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1 Introduction 
1.1 This representation is submitted on behalf of No Wey Incinerator (NWI), a campaign group 

of local residents, businesses and farmers concerned at Veolia’s plans to build an energy 
recovery facility in the heart of the beautiful Wey Valley. 

1.2 The Applicant, Veolia ES (UK) Ltd, is seeking planning permission for the construction and 
operation of an Energy Recovery Facility (ERF) on the site of the existing Materials 
Recovery Facility (MRF) and Waste Transfer Station (WTS) at Holybourne, Alton.  The 
supporting material submitted with the planning application confirms that the facility would 
have a generating capacity of 33MW of electricity following the combustion of typically 
330,000 tpa of non-hazardous residual waste which includes refuse derived fuel (RDF). 

1.3 Residual waste is defined in Defra’s ‘Energy from Waste: A guide to the debate’ as ‘waste 
that cannot be usefully reused or recycled.  It may contain materials that could theoretically 
be recycled, if they were perfectly separated and clean, but these materials are currently 
too contaminated for recycling to be economically or practically feasible.  It may also be 
that there is currently no market for the material or it is uneconomic to take to market.  An 
alternative way of describing residual waste is ‘mixed waste which at that point in time 
would otherwise go to landfill’.’ 

1.4 The ERF would comprise a main building with a height of just under 40m, two 80m high 
emission stacks and connected to the main building would be an air-cooled condenser.  
The works required to link the on-site sub-station to the Mill Lane sub-station in Alton does 
not form part of the planning application, despite the applicant acknowledging that the 
export of electricity is an integral part of the proposed development. The construction 
compound is proposed to be located to the west of the ERF but again does not form part of 
the planning application. 
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2 Need for the Proposal 
2.1 The need for the proposal being advanced by the Applicant seems to be intrinsically linked 

to the requirement for a larger recycling facility within Hampshire to cater for the waste 
arising from new development alongside the requirement to meet increasing recycling 
targets, rendering the existing MRFs at Alton and Portsmouth, redundant. 

2.2 The Environment Bill presented to Parliament in January 2020, seeks to introduce 
resource-efficiency standards for products to drive a shift in the market towards products 
that can be more easily recycled, as well as products that last longer and which can be re-
used and repaired more easily.  Extended producer responsibility schemes are also 
proposed to make producers responsible for the full net costs of managing their products 
at end of life.  The powers are intended to incentivise producers to design their products 
with re-use and recycling in mind, as those that make their products easier to recycle will 
pay less.  To support citizens’ efforts to recycle more, the Environment Bill stipulates a 
consistent set of materials that must be collected from all households and businesses, 
including food waste, to help makes services more consistent across the country. 

2.3 It is not disputed that there is a significant and growing requirement for recycling facilities.  
What is not clear is to what extent the existing MRF in Alton can continue to make a 
contribution to meeting this need.  The Applicant maintains that consideration has been 
given to a possible refit of the existing MRFs at Alton and Portsmouth, however this is not 
considered a viable option as the existing buildings would limit the section of equipment 
that could be installed, resulting in a sub-optimal performance and increased cost.  In 
addition, it is stated that the refitting of the existing MRFs would require a substantial 
period of time during which the facilities would be unavailable, during which time recycling 
could not take place.  No evidence has been put forward to support any of these 
assertions.  It is suggested that no recycling could take place whilst the existing facilities 
are being refitted.  Clearly it would be possible to refit the facilities in sequence rather than 
at the same time and if necessary, and in the short term, any recyclates that could not be 
processed within Hampshire could be sent to an alternative facility outside of the county for 
a short period.  This would be preferable to implementing a proposal that is reliant on a 
feedstock (i.e. waste that cannot be reused or recycled) that the Government is actively 
seeking to reduce and is in the wrong location for a strategic facility to serve the county. 

2.4 If the Applicant maintains that it is not possible to undertake any recycling until alternative 
facilities have been provided, it is premature to make a decision on the use of the existing 
site until at the very least planning permission has been granted for the replacement MRF.   

2.5 A report was taken to Hampshire County Council’s Economy, Transport & Environment 
Select Committee on the 1st July 2020 to pre-scrutinise the proposals for the business 
case for a single co-mingled MRF, to outline the current national and local context, and 
also the work undertaken to date to support identifying the most suitable recycling 
collection and processing system for Hampshire in line with the requirements of the 
Environment Bill 2020.   

2.6 The report notes that the existing MRFs at Alton and Portsmouth are to be replaced by a 
new combined facility, capable of taking and processing a wider range of recyclates and 
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achieving a better standard of recycling by using new technologies. In order to try to 
maintain the existing co-mingled collection service operated by waste collection partners, 
the County Council undertook a review of options for a co-mingled single MRF to replace 
the existing facilities.   

2.7 Veolia (the Applicant in this case) were subsequently commissioned to undertake a 
feasibility study into the development of a new single co-mingled MRF that would be 
capable of processing all of the materials currently included in the current specification, 
with the addition of plastic pots, tubs and trays (PTTs) and cartons.  Veolia submitted a 
detailed design proposal for the development of a single 125,000 tonne per annum MRF to 
process fully comingled dry recyclables (excluding glass) at HCC’s site at Chickenhall 
Lane in Eastleigh. 

2.8 The report to the Select Committee notes that it is not expected that a fully co-mingled 
system will comply with the anticipated legislation and would therefore impact negatively 
on any Extended Producer Responsibility (EPR) payments that local authorities might 
receive.  On this basis, the single co-mingled MRF proposal does not provide a value for 
money solution. This option is therefore no longer being pursued. 

2.9 The report recommended that work on the business cases for the alternative options of a 
twin stream and kerbside sort systems are developed and that the Council looks to explore 
the potential for delivering food waste reception and processing infrastructure in 
conjunction with these other recycling infrastructure business cases.   

2.10 As it currently stands, further work needs to be undertaken to identify the precise form of 
recycling infrastructure required in the future.  Until work has been completed on the 
alternative options, it cannot be concluded with any certainty that the existing Alton MRF is 
in fact redundant. 

2.11 It is noted that the detailed design proposals considered by HCC was for a single 
combined facility in Eastleigh, capable of processing 125,000 tonnes per annum of 
recyclate.  Given that this is intended to replace the facilities at both Alton and Portsmouth, 
which are capable of dealing with 85,000 tonnes per annum and 72,000 tonnes per annum 
respectively (157,000 tpa in total based on information contained on Veolia’s website), this 
would result in a facility capable of treating 32,000 tonnes of recyclate per annum less than 
the two existing facilities combined, despite the justification for the new facility being that it 
is needed to deal with the growing demand for recycling facilities.  This is contrary to what 
is stated in the Planning Statement at paragraph 1.2.7 that there would be both 
quantitative and qualitative enhancements of the recycling activities undertaken. 

2.12 The County Council will not be making a decision on its preferred option until later in 2020 
and therefore it is considered premature to consider the replacement of the Alton MRF at 
this stage. 

National need 

2.13 As well as contributing to Hampshire’s energy recovery capacity requirements, the 
Applicant seeks to rely on the contribution the facility would make to meeting the needs of 
surrounding waste planning authorities.  It is not clear whether a surrounding waste 
planning authority is one that just borders Hampshire or whether it also includes waste 
planning authorities that are further afield.  Without understanding the likely waste 
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catchment, it is impossible to determine whether the application site is best located to meet 
that need.  The National Policy Statement for Renewable Energy Infrastructure (EN-3) 
makes it clear at paragraph 2.5.70 that the decision making body should be satisfied, with 
reference to the relevant waste strategies and plans, that the proposed waste combustion 
generating station is in accordance with the waste hierarchy and of an appropriate type 
and scale so as not to prejudice the achievement of local or national waste management 
targets in England.  No information has been provided on the proposal in relation to waste 
strategies and plans within the waste catchment area outside Hampshire. 

2.14 In addition to considering whether the facility is in accordance with the waste hierarchy and 
of an appropriate type and scale, it is necessary to understand the requirement within the 
waste catchment area as well as the current capacity and future capacity based on 
permitted but not implemented schemes and sites identified in Local Plans to meet that 
need.  Without this information, it is not possible to determine whether the proposal will 
displace alternative (preferable) proposals for waste treatment. 

2.15 It is noted that the Carbon Assessment included as an Appendix to the ES, assumes a 
distance of 48km (one-way) from the source of waste to the facility.  No explanation has 
been provided for this assumption.  If this represents the waste catchment, then based on 
an ‘as the crow files measurement’ it would include most of Hampshire, West Sussex, 
Surrey and Berkshire.  This area would include the Lakeside Energy from Waste facility at 
Colnbrook and the catchment for the recently permitted energy from waste plant at the 
former Wealden Brickworks site in Horsham, capable of dealing with 180,000 tpa of 
residual waste (appeal reference APP/P3800/W/18/321865). 

Hampshire Minerals and Waste Local Plan 

2.16 The Applicant suggests at paragraph 1.26 of the Planning Statement that the proposed 
development has come forward to address the shortfall in recovery capacity within 
Hampshire and the South East of England.  Paragraph 4.2.2 notes that the facility would 
be a ‘merchant plant’, i.e. that it is not being brought forward to serve a specific / single 
public sector waste contract, but to serve the wider market.  It is intended that the input 
residual waste is secured through a series of medium- and long-term contracts with a 
number of waste management companies, with the waste being primarily from commercial 
and industrial sources. 

2.17 As discussed above, as there is insufficient information on the likely waste catchment for 
this facility, it is not clear to what extent it will draw in waste from outside the county.  
Further information is required as to how the quantum of residual waste has been 
calculated broken down on a county basis. 

2.18 The Applicant acknowledges that the available data for waste management requirements 
for the Hampshire Authorities contained in the HMWP and based on the Assessment of 
Need for Waste Management Facilities in Hampshire, published in February 2012, is 
dated.  This, combined with the fact that Government is actively seeking to legislate to 
drive up the rates of recycling and reduce the amount of residual waste that needs to be 
treated, suggests that the waste management requirements need to be revisited as part of 
a review of the HMWP and sites identified to meet that need in a planned and coordinated 
way in consultation with adjoining authorities.  However, until the review of the HMWP has 
been completed, the existing policies remain in force.   
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2.19 In order to deal with waste arisings, Policy 27 of the adopted HMWP requires an additional 
390,000 tonnes per annum of non-hazardous recovery capacity to be provided by 2030.  
Table 6.7 of the plan provides a breakdown of that requirement over the plan period, with 
the bulk of that requirement (260,904 tpa) being needed in the period 2011-2015, falling to 
only an additional 37,349 tpa between 2021 and 2030. 

2.20 The 2018 Review of the Hampshire Minerals and Waste Plan looked at the target capacity 
to be delivered against the actual capacity.  It states that by 2015, a total of 354,950 tpa of 
recovery capacity had been delivered, over 94,000 tpa over the target.  This suggests that 
only a further 34,000 tpa is required to meet the target for recovery over the period 2015 to 
2030.  The applicant’s proposals for an ERF would significantly exceed the recovery target 
set out in the HMWP, by over 300,000 tpa.  Whilst it is accepted that the figures in the plan 
are minimum requirements, this level of over provision would not have been contemplated 
or assessed as part of the preparation of the HMWP.   This has the potential to draw in 
waste from a wider catchment which would be contrary to the proximity principle and also 
potentially divert waste that could otherwise be recycled. 

2.21 Whilst the 2018 Review of the HMWP confirms that the recycling targets for the Plan have 
not been met, it is not appropriate to make up this shortfall by providing additional capacity 
for recovery.  The clear direction in Government policy as set out in the Environment Bill, is 
to move to a more circular economic model with a shift towards durable, repairable and 
recyclable products and banning those products of packaging which cannot be reused or 
recycled.  To permit something of this scale at this point, could potentially lock the Council 
into a solution dependent on recovery rather than recycling for many years to come, 
contrary to the waste hierarchy.   

Alternative Sites 

2.22 The Scoping Opinion received from the local planning authority, made it clear that it was 
not acceptable to assume just because the land is already owned by the developer that it 
is the only site.  It was noted that the proposal would be very intrusive on this site and that 
it was very small to accommodate such a large development.  For a development of the 
size and significance proposed, a rationale was required to justify its selection.   

2.23 The Town and Country Planning Environmental Impact Assessment Regulations 2017 (the 
EIA Regulations) require the ES to include ‘a description of the reasonable alternatives 
studied by the applicant, which are relevant to the proposed development and its specific 
characteristics, and an indication of the main reasons for the option chosen, taking into 
account the effects of the development on the environment’.    

2.24 The ES notes at paragraph 3.1.4 that whilst the Applicant selected the site carefully, Veolia 
has not given any material regard to alternative sites.  This failure to consider alternative 
sites not only goes against good practice, it is also contrary to the requirement set out in 
the Scoping Opinion referred to above, and as such is contrary to Regulation 18(4)(a) of 
the EIA Regulations.   

2.25 Suggesting that the site was selected carefully certainly implies a consideration of 
alternatives.  It would seem apparent that the clear reason for seeking consent for an ERF 
on this site is simply that it is commercially available.  The proximity of the site to the South 
Downs National Park and the lack of any foreseeable user for the heat generated by the 
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proposal suggest that this is not the most appropriate site for an ERF.  

2.26 The location of the site relative to available waste/fuel supply within Hampshire and 
surrounding areas should also be taken into account in determining the optimum location 
for a strategic facility such as is being proposed.  No information is provided on the source 
or amount of any residual waste, which is a significant omission. 

2.27 It is noted that planning permission was granted for an Energy Recovery Centre 
comprising an Advanced Conversion Technology Pyrolysis plant and an Anaerobic 
Digestion facility and photovoltaic array at Chickenhall Lane in Eastleigh, capable of 
dealing with 195,000 tonnes of waste per annum (128,000 tpa of which would be MSW 
and C&I waste) in November 2014.  This would seem to be a more appropriate location for 
a thermal treatment facility given its location adjacent to the Eastleigh Sewage Works, a 
major industrial estate and Southampton Airport.  It is not clear why this permission was 
never implemented given the high level of demand for recovery facilities claimed by the 
applicant, or why this site was not considered as a reasonable alternative for an ERF. 

Nature of waste 

2.28 No information is provided to support the assertion that the biogenic content of waste 
would be 50% of the total waste. 
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3 The Proposed Development 
Building Design 

3.1 The proposed ERF would comprise a massive alien structure in open countryside on the 
edge of the South Downs National Park, completely out of scale with anything in the 
vicinity.  The footprint of the facility takes up most of the application site, leaving very little 
room for any screening to reduce the visual impact.  The size of the site also has a bearing 
on the ability of the operator to upgrade the facility to adapt to changing technology in the 
future. 

3.2 In order to minimise the landscape impact of the proposal, the Applicants propose to sink 
the waste bunker by 14m.  No information is provided on what is proposed for the 
25,000m3 of extraction arisings.  In order to lessen the impact of the proposal on the 
landscape, the sinking of the waste bunker would result in at least 4m of the bunker being 
located beneath the water table (see paragraph 9.4.41 of the ES).  This is a particular 
concern given the site’s location within a Principal Aquifer. 

3.3 Paragraph 3.3.12 of the ES confirms that the final design of the facility will include green 
walls on the northern and southern facades of the main building and on the western 
elevation of the ACC.  It is noted that the submitted plans also show green walls on part of 
the eastern elevation.  Given this disparity, confirmation is sought as to what has been 
assessed.   

3.4 No information is included on the species, colour tones or hues to be used in the green 
wall or the management regime.  Sourcing of native species of local provenance which are 
also drought tolerant, reflect seasonal changes in colour in the surrounding landscape and 
are capable of establishing in an artificial environment of a sheer facing wall is likely to be 
challenging.  In order to rely on the benefits of the green wall, there must be sufficient 
certainty that they will establish on each of the facades, particularly as this would be the 
largest green wall in the UK.  It is suggested that an assessment should also be 
undertaken in the absence of the green wall. 

Grid Connection 

3.5 Despite not being a Nationally Significant Infrastructure Project, the Applicant seeks to rely 
on the National Policy Statement (NPS) for Energy to justify the need for the proposal.  
Whilst it is acknowledged that the NPS is capable of being a material consideration in the 
determination of this planning application, if this is the case, it must be considered in its 
entirety and not selectively cited to support the application.   

3.6 The Applicant is not seeking consent for the connection to the grid despite acknowledging 
that the export of electricity is an integral part of the proposed development.  The 
Overarching National Policy Statement (NPS) for Energy (EN-1) makes it clear that the 
connection of a proposed electricity generating plant to the electricity network is an 
important consideration for applicants wanting to construct generation plant.  Paragraph 
4.9.2 of EN-1 makes it clear that the Government envisages that wherever possible, 
applications for new generating stations and related infrastructure should be contained in a 
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single application or in separate applications submitted in tandem which have been 
prepared in an integrated way.   In some cases, applicants may decide to put in an 
application that seeks consent only for one element but contains some information on the 
second.  Where this is the case, the application should explain the need for the separate 
application.  Paragraph 4.9.3 of EN-1 notes the risk involved in pursuing two separate 
applications and makes it clear that the applicant must ensure that they provide sufficient 
information to comply with the EIA Directive including the direct, indirect, secondary and 
cumulative effects, which will encompass information on grid connections. 

3.7 The NPS for Electricity Networks Infrastructure (EN-5) similarly states that applications for 
new generating stations and related infrastructure should be contained in a single 
application.  It further states at paragraph 2.2.3 that in order to be able lawfully to install, 
inspect, maintain, repair, adjust, alter, replace or remove an electric line (above or below 
ground) and any related equipment such as poles, pylons/transmission towers, 
transformers and cables, network companies need either to own the land on, over or under 
which construction is to take place or to hold sufficient rights over, or interest in that land 
(typically in the form of an easement), or to have permission from the current owner or 
occupier to install their electric lines and associated equipment and carry out related works 
(usually referred to as a  ‘wayleave’).  No information has been provided to demonstrate 
that the Applicant has the necessary rights or interests in the land required to connect the 
ERF to the grid.  As there is no certainty on the route for the grid connection, there must be 
some uncertainty over conclusions of the assessment of environmental effects. 

3.8 Much is made of the need for energy as set out in the NPS, yet the proposal as it stands 
will not make any contribution towards meeting energy needs without a connection to the 
grid.  It is disingenuous to pray in aid the NPS to justify the scheme but then not seek 
consent for the grid connection which would allow that need to be met. 

3.9 Although consent is not sought for the grid connection, the Applicant states that it has 
been assessed as part of the EIA.  Paragraph 4.6.8 of the ES states that the electricity 
cable would be buried within a trench located either within the verge of the highways or 
within the metalled roadway, with the precise location subject to discussion with HCC 
highways and landowners.  Not only is it not clear precisely what has been assessed, 
neither is it clear that the Applicant has the necessary landowner consents to implement 
the connection. 

CHP 

3.10 The National Policy Statement for Energy EN-1, makes it clear that any application to 
develop a thermal generating station must either include CHP or contain evidence that the 
possibilities for CHP have been fully explored.  It further states at paragraph 4.6.7 that 
developers should consider the opportunities for CHP from the very earliest point and it 
should be adopted as a criterion when considering locations for a project. 

3.11 No viable heat offtake has been identified to date and therefore CHP is not included within 
the scope of the development.  The potential for CHP was not a criterion when considering 
locations for the project as the applicant makes it clear that alternative sites were not 
considered.   
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Construction Compound 

3.12 It is not clear why the application does not seek consent for the construction compound 
which is an essential part of the project, without it, any permission for the ERF could not be 
implemented.  As the project is EIA development, under Regulation 3(10) of the General 
Permitted Development Order 2015, permitted development rights are effectively removed.  
Regulation 3(12) confirms that paragraph 3(10) does not apply in a limited number of 
circumstances, none of which would apply to the development proposals.   

3.13 Whilst the applicant suggests that construction impacts have been assessed as part of the 
EIA, there is no certainty that the construction compound can operate in the way that is 
being suggested.  Indeed, the applicant acknowledges that the layout is indicative and 
would only be confirmed by the main construction contractor once planning permission has 
been secured.  Given that permission has not been sought for the main construction 
compound on the IGas Holybourne Oil Terminal and it is not within the control of the 
applicant, it is unclear how the LPA will be able to exercise proper control over its use. 

3.14 In order to facilitate access from the main construction compound, construction vehicles 
would need to turn right from the compound to access the site.  To allow this movement, a 
Temporary Traffic Regulation Order would be required.  A realignment of the kerb line on 
the central island between the slip road and the A31 would be required to provide sufficient 
forward visibility.  This would require the removal of vegetation on that central island, 
increasing the visual impact of the development to users on the A31.  The proposed 
access arrangement is said to be shown on Figure 4.10, but this does not appear to be the 
case.  

3.15 Notwithstanding the above, the fact that the construction compound can only be accessed 
via the southbound carriageway of the A31 further highlights the inappropriateness of the 
site for a strategic waste facility.  Vehicles accessing the site form the south would need to 
travel approximately 3.4km north along the A31 to the Islington Lane underpass to make a 
u-turn on the A31 to travel a further 3.4km back to the site.  No information is provided on 
what proportion of construction vehicles would access the site from the south and 
therefore need to make this unsustainable journey. 
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4 Assessment Chapters 
Landscape and visual effects 

4.1 The submitted LVIA is based on an assumption that the proposed ‘living wall’, intended to 
assist in mitigating adverse landscape and visual effects, would be successful. However, 
no details have been submitted of the plant species intended for the ‘living wall’ to 
demonstrate that the sourcing of native species of local provenance which are also 
drought tolerant, capable of establishing in an artificial environment of a sheer facing wall 
(including a north-facing wall), and reflecting seasonal changes in colour in the 
surrounding landscape, is possible.  

4.2 If the design intent proves impracticable, and the plant species on the ‘living wall’ are 
different colour tones and hues to those in the surrounding landscape, and / or the ongoing 
management and irrigation of that ‘living wall’ is not effective, the proposed built-form and 
‘living wall’ will add to adverse effects in relation to the landscape context.  

4.3 Whilst the submitted LVIA does identify that the proposed development would have some 
significant adverse landscape and visual effects, the way in which those effects have been 
presented downplays their significance. Furthermore, the way in which the effects have 
been assessed does not fully take into account all the relevant landscape and visual 
issues.  

4.4 Most notably, in considering the magnitude of landscape effect, the assessor has based all 
judgements on whether or not the proposed development would be visible, without 
acknowledging effects of the development on the landscape character, elements, aesthetic 
and perceptual aspects, and experience at a local level.  

4.5 Whilst the selection of representative viewpoints is evenly distributed, it has not taken into 
account the sequential visual experiences, i.e. when moving along Public Rights of Way 
and roads. In this regard, a number of unobstructed views of the existing MRF and WTS 
have not been considered by the assessment. These views, when put into the context of 
several other unobstructed views along the same route, suggest that the visual amenity 
afforded to the users of those footpaths / roads would be significantly adversely affected 
for a prolonged duration.  

4.6 The submitted LVIA has also given little consideration to the possible effects of the 
development in relation to the South Downs National Park.  Whilst the development would 
take place outside of the National Park designated area, it is within its setting. Several 
views towards the SDNP from the northern side of the Wey Valley would be compromised 
by the introduction of the proposed ERF within the visual composition. Similarly, the 
experiential and aesthetic qualities of journeying towards the SDNP through the broad 
valley landscape would be compromised by the introduction of a large-scale built form, not 
in keeping with any of the prevailing landscape characteristics. In this regard, the 
submitted LVIA has not acknowledged that the proposed development has adverse 
implications for upholding the statutory purposes of the SDNP.  

4.7 Irrespective of the SDNP, the proposed development has the potential to have multiple 
significantly adversely effects on the landscape and visual amenity enjoyed by many 
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people throughout the Wey Valley, particularly between Alton, Upper Froyle, Binsted and 
Wyck. The decision making authority should attribute some considerable weight to these 
significant adverse effects. 

4.8 Further technical comment on the landscape and visual effects chapter is included as an 
appendix to this report. 

 

Ecology and Nature Conservation 

4.9 The ecological survey and assessment of the application site is properly undertaken in 
accordance with guidance and includes an adequate habitat survey and surveys of 
protected species and breeding birds. 

4.10 The baseline ecological survey does not include the adjacent Oil Terminal site.  Although 
outside of the planning application area, this site is identified for use as a Construction 
Compound with the potential that this could impact on habitats within this site.  No 
assessment is possible of these potential impacts as only indicative information is provided 
of the Construction Compound design and there is no ecological survey data against which 
to assess this.  The lack of baseline ecological information for this site is considered a 
significant gap in the baseline ecological survey. 

4.11 The air quality assessment raises a number of significant concerns in relation to impacts 
on European protected (Natura 2000) wildlife sites.  The Environmental Statement 
identifies levels of acid deposition on Shortheath Common SAC as being likely to have a 
significant effect on this site.  However, no meaningful in-combination assessment has 
been made in the screening stage of the Habitats Regulations Assessment.  As a 
consequence, there is potential for likely significant effects on other European protected 
sites and from other air pollutants when the ERF is assessed in combination with other 
plans and projects. 

4.12 The lack of a meaningful in-combination assessment carries through into the information 
for the Appropriate Assessment which again fails to fully assess the combined effects of air 
pollutants on European designated sites.  These fundamental flaws in the information for 
the Habitats Regulations Assessment mean that it is not possible to reach a conclusion of 
no adverse effect on the integrity of Shortheath Common SAC or a number of other SAC in 
the vicinity of the proposed development. 

4.13 Air pollution is also likely to have impacts on locally designated wildlife sites.  The ES 
concludes that these will not be significant in isolation, but there is concern that these 
additional nutrient inputs will prolong the recovery of these sites to favourable condition, 
particularly when assessed in combination with other elements of air pollution. 

4.14 There is concern that impacts of the development on the water environment and in 
particular the ecologically important River Wey have not been adequately assessed.  The 
ES identifies a significant risk of ecological damage to ground water flows and quality and 
hence the River Wey, during the construction phase of the development.  However, the ES 
concludes that mitigation measures will be able to prevent such significant adverse 
impacts occurring.  Details of the mitigation measures are to be subject to future design 
and hence there can be no reliance upon their efficacy or appropriateness.  It is not 
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possible to make a conclusive assessment of potential impacts on the water environment 
without such details. 

4.15 The ES makes no assessment of the operation of the ERF on the water environment.  
Again, it relies upon further design and modelling to assess impacts of the deep waste 
storage bunker on ground water flows and makes no assessment of potential failure of the 
integrity of the concrete bunker due to ground movements or other factors. 

4.16 Equally, no assessment has been made of potential impacts of accidental fire and fire-
fighting on the water environment.  Reliance is placed on the Environmental Permitting 
process to prevent chemical and other spillages impacting the water environment but this 
does not allow for accidental impacts of fire and use of water, foam or other fire retardant 
chemicals in its control.  This issue is acknowledged in the response from the Hampshire 
Fire and Rescue Service which suggests that where is a serious risk to the environment, a 
‘controlled burn’ may take place which could lead to the total loss of the building and its 
contents.  

4.17 This range of potential environmental impacts pose a significant threat to the water 
environment and to the ecologically important River Wey in particular. 

4.18 The ES makes it clear that off-site measures will be necessary to achieve the 10% net gain 
required in the emerging Environment Bill.  As it stands, the proposal is only able to deliver 
a net gain of 1.26%.   In order to remedy this, the Applicant has identified an unspecified 
area of land within Hampshire within their control, where enhancement measures can be 
undertaken to exceed 10% net gain.  If this is to be relied upon, these details must be 
specified and set out in the ES.  As it stands, it is not clear what has been assessed in the 
ES and therefore the assessment of residual effects is not robust. 

4.19 Further technical comment on the ecology and nature conservation chapter is included as 
an appendix to this report. 

Noise and Vibration 

4.20 Paragraph 7.5.3 of the ES makes it clear that in order to comply with the relevant 
standards and guidance for noise, further noise mitigation would be required.  Measures 
listed include reducing the fan stack and roof vents by 9dB(A), air cooled condenser fans 
operating at an overall sound power level of 98dB(A) and all buildings clad to a specified 
performance and ventilation louvres fitted with double blank acoustic louvres or 
attenuators.   Paragraph 7.5.4 suggests that there are a different ways in which the criteria 
can be achieved.  As the proposed mitigation does not form part of the proposals at this 
stage, the LPA cannot rely on it being delivered and therefore no reliance can be placed 
on the conclusions in relation to residual effects. 

4.21 The list of incorporated mitigation set out in paragraph 7.4.1 of the ES relies on doors 
being closed except for access to vehicles for offloading and collection unless for 
maintenance or emergency.  No information is provided as to the frequency or length of 
time the doors will need to be opened to facilitate offloading and collection and no 
assessment has been undertaken as to the noise levels when the doors are open.   

4.22 Paragraph 7.4.22 of the ES suggests that vehicles would only reverse when inside the 
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Tipping Hall.  This conflicts with what is shown on the Proposed Ground Floor Site Plan 
(plan reference 18039-FRA-XX-00-DR-A-90-0003 Rev P1), which shows the vehicles 
reversing into the tipping hall, i.e. manoeuvring outside the building.  It is clear from the 
plan that there would be insufficient room inside the tipping hall to enter in forward gear. 

4.23 No assessment has been undertaken of the noise emitted from the backup diesel 
generators shown on Figure 4.1 of the ES.  These form part of the proposed development 
and should therefore be assessed. 

Air Quality 

4.24 The only emission sources considered in the assessment are the main exhaust stacks.  As 
above, to assessment has been undertaken of the backup diesel generators.  Diesel 
generators can give rise to very high levels of nitrogen oxides (NOx) emissions, which 
when added to other onsite emissions, affect the outcomes of an assessment. 

4.25 No details have been given as to the release height of the generator exhausts, unless they 
are routed to the top of the main exhaust stacks (which seems unlikely given the position 
of the generators shown in Figure 4.1) the plumes from the generators will be subject to 
less effective dispersion than has been modelled.  This means that the impacts per mass 
of NOx emitted are likely to be much higher than those of the main stack. By excluding the 
emissions from diesel generators from the assessment, the impacts of the scheme will 
have been underpredicted. 

4.26 Contrary to what is stated in the ES, the 1% screening criterion for impacts on sensitive 
habitats does not accord with the IAQM guidance.  If the IAQM guidance with respect to 
the 1% criterion had been followed, then this criterion would have been applied to the 
impacts of the scheme ‘in combination’ with other relevant plans and projects.  If this had 
been done, then it seems quite likely that many of the designated ecological sites which 
the ES has screened out from requiring more detailed assessment would not have been 
discounted. 

4.27 If traffic flows will increase on relevant roads as a result of plans or projects (Article 6(3) of 
the Habitats Directive), then there is a legal requirement to consider the effects of the 
scheme ‘in combination’ with this traffic growth.  The assessment undertaken for the 
Whitehill Bordon Eco-town identified the potential for significant air quality impacts across 
Shortheath Common SAC.  Whilst some of this development has already been 
constructed, much of it has not.  By failing to consider the impacts of the scheme in-
combination with other plans and projects, potentially significant effects have clearly been 
missed. 

4.28 Emissions from scheme generated road traffic have been screened out from the 
assessment on the basis that the number of vehicles falls below criteria set in guidance 
issued by IAQM.  While emissions from scheme generated traffic may not be significant on 
their own, they will add to the impacts caused by emissions from the stack.  This is 
particularly relevant for this scheme since emissions from the stack will affect receptors 
alongside the same roads affected by site-generated traffic.  Thus, by quantifying the 
impacts from the stack without considering the additional increment from site generated 
traffic, the impacts of the scheme as a whole will have been underpredicted. 
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4.29 While there are significant uncertainties regarding the rate of change of acid deposition in 
the future, it is agreed that a net downward trend can be expected.  However, the rate of 
decline in the future is extremely difficult to predict and will almost certainly be significantly 
shallower than that which was seen historically for SO2 emissions.  By choosing the 
present the steep decline in SO2 emissions as a model for future declines in total acidity, 
the adverse effects of the scheme have been misrepresented. 

4.30 As the effects of existing emissions from the A31 have not been quantified, and the 
combined effects of scheme generated traffic, on-site diesel generator emissions and 
emissions from the main stack have not been considered, it is not possible to conclude 
that the 80m stack height is the optimum for minimising the adverse air quality impacts of 
the scheme. 

4.31 It is clear that the air quality assessment presented in the ES is inadequate. Guidance has 
been misrepresented in order to screen out from further scrutiny issues which might have 
changed the conclusions. Furthermore, potentially significant emissions sources have 
been omitted from the assessment altogether.  

4.32 Further technical comment on the air quality chapter is included as an appendix to this 
report.  It is considered that any one of the issues identified in this review as ‘Major’ is 
sufficient to invalidate the conclusions presented in the ES. The large number of 
‘Moderate’ and ‘Minor’ issues might also, when combined, affect these conclusions. It is 
thus considered that the air quality assessment within the ES is not fit for purpose and that 
significant additional information is required in order to adequately inform consultation on 
the Scheme. At the present time, the conclusions of the ES must be disregarded. 

Ground Conditions and Hydrology 

4.33 The ES is deficient in a number of respects in relation to the assessment of ground 
conditions and the water environment.  Key issues are set out below, with further detail 
available in an appendix to this report. 

4.34 The geological conceptual model laid out in the ES chapter and brought forwards to the 
assessment of impacts is incorrect. It has not been recognised that the Chalk beneath the 
application site is likely to be thin or absent based upon geological mapping. This 
invalidates the aquifer property assumptions made in the site conceptual model and 
source-pathway-receptor linkages presented in the ES.  

4.35 Private water supplies have not been considered as a receptor in the assessment, when it 
is known that at least three are present within 1km of the site.  

4.36 Considering the proximity of the application site to the River Wey, and its position on the 
outcrop of a Principal Aquifer, parallel tracking of both the planning application and the 
environmental permitting for the proposed ERF should be considered. This would be in line 
with Hampshire County Council’s stance on the approach to ERF planning applications, 
and would allow for greater scrutiny of the site’s permitting controls. This would be 
especially prudent considering the weight given to permitting as mitigation of impacts in the 
ES chapter.  

