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To whom it may concern / EA Environmental Permit Team, 

 

Re: Alton MRF, Farnham Road, Upper Froyle, Alton, GU34 4JD 

Response to Veolia ES Hampshire Limited, EPR/VP3290ER/V004 

Environmental Permit Consultation 

 

We have been appointed by the No Wey Incinerator group to undertake a review of the 

Environmental Permit variation application. 

Our review sticks rigidly to only those points and areas that are valid for you to take account 

of as part of the permit application consultation process, as to how the applicant intends to 

protect the health of people and the wider environment in accordance with the required 

standards. Indeed you have stated on the specific permit website itself you can only review: 

1. Relevant environmental regulatory requirements and technical standards. 

2. Information on local population and sensitive sites. 

3. Comments on whether the right process is being used for the activity, for example 

whether the technology is the right one. 

4. The shape and use of the land around the site in terms of its potential impact, whether 

that impact is acceptable and what pollution control or abatement may be required. 

5. The impact of noise and odour from traffic on site. 

6. Permit conditions by providing information that we have not been made aware of in 

the application, or by correcting incorrect information in the application (e.g. 

monitoring and techniques to control pollution). 

Of particular concern is a) the fact that the Habitats Regulations are, as the Permit information 

stands, not being met and b) the missing information of significance, relevant to the Permit. 

The information submitted does not demonstrate the standards can be ment. 

It does not seem correct that a Permit should be submitted for review supported by 

information which unequivocally states that critical thresholds are being exceeded. Based on 

the information submitted the Permit application is not in accordance with the Habitats 

Regulations. A Permit cannot be approved based on the information provided. 



  
 

 

1. Relevant environmental regulatory requirements and technical standards 

1% Threshold Being Exceeded. 

The information submitted with the Permit demonstrates that the project would have a likely 

significant effect on Shortheath Common SAC through acid deposition, due to the predicted 

process contribution being 1.23% of the relevant Critical Load for the bog woodland qualifying 

feature habitat.  

Following the EA guidance of the 1% de-minimus, the Permit therefore should not be granted 

without further information. 

The exceedance of the 1% indicates that non-significant effects cannot be confirmed. 

This means that the information submitted is only the Screening Stage and the results 

mandate that further assessment is required to confirm if indeed there is an unacceptable 

and irreversible impact on this sensitive receptor. 

This point also needs to be understood with the comments below regarding the fact that the 

wind data used are not the most accurate available or the most representative available and 

the lack of ecological field survey to appropriate standards. 

The most accurate and available wind data have not been used. 

Odiham Wind Monitoring Station data has been used for all the assessments. 

It is critical to the assessment and the recommendations. 

Odiham is at an altitude of 118.0 m above mean sea level. 

The site however is in an isolated valley and is 20.0m lower. As per the FRA for the scheme 

and as backed up by the topographic survey: “Site levels are shown to be approximately in 

the region of 96.9 - 101.3 metres Above Ordnance Datum (m AOD), with levels falling from 

north to south.” 

It is well understood that the chimney stack will be at a higher level such that the emissions 

at height would be reasonably represented by the Odiham Wind Monitoring Station. 

However, more accurate meteorological data is easily available. 

The applicant can request a model from the Met Office specific for the site which can provide 

a more accurate wind profile, taking into consideration the wider topography. 

Given the size and importance of the scheme, the most accurate data should be used and 

these data are in fact available. 

More importantly, given the Permit can be granted or refused on a 0.1% difference, these 

wind data should be procured by the Applicant and used to re-evaluate the actual impacts 

more accurately, even if it is to provide a sensitivity analysis of the current recommendations. 



  
 

 

 

 

There is no mechanism or strategy proposed for the storage of excess process effluents  

In Section 2.4.5 Contaminated water of the EP Application Supporting Information (Fichtner 

Consulting Engineers Ltd) it is stated that:  

“In the unlikely event that excess process effluents are generated, these will be tankered off-

site to a suitably licensed waste management facility.” 

There is no information on how the excess process effluents will be identified. 

How and where will excess process effluents be stored on site before being tankered off-site? 

Insufficient space on site for containment of all drainage requirements 

As per the information in Section 2.4.5 Contaminated water of the EP Application Supporting 

Information (Fichtner Consulting Engineers Ltd), the site needs to have sufficient areas for 

Appropriate capacity for spillages from Tanker off-loading of fuel oil and chemicals 

Appropriate capacity for contaminated water from firefighting in the event of a fire 

The only information provided in the documentation is that “This may include measures such 

as areas of hardstanding with falls to a gully and/or sump.” 

But this must also address the contamination of the actual drainage system and downstream 

waterbodies. 

The only protection suggested is “Site drainage for external areas will be fitted with an 

isolation valve to prevent the discharge of contaminated water from the surface water 

drainage system in the event of a fire.”  

But there are no details as to if there would sufficient capacity to retain the contaminated 

water, which could still be being generated after the isolation valve has been triggered. 

