other technologies.
The JMWMS recognises that another waste management facility may be required in the future and it is intended that this should be 

of a different technology to EfW.  The development of the proposed plant would not stifle innovation in other technologies. 

31
Council is unable to embrace new techniques or Government
341
The proposed facility is submitted to manage residual wastes following recycling and composting initiatives (higher in the hierarchy) 

 thinking on waste.
and will reduce the amount of waste disposed of to landfill (lower in the hierarchy). It is submitted as part of an integrated waste 

management infrastructure.  This is consistent with Government thinking on waste. 

32
The government and commercial waste producers should be
73
Comment noted. 

 more responsible for waste minimisation initiatives

33
Universities should be targeted to reduce waste generation
1
Comment noted. 

34
Onyx use the Civic Amenity Waste site at Seaford to show 
4
Comment is unclear. The proposed facility is submitted to manage residual wastes following recycling and composting initiatives. It is

that recycling is not succeeding
 submitted as part of an integrated waste management infrastructure.  

35
The WLP neither recommends or excludes incineration as a 
3
Comment noted. The proposed facility is submitted to manage residual wastes following recycling and composting initiatives. It is 

final treatment option but refers to 'energy from waste' 
submitted as part of an integrated waste management infrastructure.  

which can also involve different technologies

36
Should foreign waste be imported, it could be mislabelled and
14
The facility is designed, including its capacity, to process the residual municipal waste from East Sussex and Brighton & Hove.  

 possibly include nuclear or medical matter
There would be no import of waste from elsewhere and this can be controlled by condition. 

37
Should the incinerator need to be closed, or its use reduced, 
5
There will be two planned closures of the facility each year. A one-week shut down, and a two-week shut down. There will be no 

even for a temporary period, how would waste be disposed 
need to alter the waste delivery to the facility, as the facility will operate at half capacity.  Some transfer station waste will be 

of?
directed to an alternative facility.

38
It would only take a few years to implement a county-wide 
287
The proposed facility is submitted to manage residual wastes following recycling and composting initiatives (higher in the hierarchy) 

collection system to deal with the high percentage of 
and will reduce the amount of waste disposed of to landfill (lower in the hierarchy). It is submitted as part of an integrated waste 

household waste which could avoid biodegradeable waste 
management infrastructure.  

09 February 2007
Page 10 of 32
Heading
Sub
Comment
No. of Representations
Response

being incinerated

39
Landfill tax should be increased                                         1 Landfill tax will continue to increase until it reaches £35 per tonne.  This is an issue beyond the remit of consideration of this 

application. 

40
Alternative waste management process suggested: the 
1
Comment noted.

patented process UR-3R by GRD Minproc Ltd associated 

with Global Renewables

41
The proposal leaves many aspects of the needs for waste 
1
Further applications for waste management of residual municipal waste would have to be judged on their merits taking into account 

disposal unmet, inevitably a further method of disposal would
the development plan and any material considerations.

 have to be provided

42
ERF technology is not risk free and equipment may malfunction
23
PPS10 advises that modern waste management facilities should pose little risk to health.  The proposed development will also be 

subject to a PPC permit, to be determined by the EA.  The technology is proven to be reliable and safe and incorporates 

sophisticated gas cleaning equipment to ensure that all emissions meet the required standards.

43
Has there been an analysis of the contents of the rubbish?
1
Network Recycling studied the composition of the collected household waste from East Sussex during 2005.

44
Problems with incinerators in other countries is evidence that
32
PPS10 advises that modern waste management facilities should pose little risk to health.  The proposed development will also be 

 incineration is not safe
subject to a PPC permit, to be determined by the EA.  The technology is proven to be reliable and safe and incorporates 

sophisticated gas cleaning equipment to ensure that all emissions meet the required standards.  

45
Danish authorities have costed that every £1 spent on 
3
The application must be assessed on its merits for the waste disposal method proposed.

building cycle lanes save the health service £2. What would 

£1 spent on incineration cost the NHS and ESCC in the 

future? How much would be saved if that £1 was spent on 

alternative, more environmentally sustainable methods of 

dealing with waste.

46
No guarantee can be given that once the incinerator has             26 Changes to the types of waste handled at the ERF would have to be considered by the Environment Agency as part of the IPPC 

been commissioned, a license will not be granted for the 
process.

burning of low-level radioactive waste.

47
The serious incident at the Huddersfield Incinerator in                21 This incident was investigated by the relevant authorities.

September shows that incineration is not fail-safe 

technology.

48
Biodegradeable waste should be dealt with through                   42 The application has to be treated on its merits.

anaerobic digestion plants which produce the fuel biogas

49
The scale of the proposal is too large: it provides more than               41
The issue of the scale of the proposal is considered in the main Committee Report

double the necessary capacity to meet the 25% of waste 

that the Government currently considers the UK will be 

incinerating by 2020.

50
Some incinerators elsewhere in Europe are required to               35 Emission limits have to be considered by the Environment Agency in granting a IPPC permit.

comply with more stringent emission limits than those 

imposed by the IPPC permit recently granted for the proposed

 ERF, suggesting therefore that it cannot constitute the 'best 

available technology' as claimed by the Environment Agency

51
Insufficient consideration has been given to the use of other         173 The proposed facility is submitted to manage residual wastes following recycling and composting initiatives (higher in the waste 

waste management methods to manage biodegradable 
hierarchy) and will reduce the amount of waste disposed to landfill (lower in the hierarchy). The proposal is submitted as part of an 

waste, including by pre-treatment.
integrated waste management strategy. The application has to be treated on its merits.
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E
Sustainability and Climate Change

1
The Sustainability Statement is flawed – reasons as listed.
1,382
1. The application will not generate waste production.  The facility is designed, including its capacity, to process the residual 

- Proposal will encourage waste generation and landfill and 
municipal waste from East Sussex and Brighton & Hove.  The Applicant is contractually obliged to increase recycling and 

reduce recycling.
composting rates significantly.   

- Development produces pollution.
2. PPS10 advises that modern waste management facilities should pose little risk to health.  The proposed development will also be 

- ERF is inefficient and will waste natural resources; bottom 
subject to a PPC permit, to be determined by the EA.  The technology is proven to be reliable and safe and incorporates 

ash must be ‘aged’ before re-use.
sophisticated gas cleaning equipment to ensure that all emissions meet the required standards.  

- Development incompatible with food processing and nano-
3. The facility will burn waste at high temperatures, producing heat, which will be recovered in the form of steam and then used to 

technology industries.
generate electricity.  The bottom ash provides an inert material that can be used instead of primary aggregates.  Reducing the 

- EfW is an irresponsible technology promoting waste 
amount of waste disposed of to landfill will enable void space to be conserved for waste materials for which no other management 

production; the proposed education centre is simply a PR 
route is appropriate. 

exercise.
4. This issue is not relevant to the consideration of this planning application.

- ERF will not facilitate waste being managed within Plan 
5. The ERF will not promote waste production.  It is proposed as part of the waste management infrastructure for municipal waste in

area, as fly and bottom ash must be exported elsewhere.
 East Sussex and Brighton & Hove.  The centre will provide education to the community, focusing on waste and recycling 

- The proximity principle is ignored as whole of East Sussex 
operations undertaken throughout East Sussex and Brighton & Hove.

(pop. 700,000) will dispose of its waste at Newhaven (pop. 
6. Some residues from the proposed ERF may need to be exported elsewhere for either disposal or reuse.  However, the amount of

10,000), increasing traffic movements.
 waste or materials to be exported would be much reduced from the amount managed at the facility each year and is an acceptable 

- Almost no consultation; the decision to develop and ERF 
part of the waste management process.  

was taken before the WLP inquiry started, and the 
7. The WLP advocates the proximity principle for dealing with waste as close to the source as practicable.  Practical application of 

Inspector’s Report has been ignored; the local consultation 
the proximity principle is dependant on factors such as environmental constraints and whether sites have been fully assessed for 

group is unrepresentative and Newhaven TC hasn’t been 
the proposed use.  

consulted.
This principle is discussed in PPG10 which has now been superseded by PPS 10.  PPS10 refers only to the disposal of waste in 

- Local business will be forced to move or affected by 
one of the nearest appropriate installation. 

increased traffic.
8. The community consultation process that was undertaken is detailed in the main Committee Report and responses to 

- ERF is contrary to Government policy, visually intrusive, 
representations are contained in the main Report and this schedule. The comment refers to a group that met before the application 

and in the middle of the AONB.
was submitted. Newhaven Town Council has been consulted.

- Plant would destroy energy, place toxic ash in landfill and 
9. The potential impact of the facility on commercial and residential property values and inward investment in Newhaven was 

create emissions.
examined.  This included an assessment of the impact of similar applications on land values and the investment climate using 

- ERF will reduce recycling, prevent innovation over its 25 
evidence from areas around three ERFs in Hampshire.  The study concluded that development has not had any long-term adverse 

year life-span, and produce greater environmental impact 
effects on property values nor impacted upon investment.  

compared with other technologies.
This supports the research previously commissioned by ESCC for the Waste Local Plan inquiry.  This concluded that there is no 

- EIA inadequate and sets no pollution baselines; computer 
sound evidence that ERF plants have any detrimental effect on the perception of an area as a business location, or the ability of an 

simulations have been used to assess health impacts, no 
area to attract inward investment.

assessment of local micro-climate has been done, and the 
10. The proposed ERF is not contrary to Government policy, and is consistent with the key planning objectives of PPS10.  It has 

BPEO is inadequate, hasn’t been subject to consultation and 
been designed so as to minimise detrimental visual intrusion and is located adjacent to and outside the AONB. 

was rejected by the LPI Inspector.
11. The plant is designed to recover energy from the waste materials managed.  Whilst it may not qualify for the Renewables 

- If recycling and composting rates increase there will be 
Obligation, it does fit within the waste hierarchy for the management of waste. It is estimated that 6,300 tonnes of special waste will

increased import of waste into the area.
 be generated each year as flue gas treatment residues.  This material can be used in a chemical process for the neutralisation of 

- Recycling targets fall well below regional requirements, and
waste acids. Otherwise, it will require landfilling in a licensed special waste landfill.  The facility would be controlled by the PPC 

 composting capacity is inadequate.
permit to ensure that emissions are maintained within acceptable limits.

- Incineration is old technology and represents waste 
12. The ERF is proposed as one part of an integrated waste management infrastructure to deliver sustainable management of 

disposal, not recovery.
municipal waste within East Sussex and Brighton & Hove.  It is proposed to manage residual wastes following recycling and 

- Development will not use rail or water transport contrary to 
composting initiatives (higher in the hierarchy) and will reduce the amount of waste disposed of to landfill (lower in the hierarchy).  

BPEO, is between residential areas and AONB, and is of 
Environmental impacts of the proposed EfW have been considered in the ES and some aspects would be controlled by the EA 

inappropriate size.
through the PPC permit. 

- Proposal does not comply with Structure Plan.
13 IEMA found that the ES is a balanced document that portrays both the positive and negative effects associated with the 

- Vehicles cannot use A26/7 if it becomes blocked.
development proposals. Effects are given prominence relative to their likely significance. Responses made by consultees and details

 of how the ES have addressed these have enhanced the objectivity of the ES.

 The requirement to carry out BPEO has been superseded by policy in PPS10.  The application is considered to be consistent with 

the  BPEO prepared in association with the WLP and the key planning objectives of PPS10. 

14. The facility is designed to process the residual municipal waste from East Sussex and Brighton & Hove.  There would be no 

import of waste from elsewhere and this can be controlled by condition.  