4.37 It is proposed to construct the waste storage bunker directly into a Principal Aquifer, and 



	

	
18 

Alton Advanced Energy Recovery Facility No Wey Incinerator | Version 2.0 

© Adams Hendry Consulting Ltd. 
August 2020 

 

 

the base of the bunker will be beneath the predicted groundwater level. More detail is 
required on the proposed construction methodology employed to construct the bunker, 
considering the potential for pollutant release during the bunker construction, and the 
potential for instability in the saturated Upper Greensands aquifer. Additionally, no mention 
is made of a piling risk assessment in the ES or appendices.  

4.38 Dewatering will be required to construct the bunker. More detail is required on the 
dewatering methodology, and detailed assessment of its impacts on the water environment 
are required due the site’s close proximity to the River Wey, and the potential for loss of 
baseflow during dewatering.  

4.39 Due to deficiencies in the ES conceptual model for the site, the amount of aquifer cross 
section which will be blocked/removed is much greater than originally supposed. More 
detailed assessment of the potential negative impacts to the base flow feeding the River 
Wey are required, considering that approximately 10% of the saturated aquifer cross 
section will be removed.  

4.40 The drainage calculations presented in the drainage strategy for the site are based upon 
only one soakaway test. This is insufficient when taking into account the size and position 
of the proposed infiltration systems. The foul drainage field sizing should also be based 
upon location specific percolation testing, rather than the soakaway test pit. Additionally, 
no seasonal groundwater monitoring has been presented to support the infiltration system 
designs.  

4.41 As the sub-water table storage of waste in a Principal Aquifer is proposed, a detailed 
groundwater risk assessment would be appropriate in this sensitive setting. The potential 
impacts of an accidental pollutant release have not been considered. A detailed risk 
assessment would include baseline data, monitoring installations, and details on the 
management of leachate. Such a risk assessment would also consider the impact of failure 
scenarios, including the requisite monitoring required to detect a failure, defined trigger 
levels and compliance limits, and procedures in the event of a containment failure.  

4.42 The environmental impacts of accidental fire on the water environment have not been 
considered in the ES, or any of the accompanying appendices. The ES should consider 
firefighting runoff as a potential pollutant source and should detail the procedures and 
containment measures in place to prevent the pollution of surface waters and groundwater 
via firewater runoff.  

Historic Environment 

4.43 The large scale of the proposed ERF is such that the settings of a number of heritage 
assets in close proximity to the development would suffer adverse impacts.  The greatest 
impacts are likely to be on heritage assets in and around the settlements of Upper Froyle 
and Holybourne, but also in the case of more isolated individual/groups of historic 
buildings.  

4.44 A number of the assessments of impact contained in the Chapter 10 of the ES and the 
supporting Historic Environment Baseline Report are considered to have under-valued the 
contribution that setting makes to the significance of heritage assets, and that in turn the 
adverse effect of the proposed ERF has been under-estimated. This includes, in particular, 
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Bonham’s Farm House, the Manor House, Froyle and the conservation areas of Upper 
Froyle and Holybourne.  

4.45 With the exception of a single photomontage embracing a view of Bonham’s Farm House, 
the ES is not supported by photomontage visualisations geared specifically to illustrate 
heritage impacts. The paucity of such visualisations means that there is an inadequate 
basis for a proper assessment of likely impacts on the settings of heritage assets arising 
from the proposed ERF. Accordingly, additional photomontage visualisations will be 
needed to enable a robust assessment of heritage impacts prior to the determination of the 
application.  

4.46 Section 66 of the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990, places a 
statutory duty on local planning authorities to have special regard to the desirability of 
preserving listed buildings and their setting or any features of special architectural or 
historic interest which they possess.  A similar duty is set out in section 72 of the Act in 
relation to development within conservation areas, which states that, ‘….special attention 
shall be paid to the desirability of preserving or enhancing the character or appearance of 
the area’.  

4.47 The courts have held that ‘preserving means doing no harm’ and have established that the 
desirability of preserving listed buildings and their settings should not simply be given 
careful consideration but should be given ‘considerable importance and weight’ when the 
decision-maker carries out the planning balance. The fact that the ERF would have an 
adverse impact on the setting and significance of a range of heritage assets weighs 
heavily against it. 

4.48 Further technical comment on historic chapter is included as an appendix to this report. 

Socio-Economic Effects 

4.49 The ES states that the proposed development would result in the creation of approximately 
45 FTE jobs, but does not take into account the 65 jobs that would be lost as a result of the 
closure of the existing MRF on the site or the additional jobs that would be supported via 
the indirect or induced effects of the existing MRF.    

4.50 Notwithstanding the fact that there is no consent for a replacement facility, options being 
looked at by Hampshire County Council relate to a site in Eastleigh, which is not in the 
study area identified in the ES.  If this proves to be the case, the proposal would result in a 
direct loss of 20 jobs in the study area, alongside any jobs arising from the indirect and 
induced effects of the development.  Using the same methodology on the calculation of 
additionality as set out in Table 11.12 of the ES, the proposal would lead to a reduction of 
£518,405 in Gross Value Added (GVA) within the study area and not the increase in GVA 
of £1,166,410 reported. 

4.51 The impact of the proposed ERF on the ongoing viability of existing businesses in the 
locality has not been considered.  West End Flower Farm located to the north east of the 
application site is one such business that would be significantly affected should the 
proposals be consented.  The farm is open to the public five days a week, currently 
employing four full time staff and nine part time staff, supplemented by temporary staff as 
and when the need arises.  The business has grown by 400% in the last 12 months with 
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plans to expand further with an expectation that it would provide employment for 25 people 
next year. As it stands, these expansion plans have had to be put on hold pending the 
decision on the ERF given the potential for serious adverse effects on the ongoing viability 
of the business.   

4.52 As set out in detail in the technical review of the air quality assessment, parts of the flower 
farm, including a designated picnic pitch, are located within the area identified in the ES 
(see Figure 8.13) where process contribution for hourly mean nitrogen dioxide exceeds 
10% of the AQAL.  The assessment does not acknowledge the presence of the flower farm 
and suggests that that public exposure to nitrogen dioxide in this area for an hour or more 
is unlikely.  This is clearly not the case. 

4.53 In light of the above, it is considered that the conclusions on socio-economic effects set out 
in the ES are flawed and should not be relied upon. 

4.54 No user has been identified for the heat from the ERF and therefore it is not appropriate to 
consider it as a benefit of the proposal.  Rather the fact that a user for the heat has not 
been identified should be considered as a significant disbenefit of the scheme. A more 
appropriately located facility would enable the heat to be used. 

Carbon Assessment 

4.55 Air Quality Consultants were commissioned to review the Carbon Assessment produced 
by Fitchner.  A copy of their findings are included as an Appendix to this report. 

4.56 Analysis to examine the net CO2e emissions over the lifetime of the proposed ERF shows 
that it would, in the likely scenario, result in approximately 1 million more tonnes of CO2e 
than for the landfill baseline.  

4.57 Additional sensitivity analysis demonstrates that the net CO2e disbenefit of the ERF ranges 
between 0.5 million tonnes to 2.3 million tonnes over the 25-year lifetime of the ERF. All 
scenarios considered therefore indicate that the AAERF would result in greater CO2e 
emissions over its lifetime than the baseline of landfill. This finding is broadly consistent 
with independent analysis completed by Defra (2014) ‘Energy recovery for residual waste: 
A carbon-based modelling approach’ which indicates that even for highly efficient energy 
recovery facilities opening after 2020 would result in a net increase in CO2e emissions 
compared to landfill over their lifetime.  

4.58 The review has also highlighted a number of key policy considerations that are not 
currently considered in detail within the ERF application. Specifically:  
• The development is not ‘climate positive’ as claimed by some of the developer’s PR 

material. In order to be truly climate positive the development would need to result in 
negative carbon emissions. The developers own analysis demonstrates that this is not 
the case;  

• The National Planning Policy for Waste states that “Where a low carbon energy 
recovery facility is considered as an appropriate type of development, waste planning 
authorities should consider the suitable siting of such facilities to enable the utilization 
of the heat produced as an energy source in close proximity to potential heat 
customers”. This position is supported by the Waste Management Plan for England. 
The waste authority should consider this in relation to the proposed application as no 
local heat customers currently exist; and  
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• A July 2020 publication by cross-party think tank Policy Connect provides some 
recommendations to Government on future waste policy including energy from waste. 
For energy from waste the report recommends that the Government develop policies to 
support the introduction of carbon capture and storage technologies into energy from 
waste facilities; ensure that the location of facilities prioritises finding potential heat 
customers; and eliminate plastics from the residual waste stream.  

Transport Assessment 

4.59 A number of deficiencies have been identified with the Transport Assessment as set out 
below. 

4.60 Traffic surveys were undertaken on 5th November when there would have been 
unrepresentative traffic movements in the PM peak due to local and personal firework 
displays such as Froyle which started at 6pm. More traffic surveys should be undertaken 
as it is standard practice to survey two dates in case issues like this arise. 

4.61 The HGV routing strategy may ban the use of Froyle as a turning point but as it is the 
closest fueling station it is likely to be used for returning HGVs. In addition, during the 
construction phase concerns are raised over its intensification of use due to the 
substandard slips. 

4.62 No consideration has been given to the existence of narrow lanes such as those in 
Selborne.  Confirmation is required as to what effect the 7.5 weight limit through Selborne 
would have on HGV routing. 

4.63 It is not clear why no committed developments have been accounted for in the TA. This is 
particularly relevant as Farnham has a significant amount of development under 
construction at present. 

4.64 The AM peak traffic diagram (Figure 13) illustrates 23 HGV arrivals and 19 departures - 42 
HGV trips (PCUs) in total in the AM peak.  Existing AM peak movements are 6 HGV 
arrivals and 6 departures - 12 in total. This would result in an additional 30 HGV trips 
(PCUs) in the AM peak. However Appendix F, suggests that during the peak hour (7am) 
21 HGVs would be generated by the development proposals.  Therefore, it would appear 
that a trip to PCU conversion factor of 2 as opposed to the industry standard of 2.5 (as per 
D.7 of Tag unit M3.1 as the A31 is an all-purpose dual carriageway) has been used for the 
development proposal.		 

4.65 The decision to scope out traffic and transport from the EIA appears to have been on the 
basic of figures approximately half this value (16 trips including both cars and HGVs) and 
should therefore be reconsidered by HCC. 

4.66 A framework Travel Plan is inappropriate for this development proposal as the end user is 
known. A full Travel Plan and potential remedial measures should be identified and agreed 
with HCC. 

4.67 In terms of modelling the A31/B3004 roundabout, the inscribed circle diameter (ICD) is 
significantly overestimated. The shape is actually slightly oval and it would be expected 
that at least one of the ICD figures to be approximately 110m.  It is not clear whether this 
model was obtained as an approved model from HCC or whether it is the consultants own.  



	

	
22 

Alton Advanced Energy Recovery Facility No Wey Incinerator | Version 2.0 

© Adams Hendry Consulting Ltd. 
August 2020 

 

 

The PCU factor used for HGVs for all of the junction models is 2 as opposed to 2.5 which 
would result in an underestimate of the traffic impact of the development. Also, the flare 
length of 1 for the Islington Lane/A31 off-slip junction does not appear to be representative 
of the existing junction. 

4.68 It is standard practice to model the base year network, but this data does not appear to be 
available. 

4.69 A traffic assessment of the construction phase should be required due to the location of 
the site and the fact that the majority of trips will be made via the private car. From a 
transport perspective the construction phase may be of more local relevance than the 
operational phase and junction modelling of the study area with 350 trips in the AM and 
PM peak periods should be required.  

4.70 Reference is made to the 206 bus as providing some limited opportunity for non-car travel 
during the construction phase.  This bus only runs two days per week and therefore is 
wholly unsuitable for this. 

4.71 During the construction phase 287 parking spaces would be provided suggesting a 
potential significant impact on the transport network that has not yet been assessed. The 
proposed reduction to a narrow lane on the offslip to 3.25m from approximately 3.65m 
should also be assessed within a construction traffic assessment, particularly due to the 
site being located on a high-speed network. 
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5 Compliance with the Statutory 
Development Plan 

5.1 Section 38(6) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act (2004), requires that planning 
applications are to be determined in accordance with the statutory development plan 
unless material considerations indicate otherwise.  

5.2 The relevant part of the statutory development plan against which the planning application 
for the proposal has to be considered, comprises the following: 
• Hampshire Minerals and Waste Plan (adopted October 2013) 
• Saved Policies from the East Hampshire District Local Plan: Second Review (adopted 

March 2006) 
• East Hampshire District Local Plan: Joint Core Strategy (adopted by EHDC May 2014) 
• East Hampshire Draft Local Plan 2017-2036 (Regulation 17 consultation) February 

2019  

5.3 The Hampshire Minerals and Waste Plan (HMWP) and the East Hampshire District Local 
Plan Joint Core Strategy took into account national policy as expressed in the National 
Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) as it was published in 2012.  Whilst it is acknowledged 
that the NPPF was updated in 2018 and 2019, the key principles did not change and 
therefore it is not appropriate to consider the policies in the statutory development plan as 
being out of date.   

5.4 The National Planning Policy for Waste was published in October 2014 and therefore post-
dates the adoption of the HMWP and is a material consideration in the determination of 
this planning application. 

5.5 Given the early stage in its preparation, the East Hampshire Draft Local Plan 2017-2036 
has not been considered further in this report. 

Hampshire Minerals and Waste Plan 

5.6 Policies relating to the need for additional waste management capacity as set out in the 
HMWP has been addressed previously in this report and therefore is not repeated here. 

5.7 Policy 2 of the HMWP relates to climate change and adaptation.  It requires development 
to be located and designed to help reduce greenhouse gas emissions and the more 
sustainable use of resources.  Policy 12 of the HMWP requires waste development to have 
a safe and suitable access to the highway network and where possible to minimise the 
impact of its generated traffic through the use of alternative methods of transportation.  

5.8 The fact that the application site is located such that it can only be accessed via the 
southbound carriageway of the A31 highlights the inappropriateness of the site for a 
strategic waste facility.  Vehicles accessing the site form the south would need to travel 
approximately 3.4km north along the A31 to the Islington Lane underpass to make a u-turn 
on the A31 to travel a further 3.4km back to the site.  This is far from ideal and weighs 
heavily against the site as a location for such a strategic facility.  
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5.9 Given that the justification for this facility is to manage waste predominantly arising in 
Hampshire, it is anticipated that this proportion of vehicle movements accessing the site 
from the south would be significant.  Given Hampshire County Council’s declaration of a 
Climate Emergency, it would seem perverse to knowingly permit a facility which will require 
a significant proportion of HGVs to travel an additional 6.8km simply to access the site, for 
the next 30 years.  Even assuming only half of the 108 HGVs accessing the site come 
from the south (in reality this is likely to be significantly more), the simple fact of the 
configuration of the local road network would require those vehicles to travel an extra 367 
km a day simply to access the site.  Over a week, this amounts to an additional 1,835 km 
and over a year to an extra 95,420 km required simply to deal with the configuration of the 
local road network.  

5.10 There is no evidence to support the HGV generation calculation and as a consequence 
there is a possibility that the number of HGVs accessing the site may have been 
significantly downplayed.  The ES states at paragraph 4.4.2 that the waste would be 
‘primarily from commercial and industrial (C&I) sources within Hampshire and surrounding 
areas’.  However, the TA assumes at paragraph 5.4.1 that only 6% of the waste 
transported to the site will be local C&I waste.  As this type of waste has the lowest 
average payload of 5 tonnes, this would generate more HGVs per tonne of waste than 
local municipal waste which has an average payload of 5.5 tonnes and bulk transport with 
an average payload of 19 tonnes.   

5.11 The TA assumes that 10% of the waste will comprise local municipal waste and 84% 
would be bulk transport waste.  When you consider where the waste transfer stations are 
in Hampshire, from which it is assumed the 84% of waste will be bulked before onward 
transmission to the ERF, the choice of the location of the Alton facility comes into question.  
The HMWP plan lists the Waste Transfer Stations in Hampshire that deal with C&I waste 
at Appendix B.  Of the nine safeguarded sites, eight of them are located in the south of the 
county to and therefore would need to make the additional 6.8km journey simply to access 
the site.  On this basis, the choice of location would result in an additional 653 km travelled 
by HGVs a day, 3,264 km a week and 169,728 km a year simply to access the site.  This 
does not take into account the distance from the waste transfer stations. 

5.12 It is noted that the Carbon Assessment assumes the distance from waste to facility as 
being 48km.  It is not clear how this figure has been arrived at, but it is likely to be a 
significant underestimate. 

5.13 Given the significant additional waste mileage required simply to access the site a result of 
the local road network, it is inconceivable to consider that the proposal complies with the 
requirement in Policy 2 for facilities to be located to help reduce greenhouse gas 
emissions and the more sustainable use of resources.   

5.14 The fact that a significant proportion of vehicles accessing the site will need to travel an 
additional 6.8km simply to access the site suggests that it does not have a safe and 
suitable access to the highway network or that the impact of generated traffic is minimised 
and therefore the proposal is also contrary to Policy 12 of the HMWP. 

5.15 If the LPA is not intending to condition the number of HGVs entering the site, further 
information is required to justify the assumptions regarding the import of waste to comply 
with the EIA regulations. 
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5.16 The submitted Transport Assessment (TA) notes at paragraph 3.4.4 that there are two 
crossing points close to the Hen and Chicken Inn, making it possible for vehicles travelling 
eastbound (referred to in the ES as vehicles travelling north) on the A31 to make a u-turn 
to join the westbound carriageway (referred to in the ES as the southbound carriageway).  
Paragraph 3.4.5 acknowledges the safety impacts of slow-moving vehicles turning onto the 
A31 carriageway and confirms that there is a s106 agreement attached to the current 
development preventing HGVs access the site from making u-turns at these points on the 
A31.  The Personal Injury Accident (PIA) data for the local highway network in the vicinity 
of the application site included in the TA identifies a cluster of accidents near the Hen and 
Chicken Inn.  Anecdotal evidence from local residents suggests that despite this 
restriction, HGVs do use this crossing point to access the existing Veolia site.  This 
dangerous situation would be exacerbated by the current proposals for the ERF,again 
contrary to Policy 12 of the HMWP. 

5.17 Policy 3 of the HMWP states that minerals and waste development should not have a 
significant adverse effect on important habitats and species.   

5.18 The information provided to support the application is flawed in that it is not possible to 
reach a conclusion of no adverse effect on the integrity of Shortheath Common SAC or a 
number of other SAC in the vicinity of the proposed development.   

5.19 Air pollution is also likely to have impacts on locally designated wildlife sites and there is 
concern the impacts of the development on the water environment and in particular the 
ecologically important River Wey have not been adequately assessed.  Further information 
on these issues is included in an appendix to this report. 

5.20 Until adequate information has been provided to properly understand the likely effects of 
the ERF on protected habitats and species, it is not possible to conclude that the proposal 
accords with Policy 3. 

5.21 Policy 4 relates to protection of designated landscapes such as the South Downs National 
Park which has the highest status of protection in relation to landscape and scenic beauty.  
Whilst the application site does not lie within a designated landscape, it would be visible 
from the South Downs National Park and would compromise its statutory purpose to 
conserve and enhance the natural beauty, wildlife and cultural heritage. 

5.22 It is noted that the National Planning Policy for Waste (NPPW) recognises the need to 
protect landscapes or designated areas of national importance such as National Parks and 
AONBs and does not distinguish between those proposals located within the boundary of a 
designated landscape and those outside it.  To this extent it is considered that Policy 4 of 
the HMWP is out of date and should be attributed less weight than the NPPW.  The 
proposed ERF will have an adverse effect on views of and from the South Downs National 
Park and is therefore contrary to the NPPW. 

5.23 Policy 5 of the HMWP states that minerals and waste development in the open countryside 
will not be permitted unless it requires a countryside or isolated location, or the 
development provides a suitable reuse of previously developed land.   

5.24 There is no requirement for an ERF to be located in the countryside, indeed it is common 
for such facilities to be located on industrial estates.  Whilst the site is previously 
developed, it is not considered that an ERF is a suitable use of the site given its proximity 
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to the South Downs National Park, the fact that it is not strategically well located to serve 
Hampshire’s main centres of population, resulting in waste being transport significant 
distances.  It is therefore considered that the proposal is contrary to Policy 5. 

5.25 Policy 7 of the HMWP states that waste development should preserve or enhance the 
character or appearance of historical assets unless it is demonstrated that the need for 
and benefits of the development decisively outweigh these interests.    

5.26 The ERF would have an adverse impact on the setting and significance of a range of 
designated heritage assets in the locality, with the greatest impacts likely to be those 
heritage assets in and around the settlements of Upper Froyle and Holybourne, contrary to 
Policy 7 of the HMWP.   

5.27 Policy 10 of the HMWP states that minerals and waste development should have an 
unacceptable visual impact or cause an unacceptable impact on coastal, surface or 
groundwaters. 

5.28 As set out in the previous section, the proposal would have unacceptable visual impacts 
throughout the Wey Valley, particularly between Alton, Upper Froyle, Binstead and Wyck.  
Views towards the SDNP from the northern side of the Wey Valley would be compromised 
by the introduction of the ERF. 

5.29 It is unclear precisely what the impact will be on groundwater given the deficiencies in the 
assessment of ground conditions and the water environment contained within the ES as 
discussed previously.   The proposal to construct the waste storage bunker directly into a 
Principal Aquifer, with the base of the bunker beneath the predicted groundwater level, 
raises serious concerns regarding the potential for pollutant release during construction, 
and the potential for instability in the saturated Upper Greensands aquifer.  

5.30 Without the information on effects of the proposal on the water environment referred to in 
this report, it is not possible for the Waste Planning Authority to determine whether the 
proposal accords with Policy 10.  Similarly, it is considered that it is not possible to 
determine compliance with Policy 11 on the basis of the inadequacy of the drainage 
calculations as discussed previously.   

5.31 Policy 25 of the HMWP relates to sustainable waste management.  It notes that the long-
term aim is to enable net self-sufficiency in waste movements and divert 100% of waste 
from landfill.   Paragraph 6.145 notes that the approach will support ‘net self-sufficiency’ 
which means the equivalent amount of capacity for all waste arising within Hampshire will 
be provided, with the acceptance of limited cross boundary movements.  It is expected that 
waste will continue to cross administrative boundaries due to market forces, but this is not 
expected to result in significant over or under provision of waste management capacity in 
Hampshire.  As set out above, the proposed ERF would exceed the recovery target set out 
in the HMWP, by over 300,000 tpa resulting in significant over provision, contrary to Policy 
25. 

5.32 The HMWP encourages waste to be managed at the highest achievable level within the 
waste hierarchy (Policy 25(a)).  As discussed above, the replacement of a recycling facility 
with a recovery facility would not accord with this policy. 

5.33 Policy 25 also requires waste development to be located near to the sources of waste.  
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Locating a facility to serve Hampshire’s needs on the edge of the county, some significant 
distance from the main centres of population, will inevitably require waste to be transported 
some considerable distance, contrary to Policy 25. 

5.34 The case being proposed by the Applicant is that as a protected site, the first priority is for 
the facility to continue in waste use. However, whilst it is accepted that the Alton MRF is 
included in the list of safeguarded minerals and waste sites identified in Appendix B of the 
Hampshire Minerals and Waste Plan 2013 (HMWP) as site EH141, Policy 26 only 
safeguards the site against redevelopment and inappropriate encroachment unless the 
waste management infrastructure is no longer needed, or it can be relocated or provided 
elsewhere and delivered.  The applicants acknowledge that the Alton ERF will become 
redundant which suggests it is no longer needed and therefore the site would cease to be 
safeguarded under Policy 26. 

5.35 The justification for this application relies heavily on the fact that the existing MRF will be 
replaced by a large facility at Eastleigh rendering the current facility redundant.  Until that 
scheme has been consented, very little weight can be attributed to this proposal.  It would 
be entirely contrary to the waste hierarchy to promote a recovery facility as a replacement 
for a recycling facility, without certainty that this replacement facility could be implemented.   

5.36 Policy 29 of the Hampshire Minerals and Waste Local Plan relates to locations and sites 
for waste management facilities.  A number of potentially suitable locations are identified in 
the policy but common to all of these is the fact that development must be of a scale 
compatible with the setting (Policy 29(e)).  A building of 40m high with two 80 m stacks on 
the edge of the South Downs National Park does not suggest that the development is 
compatible with its setting. 

5.37 The sites immediately to the east and west of the application site were assessed by HCC 
as part of the Assessment of Sites and Areas for Waste Management Facilities in 
Hampshire (EHS 026/030).  The report concluded that the sites were suitable for 
development categories 1-4 (i.e. open windrow composing, IBA processing, outdoor waste 
transfer station, MBT plant, small scale recyclable processing facility, dis-assembly and re-
manufacturing plant, MRF, enclosed MBT) not category 6 i.e. activities requiring enclosed 
building with stack (large scale) such as an Energy Recovery Facility.   

East Hampshire District Local Plan: Joint Core Strategy (JCS) 
(adopted by EHDC May 2014) 

5.38 The following assessment of compliance of the proposal with the JCS is not intended to be 
exhaustive, as a number of policy themes are similar to those contained in the HMWP.   

5.39 Policy CP2 sets out the spatial strategy for the area.  It makes it clear that the Council and 
National Park Authority will promote and secure sustainable development to maintain the 
vitality and viability of existing communities and to ensure the protection and enhancement 
of the built and natural environment.  Policy CP20 similarly requires the special 
characteristics of the district’s natural environment to be conserved and enhanced. 

5.40 As discussed previously, the proposed ERF will lead to a reduction in GVA in the study 
area as a result of a reduction in local employment, as well as compromising the ongoing 
viability of businesses in the local area.  It will also have an adverse impact on designated 
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heritage assets and introduces the potential for pollution of groundwater and likely 
significant adverse effects on European protected sites as a result of acid deposition and 
other air pollutants.   

5.41 Policy CP2 also requires new development to fully acknowledge the constraints and 
opportunities of the South Downs National Park and the form, scale and location of 
development must ensure that the duty and purposes of the National Park are delivered. 

5.42 Had proper consideration been given to alternative sites, it is highly unlikely that a site 
would have been chosen for a facility of this bulk and massing on the edge of the National 
Park.  Indeed, when the Waste Planning Authority considered sites for waste 
infrastructure, they identified the sites immediately to the east and west of the application 
site as not being suitable for activities requiring enclosed building with stack (large scale) 
such as an Energy Recovery Facility.  It is clear that the ERF will have adverse 
implications for upholding the statutory purposes of the South Downs National Park.  

5.43 For the reasons set out above, the proposal is contrary to Policy CP2 and CP20. 

5.44 The South Downs International Dark Sky Reserve was designated in May 2016.  The 
importance of dark skies to the South Downs landscape has been captured in the 2014-
2019 SDNP Partnership Management Plan (PMP).  Dark night skies are encapsulated 
within the PMP under Policy 3, which seeks to protect and enhance tranquility and dark 
night skies.  An ERF by its very nature will require lighting and consideration must 
therefore be given to its impact on dark night skies. 

5.45 Policy CP19 relates to development in the countryside and makes it clear that the only 
development allowed in the countryside will be that with a genuine and provide need for a 
countryside location.  There is no justification for locating the ERF in the countryside and 
therefore the proposal would be contrary to Policy CP19. 

5.46 For reasons set out previously, it cannot be concluded that the proposed development will 
protect and enhance the quality and quantity of groundwater and surface water features or 
that aquatic pollution will be controlled as required by Policy CP26.  No information has 
been provided to demonstrate what impact the proposal will have on water supply. 
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6 Summary and Conclusions 
6.1 The need for the proposal being advanced by the Applicant seems to be intrinsically linked 

to the requirement for a larger recycling facility within Hampshire to cater for the waste 
arising from new development alongside the requirement to meet increasing recycling 
targets, rendering the existing MRFs at Alton and Portsmouth, redundant. 

6.2 The report taken to Hampshire County Council’s Economy, Transport & Environment 
Select Committee on the 1st July 2020 concluded that further work needs to be undertaken 
to identify the precise form of recycling infrastructure required in the future.  Until work has 
been completed on the alternative options, it cannot be concluded with any certainty that 
the existing Alton MRF is in fact redundant. 

6.3 The information provided on alternatives is woefully inadequate and limited to design.  No 
information is provided on alternative sites contrary to both the Scoping Opinion and the 
EIA Regulations.  The reasons given for the selection of the site do not include 
environmental considerations, are largely unsubstantiated and seem to be heavily 
influenced by the availability of land and the ability to reach commercial terms. 

6.4 The Applicant seeks to rely on the contribution the facility would make to meeting the 
needs of surrounding waste planning authorities.  It is not clear precisely which authorities 
are being considered.  Without understanding the likely waste catchment, it is impossible 
to determine whether the application site is best located to meet that need.   

6.5 No information has been provided on the proposal in relation to waste strategies and plans 
within the waste catchment area outside Hampshire.  It is therefore not possible to 
determine whether the proposal is in accordance with the waste hierarchy and of an 
appropriate type and scale so as not to prejudice the achievement of local or national 
waste management targets, contrary to the NPS for Renewable Energy Infrastructure (EN-
3).   

6.6 No information is provided on the current and future capacity of waste management 
facilities within the waste catchment area taking into account permitted but not 
implemented schemes and sites identified in Local Plans to meet that need.  Without this 
information, it is not possible to determine whether the proposal will displace alternative 
(preferable) proposals for waste treatment. 

6.7 Policy 27 of the adopted HMWP requires an additional 390,000 tonnes per annum of non-
hazardous recovery capacity to be provided by 2030.  The 2018 Review of the Hampshire 
Minerals and Waste Plan looked at the target capacity to be delivered against the actual 
capacity.  It states that by 2015, a total of 354,950 tpa of recovery capacity had been 
delivered, over 94,000 tpa over the target, suggesting only another 34,000 tpa is required 
to the period to 2030 (a tenth of what is actually being proposed).   

6.8 It is clear from the Environment Bill that the Government is actively seeking to legislate to 
drive up the rates of recycling and reduce the amount of residual waste that needs to be 
treated.  This needs to be taken into account in considering the likely need for the ERF 
over the next 30 years.  To permit something of this scale at this point, could potentially 
lock the Council into a solution dependent on recovery rather than recycling for many 
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years to come, contrary to the waste hierarchy 

6.9 In order to lessen the visual impact of the ERF, it has been necessary to sink the waste 
bunker by 14m. This would result in at least 4m of the bunker being located beneath the 
water table which is a concern given the site’s location within a Principal Aquifer. 

6.10 Another attempt at mitigating the significant visual impact is through the incorporation of 
green walls.  No detail has been provided to demonstrate that the green wall be capable of 
establishing on each of the facades.  An assessment should also be undertaken in the 
absence of the green wall. 

6.11 The connection to the grid is an essential part of the project. Without that connection or 
any other way to store the electricity generated, the proposal is simply an incinerator. The 
lack of any detail on the grid connection is a major omission as this on its own may give 
rise to significant environmental effects.  No explanation is provided as to why consent is 
not being sought for the connection as part of the application for the ERF, contrary to NPS-
EN1.  Furthermore, it is unclear how the applicant will acquire the rights to lay an electricity 
connection given that it does not have control of the land. 

6.12 No viable heat offtake has been identified to date and therefore CHP is not included within 
the scope of the development.  Further evidence is required to demonstrate that 
opportunities have been fully explored and that the potential for CHP was taken into 
account when considering locations for the facility. 

6.13 Given that the proposal is EIA development, there would be no permitted development 
rights for the construction compound.  Given that permission has not been sought for the 
main construction compound and as it is not within the control of the applicant, it is unclear 
how the LPA will be able to exercise proper control over its use.  A Temporary Traffic 
Regulation Order would be required to allow access to the site from the main construction 
site.   

6.14 The fact that the application site is located such that it can only be accessed via the 
southbound carriageway of the A31 highlights the inappropriateness of the site for a 
strategic waste facility.   Given Hampshire County Council’s declaration of a Climate 
Emergency, it would seem perverse to knowingly permit a facility which will require a 
significant proportion of HGVs to travel an additional 6.8km for the next 30 years simply to 
access the site.  Even assuming only half of the 108 HGVs accessing the site come from 
the south (in reality this is likely to be significantly more), those vehicles would need to 
travel an extra 95,420 km a year simply to deal with the specific configuration of the local 
road network.   

6.15 There are two crossing points close to the Hen and Chicken Inn, making it possible for 
vehicles travelling north on the A31 to make a u-turn to join the southbound carriageway.  
However due to the safety concerns of slow-moving vehicles turning onto the A31 there is 
a s106 agreement attached to the current development preventing HGVs access the site 
from making u-turns at these points on the A31.  Anecdotal evidence from local residents 
suggests that despite this restriction, HGVs do use this crossing point to access the 
existing Veolia site.  This dangerous situation would be exacerbated by the current 
proposals for the ERF. 

6.16 The conclusions on socio-economic effects incorrectly assume that there would be a net 
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increase in jobs based on the assumption that the ERF would be relocated elsewhere.  Not 
only can this not be relied upon, the site at Eastleigh being considered by HCC is not 
within the study area and therefore any replacement jobs would not be local.  The direct 
and indirect loss of 20 jobs would lead to a reduction in GVA within the study area of over 
£500,000.  No consideration has been given to the impacts on existing businesses in the 
locality which is a significant omission. 

6.17 The review of the Carbon Assessment suggests that the net CO2e emissions over the 
lifetime of the proposed ERF would, in the likely scenario, result in approximately 1 million 
more tonnes of CO2e than for the landfill baseline.  

6.18 Additional sensitivity analysis demonstrates that the net CO2e disbenefit of the ERF ranges 
between 0.5 million tonnes to 2.3 million tonnes over the 25-year lifetime of the ERF. All 
scenarios considered therefore indicate that the ERF would result in greater CO2e 
emissions over its lifetime than the baseline of landfill.  

6.19 A number of deficiencies with the Transport Assessment have also been raised. 

6.20 There are significant deficiencies with a number of the assessments contained in the ES 
and therefore it is not possible to reach a reasoned conclusion on the significant effects of 
the development, contrary to Regulation 18(4) of the Town and Country Planning 
(Environmental Impact Assessment) Regulations 2017.  Further information and evidence 
is required to properly understand the significant effects of the development in accordance 
with Regulation 25.   