Whilst it is appreciated that a detailed drainage design would follow, given the fact that the 

site is already constrained and the severity of contamination that could result from the site, 

there is insufficient information to indicate the site can function safely and appropriately 

within the space provided in terms of drainage. 

Insufficient capacity for fire water storage 

In the applicant’s “Fire Prevention Plan”, they are suggesting only 1000-1200 m3 of fire water 

storage is required, whereas the EA’s FPP guidance implies the need for a 12,000 m3 fire water 

tank.  

 



  
 

Pollution to sensitive waterbodies 

The submission documents for this Permit application do not state the sensitivity of the 

receiving controlled waters (eg: Chalk Stream) nor does the information provide a sufficient 

level of surface water and hazardous water management. 

This is necessary for the Permit in order to provide the required information on how the site 

has sufficient space and infrastructure for a drainage system that can appropriately address 

the potential contamination sources that need to be regulated under a Permit. 

Drainage is a critical element to the Permit and there is insufficient information on layout, 

suitable capacity and designs for emergency to prevent serious contamination of soil and 

water.  

The soakaway is fundamental to the sizing and layout of the scheme: 

No information on how the soakaway will work in terms of capacity and prevention of 

pollution to the Principal Aquifer 

The Permit information does not include any information on the proposed soakaway. 

There is no evidence that the soakaway, which is a fundamental piece of infrastructure that 

legitimises the layout and size of the operation within this constrained site, can meet the 

relevant standards of infiltration rates and pollution prevention. 

The Permit cannot be granted without the pollution to controlled waters being prevented to 

required standards.  

No long term groundwater monitoring has been undertaken. 

There is no information to demonstrate the soakaway is viable as part of the Permit 

application, which puts into question the size and layout of the scheme. 

There is no Health Impact Assessment provided in the Permit Application 

documentation 

This is a requirement given the processes being considered and the need for the EA to 

consider the impact on the health of sensitive receptors. 

For example, there is no scientifically / medically recognised safe level for exposure to PM2.5.  

The Permit needs to consider the full lifetime of the operation; the evidence submitted with 

the Permit application does not address the long term impacts either on humans or sensitive 

habitat receptors. 

Additional assessment is required in order that the lifetime of the Permit can be justified. 

The greenhouse gas emissions air quality assessment does not include the construction 

or decommissioning stage 



  
 

Whilst the Fichtner report Greenhouse Gas Assessment focuses on the operational phase, 

there is no other evidence in the evidence submitted with the Permit application that there 

has been an assessment of the full lifetime of the scheme. 

There has been no assessment of the emissions as a result of the construction or the 

decommissioning stage. 

There is insufficient evidence to demonstrate the scheme is compliant with current standards 

because the construction stage and decommissioning state have not been included in the 

relevant impact assessments. 

No flood risk assessment has been submitted with the Permit 

There is insufficient evidence to demonstrate the scheme is compliant with current standards 

for the Permit because there is no assessment of flood risks posed to and more importantly 

from the scheme. 

There is no evidence that the scheme has been designed (layout and infrastructure) to 

manage flood risk appropriately. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



  
 

 

 

 

2. Information on local population and sensitive sites 

Missing Information: not all the relevant sensitive receptors have been identified or 

assessed 

Wealden Heaths Phase II SPA and Woolmer Forest SAC Receptors are not included 

The information submitted with the Permit, specifically The Ecological interpretation of Air 

Quality Assessment (Argus Ecology, April 2020) does not include all the critical receptors. 

These receptors which do need to be included in the assessment are not mentioned and 

therefore have not been included in the assessment provided for the Permit consultation: 

• Wealden Heaths Phase II SPA 

• Woolmer Forest SAC 

The Permit cannot be granted without the assessment of these two receptors being 

confirmed to meet the EA Permit requirements for prevention of impacts on designated sites. 

See also queries on Wind Data and Receptors 

 

No information on pollution prevention to controlled waters 

No drainage strategy has been submitted with the Permit application. 

The only layout provided shows an attenuation pond with a soakaway. 

There are no calculations and no assessment to justify the layout, size and specifications 

shown. 

The Permit application submission does not provide a sufficient level of surface water and 

hazardous water assessment and design information. 

This is necessary for the Permit in order to provide the required information on how the site 

has sufficient space and infrastructure for a drainage system that can appropriately address 

surface water flooding and the potential contaminated water sources. 

There is insufficient evidence to demonstrate the scheme meets the standards of protection 

for human health and the environment required for the Permit. 

 

 

 



  
 

 

 

 

3. Comments on whether the right process is being used for the activity, for example 

whether the technology is the right one. 

There is insufficient information to discount gasification 

There is only one statement as to why gasification has not been chosen. 

This is not sufficient because this is a technology that is not novel. It is well documented that 

the reason for preferring incineration is purely down to cost. 

This is particularly clear in this case, because this waste stream i.e. residual MSW is the 

preferred input for gasification. 