15. The effect of higher recycling rates in RPG9 is considered in the main Committee Report.

16. The plant is designed to recover energy from the waste materials managed.  Whilst it may not qualify for the Renewables 

Obligation, it does fit within the waste hierarchy for the management of waste. The technology incorporates modern and 

sophisticated gas cleaning equipment.
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17. The BPEO did not specifically require new development to use rail or water transport, although these modes are recognised to 
offer significant benefits over road transport.  The use of rail and water transport is discussed within the main Committee Report.  

The local highway network is considered appropriate for this proposal.  The site characteristics and size of facility are considered 

in the main Committee Report.

18. The compliance with Structure Plan policies is considered in the main Committee Report. 

19. A traffic evaluation was conducted based upon a worst-case road only transport scenario.  It was concluded that the 

increased level of traffic generation will not cause any problems at key road junctions identified in the Transport Assessment.

2
BPEO Objections - reasons as listed:
1,261
The pros and cons of the BPEO assessment undertaken have been discussed in various for a, including the WLP Inquiry. The 

- BPEO is flawed, does not follow national guidance, and 
Inspector did not dismiss the assessment. BPEO considerations are contained in the main Committee Report.

was dismissed as such in the Inspector’s LPI Report.


- Applicant should produce a new BPEO extending 
The requirement to undertake BPEO assessment has been superseded by PPS10.  

throughout the life of the development, to 2035.


- Unacceptable for the applicant to rely on the BPEO 
The application has been reviewed against both the BPEO prepared in association with the WLP and against the key planning 

produced for the WLP (BP7).
objectives of PPS10 by external consultants.  The application, taken in the context of all the proposed waste management 

- Site specific BPEO also flawed because North Quay is 
developments, is considered to be consistent with both the BPEO and the key planning objectives of PPS10.

identified as the preferred site.

The use of Wisard as a modelling tool allows weaknesses to

 be imported into the BPEO process and can produce a 

variety of results.

3
Sustainability is not addressed and the BPEO relied upon is 
1207
The issue of sustainability is addressed at various points of the submitted application details, most notably within the Sustainability 

flawed.
Statement.  

The pros and cons of the BPEO assessment undertaken have been discussed in various for a, including the WLP Inquiry. The 

requirement to undertake BPEO assessment has been superseded by PPS10.  The application has been reviewed against both the 

BPEO prepared in association with the WLP and against the key planning objectives of PPS10 by external consultants.  The 

application, taken in the context of all the proposed waste management developments, is considered to be consistent with both the 

BPEO and the key planning objectives of PPS10.

4
The application fails to address climate change issues.
720
The North Quay application makes a significant contribution to reducing carbon dioxide emissions through displacing the use of 

fossil fuels and recovering energy from waste.  Through reducing the amount of waste disposed of to landfill the facility can also 

contribute to a reduction in the gases released by landfill that also affect climate change.

PPS22 is not wholly relevant to this application but does advise that small-scale projects can provide a limited but valuable 

contribution to overall outputs of renewable energy and to meeting energy needs both locally and nationally. Planning authorities 

should not therefore reject planning applications simply because the level of output is small.

However, at present, the ERF application is not considered to be wholly renewable.

5
Planning application makes no reference to CO2 emissions 
1,035
The generation of carbon dioxide is not quantified, however, the North Quay application makes a contribution to reducing carbon 

from the process and its impact on climate change.
dioxide emissions through displacing the use of fossil fuels and recovering energy from waste.

6
Carbon emissions from increased county-wide traffic and 
2,050
The North Quay site is well connected to the road network, and affords the possibility of both rail and water based transport in the 

the incineration process will add to climate change.
future, should it become feasible. 

The generation of carbon dioxide is identified within the IPPC process, however, the North Quay application makes a contribution to 

reducing carbon dioxide emissions through displacing the use of fossil fuels and recovering energy from waste.

7
There is no evidence that the proposal has been developed 
972
The application is generally in accordance with the development plan.  It is also considered to be consistent with the key planning 

in accordance with national policies on sustainable 
objective of PPS10 that seeks to deliver sustainable waste management through implementation of the key planning objectives.  

development.

8
Incineration is not a sustainable solution to waste 
1,594
The ERF is proposed as one part of an integrated waste management infrastructure to deliver sustainable management of municipal 

management.
waste within East Sussex and Brighton & Hove.  It is proposed to manage residual wastes following recycling and composting 

initiatives (higher in the hierarchy) and will reduce the amount of waste disposed of to landfill (lower in the hierarchy).  

9
It is unsustainable to build a facility that uses so much water 
34
The ERF will use mains water for all processes, and will thus not require ground or surface water abstraction.  The boiler and 

in an area suffering from low rainfall
cooling systems will be filled with water, after which, only small volumes of water will be required for topping up.
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10
This is a County who has a highway department that seems 
1
Improvements to cycling and pedestrian routes in the vicinity of the site will be agreed as appropriate.

to preach 'car centric' policies and virtually ignores investing 

in a safe cycling infrastructure which will encourage people 

to reduce their carbon footprint.

11
Concern about the use of water for various functions and 
1
The ERF is designed to utilise mains water for all process needs, and will not require any additional ground or surface water 

the disposal then of this water into the environment and the 
abstraction. Initially, water will be required to fill the boiler and cooling systems. Once the plant is operational, only small volumes of 

effect that this will have
water will be required for topping up the system. There will be no discharge of process water during the operation of the ERF, 

since it is a 'closed loop' system.

F
Site Development & Operations

1
Site is very difficult and expensive to develop.
1,042
This is not a planning matter. 

2
Plant would be in continuous operation, 24 hours per day, for
580
With regards to amenity, an assessment has been included in the main Committee Report.

 many years and would be a blight on Newhaven.
 

Research undertaken by both Veolia and ESCC indicate that the proposed facility should not represent a blight on Newhaven in 

terms of property prices and commercial interests.

3
No location for Waste Transfer Station and Materials 
1
Waste Transfer Station and Materials Handling facilities are proposed to be located within the tipping hall.  Storage bays are detailed

Handling Facility shown on plans.
 on the plans.

4
Education Centre unnecessary, and simply a propaganda 
133
The centre will provide education to the community, focusing on waste and recycling operations undertaken throughout East 

tool for the applicant.
Sussex and Brighton & Hove.

5
Tree planting will be ineffective in screening the site.                 18 In additional to landscaping, the building has been designed to be as compact as possible, with the minimum height required to house

 the building.  This will involve sinking the boiler, ash handling system and bunkers up to 13 metres below the ground.  Neutral, non-

reflective colours and discreet night-time lighting will be used.  The effectiveness of the proposed screening is considered in the 

main Committee Report.

6
The use of contaminated soils for landscaping is questioned.
2
Contaminated soils may be remediated onsite using various treatment methods.  Soil that cannot be adequately remediated will be 

removed from the site.  This can be controlled by condition. 

7
Electricity generated would not be classed as renewable 
16
The North Quay application makes a contribution to reducing carbon dioxide emissions through displacing the use of fossil fuels and 

energy, and object to the fact that waste heat from the 
recovering energy from waste.  However, at present, the ERF application is not considered to be wholly renewable. PPS22 is under 

process would not be utilised.
review and it is possible that biomass content of waste may receive renewable obligations certificates in the future. The facility is 

designed to be able to export heat in the future.  

8
Calculations are required to ensure that site de-watering will                1 
This matter is considered in the main Committee Report and can be controlled by conditions.

not affect the integrity of the railway.

9
Concern that enforcement over operations would be 
68
Conditions can be applied to both planning permissions and PPC permits.  These ensure that any such permitted activities are 

ineffective.
undertaken in a suitable manner and ensure that significant detrimental impacts should not occur.  Both ESCC and the EA take their 

enforcement duties seriously and would take appropriate enforcement action as necessary. 

10
Any increase in deliveries beyond proposed hours would be 
1
Waste will typically be received between the hours of 07.00 and 17.30 Mondays to Fridays, and 08.00 and 15.00 Saturdays.  

of concern.

Occasional deliveries and/or collections may take place outside of these hours to meet operational needs of waste collection authorities and Household Waste Sites.  Vehicle movements can be controlled by condition to ensure deliveries only occur at appropriate times.  

11
Alternative site sought for existing owner.
4
The implications of displacing aggregate storage are considered in the main Committee Report.

12
Cost to ratepayer to decommission the incinerator
314
Comment is unclear and cost issues are not considered to be relevant to determination of this planning application.

13
Any attempt to link this project to a water desalination plant is
1
A link with a water desalination plant is not proposed.

 unsustainable

14
If bottom ash is not land-filled, this will lead to the need for an
1
Any development of this nature will also require planning permission.  Impacts likely to result from that proposed development would 

 aggregates plant near the site which in turn will have 
be carefully considered in coming to a decision on any such application.  

associated effects on the local environment.

15
More detailed information needed on how the incinerator 
4
The planning system is primarily concerned with land use issues and the planning application is considered to contain enough 

would physically run
information on the technical aspect of the proposed ERF.  More detailed information would be submitted to the EA in submission of 

the PPC permit. 
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16
The proposed boiler within the incinerator is likely to be 
5
The technology proposed is proven to be reliable and safe.  

unreliable and inefficient

17
Various technical queries have been posed by respondents, 
6
The technology is proven to be reliable and safe.  More detailed information has been submitted to the EA in submission of the PPC 

including the type of construction boiler, the use of oil or gas 
permit.

and their proposed storage area, the number of proposed 

16.5 MWs, the proposed source of the top-up water, what 

the boiler cleaners will have to cater for etc

18
The storage of combustible waste poses a fire risk
1
It is unlikely that a significant amount of waste would be stored over a prolonged period of time to result in a substantial fire risk.  

The purpose of the proposed facility is to manage the waste efficiently, not to store it for long periods of time.  Operational safety is 

more appropriately controlled by the EA.

19
By products such as electricity should be given to local 
3
The 16.5MW of power generated annually will be exported to the local distribution network.

residents for free

20
What will happen to incinerator building when it is no longer 
1
Conditions relating to closure and decommissioning are addressed by the Environment Agency and are being proposed by the 

used?
Waste Planning Authority.

21
Decommissioned plant is a threat
2
Conditions relating to closure and decommissioning are addressed by the Environment Agency and are being proposed by the 

Waste Planning Authority.

22
A huge amount of rubbish will be needed to be stored at the 
1
The facility has been designed to accommodate up to four day’s waste in the waste reception hall.

plant as a buffer to counter delays in fresh rubbish arriving

23
No plans for cooling towers, therefore the estuary will be 
2
During the normal operation of the facility, there will be no discharge of process effluents to the foul sewer, or watercourse.

overheated

24
The history of pollution of the site is not well-documented
3
Suitable land remediation is part of the planning application. 

25
The facility will attract vermin
2
The Supporting Statement addresses vermin control, stating that the tipping and bunker hall will be kept clean, with spilled waste 

collected regularly.  Additionally, pest control methods will be implemented in line with Environment Agency permitting requirements.

26
Land at North Quay is unstable and incapable of supporting            1 The applicants have undertaken detailed borehole tests and construction matters will be considered as part of the Building 

the proposed size of ERF
Regulations process.

27
Other developments are suggested for Newhaven instead of           1 Application needs to be determined on its merits.

 an ERF, including wind turbines

G
Alternative Sites & Methodologies

1
The site selection process is flawed.
151
The site assessment methodology used is similar to other site assessments conducted within the UK and has been commended by 

the Institute of Environmental Management and Assessment.

2
No realistic search for other incinerator sites has been 
112
The site assessment methodology used is similar to other site assessments conducted within the UK and has been commended by 

undertaken.
the Institute of Environmental Management and Assessment.  A number of other sites have been examined.  