6.21 Several views towards the SDNP from the northern side of the Wey Valley would be 
compromised by the introduction of the proposed ERF. Similarly, the experiential and 
aesthetic qualities of journeying towards the SDNP through the broad valley landscape 
would be compromised by the introduction of a large-scale built form, not in keeping with 
any of the prevailing landscape characteristics. The submitted LVIA has not acknowledged 
that the proposed development has adverse implications for upholding the statutory 
purposes of the SDNP.  

6.22 No meaningful in-combination assessment has been made in the screening stage of the 
Habitats Regulations Assessment.  As a consequence, there is potential for likely 
significant effects on other European protected sites and from other air pollutants when the 
ERF is assessed in combination with other plans and projects. 

6.23 Impacts of the development on the water environment and in particular the ecologically 
important River Wey have not been adequately assessed.  Equally, no assessment has 
been made of potential impacts of accidental fire and fire-fighting on the water 
environment.  

6.24 In considering section 66 of the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 
1990, the courts have held that ‘preserving means doing no harm’ and have established 
that the desirability of preserving listed buildings and their settings should not simply be 
given careful consideration, but should be given ‘considerable importance and weight’ 
when the decision-maker carries out the planning balance. The fact that the ERF would 
have an adverse impact on the setting and significance of a range of heritage assets 
weighs heavily against it. 
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6.25 No assessment has been undertaken of the backup diesel generators, which can give rise 
to very high levels of nitrogen oxides (NOx) emissions.  By excluding these emissions from 
the assessment, the impacts of the scheme will have been underpredicted.  

6.26 If the IAQM guidance had been correctly followed, many of the designated ecological sites 
which the ES has screened out from requiring more detailed assessment would not have 
been discounted. 

6.27 There is a legal requirement to consider the effects of the scheme ‘in combination’ with 
traffic growth.  The assessment undertaken for the Whitehill Bordon Eco-town identified 
the potential for significant air quality impacts across Shortheath Common SAC.  Whilst 
some of this development has already been constructed, much of it has not.  By failing to 
consider the impacts of the scheme in-combination with other plans and projects, 
potentially significant effects have been missed. 

6.28 However, the rate of decline in acid deposition in the future is extremely difficult to predict 
and will almost certainly be significantly shallower than that which was seen historically for 
SO2 emissions.  By choosing the present the steep decline in SO2 emissions as a model 
for future declines in total acidity, the adverse effects of the scheme have been 
misrepresented. 

6.29 The geological conceptual model used in the assessment is incorrect.  This invalidates the 
aquifer property assumptions made in the site conceptual model and source-pathway-
receptor linkages presented in the ES.  

6.30 Considering the proximity of the application site to the River Wey, and its position on the 
outcrop of a Principal Aquifer, parallel tracking of both the planning application and the 
environmental permitting for the proposed ERF should be considered. 

6.31 More detail is required on the proposed construction of the waste bunker as well as the 
dewatering methodology.  More detailed assessment of the potential negative impacts to 
the base flow feeding the River Wey is also required.  

6.32 The application is not consistent with key policies in the statutory development plan. 
Locating a facility to serve Hampshire’s needs on the edge of the county, some significant 
distance from the main centres of population, will inevitably require waste to be transported 
some considerable distance, contrary to Policy 25 of the HMWP. 

6.33 If the site is no longer required for a MRF, it would cease to be safeguarded under Policy 
26 of the HMWP.  

6.34 Policy 29 of the Hampshire Minerals and Waste Local Plan requires development to be of 
a scale compatible with the setting (Policy 29(e)).  A building of 40m high with two 80 m 
stacks on the edge of the South Downs National Park does not suggest that the 
development is compatible with its setting. 

6.35 In conclusion, there is no justification for an ERF in this location and the harm arising from 
its construction would significantly and demonstrably outweigh any benefits.  Had the 
applicant undertaken an assessment of alternative sites, it is hard to imagine that this site 
would even make it to the short list.   
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Landscape response 

On behalf of the ‘No Wey Incinerator’ group 

Application ref: 33619/007 
Description: Development of an Energy Recovery Facility and Associated Infrastructure 
Location: Alton Materials Recovery Facility, A31, Alton, GU34 4JD. 

1 Introduction 

1.1.1 The terra firma Consultancy Ltd. have been appointed to undertake an objective 
critique of the planning application for a new Energy Recovery Facility (ERF) north 
of Alton, with respect to landscape and visual matters. 

1.1.2 The following comments are made in relation to planning submission documents, in 
particular the drawings indicating the design proposals, and the landscape and 
visual chapters and appendices within the submitted Environmental Statement (ES). 
Our comments are also informed by our own observations from field survey work, 
undertaken on 1st and 10th July 2020. 

1.1.3 The proposed development site is currently occupied by a Materials Recovery 
Facility (MRF) and Waste Transfer Station (WTS). Its location is within a flat valley 
bottom, adjacent to the A31 dual carriageway immediately to its north, and the Alton 
to Brookwood railway line immediately to its south. The River Wey is situated 
approximately 170m further south, set in a landscape of agricultural fieldscape. The 
landscape north of the A31 is also agricultural fieldscape. 

2 The submitted design proposals 

2.1.1 The development proposals are dominated by the built-form of the ERF with 
associated infrastructure such as hard-surface circulation space for HGV’s, parking 
provision, and various transformers, generators and tanks. Inevitably, this occupies 
a considerable majority of the site area, with areas for soft landscape treatment 
being confined to the site edges. The built-form would be undeniably very large – 
amongst the largest (if not the largest) in East Hampshire. Its industrial nature would 
be contrary to the prevailing characteristics of its rural setting. 

2.1.2 The submitted design proposals include an ‘Illustrative Landscape Design’ drawing 
(ref: 2627-01-01). This indicates that the proposed soft landscape treatment is 
mostly peripheral in nature, essentially a native hedgerow with occasional native 
specimen trees running along the site boundary, alongside a verge of species-rich 
grassland (in places only around 1m wide). A narrow strip of ornamental 
groundcover is also proposed to the backs of parking spaces. 

2.1.3 At the site’s easternmost extent, species-rich grassland, including a wetland feature 
and randomly distributed native specimen trees would extend across a wide 
triangular area, behind a water tank and associated apparatus. A fuel pipeline 
crosses the site below ground in this area. 

2.1.4 Existing vegetation would be retained in a narrow wedge of land alongside the 
railway line at the far eastern end of the site. Existing tree cover around the site 
edges, most notably alongside the A31, would be retained. 

2.1.5 Although the proposed soft landscape treatment is limited, it is unlikely that 
alternative landscape design opportunities would be workable, taking into account 
the intensely industrial nature of the proposed development and the limited land 
available.  
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2.1.6 None of the submitted drawings indicate proposals for hard surface treatments, 
although the grey colour shown on the ‘Proposed Ground Floor Site Plan’ (ref: 
18039-FRA-XX-00-DR-A-90-0003  P1) implies extensive coverage of macaddam. 
The proposed Drainage Strategy plan (found within the Drainage Assessment (ES 
Volume 3, Appendix 4.1)) indicates these hard surfaces would be impermeable, 
implying drainage gully’s would feed buried infiltration tanks and an open infiltration 
basin. Paragraph 4.2.3 of the Drainage Assessment report states that permeable 
paving may be incorporated at the detailed design stage)  

2.1.7 It appears that mitigating the visual impact of the proposed building has driven its 
form and finish. The building is inevitably a very large mass, and the Architect’s 
have attempted to “break up its visual mass through the use of different cladding 
materials, colours and forms” (ES para 4.2.24). 

2.1.8 Along with the form of the building, intended to “mirror the surrounding landform and 
hanger woodlands” (ES 5.5.27), the proposed ‘living walls’ are a major part of the 
‘mitigation’ of adverse visual effects. Accordingly I would expect to see much more 
technical detail to provide confidence in its ability to achieve its intent, to “help 
reduce the visual prominence of the building in the landscape” (ES para 4.8.20), 
and “reflect seasonal changes in colour in the surrounding landscape” (ES para 
5.5.27). 

2.1.9 It is noted that “there will be a need to irrigate the living wall” (ES para 4.8.20), and 
that “the plants selected would also include a high proportion of drought tolerant 
species to reduce the water burden” (ES para 4.8.20). Nevertheless, the species 
choice would “include native species of local provenance” (ES para 4.2.28). 

2.1.10 Sourcing of native species of local provenance which are also drought tolerant, 
reflect seasonal changes in colour in the surrounding landscape, and are capable of 
establishing in an artificial environment of a sheer facing wall (including a north-
facing wall) is likely to be challenging. If this ambitious goal proves to be 
unachievable in any respect, the success of the mitigation measure assumed by the 
submitted ES will be compromised. 

2.1.11 Accordingly, it should be considered crucial that the submission includes the 
following information:- 

• What species are to be used / what colour tones and hues will they be? 
• What will the management regime be / how will it be undertaken? 

2.1.12 Notwithstanding concerns regarding the workability of the living walls, I consider the 
design intent, to reflect the topography and vegetated nature of Hanger woodlands, 
to be conceptually flawed. The dramatic landform of Hanger woodlands are not 
features of flat valley bottoms, and accordingly the location of the proposed 
development site is fundamentally at-odds with the design concept. 

3 The submitted Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment (LVIA) 

3.1.1 An LVIA has been prepared by AXIS PED Ltd., on behalf of the developer, Veolia 
ES (UK) Ltd, in  The support of the proposed development. The LVIA is included 
within Volume 1 of the submitted Environmental Statement (ES) at Chapter 5, 
relating also to Figures 5.1 to 5.6 within Volume 2, and also to technical evidence 
presented within Appendices 5.1 to 5.6 within Volume 3. 

3.2 Assessment methodology 

3.2.1 The methodology setting out the way in which the LVIA has been undertaken is 
setout at Appendix 5.1, with methodology for producing visualisation material setout 
at Appendix 5.2. These indicate the intent for the assessment work to follow the 
Guidelines for Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment (GLVIA), 3rd Edition 
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(2013), published by the Landscape Institute and Institute for Environmental 
Management and Assessment, with visualisations prepared in accordance with 
‘Visual Representation of Development Proposals. Technical Guidance Note 06/19’ 
by the Landscape Institute. 

3.2.2 The stated methodologies are reasonably sound, and the visualisations and 
supporting figures (eg. the ZVI’s) appear to be presented in an acceptable way. 
However, I would ordinarily expect to see more explanation of how baseline 
conditions are established through collating various sources of evidence. 

3.3 Report structure 
3.3.1 The report structure is inconsistent and confusing, with some incomplete 

relationships between issues discussed in the ‘baseline conditions’ section and the 
‘assessment’ section. This is contrary to GLVIA advice regarding transparency and 
legibility which states that:- 
“In all cases there is a need for judgements that are made to be reasonable and based on clear and 
transparent methods so that the reasoning applied at different stages can be traced and examined by 
others” (GLVIA 2.24) 

3.4 Landscape baseline 
3.4.1 The account of baseline landscape characteristics almost entirely consists of 

facsimiles of parts of published studies. 
3.4.2 AXIS have not independently identified landscape character, elements, aesthetic 

and perceptual aspects, and experience at a more local level, or objectively 
reviewed the continued relevance of the published studies. 

3.4.3 Accordingly, the LVIA relies on baseline evidence that pre-dates current best 
practice in appraising landscape character, overlooking the following noteworthy 
guidance within GLVIA:- 
Existing assessments must be reviewed critically as their quality may vary, some may be dated and some 
may not be suited to the task in hand. Before deciding to rely on information from an existing assessment a 
judgement should be made as to the degree to which it will be useful in informing the LVIA process. (GLVIA 
5.13) 

Existing assessments may need to be reviewed and interpreted to adapt them for use in LVIA – for example 
by drawing out more clearly the key characteristics that are most relevant to the proposal. Fieldwork will also 
be required to check the applicability of the assessment throughout the study area and to refine it where 
necessary, for example by identifying variations in character at a more detailed scale. (GLVIA 5.15). 

Even where there are useful and relevant existing Landscape character Assessments and historic landscape 
characterisations, it is still likely that it will be necessary to carry out specific and more detailed surveys of 
the site itself and perhaps its immediate setting or surroundings. This provides the opportunity to record the 
specific characteristics of this more limited area, but also to analyse to what extent the site and its immediate 
surroundings conform to or are different from the wider Landscape Character Assessments that exist, and to 
pick up other characteristics that may be important in considering the effects of the proposal. (GLVIA 5.16). 

3.4.4 Information has been extracted from the SDNPA’s ‘View Characterisation and 
Analysis Study’, ‘Tranquillity Study’ and ‘Green Infrastructure Study’ and used 
verbatim, in a binary, and quite literal manner, failing to acknowledge that each of 
these studies are intended to establish principles, with the need for further study at 
a more local level. 

3.4.5 The designation of the South Downs National Park is also referred to within the 
‘baseline conditions’ section of the submitted LVIA. However, no mention is given of 
the SDNPA’s statutory purposes or duty. The ‘special qualities’ of the SDNP are 
mentioned, although they are merely quoted, without any further explanation or 
analysis. 

3.4.6 Information has been extracted from the ‘Hampshire Historic Landscape 
Characterisation’ study without further discussion or analysis. For instance, nothing 
is written about the relative importance (for instance, the rarity) of the historic 
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landscape types identified, or any interpretation of the indicators of time-depth 
which may endure within the context of the proposed development.  
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3.5 Assessment of landscape effects 
3.5.1 There is an incomplete relationship between the ‘baseline conditions’ and 

‘assessment’ sections. Aside from the assessment of effects on County Landscape 
Character Areas 3f and 13b, there is no evidence of a systematic approach being 
taken to arrive at several LVIA outcomes, implying that judgements have been 
made subjectively rather than objectively. 

3.5.2 The text relating to the SDNP refers to potential effects within the National Park 
boundary, but does not consider the potential for effects to occur within the setting 
of the National Park (i.e. outside it’s boundary), which might compromise its 
statutory purposes. 

3.5.3 Judgements made in relation to the sensitivity of the broad Landscape Character 
Area 3f have not sufficiently acknowledged the ‘threats’ outlined in the published 
study, in particular reference to the “potential of the vulnerability of open 
uninterrupted skylines to tall vertical structures which break the flow of the 
landscape and undermine the scale of the valley.” The type of change associated 
with an ERF would inevitably involve a tall vertical structure which would interrupt 
the skyline (i.e. the stack). As the type of development proposed is clearly 
consistent with something the published LCA has defined as a ‘threat’, considerable 
weight should be given to this in considering the Landscape Character Area’s 
susceptibility to change. In this regard, the following guidance within GLVIA is 
particularly noteworthy:- 
“…evidence of current pressures causing change in the landscape [should be] documented, drawing on 
previous reports and data sources as well as field records” (GLVIA 5.18) 

[Susceptibility to change] “…means the ability of the landscape receptor (whether it be the overall character 
or quality/condition of a particular landscape type or area, or an individual element and/or feature, or a 
particular aesthetic and perceptual aspect) to accommodate the proposed development without undue 
consequence for the maintenance of the baseline situation and/or the achievement of landscape planning 
policies and strategies” (GLVIA 5.40) 

“The assessment may take place in situations where there are existing landscape sensitivity and capacity 
studies… These may deal with the general type of development that is proposed, in which case they may 
provide useful preliminary background information for the assessment” (GLVIA 5.40) 

3.5.4 Taking the above into account, we believe an appropriate outcome would be ‘high’ 
rather than the ‘medium susceptibility to change’ assigned in the submitted LVIA. 
Accordingly, the overall sensitivity of LCA 3f may be regarded as ‘High’ rather than 
‘Medium’ affecting the overall judgement of impact. 

3.5.5 Judgements made regarding the magnitude of landscape effect in relation to the 
broad Landscape Character Areas repeatedly reference the degree to which the 
proposed development would be visible. This fundamentally contradicts the dual 
approach of Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment whereby effects on visual 
amenity are assessed separately to those on landscape. 

3.5.6 Furthermore, the judgements fail to consider the magnitude of landscape effect in 
relation to:- 

• ‘the extent of existing landscape elements that would be lost’ 
• ‘The degree to which aesthetic or perceptual aspects of the landscape are 

altered’ 
• ‘Whether change affects the key characteristics’ 

Accordingly, the assessment of landscape effects has not followed the methodology 
stated at 2.11 of Appendix 5.1, (i.e. the bullet-pointed list above, (which in-turn is 
taken directly (albeit slightly abridged) from para 5.49 of GLVIA)), and has also 
overlooked the advice given in various officers’ responses to the request for a 
Scoping Opinion. 
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3.6 Visual baseline 
3.6.1 The LVIA has tested the visual envelope of the proposed development site by 

considering the visual baseline conditions at 21 representative viewpoints. 
Individual descriptions of the visual composition at each of those representative 
viewpoints are given at Appendix 5.6.  

3.6.2 In preparing this landscape response, terra firma have undertaken further 
independent field survey work to consider the validity of visual composition 
described at Appendix 5.6, and to gain a broader understanding of the visual 
baseline applicable to the proposed development site. 

3.6.3 These descriptions are a reasonably sound account of the visual baseline 
conditions, insofar as those 21 viewpoints reflect the extent of the proposed 
development site’s visual envelope and the range of different visual experiences. 

3.6.4 However, we identified more extensive intervisiblity with the proposed development 
site and the surrounding area than that implied by the submitted LVIA, covering the 
following:- 

Potential winter views:- 
3.6.5 At the time the photographic survey was undertaken (29th October 2019, according 

to Figure 5.6), much of the deciduous vegetation seen within the photographs was 
still in leaf, thereby offering near optimum ability to screen the proposed 
development site. It is would have been more appropriate to use photographs from 
later fieldwork undertaken in December 2019 (as referenced at 5.4.65). This would 
have revealed the  increased intervisibility between the representative viewpoints 
and the proposed development site. 

Views from public footpath north of Malms House:- 

3.6.6 Table 1 within Appendix 5.2 explains that views from previously considered 
representative viewpoint 23 have been disregarded from the submitted LVIA, on 
account of being “similar to VP10”. 

3.6.7 Although representative viewpoints 10 and 23 are located in close proximity to 
oneanother, the baseline visual composition from each are notably different. At 
viewpoint 10, the existing MRF and WTS on the development site are not visible, 
screened by a combination of landform and vegetation in a woodland block. At 
viewpoint 23, the existing MRF and WTS are visible, with landform grading 
gradually down towards the site, and the vegetative cover thinning to allow 
intervisibility.  

  

Representative viewpoint 10 Representative viewpoint 23 

3.6.8 It is apparent that AXIS would have visited representative viewpoint 23 prior to 
submitting the request for a screening opinion (in which it was referred to as 

Existing MRF / WTS 
behind this woodland block 

Roof of existing 
MRF / WTS  
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representative viewpoint 10 ‘footpath east of Styne Farm’), and in that respect they 
should be aware of the visual context and its relevance to considering the visual 
effects of the proposed ERF. Accordingly, it doesn’t assist with a full representation 
of the visual baseline that AXIS have chosen to omit this view from their LVIA. 

Additional uninterrupted views to the existing MRF / WTS:- 

3.6.9 Independent field survey work undertaken by terra firma identified several 
uninterrupted views to the existing MRF / WTS which have not been considered by 
the submitted LVIA, as follows:- 

 
3.6.10 It should be noted that the view from the public footpath north of St. Swithun’s Way 

was requested by HCC Landscape in their response to the request for a Scoping 
Opinion. However, AXIS did not take forward this representative viewpoint (which 
they refer to as viewpoint 15) for assessment, on account of being “similar to VP14, 
which has clearer views and is a more sensitive location (promoted long distance 
route)” (according to Table 1 within Appendix 5.2). 

3.6.11 Given the degree to which the existing MRF / WTS is visible in these baseline view 
compositions, it is clear that the proposed ERF has the potential to further 
compromise the visual amenity, and accordingly there is sound reason to consider 
these representative viewpoints as part of the overall visual baseline. 

  

  
View from footpath south of Malms House View from Binsted Road, just west of Styne 

Farm 

  
View from Clays Lane, south of Malms 
Farm 

View from public footpath north of St. 
Swithun’s Way, (west of West End Farm at 
Upper Froyle) 

Roof and façade of 
existing MRF / WTS Roof and façade of 

existing MRF / WTS 

Roof and façade of 
existing MRF / WTS Façade of existing MRF 

/ WTS 
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3.7 Assessment of visual effects 
Absence of systematic approach 

3.7.1 There is an incomplete relationship between the ‘baseline conditions’ and 
‘assessment’ sections. The assessment of visual effects refers to several views 
(including views from nearby residential properties) that do not correspond to any 
representative viewpoints, as follows:- 

• Paragraph 5.5.65 considers the effect on views from the A31, including reference 
to “consistent visibility occurring from an approximately 650m stretch of the road 
immediately north of the site”. 

• Paragraph 5.5.66 considers the effect on views from Alton and Holybourne. 
• Paragraphs 5.5.67 and 5.5.68 consider the effect on views from the hillsides 

north of the site. Reference is made to receptors using the public footpath north 
of St. Swithun’s Way, going on to say that “the proposed development would be 
visible on the skyline in the background of the view, and its presence would be 
likely to result in significant visual effects”. 

• Paragraphs 5.5.56 to 5.5.62 consider the effect on views from nearby residential 
properties, although effects on views from properties on high ground in Alton and 
at the eastern end of Holybourne have not been assessed, contrary to the advice 
given by HCC Landscape, responding to the request for a Scoping Opinion. 

Representative viewpoints have not been included within the LVIA to demonstrate 
the visual baseline conditions from any of the above locations, and they are not 
taken into account within the descriptions of visual baseline conditions. 

3.7.2 As no evidence is presented of a systematic approach being taken to arrive at 
several LVIA outcomes, it would appear that judgements have been made 
subjectively rather than objectively. 

Geographic grouping 

3.7.3 Paragraphs 5.5.63 to 5.5.72 of the submitted LVIA refer to the visual effects of the 
proposed development in the context of 7 geographic areas. 2 of the 21 
representative viewpoints are not referred to in the context of these geographic 
groupings. They are:- 
• Representative viewpoint 5 from Hawbridge Farm 
• Representative viewpoint 9 from Froyle Park, Upper Froyle 

3.7.4 The technical assessment work set-out in Appendix 5.6 suggests that visual effects 
from both of these locations would be significant (Major adverse and Major / 
moderate adverse respectively). Whilst these significant adverse effects are 
acknowledged at paragraphs 5.5.39 and 5.5.42 of the submitted LVIA, overlooking 
them in the context of the geographically arranged descriptions of visual effects 
gives a distorted impression of the effect on overall visual amenity. 

Additional views:- 

3.7.5 As noted above, (at 3.6.9 to 3.6.12) unobstructed visual interconnectivity with the 
existing MRF / WTS has been identified by terra firma from:- 

• the public footpath north of Malms House (previously considered as 
representative viewpoint 23, but not taken forward to the LVIA), 

• the public footpath south of Malms House, 
• Binsted Road, just west of Styne Farm, 
• Clays Lane, south of Malms Farm, and 
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• the public footpath north of St. Swithun’s Way, (previously considered as 
representative viewpoint 15, but not taken forward to the LVIA) 

3.7.6 Given the degree to which the existing MRF / WTS is visible in these baseline view 
compositions it is likely that the much larger built form and stack of the proposed 
ERF would be a considerable scale in these view compositions. The proposed stack 
would almost certainly break the skyline, as might the proposed building in some of 
the views from locations noted at 3.7.5 above. 

3.7.7 The submitted LVIA has not undertaken a systematic, objective assessment of 
these additional views (albeit paragraph 5.5.67 of the submitted LVIA does refer to 
views from the public footpath north of St. Swithun’s Way, stating that “the proposed 
development would be visible on the skyline in the background of the view, and its 
presence would be likely to result in significant visual effects”). 

3.7.8 It is likely that the proposed development would have similar significant adverse 
visual effects on all of these additional views, impacting on the overall visual 
amenity more extensively than is implied by the limited number of significant 
adverse visual effects acknowledged by the LVIA. 

Seasonal effect:- 

3.7.9 Paragraph 5.4.65 states that “Assessment work reflects the level of vegetation 
cover present at the time of the field visits to the Study Area (April, October and 
December 2019). Where relevant to its conclusions, the LVIA makes assumptions 
as to the likely visibility of the Proposed Development at other times of year”. 

3.7.10 It is reasonable to consider that leafless vegetation would offer less visual screening 
than is apparent in the baseline photographic record, and accordingly this would be 
relevant to the LVIA conclusions. Although the technical assessment work set-out in 
Appendix 5.6 makes some references to seasonal changes in visibility, this is not 
referred to within the LVIA assessment (either in section 5.4 (baseline) or section 
5.5 (assessment of effects), aside from a brief mention at 5.5.50). 

Plume visibility 

3.7.11 The potential visual effect of the plume is not taken into account in relation to the 
individually assessed representative viewpoints, or visual experiences. Instead the 
submitted LVIA deals with this issue as a ‘bolt-on’, with 8 explanatory paragraphs 
(5.5.73 – 5.5.80) at the end of the ‘Operational phase: Visual’ section. 

3.7.12 It is understood that plume visibility is affected considerably by atmospheric 
conditions, and I do not have the relevant expertise to question the science behind 
the modelling explained within the submitted LVIA. 

3.7.13 Nevertheless, it is concerning that the LVIA authors have not considered it 
appropriate to further interrogate the implications of their statement at 5.5.77:- 
Where the emissions plume is visible, this would have potential to draw attention to 
the presence of the Proposed Development from the surrounding area, thereby 
increasing the influence of the new structures upon the views available. 

3.7.14 Given that it is acknowledged that there will be times when the plume is visible, it 
would reasonably be expected that the systematic assessment of effects on 
identified visual receptors would have taken into account that ‘worst-case’ scenario, 
rather than referring, in general terms, to the ‘overall’ visual effects of the presence 
of an emissions plume. It would be preferable for visualisations to have been 
provided indicating the ‘worst-case’ emissions plume within the view composition. 
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3.7.15 Furthermore, it is notable that this section of the submitted LVIA concludes that the 
plume would not lead to significant adverse visual effects “especially in the context 
of the Study Area where many such plumes are already present”, (ES, 5.5.80) albeit 
there does not appear to be any reference to location or nature of other plumes 
within the baseline section of the LVIA. Our work in undertaking this study, taking 
into account the observations of local residents, has not identified any other visible 
plumes within the local area. 

3.8 Night-time effects 

3.8.1 Potential night-time effects are described in very broad terms, within 5 descriptive 
paragraphs (5.5.81 – 5.5.85). The first of these paragraphs is a description of 
existing light sources in the vicinity of the site (i.e. Baseline Conditions), which 
would have been more logically placed within the ‘baseline’ section of the LVIA 
(rather than the ‘assessment of effects’ section). 

3.8.2 The remaining paragraphs explain that “Lighting would be designed and specified to 
accord with current industry standards and best practice guidance. The aim would 
be to minimise the generation of obtrusive light beyond the development area” (ES. 
5.5.83). 

3.8.3 The lighting design intent has not been further interrogated with respect to its 
implications for landscape and visual effects. Notwithstanding the mitigation 
measures incorporated within the lighting design, in acknowledging that “the 
generation of light would increase locally as a result of the Proposed Development” 
(ES. 5.5.85) it would reasonably be expected that the systematic assessment of 
effects on the identified representative viewpoints (at the least) would have taken 
into account modelling of night-time effects. 

3.8.4 It should also be noted that the emissions plume may also be visible at night 
(possibly more notably than during the day), with light sources reflecting on the 
water droplets in vapour. The submitted LVIA makes no reference to the potential 
effect of the plume at night-time, either under the heading of ‘Plume Visibility’ (ES 
paras 5.5.73 to 5.5.80) or the heading of ‘Night-time Effects’ (ES paras 5.5.81 to 
5.5.85). 

3.8.5 For a proposed development of this scale, it would be preferable for visualisations 
to have been provided indicating the effect of lighting / light-spill within the night-
time view composition. 

3.9 Cumulative effects 
3.9.1 Potential cumulative effects are described in very broad terms, within only 4 

descriptive paragraphs (5.6.1 – 5.6.4). Much of the discussion relates to the 
timeframe for construction of the Southampton to London Aviation Fuel Pipeline 
overlapping with the timeframe for construction of the proposed ERF, and 
accordingly an intensification of construction-related activities in the vicinity of the 
proposed ERF. 

3.9.2 Paragraph 5.6.4 relates to the operation phase, and states that “once constructed, 
the Pipeline would have little influence upon the landscape, or upon views”. 
However, no account is given of what that influence would be, except to say that 
localised loss of vegetation is likely to occur for the purposes of maintaining the 
pipeline, although this would all take place outside of the proposed ERF site. 

3.9.3 The LVIA does not take into account the likelihood that vegetation clearance order 
to facilitate the construction of the pipeline may have a permeant effect on the wider 
landscape by creating gaps through existing vegetation. As noted at 5.4.62, a 10m 
width of land would be required to install the Pipeline where it crosses hedgerows, 
trees and watercourses, and “a 3m wide easement on either side of the Pipeline 
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would be maintained following construction, where no buildings or tree planting 
would be permitted”. Clearing 10m wide swathes of vegetation, later maintained as 
6m wide easements may considerably reduce the screening effect of these 
vegetative belts from certain vantage points. 

3.9.4 It would reasonably be expected that the systematic assessment of cumulative 
effects should attempt to identify the likely extent of vegetation loss along the route 
of the proposed Pipeline, and identify whether specific locations would potentially 
experience increases visual interconnectivity with the proposed ERF site as a 
consequence. 

3.10 Grid connection effects 

3.10.1 In a very similar way to the potential cumulative effects of the proposed 
Southampton to London Pipeline, the grid connection for the proposed ERF would 
cause disturbance of vegetation in order to excavate the route of the cable, along 
the A31 south-west of the site, then following the route of the B3004 and Mill Lane 
to connect with the Mill Lane primary substation in Alton. Paragraphs 5.5.13 to 
5.5.16 explain that trees generally grow “outside the highway boundary fence / 
barrier or on embankment sides rather than verges”, and that it is assumed the 
cable would be buried within the verge of the carriageway. 

3.10.2 Para. 5.5.13 also states that “Any vegetation removed as part of this process would 
be reinstated once the works are complete”. 

3.10.3 If these assumptions could be regarded as commitments, I would broadly agree 
with the submitted LVIA’s conclusion that the landscape and visual effects of the 
proposed grid connection would not be significant. 

4 Impartial, objective assessment by terra firma 

4.1.1 It should be noted that we have not been commissioned to undertake a full 
Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment in relation to the proposed ERF. As 
such, the following advice is not based on systematic work but relies on 
professional judgement. It is hoped this brief alternative to the submitted LVIA will 
aid the local authority’s decision-making process.  

4.2 Landscape baseline and effects 

4.2.1 An assessment of the landscape local to the proposed development site, potentially 
influenced by the ERF should be undertaken, taking into account not only the 
character of that landscape, but also its physical elements, aesthetic and perceptual 
qualities, and the experiences of people within it. 

4.2.2 Whilst this landscape undeniably has some negative qualities (such as disturbance 
from vehicles using the A31, utilitarian features such as electricity pylons and the 
existing MRF and WTS), it also has some positive qualities, as follows: 

4.2.3 There is a high degree of connectivity through this landscape, with a dense network 
of footpaths and lanes either side of the A31. Importantly, one of these footpaths is 
the St. Swithun’s Way, a regional trail that is likely to be used for recreational 
purposes, by people with reasonable expectation of enjoying landscape amenity. 
Furthermore, the northern valley side in particular is within convenient reach of the 
large populations of Alton and Holybourne, and a linking route to the smaller 
communities of Upper Froyle, Lower Froyle and Bentley. Whilst undertaking field 
survey work several people walking dogs were observed through this landscape. 
Regular exercise regimes such as dog walking is indicative of the value likely to be 
attributed to this landscape by residents of the adjacent communities. Observations 
of local residents fed into our research in undertaking this study suggests that St. 



2164 – Proposed Alton Advanced Energy Recovery Facility  

The terra firma Consultancy Ltd. Page 12 of 15 GA6-0028-1.04 
www.terrafirmaconsultancy.com Final version, 5th August 2020 

Swithuns Way is regularly used for recreational purposes, by both local and long-
distance walkers. 

4.2.4 This is perceptively a broad valley landscape, with a scenic relationship between 
the farmland on either valley side. The South Downs National Park occupies the 
southern valley side, and its influence extends across the valley. It is likely that 
users of the St. Swithun’s Way and other Public Rights of Way crossing the valley 
would be heading towards a destination within the SDNP. The experience of their 
journey towards the SDNP, and the appreciation they gain of it along that route is 
important and relevant to the ability of the SDNPA in fulfilling its Statutory Purposes. 

4.2.5 This landscape is predominantly rural, with open arable fieldscapes, often edged 
with tree belts and woodland blocks. A broadly horizontal landform is particularly 
appreciable in the context of these open fieldscapes, from where footpath users 
gain a sense of the broad valley bottom with very shallow slopes. The presence of 
electricity pylons, the A31, and the existing MRF and WTS are urbanising influences 
on the rural character, however the horizontal and relatively low-lying built form 
tends not to distract attention from the broader landscape, and does not interrupt 
the relationship of one valley side to the other. The verticality of the electricity 
pylons is notable, but not so much as to be overbearing or lessen the overall 
horizontality of the landscape. 

4.2.6 The form of the proposed building, intended to reflect the topography and vegetated 
nature of Hanger woodlands, is at odds with the perception of a valley landscape. A 
large mass of this nature has some synergy with the valley sides, but would be 
perceived as alien within the valley bottom. 

4.2.7 The large scale of this building, and verticality of its stacks would severely interrupt 
the horizontality of the landscape and compromise the relationship between the 
northern and southern valley sides. In particular, interrupting the southern valley 
side as experienced from the northern valley side would compromise the second 
Statutory Purpose of the South Downs National Park: ‘to promote opportunities for 
the understanding and enjoyment of the special qualities of the National Park by the 
public’. 

4.2.8 The frequent users of the extensive Public Right of Way network throughout this 
valley would experience a lessening of the amenity value of this landscape. There 
would be significant adverse effects on several aesthetic and perceptual qualities of 
the local landscape, and the rural nature and relationship between the valley sides 
experienced by users of this landscape would also be significantly adversely effects. 