More information is required as to why gasification has not been chosen. 

Cost to the applicant is not a valid reason. 

 

The statement on gasification’s preferred waste input is incorrect 

In Section 2.6.1 Combustion technology of the EP Application Supporting Information 

(Fichtner Consulting Engineers Ltd) and sub point 6 on Pyrolysis / Gasification, the statement 

is made:  

“systems such as these are not considered to be a robust and proven technology for 

the treatment of residual MSW.”  

This is not correct. Pre-treated residual MSW is in fact the preferred input for gasification. 

More information is required as to why gasification has not been chosen. 

The input waste make-up is not substantiated 

There is no information on what the input waste would actually be. 

For example, there is no information provided to support the assertion that the biogenic 

content of waste would be 50% of the total waste, as used in some of the calculations. 

 

The most efficient combination of flue gas treatment has not been included 

The information provided included in the EP Application Supporting Information (Fichtner 

Consulting Engineers Ltd) states that the flue gas treatment will be a combination of a) 

selective non-catalytic reduction (SNCR); b) lime and activated carbon injection (dry system); 

and c) a fabric filter. 



  
 

These are not the best available technology for this type of incinerator solely. 

In Section 2.6.4 “Particulate matter abatement” of the EP Application Supporting Information 

(Fichtner Consulting Engineers Ltd) it is stated that:  

“Electrostatic precipitators are also not capable of abating particulates to the same 

level as fabric filters. They could be used to reduce the particulate loading on the fabric 

filters and so increase the acid gas reaction efficiency and reduce lime residue 

production, but the benefit is marginal and would not justify the additional 

expenditure, the consequent increase in power consumption and significant increase 

in the carbon footprint of the Facility.” 

Electrostatic precipitators are an off the shelf technology that should be used in conjunction 

with the other measures; as the Fichtner report notes, they can capture the Particulate Matter 

(PM) including the very fine 2.5 microns elements (PM2.5’s), and thus reduce the need for 

other measures which are more harmful. 

In addition, the energy recovered as part of the process can be used to power the electrostatic 

precipitators. 

The technology is expensive but that is not relevant. This technology is the best available in 

combination and should be assessed for the Permit. 

Without the electrostatic precipitators, the Best Available Technology has not been used. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



  
 

 

 

4. The shape and use of the land around the site in terms of its potential impact, 

whether that impact is acceptable and what pollution control or abatement may be 

required. 

Insufficient information on capacity to incorporate all drainage / contaminated water 

management 

There is insufficient information on the site drainage to demonstrate appropriate safety of . 

The site is constrained which is why the buffer areas are skeletal. 

The drainage information does not require detailed pipe layouts etc, but simple calculations 

as to volumes required for sufficient capacity and emergency capacity. 

The layout needs to provide evidence that it can provide the volumes of storage required for 

dirty and “clean” water generated at the site and in the event of a fire. 

There is insufficient information to prove that contaminated water can be dealt with on site. 

There is only one attenuation area proposed based on the drawings submitted with the 

Permit. 

Given the size of the site and the footprint and orientation of the buildings, the available area 

to contain surface water flows and contaminated water flows (in the event of a fire) has not 

been proven by calculations to be sufficient. 

Assuming the site has been designed to drain towards the attenuation area in the east of the 

site, the only available area downstream in terms of exceedance routes from the main 

operation site to contain contaminated waters is the hardstanding of c. 35m by 55m 

(1,925m2) and the proposed attenuation “wetland” area which has the soakaway denoted. 

There is insufficient information to substantiate the site can contain contaminated waters and 

also address the surface water “clean” water. 

It is not clear how the site can contain contaminated waters and provide access for fire 

fighting 

The Fire Plan submitted includes a drawing which indicates the containment area to simply 

be the majority of the hardstanding adjacent to and outside of the proposed building 

footprints. 

This means the access / hardstanding area is the area required for containing contaminated 

waters. 

This suggests that the only way to access the east of the site would be through the areas used 

to contain contaminated waters i.e. an area edged with kerbs to retain the waters on site. 



  
 

So for example, if there was a failure in the valve which prevents contaminated waters 

entering the attenuation area and the principal aquifer, how would it be possible to rectify 

and stop this pathway?  

There is no evidence to suggest that it would be possible to prevent the continued 

contamination of controlled and sensitive waterbodies due to the layout of the site and the 

amount of infrastructure that is required to fit within the site; this indicates the site is too 

small for what is proposed. Additional information is required to demonstrate appropriate 

management of pollution as part of the Permit application. 

The Fire Service have commented that due to the site layout / access they would likely 

let a major fire just burn out 

The Fire Service have commented that due to the lack of space on site, they would let an major 

fire just burn out. 

This is against the FPP requirement of 4 hours only for a fire to be put out; this is the guidance 

for this type of operation that is in a sensitive area. 

The evidence provided to date indicates that neither putting a fire out without causing 

contamination to sensitive water and land or indeed meeting the FPP requirements would be 

feasible; the site is too small for the operation proposed. 