3
A location at Newhaven is inappropriate and a more central 
309
A number of other sites were examined, with an emphasis on those located close to the major source of waste arisings i.e. urban 

location to serve the whole of the plan area is suggested.
areas.  The site at Newhaven has emerged as the preferred site as a result of this site search.  It is also within the area of search 

for this development within the adopted WLP.

4
It is equitable that other areas, and in particular Brighton & 
1,213
East Sussex and Brighton & Hove have combined their responsibilities for waste management across the two authorities. 

Hove, should make arrangements to deal with their own 

waste.

5
Newhaven is unsuitable as a site for an incinerator because 
143
The ES has considered the potential for environmental impact.  The PPC process has involved modelling which has taken account of

local geography and topography could cause pollution in high
 local geography and topography, and the use of local meteorological data.

 pressure and inversion conditions. 
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6
The deletion of the Mountfield site means that the population 
757
Proposals for a facility to serve the eastern part of the County would be considered against the development control policies in the 

‘centre of gravity’ for waste arisings has moved NE (to the 
WLP, and WLP19.

Hailsham/Polegate area) and therefore Newhaven is not an 

appropriate site for the facility.

7
Other waste management uses for the site have not been 
359
The WLP allocates a number of sites and indicates the waste management use considered to be most appropriate at that site in 

considered.
order to deliver the integrated waste management infrastructure required within East Sussex and Brighton & Hove. The application 

has to be considered on its merits.

8
LPI Inspector requested proposals for EfW should                               3 The ERF is proposed as one part of an integrated waste management infrastructure to deliver sustainable management of municipal 

demonstrate that waste treatment cannot be dealt with by 
waste within East Sussex and Brighton & Hove.  It is proposed to manage residual wastes following recycling and composting 

other methodologies higher up the waste hierarchy; this has 
initiatives (higher in the hierarchy) and will reduce the amount of waste disposed of to landfill (lower in the hierarchy).  

not been done.

9
B&HC able to reject incinerator, site selection is biased
10
Site is within the area of search in the adopted WLP.

10
Onyx have said they can provide an alternative waste 
28
Meaning of comment is unclear. 

management plan

11
Onyx are in trouble with the European Court for failing to 
5
Within England, the EA is the responsible authority for ensuring that any permitted facilities are operated in accordance with the PPC

meet the required standards at their French incinerator, 
 permit.

therefore they should not be permitted to build one here

12
The absence of viable alternative facilities being readily 
2
Meaning of comment unclear. 

available would rule out site closure even if it were the 

preferred option

13
A location at Newhaven is inappropriate for an incinerator. 
42
The appropriateness of the Newhaven site and the analysis of alternative sites is considered in the main Committee Report.

The following alternative locations have been suggested by 

respondents: Aldrington basin, Asham Cement Works near 

Beddingham, Beddingham landfill site, old cement works in 

Beeding, disused chalk quarry on A283, Dungeness, 

Portslade, Shoreham, Brightons West Pier, open land behind 

Lancing or Shoreham, Portland Cement, Waterhall, 

Southerham, north of the Brighton Bypass, old cement works

 adjacent to railway sidings, former power station, 

underground, the sites recently considered for the new 

football ground in Brighton, on a site where energy derived 

can easily be converted into power for domestic and 

commercial use.

14
When is it planned to discontinue operations at Beddingham 
1
This will depend on when the landfill reaches capacity. There is a policy within the WLP for an extension to the Beddingham Landfill 

landfill site?
site, which will require planning permission.

15
People unable to move from the area have no way of 
3
PPS10 advises that modern waste management facilities should pose little risk to health.  The proposed development will also be 

escaping pollution from the incinerator
subject to a PPC permit, to be determined by the EA.  The technology is proven to be reliable and safe and incorporates 

sophisticated gas cleaning equipment to ensure that all emissions meet the required standards. 

H
AONB/NP/SSSI/National and International designations

1
Development will compromise these designations.
435
The development is adjacent to an Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty and this issue has been considered in the main Committee 

Report.

2
No impact likely on these designations. **
1
The development is adjacent to an Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty and this issue has been considered in the main Committee 

Report.

3
Emission plume from the development would adversely 
110
A Habitats Directive Appendix 11 air quality assessment was prepared and submitted to Natural England (English Nature) with an 

affect SACs and SSSIs.
assessment of the effect of the incinerator emissions on two SSSIs within 3km of the proposed installation (Countryside & Rights of

 Way Act 2000 (CROW 2000). In Natural England’s response they concurred with the Environment Agency’s opinion that the 

installation would have no significant effect on either of the two European designated habitats sites (SACs) within 10km and had no
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 comments on the CROW 2000 assessment made that there would be no significant effect from emissions on either of the two 

SSSIs within 3km of the proposed installation.

4
Soil sampling and an assessment of the impact of emissions 
154
Soil samples from six locations within 2 km of the site were used as being representative of local soils, mostly from rural locations, 

on SSSI/SNCI/SACs is required in accordance with English 
two of which were suggested by the local authority. The assessment of airborne deposition on the SACs and SSSIs was 

Nature requests 
calculated to be negligible. The modelling was undertaken in consultation with Natural England (English Nature).

5
Development would have a serious visual impact on the 
4,612
The development is adjacent to an Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty and this issue has been considered in the main Committee 

adjoining AONB and future NP.
Report.

6
Concern that impact of plant not properly identified in 
25
The development is adjacent to an Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty and this issue has been considered in the main Committee 

viewpoints 6,7,16 where impact on AONB could be 
Report.

significant.

7
Increased traffic on A26 or other routes in AONB will have 
57
A26 Trunk Road is within the AONB and the changes to traffic are not considered to have an unacceptable impact on the AONB.

adverse impacts.

I
Visual Impact

1
Proposed ERF building is unacceptably large, bulky and out-
4,420
A visual impact assessment has been undertaken.  The form, layout and alignment of the buildings have been developed to respond 

of-scale with surroundings.
to the landscape and results of the visual impact assessment.  See main Committee Report.

In addition to landscaping, the facility has been designed to be as compact as possible, with the minimum height required for the 

main building.  This has involved sinking the boiler, ash handling system and bunkers up to 13 metres below the ground.

2
Development is out of keeping as there are no other large 
237
A visual impact assessment has been undertaken.  The form, layout and alignment of the buildings have been developed to respond 

industrial units or powers stations in the locality.
to the landscape and results of the visual impact assessment. See main Committee Report. 

The location for the proposed facility lies within an industrial zone.

3
Length and axis of building would produce maximum impact 
597
A visual impact assessment has been undertaken.  The form, layout and alignment of the buildings have been developed to respond 

when seen from local viewpoints.
to the landscape and results of the visual impact assessment. See main Committee Report. 

In addition to landscaping, the facility has been designed to be as compact as possible, with the minimum height required for the 

main building.  This has involved sinking the boiler, ash handling system and bunkers up to 13 metres below the ground.

4
Design of ERF building unacceptable and/or out of character 
2,327
A visual impact assessment has been undertaken.  The form, layout and alignment of the buildings have been developed to respond 

with the surroundings.
to the landscape and results of the visual impact assessment.  

The location for the proposed facility lies within an industrial zone.

5
The chimney may be higher than the 65m proposed.
42
Proposed chimney height is 65 m.  The height was determined through extensive computer dispersion modelling of emission and 

evaluating plume and pollutant concentrations.  These will be kept within acceptable levels under all operating conditions.  

6
Clarification of the process by which the visual/landscape 
3
The form, layout and alignment of the buildings have been developed to respond to the landscape and results of the visual impact 

assessment fed into the building design is required.
assessment.

7
EIA underestimates the adverse visual impact of the 
698
The submitted ES is considered to adequately discuss potential for visual impact.  The visual impact of the proposal is considered in 

development from many viewpoints.
the main Committee Report.

8
The shiny surface of the building also represents a dazzle 
246
Neutral, non-reflective colours and discreet night-time lighting will be used.

hazard

J
Amenity Impacts

1
The social and environmental impact on adjoining 
1,373
The ES has considered community and social effects of the development on the Newhaven Community.  This included employment, 

communities has not been adequately covered.
education and training, business and property values, health, management and operational controls and details submitted with the 

PPC permit application.

2
Development affects local commercial uses, shops and 
637
The ES has considered community and social effects of the development on the Newhaven Community.  This included employment, 

businesses close to the proposal.
education and training, business and property values, health, management and operational controls and details submitted with the 
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PPC permit application.  Research undertaken by both Veolia and ESCC indicate that the proposed facility should not represent a 

blight on Newhaven in terms of property prices and commercial interests.

3
Development adversely affects and overshadows adjoining 
1030
The ES has considered community and social effects of the development on the Newhaven Community.  This included employment, 

residential areas.
education and training, business and property values, health, management and operational controls and details submitted with the 

PPC permit application.

The facility has been designed to be as compact as possible, with the minimum height required for the main building.  This has 

involved sinking the boiler, ash handling system and bunkers up to 13 metres below the ground. The visual impact of the proposal is 

considered in the main Committee Report.

4
Scale of the ERF and the plume from the chimney will block 
463
The facility has been designed to be as compact as possible, with the minimum height required for the main building.  This has 

natural light.
involved sinking the boiler, ash handling system and bunkers up to 13 metres below the ground.  There should be no effect from the 

plume.

5
Detrimental effect on use of R. Ouse.
34
The ERF proposals ensure that water courses are protected from spills or seepage of potentially hazardous materials.  The facility 

has been designed to be as compact as possible, with the minimum height required for the main building.  There is not considered to 

be a detrimental effect on the use of the River Ouse and controls on discharges are proposed.

6
Nearest dwellings are houseboats 100m from the site.
7
Nearest property is in New Road 150 metres from the site boundary; the nearest houseboat is 245 metres from the site boundary. 

See main Committee Report.

7
Wildlife Impact 
699
An air quality assessment carried out by the applicant found that there would be no significant effects on human health or on 

Development and associated emissions will adversely affect 
ecosystems.

wildlife, flora and fauna.

Protected species will be damaged by pollution from the ERF.

8
Construction of the proposed development constitutes an 
3
Human Rights implications are considered in the main Committee Report.

infringement of the human rights of those living within 

neighbouring communities

9
What will become of schools when parents refuse to send 
1
This issue is not relevant to the consideration of this planning application.

their children to Newhaven for their education

K
Traffic 

1
General objection – information on transport inadequate.
373
A traffic evaluation was conducted based upon a worst-case road only transport scenario.  It was concluded that the increased 

level of traffic generation will not cause any problems at key road junctions identified in the Transport Assessment.

Other than local refuse collection vehicles, lorries will travel along the A26 to and from the site. This will be part of a routeing 

agreement that would be put in place.

The proposed development will generate traffic mainly between Monday and Friday with a maximum of 224 lorry and 40 car trips on

 a weekday. (A trip is a one way journey either to or from the facility). Neither the Highways Agency nor the Highway Authority has

 raised objections on the grounds that there would be an adverse impact on the capacity of the strategic highway network.

2
Transport of the Plan area’s waste to Newhaven is contrary 
275
The proximity principle is superseded by PPS10 which refers to the disposal of waste in the nearest appropriate installation.  The 

to the proximity principle set out in PPG10.
ERF is proposed as one part of an integrated waste management infrastructure to deliver sustainable management of municipal 

waste within East Sussex and Brighton & Hove.  It will be served by a network of waste transfer stations as well as more local 

deliveries. 