4.3 Visual baseline and effects 

4.3.1 As noted in the submitted LVIA, the proposed ERF is likely to have significant 
adverse effects on visual amenity in relatively close proximity to the site. However, 
the submitted LVIA does not fully identify the extent of those significant adverse 
effects, or note where they would be create a sequential experience. 

4.3.2 Most notably, users of the footpath travelling northwards from Wyck to Mill Court 
currently experience several uninterrupted views towards the existing MRF and 
WTS. Similar uninterrupted views are experienced by footpath and road users 
leaving Wyck travelling in a north-westerly direction, along Clay’s Lane, and along 
the footpath between Stirvill’s Copse and Neatham. At a closer range people 
travelling in a westerly direction along Binsted Road, particularly between Styne 
Farm and the River Wey also experience uninterrupted views of the existing MRF 
and WTS. On the northern side of the valley, the existing MRF and WTS are clearly 
visible at close range from the section of St. Swithun’s Way crossing open 
fieldscape between Round Wood and West End, with an additional view on this 
route being noted adjacent to West End Flower Farm at Upper Froyle. 
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4.3.3 Considering that most of the visual receptors using these routes would be travelling 
at walking speed, and that the existing MRF and WTS comes into view several 
times (or is in view continually from the section of St. Swithun’s Way), exposure to 
the proposed development site is likely to be sustained for a considerable duration. 

4.3.4 Elsewhere within the surrounding landscape the existing MRF and WTS does 
occasionally feature within the view composition. At all of these locations where the 
existing built form is visible, it is inevitable that the proposed built form would occupy 
a greater extent of the view composition, due to the considerably larger proportions 
of its mass with the 80m high stacks. 

4.3.5 Considering its large mass and tall stacks, the proposed development will be also 
visible in a large number of views where the existing MRF and WTS does not 
currently appear. 

4.3.6 In each of these views, even from some distance, visibility of an emissions plume 
would further draw attention to the stack and large built form. 

4.3.7 Given the extent of the Public Right of Way network, there is potential for a high 
proportion of visual receptors being people walking for leisure. These people can be 
assumed to have high expectations of visual amenity. Therefore, a high proportion 
of visual receptors within the surrounding landscape would be highly susceptible to 
landscape effect Whilst there are no promoted viewpoints within the study area, 
many of the representative viewpoints are attributed value on account of either 
being views from within the South Downs National Park, or from the northern side of 
the Wey valley where features within the South Downs National Park are within the 
visual composition looking southwards, behind the proposed development site. 

4.3.8 The magnitude of visual effect will vary according to the representative viewpoint 
being considered. However, in several instances the proposed development would 
be in relatively close proximity, on a near direct alignment to the direction of travel, 
and would be visible for a sustained duration (where the views are part of a 
sequential visual experience). Also taking into account the large scale of the 
proposed ERF building and its stacks, it is anticipated that the magnitude of visual 
effect would be large in relation to a notable proportion of visual experiences in the 
vicinity of the site. A little further away a good proportion more of visual experiences 
would be attributed a moderate magnitude of visual effect. 

4.3.9 Taking into account the cumulative effects of vegetation clearance to facilitate the 
possible Southampton to London pipeline, the likely magnitude of visual effect may 
be greater from some vantage points, for instance from the lane just south of Upper 
Froyle. 

4.3.10 Considering all of the above, it is likely that a high proportion of visual experiences 
would be significantly adversely affected by the proposed ERF. 

4.3.11 In particular it should be noted that some of those adverse effects would 
compromise the Statutory Purposes of the South Downs National Park ‘to conserve 
and enhance the natural beauty, wildlife and cultural heritage of the area’, and ‘to 
promote opportunities for the understanding and enjoyment of the special qualities 
of the National Park by the public’. The in many instances, the presence of the 
proposed ERF within the view composition would detract from the natural beauty 
that visual receptors would reasonably expect to enjoy, either within the SDNP 
boundary (most notably sequential views from the footpath north of Wyck, which is 
contiguous with the National Park boundary up to Binsted Road), or would interrupt 
intervisibility with the SDNP landscape as seen from outside its boundary (most 
notably sequential views from the St. Swithun’s Way). 
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4.3.12 Although little is known about the manner in which the proposed ERF would be lit, 
or how effective any measures to mitigate light-spill would be, the 24 hour operation 
of the ERF would inevitably have some implications for night-time views. It is 
therefore quite possible that all of the receptors considered to be significantly 
adversely affected by the development during the day would also be significantly 
adversely affected at night. 

5 Conclusion 

5.1.1 The submitted LVIA is based on an assumption that the proposed ‘living wall’, 
intended to assist in mitigating adverse landscape and visual effects, would be 
successful. However, no details have been submitted of the plant species intended 
for the ‘living wall’ to demonstrate that it is possible to sourcing of native species of 
local provenance which are also drought tolerant, capable of establishing in an 
artificial environment of a sheer facing wall (including a north-facing wall), and 
reflecting seasonal changes in colour in the surrounding landscape, as intended. 

5.1.2 If the design intent proves impracticable, and the plant species on the ‘living wall’ 
are different colour tones and hues to those in the surrounding landscape, and / or 
the ongoing management and irrigation of that ‘living wall’ is not effective, the 
proposed built-form and ‘living wall’ will add to adverse effects in relation to the 
landscape context. 

5.1.3 Whilst the submitted LVIA does identify that the proposed development would have 
some significant adverse landscape and visual effects, the way in which those 
effects have been presented downplays their significance. Furthermore, the way in 
which the effects have been assessed does not fully take into account all the 
relevant landscape and visual issues. 

5.1.4 Most notably, in considering the magnitude of landscape effect, the assessor has 
based all judgements on whether or not the proposed development would be 
visible, without acknowledging effects of the development on the landscape 
character, elements, aesthetic and perceptual aspects, and experience at a local 
level. 

5.1.5 Whilst the selection of representative viewpoints is evenly distributed, it has not 
taken into account the sequential visual experiences, i.e. when moving along Public 
Rights of Way and roads. In this regard, a number of unobstructed views of the 
existing MRF and WTS have not been considered by the assessment. These views, 
when put into the context of several other unobstructed views along the same route, 
suggest that the visual amenity afforded to the users of those footpaths / roads 
would be significantly adversely affected for a prolonged duration. 

5.1.6 The submitted LVIA has also given little consideration to the possible effects of the 
development in relation to the South Downs National Park. Whilst the development 
would take place outside of the National Park designated area, it is within its setting. 
Several views towards the SDNP from the northern side of the Wey Valley would be 
compromised by the introduction of the proposed ERF within the visual composition. 
Similarly, the experiential and aesthetic qualities of journeying towards the SDNP 
through the broad valley landscape would be compromised by the introduction of a 
large-scale built form, not in keeping with any of the prevailing landscape 
characteristics. In this regard, the submitted LVIA has not acknowledged that the 
proposed development has adverse implications for upholding the statutory 
purposes of the SDNP. 

5.1.7 Irrespective of the SDNP, the proposed development has the potential to have 
multiple significantly adverse effects on the landscape and visual amenity enjoyed 
by many people throughout the Wey Valley, particularly between Alton, Upper 
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Froyle, Binsted and Wyck. The decision making authority should attribute some 
considerable weight to these significant adverse effects. 

 

Martin Hird, CMLI. 
On behalf of the ‘No Wey Incinerator’ group. 
5th August 2020. 
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Nature Conservation and Ecology: Alton Advanced Energy 
Recovery Facility– Review of Environmental Statement & 
Habitats Regulations Assessment 

1.0 Introduction 
1.1 This report has been prepared by Jonathan Cox MCIEEM on behalf No Wey Incinerator to 

provide a review of the ecology and nature conservation assessments of the proposed 
Energy Recovery Facility near Alton, Hampshire.   

1.2 This report is based upon the review of the following chapters of the submitted 
Environmental Statement and its accompanying appendices. 

• Chapter 4:  Scheme Description and Construction Methods 

• Chapter 6: Biodiversity 

• Technical Appendix 6.1: Preliminary Ecological Appraisal 

• Technical Appendix 6.2: Reptiles 

• Technical Appendix 6.3: Birds 

• Technical Appendix 6.4: Dormouse 

• Technical Appendix 6.5: Bats 

• Technical Appendix 6.6: Information to inform a Habitats Regulations Assessment 

• Chapter 8: Air Quality 

• Chapter 9: Ground Conditions and Hydrogeology 

• Technical Appendix 8.5:  Ecological Interpretation of Air Quality Assessment 

2.0 Competence 
2.1 Jonathan Cox BSc MCIEEM has over 35 years of experience working in ecology and nature 

conservation.  Between 1985 and 1992 he was employed by the Nature Conservancy 
Council/English Nature as Conservation Officer for Hampshire and the Isle of Wight.  During 
this time he was responsible for the designation and management of SSSI in East Hampshire 
including the East Hampshire Hangers, Shortheath Common and Woolmer Forest. 

2.2 Jonathan has been working as an ecological consultant since 1993.  He has worked widely 
throughout Europe and the UK has undertaken a number of contracts for the European 
Commission related to the conservation of Natura 2000 sites and the implementation of the 
European Habitats and Birds Directives. 

2.3 He continues to take a particular interest in nature conservation within Hampshire and the 
Isle of Wight and has been involved in the assessment of a range of development projects on 
behalf of both applicants and regulators within the two counties.  He has undertaken 
contracts for Environment Agency, Natural England, Scottish Natural Heritage, National 
Trust, MoD (in UK and Cyprus) and many Local Authorities.  He is a Council Member of the 
New Forest Association and vice chair of the Hampshire and IW Wildlife Trust’s Conservation 
Committee and advisor to the Peoples Trust for Endangered Species. 



3.0 Preliminary Ecological Appraisal (PEA) 
3.1 The PEA follows a standard approach for the identification and description of habitats within 

the proposed development site (circa 4 hectares) following ICEEM guidance.  Habitats are 
classified using Phase 1 habitat classification and the more recently published UK Habitat 
Classification (2018). 

3.2 A standard approach following ICEEM guidance has been taken in the identification of 
protected wildlife sites within Zones of Influence (ZOI) beyond the application site.  For 
internationally designated (Natura 2000) sites, this extends to 10km.  For nationally 
designated Sites of Special Scientific Interest (SSSI) Impact Risk Zones have been identified by 
Natural England.  Locally designated wildlife sites (Sites of Importance for Nature 
Conservation - SINC) are identified in the PEA within 2km of the development site. 

3.3 On site surveys of habitats and species has been scoped in accordance with the PEA and 
includes species surveys of Great crested newts, Reptiles, Breeding birds, Dormouse and 
Bats.  These are described in detail within individual Appendices to the Environmental 
Statement (ES). 

3.4 The main shortcoming in the PEA is restricted extent of the survey site.  This is confined to 
the application site with no ecological survey having been undertaken of the adjacent Oil 
Terminal land.  This land is proposed for use during construction of the Energy Recovery 
Facility (ERF) for car parking, storage of material and for site offices.  A plan of the site layout 
is included within the ES with the statement that all works will be confined to existing 
developed areas.  Chapter 4 of ES (Scheme Description and Construction Methods) states; 

“The precise layout of the main construction compound / laydown area and worker’s vehicle 
parking would be a matter for the main construction contractor, who would not be appointed 
until after planning permission has been secured. However, an indicative layout is provided in 
Figure 4.10. The layout proposed would only involve use of existing developed areas of this 
Site and so would have no direct impacts on the habitats adjacent to the developed areas.” 

3.5 Although the indicative plan shows only the existing developed areas of the site being used, 
the details have been deferred until after planning permission has been granted.  Given that 
there would be no further requirement for planning permission to set up the construction 
compound, there is clearly a potential that these could extend onto the surrounding 
undeveloped areas of habitat within the Oil Terminal site.  There is also potential for other 
impacts, for instance, from noise and lighting, on retained habitats and species within this 
site. 

3.6 The lack of any ecological survey of the Oil Terminal site is a fundamental flaw in the 
baseline assessment methodology for the ES.  In the absence of any information on habitats 
and protected species within this area it is not possible to assess the potential ecological 
impacts of the construction compound. 

4.0 Environmental Statement 
4.1 The Environmental Statement follows standard methodology and ICEEM guidance.  It also 

identifies appropriate impact pathways associated with type of proposed development.   

Methodology 
4.2 The methodology for the Ecology and Nature Conservation Chapter of the ES follows 

standard ICEEM guidance.  This has been well applied to the application site and its context. 



Establishing the baseline 
4.3 The range of ecological surveys undertaken within the application site appear to adequately 

demonstrate the value of the site for great crested newts, breeding birds, dormouse and 
bats.  These reveal nothing remarkable about the ecology and nature conservation value of 
the development site as might be expected given its landuse history and location. 

4.4 As mentioned above, these surveys should have been extended to include the proposed 
Construction Compound on the adjacent Oil Terminal land.  This is a fundamental flaw in the 
baseline ecological appraisal. 

4.5 The habitat descriptions for the application site appear accurate and sufficiently 
comprehensive for the majority of the site.  However, the small area (0.25 ha) of semi-
improved neutral grassland (described by the UKHC as Neutral grassland – other neutral 
grassland) is rather poorly described.  This is identified as having a ‘moderate’ distinctiveness score 
within the Biodiversity Metric (Table A1.3.5 and Figure A6.1.5 of the PEA).  However, the only 
description of this grassland is within Target Note 8.  This lists only four vascular plant 
species and two species of moss from this area.  Although apparently heavily rabbit grazed it 
would be normal to expect substantially more vascular plant species from an area of semi-
improved neutral grassland of this type.  These are often spring flowering annual species 
that may not have been identifiable in June when the survey was undertaken.  Although 
unlikely to be significant, it is possible that some more exacting parched grassland species 
could be present in this area if surveyed earlier in the spring. 

Impact pathways 
4.6 Impact pathways are identified for both Construction and Operational phases of the 

development in accordance with guidance. 

4.7 Construction phase impacts are identified as comprising; land take for construction, risk to 
the water environment, noise and lighting. 

4.8 Operational phase impacts are identified as air quality, noise, human disturbance and 
lighting and positive effects of habitat creation measures incorporated into the landscape 
design. 

4.9 Although general in nature, these appear to cover most of the important ecological and 
nature conservation pathways.  However, no assessment has been undertaken of the 
potential operational impacts on the water environment.  This is discussed further in section 
5. 

On-site impacts 
4.10 The assessment assumes that all the habitats on the site will be lost during redevelopment 

and hence it has used to Defra Biodiversity Metric to calculate a loss of 7.82 habitat units 
and 0.21 hedge units.  The proposed landscape plan will replace much of this lost habitat 
resulting in an overall increase of 1.26% in biodiversity units.  Additional offsite mitigation is 
proposed to meet the requirement for a 10% biodiversity increase identified in the 
Environment Bill. 

4.11 The construction would displace common reptiles from the area of reed filled balancing 
ponds at the eastern end of the site.  Standard mitigation measures would be required to 
prevent killing or injury to these protected species. 

4.12 There is potential for loss of scrub habitat used by dormouse along the railway line edge o 
the site.  Again, mitigation measures will be required to offset any impacts on these 
European protected species. 



4.13 Scrub planted around the edge of the site is also used by nesting birds and mitigation 
measures will be required to offset impacts on nesting birds and to avoid illegal  

Secondary mitigation 
4.14 The ES makes reference to an area of land within Hampshire that has been identified by 

Veolia where habitat enhancement can be undertaken to exceed the 10% net environmental 
gain required by the Environment Bill and maintain this in perpetuity. 

4.15 The requirement for biodiversity net gain is identified within the Environment Bill that is 
currently before Parliament.  It is likely that this will become a legislative requirement of all 
development once the Bill become law.  Although the ES suggests that the required 10% net 
gain will be secured in perpetuity through a Section 106 agreement it is not possible to 
determine whether the proposed habitat enhancement will provide necessary habitat 
enhancement, where this will be provided or how it will be managed in the long term.  In the 
absence of any detail as to where or how this net biodiversity gain will be achieved, it is not 
possible to rely upon the vague intention to secure a 10% net gain in biodiversity value. 

5.0 Air quality 
Impact on European sites 
HRA Screening 
5.1 The review of air quality impacts undertaken by Air Quality Consultants (AQC) has identified 

the short-comings in the approach taken to assessing air quality impacts on sites and 
habitats of nature conservation importance. 

5.2 European wildlife sites are designated as Special Areas of Conservation (SAC) in accordance 
with the EU Habitats Directive or classified as Special Protection Areas (SPA) in accordance 
with the EU Birds Directive.  Sites designated or classified as SAC or SPA form a European 
wide network of protected called Natura 2000.  The SAC and SPA included in this network 
are sometimes referred to as Natura 2000 or European sites. 

5.3 The UK Habitats Regulations (2017) transposes the requirements of Article 6 of the EU 
Habitats Directive in the UK legislation.  Regulation 63 describes a two stage process to the 
assessment of potential impacts on European protected wildlife sites, which states; 

“63.—(1) A competent authority, before deciding to undertake, or give any consent, 
permission or other authorisation for, a plan or project which— 

(a) is likely to have a significant effect on a European site or a European offshore marine site 
(either alone or in combination with other plans or projects), and 

(b) is not directly connected with or necessary to the management of that site, 

must make an appropriate assessment of the implications of the plan or project for that site 
in view of that site’s conservation objectives.” 

5.4 Assessments undertaken in accordance with Regulation 63 are sometimes referred to as 
Habitats Regulations Assessments or HRA. 

5.5 Stage one of the HRA is a screening stage.  This requires that any plan or project that is likely 
to have a significant effect on a European site (and is not connected to the management of 
the site) must be subject to a more rigorous Appropriate Assessment. 

5.6 The screening assessment is sometimes referred to as a coarse filter, designed to separate 
those plans or project that may or could have significant effects on European sites from 
those that will not. 



5.7 Likely significant effects may result from the impacts of a plan or project either alone or in 
combination with others. 

5.8 The more detailed appropriate assessment is required where plans or projects are likely to 
have a significant effect.  This assessment is made in view of the sites conservation 
objectives  Again, this assessment needs to take account of the impacts of the plan or 
project being assessed alone and in combination with other plans or projects. 

5.9 The Habitats Regulations require that the HRA is undertaken by the Competent Authority, in 
this case it is assumed that Hampshire County Council, as consenting authority, would be the 
Competent Authority.  For this reason, the applicants are required to provide information for 
the HRA, rather than undertake the assessment themselves.  Information to inform the 
Habitats Regulations Assessment is submitted as Appendix 6.6 to the Environmental 
Statement.  It will be the responsibility of the Competent Authority to either accept the 
conclusions of the Information for Appropriate Assessment or to require additional 
information from the applicants to ensure that they can undertaken the HRA in accordance 
with the requirements of the Regulations. 

5.10 The review of the air quality assessment, undertaken by AQC, explains how the initial 
screening stage of the assessment of air quality has not considered the combined effects of a 
number of plans or projects in identifying likely significant effects.  This is a departure from 
the IAQM guidance1 for assessing air quality impacts on designated nature conservation sites 
which states; 

“For each site, and for each habitat within each site, the air quality specialist should calculate 
the PC as a percentage of the relevant critical level/load both alone and in-combination with 
other plans and projects.” 

5.11 The AQC report goes on to state that it “seems quite likely that many of the designated 
ecological sites which the ES has screened out from requiring more detailed assessment 
would not have been discounted.”  As a consequence, a fundamental stage in the HRA has 
not been properly undertaken.  As competent authority, Hampshire County Council will need 
to ensure such combined impacts on air quality have been considered at this screening stage 
of the HRA.  This must determine which European sites are likely to be significantly affected 
by changes in air quality and which pollutants need to be assessed at each site.  This might 
include not only Shortheath Common SAC, but also the Woolmer Forest SAC and East 
Hampshire Hangers SAC. 

Impacts on Shortheath Common SAC 
Internationally important habitats on Shortheath Common 
5.12 Shortheath Common is a relatively small SAC located on the junction of a number of 

underlying geological strata at the western end of the Weald.  It is therefore subject to 
complex hydrological and hydro-geological effects that are reflected in the vegetation and 
habitat types it supports. 

5.13 The SAC has been designated primarily for its representation of Transition Mire and Quaking 
Bog habitat.  This habitat type is of European importance and listed on Annex I of the EU 
Habitats Directive.  The SAC has also been designated for its representation of two other 
habitat types listed on Annex I of the Habitats Directive, namely Bog Woodland and 
European dry heath. 

 
1 IAQM, (2019) A guide to the assessment of air quality impacts on designated nature conservation sites 
www.iaqm.co.uk Version 1.0 June 2019 



5.14 The three Annex I habitat types form a complex series of transitions making the site 
ecologically very important but also highly sensitive to changes in environmental conditions.  
The definition of Transition Mire is one that is transitional in floristic composition between 
acid bog ad alkaline fen.  At Shortheath Common the Mire shows remarkable transitions 
from tall herb fen vegetation to acid mire.  The tall herb fen includes uncommon plants such 
as the White sedge Carex curta growing with Marsh cinquefoil Potentilla palustris and Bottle 
sedge Carex rostrata.  The acid mire by contrast is defined by extensive carpets of Sphagnum 
mosses and an unusual abundance of Cranberry Vaccinium oxycoccus.   

5.15 The mire on Shortheath Common forms a floating mat of vegetation termed a Schwingmoor.  
This is highly unstable so that trees that become established on its surface grow only very 
slowly and then when they have reached a certain size, they sink into the mire and die.  This 
natural process creates an unusual open woodland type listed on Annex I of the EU Habitats 
Directive as Bog Woodland. 

5.16 The complex of habitats of European importance on Shortheath Common are all sensitive to 
air pollution and in particular to changes in nutrient loading and acid deposition.  In addition, 
much of the internationally important ecological structure of the SAC is dependent upon 
complex variations in floristic composition between these habitats.  These are also highly 
sensitive to changes water quality, nutrient status and acidity, all of which are affected by 
changes in air quality. 

Assessment on impacts on Shortheath Common 
5.17 The Information for Appropriate Assessment provided in Appendix 6.6 of the Environmental 

Statement confirms that when assessed alone, there are likely significant effects of the 
proposed development on Shortheath Common SAC.  This is due to an exceedance of the 1% 
threshold increase in acid deposition on Bog Woodland.  It might be argued that this is only a 
small exceedance for only one pollutant type affecting only one of the Annex I habitats for 
which the SAC has been designated.  However, it must be emphasised that this assessment 
considers only the contribution of the proposed development and does not take account of 
the in-combination impacts as required by the Habitats Regulations and secondly, that for 
other pollutants, in particular nitrogen deposition, the predicted change of 0.8% is only just 
below the trigger value. 

5.18 Having identified that the predicted increase in acid deposition exceeds the 1% trigger 
threshold for Bog Woodland, information is provided in Appendix 6.6 to inform the HRA.  
This concludes that the small increases in nitrogen and ammonia deposition derived from 
the proposed development are ‘inconsequential’ and are given no further consideration.  
However, as has been emphasised, this assessment is based on an alone assessment and 
does not consider the combined effects of other development (plans or projects) that 
includes changes derived from road traffic and housing development. 

In-combination assessment 
5.19 The requirement for an HRA to undertake an in-combination assessment is addressed in 

Appendix 6.6 to identify plans or projects that could act in combination with the impact from 
the proposed development on Shortheath Common SAC.  A number of project HRA are 
reviewed including the proposed development of the Whitehill Bordon Eco-town Refresh 
(undertaken in 2012).  It identifies this development as having potentially the greatest in-
combination impact with that of the proposed Energy Recovery Facility, but then states that 
the HRA for this development; 

“referred to a reduction in the planned capacity of the development to 4000 dwellings, which 
would make the predictions of an earlier air quality study in 2011 invalid. This document 
could not be located in the literature search.” 



5.20 The 2011 study was in fact undertaken by AQC2 and modelled a variety of four development 
scenarios including three with 4000 dwellings.  The results of the 2011 air quality study into 
the planned Whitehill Bordon Eco-town are therefore highly relevant and should not have 
been dismissed as being invalid. 

5.21 The results of the 2011 AQC assessment found that pollution from all four of the modelled 
scenarios would increase both nitrogen deposition and acid deposition above the 1% 
threshold on a number of SAC including Shortheath Common. 

5.22 Whilst the Bordon Whitehill Eco-town remains an active plan or project, its contribution to 
pollutant loading on all the SAC in East Hampshire, and Shortheath Common in particular, 
must be assessed in combination with that being contributed by the proposed Energy 
Recovery Facility. 

5.23 The failure to undertaken this important combined assessment fatally undermines the 
conclusions of the information submitted for the appropriate assessment in Appendix 6.6. 

Impacts on locally designated sites 
5.24 The ES and air quality assessments identify additional impacts of air pollution on locally 

designated wildlife sites in the vicinity of the proposed development.  Most significant of 
these is the predicted impacts of nitrogen and ammonia deposition on Quarry Bottom SINC.  
This is a small semi-natural woodland on the edge of the Wey flood plain.  It is not mapped 
as ancient woodland within the Ancient Woodland Inventory.  No data is provided to assess 
its current ecological status or botanical composition, however, it is likely to be a typically 
wet, base enriched woodland associated with upper greensand exposures and hence similar 
to woodlands found in the nearby Upper Greensand Hanger woodlands SSSI to the south.  
These woodlands are naturally eutrophic in nature. 

5.25 The impact of nitrogen and ammonia deposition on this SINC woodland is considered 
moderate.  However, the ES considers this not to be significant given the location of the 
woodland and suggests that this pollution will not likely to have any measurable effect or 
significantly affect the maintenance or recovery of favourable condition.  These assessments 
are based on judgement rather than any scientific evidence.  Although it is likely that this 
woodland is already nutrient enriched, the added nutrient pollution it will receive from the 
development can only reduce the rate at which it recovers to a favourable conditions. 

6.0 Water environment 
6.1 The ES considers only the impacts of the construction phase on the water environment.  It 

considers that mitigation measures put in place during construction are likely to prevent any 
significant pollution affecting the water environment.  Given the relatively short time over 
which construction will take place and the requirements for a Construction Environment 
Management Plan (CEMP) it is accepted that impacts on the water environment from 
construction can be substantially mitigated. 

6.2 The ES makes no assessment of the operational phase on the water environment.  This is 
considered a significant failing of the Assessment. 

6.3 Two aspects of the development give rise for concern; impacts on ground water and impacts 
of accidental fire or other accidental event resulting in emission of pollutants. 

 
2 AQC (2011) Air Quality Assessment: Whitehill Bordon Eco-town Habitats Regulations Assessment, May 2011.  
Report to UEA. 



A sensitive water environment 
6.4 The ES refers briefly to the presence of the nearby River Wey as being an example of a chalk 

stream and a Priority Habitat and a feature of county importance.  Priority habitats are those 
identified by Regulation 41 of the NERC Act (2006) as being habitats of principle importance 
for the conservation of biodiversity.   

6.5 The chalk stream habitat present in the upper Wey also conforms to the Floating Ranunculus 
habitat type that is of European importance being listed on Annex I of the EU Habitats 
Directive.  The nearby River Itchen SAC has been designated a site of European importance 
for this habitat type. 

6.6 The wetland and aquatic habitats present in the River Wey are therefore of high ecological 
and nature conservation importance that are definitely of county significance and probably 
of regional importance within the context of the Thames catchment. 

Construction impacts of the waste containment bunker 
6.7 The design of the proposed development includes the construction of a 14m deep bunker.  

Chapter 9 of the ES (Ground Conditions and Hydrogeology) states; 

Construction of the bunker would require substantial excavation and the foundation design 
would be informed by appropriate geotechnical investigation and assessment.  

6.8 The bunker would extend at least 4m into the underlying aquifer that appears to be in direct 
hydrological contact with the nearby River Wey.  During construction there would be a need 
for extensive dewatering of the excavation and high potential for pollution of ground water 
and impacts on flow of water through the aquifer to the river. 

6.9 This chapter of the ES concludes that in the absence of mitigation the potential for 
contamination of the aquifer during construction is high with resulting large impacts and 
potential major adverse effects. 

6.10 The ES considers that mitigation measures can be put in place that will be sufficient to 
ensure no significant adverse impacts on the water environment during the construction 
phase of the development.  However, the details of these mitigation measures will be 
subject to further detailed design and their success is dependent upon their full 
implementation.  Given the lack of any detailed design it is not possible to ascertain whether 
mitigation measures will be sufficient or effective.  However, there is clearly a danger of 
ground water contamination and of effects on ground water flows to the River Wey.  Both of 
these impacts could have a significant adverse effects on the ecology and nature 
conservation value of the River Wey. 

6.11 The constructed bunker will be used to store waste material with leachate from the waste 
being periodically removed from the site for treatment.  The bunder will be constructed with 
1 metre thick concrete walls to prevent the leachate from the waste contaminating the 
surrounding aquifer.  In effect, there will be a large concrete box, 45mx20mx14m in size and 
filled with waste material submerged into the surrounding ground water.  This poses long 
term threat to the ground water aquifer and hence the River Wey. 

Impacts on ground water movement 
6.12 The ES states that the 20m side walls of the bunker will only offer an 80m2 barrier to the 

movement of ground water and that this will be negligible within the context of the wider 
aquifer.  However, this is based on the assumption that the aquifer at this location is within 
chalk and that the predominant ground water flow will be in a south/south westerly 
direction.  No detailed ground water studies have been undertaken to confirm this and it is 
apparent that the aquifer in this location is at least partially within the underlying upper 
greensand strata, not chalk as the ES states.  The hydrological function of the upper 



greensand may be very different to that of chalk and hence until detailed and accurate 
ground water modelling is undertaken it is not possible to assess what potential impacts the 
constructed bunker will have on ground water movement and hence on the hydrology of the 
nearby River Wey.  In the absence of any detailed hydrogeological assessment, the 
construction of the bunker into the ground water poses a significant risk to the hydrological 
function of the River Way. 

Potential effect of bunker failure 
6.13 The ES provides no assessment of potential failure of the concrete bunker walls.  Although 

these will be 1 metre thick, any ground movement within the upper greensand could result 
in cracking of the bunker walls leading the release of contaminated leachate into the 
surrounding aquifer.  This has the potential to have a major significant and long term effect 
on the ecology and nature conservation value of the River Wey as well as its recreational 
value for angling.  Reliance in perpetuity on the continued integrity of the concrete walls of 
the bunker to prevent pollution to the surrounding ground water it a risk that must be fully 
assessed and evaluated. 

Impacts of accidental fire 
6.14 The proposed development would be required to operate under an Environmental Permit 

that would ensure chemicals and fuels are stored within bunded areas.  Oil interceptors 
would also be included within the surface water management system.  The ES concludes 
that these measures would reduce the potential for any pollutant leakages to negligible 
levels. 

6.15 Despite the normal control of pollutant spillage and leakage the ES does not assess the 
potential impact of accidental fire on the environment.  Fires can have a range of significant 
environmental impacts, in particular on the water environment.  Fire fighting is normally 
undertaken using water, but can also use foams and other chemical fire retardants.  All of 
these have the potential to pollute nearby ground water and surface water features with a 
range of short and longer term impacts on the water environment.  The ES should include an 
assessment of potential impact of accidental fire on the environment and in particular the 
water environment and River Wey. 

7.0 Conclusion 
7.1 The ecological survey and assessment of the application site is properly undertaken in 

accordance with guidance and includes an adequate habitat survey and surveys of protected 
species and breeding birds. 

7.2 The baseline ecological survey does not include the adjacent Oil Terminal site.  Although 
outside of the planning application area, this site is identified for use as a Construction 
Compound with the potential that this could impact on habitats within this site.  No 
assessment is possible of these potential impacts as only indicative information is provided 
of the Construction Compound design and there is no ecological survey data against which 
to assess this.  The lack of baseline ecological information for this site is considered a 
significant gap in the baseline ecological survey. 

7.3 The air quality assessment raises a number of significant concerns in relation to impacts on 
European protected (Natura 2000) wildlife sites.  The Environmental Statement identifies 
levels of acid deposition on Shortheath Common SAC as being likely to have a significant 
effects on this site.  However, no meaningful in-combination assessment has been made in 
the screening stage of the Habitats Regulations Assessment.  As a consequence there is 
potential for likely significant effects on other European protected sites and from other air 
pollutants when the ERF is assessed in combination with other plans and projects. 



7.4 The lack of a meaningful in-combination assessment carries through into the information for 
the Appropriate Assessment which again fails to fully assess the combined effects of air 
pollutants on European designated sites.  These fundamental flaws in the information for 
the Habitats Regulations Assessment mean that it is not possible to reach a conclusion of no 
adverse effect on the integrity of Shortheath Common SAC or a number of other SAC in the 
vicinity of the proposed development. 

7.5 Air pollution is also likely to have impacts on locally designated wildlife sites.  The ES 
concludes that these will not be significant in isolation, but there is concern that these 
additional nutrient inputs will prolong the recovery of these sites to favourable condition, 
particularly when assessed in combination with other elements of air pollution. 

7.6 There is concern that impacts of the development on the water environment and in 
particular the ecologically important River Wey have not been adequately assessed.  The ES 
identifies a significant risk of ecological damage to ground water flows and quality and hence 
the River Wey, during the construction phase of the development.  However, the ES 
concludes that mitigation measures will be able to prevent such significant adverse impacts 
occurring.  Details of the mitigation measures are to be subject to future design and hence 
there can be no reliance upon their efficacy or appropriateness.  It is not possible to make a 
conclusive assessment of potential impacts on the water environment without such details. 

7.7 The ES makes no assessment of the operation of the ERF on the water environment.  Again, 
it relies upon further design and modelling to assess impacts of the deep waste storage 
bunker on ground water flows and makes no assessment of potential failure of the integrity 
of the concrete bunker due to ground movements or other factors. 

7.8 Equally, no assessment has been made of potential impacts of accidental fire and fire-
fighting on the water environment.  Reliance is placed on the Environmental Permitting 
process to prevent chemical and other spillages impacting the water environment but this 
does not allow for accidental impacts of fire and use of water, foam or other fire retardant 
chemicals in its control. 