As simple evidence, from the submitted drawings: 

 

 

 

 

Competency of the operator given other fires on their sites 

Veolia’s operations have a recent history of fire events, for example, just in Hampshire:  

This attenuation 

area is the only 

surface water 

storage area 

noted 

This area of c. 35m by 55m is 

the only area “downstream” 

of the main operational site 

in terms of the likely 

exceedance routes 



  
 

• August 2018, a fire at Veolia Chineham (“Basingstoke waste depot closed by fire in 

rubbish” - BBC News Online, 30th August 2018)  

• June 2019, a fire at Veolia Chineham (“Chineham incinerator blaze tackled” - 

Basingstoke Gazette, 10th June 2019) which left the incinerator “badly damaged by 

fire”(“Fire damages 8MWe EfW Plant” - ENDS Waste and Bioenergy)  

• September 2019, a fire at Veolia Marchwood (“‘Large blaze’ at Southampton Veolia 

waste processing plant” - BBC News Online, 2nd September 2019)  

In addition, the proposed development is adjacent to oil and gas facilities, including an Upper 

Tier COMAH status site, with the potential for spread of fire to this facility. This has not been 

considered in the Permit application. 

 

The full operation / site boundary is not included in the application 

The works required to link the on-site sub-station to the Mill Lane sub-station in Alton does 

not form part of the Permit, despite the applicant acknowledging that the export of electricity 

is an integral part of the proposed development.  

The Permit would cover this operation and there is no evidence to indicate the scheme can 

address impacts to human heath and the environment to the standards required by the 

Permit. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



  
 

5. The impact of noise and odour from traffic on site. 

Wind Data are not representative 

The Odiham wind data are not representative of the site. 

It is the more localised air quality impacts of transport emissions / odour / operational 

management at ground level that needs additional assessment using a different approach to 

the meteorological input to those assessments. 

This indicates that when there are indeed wind events that go against the prevailing wind 

direction combined with the topographic isolation of this site, there are in fact sensitive 

receptors located within a much shorter distance. 

This would ultimately change the exposure levels in terms of the annual mean for these 

receptors and this needs to be evaluated to ensure that the exposure levels remain within 

the requirement thresholds. 

The noise assessment concludes additional mitigation is required to meet standards 

Paragraph 7.5.3 of the Noise Assessment submitted with the Permit application states 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 information  

provided as part of the Permit does not provide the evidence that  the scheme meet the 

standards required by the Permit 

Additional assessment is required for the Permit to demonstrate the relevant standards can 

be met. 

The noise assessment relies on mitigation that is not fully justified  

The list of incorporated mitigation set out in paragraph 7.4.1 of the Noise Assessment 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. 

Additional assessment is required for the Permit to demonstrate the relevant standards can 

be met. 

 



  
 

 

The information on reversing vehicles within the site is not correct 

Section 7.4.22 of the Noise Assessment submitted with the Permit application states that “The 

route of the HGVs utilises a one-way system. Vehicles would only reverse when inside the 

Tipping Hall”. 

However, the Proposed Ground Floor Site Plan provided in the Permit application 

documentation 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. 

No assessment of the noise impact of the reversing sensors has been provided as part of the 

Permit. 

This is necessary to establish if standards have been met in terms of noise impacts. 

No noise impact assessment of the diesel generators  

No assessment has been undertaken of the noise emitted from the backup diesel generators. 

These form part of the proposed development and should therefore be assessed. 

This is necessary to establish if standards have been met in terms of noise impacts for the 

Permit. 

No noise impact assessment of the NRMM for a 24hour operational site 

The operation of the Non Road Mobile Machinery was not included in the noise assessment 

provided with the Permit application. 

This is necessary to establish if standards have been met in terms of noise impacts for the 

Permit. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



  
 

6. Permit conditions by providing information that we have not been made aware of 

in the application, or by correcting incorrect information in the application (e.g. 

monitoring and techniques to control pollution). 

The Information on the relevant 1% assessment on sensitive ecological receptors for 

the Permit is out of date 

As has been stated the assessment undertaken in “The Ecological interpretation of Air Quality 

Assessment” (Argus Ecology, April 2020) submitted as supporting evidence for this Permit 

does not even include the two designated sites (Wealden Heaths SPA and Woolmer Forest 

SAC. 

The applicants have however since accepted that impacts on two other designated sites could 

not be screened out of the Habitats Regulation assessment without further analysis of in-

combination effects from traffic generated by the proposed Energy Recovery Facility and 

traffic generated by developments within the Local Plan. 

Critical Information that is relevant to the Permit application with regards the critical 1% de 

minimus Permit Screening threshold, is therefore out of date and is indeed under further 

scrutiny. 

The ecological assessments are indeed under additional scrutiny due to objections made by 

Natural England and the Waste Authority.  