3
As the plant at Newhaven must now serve the whole 
3,565
The ERF is proposed as one part of an integrated waste management infrastructure to deliver sustainable management of municipal 

county, there will be an increase in the distance that waste 
waste within East Sussex and Brighton & Hove.  It will be served by a network of waste transfer stations as well as more local 

has to be transported, and the additional traffic generated by
deliveries. 

 the proposal is unacceptable.
A traffic assessment was undertaken based upon a worst-case road only transport scenario.  It was concluded that the increased

 level of traffic generation will not cause problems at key road junctions identified in the Transport Assessment.  The potential for 

transporting waste to and from the site by rail and water has been considered.  This option is currently not practical but the site has

 been arranged to retain the potential for this to be brought forward should circumstances become favourable in the future.
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4
Deletion of the Mountfield site means that there will be 
469
The ERF is proposed as one part of an integrated waste management infrastructure to deliver sustainable management of municipal 

additional traffic which has not been accounted for.
waste within East Sussex and Brighton & Hove.  It will be served by a network of waste transfer stations as well as more local 

deliveries. 

A traffic assessment was undertaken based upon a worst-case road only transport scenario.  It was concluded that the increased

 level of traffic generation will not cause problems at key road junctions identified in the Transport Assessment.

5
Co-location of facilities to reduce traffic effects has been 
292
The ERF is proposed as one part of an integrated waste management infrastructure to deliver sustainable management of municipal 

ignored.
waste within East Sussex and Brighton & Hove.  It will be served by a network of waste transfer stations as well as more local 

deliveries. 

6
There will be disturbance from development traffic, and             636  The application examines these impacts. A Company Travel Plan will be a condition to minimise the number of vehicle trips by staff.  


diesel vehicles will cause pollution.
A lorry routeing strategy and improvements to cycling and pedestrian routes in the vicinity of the site will be agreed as appropriate.

7
Adverse impact of HGV movements on strategic and local 
3,703
A traffic assessment was undertaken based upon a worst-case road only transport scenario.  It was concluded that the increased

network generally, including A26 and the junction with A27 
 level of traffic generation will not cause problems at key road junctions identified in the Transport Assessment.

at Beddingham,  and A259.

8
Increased traffic on A26 is not quantified and could be 
94
A traffic assessment was undertaken to examine the traffic conditions in the vicinity of the ERF and the potential effects on traffic, 

unacceptable, and will force traffic onto minor roads 
junction capacity and other road users.  This was based upon a worst-case road only transport scenario.  It was concluded that 

including C7, C324.
the increased level of traffic generation will not cause problems at key road junctions identified in the Transport Assessment.  

The proposed development will generate traffic mainly between Monday and Friday with a maximum of 224 lorry and 40 car trips on

 a weekday. (A trip is a one way journey either to or from the facility).  Neither the Highways Agency nor the Highway Authority 

has raised objections on the grounds that there would be an adverse impact on the capacity of the strategic highway network.

9
Strong objection to the use of A259 for site traffic
501
Due to the existing weight restriction on the A259 at Peacehaven, all HGV traffic, with the exception of vehicles operating in the 

local area, will arrive and depart via the A26 New Road towards the A27.

10
Traffic will have a severe adverse impact on Newhaven.
1064
A traffic assessment was undertaken to examine the traffic conditions in the vicinity of the ERF and the potential effects on traffic, 

junction capacity and other road users.  This was based upon a worst-case road only transport scenario.  It was concluded that 

the increased level of traffic generation will not cause problems at key road junctions identified in the Transport Assessment.

11    Adverse impact of HGV movements on level crossing.
508
Network Rail has been consulted and the Highway Authority has considered the traffic implications of this application and has not 






  raised an objection.


12
A new access from A26 to the site should be provided via a 
8
A traffic assessment was undertaken based upon a worst-case road only transport scenario.  It was concluded that the increased

bridge over the railway
 level of traffic generation will not cause problems at key road junctions identified in the Transport Assessment. It is not considered 

that a new access is justified in the current circumstances or is environmentally acceptable.

13
Traffic generated by the development is likely to cause 
29
A traffic assessment was undertaken based upon a worst-case road only transport scenario.  It was concluded that the increased

congestion/queuing on North Quay Road and its improvement
 level of traffic generation will not cause problems at key road junctions identified in the Transport Assessment.  The results of the 

 is a pre-requisite of any development.
assessment do not indicate that any improvements to the highways network are required.  It is proposed that the visibility and layout

 of the North Quay Road/North Way junction will be improved through the construction of a mini-roundabout.

14
Improvements to North Quay Road and junction with North 
45
The improvements to North Quay Road and junction are minor and should be undertaken in relation to this development.

Way only required because of the ERF.

15
The proposed improvements at the junction of North Quay 
11
The results of the traffic assessment do not indicate that any improvements to the highways network are required.  It is proposed 

Road and North Way are inadequate.
that the visibility and layout of the North Quay Road/North Way junction will be improved through the construction of a mini-

roundabout.  The Highway Authority has not raised objections to the development on highway grounds.

16
Additional energy used by extra HGVs not balanced against 
24
Waste needs to be managed.  The ERF is proposed as one part of the required waste management infrastructure to deliver 

energy output of plant.
municipal waste management within East Sussex and Brighton & Hove.

17
Congestion, pollution and environmental damage will arise 
1,566
A traffic assessment was undertaken based upon a worst-case road only transport scenario.  It was concluded that the increased

from increased traffic. 
 level of traffic generation will not cause problems at key road junctions identified in the Transport Assessment.  

Additionally, pollution and environmental issues have been covered through the Environmental Statement which included 

consideration of traffic and transport and air quality.    The Highway Authority has not raised objections to the development on 

highway grounds.

18
Increased risk of road traffic accidents as a result of the 
            558 The Highway Authority has not raised objections to the development on highway grounds.

development.
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19
Traffic figures in the application should quote % increase in 
369
The proposed development will generate traffic mainly between Monday and Friday with a maximum of 224 lorry and 40 car trips on

HGVs to give a truer picture of impact.
 a weekday. (A trip is a one way journey either to or from the facility).   The Highway Authority has not raised objections to the 

development on highway grounds.

20
Routeing agreement required
3
A lorry routeing strategy in the vicinity of the site will be agreed as appropriate.

21
Site parking should be reduced                                          1 The Highway Authority has not raised objections to the development on highway grounds

22
Provision for cycling to be made
1
Improvements to cycling and pedestrian routes in the vicinity of the site will be agreed as appropriate.  

23
Inadequate consideration of the impact of the swing bridge 
717
The Highway Authority has not raised objections to the development on highway grounds

being closed, on traffic movements in the vicinity of the site

24
Increased traffic misleadingly assessed against numbers of 
224
The submitted details identify both number of vehicles and type of vehicles.  The capacities of the local roads and junctions have 

vehicles, not vehicle size
been fully assessed by independent consultants who have concluded that this increase can be accommodated well within them.   

The Highway Authority has not raised objections to the development on highway grounds.

25
Should quote percentage increase in HGV traffic for rush 
89
The proposed development will generate traffic mainly between Monday and Friday with a maximum of 224 lorry and 40 car trips on

hour figures
 a weekday. (A trip is a one way journey either to or from the facility). The capacities of the local roads and junctions have been 

fully assessed by independent consultants who have concluded that this increase can be accommodated well within them.

During AM and PM rush hours there will be 16 and 19 trips an hour respectively. The maximum number of trips of 45 an hour will 

occur outside rush hour between 9am and 10am. Background traffic counts at the A26 New Road/Drove Road junction have been 

predicted at the AM and PM rush hour to be 722 and 793 trips an hour on average respectively, and 640 trips between 9am and 

10am. The proposed development therefore represents an increase in traffic flow of less than 2.5% at rush hours and only 7% 

during the hour when the facility generates most traffic.

26
Newhaven lacks the road infrastructure to act as a strategic 
1,102
The capacities of the local roads and junctions have been fully assessed by independent consultants who have concluded that this 

waste centre for the whole Plan area.
increase can be accommodated well within them.   The Highway Authority has not raised objections to the development on highway

 grounds.

27
Roads unsuitable for HGV's due to weight restrictions
5
Due to the existing weight restriction on the A259 at Peacehaven, all HGV traffic, with the exception of vehicles operatioing in the 

local area, will arrive and depart via the A26 New Road towards the A27.

28
HGV's should be charged a congestion charge to use the 
2
This issue is beyond the remit of this planning application.

local roads

29
BHCC should be required to contribute a substantial sum 
1
This issue is not relevant to the planning application.

towards the maintenance of the roads in East Sussex should

 the incinerator be built at Newhaven

30
Other factors could have a knock on effect on traffic already
9
A traffic assessment was undertaken based upon a worst-case road only transport scenario.   The Highway Authority has not 

 made worse by the incinerator. For example the proposed 
raised objections to the development on highway grounds.

WTW at Peacehaven, the extra homes proposed by the SE 

Plan, reopening of the Transmanche Ferry passenger 

terminal

31
The entrance to the site via existing roads would create an 
147
A traffic assessment was undertaken based upon a worst-case road only transport scenario.  It was concluded that the increased

unwanted and intrusive obstruction to the approaches to the 
 level of traffic generation will not cause problems at key road junctions identified in the Transport Assessment. The Highway 

port
Authority has not raised objections to the development on highway grounds.

32
There should be an improvement in the traffic warning signs 
1
Comment noted.

around the site

33
Waste lorries could operate in the late evenings to minimise 
1
A balance has to be struck between operational requirements and protection of local amenity. See main Committee Report.

disruption to traffic

34
In Sweden the waste contracts are part of the procurement 
1
The procurement strategy is not a consideration of this planning application.

strategy to create desirable new markets to require waste 

vehicles to be powered by bio gas from organic waste. 

Could ESCC follow the Swedish initiative?
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L
Transport Alternatives 

1
Rail or water transport should be used for waste transport 
940
The potential for transporting waste to and from the site by rail and water has been considered.  The results show that there are 

as an alternative to road, and these options have not been 
significant limitations in terms of infrastructure provision and rolling stock scheduling times between the sites.  The site has been 

adequately examined. 
arranged to retain the potential for this to be brought forward should circumstances in the future become favourable.  Similar 

conclusions have been made in respect of sea-borne transport, although there may be some potential for the delivery of 

construction materials and consumables.

2
Rail has not been selected because the proposed site is too 
16
The potential for transporting waste to and from the site by rail has been considered.  The results show that there are significant 

small.
limitations in terms of infrastructure provision, rolling stock scheduling times between the sites and anticipated haulage costs.  

However, the site has been arranged to retain the potential for this to be brought forward should circumstances in the future 

become favourable.  

3
Any waste brought in by sea would be governed by the tide
1
Comment noted.

4
The dimensions of the existing swing bridge permit only small
2
Comment noted.

 vessels of narrow beam and limited draught

5
Railway sidings would need to be constructed in each 
1
Comment noted. 

district so that during the night, trains could transport waste

M
Rights of Way

1
Development would have adverse impacts on local 
4
The implications of the development on public rights of way have been considered in the main Committee Report.

footpaths.

2
Development will have an adverse impact on the enjoyment 
204
The implications of the development on public rights of way and the South Downs have been considered in the main Committee 

of the SD Way and other important rights-of-way.
Report.

3
Object to any proposals to divert FP 24.                                1 The implications of the development on public rights of way have been considered in the main Committee Report. However, it is not 

proposed to divert Footpath no. 24.