7.9 This range of potential environmental impacts pose a significant threat to the water 
environment and to the ecologically important River Wey in particular. 
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1 Introduction 

1.1 Air Quality Consultants Ltd (AQC) has reviewed Chapter 8 (Air Quality) and its associated 

appendices, and relevant sections of Chapter 6 (Ecology) and Appendix 6.6 of the Environmental 
Statement (‘ES’) for the Alton Advanced Energy Recovery Facility (the ‘Scheme’).  This review has 

considered:  

• whether the air quality assessment is robust; 

• whether the reported conclusions are supported by the evidence provided; and  

• whether the information presented is sufficient to understand the likely air quality impacts of 

the scheme. 

1.2 Where errors or omissions have been identified, they have been categorised as either a: 

• Major Issue - in the opinion of the reviewer, any one individual failing would be highly likely to 

invalidate the reported conclusions; 

• Moderate Issue - weaknesses have been identified which, individually, may or may not affect 

the conclusions; or 

• Minor Issue - weaknesses have been identified but the professional experience of the 
reviewers suggests that each one, in isolation, would be unlikely to affect the conclusions of 

the assessment.  There remains, however, the potential for multiple minor issues to combine 

to invalidate the reported conclusions.  Minor issues have also been identified where the 

material presented is misleading or otherwise inappropriate to inform consultation.   

1.3 Only limited attention has been paid to the assessment of dust during the construction phase and 

to the release of odours.  Both of these impacts can be effectively controlled and so the planning 
authority should ensure that sufficient mitigation is in place.  If local complaints are received then it 

will indicate that the mitigation has not be effective and, if this happens, the planning authority 

should ensure that additional mitigation measures are applied.   

1.4 The Human Health Risk Assessment in Appendix 8.4 sets out the cancer risk caused by exposure 

to certain persistent organic pollutants that may be emitted from the proposed scheme, as well as 

addressing hazards such as infant exposure through breast milk which might be contaminated as a 
result of emissions from the proposed plant entering the food chain.  Although the assessment has 

failed to mention the fishing which takes place in the lake of West End Flower Farm and the fishing 

lake the opposite the Hen and Chicken public house, the overall methodology (defined by the 
United States Environmental Protection Agency) is considered robust for UK conditions.  The 

review has not, therefore, focused on this appendix.  It is, however, noted that Mill Farm, which 

produces organic meat, appears to physically border the eastern edge of the site and so it might 
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be helpful if the ES were able to comment on the suitability of this assessment in terms of the 

farm’s organic accreditation; particularly given that an increase in cancer risk has been identified, 

albeit one which has not been classified as significant using generic assessment criteria.   

1.5 A large number of failings with the remainder of the ES have been identified.  Furthermore, the 

information presented within the ES is frequently misleading.  For these reasons, the failure of this 

current note to highlight additional issues does not mean that no further issues exist or that the 

assessment is, in other respects, accepted.     
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2 Competence 

2.1 Dr Ben Marner is the Director of Air Quality Modelling and Assessment at Air Quality Consultants 

Ltd. and is thus technical lead of one of the largest specialist air quality teams in the UK.  He has 

more than two decades of experience in air quality modelling and assessment and has been 
responsible for more than one thousand air quality assessments, covering a range of different 

types of development, including Energy from Waste facilities.  He is a member of the Institution of 

Environmental Sciences (IES)1, a member of the Institute of Air Quality Management (IAQM), and 
a chartered scientist (CSci).  He has advised Defra, the Environment Agency, the Joint Nature 

Conservation Committee (JNCC), Highways England, the Scottish Government, Transport 

Scotland, Transport for London, and numerous local authorities.  He also contributed to several of 
the air quality guidance documents cited in the ES2.  He currently advises the UK Government on 

air quality as part of its Air Quality Expert Group (AQEG).  He has recently advised the UK 

Government on issues related to, amongst others: ultrafine airborne particles; impacts of 
vegetation on air pollution; air pollution from agriculture; non-exhaust emissions from road traffic; 

methods for assessing impacts on air quality; emissions of volatile organic compounds; impacts of 

greenhouse gas reduction measures on UK air quality; and the effects of COVID-19 on UK air 
quality3.  His specific area of expertise within AQEG relates to air quality assessment in the 

development control process, including assessing the air quality impacts of proposed industrial 

emissions sources on ambient air quality4. 

 
1  This is the same organisation which is incorrectly named in the competence section of Chapter 8 of the ES. 
2  i.e. Defra’s Local Air Quality Management Technical Guidance, and guidance documents from the Institute of Air 

Quality Management (IAQM) on land-use planning and development control, and assessment of dust from 
demolition and construction. 

3  https://uk-air.defra.gov.uk/library/aqeg/publications. 
4  https://uk-air.defra.gov.uk/library/aqeg/about 

https://uk-air.defra.gov.uk/library/aqeg/publications
https://uk-air.defra.gov.uk/library/aqeg/about
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3 Review 

Major Issues 

Exclusion of On-site Emissions  

3.1 The only emission sources considered in the assessment are the main exhaust stacks5.  It is 
routine practice on schemes such as this to include a backup source of electrical power in order to 

avoid major accidents during emergency shut down.  This is typically achieved by including diesel 

generators.  The proposed Scheme appears to be no exception, since Figure 4.1 of the ES clearly 
shows the intended siting of diesel generators and a diesel storage tank.  Standby diesel 

generators require regular operation in order to ensure their continued function, and given the 

importance of ensuring an emergency back-up power supply, it is common practice for generators 

to thus be run periodically6. 

3.2 While no details of these on-site emission sources has been given, experience of sufficiently-sized 

diesel generators elsewhere has shown that they can give rise to very high levels of nitrogen 
oxides (NOx) emissions; particularly if plant are used which are not fitted with Selective Catalytic 

Reduction technology.  The emissions can be sufficient that even just periodic testing (for example 

for 30 minutes every two weeks) can, when added to other onsite emissions, affect the outcomes 
of an assessment7.  Similarly, while no details have been given as to the release height of the 

generator exhausts, unless they are routed to the top of the main exhaust stacks (which seems 

unlikely given the position of the generators shown in Figure 4.1) the plumes from the generators 
will be subject to less effective dispersion than has been modelled.  This means that the impacts, 

per mass of NOx emitted, are likely to be much higher than those of the main stack (in other 

words, even though the total annual NOx and particulate matter emissions from the diesel 
generators are likely to be much lower than those from the main stacks, their impacts will be 

disproportionate). 

3.3 By excluding the emissions from diesel generators from the assessment, the impacts of the 

Scheme will have been underpredicted. 

 
5  Furthermore, Chapter 8 of the ES (Paragraph 8.4.17) specifically states that: “The only source of process 

emissions from the Proposed Development would be from the AAERF”.   
6  For example, John Deere typically recommend that standby engines supplied by them are run at a rated speed for 

30 minutes every two weeks. 
7  Even periodic testing has the potential to cause exceedances of the 24-hour critical level for NOx concentrations 

and, when combined with emissions from the main stack might trigger issues in terms of the 1-hour and annual 
mean objectives. 
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Use of ‘1%’ Screening Criterion for Impacts on Sensitive Habitats 

3.4 As explained in Paragraph 6.2.2 of the ES, Article 6(3) of the Habitats Directive requires the 

identification of any potential significant effects of a development both on its own (‘in-isolation’) and 

‘in-combination’ with other plans and projects. 

3.5 The ES has quantified the effect of emissions from the main stacks of the Scheme ‘in isolation’ 

(this is termed the Process Contribution, or ‘PC’) and applied screening criteria to this.  The 
approach taken is outlined in paragraphs 8.2.22 and 8.2.23 of the ES.  Ultimately, the approach 

relies on the assumption that impacts will be insignificant anywhere where the PC ‘in-isolation’ 

amounts to less than 1% of the relevant critical level or critical load.  Paragraph 1.6 of Appendix 
6.6 explains that applying the 1% criterion ‘in isolation’ identified one Natura 2000 site which 

exceeded the threshold (for acid deposition only) and thus required further consideration.  Thus, 

the ‘in-isolation’ assessment is used to define where an ‘in-combination’ assessment is then 
required (i.e. in-combination effects are only considered where the 1% criterion is breached ‘in-

isolation’)8. 

3.6 Paragraphs 8.2.22 and 8.2.23 of the ES, where the approach is set out, state that the method is 
taken from guidance issued in 2019 by IAQM9.  This approach is also directly linked to the 2019 

IAQM guidance in Section 2.1 of Appendix 8.5 and in Paragraph 6.4.17 of the ES.  However, the 

IAQM guidance which is cited does not support the approach that has been taken.  In fact, it 

makes clear that such an approach is not appropriate10.  For example, it states: 

"it is no longer appropriate to scope out the need for a detailed assessment of an individual project 

or plan using, for example, … the 1% of the critical level or load used by Defra/Environment 

Agency without first considering the in-combination impact with other projects and plans"; 

 "[the 1% criterion] has not been challenged by the courts, but it should be used in the context 

of an in-combination assessment"; and 

"The PEC (which applies to both annual mean concentrations and deposition rates) should be 

calculated with the project or plan alone and in-combination with other projects and plans to 

identify whether the critical levels or critical loads will be exceeded. This information should be 

passed on to the ecologist if the PC exceeds 1% of the critical level/load either alone or in 

combination." (emphasis added) 

 
8  Confusingly, Paragraph 2.15 of Appendix 6.6 specifically states that ‘in-combination’ effects have been considered 

even below the 1% criterion, however this relates solely to including other pollutants within Shortheath Common 
SAC which Paragraph 3.3 explains has been singled out solely based on the ‘in-isolation’ effects.  Furthermore, 
consideration of the other pollutants at Shortheath Common is then restricted to one paragraph (Paragraph 5.7) 
which does not represent an ‘in-combination’ assessment. 

9  https://iaqm.co.uk/text/guidance/air-quality-impacts-on-nature-sites-2019.pdf 
10  The 2019 guidance has since been updated (https://iaqm.co.uk/text/guidance/air-quality-impacts-on-nature-sites-

2020.pdf) but all of text quoted here appears in both versions.  Paragraph numbers for the quotes are not given 
since they differ in each version. 

https://iaqm.co.uk/text/guidance/air-quality-impacts-on-nature-sites-2019.pdf
https://iaqm.co.uk/text/guidance/air-quality-impacts-on-nature-sites-2020.pdf
https://iaqm.co.uk/text/guidance/air-quality-impacts-on-nature-sites-2020.pdf
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3.7 While there is no requirement for the assessment to have followed IAQM guidance, and there may 

be valid arguments why this IAQM guidance is inappropriate, the ES is wrong to claim that the 

IAQM guidance supports the approach which has been taken11. 

3.8 Further support for applying the 1% criterion to the ‘in-isolation’ impacts (rather than those ‘in-

combination’ with other plans and projects) is provided in Section 2.1 of Appendix 8.5 of the ES.  

This cites a 2015 statement by the English and Welsh agencies’ Air Quality Technical Advisory 
Group (AQTAG) that the 1% criterion may be applied to schemes ‘in isolation’.  The fact that this 

statement was made in 2015 is potentially important.    

3.9 Two years after the AQTAG statement which is relied upon was made, a judgement in the UK High 
Court12 clarified the position on the use of screening criteria to Schemes ‘in-isolation’.  In this case 

the requirement for an appropriate assessment had been discounted by applying a screening 

criterion to the impacts of a Local Plan ‘in-isolation’.  Similar advice from AQTAG was relied upon 
then, which also stated that it was not necessary to apply the screening criterion to plans ‘in-

combination’.  Mr Justice Jay made clear in his ruling that the impacts of separate plans will be 

additive and that it was thus incorrect to apply the screening criterion to one plan ‘in-isolation’.  He 

noted that advice relying on the AQTAG guidance was “plainly erroneous”12. 

3.10 Appendix 6.6 (in particular Paragraphs 2.13 to 2.15) does attempt to navigate this issue, however 

the starting point for Appendix 6.6 is that the 1% criterion has already been applied to the Scheme 
‘in-isolation’ in order to define the spatial boundaries of the assessment.  Consultation with Natural 

England thus focused on the areas defined by that screening (Paragraph 2.15 of Appendix 6.6).  

Appendix 6.6 does not, therefore, consider the potential for ‘in-combination’ effects where ‘in-
isolation’ effects have been screened out.  This approach is not aligned with the IAQM guidance 

which is claimed to have been followed.  It is also not clear that it aligns with the direction given in 

the UK High Court (see Paragraph 3.9 of this note) and so further explanation on this point is 

needed. 

3.11 If the ES was correct in its statement that the IAQM guidance with respect to the 1% criterion had 

been followed, then this criterion would have been applied to the impacts of the Scheme ‘in-
combination’ with other relevant plans and projects.  If this had been done, then is seems quite 

likely that many of the designated ecological sites which the ES has screened out from requiring 

more detailed assessment would not have been discounted. 

 
11  AQC is aware that one of the authors of Chapter 8 of the ES sits on the committee of IAQM but the guidance cited 

is quite clear on this issue. 
12  Wealden District Council v Secretary of State for Communities and Local Government, Lewes District Council and 

South Downs National Park Authority [2017] EWHC 351 (Admin) 
 



 
 
Alton Advanced Energy Recovery Facility– Review of Environmental Statement  

 
   

 

 J4173 8 of 17 July 2020
  

Failure to Quantitatively Assess ‘In-combination’ Effects even Where Scoped In 

3.12 Having first incorrectly (according to the cited guidance) narrowed the assessment down to 

focusing on a single Natura 2000 site (Shortheath Common) (see Paragraph 3.5 of this note) the 
applicants consulted with Natural England13.  With respect to this site, Natural England correctly 

advised that effects ‘in-combination’ with other plans and projects should be considered in line with 

Article 6(3) of the Habitats Directive (see Paragraph 3.4 of this note).  Paragraph 4.6 of Appendix 

6.6 of the ES explains that:  

“With respect to Shortheath Common, Natural England advised that there were a number of plans 

and projects in the wider vicinity of the SAC which should be investigated for their potential to act 

in combination with air quality effects. These included plans which may give rise to additional 

traffic generation, recreational pressures and effects on the water table.” (emphasis added). 

3.13 Appendix 6.6 then lists seven individual developments which were considered in the ‘in-
combination’ assessment.  The separate ‘in-isolation’ assessments which were produced in 

support of these seven developments were then reviewed where they could be found very easily14.  

The assessment then determines that, because none of the separate ‘in-isolation’ assessments 

identifies likely significant effects, there can be no likely significant effects ‘in-combination’.  Whilst 

sitting at a different point in the assessment process, this approach still appears to miss the 

underlying point made by Mr Justice Jay in the UK High Court12 that the impacts of individual 
developments should be added together, meaning that developments might not be significant on 

their own but still combine together to cause a likely significant effect on-aggregate.   

3.14 The Transport Assessment for the proposed Scheme (Paragraph 6.4.2 and Table 6.1) explains 
that traffic flows are expected by the applicant to increase by more than 9% between the base year 

(2019) and the assessment year (2025) on all roads within this area15.  This increase represents a 

combination of anticipated economic factors affecting vehicle use and the expected effect of new 
development plans and projects, both locally and regionally, which are predicted to generate traffic.  

It is not within the scope of this review to disentangle this aggregate growth rate but experience 

elsewhere suggests that an appreciable proportion of this 9% increase in traffic is likely to be 

associated with new plans and projects (as described in Article 6(3) of the Habitats Directive). 

3.15 Appendix 6.6 concludes that none of the seven individual developments which it has considered 

has the potential to affect traffic flows on relevant roads.  Only minor roads pass close to 
Shortheath Common, but nevertheless, clarification is required regarding the twin assumptions 

which are presented within the ES that:  

 
13  Paragraph 1.8 of Appendix 6.6 of the ES explains that advice was provided solely with respect to impacts on this 

one site and not to the other sites which had been previously screened out.   
14  Appendix 6.6 of the ES states that the air quality assessment for Whitehill Bordon Eco-town could not be located in 

a literature search.  When tested on 14/07/20 a google search for “Whitehill Bordon Air Quality” gave (as the third 
search result) a link to the assessment report 
(https://issuu.com/easthampshire/docs/110530_whitehill_bordon_air_quality_final) 

https://issuu.com/easthampshire/docs/110530_whitehill_bordon_air_quality_final
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A) traffic volumes on roads in this area15 are expected to increase by 9% in 6 years; and 

B) there are no relevant plans and projects which will add to traffic volumes to roads close to 

Natura 2000 sites.  

3.16 If the authors of the Transport Assessment consider that traffic flows will increase on relevant 

roads as a result of plans or projects as Article 6(3) of the Habitats Directive, then there is a legal 

requirement to consider the effects of the Scheme ‘in-combination’ with this traffic growth.  This 

has not been done. 

3.17 Specifically in relation to the impacts of the Whitehill Bordon Eco-town, the published assessment 

for that site14 predates the UK High Court decision on ‘in-combination’ effects12 and so the 
published impacts are of that scheme ‘in-isolation’.  They cover emissions from both traffic and on-

site power generation.  The 2011 assessment identifies the potential for significant air quality 

impacts across Shortheath Common SAC.  While some of the Eco-town development has already 
been constructed, much has not.  By failing to consider the impacts of the Scheme ‘in-combination’ 

with other plans and projects, potentially significant effects have clearly been missed. 

Moderate Issues 

Exclusion of Off-site Emissions 

3.18 The impacts which have been quantified are those caused by emissions from the main stack of the 

plant.  Emissions from Scheme-generated road traffic have been screened out from the 
assessment on the basis that the number of vehicles falls below criteria set in guidance issued by 

IAQM in relation to impacts on human health16 (see Paragraphs 8.2.2 and 8.2.3 of the ES).  

However, the cited guidance is quite clear that these criteria are intended to determine whether 
there is a need to proceed to an air quality assessment.  They are not intended to discount 

individual sources from an assessment which is being carried out17. 

3.19 While emissions from Scheme-generated traffic may not be significant on their own, they will add 
to the impacts caused by emissions from the stack.  This is particularly relevant for this Scheme 

since emissions from the stack will affect receptors alongside the same roads affected by site-

generated traffic.  Thus, by quantifying the impacts from the stack without considering the 
additional increment from site-generated traffic, the impacts of the Scheme as a whole will have 

been underpredicted. 

 
15  The value relates to the Medium Super Output Area ‘East Hampshire 001’ but the same database includes similar 

values for other areas nearby. 
16  Moorcroft and Barrowcliffe et al., (2017) https://iaqm.co.uk/text/guidance/air-quality-planning-guidance.pdf 
17  The traffic screening criteria set out in the IAQM guidance16 were not intended to remove any need to consider the 

contributing effect of site-generated traffic when the development also causes emissions from other sources.  This 
interpretation has been verified through discussion with the lead author of the guidance (Stephen Moorcroft, Air 
Quality Consultants, pers. comm). 

https://iaqm.co.uk/text/guidance/air-quality-planning-guidance.pdf
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3.20 Paragraph 4.4.3 of the Non-Technical Summary of the ES states that: “The effect of road 

emissions were considered in accordance with best practice guidance”.  This is incorrect. 

3.21 The ES has thus misinterpreted the guidance which it claims to follow and, in so doing, will have 

misrepresented the air quality impacts of the Scheme. 

Use of Spatially-averaged ‘Background’ Values to Represent Location-specific 

‘Baseline’ Values 

3.22 Where the assessment has predicted total ambient concentrations (Predicted Environmental 

Concentrations or ‘PECs’) this has been done by adding the increment from the Scheme (the PC) 

to spatially-averaged background values.  This is appropriate for those pollutants which, without 
the Scheme, are expected to be relatively spatially homogenous.  It is not appropriate where there 

are significant localised sources of emissions within the study area; for example when predicting 

NO2 concentrations alongside busy roads.  The ES does acknowledge this limitation in Paragraph 
8.4.25, noting that some of the homes which would experience potentially significant impacts are 

already alongside the A31 and that the PECs will thus be under-predicted.  However, an 

assumption is then made, without providing any evidence, that this under-prediction will not affect 
the conclusions.  It is agreed that the effect of current traffic using the A31 is probably insufficient 

to change the assessment’s conclusions.  However, it is not possible to be confident of that 

assumption without some form of robust quantification.  This might come from locally-verified 

modelling, or monitoring.   

3.23 Given that this acknowledged under-prediction of the local baseline has the potential to affect the 

overall conclusions of the air quality assessment, it is reasonable to expect the applicant to have 

assessed it robustly.  This has not been done. 

Presentation of Consistent Downward Trends 

3.24 Paragraph 5.12 of Appendix 6.6, and Sections 5.1 and 5.2 of Appendix 8.5 all discuss a 
“consistent downward trend” in SO2 levels shown on the APIS website18.  This downward trend for 

SO2 is presented as evidence that “There is likely to be a continuing downward trend in acid 

deposition rates” (Section 5.3 of Appendix 8.5).  It is noteworthy that neither of these sections of 
the ES were written by air quality specialists.  The authors of the remainder of the air quality 

documents were much more circumspect on this issue: “there is considerable uncertainty as to 

how pollutant concentrations will change in the future. Therefore, as a conservative assumption, 

the concentrations identified in the baseline analysis have been assumed to be constant in future 

years“ (Paragraph 8.3.3 of Chapter 8 of the ES). 

3.25 Putting to one side the difficulty in stating an assumption of constant concentrations into the future 
and then relying upon an assumption of decreasing concentrations into the future, it is helpful to 

 
18  www.APIS.ac.uk 
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consider whether historic trends in SO2 emissions can reliably be used to conclude future 

reductions in total acid deposition.  Acid deposition is contributed to principally by sulphur, reactive 

nitrogen, and chloride.  The interrelationship between these components is, however, not 
straightforward and a reduction in one component does not necessarily provide ‘headroom’ for 

deposition of another.   

3.26 The control of sulphur emissions in the UK is a great success story for air quality management.  A 
decline in the use of coal, improved industrial abatement technology and changes to, for example, 

sulphur-free fuels has led to rapid reductions in sulphur emissions.  Following these reductions to 

now very low levels, there are no significant policy requirements to specifically reduce sulphur 

emissions further.  

3.27 Emissions of reactive nitrogen have proved much more difficult to control.  Unlike sulphur, NOx is 

not formed from components of the fuel being burned.  The components are present in ambient air 
but made reactive by high combustion temperatures.  This fact makes controlling these emissions 

significantly more difficult.  For example, for many years technologies which were thought to be 

effective in reducing NOx from road traffic, particularly from modern diesel vehicles, were in 
practice having little effect.  This has meant that in many areas (including this study area, 

according to Appendix 8.1 of the ES which specifically notes that there is no significant trend 

evident in the local measured NO2 concentrations) NOx and NO2 concentrations have not fallen as 
models have predicted.  There are now encouraging signs that NOx emissions are falling, but the 

trajectory is highly unlikely to mirror that which was achieved for sulphur. 

3.28 Emissions of ammonia occur primarily from agriculture (although ammonia emissions from road 
transport are currently increasing19) and this has made their control particularly problematic20.  

While a small reduction in emissions over the last decade has been predicted, the scale of this 

reduction is much smaller than the uncertainty bounds on the estimate (meaning that emissions 

might either have fallen or increased over this period)21.   

3.29 While there are significant uncertainties regarding the rate of change in acid deposition in the 

future, it is agreed that a net downward trend can be expected.  However, the rate of decline in the 
future is currently extremely difficult to predict and will almost without doubt be significantly 

shallower than that which was seen historically for SO2 emissions.  By choosing to present the 

steep decline in SO2 emissions as a model for future declines in total acidity, the adverse effects of 

the Scheme have been misrepresented. 

 
19  https://www.aqconsultants.co.uk/CMSPages/GetFile.aspx?guid=3aa4ec2e-ee4e-4908-bc7a-aeb0231b4b37; 

https://uk-air.defra.gov.uk/library/reports.php?report_id=1005 
20  It is important to recognise that despite ammonia being a basic gas, reduced nitrogen deposition has an acidifying 

effect on sensitive habitats. 
21  https://uk-air.defra.gov.uk/assets/documents/reports/aqeg/2800829_Agricultural_emissions_vfinal2.pdf 

https://www.aqconsultants.co.uk/CMSPages/GetFile.aspx?guid=3aa4ec2e-ee4e-4908-bc7a-aeb0231b4b37
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3.30 Paragraph 5.13 of Appendix 6.6 states: “the predicted process contribution would not prevent the 

achievement of the target for achievement of an acid deposition rate below the site-relevant Critical 

Load”.  From the above discussion, it should be clear that it is not currently possible to robustly 
predict any future date when the critical load will be achieved; or even that it will ever be achieved 

based on current evidence.  However, it is self-evident that the Scheme will add to the current 

exceedance and delay any future attainment of it.  Also, as noted in Paragraph 5.11 of Appendix 
6.6, the effects of acid deposition are cumulative, meaning that any additional loading over and 

above the critical load will potentially increase the amount of recovery required22. 

3.31 It is also noted that one interpretation of a judgement of the CJEU on joined cases C-293/17 and 
C-294/17 is that the effects of forecast future reductions in deposition inputs which do not form part 

of the Scheme being assessed may not be taken into consideration within an assessment unless 

the effects of those measures can be quantified beyond reasonable scientific doubt.  Basing future 
projections for total acidity on historic trends of SO2 concentrations cannot be considered as robust 

beyond reasonable scientific doubt. 

Model Grid Resolution 

3.32 The modelling presents the maximum predicted impacts anywhere on the receptor grid.  However, 

these maxima values are dependent on the grid resolution chosen.  It is highly likely that greater 

impacts would have been predicted if a finer receptor grid had been used.  The grid resolution 
used is 90 m x 90 m even close to the stack.  This is a particularly coarse grid and it is common 

and best practice to use a much finer resolution than this close to an emission source.  Justification 

of the approach is given in Section 4.4.1 of Appendix 8.3 which states that “the Environment 

Agency’s modelling guidance” advises that a value of 1.5 times the stack height should be used.  

However, no reference to this guidance is given.  

3.33 Because the choice to use a coarse grid is likely to have caused the near-field and maximum 
impacts to have been under-predicted, this reference should be provided to allow scrutiny.  If a 

current reference (as opposed to a historic and superseded document) cannot be provided, then 

the modelling should be redone. 

Stack Height Analysis 

3.34 Section 5.1 of Appendix 8.3 details how the requirement for an 80 m stack was determined.  

However, this analysis (see Graph 1 to Graph 4 in Appendix 8.3) shows that the air quality impacts 
would be appreciably smaller if a taller stack were chosen.  A cursory examination of these graphs 

shows that 80 m does not represent a point at which further height increases have significantly 

smaller effects.  In practice, the justification for an 80 m stack appears to be that most (but notably 
not all) impacts can, with this stack, be described as ‘negligible’ or ‘not significant’.  However, 

 
22  It is not the case that once the critical load is achieved the problem goes away.  Achieving the critical load simply 

means that conditions should, all other things being equal, no longer continue to get worse. 
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because the effects of existing emissions from the A31 have not been quantified, and the 

combined effects of Scheme-generated traffic, on-site diesel generator emissions, and emissions 

from the main stack have also not been considered, it is not possible to make this assessment.  
Furthermore, this stack height analysis takes no account of impacts on sensitive ecosystems23.  As 

a result, it is not at all clear that the stack height chosen is the optimum for minimising the adverse 

air quality impacts of the Scheme. 

Identification of Relevant Areas of Exposure 

3.35 Section 2.2 of Appendix 8.3 of the ES denotes the locations which have relevant exposure to 

different air quality objectives.  The 1-hour mean objective applies in “Any outdoor locations where 

members of the public might reasonably be expected to spend one hour or longer”.  Paragraph 

8.4.31 of the ES describes impacts in an area shown in Figure 8.13 of the ES as “a small area of a 

farm field. There are no known public footpaths in this field so public exposure for an hour or more 

is highly unlikely”.  The assessment then states “due to the conservative assumptions in the 

modelling and low risk of relevant public exposure, the likelihood of a ‘slight adverse’ magnitude of 

change occurring in reality is extremely low”.  Thus, a key part of the assessment of this objective 
is the assumption that members of the public would not reasonably be expected to spend one hour 

or longer in the area identified. 

3.36 The area in question (shown in Figure 8.13 of the ES) forms part of West End Flower Farm24, 
which is a tourist attraction, open to the public five days per week and attracting significant 

numbers of visitors each year.  The farm also contains a restaurant.  The area around the lake is 

open to the public with designated picnic and fishing areas.  The area shown in Figure 8.13 of the 
ES specifically encompasses designated picnic pitch Number 1.  On this basis, the area clearly 

does represent relevant exposure to the 1-hour NO2 objective.  This means that the basis for 

discounting impacts in relation to this objective is flawed25. 

Minor Issues 

Use of Outdated Impact Descriptors 

3.37 Appendix 8.5 of the ES refers to 2010 guidance from Environmental Protection UK (EPUK) on 
planning for air quality26.  This guidance provided impact descriptors which have been used within 

Appendix 8.5 of the ES to describe impacts on sensitive ecosystems.  The 2010 EPUK guidance 

 
23  While it is recognised that the ruling of the CJEU in case C-323/17 makes the consideration of mitigation in respect 

of sensitive ecosystems problematic, the ruling does not preclude the mitigation of these impacts.   
24  https://westendflowerfarm.com/ 
25  It is noted that much of this information is readily-available from the internet (for example google maps shows the 

location of “West End Kitchen” alongside the lake with a link to an associated website and a rudimentary internet 
search then provides further details (e.g. http://www.hampshirebedandbreakfast.co.uk/)).  It has not been possible, 
within this review, to check all other assumptions made in the ES regarding where there is no relevant exposure.  

26  http://www.iaqm.co.uk/text/guidance/epuk/aq_guidance.pdf 

https://westendflowerfarm.com/
http://www.hampshirebedandbreakfast.co.uk/
http://www.iaqm.co.uk/text/guidance/epuk/aq_guidance.pdf
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has since been superseded27 and is no longer considered to be relevant (while not intended for 

assessing ecosystems, it is interesting to note that if the assessment had used the latest 

descriptors instead of the superseded ones then the impacts currently described in Appendix 8.5 

as “small” would, instead, be “moderate adverse”).  

Presentation of Results for Heavy Metals 

3.38 While purely a presentation issue, the way in which the model results for heavy metals have been 
presented seems to be particularly misleading.  Chapter 8 of the ES presents concentrations of 

cadmium and mercury with these results assessed in some detail.  Brief mention is then also made 

of all of the other metals which might be emitted, with a cross-reference to the assessment of 
these metals in Appendix 8.3.  This approach avoids the need to mention, within the main chapter, 

the point that under the worst-case emissions assumptions several of the other metals cannot be 

discounted as not significant (for example under the worst-case emissions assumptions chromium 
VI concentrations are predicted to exceed the assessment level by more than 2,000% and even 

taking a less precautionary approach, the total chromium VI concentration is predicted to be 450% 

of the assessment level).  Appendix 8.3 of the ES shows that the worst-case metals in terms of the 
impact from the facility are arsenic and nickel and not cadmium and mercury.  The assessment of 

these metals, and the conclusions reached regarding them, in Appendix 8.3 appears to be 

appropriate but the justification for focusing the main assessment in Chapter 8 on two metals 

which have some of the smallest impacts is obscure. 

Buildings Sensitivity Test 

3.39 The ability of the dispersion model used in the assessment to take account of the effects of 
building wake effects on plume dispersion is uncertain28.  The assessment has thus, appropriately, 

carried out a sensitivity test on the effect of buildings on the model results (Section 5.3 of Appendix 

8.3).  However, the approach has been to run the model both with and without buildings to predict 
the maximum concentrations at a single point on the 90 m x 90 m Cartesian grid29.  In practice, the 

inclusion of buildings may give rise to greater impacts at some locations while the exclusion of 

buildings gives rise to greater impacts in other locations.  It is thus common practice to take the 
maximum across these two scenarios for each receptor throughout the assessment in order to 

ensure worst-case impacts at all locations.  By judging what is worst-case for the entire model 

domain based on the results for a single location, the assessment risks under-predicting 

concentrations at other locations. 

Confusion of Nitrogen Dioxide and PAH impacts 

 
27  http://www.iaqm.co.uk/text/guidance/air-quality-planning-guidance.pdf 
28  e.g. https://laqm.defra.gov.uk/documents/LAQM-TG16-February-18-v1.pdf Page 7-116 
29  This location may be different with and without inclusion of buildings but it remains a single maximum. 

http://www.iaqm.co.uk/text/guidance/air-quality-planning-guidance.pdf
https://laqm.defra.gov.uk/documents/LAQM-TG16-February-18-v1.pdf
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3.40 Appendix 8.3 of the ES contains two tables of “Annual Mean Nitrogen Dioxide Impacts at Identified 

Sensitive Receptors” (Tables 19 and 23).  Table 23 is in Section 6.2.4 (which discusses PAH 

impacts), but the text in that section explains that the PAH impacts are shown in Table 19.  It 
seems most likely that the authors of Section 6.2.4 used the text from Section 6.2.1 as a template 

but did not fully update it.  However, this means that the results for PAH are not accurately 

presented in the report (the results in Table 23 of Appendix 8.3 are roughly 1 million times higher 
than the PAH results presented in Chapter 8).  Whilst this all most likely relates to imprecision in 

documenting the assessment rather than genuinely predicting impacts which are 1 million times 

above their assessment level, it is worrying that the assessment has presented numbers which are 

so significantly incorrect.  This also means that the assessment cannot be adequately scrutinised. 

Woodland Deposition Calculations 

3.41 Page 21 of Appendix 8.5 of the ES states that the deposition calculations to Shortheath Common 
SAC are likely to be incorrect because “there are only two available velocities for use in deposition 

modelling, it is not possible to ‘fine tune’ this assessment”.  This is incorrect.  The most frequently 

used deposition calculations in the UK are those taken from the APIS database.  These data were 
also used in the ES.  The method used to calculate these fluxes30 allows exactly this “fine tuning”.  

While it is very common for assessments to then model the PC to deposition using a less granular 

approach (as is done in the ES) other approaches are available31.  The limitation identified in 
Appendix 8.5 is identified correctly, but it is a limitation of the method that the assessment has 

chosen to use rather than being a wider constraint to deposition modelling. 