They have stated that there is insufficient information for them to complete their Habitats 

Regulation Assessment particularly for Wealden Heaths Phase II SPA and Woolmer Forest SAC 

from potential air quality impacts arising in-combination with increased traffic on the A325 

associated with the East Hampshire Regulation 18 Local Plan. 

“there is uncertainty over whether the emissions from the proposed development in 

combination with emissions from the additional traffic on the A325 would exceed the 

1% de minimis screening threshold” 

Given the Permit itself also relies on the most up to date data on the potential inappropriate 

impacts on these receptors, the Permit application should not be decided until the additional 

analysis has been ratified by Natural England / the Waste Authority and thus the consultation 

period should be extended as a result. 

If the Permit were to be approved based on the current information, this could in effect be 

approving the Permit on erroneous data and in contravention of the Habitats Regulations. 

 

 

 

 



  
 

The assessments not yet submitted to the Permit Application: no actual field survey 

has been undertaken for Wealden Heaths Phase II SPA and Woolmer Forest SAC in 

accordance with best practice; thus it is not possible to confirm the primary indicator 

species and status of the habitats 

It is anticipated that the applicant will need to submit further information for this Permit 

application. 

This will likely include the assessments of impacts on Wealden Heath and Woolmer Forest.  

In anticipation of this, we provide an early review of these current additional assessments. 

It should be noted that the current additional assessments (not submitted with the Permit) 

include no actual field survey for these designated sites. 

The more recent Argus Ecology report has mapped the location of sensitive habitats within 

the Woolmer Forest SAC and Wealden Heaths SPA from Google Earth images of the site. Given 

no field survey has been undertaken to map these habitats, the distribution of mapped 

habitats must be treated with some caution, in particular where these habitats occur as un 

under-storey to woodlands.  

Habitats have been mapped along five transects from the centre of the adjacent A326 into 

the adjacent SAC and SPA. There is no justification for the location of these transects but at 

least two of these appear to follow the boundary of the designated site and should have been 

moved to coincide with the distribution of the sensitive habitats. This is particularly evident in 

relation to Transect A and Transect C. In both situations, the transect would have provided 

much more useful information if it had been moved 100m further south to cross areas of 

heathland and mire habitat. 

The use of the centre line of the road as the start of the transect is also of concern. These 

transects should have been used to model impacts for at least 200m from the road edge into 

the adjacent European protected sites. 

 

The Best Available Techniques to reduce emissions in particular Particulate Matter 

have not been incorporated in the design of the facility 

The EA guidance on BAT states: 

“Best available techniques’ (BAT) means the available techniques which are the best for 

preventing or minimising emissions and impacts on the environment. You need to use BAT 

if your operation is an installation (eg a facility that carries out an industrial process like a 

refinery, food factory or intensive farm). 

‘Techniques’ include both the technology used and the way your installation is designed, 

built, maintained, operated and decommissioned.” 

In Section 2.6.4 Particulate matter abatement of the EP Application Supporting Information 

(Fichtner Consulting Engineers Ltd) it is stated that:  



  
 

“Electrostatic precipitators are also not capable of abating particulates to the same 

level as fabric filters. They could be used to reduce the particulate loading on the fabric 

filters and so increase the acid gas reaction efficiency and reduce lime residue 

production, but the benefit is marginal and would not justify the additional 

expenditure, the consequent increase in power consumption and significant increase 

in the carbon footprint of the Facility.” 

The specific comment that “but the benefit is marginal and would not justify the additional 

expenditure, the consequent increase in power consumption and significant increase in the 

carbon footprint of the Facility.” 

The reduction of Particulate Matter from incineration is a critical focus for the Permit. 

So this statement suggests there is a confused approach. 

The proposed facility will, and is supposed to generate power because of the heat generation. 

The suitability of the process chosen at this site is predicated on the ability to reduce 

emissions from a facility that burns waste. 

The assessment is using the carbon footprint to justify not using the Best Available 

Technology, also easily available, to ensure that the emissions from burning the waste are 

reduced and minimised. 

The issue of Particulate Matter is an issue of health and increased likelihood of developing 

diseases that can lead to irreversible impacts. 

The marginal benefit is one that cannot be ignored because the Permit application must 

review the pollution impacts and standards.  

Furthermore, there is no scientific evidence that any level of exposure to any 

concentration of PM2.5’s is safe. 

The applicant should provide additional assessment of other processes to further reduce the 

emissions because that is a requirement of the Permit, to protect human health and the 

environment. 

The marginal benefit needs to be modelled and assessed and the results used in a further 

consultation. 

The Air Quality Assessment used in the Ecology Assessment has been found to have 

underestimated the likely emissions contribution 

The background information for the air quality assessment in terms of the emissions from 

vehicles has not been submitted as part of the Permit application. 

The background information has been found to have used the wrong input to the modelling 

such that there is a significant underestimation of the emission levels. 