N
Local Economy & Regeneration incl. House Prices

1
ERF will deter inward investment and adversely affect 
3,485
The potential impact of the facility on commercial and residential property values and inward investment in Newhaven was 

regeneration initiatives and existing businesses, possibly 
examined.  This included an assessment of the impact of similar applications on land values and the investment climate using 

with companies relocating elsewhere
evidence from areas around three ERFs in Hampshire.  The study concluded that development has not had any long-term adverse 

effects on property values nor impacted upon investment.  

This supports the research previously commissioned by ESCC for the Waste Local Plan inquiry.  This concluded that there is no 

sound evidence that ERF plants have any detrimental effect on the perception of an area as a business location, or the ability of an 

area to attract inward investment. This matter is considered in the main Committee Report.

2
Development is incompatible with food processing and nano-
408
Comment noted. 

technology industries.

3
The development will cause people to leave the area and the 
592
This matter has been considered in the main Committee Report.

economy will stagnate.

4
Economic benefits of ERF not accepted; a small number of 
341
During operation, the proposed development will employ approximately 36 staff, comprising operator shift staff, operation and 

staff will be employed mainly from elsewhere.
maintenance employees, weighbridge operators, clerical and administrative staff and plant management staff.  It is possible that 

many of these jobs could be filled by local people.

5
Development will have an adverse effect on a relatively 
1,662
A wide range of general and specific design and mitigation measures will be implemented as part of the applications to ensure that 

deprived community.
the impact of the development on the amenity of local residents, users of local recreation and community facilities and open spaces 

and tourists will be minimised and acceptable.

6
Local business will be forced to move or affected by 
25
A traffic assessment was undertaken to examine the traffic conditions in the vicinity of the ERF and the potential effects on traffic, 

increased traffic.
junction capacity and other road users.  This was based upon a worst-case road only transport scenario.  It was concluded that 

the increased level of traffic generation will not cause any problems at key road junctions identified in the Transport Assessment. 

The Highway Authority has not raised an objection.
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7
A loss of economic activity will create a homes/jobs 
283
The potential impact of the facility on commercial and residential property values and inward investment in Newhaven was 

imbalance.
examined.  This included an assessment of the impact of similar applications on land values and the investment climate using 

evidence from areas around three ERFs in Hampshire.  The study concluded that development has not had any long-term adverse 

effects on property values nor impacted upon investment.  

This supports the research previously commissioned by ESCC for the Waste Local Plan inquiry.  This concluded that there is no 

sound evidence that ERF plants have any detrimental effect on the perception of an area as a business location, or the ability of an 

area to attract inward investment.

8
Vitality of town centre will be adversely affected.
453
Research commissioned by ESCC for the Waste Local Plan inquiry concluded that there is no sound evidence that ERF plants have 

any detrimental effect on the perception of an area as a business location, or the ability of an area to attract inward investment.

9
Proposals will have an adverse impact on the local tourist 
95
A wide range of general and specific design and mitigation measures will be implemented as part of the applications to ensure that 

industry.
the impact of the development on the amenity of local residents, users of local recreation and community facilities and open spaces 

and tourists will be minimised and acceptable.

Research commissioned by ESCC for the Waste Local Plan inquiry concluded that there is no sound evidence that ERF plants have 

any detrimental effect on the perception of an area as a business location, or the ability of an area to attract inward investment.

10
Agriculture locally will be adversely affected because 
400
The assessment found that there would be no significant effects on human health or on ecosystems.  Exposure to dioxins, furans 

pollution will damage crops, and there will be more traffic.
and trace metals from the ERF was found not to pose a significant risk to health.

11
Appointment of a single contractor stifles competition and 
426
Long-term waste contracts allow cost-effective waste infrastructure to be developed.  The facility is proposed only to accept 

damages sub-contractors.
residual municipal wastes – there are other wastes produced within East Sussex and Brighton & Hove which will also require 

management facilities to be provided by other developers. 

12
Adverse impact on house prices.
239
The potential impact of the facility residential property values study concluded that waste development has not affected investment 

or had any long-term adverse effects on property values.  This supports the research previously commissioned by ESCC for the 

Waste Local Plan inquiry.

13
Property Values will be reduced because of the poor health 
823
Recent studies by Defra and other bodies have found little evidence for health effects from ERF operating to new emission 

of the population.
standards.  The assessment of potential health effects arising from exposure to plant emissions also indicates that there will be an 

extremely low level of risk for residents of Newhaven.  PPS10 advises that modern waste management facilities should pose little 

risk to human health.  Emissions that might be harmful to human health would be controlled by the EA through the PPC permit. 

The potential impact of the facility residential property values study concluded that waste development has not affected investment 

or had any long-term adverse effects on property values.  This supports the research previously commissioned by ESCC for the 

Waste Local Plan inquiry.

14
Property values will be reduced due to physical damage from
98
The potential impact of the facility residential property values study concluded that waste development has not affected investment 

 polluting gases from the ERF.
or had any long-term adverse effects on property values.  This supports the research previously commissioned by ESCC for the 

Waste Local Plan inquiry.  Emissions from the proposal would be controlled by the EA through the PPC permit. 

15
Neighbouring land will become suitable only for low value 
325
The potential impact of the facility on commercial and residential property values and inward investment in Newhaven was 

uses.
examined.  This included an assessment of the impact of similar applications on land values and the investment climate using 

evidence from areas around three ERFs in Hampshire.  The study concluded that development has not had any long-term adverse 

effects on property values nor impacted upon investment.  

This supports the research previously commissioned by ESCC for the Waste Local Plan inquiry.  This concluded that there is no 

sound evidence that ERF plants have any detrimental effect on the perception of an area as a business location, or the ability of an 

area to attract inward investment.

16
Reduction in tax
10
Recent studies by Defra and other bodies have found little evidence for health effects from ERF operating to new emission 

standards.  The assessment of potential health effects arising from exposure to plant emissions also indicates that there will be an 

extremely low level of risk for residents of Newhaven.  PPS10 advises that modern waste management facilities should pose little 

risk to human health.  

17
The cost of transporting waste by lorry will result in a 
3
Not relevant to the consideration of this application.

substantial rise in local taxation

09 February 2007
Page 22 of 32
Heading
Sub
Comment
No. of Representations
Response

18
Profits made from the sale of electricity would go to Onyx 
4
The net 16.5MW of power generated is potentially available to the local distribution network.

and provide no benefit to East Sussex

19
Council tax will be increased as the Local Authority will have           2 Financial aspects are not a material planning consideration. The Environment Agency has considered the pollution and health 

 to cover its liabilities when future actions concerning 
aspects of the proposal and concluded that there are no significant effects.

environmental damage to people, nature and property from 

the ERF are brought against it, citing the 'polluter pays' 

principle.

O
Air Quality, Pollution & Emissions

1
Uncertainty about information provided on emissions, 
670
The air quality assessment considered the impacts of emissions from the ERF’s chimneys.  The concentrations and movements of 

suggesting plant should be isolated from areas of population.
emissions from the chimneys were modelled and the assessment found that there would be no significant effects on human health. 

The pollution prevention and control aspects of the proposals have to be authorised by the Environment Agency.

2
The computer simulation of emissions is unreliable.
999
Whilst never perfect, modelling is the best means available for predicting emission effects in the absence of real site data. 

(Source of comment - EA RESPONSE) The pollution prevention and control aspects of the proposals have to be authorised by the 

Environment Agency.

3
Emission calculations are flawed because they do not 
366
The pollution prevention and control aspects of the proposals have to be authorised by the Environment Agency.

recognise the impact of variations in the feedstock.

4
IPPC calculations of emissions and health effects seem to 
294
The air quality assessment considered the impacts of emissions from the ERF’s chimneys.  The concentrations and movements of 

assume some increase in adverse impacts which is 
emissions from the chimneys were modelled and the assessment found that there would be no significant effects on human health 

unacceptable.
from the inhalation of pollutants emitted from the ERF.  Determination of the PPC permit is the responsibility of the EA.  The pollution 

prevention and control aspects of the proposals have to be authorised by the Environment Agency.

5
Concern that regulations and standards applied to emission 
188
Emissions control is the responsibility of the Environment Agency through the PPC permit. 

control are out-dated. 

6
Development will produce many pollutants such as CO2, 
1,300
The assessment found that there would be no significant effects on human health from the inhalation of pollutants emitted from the 

NOx, Furans etc., and application of the precautionary 
ERF or HGV traffic, nor would there be any significant effects on ecosystems.  The HRA concluded that the exposure to dioxins, 

principle requires it be refused. 
furans and trace metals from the ERF would not pose a significant risk to health.  Emissions control is the responsibility of the 

Environment Agency through the PPC permit.

7
Further information is sought on particulates, NOx  and 
117
The air quality assessment considered the impacts of emissions from the ERF’s chimneys.  The concentrations and movements of 

particle sizes in the emissions.
emissions from the chimneys were modelled and the assessment found that there would be no significant effects on human health 

from the inhalation of pollutants emitted from the ERF, nor would there be any significant effects on ecosystems. The pollution 

prevention and control aspects of the proposals have to be authorised by the Environment Agency.

8
Data on SOx NOx and particulates unreliable because no 
132
The air quality assessment considered the impacts of emissions from the ERF’s chimneys.  The concentrations and movements of 

measurements have been taken across the AONB.
emissions from the chimneys were modelled and the assessment found that there would be no significant effects on human health 

from the inhalation of pollutants emitted from the ERF, nor would there be any significant effects on ecosystems.  The pollution 

prevention and control aspects of the proposals have to be authorised by the Environment Agency.

9
Modelling of start-up and shut-down operations are required 
120
The modelling has been undertaken in preparation of both the ES and the PPC permit.  The control of emissions is the responsibility 

because these conditions may not properly disperse 
of the EA through the PPC permit. The pollution prevention and control aspects of the proposals have to be authorised by the 

emissions.
Environment Agency.

10
Monitoring of the most dangerous pollutants will not occur 
327
Emission controls are the responsibility of the EA through the PPC permit. The pollution prevention and control aspects of the 

because it is not required by authorities; therefore the 
proposals have to be authorised by the Environment Agency.

precautionary principle should apply.

11
Pollution from the ERF will damage the food-chain through 
326
The concentrations and movements of emissions from the chimneys were modelled and the assessment found that there would be 

deposition on gardens, allotments and in shops and homes.
no significant effects on human health from the inhalation of pollutants emitted from the ERF, nor would there be any significant 

effects on ecosystems. The pollution prevention and control aspects of the proposals have to be authorised by the Environment 

Agency.

12
Incineration does not minimise emissions, other thermal 
9
The technology is proven to be reliable and safe and incorporates sophisticated gas cleaning equipment to ensure that all emissions 

treatments (not specified) perform better.
meet the required standards. The control of emissions is the responsibility of the EA through the PPC permit. The pollution prevention
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 and control aspects of the proposals have to be authorised by the Environment Agency.

13
Polluting gases will physically damage property.
55
The technology is proven to be reliable and safe and incorporates sophisticated gas cleaning equipment to ensure that all emissions 

meet the required standards. The control of emissions is the responsibility of the EA through the PPC permit. The pollution prevention

 and control aspects of the proposals have to be authorised by the Environment Agency.

14
Concern about emissions on adjoining company and work 
32
The concentrations and movements of emissions from the chimneys were modelled and the assessment found that there would be 

force.
no significant effects on human health from the inhalation of pollutants emitted from the ERF. The control of emissions is the 

responsibility of the EA through the PPC permit. The pollution prevention and control aspects of the proposals have to be authorised 

by the Environment Agency.