Selection of Receptors 

3.42 The purpose of including receptors in addition to isopleths in an assessment is to give details at 

specific locations with relevant exposure.  It is usual to select these receptors to represent 

locations where impacts will be greatest.  Figure 8.8 of the ES shows the isopleths of predicted 
annual mean nitrogen dioxide concentrations alongside the receptors chosen to present these 

impacts.  While no isopleths are given for concentrations greater than 1.5% of the objective, it 

seems clear that Receptor 15 will represent the minimum predicted concentration for the large 
group of houses marked in Figure 8.8 as Upper Froyle.  While not strictly contrary to any explicit 

guidance, the selection of R15 to represent a minimum rather than a worst-case location is 

potentially misleading. 

3.43 It is also noted that Receptor E6 appears to be outside of the SSSI that it was selected to 

represent (see Figure 8.22). 

 
30  Smith, R I., Fowler, D., Sutton, M.A., Flechard, and Coyle, M. (2000), Regional estimation of pollutant gas dry 

deposition in the UK: model description, sensitivity analyses and outputs. Atmospheric Environment 34, 3757-
3777. 

31  e.g. Marner, B, 2018 – Modelling development-related changes in concentrations and deposition to habitats. 
Proceedings of IAQM Dispersion Modelers User Group conference, London, April 2018. 
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Description of 5 km grid background modelling 

3.44 Much is made in Appendix 6.6 of the spatial resolution of the background concentration maps in 

terms of their failure to capture the ability of vegetation to intercept ammonia emissions; thus 
making the assessment worst-case.  In practice, the spatial variability in ambient concentrations is 

determined more by the locations of emissions than it is by vegetation intercepting pollutants32.  On 

balance, there is no reason to expect the assessment to be positively biased because of the 
spatial resolution in the background maps when it could quite as easily be negatively biased.  In 

other words, this factor is claimed to make the assessment worst-case when it is just as likely to 

make the assessment under-predict.  

 
32  e.g. https://uk-

air.defra.gov.uk/assets/documents/reports/cat09/1807251306_180509_Effects_of_vegetation_on_urban_air_polluti
on_v12_final.pdf; https://www.aqconsultants.co.uk/resources/ammonia-emissions-from-roads-for-assessing-
impacts 

https://uk-air.defra.gov.uk/assets/documents/reports/cat09/1807251306_180509_Effects_of_vegetation_on_urban_air_pollution_v12_final.pdf
https://uk-air.defra.gov.uk/assets/documents/reports/cat09/1807251306_180509_Effects_of_vegetation_on_urban_air_pollution_v12_final.pdf
https://uk-air.defra.gov.uk/assets/documents/reports/cat09/1807251306_180509_Effects_of_vegetation_on_urban_air_pollution_v12_final.pdf
https://www.aqconsultants.co.uk/resources/ammonia-emissions-from-roads-for-assessing-impacts
https://www.aqconsultants.co.uk/resources/ammonia-emissions-from-roads-for-assessing-impacts
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4 Conclusion 

4.1 It is clear that the air quality assessment presented in the ES is inadequate.  Guidance has been 

misrepresented in order to screen out from further scrutiny issues which might have changed the 

conclusions.  Furthermore, potentially significant emissions sources have been omitted from the 
assessment altogether.  It is considered that any one of the issues identified in this review as 

‘Major’ is sufficient to invalidate the conclusions presented in the ES.  The large number of 

‘Moderate’ and ‘Minor’ issues might also, when combined, affect these conclusions.  It is thus 

considered that the air quality assessment within the ES is not fit for purpose and that significant 

additional information is required in order to adequately inform consultation on the Scheme.  At the 

present time, the conclusions of the ES must be disregarded. 
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1 Introduction 

1.1 Background 

Hydrogeo Limited (Hydrogeo) was commissioned by No Wey Incinerator (the client) to 

undertake an independent review of the potential surface and groundwater impacts 

relating to the construction of the proposed Alton Energy Recovery Facility (ERF). This 

water environment review is an overview of potential impacts, highlighting the key issues 

relating to the groundwater and surface water environment.  

The proposed ERF is capable of processing up to 330,000 tonnes of waste per annum, 

with a gross electrical generating capacity of up to 33MWe. The developments main body 

is 40m above current ground level and two 80m stacks will be present. The site is located 

3.4km north-east of Alton town centre.  

This report undertakes a review the information provided in Chapter 9 of the 

Environmental Statement (ES), and the supporting appendices.  Hydrogeo have reviewed 

the information, assumptions and conclusions presented within these chapters regarding 

Environmental Designations, and potential impacts of the proposal relating to 

Hydrogeology and Ground Conditions. 

1.2 Objectives 

The objectives of this study are to review pre-existing information, data and reports relating 

to the geology, hydrology and hydrogeology in the area surrounding the site to identify 

any potential environmental or hydrogeological issues associated with the potential future 

development of the site as an Energy Recovery Facility. 

The review concludes with an opinion on whether the site is suitable for an Energy 

Recovery Facility, or not, based on the identified potential impacts on groundwater 

resources, residents, businesses and habitats that are dependent on groundwater near 

the site. 

1.3 Data Sources 

The following data sources were submitted as part of the planning application and have 

reviewed during the production of this report: 

• ES Chapter 4: Scheme Description and Construction Methods; 

• ES Chapter 4 Appendix 4.1: Drainage Strategy; 

• ES Chapter 9: Ground Conditions and Hydrogeology; 
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• ES Chapter 9 Appendix 9.1: Stage 2 Geoenvironmental Assessment. 

The following data sources were reviewed independently by Hydrogeo in formulating this 

report: 

• 1:50,000 Geological Map: Alresford, Solid and Drift Geology (BGS 1999); 

• 1:50,000 Geological Map: Basingstoke, Solid and Drift Geology (BGS 1981); 

• Geology of the Alresford district: a brief explanation of the geological map 300 

[Alresford] (BGS 2002); 

• 1:100,000 Hydrogeological Map, Hampshire and the Isle of Wight (BGS 1979); 

• Engineering geology of British rocks and soils: Gault clay, technical report 

WN/94/31 (BGS 1995); 

• Baseline groundwater chemistry: the Chalk aquifer of Hampshire, technical report 

OR/09/052 (BGS, 2009); 

• The physical properties of major aquifers in England and Wales, technical report 

WD/97/34 (BGS and EA, 1997). 

1.4 Report Author 

The review has been undertaken by Chris Betts (BSc, MSc, CGeol, FGS) a Chartered 

Geologist with twenty five years’ experience as a Professional Hydrogeologist in the UK.  

Chris’s experience as a hydrogeologist is wide-ranging working on hydrogeological 

investigations and risk assessments for landfill / waste management sites, contaminated 

land, water resources and mineral extraction projects.  

Chris is a Director of Hydrogeo Limited, a specialist scientific environmental consultancy 

established in 2006 which provides expertise in the water environment, geology and land 

quality. 
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2 Site Conceptual Model 

Hydrogeo have formulated a site conceptual model based upon the data sources laid out 

in the introductory section of this report. 

2.1 Topography 

Topographically the proposed development lies at an elevation of around 100mAOD, and 

is located on a bench above the valley of the River Wey.  To the south-east the land slopes 

down to the River Wey, which is located at an elevation of around 88mAOD, and slopes 

upwards to the north-west to heights of around 130mAOD on the hillside above the A31. 

2.2 Geology 

The 1:50,000 British Geological Survey (BGS) sheet map for the area (Alresford – Sheet 

300, 1999) and BGS digital data has been reviewed in order to gain insight into the 

geological conditions on the site. 

Drawing 1 shows the bedrock geology of the Application Site, Drawing 2 shows the 

bedrock and superficial geology of the Application Site, produced using BGS data. 

Artificial and Made Ground 

BGS mapping records an area of made ground to the north of the application site, in 

association with the A31. The deposit is described as ‘Made ground (undivided)’.  Site 

investigations conducted in 2002 indicate that the Application Site is underlain by a 

variable thickness of Made Ground comprising sandy “clayey gravel with inclusions of 

brick, concrete, clinker and coal and occasional wood and metal”. 

Superficial Geology 

The site is shown to be underlain by 2nd River Terrace Deposits, comprised of sand and 

gravel, locally with lenses of silt, clay or peat.  Site investigation data summarised in the 

ES chapter and appended geoenvironmental desk study indicates that the River Terrace 

deposits extend to 4.30mbgl – 6.25mbgl beneath the site.  However, the site investigation 

report referred to is not available for review. 

Approximately 250m to the north-west of the application site, deposits of Head are shown.  

These deposits represent weathered, fragmented material that has moved downslope 

through a process of solifluction or gelifluction resulting in the slow viscous movement 

downslope of waterlogged soil and other unsorted and unsaturated superficial deposits. 
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Approximately 150m to the south east of the application site, superficial Alluvium is 

present in association with the flood plain of the River Wey.  Alluvium is normally 

composed of soft silt and clay, with lenses of sand, gravel and peat. 

Bedrock Geology 

BGS map sheet 300 (Alresford) states that the bedrock geology beneath the Site consists 

of the West Melbury Marly Chalk Member, the lowermost unit of the Chalk Group.  The 

West Melbury Marly Chalk is composed of grey to off-white soft marly chalk, interbedded 

with thin hard grey limestone.  The member typically ranges in thickness from 15m to 35m. 

The Upper Greensand Formation is shown to outcrop immediately to the south of the 

Application Site, with the contact between the Greensand and the Chalk following the line 

of the Mid Hants Railway.  The Upper Greensand Formation is composed of glauconitic 

siltstone and fine grained sandstone, and in the local area ranges in thickness from 40m 

to 60m. 

The Upper Greensand Formation is underlain by the Gault Formation, which is composed 

of grey to blue grey silty mudstone.  It ranges in thickness from 45m to 115m. 

2.3 Groundwater / Hydrogeology 

The West Melbury Marly Chalk Member (Grey Chalk Subgroup) underlying the site is 

classified as a Principal Aquifer. These aquifers are characterised as comprising layers 

of rock or drift deposits that have high intergranular and/or fracture permeability - meaning 

they usually provide a high level of water storage.  

The Chalk aquifer is the most important groundwater source in the United Kingdom and 

supports water supplies and river base flows on a strategic scale. The dominance of 

fracture flow for water movement and storage means that the Chalk can be highly sensitive 

to increases in water abstraction, reduced recharge and also contamination entering the 

aquifer can move rapidly through the bedrock along fractures and fissures.   

However, based upon the outcrop of the Chalk shown on geological mapping it is likely 

that if the Chalk is present beneath the site it will be unsaturated. 

The underlying Upper Greensand Formation is also classified as a Principal Aquifer.  
Flow within the Upper Greensand is both intergranular and through fractures, depending 

on the degree of cementation. The lithological variety within the Upper Greensand results 

in hydrogeological complexity. Where poorly consolidated flow is generally intergranular, 
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whereas cemented beds can have negligible primary porosity due to an indurated silica 

matrix, and fracture flow dominates. 

The Upper Greensand is underlain by the Gault Formation, which is composed primarily 

of mudstone and acts as an aquitard. 

The Grey Chalk Subgroup typically contains a higher proportion of marl than the upper 

White Chalk Subgroup, can be poorly fractured and has generally low transmissivity. The 

Upper Greensand, near to outcrop, generally has more favourable aquifer properties than 

the Grey Chalk and therefore the Chalk can act as a reservoir of water for the thinner 

Upper Greensand. Slow vertical leakage from the Chalk recharges the Upper Greensand 

which can transport the groundwater horizontally to boreholes or springs at the boundary 

of the Gault Formation. 

The 2nd River Terrace deposits are designated as a Secondary A Aquifer, defined by the 

Environment Agency as permeable layers capable of supporting water supplies at a local 

rather than strategic scale, and in some cases forming an important source of base flow 

to rivers. 

The groundwater flow direction in the underlying aquifer is inferred to be to the south-east, 

towards the River Wey which is expected to be in hydraulic continuity with water in the 

Upper Greensand Formation. 

2.4 Surface Water 

The largest surface water feature in the area is the River Wey, which is located 

approximately 130m south-east of the Application Site.  As previously stated, it is likely 

that water within the River Wey is in hydraulic continuity with water in the Upper 

Greensand Principal Aquifer. 

Under the Water Framework Directive, the River Wey is of “Moderate” quality.  However, 

when broken down into separate classification parameters, the rating is Ecological: 

“Moderate”, Chemical: “Good”.  Further breaking down the “Moderate” rating for 

Ecological indicates that the River has a “High” (Best) rating for Specific Pollutants 

including the metals Manganese, Iron, Copper and Zinc.  

A cluster of springs is shown to be present on OS mapping, located 2km north-east of the 

Application Site.  These springs appear to be located at the contact between the Upper 

Greensand and the underlying Gault Formation aquitard. 
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2.5 Licensed Abstractions 

Groundwater 

The closest active licensed groundwater abstraction to the site is operated by South East 

Water Limited, and is located 3.8km south-west of the application site.  The license permits 

the abstraction of up to 4,610m3/day of groundwater for public water supply purposes.    

A second abstraction is located 3.8km south-west of the application site, formerly operated 

by Coors Brewers.  The license permits the abstraction of up to 5,455m3/day of 

groundwater for non-evaporative cooling purposes.   However, the brewery closed in 2015 

and it is unlikely that this license is being utilised. 

Surface Water 

Two surface water abstractions points are present on the River Wey at Isington, 

approximately 2.7km north-east of the site.  Both points relate to the same license, which 

allows for the abstraction of up to 277m3/day of water for Spray Irrigation purposes. 

2.6 Unlicensed Abstractions – Private Water Supplies 

Water abstractions less than 20m3/day do not require an abstraction licence from the 

Environment Agency. East Hampshire Council have been contacted by Hydrogeo as part 

of this study and have confirmed that there are 4 registered Private Water Supplies within 

2km of the site boundary. Further water supplies for individual properties may not be 

registered with the Local Authority as a Private Water Supply. A survey of local water 

users is ongoing to provide a register of all water supplies in the area. 

These water supplies represent a significant water resource to the local residential and 

business community. 
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3 Water Environment Review 

3.1 Ground Conditions 

There are fundamental errors in the geology and ground conditions reported in the ES 

chapter and accompanying Geoenvironmental Desk Study. 

The Stage 1 Geoenvironmental Assessment (Smith Grant LLP, 2020) submitted as part 

of the planning application states: “BGS information reports groundwater levels in the 

chalk aquifer within the region of the site to be at about 90m AOD with the aquifer 

extending to depths of between 600-700m.”  A reference is provided to British Geological 

Survey shale gas-aquifer separation maps. 

This is incorrect.  Examination of BGS paper and digital geological mapping indicates that 

the site is located on the West Melbury Marly Chalk Member (Grey Chalk Subgroup), the 

lowermost member of the Chalk Group.  The stratigraphical column (Figure 3-1) 

accompanying the paper mapping indicates that the West Melbury Marly Chalk Member 

ranges in thickness from 15m to 35m.  It is underlain by the Upper Greensand Formation 

(also a high sensitivity Principal Aquifer), which ranges in thickness from 40m to 60m, 

which in turn is underlain by the Gault Formation (Aquitard).  The Upper Greensand is 

shown to outcrop immediately to the south of the Application Site, with the contact 

between the Greensand and the Chalk following the line of the Mid Hants Railway. 

Figure 3-1 - Stratigraphical column, BGS 1:50,000 Geological map Sheet 300, 

Alresford 
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I
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The shale gas-aquifer separation maps are derived from a model developed by the BGS 

to assist shale gas planning, and show the separation between shale gas resource units 

and important aquifers. These datasets include the base of aquifers; however the mapping 

is small scale and is not a suitable substitute for normal BGS geology and hydrogeology 

mapping products. 

The Chalk Group and Upper Greensand are often in partial hydraulic continuity, but even 

including the maximum thickness of both the West Melbury Chalk and Upper Greensand, 

this gives a total aquifer thickness of 95m, probably more in the order of 60m considering 

that the site is shown to be located towards the edge of the lower boundary outcrop of the 

West Melbury Marly Chalk Member. 

Based upon the shallow regional dip of the geology shown on sheet 300 (Alresford) and 

sheet 284 (Basingstoke), the dip of the geology is expected to be to the north-west, at 

very shallow rates of only 1° to 3°.  With this rate of dip, only a very thin veneer of the 

West Melbury Marly Chalk Member may be present beneath the Application Site, or it may 

even be absent dependant on where the Chalk begins to subcrop beneath the superficial 

River Terrace Deposits. 

Hydrogeo has not been able to view the 2002 Scott Wilson site investigation report 

referred to in the Geoenvironmental Assessment appended to the ES (Appendix 9.1).  

However, paragraph 2.2.13 of the Geoenvironmental Assessment contains the following: 

“Siltstone was recorded within a number of entries beneath the silts and clays; SW noted 

that ground conditions were consistent with the mapped geology for the site.”  Based upon 

this description it is possible that the West Melbury Marly Chalk is not present beneath the 

Made Ground and River Terrace Deposits, and that boreholes which penetrated the River 

Terrace Deposits terminated in the Upper Greensand. 

This has implications for the conclusions reached in the ES chapter of the report, and 

impacts the construction of the ERF including: 

• Invalidation of the existing conceptual model and source-pathway-receptor 

linkages formulated for the site. 

• The aquifer thickness being much reduced from what was supposed increases the 

proportion that is being removed by the excavation and installation of the waste bunker.  

• Difficulties in excavating and dewatering the Upper Greensand. 
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A hydrogeological conceptual model showing the likely geological sequence beneath the 

site has been produced and is presented in Drawing 3. 

3.2 Receptors 

The Environmental Statement has followed the framework laid out in the EA guidance 

Land Contamination: Risk Management.  The majority of source-pathway-receptor 

linkages have been identified and assigned the correct sensitivities. 

However, the exclusion of private water supplies from key water receptors reduces the 

perceived sensitivity to potential impacts.  No mention of private water supplies is made 

within the ES chapter.  The Local Authority has been asked to provide details of register 

Private Water Supplies and a survey of local residents is being undertaken to identify all 

small (off mains) water supplies. 

Private water supplies are not mentioned in the ES documents and the 4 supplies 

identified by Hydrogeo are entirely absent from the ES chapters on the description of the 

site, water resources and receptors. 

3.3 Environmental Permitting 

The conclusions of the Ground Conditions and Hydrogeology chapter of the ES contains 

the following statement: 

“The facility is to be operated under an Environmental Permit, and on the basis the 

construction of the facility is in accordance with the final agreed structural design, no 

significant residual effects on human health, controlled waters or ecological receptors 

during the Operational Phase have been identified.” 

The assessment of cumulative and residual effects incorporates the granting of an 

Environmental Permit for the site (with associated controls) as mitigation for the 

mobilisation of contaminants within shallow soils, potential loss of leachate from the deep 

waste bunker, contamination arising from leaks and spills from fuel storage areas, and 

mobilisation of contaminants towards the River Wey. 

Hampshire County Council have produced a document entitled Obtaining Planning 

Permission for Energy Recovery Facilities.  The document provides “...an insight into 

gaining the planning permission for those energy recovery facilities and reflects on the 

lessons there are to be learned”. 
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Page 9 of the document indicates that during the planning application for three ERFs 

required as part of HCC’s Minerals and Waste Local Plan, it was decided that 

environmental permits should be sought for the sites in parallel with the planning 

submissions: 

“A series of planning applications were then submitted.  It was decided however, that the 

relevant environmental permits from the Environment Agency should be applied for 

simultaneously so that the non-planning aspects of pollution control could be addressed 

and enable the Agency to respond fully to consultations on the planning applications.” 

The site is located upon a Principal Aquifer and sub water table storage of waste is 

predicted to occur within the Application Site’s waste tipping bunker.  Mitigation in terms 

of additional information being presented when a permit is sought is not considered 

sufficient. 

This information would be required for the site to be granted an Environmental Permit, and 

considering the Principal Aquifer status it would be prudent for the Environmental Permit 

for the site to be advanced in parallel with the planning application. 

This is reflected in the Environment Agency document Guidance for developments 

requiring planning permission and environmental permits: 

“Where there are complex permitting issues, these need to be better understood before 

planning decisions can be made. In these cases, further assessment of permitting issues 

will be needed and we recommend the applicant comes to us for pre-permit application 

advice. 

Depending on the issues raised during pre-permit application discussions, we may 

recommend parallel tracking of the permit and planning applications. This will help us work 

with the developer and local planning authority to resolve complex permitting issues at the 

same time as decision making for the planning process.” 

3.4 Construction Methodology for Bunker 

The proposed development includes the construction of a waste bunker, 14m deep, with 

1.0m thick concrete side walls to allow for the tipping, storage and mixing of waste.  The 

ES states:  

“Construction of the bunker would require substantial excavation and the foundation 

design would be informed by appropriate geotechnical investigation and assessment. 

These investigations would encompass site-wide investigations to confirm the ground, 
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groundwater and contamination status and inform the overall design and construction 

requirements”.   

Construction 

The Upper Greensand typically presents as a weakly cemented, fine grained sandstone 

grading to siltstone. In some areas the cementation can be very weak and the formation 

can present as sands and silts.  Based upon the geological section presented in Drawing 

3, it is highly likely that the bunker excavation will pass through the base of the Chalk and 

into the Upper Greensand. 

Where the Upper Greensand is saturated and the cementation is weak, this could cause 

issues with running sands flowing into excavations, and negatively impact the stability of 

benches and side walls.  Approximately 2.6km south-east of the Application Site,  BGS 

mapping shows extensive land slipped deposits where the Upper Greensand forms a 

scarp slope above the Gault Formation.  This may indicate that there is the potential for 

slope/excavation instability in the Upper Greensand. 

Site specific data on the depth to the Chalk-Upper Greensand boundary, the depth to 

groundwater, and the degree of cementation of the Upper Greensand Formation is 

required.  The findings of the site investigation will influence the excavation and 

construction methodology, the assessment of risk, and the required mitigation to prevent 

pollution of groundwater in the Upper Greensand, and as such this data should be 

presented during the planning stage of the development to allow for proper scrutiny of the 

mitigation measures. 

Additionally, although piling is mentioned in Chapter 4 of the ES, no mention is made of 

the need for a piling risk assessment to inform the piling design and construction method.  

The use of piles has the potential to open up contamination pathways between shallow 

made ground soils and the underlying Principal Aquifer, and this should be considered as 

a pollutant linkage in the ES. 

Dewatering 

The ES Chapter states: “An assessment would also be carried out by a suitably trained 

hydrogeologist with experience of chalk aquifers to confirm the depth to groundwater and 

the transmissivity of groundwater flow beneath the Site. The findings would be provided 

to a groundwater management specialist to devise an appropriate dewatering strategy to 

manage groundwater during deep excavations and the construction of the bunker.” and 

“The regional permeability of the chalk aquifers is between 1x10-3 and 1x10-5 m/s and 

should be manageable by conventional dewatering means,”. 
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The Upper Greensand has different aquifer and geotechnical characteristics to the Chalk.  

It is usually less permeable, but typically has a higher storativity – that is, each cubic metre 

of aquifer material holds more water than the Chalk due to a higher porosity.  This means 

that more water needs to be pumped during dewatering to achieve the desired fall in 

groundwater levels to construct the bunker. 

During the construction of the bunker it is likely that extensive dewatering will be required.  

The impact of dewatering the basement excavation to allow for construction is at this stage 

impossible to predict, as no site specific groundwater or aquifer data has been presented 

or is available.   

Dewatering of the Upper Greensands may reduce baseflow to the River Wey, or in a worst 

case scenario dewatering of the excavation could reverse the local hydraulic gradient, 

causing water to flow from the River Wey into the base of the excavation.  Either of these 

scenarios would have a significant adverse impact on the River Wey. 

Site investigation is required, including the collection of site specific aquifer transmissivity, 

permeability and storativity data.  Only then can the magnitude of the impact of dewatering 

on controlled waters be properly assessed.  

3.5 Loss of Aquifer Cross Section 

The ES states that the construction of the waste bunker will create a 20m barrier to the 

movement of groundwater, and assuming that 4m of saturated aquifer is penetrated, this 

will lead to 80m2 of aquifer cross section being removed, negligible when compared to an 

estimated 12,000m2 to 14,000m2 of aquifer cross section remaining beneath the bunker. 

This assessment is based upon an incorrect conceptual model for the site.  Additionally, 

no groundwater site investigation data is available to confirm these assumptions. 

Removal and blocking of the aquifer by the installation of the underground storage bunker 

will need to be reassessed.  Rather than the aquifer being 600m to 700m deep, it’s more 

likely that a 40m thickness of saturated Upper Greensands aquifer would remain.  This 

would lead to 80m2 of aquifer cross section being removed, compared with 800m2 of 

aquifer cross section remaining.  This is an order of magnitude difference from originally 

supposed, and would lead to the removal of a significant portion of the saturated aquifer. 
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3.6 Drainage Strategy 

A drainage strategy has been appended to Chapter 4 of the ES.  There are several 

deficiencies with the drainage strategy in its current form: 

Soakaway Testing 

The feasibility and sizing of soakaways should be done at an early stage in any proposal 

to ensure sufficient space is available, and to demonstrate the viability of this method of 

water management.  

Soakaway testing was carried out on the Site in December 2019; however, only two 

soakaway pits were excavated.  Tests were not carried out in one of the pits due to the 

presence of made ground to 3.0mbgl.  This raises questions as to the overall suitability of 

infiltration at the Application Site, due to the presence of made ground across the site 

area.  Infiltration features should not be located on or within made ground due to the 

potential for contaminant mobilisation. 

Testing was carried out in the remaining test pit near to the location of a proposed 

infiltration basin.  Tests were carried out in accordance with method laid out in BRE365, 

with the results indicating moderate soil infiltration values likely to be suitable for the use 

of infiltration features. 

The Microdrainage calculations appended to the drainage strategy indicate that the design 

calculations for the cellular attenuation tanks appear to have had the infiltration values 

derived from the single soakaway test in the far north-east of the site applied.  The use of 

one soakaway test data point for the design of these features is inappropriate.  Soakaway 

testing should be conducted at the proposed location and invert/base level of the 

infiltration features. 

Foul Drainage Design 

The sizing of a drainage field for the development has been calculated using soil infiltration 

values derived from the single soakaway test carrier out in the far north-east of the site. 

The sizing of drainage fields is normally carried out using the percolation testing 

methodology laid  out in BS 6297-2007+A1 2008.  The methodology and resulting values 

derived from this test and the method in BRE365 is similar.  However, multiple tests at the 

site of the proposed drainage field and at the proposed influent depth are normally 

required for proper sizing of a drainage field.  The use of the single soakaway test carried 

out at some distance from the foul drainage field location is inappropriate. 
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Groundwater Monitoring 

Where there is a potential for shallow groundwater, and fluctuating groundwater levels 

such as in a Principal Aquifer, groundwater level monitoring over 12 months is typically 

required to demonstrate that groundwater levels do not rise to within 1m of the base of the 

soakaways or drainage fields, to prevent the direct input of drainage to groundwater.  This 

is fundamental to soakaway feasibility and design.   

It is acknowledged that groundwater levels are likely to be well below the base of any 

infiltration features, but at this stage there no evidence has been presented to prove this 

is the case. 

Long-term groundwater level monitoring has been undertaken, therefore the feasibility and 

principal for soakaways has not been proven. The potential for soakaways to act as a 

pathway for contamination migration to the sensitive Principal aquifer (from spillage for 

example) has not been considered. 

Without the above-mentioned testing and monitoring, there is no evidence to suggest that 

any soakaway designed will be able to meet regulations. The sizing of the soakaway is 

fundamental to the design and layout of the entire proposed development; it needs to be 

demonstrated that there is sufficient space to manage surface runoff.  This information 

should be submitted as detailed drainage strategy with the application. 

3.7 Contaminant Sources and Potential for Pollutant Release 

Waste Bunker 

It is likely that the base of the waste storage bunker will be sub water table.  It is recognised 

that the structure will incorporate “a robust foundation and sub-surface structure design”.  

However, even modern designed and constructed containment structure can potentially 

fail, and failure scenarios in a sensitive groundwater environment should be considered. 

If the bunker structure fails there is therefore almost no potential for the attenuation of 

pollutants from the site and a high potential for rapid flow in the Principal Aquifer, likely 

towards the River Wey.  The proximity to highly sensitive receptors in the water 

environment are not adequately addressed in the assessment of potential impacts (of a 

accidental pollutant release).   

A detailed groundwater risk assessment is appropriate in this sensitive setting, yet has not 

been carried out and would certainly be carried out for a sub-water table landfill in a 

Principal Aquifer.  A detailed risk assessment would include baseline data, monitoring 
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installations, and details on the management of leachate.  Such a risk assessment would 

also consider the impact of failure scenarios, including the requisite monitoring required 

to detect a failure, defined trigger levels and compliance limits, and procedures in the 

event of a containment failure. 

No groundwater sampling has been undertaken to establish background or contamination 

constraints.  Typically this information would need to be provided in order for a site to gain 

an Environmental Permit, as comparison with baseline values is required before the 

surrender of a permit following cessation of operations at the site. 

Fire Water 

The potential environmental impacts of accidental fire on the water environment have not 

been considered in the ES, or any of the accompanying appendices.  Fire suppression 

systems have been mentioned in Chapter 4 of the ES; however there is no mention of fire 

water in either the appended drainage strategy, or the Water environment and Ground 

Conditions chapter.   

Water arising from firefighting can be contaminated with surfactants, retardants, and 

foaming agents.  As an example, the 2004 Buncefield Fire led to significant contamination 

of groundwater via fire water runoff, due not to the spillage of hydrocarbons but rather due 

to the impact of firefighting runoff containing chemical agents. 

If firewater were to escape into the proposed infiltration components of the drainage 

system, a pathway to groundwater and then onwards towards the River Wey is 

conceivable, with potentially significant negative impacts on the water environment. 

The ES should consider firefighting runoff as a potential pollutant source, and should detail 

the procedures and containment measures in place to prevent the pollution of surface 

waters and groundwater via firewater runoff.   
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4 Conclusions 

This study provides a technical review of the proposed Alton ERF development and its 

potential impacts on human health and the water environment.  Having reviewed the ES 

chapter content relevant to ground conditions and the water environment, Hydrogeo have 

found the following deficiencies which require addressing: 

• The geological conceptual model laid out in the ES chapter and brought forwards 

to the assessment of impacts is incorrect.  It has not been recognised that the 

Chalk beneath the application site is likely to be thin or absent based upon 

geological mapping.  This invalidates the aquifer property assumptions made in 

the site conceptual model and source-pathway-receptor linkages presented in the 

ES. 

• Private water supplies have not been considered as a receptor in the assessment, 

when it is known that at least three are present within 1km of the site. 

• Considering the proximity of the application site to the River Wey, and its position 

on the outcrop of a Principal Aquifer, parallel tracking of both the planning 

application and the environmental permitting for the proposed ERF should be 

considered.  This would be in line with Hampshire County Council’s stance on the 

approach to ERF planning applications, and would allow for greater scrutiny of the 

site’s permitting controls.  This would be especially prudent considering the weight 

given to permitting as mitigation of impacts in the ES chapter. 

• It is proposed to construct the waste storage bunker directly into a Principal 

Aquifer, and the base of the bunker will be beneath the predicted groundwater 

level.  More detail is required on the proposed construction methodology employed 

to construct the bunker, considering the potential for pollutant release during the 

bunker construction, and the potential for instability in the saturated Upper 

Greensands aquifer.  Additionally, no mention is made of a piling risk assessment 

in the ES or appendices.  

• Dewatering will be required to construct the bunker.  More detail is required on the 

dewatering methodology, and detailed assessment of its impacts on the water 

environment are required due the site’s close proximity to the River Wey, and the 

potential for loss of baseflow during dewatering. 
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• Due to deficiencies in the ES conceptual model for the site, the amount of aquifer 

cross section which will be blocked/removed is much greater than originally 

supposed.  More detailed assessment of the potential negative impacts to the base 

flow feeding the River Wey are required, considering that approximately 10% of 

the saturated aquifer cross section will be removed. 

• The drainage calculations presented in the drainage strategy for the site are based 

upon only one soakaway test.  This is insufficient when taking into account the size 

and position of the proposed infiltration systems.  The foul drainage field sizing 

should also be based upon location specific percolation testing, rather than the 

soakaway test pit.  Additionally, no seasonal groundwater monitoring has been 

presented to support the infiltration system designs. 

• As the sub-water table storage of waste in a Principal Aquifer is proposed, a 

detailed groundwater risk assessment would be appropriate in this sensitive 

setting.  The potential impacts of an accidental pollutant release have not been 

considered.  A detailed risk assessment would include baseline data, monitoring 

installations, and details on the management of leachate.  Such a risk assessment 

would also consider the impact of failure scenarios, including the requisite 

monitoring required to detect a failure, defined trigger levels and compliance limits, 

and procedures in the event of a containment failure. 

• The environmental impacts of accidental fire on the water environment have not 

been considered in the ES, or any of the accompanying appendices.  The ES 

should consider firefighting runoff as a potential pollutant source, and should detail 

the procedures and containment measures in place to prevent the pollution of 

surface waters and groundwater via firewater runoff.   
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1.0  Introduction 

1.1 This report constitutes a heritage review of the content of an Environmental  
Statement (ES) that has been submitted in support of a planning application 
for a 33 MWe Advanced Energy Recovery Facility (AERF) on the site of the 
existing Veolia Materials Recovery Facility (MRF) and Waste Transfer 
Station (WTS) at Holybourne, approximately two kilometres east of the town 
of Alton, Hampshire. The proposal is being brought forward by Veolia Ltd., 
hereafter referred to as the Applicant. 

1.2 This report has been prepared on behalf of the No Wey Incinerator group by 
Grover Lewis Associates Limited, a specialist historic environment 
consultancy.  It has been written by Philip Grover BA (Hons), BTP, Dip Arch. 
Cons., MRTPI, IHBC. The author has extensive experience of undertaking 
heritage impact assessments for a wide range of developments. 

1.3 The application site for the proposed Alton AERF lies in the valley of the 
River Wey, and is bounded on its northern side by a slip road from the A31 
arterial road, and the Alton to London South-Western Railway line on the 
south side.  The River Wey runs approximately 130m to the south of the 
site, beyond the railway line. Although close to the town of Alton, the 
application site lies in a predominantly rural landscape. 