In anticipation, a quick summary: 



  
 

The background input to the modelling included a manual input of the number of Heavy-Duty 

Vehicles (HDVs). The classification of ‘HDVs’ describes the sum of Heavy Goods Vehicles (HGVs) 

and buses. When ‘HDVs’ are entered into the EFT, emissions are calculated assuming a mix of 

buses and HGVs (of a range of sizes) in accordance with the average fleet on UK roads.  

When considering the additional traffic generated by the scheme, this is not appropriate. It 

seems unthinkable that any of the waste would be transported to the site by bus, but this is 

what the air quality modelling has assumed.  

The best available air quality data on emissions to assess the ecological assessments 

has not been used  

The air quality assessment used a model that has not set the fleet composition to articulated 

HGV. 

The air quality assessment modelling should be redone using a fleet composition that does 

not include buses.  

For further accuracy, there are also options available in the modelling to set the size of the 

articulated HGVs to match those generated by the scheme.  

The error in the modelling input has been demonstrated to create an under-estimation of the 

emissions levels. 

This under-estimation, however small is significant in assessment terms because of the critical 

thresholds that are needed to be assessed in the Ecological Impact Assessments for 

designated receptors; even a 0.1% exceedance is potentially inappropriate.  

This may also mean that other designated sites previously screened out of the Habitat 

Regulations Assessment would now need to be screened back in due to the potential for 

significant impacts such that additional more accurate assessment is then required for these 

sites as well. 

Further corrections and assessments are required for the Permit application. 

It is not clear whether the information submitted suitably addresses the case law for 

in-combination effects which need to be established for the application to demonstrate 

compliant with standards for the Permit 

This comment relates to Wealden judgment (CO/3943/2016 Wealden District Council v 

Secretary Of State For  Communities and Local  Government): 

(http://www.bailii.org/ew/cases/EWHC/Admin/2017/351.html) 

The judgment clarifies a limitation on the use of guideline thresholds in ruling out the  

likelihood of significant effects either alone or in combination with other plans or projects as 

part of a Habitats Regulations Assessment (HRA) of Development Plans. 

Whilst the Permit application is for a scheme that has been suggested by the applicant as a 

project (although we have challenged that it is a programme of works given it cannot go head 



  
 

without an operational compensation site), the outcome of this judgement is relevant for this 

Permit, because it relates to whether or not there has been sufficient evidence supplied as to 

the real total impacts on sensitive receptors relative to the standards: 

The Judgment found that the use of 1000 AADT and equivalent 1% of critical level/load  

guidelines as the sole means of catering for in-combination effects lacks coherence,  

particularly where other figures are known which, when added together, would cause that 

threshold to be exceeded. 

From that, the Court concluded that where the likely effect of an individual plan or project  

does not itself exceed the threshold of 1000 AADT (or 1%), its effect must still be considered 

alongside the similar effects of other live plans and projects to check whether their added or 

combined effect on a site could be significant. 

The threshold itself was not criticised. The fault was found in the use of the threshold to rule 

out the likelihood of significant effect both alone and in combination, without looking any 

further. 

No evidence has been submitted with the Permit application to demonstrate that in-

combination effects have been suitably screened out. 

 

Monitoring Requirements:  

In additional to the mandatory equipment and technology operational monitoring: 

Groundwater Monitoring Wells 

Given the scheme requires, among other potential pathways, a bunker to be filled with waste 

constructed within the principal aquifer, the only way to appropriately prevent and manage 

any potential pathways is to have real-time groundwater monitoring wells. 

This would enable immediate action if contaminants were entering the groundwater. 

This is considered an appropriate measure for the scheme to require to meet the standards 

required of the Permit, commensurate with the sensitivity of the receptors and the hazardous 

nature of the potential sources on the site. 

In terms of Best Available Technology, Real-Time Groundwater Quality Monitoring is readily 

available and therefore should be used to meet the standards for the Permit. 

A scheme for installing the monitoring wells should be agreed as part of the Permit to 

demonstrate the correct number of wells can be installed and in the correct locations given 

the constrained nature of the site. It may be that the applicant has to use existing wells and 

retroactively install Real-Time monitoring equipment. 

 

 



  
 

Real-Time Air Quality and Dust Monitoring 

There is no commitment to Real-Time Monitoring in the Permit application. 

This is considered necessary for the operational phase of the scheme to provide appropriate 

data to the EA and other statutory bodies given the potential for irreversible impacts on 

sensitive receptors has been demonstrated including impacts on human health and 

“nuisance”. 

This will also assist the applicant in providing evidence to the EA as part of the Permit 

monitoring. 

In terms of Best Available Technology, Real-Time Air Quality Monitoring is readily available 

and therefore should be used to meet the standards for the Permit. 

Structures Monitoring 

There is no commitment that structures such as the 14.0m deep bunker to be filled with waste 

will have monitoring equipment. 

Given real-time monitoring of substructures and superstructures is regularly used on other 

sites when there are sensitive receptors or Health and Safety issues such as risk to life, this is 

considered necessary to demonstrate for the Permit that the scheme has used BAT to prevent 

pollution to sensitive receptors and also safety of site operatives. 