15
Coastal valley location means that during temperature 
788
Localised effects had been taken into consideration by additional modelling using wind direction data local to Newhaven and the 

inversion conditions, emissions will become concentrated 
effect of potential temperature inversions peculiar to the Ouse Valley had also been considered. Since the assessment of pollutant 

and will adversely affect the locality.
effects is based on ‘worst case’ conditions, regardless of location, the modelling is valid and there should be no significant 

reduction in air quality

(Source of Comment: EA – Decision Document). The pollution prevention and control aspects of the proposals have to be authorised

 by the Environment Agency.

16
Pollution will affect a wide area including the Downs 
1,420
The air quality modelling carried out did not indicate that the emissions would pose a problem even under worst case conditions.  

because of the variety of wind directions experienced.
Localised effects had been taken into consideration by additional modelling using wind direction data local to Newhaven and the 

effect of potential temperature inversions peculiar to the Ouse Valley had also been considered. Since the assessment of pollutant 

effects is based on ‘worst case’ conditions, regardless of location, the modelling is valid and there should be no significant 

reduction in air quality

(Source of Comment: EA – Decision Document). The pollution prevention and control aspects of the proposals have to be authorised

 by the Environment Agency.

17
Modelling has not properly taken into account local 
568
The air quality modelling carried out did not indicate that the emissions would pose a problem even under worst case conditions.  

meteorological conditions and their relationship to the local 
Localised effects had been taken into consideration by additional modelling using wind direction data local to Newhaven and the 

valley and down land topography.  Herstmonceux not a 
effect of potential temperature inversions peculiar to the Ouse Valley had also been considered. Since the assessment of pollutant 

representative met. Station.
effects is based on ‘worst case’ conditions, regardless of location, the modelling is valid and there should be no significant 

reduction in air quality

(Source of Comment: EA – Decision Document). The pollution prevention and control aspects of the proposals have to be authorised

 by the Environment Agency.

18
Little information on ‘cocktails of chemicals’ in the plume and 
88
The air quality modelling carried out did not indicate that the emissions would pose a problem even under worst case conditions.  

the effects of prevailing winds which may affect Seaford 
Localised effects had been taken into consideration by additional modelling using wind direction data local to Newhaven and the 

more than Newhaven.
effect of potential temperature inversions peculiar to the Ouse Valley had also been considered. Since the assessment of pollutant 

effects is based on ‘worst case’ conditions, regardless of location, the modelling is valid and there should be no significant 

reduction in air quality

(Source of Comment: EA – Decision Document). The pollution prevention and control aspects of the proposals have to be authorised

 by the Environment Agency.

19
Chimney may not be tall enough to adequately disperse 
1,312
Modelling verified by AQMAU indicates that a 65m stack is adequate for the installation 

emissions.
(Source of Comment: EA – Decision Document). The pollution prevention and control aspects of the proposals have to be authorised

 by the Environment Agency.

20
65m high chimneys will not meet air quality standards in 
50
Modelling verified by AQMAU indicates that a 65m stack is adequate for the installation.  Temperature inversions would have no 

temperature inversion conditions.
Material effect on emissions from the chimneys. In addition the air quality modelling was re-run using historical weather data from Newhaven

 itself but the conclusions drawn from the original modelling were still found to be valid.

(Source of Comment: EA – Decision Document). The pollution prevention and control aspects of the proposals have to be authorised

 by the Environment Agency.

21
Emissions modelling is based on 1 single chimney which 
337
The air quality modelling carried out did not indicate that the emissions would pose a problem even under worst case conditions.  

must give different results to the two proposed.
Localised effects had been taken into consideration by additional modelling using wind direction data local to Newhaven and the 

effect of potential temperature inversions peculiar to the Ouse Valley had also been considered. Since the assessment of pollutant 

effects is based on ‘worst case’ conditions, regardless of location, the modelling is valid and there should be no significant 

reduction in air quality.

(Source of Comment: EA – Decision Document). The pollution prevention and control aspects of the proposals have to be authorised
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 by the Environment Agency.

22
The modelling of dust impacts from construction and the 
6
The air quality assessment considered the impact of emissions from the ERF’s chimneys, together with those arising from HGV 

access road is inadequate.
traffic during the operation of the facility.  The ES included consideration of potential effects during the construction phase; these 

were found to be insignificant. The pollution prevention and control aspects of the proposals have to be authorised by the 

Environment Agency.

23
ERF will increase dust and PM10 emissions as a result of the
1,198
The air quality assessment considered the impact of emissions from the ERF’s chimneys, together with those arising from HGV 

 process and associated traffic, and adequate baseline data 
traffic during the operation of the facility The ES included consideration of potential effects during the construction phase; these 

for the Ouse Valley, AONB and other designations is absent.
were found to be insignificant. The pollution prevention and control aspects of the proposals have to be authorised by the 

Environment Agency.

24
Information on soil testing of the site is inadequate.
255
Soil samples from six locations within 2 km of the site were used as being representative of local soils, mostly from rural locations, 

two of which were suggested by the local authority. The assessment of airborne deposition on the SACs and SSSIs was 

calculated to be negligible. The modelling used has been validated by the Agency.

(Source of Comment: EA – Decision Document). The pollution prevention and control aspects of the proposals have to be authorised

 by the Environment Agency.

25
Soil and air sampling in the Ouse Valley and surrounding 
1,213
Soil samples from six locations within 2 km of the site were used as being representative of local soils, mostly from rural locations, 

countryside is inadequate to determine the impact of the 
two of which were suggested by the local authority. The assessment of airborne deposition on the SACs and SSSIs was 

development on wildlife, flora and fauna locally.
calculated to be negligible. The modelling used has been validated by the Agency.

The air quality modelling carried out did not indicate that the emissions would pose a problem even under worst case conditions.  

Localised effects had been taken into consideration by additional modelling using wind direction data local to Newhaven and the 

effect of potential temperature inversions peculiar to the Ouse Valley had also been considered. Since the assessment of pollutant 

effects is based on ‘worst case’ conditions, regardless of location, the modelling is valid and there should be no significant 

reduction in air quality.

(Source of Comment: EA – Decision Document). The pollution prevention and control aspects of the proposals have to be authorised

 by the Environment Agency.

26
Information in the EIA concerning water pollution is 
43
The potential impact of this application on groundwater, surface water and land was reviewed by the Agency and considered 

inadequate.
acceptable subject to appropriate controls.

27
Not demonstrated that there will be sufficient measures to 
141
All effluent discharged from the recycled water tank will be treated in a dedicated water treatment plant, prior to discharge to the 

prevent ground water pollution.
sewer.  The potential impact of this application on groundwater, surface water and land was reviewed by the Agency and 

considered acceptable subject to appropriate controls.

28
Ozone monitoring at Lullington Heath is not relevant to 
199
The pollution prevention and control aspects of the proposals have to be authorised by the Environment Agency.

Newhaven and Ouse Valley

29
No mention of waste gas scrubbing to remove unburnt 
61
The incineration lines will employ the following techniques for abatement of those air emissions which cannot be minimised by 

carcinogens
combustion control alone:

- fabric filters for particulate matter abatement;

- use of low sulphur fuels for start up and combustion support;

- semi dry lime scrubbing for abatement of acid gases including sulphur dioxide, hydrogen chloride and hydrogen fluoride;

- activated carbon scrubbing for abatement of mercury and dioxins/furans.

The pollution prevention and control aspects of the proposals have to be authorised by the Environment Agency.

30
Reducing emissions extends time period for pollution to reach
171
The air quality modelling carried out did not indicate that the emissions would pose a problem even under worst case conditions.  

 dangerous levels
Localised effects had been taken into consideration by additional modelling using wind direction data local to Newhaven and the 

effect of potential temperature inversions peculiar to the Ouse Valley had also been considered. Since the assessment of pollutant 

effects is based on ‘worst case’ conditions, regardless of location, the modelling is valid and there should be no significant 

reduction in air quality.

(Source of Comment: EA – Decision Document). The pollution prevention and control aspects of the proposals have to be authorised

 by the Environment Agency.

31
Daily ERF emissions should be accessible to the public
19
Control of emissions from the plant is the responsibility of the EA. There will be public access to information. 
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32
The figures for net gain need to be adjusted downward to 
2
The air quality modelling carried out did not indicate that the emissions would pose a problem even under worst case conditions.  

take account of the huge amount of lime required to treat 
Localised effects had been taken into consideration by additional modelling using wind direction data local to Newhaven and the 

emissions
effect of potential temperature inversions peculiar to the Ouse Valley had also been considered. Since the assessment of pollutant 

effects is based on ‘worst case’ conditions, regardless of location, the modelling is valid and there should be no significant 

reduction in air quality.

(Source of Comment: EA – Decision Document). The pollution prevention and control aspects of the proposals have to be authorised

 by the Environment Agency.

33
Sampling of bottom ash will only be a minute amount 
1
The pollution prevention and control aspects of the proposals have to be authorised by the Environment Agency.

compared to what is produced each day

34
Analysis of bottom ash to check combustion processes will 
2
Control of the combustion process and of the ERF plant is the responsibility of the EA through the PPC permit. The pollution 

take weeks, meaning that incorrect combustion could be 
prevention and control aspects of the proposals have to be authorised by the Environment Agency.

continuing for such lengths of time

35
Any period the plant is not at full capacity could lead to a fall 
24
The plant is designed to not always run at full capacity, for example during planned maintenance.  Control of the combustion 

in operating temperature and production of more dangerous 
process and of resultant emissions is the responsibility of the EA through the PPC permit. The pollution prevention and control 

exhaust gases
aspects of the proposals have to be authorised by the Environment Agency.

36
The Childrens Charter states that children are entitled to 
5
The assessment found that there would be no significant effects on human health from the inhalation of pollutants emitted from the 

clean air
ERF or HGV traffic, nor would there be any significant effects on ecosystems.  The HRA concluded that the exposure to dioxins, 

furans and trace metals from the ERF would not pose a significant risk to health.  PPS10 advises that modern waste management 

facilities should pose little risk to human health.  The pollution prevention and control aspects of the proposals have to be authorised 

by the Environment Agency.

37
Continuous Emissions Monitoring Systems will be used to 
3
Emission monitoring and control is the responsibility of the Environment Agency through the PPC permit. The pollution prevention 

measure emissions, but human error occurs
and control aspects of the proposals have to be authorised by the Environment Agency.

38
Filters are ineffective at removing PM2.5 particles which can 
1
The applicant advised that the assessment is still valid as, although based on historical PM10 data, this would include PM2.5 health 

be more damaging than PM10 particulates
effects as a substantial proportion of PM10 emissions are present as PM2.5. This argument is accepted in the absence of other 

validated evidence.

As required under the WID limits are set for total particulates.  The filter system proposed for flue gas particulates is considered 

BAT for PM10 particulates which by inference would include PM2.5 particulates.

Emission monitoring and control is the responsibility of the Environment Agency through the PPC permit. The pollution prevention 

and control aspects of the proposals have to be authorised by the Environment Agency.

39
There have previously been incidents in and around 
4
Sampling, emission and operational control is the responsibility of the Environment Agency.

Newhaven which have caused environmental damage, 
Contingency planning and pollution control plans cab be required under the PPC permit, as necessary. The pollution prevention and 

including an incident in Denton whereby chemicals from crop
control aspects of the proposals have to be authorised by the Environment Agency.

 spraying were carried by the winds into the town causing 

the population to suffer adverse health effects, a fire at a 

tyre dump in Newhaven which generated black smoke and a 

stench which affected a large area of the town and a scrap 

yard fire at Newhaven which caused smoke and ash to be 

carried to homes

40
In the event of toxic emissions, there should be a public 
3
Contingency planning and pollution control plans can be required under the PPC permit, as necessary. The pollution prevention and 

warning system or measures in place to enable members of 
control aspects of the proposals have to be authorised by the Environment Agency.

the public to demand a shutdown

41
Smoke from the incinerator will mix with water vapour and 
1
Modern waste management facilities do not produce a plume from the chimney stack. Emission monitoring and control is the 

create smog. The public were encouraged to stop using coal
responsibility of the Environment Agency through the PPC permit. The pollution prevention and control aspects of the proposals have

 fires in large UK cities in the 1950s for this reason
 to be authorised by the Environment Agency.