1.4 The proposed Alton AERF would comprise a series of elements, the main 
component of which would be a large curved-roof building with a maximum 
height of just under 40m. The building would be 165m in length and would 
vary in width between 40m and 80m. This structure would contain the 
residual waste reception hall and bunker, the thermal treatment process 
equipment and boiler, a turbine hall, ash handling, flue gas treatment 
facilities, offices, a workshop, stores, education, visitor and staff facilities. 
The main building will incorporate extensive living walls. The lowest part of 
the building will be the tipping hall, which would rise to a maximum height of 
20m and have a green roof. There would be two 80m high emissions stacks, 
each of 2.5m diameter in section, located towards the western end of the 
building. The proposed development includes associated infrastructure 
including, amongst other things, access roads, security fencing, 
weighbridges, lighting, and landscaping. 

1.5 The planning application is supported by an Environmental Statement (ES). 
The Proposed Development is a Schedule 2 Environmental Impact 
Assessment (EIA) development and has been the subject of an EIA. The 
findings of the EIA are set out in the Environmental Statement (ES) which 
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accompanies the planning application. Chapter 10 of the ES deals with 
historic environment matters. and is supported by an associated Historic 
Environment Baseline Report (Appendix 10.1). The Historic Environment 
chapter of the ES, and its supporting baseline report have been prepared on 
behalf of Veolia by Heritage Archaeology. 

1.6 This report reviews the findings of Chapter 10 of the Environmental 
Statement and its associated Appendix 10.1 Historic Environment Baseline 
Report, and provides a review of the methodologies used to assess the 
impact of the proposed development on heritage assets in the area. It 
assesses the adequacy and accuracy of baseline information submitted to 
date, in terms of the identification of designated and non-designated 
heritage assets and their settings. It also assesses the sufficiency of the 
supporting information provided as a means of properly assessing impact on 
settings of heritage assets. 
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2.0 Decision-making context  

2.1 In assessing any impact that the Alton AERF may have on the local historic 
environment, Hampshire County Council, as decision-maker, will need to 
have regard to relevant statutory provisions, central government policy and 
relevant guidance.   
 
Relevant legislation 

 
2.2 In relation to built heritage assets, the relevant legislation is contained in the 

Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990. Section 66 (1) 
of the Act 1990 makes it a statutory duty for a local planning authority, in 
considering whether to grant planning permission for development which 
affects a listed building or its setting, to “have special regard to the desirability 

of preserving the building or its setting or any features of special architectural 

or historic interest which it possesses”. 
 

2.3 The relevant statutory duty relating to development within conservation areas 
is contained in Section 72 of the Act, which states that, in the exercise of a 
local authority’s planning functions, “with respect to any buildings or other 

land in a conservation area … special attention shall be paid to the 

desirability of preserving or enhancing the character or appearance of that 

area.  
 

2.4 Legislation covering the protection of Scheduled Monuments is contained in 
the Scheduled Monuments and Archaeological Areas Act 1979.  

2.5 The courts have held that preservation means ‘doing no harm’. In the leading 
Barnwell Manor case (Ref. Barnwell Manor Wind Energy Ltd v. East 
Northamptonshire District Council, English Heritage, the National Trust and 
the Secretary of State for Communities and Local Government [2014] EWCA 
Civ 137), the Court of Appeal held that, in enacting section 66(1) of the Listed 
Buildings Act 1990, Parliament intended that the desirability of preserving the 
settings of listed buildings should not simply be given careful consideration by 
the decision-maker for the purpose of deciding whether there would be some 
harm, but should be given "considerable importance and weight" when the 
decision-maker carries out the balancing exercise.  

2.6 The practical implication of the Barnwell Manor decision was to tip the scales 
heavily in favour of preserving the setting of heritage assets. Even in cases 
where there was less than substantial harm (National Planning Policy 
Framework para 196), the bar for the benefits of proposals to override the 
harm to the setting of a heritage asset, was set very high. 
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2.7 It is notable that although the statutory duties set out in Section 66 (1) section 
72 of the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990 are 
referred to in Chapter 10 of the Environmental Statement and its associated 
Appendix 10.1 Historic Environment Baseline Report, there is no reference to 
the implications of relevant case law, in particular the leading Barnwell Manor 
case, which is clearly relevant in relation to the current application for the 
Alton AERF. 
 
National Planning Policy Framework  

2.8 In addition to relevant statutory provisions, section 16 of the National 
Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) sets out Central Government policy in 
relation to development affecting the historic environment. The policies in 
section 16 of the NPPF refer to the concept of a heritage asset, which is 
defined as ‘a building, monument, site, place, area or landscape identified as 

having a degree of significance meriting consideration in planning decisions, 

because of its heritage interest’.  It includes designated heritage assets and 
assets identified by the local planning authority, including local listing, (NPPF 
Annex 2: Glossary). 
 

2.9 The policies in section 16 of the NPPF place an emphasis on significance, 
which is defined in Annex 2 of the NPPF (Glossary) as ‘the value of a 

heritage asset to this and future generations because of its heritage interest.  

That interest may be archaeological, architectural, artistic or historic. 

Significance derives not only from a heritage asset’s physical presence, but 

also from its setting’. 
 

2.10 The NPPF Glossary defines the setting of a heritage asset as ‘the 

surroundings in which a heritage asset is experienced.  Its extent is not fixed 

and may change as the asset and its surroundings evolve.  Elements of a 

setting may make a positive or negative contribution to the significance of an 

asset, may affect the ability to appreciate that significance or may be neutral’. 
 
Relevant Guidance  

 
2.11 Relevant guidance includes the Government’s online National Planning Policy 

Guidance (PPG). The PPG stresses the importance of understanding the 
potential impact of development proposals on significance (paragraph: 007 
Reference ID: 18a-007-20190723) and that understanding the significance of 
a heritage asset and its setting from an early stage in the design process can 
help to inform the development of proposals which avoid or minimise harm 
(paragraph: 008 Reference ID: 18a-008-20190723).  The PPG goes on to 
advise that applicants’ assessments of significance should include analysis of 
the significance of the asset and its setting, and, where relevant, how this has 
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informed the development of the proposals (Paragraph: 009 Reference ID: 
18a-009-20190723). 
 

2.12 With regard to ‘setting’, the PPG notes that whilst the extent and importance 
of setting is often expressed by reference to the visual relationship between 
the asset and the proposed development and associated visual/physical 
considerations, setting is also influenced by other environmental factors such 
as noise, dust, smell and vibration from other land uses in the vicinity, and by 
our understanding of the historic relationship between places.  It also makes 
clear that the contribution that setting makes to the significance of the 
heritage asset does not depend on there being public rights of way or an 
ability to otherwise access or experience that setting (paragraph: 013 
Reference ID: 18a-013-20190723). 
 

2.13 Also relevant is a series of Good Practice Advice (GPA) notes published by 
Historic England.  Of particular relevance in this instance is the advice 
contained in GPA3: The Setting of Heritage Assets (second Edition, 2017). 

 
2.14 GPA3 provides a framework for the assessment of proposed changes to the 

setting of a heritage asset.  It gives helpful and up to date advice that 
provides clarity and detail to the understanding of the concept of the setting of 
a heritage asset.  In order to assess the degree of potential harm to the 
significance of a heritage asset, GPA3 advises a five-step approach: 
 

• Step 1: Identify which heritage assets and their setting are affected 
• Step 2:  Assess the degree to which these settings make a 

contribution to the significance of the heritage asset(s) or allow 
significance to be appreciated 

• Step 3: Assess the effect of the proposed development, whether 
beneficial or harmful, on that significance or on the ability to 
appreciate it 

• Step 4:  Explore ways to maximise enhancement and avoid or 
minimise harm 

• Step 5: Make and document the decision and monitor outcomes  
 

2.15 Steps 1-4 of GPA3 are clearly of relevance in the case of the current proposal 
for the Alton AERF. The observations in this review follow the staged 
approach set out in GPA3. 
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3.0 Review of assessment methods used in the ES 

ES documents relating to historic environment 

3.1 As a basis for informed decision-making on the emerging proposals for the 
Alton AERF an Environmental Statement (ES) has been prepared on behalf 
of the Applicant. This sets out information in respect of a number of topics 
including the historic environment.   

3.2 The historic environment assessment is contained in Chapter 10 of the ES. 
That document is underpinned by a Historic Environment Baseline Report 
(Appendix 10-1) which, amongst other things, sets out the heritage baseline 
conditions prior to the development. The ES and accompanying baseline 
report set out the methodology that is used for assessment of significance of 
heritage assets, including the contribution made by setting. They culminate in 
as assessment of the effect of the development proposal on the historic 
environment.  

3.3 The Historic Environment Baseline Report incorporates a range of information 
including a ‘Gazetteer of recorded heritage assets and setting assessment’ 
within the 2km radius of the application site (Appendix A). The gazetteer 
includes a brief description of each identified heritage assets, an assessment 
of its setting, and the level of effect of the development proposal. In respect of 
the level of effect, the gazetteer cross refers to the ES in respect of the most 
affected heritage assets. The gazetteer includes all designated heritage 
assets with a 2km radius of the proposed development (i.e. listed buildings, 
conservation areas and scheduled monuments).  It is within this range that 
the any adverse effect on setting is likely to be experienced. 

3.4 In respect of non-designated heritage assets, the gazetteer only includes 
archaeological sites, and does not record built heritage assets (for example 
unlisted buildings that contribute positively to the character and appearance 
of conservation areas, or free-standing unlisted buildings of historic or 
architectural quality).   

Methodology of assessment adopted in the ES  

3.5 Chapter 10 of the ES reports the findings of an assessment of the likely 
‘significant effects’ of the proposed Alton AERF on the local historic 
environment. It explains the methodology used to assess the impacts and 
effects on the cultural heritage resource. In general terms the methodologies 
outlined in the ES follow the pattern frequently adopted for such reports 
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involving environmental impact assessment (EIA). The methodology adopted 
in the ES is formulaic, but typical for this kind of assessment.  

3.6 The criteria for assessing the impact of the proposed development on the 
significance of heritage assets is determined by a sequence of assessments 
set out in three tables. These combine (i) the criteria for determining the value 
of the heritage asset (receptor importance) (Table 10.1), with (ii) the criteria 
for determining the magnitude of impact (Table 10.2), and (iii) the resulting 
interaction of value and magnitude in terms of the level of significance of 
effect (Table 10.3). The assessment thereby seeks to take into account the 
relative heritage significance of the asset in question, the contribution made 
by setting to that significance, and the potential effect on significance that 
would result from the development. The ES states that professional 
judgement is applied in determining the overall level of effect within the broad 
categories identified in the final matrix (Table 10.3).  Within the matrix, four 
levels of effect are identified; ‘Major’, ‘Moderate’, ‘Minor’ or ‘Negligible’. 
According to the methodology adopted throughout the ES as a whole, only 
Major or Moderate effects are considered to be potentially significant in EIA 
terms.  

3.7 Whilst matrix-based approaches such as outlined above are commonly used 
for this kind of assessment, their formulaic nature can, if inaccurately applied, 
lead to unreliable results in terms of assessment of effects. To be reliable as 
a basis for assessing impact on heritage assets, the methodology described 
above needs, from the outset, not only to accurately and correctly record the 
overall significance of the assets with regard to their architectural/artistic, 
historic or archaeological value, but also to accurately define the settings of 
the heritage assets in question and, most importantly, the contribution that 
setting makes to significance. If the contribution that setting makes to its 
significance is under-valued, it is highly likely that the heritage impact of the 
proposed development will be under-estimated. 
 

3.8 A matrix-based approach is not a substitute for a systematic, professional 
assessment of likely impacts, supported by well-chosen photomontages and 
wireframes. As explained in Historic England’s GPA3, technical analysis of 
this type should be seen primarily as material supporting clearly expressed 
non-technical narrative argument that sets out ‘what matters and why’. This is 
particularly important in cases, such as the proposed Alton AERF, where 
there would be no direct physical impacts on heritage assets, but where any 
impacts would be on the settings of heritage assets. 
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Visualisations  

3.9 As part of the information supporting the Landscape and Visual Effects 
chapter of the ES (Chapter 5) a series of visualisations have been provided. 
A selection of these have been rendered as photomontages. Appendix 5.2 of 
the ES explains the methodology and the rationale of the selection of 
viewpoints for these visualisations, which is summarised in Table 1 of the 
appendix. It is clear from this that the final selection of viewpoints modelled in 
the application documentation was a product of dialogue following 
submission of an application for scoping opinion between landscape officers 
of Hampshire County Council and the landscape consultants working for the 
Applicant, with no focus on potential historic environment impacts. 

3.10 A final selection of 24 locations for visualisations were considered, of which 
21 were included in the LVIA. Of these, 18 were modelled into full, computer-
generated photomontage images. The table included in Appendix 5.2 of the 
ES explains why the particular viewpoints have been selected, invariably to 
illustrate views available to receptors (e.g. footpath users or road users) from 
various locations.  With the notable exception of the view from St Swithun’s 
Way near Bonham’s Farm (Viewpoint 13), none appear to have been 
selected specifically to illustrate impacts on heritage assets. The great 
majority are intended to illustrate landscape impacts rather than heritage 
impacts. This reflects the absence of any substantive comments relating to 
built heritage assets in Hampshire County Council’s Scoping Opinion of 27 
September 2019.  The absence of heritage-specific visualisations is a 
significant flaw in the application documentation. 

3.11 The paucity of photomontage visualisations selected specifically to support 
historic environment assessments in the ES means that there is an 
inadequate basis for a proper assessment of likely impacts on the setting of 
heritage assets arising from the proposed Alton AERF.  In view of this, a 
further set of photomontage visualisations, specifically geared towards 
heritage impacts, will be needed in respect of a targeted range of heritage 
assets. This includes listed buildings, scheduled monuments and 
conservation areas that can be identified as likely to be visually impacted 
upon by the proposed development. The creation of appropriate 
photomontages, specifically related to the settings of heritage assets, will 
help to ensure that an informed assessment can be made in respect of 
impact on these assets prior to the determination of the planning application.  
Suggested positions for additional photomontages are discussed in Section 4 
below. 
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4.0 Settings of heritage assets and likely impacts 
 

4.1 There are no designated heritage assets (listed buildings, conservation areas, 
scheduled ancient monuments and registered parks and gardens) within the 
site area of the proposed Alton AERF, and therefore there would be no direct 
physical impact on such heritage assets. All potential impacts on heritage 
assets would therefore be indirect, i.e. upon their setting. The large scale of 
the proposed Alton AERF is such that the settings of a number of heritage 
assets in close proximity to the development would suffer adverse impacts. It 
is considered that designated heritage assets within a 2km range are most 
likely to be affected. Beyond this range the effects of topography and 
intervening mature vegetation will significantly diminish likely impacts. 

4.2 Chapter 10 of the ES, and the associated Historic Environment Baseline 
Report (Appendix 10.1). correctly identifies 97 designated heritage assets 
within a 2km radius of the application site. These designated heritage assets 
comprise: 
 

• 4 conservation areas: Upper Froyle. Holybourne, Binsted and Isington 
• 2 grade I listed buildings: West Court Barn, Binsted, Church of St 

Mary, Upper Froyle 
• 4 grade II* listed buildings: Bonham’s Farm, Froyle Place, Manor 

House, Froyle Holy Rood Church, Alton 
• 85 grade I listed buildings: The greatest proportion of which are 

located within the larger settlements of Holybourne and Froyle, plus 
more isolated groups or individual rural buildings (farm houses, mills 
etc) 

• 2 Scheduled Monuments: Both parts of Cuckoo’s Corner Roman 
Settlement (buried remains of a small Roman town) 
 

4.3 As outlined above, the key consideration in relation to indirect impacts is to 
identify the contribution that setting makes to significance of any particular 
heritage asset.  
 

4.4 The ES concludes that of the 97 designated heritage assets identified within a 
2km radius, 80 assets would experience no harm to significance, and in in 
only 17 cases is it predicted that there would be an adverse effect.  In all but 
one case, the effect is predicted to be negligible or minor and therefore not 
significant in EIA terms.  The ES predicts only one EIA significant adverse 
effect, namely in the case of the grade II* Bonham’s Farmhouse, where a 
‘moderate (adverse)’ effect is predicted. This is discussed further below. 
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4.5 We have looked critically at the findings of the ES and accompanying Historic 
Environment Baseline Report in respect of the assessment of setting and the 
predicted effects of the proposed development on identified heritage assets. 
In doing so we have undertaken fieldwork to assess the current settings and 
likely effects of the proposed development. Whilst we would concur with the 
general findings of the ES in many of cases, there are a number of instances 
where we consider that the wider setting of heritage assets has not been 
adequately or accurately assessed, where the effect of the proposed 
development has been under-estimated, or where more information in the 
form of photomontage analysis is required.  
 

4.6 There is a repeated tendency within Chapter 10 of the ES and the 
accompanying Historic Environment Baseline Report (Appendix 10-1) to 
downplay the contribution that the wider settings of heritage assets contribute 
to their significance.   Frequently, Chapter 10 of the ES defines setting of an 
asset narrowly, as being restricted primarily to their immediate curtilage or 
their relationship/intervisibility with other historic buildings.  This narrow 
definition of an asset’s setting does not reflect the broader definition given in 
Historic England’s GPA3, which defines setting more widely as ‘the 

surroundings in which a heritage asset is experienced’. 

4.7 Examples of the narrow definition of setting include the grade II* listed Manor 
House, Froyle, and a number of other designated heritage assets, including 
the four, grade II listed semi-detached properties at 1&2 and 2&3 Turnpike 
Cottages adjacent to the A31. The implications of this narrow definition of 
setting for these and other heritage assets is discussed below. 

4.8 The cases where it is considered that assets have be incorrectly assessed, or 
where further information is required in order for a robust assessment of 
impact to be made, are set out below. This should not be regarded as a 
definitive list, rather an indication of the certain heritage assets where where 
it is considered that the assessment of impact requires closer scrutiny. 
 
Bonham’s Farmhouse 
 

4.9 Bonham’s Farm House is a grade II* listed building, and at approximately 
500m is the closest designated heritage asset to the application site. Within 
the curtilage of the listed building there are two surviving historic barns. 
Chapter 10 of the ES downplays the positive contribution that the wider 
setting makes to the significance of this highly-graded heritage asset. The ES 
rather baldly states that: ‘The immediate surrounding gardens and grounds, 

and the two surviving associated historic barns, form the setting of the listed 

building, this setting is the largely surrounded by mature trees’. Ambiguously, 
the assessment in the ES refers to the wider setting of the surrounding 



 

Alton Advanced Energy Recovery Facility  Grover Lewis Associates Ltd 
For: No Wey Incinerator  August 2020 

13 

farmland, but credits this as contributing to an understanding and 
appreciation of the building’s historic use, rather than to its current value as a 
heritage asset.  
 

4.10 Only one modelled photomontage is provided as part of the application 
documentation in relation to Bonham’s Farm House (Viewpoint 13). Whilst 
this is useful in providing a single ‘snapshot’ impression of the relationship of 
the application proposals in relation to this highly-graded heritage asset, the 
setting of Bonham’s Farmhouse is experienced from a variety positions along 
public rights of way (especially the St Swithun’s Way long distance footpath), 
as well as in private views from the listed building and its immediate 
surroundings. The Photomontage from Brockham Hill (Viewpoint 7) provides 
further evidence of the likely impact of the proposed Alton AERF on the wider 
setting of Bonham’s Farm House.  In this view, the massive bulk of the 
proposed development can be seen as an incongruous backdrop to the 
historic barns of the that form part of the group of historic buildings within the 
curtilage of the grade II* listed Bonham’s Farm House. 
 

4.11 Due to the high status of Bonham’s Farm House, and its close proximity to 
the application site, it is considered that additional viewpoints in the vicinity of 
Bonham’s Farm House need to be modelled in order to thoroughly test the 
impact of the proposed development on setting and significance of the grade 
II* listed building.  Modelling of additional viewpoints along public rights of 
way and private paths are needed. At the very least, an additional 
photomontage from the vicinity of the farmhouse should be modelled, i.e. 
from a position adjacent to the south-east corner of the listed building. 
 

4.12 It is highly likely, given the substantial scale of the proposed Alton AERF, and 
its proximity to Bonham’s Farm House, that the application proposal will have 
a marked adverse impact on the setting of the grade II* listed building. In 
addition to the impacts in key views embracing the asset, the application 
proposal is likely to be visible from the immediate surroundings of the listed 
building as well as in views from within the property itself.  As is made clear in 
Historic England guidance, the contribution that setting makes to the 
significance of a heritage asset does not depend on their being public rights 
or an ability for the public to access or experience that setting. 
 

4.13 Chapter 10 of the ES concludes, in respect of Bonham’s Farm House, that 
the magnitude of impact arising from the proposed Alton AERF would be ‘low’ 
and that the level of effect on the grade II* listed building would be ‘moderate 
(adverse)’. Given the high status of Bonham’s Farm House, and its close 
proximity to the application site it is considered that this is an under-
calibration of impact.   
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4.14 Using the evaluation criteria set out in tables within Chapter 10 of the ES, it is 
considered that this ‘very high’ status heritage asset would experience a 
‘moderate’ impact, and therefore the level of effect would be ‘major or 
moderate’.  This would be ‘significant’ in EIA terms, but would fall into the 
category of ‘less than substantial harm’ in the terms of the NPPF. 
 
Manor House, Froyle 
 

4.15 The Manor House, Froyle is a grade II* listed building located within the 
Upper Froyle Conservation Area, approximately 1.1km from the application 
site. The Manor House is an impressive Queen Anne style house of two 
storeys plus an attic.  As a grade II* listed building it is a heritage asset of 
very high status.  
 

4.16 The gazetteer that accompanies the Baseline Historic Environment report 
contains a brief description of the building, its setting and visibility with the 
application site. As referred to in paragraph 3.10 above, the building’s setting 
is narrowly defined. The gazetteer states ‘Its setting is the gardens and 

grounds, associated buildings and the surrounding streetscape’. Whilst the 
assessment appears to acknowledge that there some views of the 
surrounding countryside from the asset, the strong inference is that these do 
contribute to the setting and significance of the asset.  Reference is made in 
the gazetteer to the limitation of views over the surrounding countryside due 
to the presence of a recent residential development to the south of the Manor 
House.  The relevance of this is highly questionable in the context of the 
impact of the proposed Alton AERF, since the modern development is in a 
different orientation (south rather than south-west), and is largely screened 
from the Manor House by a belt of mature trees.  
 

4.17 Unhelpfully, the ES (Table 10.4) groups the Manor House with a range of ten 
other listed buildings within the village of Upper Froyle, providing a cover-all 
assessment of setting, impact and effect. In reality, the nature of the setting of 
these listed buildings varies, as does the effect of the proposed development 
on their setting and significance. Notably, the gazetteer accepts that the 
presence of the proposed Alton AERF would, where visible, adversely affect 
the contribution made by setting to the significance of the Manor House, 
Froyle. 
 

4.18 As with Bonham’s Farm House, Table 10.4 within Chapter 10 of the ES 
downplays the positive contribution that the wider setting makes to the 
significance of designated heritage assets in Upper Froyle. Whilst the 
assessment of setting contained in Table 10.4 states that ‘views over the 

surrounding countryside makes a positive contribution to the historic values of 

the listed buildings’, it defines the settings of the identified listed buildings 
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narrowly, repeating the description used elsewhere in the ES, namely that 
‘their setting is primarily their curtilage, any intevisibility with other historic 

buildings, and the village streetscape in which they are experienced’.   
 

4.19 The ES makes a sweeping statement in respect of all the identified listed 
buildings in Upper Froyle that the proposed development would only be 
visible ‘in glimpsed views at a distance and in combination with modern 

housing and the A31’.  In the case of the grade II* listed Manor House, this 
statement is misleading, since, as pointed out above, the modern housing 
referred to is on a different orientation to the proposed Alton AERF, and the 
A31 is barely, if at all visible from this position.  
 

4.20 Our own fieldwork assessment indicates that the proposed Alton AERF is 
likely to be prominent in views from the grade II* Manor House and its 
immediate environs, including views from within its curtilage and from 
windows in the principal, south-west facing facade. Currently there is a laurel 
hedge along the from boundary of the property that would restrict views to 
some extent. No photomontages have been provided in the application 
documentation modelling views from Upper Froyle. The nearest relevant 
viewpoint is Viewpoint 9, taken from the vicinity of Shrubbery House, 
approximately 220m further down the minor road (Ryebridge Lane) that leads 
from Upper Froyle to the A31. This gives some impression of the likely large 
scale and imposing impact of the proposed development in views from this 
range. However, it is no substitute for a photomontage modelled from the 
highly sensitive location of the Manor House, Froyle  
 

4.21 Table 10.4 within Chapter 10 of the ES concludes, in respect of Manor 
House, Froyle that the magnitude of impact arising from the proposed Alton 
AERF would be ‘negligible’ and that the level of effect on the grade II* listed 
building would be ‘negligible’. Given the high status of the Manor House, and 
its elevated position approximately 1.1km of the application site, it is 
considered that this is an under-calibration of impact.   
 

4.22 Using the evaluation criteria set out in tables within Chapter 10 of the ES, it is 
considered that this ‘Very High’ status heritage asset would experience at 
least a ‘low’ impact, and translating into the level of effect of ‘moderate’.  This 
would be ‘significant’ in EIA terms, but would fall into the category of ‘less 
than substantial harm’ in the terms of the NPPF. 
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Upper Froyle Conservation Area 
 

4.23 Upper Froyle Conservation Area is a linear designation, aligned along the 
main village street (Ryebridge Lane) that forms the spine of the historic 
settlement. The village of Upper Froyle is situated in an elevated position 
above the valley of the River Wey, allowing views across the countryside to 
the south and south-west. The Appendix A gazetteer to the Historic 
Environment Baseline Report comments that the views from the conservation 
area make a positive contribution to its historic and architectural value as a 
rural agricultural settlement.  Table 10.4 within Chapter 10 of the ES 
(Summary of negligible /minor effects) contains similar comments. It states 
that ‘it is only a few periphery, longer distance views at the western end of the 

village that would include the proposed development’, but it does accept that 
introducing a large-scale industrial development into those views would have 
an ‘adverse effect’.  The ES states incorrectly that the distance would be 
‘nearly 2km’, but in actual fact at its closest point, (where the westerly views 
towards the proposed development would be available), the distance would 
be approximately 1.1km.  
 

4.24 Fieldwork undertaken to inform the assessment in this report indicates that 
the proposed Alton AERF is likely to be prominent in views from a number of 
points at the western edge of the Upper Froyle Conservation Area, where 
there are views over open countryside looking south-west in the direction of 
the application site. In particular, it is considered that the proposed 
development will be prominent at various points along Reyebridge Lane, 
shortly after it turns south-east out of Upper Froyle towards the A31 (see 
Plate 1 below).  Another position where the application proposal is likely to be 
visible is along the western extremity of Ryebridge Lane in the vicinity of 
West End Farm (see Plate 2).  
 

4.25 No helpful photomontage viewpoints are provided from Upper Froyle 
Conservation Area. As with Manor House Froyle, the closet relevant 
viewpoint is taken from lower down Ryebridge lane, near Shrubbery House 
(Viewpoint 9). This gives some impression of the likely large scale and 
imposing impact of the proposed development in views from this range. 
However, a photomontage modelled from the position illustrated in Plate 1, 
together with a photomontage from the western extremity of Ryebridge Lane 
would provide a more reliable basis on which to assess the impact of the 
proposed development on the setting of the Upper Froyle Conservation Area. 
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Plate 1: View looking south-west in the direction of the application site from within the 
Upper Froyle Conservation Area 
 
 

 
Plate 2: View looking south-west from the western extremity of Ryebridge Lane in the 
vicinity of West End Farm  
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4.26 The ES (Table 10.4) considers that the village ‘would retain a predominantly 

rural character and outlook’ and therefore predicts that the level of impact of 
the proposed Alton AERF on Upper Froyle Conservation Area would be ‘low’, 
and the level of effect to be ‘minor (adverse)’. Given the elevated position of 
Upper Froyle Conservation Area, and its relatively close proximity to the the 
application site (Approximately 1.1km), it is considered that this is an under-
calibration of impact.  Using the assessment criteria set out in the ES, our 
own assessment is that the impact on this heritage asset of ‘high’ importance 
would be ‘low’, translating to a ‘moderate’ adverse effect. This effect would be 
‘significant’ in EIA terms, but equate to less than substantial harm in the 
terms of the NPPF.   
 
Holybourne Conservation Area 
 

4.27 The historic settlement of Holybourne falls within the parish of Alton, and in 
effect forms a small eastern suburb of the town. Despite modern infill 
development and outward spread of the settlement, Holybourne retains much 
of its character as an historic village. For this reason, the historic core of 
Holybourne has been designated a conservation area. Although there are 
limited outward views of the rural surroundings from the principal village 
streets, views towards the open countryside are available from the northern 
and eastern edges of the conservation area. 
 

4.28 The assessment of setting of Holybourne Conservation Area provided in the 
gazetteer to the Historic Environment Baseline Report (Appendix A) states 
that the landscape beyond the historic core of the village is not readily visible, 
and that there are limited views of the surrounding countryside. The rather 
muddled analysis of Holybourne’s setting within Table 10.4 of the ES states 
that the proposed development ‘would be visible in glimpsed views, at a 

distance in combination with modern housing’.  It does not specify where 
these views would be from, or state the location of the modern housing. The 
ES concludes that the predicted impact on the conservation area, as a 
receptor of high importance, would be ‘negligible’, and that the level of effect 
would be ‘negligible’. 
 

4.29 No photomontage visualistation have been prepared for Holybourne 
Conservation Area.  However, fieldwork assessment undertaken to inform 
this report concludes that the proposed Alton AERF is likely to be visible in 
views looking east towards the application site from the footpath that skirts 
the eastern edge of Holybourne Conservation Area, and from the end of the 
intersecting footpath from Church Lane. Furthermore, it is considered that the 
application proposal would be visible in views across fields on the eastern 
edge of Holybourne, towards the eastern spur of the conservation area. 
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These views embrace the rear portion of the grade II listed Oak Cottage and 
the neighbouring Holybourne Forge (see Plate 3).  
 

4.30 Using the assessment criteria set out in the ES, our own assessment is that 
the impact on this heritage asset of ‘high’ importance would be ‘low’, 
translating to a ‘moderate or minor’ adverse effect. Such an effect would be 
‘significant’ in EIA terms, but equate to ‘less than substantial harm’ in the 
terms of the NPPF. 
 

 
Plate 3: Views across fields on the eastern edge of Holybourne, looking towards the 
eastern spur of the conservation area, embracing the rear portion of the grade II 
listed Oak Cottage and neighbouring Holybourne Forge  
 
1&2 and 3&4 Turnpike Cottages 
 

4.31 The two pairs of grade II listed late 18th century semi-detached cottages at 
1&2 and 3&4 Turnpike Cottages lie adjacent to the A31 approximately 0.8km 
from the application site. They are situated within 60m of the grade II listed 
Hen and Chicken Public House. Whilst their setting has been compromised to 
some extent by the close proximity of the dual carriageway of the A31, and 
an adjacent petrol station, the cottages are set well back from the road 
behind mature front gardens.  They back onto open countryside and enjoy a 
semi-rural setting. 
 

4.32 The Appendix A gazetteer that accompanies the Historic Environment 
Baseline Report contains a brief description of the two pairs of listed 
buildings, including their setting and visibility with the application site. As 
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referred to in paragraph 3.10 above, the setting of these listed buildings is 
narrowly defined. The gazetteer states ‘The setting of these buildings is their 

garden, streetscape where the cottages are viewed as a terrace and A31 

alignment. Beyond this setting does not make any positive contribution to the 

heritage value of these assets.’ 
 

4.33 The Appendix A gazetteer denies any positive contribution that the wider rural 
setting of the two pairs of listed buildings makes to their significance, focusing 
instead upon the relationship with the A31. The assessment of the level of 
effect  asserts that: ‘The ERF would be visible from these assets, but in a part 

of the setting that does not contribute to their heritage value’. Accordingly, the 
gazetteer records the level of effect as ‘none’.  
 

4.34 Fieldwork undertaken to inform the assessment in this report indicates that 
the proposed Alton AERF is likely to be visible from the curtilage of the two 
pairs of listed buildings at 1&2 and 3&4 Turnpike Cottages. Such visibility 
would degrade the setting of these listed buildings. 
 

4.35 No photomontage has been prepared to illustrate the likely impact of the 
proposed development on the setting of the two pairs of listed buildings at 
1&2 and 3&4 Turnpike Cottages.   The photomontage prepared from 
Viewpoint 17 gives some indication of the likely scale and impact of the 
proposed development in views from this range.  However, it is taken from a 
position within the dual carriageway, with mature intervening roadside trees 
obscuring the view towards the development proposal.  A viewpoint position 
on the subsidiary road running along the frontage to the listed buildings is 
likely to give rise to a greater visual impact.  
 

4.36 As grade II listed buildings, 1&2 and 3&4 Turnpike Cottages rate as receptors 
of ‘high’ importance according to the criteria set out in Chapter 10 of the ES. 
Using the matrix-based system for determining the likely significance of effect 
it is considered that the magnitude of impact would be ‘low’ leading to a 
‘moderate or minor’ level of effect. If rated at ‘moderate’ the effect would be 
‘significant’ in EIA terms.  In the terms of the NPPF this would be less than 
substantial harm. 
 
Cuckoo’s Corner Roman Site  
 

4.37 Cuckoo’s Corner is the site of a small Roman settlement.  The site is 
designated as a scheduled monument and comprises two parts, the larger 
element of which lies to the immediate north of London Road, Holybourne 
and is partially in use as a cricket field, with the remainder to the north an 
agricultural field.   There are no above-ground remains. There are views 
looking east towards the application site from within the scheduled site, 
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although the building currently occupying the application site is not visible due 
to an intervening belt of mature trees. 
 

4.38 The assessment of setting of provided in the gazetteer to the Historic 
Environment Baseline Report (Appendix A) states that: ‘The asset’s setting is 

the settlement of Holybourne, A31 and railway and agricultural land. It makes 

a neutral contribution to the asset’s heritage values.’ It states that the 
proposed development would be ‘barely visible’ from the asset, and in a part 
of its setting that does not contribute to its heritage value. For these reasons 
the assessment in the gazetteer concludes that the level of effect resulting 
from the proposed development is ‘none’. 
 