In terms of Best Available Technology, Real-Time Monitoring of structures is readily available 

and therefore should be used to meet the standards for the Permit. 

This will also assist the applicant in providing evidence to the EA as part of the Permit 

monitoring. 

Operational Noise Monitoring 

There is a ling history of noise complaints for the existing operation at the site. 

There have been several faults on machinery with audible alarms starting at anytime and 

lasting for greater than 6 hours at anytime of within a 24hr period. 

In order to provide appropriate data and management of this health hazard, Real-Time noise 

monitoring should be incorporated. 

This will also assist the applicant in providing evidence to the EA as part of the Permit 

monitoring. 

In terms of Best Available Technology, Real-Time Noise Monitoring is readily available and 

therefore should be used to meet the standards for the Permit. 

 

 

 



  
 

Monitoring of Drainage System Water Quality 

This is considered an appropriate measure for the scheme to incorporate to meet the 

standards required of the Permit, commensurate with the sensitivity of the receptors and the 

hazardous nature of the potential sources on the site. 

In terms of Best Available Technology, surface water quality monitoring can be easily 

incorporated into the Management Plan for the site; it is readily available and therefore 

should be used to meet the standards for the Permit. 

 

In addition: 

Use of EA’s Resources / Staff Time 

We appreciate that the EA must review applications for Permits and Variation of permits as 

they are submitted. 

However, as the EA have stated on other schemes in terms of the use of EA personnel and 

resources, it does need to be in the interests of the public and in accordance with a suitable 

reasonableness of implementation. 

We totally appreciate that that the EA is being asked to review an Environmental Permit for a 

scheme that does not have planning permission; this is not uncommon. 

However the EA should and must be aware that this proposed incinerator cannot actually at 

present go ahead even if it were to secure planning permission or a variation to the Permit. 

This is because for this site to be available for the incinerator, the existing operation needs to 

be fully operational on another site. 

This compensation site a) has not been yet identified b) has been stated by the applicant that 

it cannot be any of the other existing MRF’s because they are at capacity and thus c) is not in 

any way close to being realised because it too would require a full planning application and 

likely full EIA and d) furthermore, any new MRF would need to be fully operational before the 

Alton MRF is closed. 

It is reasonable to suggest that securing another site, receiving planning (likely to be an EIA 

development) and building to a point that it is fully operational is not possible within the 

standard 36 month timeframe.  

By that time, the majority of assessments undertaken for this project would be out of 

date. 

The Energy Policy would be different. 

Thus, the EA’s resources are being used on this Permit for a scheme that has no potential to 

be realised within the timeframes of regulatory relevance, regardless of any planning 

permission to proceed. 



  
 

Given the pressure on the EA’s resources and the simple fact that they would be better used 

on other applications that are reasonably available for development now, it is considered not 

appropriate for the Permit to even be considered by the EA at this stage. 

 

Other Technical Errors / Inconsistencies 

 

Adapting_to_climate_change_risk_assessment_worksheet_Thames v2.pdf 

In the Table: Potential changing climate variable: 

Row 3: “The biggest rainfall events are up to 20% more intense than current extremes (peak 

rainfall intensity)*  

And  

Row 4: Average winter rainfall may increase by 36% on today’s averages 

Incorrect statement: 

“The site is located within flood zone 1. This indicates a low probability of surface water 

flooding.” 

The EA Flood Zones which are being referenced do not demonstrate anything with regards 

surface water flooding as the zones are for fluvial and tidal flooding.  

The assessment needs to be re-done as surface water and the potential for contaminated 

surface water is a critical hazard that requires a full assessment. 

There is insufficient information to suggest that there is appropriate assessment of flood risk 

and surface water management. 

 



 

To: EA Environmental Permit Team 

Re: Alton MRF, Farnham Road, Upper Froyle, Alton, GU34 4JD 

Response to application by Veolia ES Hampshire Limited, EPR/VP3290ER/V004 

Environmental Permit Consultation 

This document should be read together with the two additional documents filed by No Wey Incinerator to 

represent our combined view of the Environmental Permit application. We believe the current permit 

application should not be approved due to numerous errors and failures to abide by relevant standards. 

Items in these documents relate to any or all of the following items of consultation: 

• Relevant environmental regulatory requirements and technical standards. 

• Information on local population and sensitive sites. 

• Comments on whether the right process is being used for the activity, for example whether the technology is 
the right one. 

• The shape and use of the land around the site in terms of its potential impact, whether that impact is 
acceptable and what pollution control or abatement may be required. 

• The impact of noise and odour from traffic on site. 

• Permit conditions by providing information that we have not been made aware of in the application, or by 
correcting incorrect information in the application (e.g. monitoring and techniques to control pollution). 