42
Claims that incineration offers advantages over landfill 
1
The proposed facility also reduces the amount of waste material that is disposed of to landfill and so contributes to a reduction in 

because the methane produced by landfill contributes more 
the amount of methane that may be produced.  Not all methane can be captured from a landfill and it is not always possible to export

to global warming than CO2 are misleading because methane
 the resultant energy.  There will remain fugitive releases that are not necessarily outweighed by that captured.  The pollution 

 can be collected and burnt, whereas CO2 cannot
prevention and control aspects of the proposals have to be authorised by the Environment Agency.
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43
Other emission-creating activities are banned
3
Comment noted. 

44
The air quality is already poor all along the south coast
3
Comment noted. 

45
IPPC permit has not yet been awarded to address 
1
The application includes remediation of the site. The pollution prevention and control aspects of the proposals have been authorised 

contaminated land issues, there may need to be alterations 
by the Environment Agency.

which could result in a further planning application

46
Toxic elements produced will be conveyed by convection to            1 Health aspects have been considered by the Environment Agency and a IPPC permit has been issued.

the Arctic. Tests have shown that Inuit people have very 

raised levels of dangerous compounds in their blood 

because of this

P
Odour

1
Adverse impact on adjoining owner and work force
9
Dust and odour will be managed through negative pressure and combustion air fans.

The EA is satisfied that odour arising at the installation will be adequately controlled. The two principal means of odour control are 

containment of odorous activities within the incinerator building and positive extraction of the air within that building for use in the 

combustion of waste. Any odorous organics produced by the waste handled are destroyed by the incineration process. An odour 

management plan is proposed.

2
Smells will arise from delivered waste, the combustion 
527
Dust and odour will be managed through negative pressure and combustion air fans.

process and storage during maintenance periods..
The EA is satisfied that odour arising at the installation will be adequately controlled. The two principal means of odour control are 

containment of odorous activities within the incinerator building and positive extraction of the air within that building for use in the 

combustion of waste. Any odorous organics produced by the waste handled are destroyed by the incineration process.  An odour 

management plan is proposed.

3
There is no detail relating to how odours from the ERF can be
303
Dust and odour will be managed through negative pressure and combustion air fans.

 prevented
The EA is satisfied that odour arising at the installation will be adequately controlled. The two principal means of odour control are 

containment of odorous activities within the incinerator building and positive extraction of the air within that building for use in the 

combustion of waste. Any odorous organics produced by the waste handled are destroyed by the incineration process.  An odour 

management plan is proposed.

Q
Health Risk

1
Pollution from the ERF would be damaging, a risk to health 
2,531
Recent studies by Defra and other bodies have found little evidence for health effects from ERF operating to new emission 

and future generations.
standards.  The assessment of potential health effects arising from exposure to plant emissions also indicates that there will be an 

extremely low level of risk for residents of Newhaven. PPS10 advises that modern waste management facilities should pose little 

risk to human health. The pollution prevention and control aspects of the proposals have been authorised by the Environment 

Agency.

2
Local population will suffer increased adverse health effects
1,276
Recent studies by Defra and other bodies have found little evidence for health effects from ERF operating to new emission 

 [diseases listed] as a result of pollution from the plant. 
standards.  The assessment of potential health effects arising from exposure to plant emissions also indicates that there will be an 

extremely low level of risk for residents of Newhaven. PPS10 advises that modern waste management facilities should pose little 

risk to human health. The pollution prevention and control aspects of the proposals have been authorised by the Environment 

Agency.

3
Local residents will suffer adverse health effects because 
163
The air quality assessment found that there would be no significant effects on human health from the inhalation of pollutants emitted 

of the impact of pollution on the food chain.
from the ERF or HGV traffic, nor would there be any significant effects on ecosystems.  The HRA concluded that the exposure to 

dioxins, furans and trace metals from the ERF would not pose a significant risk to health. PPS10 advises that modern waste 

management facilities should pose little risk to human health. The pollution prevention and control aspects of the proposals have  

been  authorised by the Environment Agency.

4
Blood samples should be taken from the population to allow 
50
The air quality assessment found that there would be no significant effects on human health from the inhalation of pollutants emitted 

impact from the ERF to be assessed.
from the ERF or HGV traffic, nor would there be any significant effects on ecosystems.  The HRA concluded that the exposure to 

dioxins, furans and trace metals from the ERF would not pose a significant risk to health. PPS10 advises that modern waste 

management facilities should pose little risk to human health. The pollution prevention and control aspects of the proposals have to 

been authorised by the Environment Agency.
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5
Applicant has not made available information on increased 
5
Recent studies by Defra and other bodies have found little evidence for health effects from ERF operating to new emission 

death/hospital admission rates resulting from the 
standards.  The assessment of potential health effects arising from exposure to plant emissions also indicates that there will be an 

development.
extremely low level of risk for residents of Newhaven. PPS10 advises that modern waste management facilities should pose little 

risk to human health. The pollution prevention and control aspects of the proposals have been authorised by the Environment 

Agency.

6
Plant operation will lead to nursing mothers becoming 
87
The assessment found that there would be no significant effects on human health from the inhalation of pollutants emitted from the 

vulnerable to dioxins in breast milk.
ERF or HGV traffic, nor would there be any significant effects on ecosystems.  The HRA concluded that the exposure to dioxins, 

furans and trace metals from the ERF would not pose a significant risk to health. PPS10 advises that modern waste management 

facilities should pose little risk to human health. The pollution prevention and control aspects of the proposals have been authorised 

by the Environment Agency.

7
The plant would not destroy all dioxins which would pose a 
27
The assessment found that there would be no significant effects on human health from the inhalation of pollutants emitted from the 

risk to health.
ERF or HGV traffic, nor would there be any significant effects on ecosystems.  The HRA concluded that the exposure to dioxins, 

furans and trace metals from the ERF would not pose a significant risk to health. PPS10 advises that modern waste management 

facilities should pose little risk to human health.  Pollution control of the plant is the responsibility of the EA through the PPC permit. 

The pollution prevention and control aspects of the proposals have been authorised by the Environment Agency.

8
Reliance on self-regulation is unacceptable.
2
Pollution control of the plant through sampling and emission monitoring is the responsibility of the Environment Agency. The pollution 

prevention and control aspects of the proposals have been authorised by the Environment Agency.

9
No Health Impact Assessment of the proposal is provided.
182
A human health impact assessment has been completed and the conclusions accepted by the Environment Agency.  The pollution 

prevention and control aspects of the proposals have to be authorised by the Environment Agency.

10
Diesel fumes from site-generated traffic pose a health risk.
346
The assessment found that there would be no significant effects on human health from the inhalation of pollutants emitted from the 

ERF or HGV traffic, nor would there be any significant effects on ecosystems.  The HRA concluded that the exposure to dioxins, 

furans and trace metals from the ERF would not pose a significant risk to health.

11
Electro-magnetic radiation from power connection to the grid 
331
The only magnetic disturbance effects that can be considered are those arising within the installation boundary. Electricity cables to 

poses a health risk.
and from the installation would be laid underground according to the applicant. Any magnetic fields generated by underground 

cables within the site would be local to the cable locations and diminish rapidly with distance in accordance with the inverse square

 law (as with all sites where cables are laid).  Any cables laid outside the site would be subject to other consents not administered 

by the Agency. In consequence the Agency is satisfied that there is no significant risk to health resulting from the magnetic fields 

generated by cables within the site boundary.

12
Site occupants will suffer health risks due to the already 
119
The application includes measures for site remediation.  

contaminated nature of the land.

13
PM10 particles pose a health hazard.
481
The air quality modelling carried out did not indicate that the emissions would pose a problem even under worst case conditions.  

Localised effects had been taken into consideration by additional modelling using wind direction data local to Newhaven and the 

effect of potential temperature inversions peculiar to the Ouse Valley had also been considered. Since the assessment of pollutant 

effects is based on ‘worst case’ conditions, regardless of location, the modelling is valid and there should be no significant 

reduction in air quality. Pollution control of the plant is the responsibility of the EA through the PPC permit.  PPS10 advises that 

modern waste management facilities should pose little risk to human health.

(Source of Comment: EA – Decision Document) The pollution prevention and control aspects of the proposals have been authorised 

by the Environment Agency.

14
Health authorities do not support the application.
237
The Health Authority has expressed concerns regarding the height of the chimney and the increase in traffic. It has sought 

reassurance that the Environment Agency has been consulted with regards to the height of the chimney, the air dispersal modelling 

and the adequacy of the data and parameters supplied by the applicant.

15
There could be financial repercussions for the Council for 
44
The air quality modelling carried out did not indicate that the emissions would pose a problem even under worst case conditions.  

failure to observe known dangers to human health
Localised effects had been taken into consideration by additional modelling using wind direction data local to Newhaven and the 

effect of potential temperature inversions peculiar to the Ouse Valley had also been considered. Since the assessment of pollutant 

effects is based on ‘worst case’ conditions, regardless of location, the modelling is valid and there should be no significant 

reduction in air quality.  Pollution control of the plant is the responsibility of the EA through the PPC permit.  PPS10 advises that 

modern waste management facilities should pose little risk to human health.

(Source of Comment: EA – Decision Document) The pollution prevention and control aspects of the proposals have to be authorised 
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by the Environment Agency.

16
The huge increase in traffic and the associated congestion 
13
A traffic evaluation was conducted based upon a worst-case road only transport scenario.  It was concluded that the increased 

that will result from the plant will make it very difficult for 
level of traffic generation will not cause problems at key road junctions identified in the Transport Assessment.

emergency services to reach patients quickly

17
Health authorities will be unable to cope
5
Recent studies by Defra and other bodies have found little evidence for health effects from ERF operating to new emission 

standards.  The assessment of potential health effects arising from exposure to plant emissions also indicates that there will be an 

extremely low level of risk for residents of Newhaven. Pollution control of the plant is the responsibility of the EA through the PPC 

permit.  PPS10 advises that modern waste management facilities should pose little risk to human health. The pollution prevention and 

control aspects of the proposals have been authorised by the Environment Agency.

18
The planning authority should carry out their own detailed 
2
PPS10 advises that modern waste management facilities should pose little risk to human health.  Further, that the detailed 

health assessment of the proposal
consideration of a waste management process and the implications, if any, for human health is the responsibility of the pollution 

control authorities.  PPS 10 states that where concerns about health are raised, waste planning authorities should avoid carrying 

out their own detailed assessment of epidemiological and other health studies.

19
The NHS, as a consultee let the Environment Agency make 
1
The Health Authority has sought reassurance that the Environment Agency, as the pollution control Authority, has been consulted 

the decision regarding Health and Safety of the community 
with regards to the height of the chimney, the air dispersal modelling and the adequacy of the data and parameters supplied by the 

on their behalf, this reckless stance may come back to haunt 
applicant.

them.

R
Noise and Vibration

1
Development will cause additional noise which will be higher 
352
Noise levels from proposed construction and operation activities were predicted.  The overall conclusion in the ES is that there 

than the application suggests.
would be no significant effects and can be controlled by conditions.