4.39 Whilst the principal heritage significance of Cuckoo’s Corner Roman Site is 
evidential, comprising the below ground archaeological remains, the site does 
have some communal significance in its role as a sports ground and as an 
attractive area of open space. It is traversed by a public footpath, leading out 
into open countryside to the east of Holybourne. 
 

4.40 No photomontage visualisations have been provided in relation to Cuckoo’s 
Corner.  Fieldwork undertaken to inform the assessment in this report 
indicates that the proposed Alton AERF is likely to be visible from parts of the 
monument, particularly from higher ground where it is traversed by a public 
footpath.  Whilst the impact is likely to be negligible, such an impact on a 
receptor of ‘very high’ importance would lead to an effect of ‘minor or 
negligible’, rather than the ‘none’ predicted by the ES.  It is considered that 
the impact on the setting of the scheduled monument at Cuckoo’s Corner 
should be tested by a photomontage from a suitably chosen location.  
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5.0 Conclusions   

5.1 This report concludes that the proposed Alton AERF is likely to have an 
adverse impact on the setting and significance of a range of designated 
heritage assets in the locality.  The greatest impacts are likely to be on 
heritage assets in and around the settlements of Upper Froyle and 
Holybourne, but also in the case of more isolated individual/groups of historic 
buildings.  
 

5.2 A number of the assessments of impact contained in the Chapter 10 of the 
ES and the supporting Historic Environment Baseline Report are considered 
to have under-valued the contribution that setting makes to the significance of 
heritage assets, and that in turn the adverse effect of the proposed Alton 
AERF has been under-estimated. This includes, in particular, Bonham’s Farm 
House, the Manor House, Froyle and the conservation areas of Upper Froyle 
and Holybourne. 
 

5.3 With the exception of a single photomontage embracing a view of Bonham’s 
Farm House, the ES is not supported by photomontage visualisations geared 
specifically to illustrate heritage impacts. The paucity of such visualisations 
means that there is an inadequate basis for a proper assessment of likely 
impacts on the settings of heritage assets arising from the proposed Alton 
AERF. Accordingly, additional photomontage visualisations, as outlined 
above, will be needed to enable a robust assessment of heritage impacts 
prior to the determination of the application. 
 

5.4 It is notable in respect of the statutory duties set out in section 66 (1) and 
section 72 of the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 
1990, that there is no recognition in Chapter 10 of the ES and its associated 
Appendix 10.1 Historic Environment Baseline Report of the legislative 
implications of the Barnwell Manor case, namely that the desirability of 
preserving the settings of listed buildings should not simply be given careful 
consideration but should be given "considerable importance and weight" 
when the decision-maker carries out the balancing exercise. This is clearly 
relevant in relation to the current application for the Alton AERF where there 
will be harm to the settings of a number of designated heritage assets in the 
vicinity of the proposed development. The harm identified in this report that 
would be caused to the setting and significance of designated heritage assets 
as a result of the proposed Alton AERF must, accordingly, be weighed 
against the benefits claimed for the proposal, bearing in mind the statutory 
duties outlined above. 
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1 Introduction 

1.1 This report reviews the carbon assessment completed by Fichtner in support of Viola’s Energy 

Recovery Facility to be known as the Alton Advanced Energy Recovery Facility (AAERF).1 

1.2 This report provides a review of the carbon assessment produced to support the AAERF, including: 

• the approach taken; 

• the scope of emissions sources; 

• the temporal scope of the assessment; 

• the data inputs and assumptions adopted; and 

• the carbon calculations, for potential errors and consistency. 

1.3 Based on this review this report presents alternative carbon calculations reflecting data inputs and 

scope reflective of good practice and considering the carbon footprint of the AAERF over its whole 

proposed lifetime.  

1.4 The findings are discussed and recommendations for improving the carbon analysis presented. 

2 Carbon Assessment Review 

Approach 

2.1 The Fichtner carbon assessment has compared the greenhouse gas emissions (CO2e) from the 
AAERF to CO2e emissions from a baseline taken to be waste disposal by landfill. This comparison 

seems justified, although there may be a case for wider set of alterative baselines to be considered, 

for example alternative thermal treatment technologies.  

2.2 The report also states that the focus is operational carbon since those will dominate over the lifetime 

of the project. This implies that the assessment will consider lifecycle carbon effects, however this is 

not the case and the assessment has instead considered the CO2e emissions in the current and 

opening years only. This is discussed further in the Temporal Scope section later in this report. 

Recommendation 1: Report to consider alterative baseline options. 

Scope of Emission Sources 

2.3 The assessment has been limited to operational carbon. In the case of the landfill facility this is 

considered to be a reasonable approach as there is no indication that if the AAERF project did not 

 
1 Fichtner, April 2020. Alton Advanced Recovery Facility. Carbon Assessment.  
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go ahead there is a requirement for new landfill capacity. Fichtner dismiss the need to quantify 

construction related carbon emission from the AAERF on the basis that those will be small over the 

lifetime of the project.  

2.4 They assume a construction footprint of 30,000 tonnes CO2e and a 20-year life and this therefore 

equates to annualised emissions of 1,500t CO2e per annum. This is a relatively small component of 

the annual CO2e emissions, albeit not insignificant, and broadly similar to other sources consider by 

their analysis. For completeness it is recommended that construction emissions are considered. 

Recommendation 2: Analysis to consider construction CO2e emissions from AAERF. 

2.5 The assessment has also scoped out the potential benefit from sequestering biogenic carbon that is 
likely to be associated with waste treatment by landfill. Independent research by Defra2 indicates 

that this “benefit” is not insignificant and would warrant further consideration. 

Recommendation 3: Landfill CO2e assessment to consider impact of sequestering biogenic 

carbon. 

2.6 The assessment has considered carbon benefits from heat generated by the AAERF facility through 

a sensitivity, which seems appropriate given uncertainty over potential use of the heat. Further 

discussion in relation to policy points on heat recovery are provided in Section 4 of this report. 

Temporal Scope 

2.7 The carbon assessment has considered the net effect of the AAERF to the baseline of landfill 
disposal in the current year (assumed to be 2018). As a sensitivity it has examined the net balance 

in 2020 and the opening year 2023 using a range of landfill gas recovery efficiencies and electricity 

grid carbon offsets. 

2.8 Consequently, the assessment has not completed a lifecycle carbon assessment which is required 

to present a holistic and comprehensive comparison of emissions between the facility and the 

baseline. The assessment does not consider the emissions in any year other than the year of 

opening, nor does it consider the cumulative emissions over its 25-year lifetime to 2048.  

2.9 The sensitivity testing provided in the assessment covers only the landfill gas recovery efficiencies 

and electricity grid carbon offsets and does not cover other uncertain variables. 

Recommendation 4: The assessment should present operational CO2e emission over the full 

lifecycle of the AAERF starting in the opening year (2023) and then each subsequent year 

over its proposed 25-year life until 2048. The cumulative CO2e emissions over this period 

should be compared to the landfill baseline to assess the carbon implications of the AAERF. 

 
2 Defra, 2014 “Energy recovery for residual waste A carbon-based modelling approach” 
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Recommendation 5: A comprehensive sensitivity assessment should be provided reflecting 

uncertainties in the opening year and lifetime of the project. 

Data Inputs and Assumptions 

2.10 The assessment relies on a large number of data inputs and assumptions to calculate the CO2e 

emissions from the AAERF and landfill baseline.  

2.11 Table 1 and Table 2 detail data and assumptions requiring further consideration.
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Table 1:  AAERF Data Inputs 

Source Data Used Considerations Recommendation 

Waste 
Throughput 

The report states that the design case for the facility 
is a throughput of 330,000 tonnes/year with net 
calorific value (NCV) of 9.5 MJ/kg. Separately they 
present data on carbon content (% mass) of 25.58 
and biogenic carbon (% carbon) of 49.11. To justify 
these figures, they refer to 4 publications. 

It is not clear from the report how the authors have reached 
conclusions with high precision to 2 decimal places on the 
carbon and biogenic carbon content of the waste steam. 

Recommendation 6: Provide further 
detail on the assumptions and 
underlying basis for waste throughput 
including total carbon and biogenic 
carbon content. 

Grid Offset 

The report quotes a grid offset emission factor of 
0.349 t CO2e/MWh for electricity generated by the 
AAERF, based on the marginal grid generation 
factor for CCGT gas engines. Long run marginal 
generation grid factors are considered in the 
sensitivity analysis for 2020 and 2023. 

Independent analysis by Defra (2014)2 examining the 
relative carbon impacts of energy from waste relative to 
landfill recommends the use of long run marginal 
generation grid factors over the lifetime of the facility to 
adequately reflect future decarbonisation of the grid.  

Recommendation 7: Calculate CO2e 
emissions using government 
published long run marginal 
generation grid factors for 2023 and 
each year to 2048 (end of life).  
Recommendation 8: Calculate the 
cumulative emissions over the lifetime 
of the facility. 

Metals 
Recovery 

The report assumes CO2e offset through recovery 
of metals. It assumes 5,198 tonnes of metal 
recovery annually with 50% steel and 50% 
aluminium. 

Firstly, it is unclear how the mass of residual recovered 
metal (5,198 tonnes/yr) has been derived. It should be 
considered that through the lifetime of the facility, the 
amount of metal recovered and recycled before reaching 
the facility for final thermal treatment will increase and 
therefore the amount of residual recovered metal will 
reduce.  
The carbon offset from metal recovery is material since it is 
estimated in the assessment that this provides an offset of 
30,148 t CO2e/yr. Further evidence is required to 
substantiate assumptions adopted in relation to the amount 
of metal recovered, and the balance of steel and aluminium 
recovered, as aluminium has significantly higher carbon 
content than steel. 

Recommendation 9: Provide further 
evidence to substantiate assumptions 
on metals recovery including the 
amount of metal recovered, and the 
balance of steel and aluminium 
recovered. 

Waste 
Transport 

The report assumes that waste deliveries to the 
AAERF will travel an average of 48 km (one way) in 
comparison to a 77 km distance to landfill. 
Distances are quoted as being “project specific 
assumptions”. 

No justification or reference is provided to support the 
assumption that waste deliveries will need to travel, on 
average, 29 km further to landfill than they would to the 
AAERF. 

Recommendation 10: Provide 
further evidence and justification for 
the assumptions related to waste 
transport distances. 
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Table 2:  Landfill Disposal Data Inputs 

Source Data used Considerations Recommendation 

Landfill Gas 
Recovery (LFG) 
Efficiency 

The reports assumed a central 
figure of 68% LFG recovery rate. 
The sensitivity examines a 
higher value of 75% and lower 
values of 60% and 52%. 

The LFG recovery rate is a critical data value for the assessment as it 
drives the emissions from the landfill option. Independent analysis 
completed by Defra (2014)2 indicates that a central likely value of 75% 
should be adopted and assumed to increase with time to near 80%.  
The same report also quotes advice from the Environmental Agency 
best practice requirements for landfill gas collection as “An active gas 
extraction system to achieve the maximum practicable collection 
efficiency. The annual collection efficiency for methane should be 
compared against a value of 85 per cent. The operator or regulator may 
use this simple assessment to trigger further investigation. This 
collection efficiency should be achieved in that part of the landfill where 
gas collection must be taking place (i.e. the capped areas of the site)‟. 
A separate report by ERM reported to Defra3 that modelling the active 
collection phase at 85% recovery gives an overall (150 year) recovery 
figure of 75%. 

Recommendation 11: The assessment 
should represent the central likely scenario 
based on recommended LFG recovery 
figure of 75%. 
Recommendation 12: Calculate 
cumulative GHG emissions from opening 
year to end of life year to enable 
comparison to AAERF emissions on a like 
for like basis 
Recommendation 13: Sensitivity 
assessment should examine effects of 
higher LFG recovery rate with time until 
2048. 

Methane 
Content of 
Landfill Gas 

The report states that the carbon 
calculations are based on an 
assumption that 57% of the 
landfill gas is methane.  

The landfill gas carbon calculations are very sensitive to the assumption 
on methane content of landfill gas as higher methane content results in 
higher CO2e emissions from landfill. Various published resources 
indicated typical landfill gas methane content is around 50%, and a 
recent study published in Applied Sciences Journal4 suggests that 
methane content of around 57% is likely only for municipal waste or 
waste with high biogenic carbon, such as sewage sludge. For other 
waste streams, such as demolition and construction debris, equivalent 
landfill gas methane content may be much lower, even as low as 10% 
or less. 

Recommendation 14: Sensitivity 
assessment should examine effects of 
lower landfill gas methane content, and/or 
a landfill gas methane content better 
evidenced as representative of the waste 
streams likely to be received by the 
AAERF. 

 
3  Carbon Balances and Energy Impacts of the Management of UK Wastes, Defra R&D Project WRT 237, Final Report, December 2006, Environmental Resources 

Management Limited 
4  Chung et. al, 2019, The Influence of Waste Composition on Landfill Gas Generation in a Pilot-Scale Lysimeter 



 
 
Alton Advanced Energy Recovery Facility  Air Quality Assessment  
 

 J4173 7 of 18 August 2020
  

2.12 The key data parameters that require further assessment are therefore the grid offset emission 

factors and LFG recovery % for the period from opening to end of life. These conclusions are 

consistent with advice from Defra (2014)2. Defra show for example that depending on assumptions 
taken the lifetime net balance of CO2e for energy from waste compared to landfill is worse for new 

energy from waste plant (taking a best case operational efficiency) opened in 2020 or later (see 

Figure 1 below). 

 

Figure 1: Extract of Analysis Completed by Defra (2014)2 

Emissions Calculations 

2.13 A selection of the GHG calculations have been reviewed to check for consistency and any potential 

errors. This has highlighted the following errors and inconsistencies: 

• The report appears to use a 76% proportion of methane in LFG in the calculation (Table 8 in 

the report) instead of 57% (quoted in Table 7). This has a significant effect on the calculation; 

• Table 13 in the report quotes net benefits of the facility as 65,190 tCO2e. This is not consistent 

with the 65,338 quoted above the table or the 65,392 quoted in Table 14 of the report; and 

• The report quotes a lifetime of the facility as 20 years and 25 years in different sections of the 

report. The Defra report (2014) indicates a standard life of 25 years to enable project payback. 

Other Considerations 

2.14 The corporate video promoting the facility refers to it being “climate positive”. The accepted definition 
of climate positive is that the project itself (e.g. not relative to another project) will result in negative 

carbon emissions.  

2.15 This is plainly not the case for the project proposed. To achieve a “climate positive” project would 

require carbon capture technology which has not been proposed. 
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3 Alternative Carbon Calculations 

Lifecycle Carbon Calculation 

3.1 The carbon5 calculations have been recalculated and are presented in Table 3. The calculations 

have been made with the following adjustments to those in Table 14 of the Fichtner Report: 

• landfill gas methane content has been adjusted to 57% to correct the error identified in the 

calculations (see paragraph 2.13); 

• the grid offset carbon factors have been adjusted from 2018 factors for CCGT gas engines as 

used in the carbon report, to Department for Business Energy and Industrial Strategy long run 
marginal grid generation carbon factors6 for future years, which account for decarbonisation of 

the UK’s electricity grid; and 

• the landfill gas recovery efficiency sensitivity has been adjusted to focus on a central (likely) 
scenario of 75% landfill gas recovery, with upper and lower bound estimates of 68% and 85%, 

the latter being consistent with Environment Agency advice (see Table 2). 

3.2 The alternative carbon calculations (showing the net difference between the AAERF and landfill 
baseline) are presented for the proposed year of opening of the AAERF (2023), the proposed end-

of-life year (2048) and the net cumulative emissions over the 25-year lifetime from 2023 to 2048 is 

also presented. Full details of the year by year calculations are presented in Appendix A1. 

Table 3:  Total Net CO2e Emissions, AAERF vs Landfill (tonnes CO2e) a 

Year 
Landfill Gas Recovery Efficiency 

85% 75% 68% 

2023 40,287 9,807 -11,529 

2048 82,410 52,951 32,329 

Cumulative 
25 years (2023-2048) 

1,808,218 1,034,161 492,321 

a  Negative values indicate lower emissions from AAERF compared to landfill and positive values indicate 
higher emissions from AAERF when compared to landfill. 

3.3 The data in Table 3 demonstrates that in all three of the landfill gas recovery efficiency scenarios, 
the net cumulative emissions over the lifetime of the AAERF are higher than the equivalent emissions 

from landfill.  In the proposed opening year, 2023, based on the 68% landfill gas recovery efficiency 

favoured in the Fichtner calculations, the AAERF has lower emissions than landfill, but the net benefit 

 
5 The term carbon is used interchangeably with greenhouse gases and both are represented as CO2e emissions. 
6 Department for Business Energy and Industrial Strategy (2020) Green Book supplementary guidance: valuation of 

energy use and greenhouse gas emissions for appraisal. Table 1. 
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is 11,529 tCO2e, which is considerably lower than the circa 65,000 tCO2e claimed in their carbon 

assessment. 

3.4 This analysis estimates the AAERF would result in 492,321 – 1,808,218 additional tonnes CO2e 

being released over the lifetime of the facility compared to landfill. 

Sensitivity Tests  

Landfill Gas Methane Content Sensitivity  

3.5 The carbon calculations are sensitive to the assumption regarding the proportion of methane in the 

landfill gas. The core assumption in the carbon calculations is 57%. Published sources suggest 

landfill gas methane content is typically in the 50-55% range, and potentially much lower, especially 
for waste with low biogenic carbon content. The calculations have therefore been reproduced 

assuming 50% methane content in the landfill gas and shown in Table 4 as a sensitivity. Full details 

of the year by year calculations are presented in Appendix A1. 

Table 4:  Total Net CO2e Emissions, AAERF vs Landfill (tonnes CO2e) – 50% Methane 
Content in Landfill Gas a 

Year 
Landfill Gas Recovery Efficiency 

85% 75% 68% 

2023 45,034  18,297  -419  

2048 88,222  62,380  44,291  

Cumulative 
25 years (2023-2048) 

1,950,873  1,271,876  796,578  

a  Negative values indicate lower emissions from AAERF compared to landfill and positive values indicate 
higher emissions from AAERF when compared to landfill. 

3.6 The data in Table 4 demonstrates that reducing the assumed proportion of methane in landfill gas 

to 50% overturns almost all of the net benefit of the AAERF in the opening year, and as with the 

main analysis results in higher cumulative emissions over the lifetime of AAERF than comparatively 

for landfill, in all three landfill gas recovery sensitivity tests.  

3.7 The 50% methane content in landfill gas sensitivity analysis estimates the AAERF would result in 

796,578 – 1,950,873 additional tonnes CO2e being released over the lifetime of the facility compared 

to landfill.  

Recovered Metals Sensitivity 

3.8 Increased recycling and improved technology for removing recyclables from mixed waste may result 
in lower residual recovered metal from the proposed facility. The calculations have therefore been 
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reproduced assuming that the annual recovered metal from the facility is 2,599 tonnes, which is 

equivalent to 50% of the value assumed in the Fichtner calculations. The results of this sensitivity 

analysis are shown in Table 5. Full details of the year by year calculations are presented in Appendix 

A1. 

Table 5:  Total Net CO2e Emissions, AAERF vs Landfill (tonnes CO2e) – 50% Reduced 
Recovered Metal (2,599 tonnes/yr) a 

Year 
Landfill Gas Recovery Efficiency 

85% 75% 68% 

2023 60,108  33,371  14,655  

2048 103,297  77,455  59,365  

Cumulative 
25 years (2023-2048) 

2,342,803  1,663,805  1,188,507  

a  Negative values indicate lower emissions from AAERF compared to landfill and positive values indicate 
higher emissions from AAERF when compared to landfill. 

3.9 The data in Table 5 demonstrates that reducing the assumed mass of recovered metals to 50% 

results in a net additional emissions from the AAERF in the opening year compared to landfill in any 
of the landfill gas recovery scenarios. Emissions from the AAERF are much higher than the 

equivalent emissions from landfill over the lifetime of the facility.  

3.10 The 50% reduced recovery metal sensitivity analysis estimates the AAERF would result in 1,188,507 
– 2,342,803 additional tonnes CO2e being released over the lifetime of the facility compared to 

landfill.  

4 Policy Position 

National Planning Policy for Waste 

4.1 The National Planning Policy for Waste7 provides a framework for waste planning policy in England. 

In part 4 of the policy on identifying suitable sites and areas (for waste facilities), the documents 

states:  

“Where a low carbon energy recovery facility is considered as an appropriate type of development, 

waste planning authorities should consider the suitable siting of such facilities to enable the utilisation 

of the heat produced as an energy source in close proximity to suitable potential heat customers.”. 

 
7 DCLG (2014) National Planning Policy for Waste 
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4.2 In its current form, the proposed AAERF does not appear to have a viable plan for use of its waste 

heat nor customers nearby to provide this to. 

Waste Management Plan for England 

4.3 The Waste Management Plan for England8 provides a framework for management of England’s 

waste. It provides further support to the principal that the location of energy recovery facilities such 

as energy from waste should carefully consider opportunities to use the heat produced. The Plan 

states in relation to energy recovery technologies: 

“Any given technology is more beneficial if both heat and electricity can be recovered. Particular 

attention should therefore be given to the location of the plant to maximise opportunities for heat 

use.”. 

Energy from Waste: A Guide to the Debate 

4.4 The Government has published a document discussion the role of energy from waste in the 
management of the UK’s residual waste. Energy from Waste: A guide to the debate9 is designed as 

a starting point to discussions on the role of energy from waste in management of residual waste. 

4.5 The document includes a section of future policy and paragraph 219 outlines the principles 

underpinning future energy from waste policy. The second principal states:  

“Energy from waste should seek to reduce or mitigate the environmental impacts of waste 

management and then seek to maximise the benefits of energy generation.” 

4.6 In relation to this principal, the document continues in paragraphs 243 and 244: 

“Looking to the future this is not a static picture. A number of factors including the composition of 

waste, the environmental impacts of alternative energy sources, and the effectiveness of landfill gas 

capture, are expected to change and will all have an impact on the relative merits of the two 

approaches.  

Ensuring that energy from waste is robust to these changes and maintains its primacy over landfill 

in the long term will need to be a key consideration for Government policy and industry practice 

alike.”. 

4.7 It is therefore clear than any assessment of the environmental impacts of an energy from waste 
facility such as AAERF should consider a range of factors that may change over the lifetime of the 

facility. This has not been carried out within Fichtner’s carbon assessment, which has focussed 

solely on limited variables in the opening year of 2023. 

 
8 Defra (2013) Waste Management Plan for England 
9 Defra (2014) Energy from Waste: A guide to the debate 
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4.8 Paragraph 46 of the guide to the debate makes clear how this should be considered with respect to 

carbon emissions (highlighted for emphasis): 

4.9 “Ensuring that the waste and efficiency of plant are sufficiently matched for the entire life of an energy 

from waste plant is key to the debate over whether energy from waste is the most appropriate 

management option. It may be that the plant itself can be updated, upgraded or refurbished to keep 

pace with the changing nature of the waste. To understand fully the relative benefits of energy from 

waste against other solutions a full life cycle assessment for the specific circumstances will be 

required.” 

4.10 It is therefore concluded that the AAERF carbon assessment falls short of meeting the requirements 
of current waste management policy and a full lifecycle carbon assessment, including sensitivity 

tests should be undertaken in accordance with Recommendations 4 and 5 in this report. 

Policy Connect - No Time to Waste 

4.11 It is acknowledged in the Energy from Waste: A guide to the debate document that waste policy is 

continuingly evolving, and it is appropriate to look to potential emerging policy in relation to support 

for energy from waste. A cross-party think tank, Policy Connect, recently published a report 
examining future policy support in the waste industry with a focus on the Government’s commitment 

to achieving net zero carbon by 2050. 

4.12 The report, entitled No Time to Waste10, provides recommendations to Government for future waste 
policy. With respect to energy from waste, the report recommends that Government support for 

energy from waste is contingent on three key initiatives: 

• Government should develop policies to support the introduction of carbon capture and storage 

technologies into energy from waste facilities; 

• authorities should ensure that the location of facilities prioritises finding potential heat 

customers to receive heat from the facility; and 

• all plastics should be eliminated from the residual waste streams to prevent waste with low 

biogenic carbon content being treated in energy from waste facilities. 

4.13 In relation to these recommendations, the proposed AAERF does not propose any carbon capture 
either at the facility’s outset or as a future upgrade; there is not a viable plan for use of the facility’s 

waste heat; and no information has been provided in the carbon assessment regarding assumptions 

around the plastic content of the waste stream and measures to minimise this either now or in the 

future.  

 
10 Policy Connect (2020) No Time to Waste, Resources, Recovery and the Road to Net Zero 
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5 Summary and Recommendations  

Summary 

5.1 This report details the findings from the review of Fichtner’s carbon calculations in support of Viola’s 

Energy Recovery Facility to be known as the Alton Advanced Energy Recovery Facility (AAERF). 

This review has identified 14 recommendations listed below that have been specified to ensure the 

analysis meets good practice.  

5.2 The implications of a number of the recommendations have been examined through updated 

analysis to examine the net CO2e emissions over the lifetime of the proposed AAERF. This shows 
that the AAERF would, in the likely scenario, result in approximately 1 million more tonnes of CO2e 

than for the landfill baseline.  

5.3 Additional sensitivity analysis demonstrates that the net CO2e disbenefit of the AAERF ranges 
between 0.5 million tonnes to 2.3 million tonnes over the 25-year lifetime of the AAERF. All scenarios 

considered therefore indicate that the AAERF would result in greater CO2e emissions over its lifetime 

than the baseline of landfill. This finding is broadly consistent with independent analysis completed 
by Defra (2014)2 which indicates that even for highly efficient energy recovery facilities opening after 

2020 would result in a net increase in CO2e emissions compared to landfill over their lifetime. 

5.4 The review has also highlighted a number of key policy considerations that are not currently 

considered in detail within the AAERF application. Specifically:  

• The development is not ‘climate positive’ as claimed by some of the developer’s PR material. 

In order to be truly climate positive the development would need to result in negative carbon 

emissions. The developers own analysis demonstrates that this is not the case; 

• The National Planning Policy for Waste states that “Where a low carbon energy recovery 

facility is considered as an appropriate type of development, waste planning authorities should 

consider the suitable siting of such facilities to enable the utilisation of the heat produced as an 

energy source in close proximity to suitable potential heat customers”. This position is 

supported by the Waste Management Plan for England. The waste authority should consider 

this in relation to the proposed application as no local heat customers currently exist; and  

• A July 2020 publication by cross-party think tank Policy Connect provides some 

recommendations to Government on future waste policy including energy from waste. For 
energy from waste the report recommends that the Government develop policies to support the 

introduction of carbon capture and storage technologies into energy from waste facilities; 

ensure that the location of facilities prioritises finding potential heat customers; and eliminate 

plastics from the residual waste stream. 
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Recommendations 

5.5 The following recommendations for updates to the AAERF carbon assessment have been identified 

within this report:  

• Recommendation 1: Report to consider alterative baseline options. 

• Recommendation 2: Analysis to consider construction CO2e emissions from AAERF. 

• Recommendation 3: Landfill CO2e assessment to consider impact of sequestering biogenic 

carbon. 

• Recommendation 4: The assessment should present operational CO2e emission over the full 

lifecycle of the AAERF starting in the opening year (2023) and then each subsequent year over 
its proposed 25-year life until 2048. The cumulative CO2e emissions over this period should be 

compared to the landfill baseline to assess the carbon implications of the AAAERF. 

• Recommendation 5: A comprehensive sensitivity assessment should be provided reflecting 

uncertainties in the opening year and lifetime of the project. 

• Recommendation 6: Provide further detail on the assumptions and underlying basis for waste 

throughput including total carbon and biocarbon content. 

• Recommendation 7: Calculate CO2e emissions using government published long run 

marginal generation grid factors for 2023 and each year to 2048 (end of life).  

• Recommendation 8: Calculate the cumulative emissions over the lifetime of the facility. 

• Recommendation 9: Provide further evidence to substantiate assumptions on metals recovery 

including the amount of metal recovered, and the balance of steel and aluminium recovered. 

• Recommendation 10: Provide further evidence and justification for the assumptions related to 

waste transport distances. 

• Recommendation 11: The assessment should represent the central likely scenario based on 

recommended LFG recovery figure of 75%. 

• Recommendation 12: Calculate cumulative GHG emissions from opening year to end of life 

year to enable comparison to AAERF emissions on a like for like basis 

• Recommendation 13: Sensitivity assessment should examine effects of higher LFG recovery 

rate with time until 2048. 

• Recommendation 14: Sensitivity assessment should examine effects of lower landfill gas 

methane content, and/or a landfill gas methane content better evidenced as representative of 

the waste streams likely to be received by the AAERF. 
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A1 Alternative Carbon Calculations 

Main Carbon Calculation 

A1.1 The year-by-year net carbon (AAERF vs landfill) emissions based on 57% methane content of landfill 

gas are presented in Table A1.1.  

Table A1.1: Total Net CO2e Emissions, AAERF vs Landfill (tonnes CO2e) 

 
Year 

Landfill Gas Recovery Efficiency Grid Factor 
(kgCO2e/kWh) 85% 75% 68% 

2023 40,287 9,807 -11,529 0.233 

2024 43,114 12,702 -8,586 0.219 

2025 46,102 15,762 -5,475 0.205 

2026 49,259 18,996 -2,188 0.189 

2027 52,595 22,413 1,285 0.173 

2028 56,120 26,023 4,956 0.156 

2029 59,846 29,839 8,835 0.138 

2030 63,783 33,872 12,934 0.118 

2031 66,431 36,584 15,691 0.105 

2032 68,790 39,000 18,148 0.094 

2033 70,892 41,154 20,336 0.084 

2034 72,766 43,072 22,287 0.075 

2035 74,435 44,782 24,025 0.066 

2036 75,922 46,305 25,573 0.059 

2037 77,247 47,662 26,953 0.053 

2038 78,428 48,871 28,182 0.047 

2039 79,480 49,949 29,277 0.042 

2040 80,417 50,909 30,253 0.037 

2041 80,666 51,164 30,513 0.036 

2042 80,915 51,419 30,772 0.035 

2043 81,165 51,675 31,032 0.034 

2044 81,414 51,930 31,291 0.032 

2045 81,663 52,185 31,550 0.031 

2046 81,912 52,440 31,810 0.030 

2047 82,161 52,695 32,069 0.029 

2048 82,410 52,951 32,329 0.028 

TOTAL 1,808,218  1,034,161 492,321 - 
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Landfill Gas Methane Content Sensitivity  

A1.2 The year-by-year net carbon (AAERF vs landfill) emissions based on 50% methane content of landfill 

gas are presented in Table A1.2.  

Table A1.2: Total Net CO2e Emissions, AAERF vs Landfill (tonnes CO2e) – 50% Methane 
Content in Landfill Gas 

 Year 
Landfill Gas Recovery Efficiency Grid Factor 

(kgCO2e/kWh) 85% 75% 68% 

2023 45,034  18,297  -419  0.233 

2024 47,933  21,256  2,582  0.219 

2025 50,995  24,382  5,753  0.205 

2026 54,232  27,686  9,103  0.189 

2027 57,653  31,177  12,644  0.173 

2028 61,267  34,867  16,386  0.156 

2029 65,087  38,766  20,341  0.138 

2030 69,124  42,886  24,520  0.118 

2031 71,839  45,657  27,330  0.105 

2032 74,258  48,126  29,834  0.094 

2033 76,413  50,327  32,066  0.084 

2034 78,334  52,287  34,054  0.075 

2035 80,045  54,034  35,826  0.066 

2036 81,570  55,590  37,404  0.059 

2037 82,928  56,977  38,811  0.053 

2038 84,139  58,212  40,064  0.047 

2039 85,218  59,313  41,180  0.042 

2040 86,179  60,294  42,175  0.037 

2041 86,434  60,555  42,440  0.036 

2042 86,690  60,816  42,704  0.035 

2043 86,945  61,077  42,969  0.034 

2044 87,201  61,337  43,233  0.032 

2045 87,456  61,598  43,498  0.031 

2046 87,711  61,859  43,762  0.030 

2047 87,967  62,120  44,027  0.029 

2048 88,222  62,380  44,291  0.028 

TOTAL 1,950,873  1,271,876  796,578  - 
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Recovered Metals Sensitivity  

A1.3 The year-by-year net carbon (AAERF vs landfill) emissions based on 57% methane content of landfill 

gas, but with 50% reduced volume of recovered metal (2,599 tonnes per year) are presented in 

Table A1.3.  

Table A1.3: Total Net CO2e Emissions, AAERF vs Landfill (tonnes CO2e) – 50% Reduced 
Recovered Metal (2,599 tonnes/yr) 

 

 

 

 

Year 
Landfill Gas Recovery Efficiency Grid Factor 

(kgCO2e/kWh) 85% 75% 68% 

2023 60,108  33,371  14,655  0.233 

2024 63,007  36,330  17,656  0.219 

2025 66,070  39,456  20,827  0.205 

2026 69,306  42,760  24,178  0.189 

2027 72,727  46,251  27,719  0.173 

2028 76,342  49,941  31,461  0.156 

2029 80,161  53,840  35,415  0.138 

2030 84,198  57,960  39,594  0.118 

2031 86,913  60,731  42,404  0.105 

2032 89,332  63,201  44,909  0.094 

2033 91,487  65,401  47,140  0.084 

2034 93,408  67,361  49,128  0.075 

2035 95,119  69,108  50,900  0.066 

2036 96,644  70,664  52,478  0.059 

2037 98,003  72,051  53,885  0.053 

2038 99,213  73,287  55,138  0.047 

2039 100,292  74,388  56,255  0.042 

2040 101,253  75,369  57,250  0.037 

2041 101,508  75,629  57,514  0.036 

2042 101,764  75,890  57,778  0.035 

2043 102,019  76,151  58,043  0.034 

2044 102,275  76,412  58,307  0.032 

2045 102,530  76,672  58,572  0.031 

2046 102,786  76,933  58,836  0.030 

2047 103,041  77,194  59,101  0.029 

2048 103,297  77,455  59,365  0.028 

TOTAL 2,342,803  1,663,805  1,188,507  - 
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