2
Specified boundary noise limit of 53dB LAeq,T is 
193
The ES indicates that noise from the ERF should not exceed the existing background noise level, subject to a lower level of 35 

unacceptable and will cause disturbance.
dB(A), at the nearest noise sensitive receptor. Noise conditions are proposed.

3
Local residents will be continuously subject to noise levels of
612
The ES indicates that noise from the ERF should not exceed the existing background noise level, subject to a lower level of 35 

 35dB and night time noise is likely to be a problem.
dB(A), at the nearest noise sensitive receptor. Noise conditions are proposed.

4
Noise impacts of traffic have not been properly assessed.
148
During the EIA scoping exercise it was recognised that as there are no major road or noise sources operating at night, night-time 

noise levels in the vicinity of the site could potentially be very low.

A comprehensive baseline noise survey was undertaken at sensitive receptors around the site.  The gathered data, together with 

guidance from the Environment Agency, were used to determine daytime, evening and night-time noise criteria for the operation of 

the ERF.  It is proposed that noise from the ERF should not exceed the existing background noise level, subject to a lower noise level

 of 35 dB(A), at the nearest noise sensitive receptor. Noise conditions are proposed.

5
Noise from piling will be unacceptably loud at 70Db
636
Noise levels from proposed construction and operation activities were predicted.  The overall conclusion of the ES is that there 

would be no significant effects.

A vibration assessment of the proposed piling was undertaken and found that there would be no perceptible vibration at the nearest

 residences. Noise conditions are proposed.

6
Request that stringent noise standards are applied.
7
Relevant conditions can be applied to the planning permission and are included in the  PPC permit. 

7
Construction work will cause significant disturbance to 
135
Noise levels from proposed construction and operation activities were predicted.  The overall conclusion of the ES is that there 

adjoining owner unless effective mitigation is provided.
would be no significant effects. Noise conditions are proposed.

8
Methodology does not properly assess quietest night-time 
7
During the EIA scoping exercise it was recognised that as there are no major road or noise sources operating at night, night-time 

noise, i.e.0200-0400.
noise levels in the vicinity of the site could potentially be very low.

A comprehensive baseline noise survey was undertaken at sensitive receptors around the site.  The gathered data, together with 

guidance from the Environment Agency, were used to determine daytime, evening and night-time noise criteria for the operation of 

the ERF.  It is proposed that noise from the ERF should not exceed the existing background noise level, subject to a lower noise level

 of 35 dB(A), at the nearest noise sensitive receptor. Noise conditions are proposed.

9
Low frequency noise from the chimney has not been 
1
Noise issues have been considered and noise controls are proposed.

properly modelled.
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10
A more detailed assessment of construction noise, including 
501
Noise issues have been considered and noise controls are proposed.

traffic, is required.

11
Operational noise levels in quieter areas may need some 
11
Noise issues have been considered and noise controls are proposed.

reconsideration.

12
Ground vibration will take place continuously affecting land 
187
An operational vibration assessment was undertaken, focusing on potential vibration from the plant, including the steam turbine.  

stability and wildlife.
The assessment considered baseline vibration measurements taken in the local vicinity, together with data obtained from operational

 turbines at other facilities and concluded that there was no likelihood of significant vibration effects arising. Noise issues have been

 considered and noise controls are proposed.

13
Incinerator plant will generate noise and  vibration through 
425
An operational vibration assessment was undertaken, focusing on potential vibration from the plant, including the steam turbine.  

ground, air and river
The assessment considered baseline vibration measurements taken in the local vicinity, together with data obtained from operational

 turbines at other facilities and concluded that there was no likelihood of significant vibration effects arising. Noise issues have been

 considered and noise controls are proposed.

14
HGV movement will generate noise and vibration
1,043
Noise levels from proposed construction and operation activities were predicted.  The overall conclusion was that there would be 

no significant effects. Noise issues have been considered and noise controls are proposed.

S
Flood Risk

1
Flood protection proposals will increase risk to surrounding 
988
The flood defence barriers, coupled with the evacuation plan, will ensure that the facility and its staff are not at risk from flooding, 

area and uses – computer model is flawed.
and that the application will not give rise to any adverse off-site flood related environmental effects subject to conditions.

2
Development will exacerbate local flooding, especially to 
1,481
The flood defence barriers, coupled with the evacuation plan, will ensure that the facility and its staff are not at risk from flooding, 

adjoining uses and the selected site is unsuitable for this 
and that the application will not give rise to any adverse off-site flood related environmental effects subject to conditions.

reason.

3
Proposed bunds will not protect the site against a ‘storm 
14
Minor flooding events would be prevented by bunding or contained within the site boundary. The effect of chemical or refuse 

surge’.
contamination of flood waters in the event of a major flooding event would be insignificant compared with other sources of pollution 

such as sewage.

(Source of Comment: EA – Decision Document) Conditions are proposed.

4
Development should include proposals for compensatory 
189
The flood defence barriers, coupled with the evacuation plan, will ensure that the facility and its staff are not at risk from flooding, 

flood storage.
and that the applications will not give rise to any adverse off-site flood related environmental effects. Conditions are proposed.

5
No cumulative flood risk map for the lower Ouse Valley is 
189
The potential for contamination of the River Ouse by the installation in the event of a flood has been covered in the application and 

provided.
there is no reason to believe that significant pollution would result.

(Source of Comment: EA – Decision Document) Conditions are proposed.

6
Flood risk assessment and scheme design does inadequate 
674
The risk of flooding due to sea level rises and the adequacy of flood defences is assessed and dealt with as part of the planning 

allowance for global warming.
process but there is no evidence to suggest that there is a significant risk to the site.

(Source of Comment: EA – Decision Document)

As the proposed site is at risk of flooding, a flood defence barrier has been incorporated into the proposed landscape scheme.  This

 has been designed to withstand the effects of a 1 in 200 year tidal flood event. Conditions are proposed.

7
Development site is very vulnerable to flooding and could 
505
The likelihood of flooding was considered as part of the planning application. An incident management plan will be required to 

lead to toxic waste and ash being carried into adjoining 
address such contingencies although the amount and nature of pollution caused in the event of a major flooding incident is expected

areas.
 to be low.

(Source of Comment: EA – Decision Document). Conditions are proposed.

8
Flood defences will increase flood water velocities to the 
858
The flood defence barriers, coupled with the evacuation plan, will ensure that the facility and its staff are not at risk from flooding, 

detriment of adjoining areas. 
and that the applications will not give rise to any adverse off-site flood related environmental effects. Conditions are proposed.

9
Water pressure in flood conditions poses a threat to the 
41
Construction for below ground will generally include the construction of a cofferdam, within which the reinforced concrete 

excavated area of the plant.
basement structures will be constructed.  This is required to provide both a barrier to underground water entry into the excavation 

area, and an earth retaining wall. Conditions are proposed.

10
Confirmation is required that the Flood Defence barrier will 
4
The flood defence barriers, coupled with the evacuation plan, will ensure that the facility and its staff are not at risk from flooding, 

not increase flooding on the railway. 
and that the applications will not give rise to any adverse off-site flood related environmental effects. Conditions are proposed.
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11
Water pressure at base of building will be 2.2 bar 
839
The flood defence barriers, coupled with the evacuation plan, will ensure that the facility and its staff are not at risk from flooding, 

undesirable for any building
and that the applications will not give rise to any adverse off-site flood related environmental effects.

12
An Environment Agency report from 2002 estimated that 
2
The Environment Agency has responded to the County Council on the flooding implications of this application. Conditions are 

failure of the River Ouse banks could start within 10 years or
proposed.

 earlier if nothing was done to maintain them - no such work 

has been done

13
The site's drainage is archaic
1
The flood defence barriers, coupled with the evacuation plan, will ensure that the facility and its staff are not at risk from flooding, 

and that the applications will not give rise to any adverse off-site flood related environmental effects.  The proposed drainage 

methods have been discussed with the EA and can be conditioned as appropriate. Conditions are proposed.

T
Site Illumination

1
Concern that light pollution would be caused, affecting the 
1
As a result of existing port-related uses and the night-time light environment of the port and general Newhaven area, the effects are

adjoining AONB.
 unlikely to be significant.  However, careful consideration of the height and type of lighting has been included in the application 

design so as to reduce the significance of increased light-levels along the river from the ERF building.  Conditions are proposed.

U
Other

1
Conservative support will be severely affected by the 
5
This comment is not relevant to consideration of this application.

decision, thereby enhancing Liberal's position.

2
Refusing to allow the incinerator plan to go ahead will 
2
This comment is not relevant to consideration of this application.  The application will be considered against the development plan 

redeem the Council in the eyes of the public and greatly 
and other material considerations.  

improves its reputation for future generations

3
ESCC should not take into account the comments made by 
2
Comments made on the MRF application are not relevant to consideration of this application.  The application will be considered 

BHCC on the MRF application when determining this 
against the development plan and other material considerations.  

application.

4
If our Councils continued to believe that central government 
83
Energy recovery is recognised as playing a role in waste management. 

endorsed incineration, then this could have been partly as a 
The Review of Waste Strategy 2000 identifies that EfW is a valid option for those wastes that cannot realistically be treated in other 

result of cognitive dissonance as well as a complete 
ways, such as recycled or composted, and would otherwise be disposed of to landfill.

disregard for the text in the invitation to tender that they 

placed on the Official Journal of the European Communities 

(OJEC)

5
I am very offended by the description that the applicant has 
3
Comment noted.

given of Newhaven

6
Incineration and production of power was attempted in 
2
The County Council must determine the planning application put before it.

Rhondda Borough Council South Wales, this should be 

investigated.

7
The waste produced by the incinerator is converted into 
1
Comment noted.

energy to power dwellings

8
We most strongly support the views of Mr. Clive Gross, the 
1
Comment noted.

principal spokesperson for the Green Party in Eastbourne 

published in the Sussex Express on 13 January

9
Those who live in the industrial areas of the county have               1 Comment noted.

been spending money to get rid of those dark satanic mills

10
Cumulative impact of named disasters, e.g. Russian nuclear 
2
Meaning of comment is unclear. 

failure

11
General objection
5
Comment noted. See main Committee Report and this schedule.
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12
If Dungeness fails residents will be notified
1
Meaning of comment is unclear. 

13
It is not clear who is leasing land between the inlet and outlet
1
This comment is not relevant to the consideration of this application.

 channels of the plant in the estuary

14
Sand from Sahara Desert is found on window ledges
1
This comment is not relevant to the consideration of this application.

15
Sheep still marked in Cumbria with effects of Russia
1
This comments is not relevant to the consideration of the application.

16
Support Councillor Michael Murphy
1
This comment is not relevant to the consideration of this application.

17
This person requested a 'personal reply', not a robotic                  1 Comment noted.

response.

18
ONYX have not stated the salinity change through the year            1 There are no proposed discharges to the River Ouse apart from surface water.

on the elevated temperatures in the tidal estuary

19
ONYX have not stated the temperature rise in the estuary for
1
There are no proposed discharges to the River Ouse apart from surface water.

 an incoming and out going tide

20
There is no-where in the plan any indication that the 
1
The ERF is designed to utilise mains water for all process needs, and will not require any additional ground or surface water 

Environment Agency would licence the extraction of cooling 
abstraction. Initially, water will be required to fill the boiler and cooling systems. Once the plant is operational, only small volumes of 

water from the Ouse for the steam plant
water will be required for topping up the system. The boiler will be filled with demineralised water and any make-up water must be 

of a similar quality, therefore a demineralised water treatment plant will be provided to produce the required water quality from the 

mains supply.
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