 

In excess of 5,000 individual objections have been submitted in relation to the associated planning 
application for an incinerator in the rural Wey Valley. Objections have also been submitted by both local MP’s, 
East Hampshire District council, Alton Town Council, all local Parish Councils, County Councillors, District 
Councillors, relevant bodies such as CPRE, South Downs National Park, Treloar's School, local businesses 
and many others. Media interest has included BBC, ITV, national press and local press as well as extensive 
online coverage. 

 

We believe this meets the criteria outlined below for consideration as a “High Public Interest” application. 

 

"The resources and level of consultation that the Environment Agency will devote to determining an Environmental 

Permit application will depend on whether or not the Environment Agency takes the view that the proposal is one of 

“High Public Interest”. Amongst other factors, when determining whether a proposal is one of High Public Interest the 

Environment Agency takes into account: “the breadth and scale of interest – for example, the number of different 

sources such as individuals, interest groups, businesses, local councillors, media and whether there is ongoing 

engagement from the local MP”." 

  



Fire 
• Fire is a major concern for an operation that is, effectively, a “controlled fire”. 

• The applicant has a long history of fires at their facilities. For example, just in Hampshire: 

o August 2018, a fire at Veolia Chineham (“Basingstoke waste depot closed by fire in rubbish” - BBC 

News Online, 30th August 2018) 

o June 2019, a fire at Veolia Chineham (“Chineham incinerator blaze tackled” - Basingstoke Gazette, 

10th June 2019) which left the incinerator “badly damaged by fire” (“Fire damages 8MWe EfW Plant” - 

ENDS Waste and Bioenergy) 

o September 2019, a fire at Veolia Marchwood (“‘Large blaze’ at Southampton Veolia waste processing 

plant” - BBC News Online, 2nd September 2019) 

• From this history, a fire should be expected at an Alton incinerator every 3 to 4 years of operation. 

• In addition, the proposed development is adjacent to oil and gas facilities, including an Upper Tier COMAH 

status site, with the potential for spread of fire to this facility. This has not been considered in the application. 

• Chemicals stored on-site for processing the incinerator residues (hydrochloric acid, sodium hydroxide, and 

ammonium hydroxide) would be stored in bunded tanks with 110% of stored capacity (see “Supporting 

Information” document). In a fire situation the bunds are likely to be overwhelmed with fire water, resulting in a 

serious risk to the environment from run-off of toxic chemicals. 

• There is no mention in the application of how the applicant intends to prevent uncontrolled release of the 

hazardous waste “Air Pollution Control Residues” (APCr) that is stored on site in a fire situation. 

• The applicant’s Planning Application (Hampshire County Council 33619/007) consultation process resulted in 

a response from Hampshire Fire and Rescue Service that noted: 

o “should an unsuppressed fire occur on the premises, the water environment may become polluted 

with ‘fire water run-off’ that may include foam. The Service will liaise with the Environment Agency at 

any incident where they are in attendance and under certain circumstances, where there is a serious 

risk to the environment, a “controlled burn” may take place. This of course could lead to the total loss 

of the building and its contents”. 

• This consultation response and the risk of pollution indicates that the fire service response at the facility could 

be one of the two following unacceptable and unpalatable alternatives: 

o (a) firefighting, leading to pollution of groundwater, the Principal Aquifer and River Wey; 

o (b) leaving the plant to a “controlled burn”, resulting in an uncontrolled release of toxic material into 

the atmosphere, which will head with the prevailing winds directly towards the populated area of 

Upper Froyle. 

• On a site with more space, there would be room for containment ponds to prevent environmental pollution 

from fire water run-off. At this space-constrained site, there is no space for this. 

• In the applicant’s “Fire Prevention Plan”, they are suggesting only 1000-1200 m3 of fire water storage is 

required, whereas FPP guidance implies the need for a 12,000 m3 fire water tank. The applicant claims this is 

“excessive”, but does not provide evidence for why this should be scaled down by 90%. The applicant claims 

that foam may be used as an additive in the firewater system, but does not provide any further details of how 

this will occur. 

• With regard to fire water runoff, the applicant claims the bunker will be a “water retaining structure” to protect 

against the leak into groundwater from the bunker. In the planning application, the applicant claims “the 

tipping bunker would form a “robust impermeable containment of the refuse and any leachate” (ES 9.4.42). No 

further risk analysis has been carried out to support the conclusion that this would be the case in perpetuity, 

and that the bunker would not be subject to ground movement. It continues that “leachate which accumulates 

within the base of the chamber would be periodically pumped out”, however although the applicant has 

provided no evidence elsewhere in the application that this is going to be part of the processes of the plant, for 

example, by showing the presence of a sump at the bottom of the tipping bunker. 

• In section 13.1 of the Fire Prevention Plan, the applicant states the site drainage systems will have a 

combined capacity of 631 m3, far less than the firewater tank size being proposed by the applicant, even 

though that is significantly undersized compared to FPP guidelines. This drainage system will be used for all 

drainage (including rainwater), not just firewater. The applicant also plans to use hardstanding areas to store 

approximately 925 m3 of water. The applicant discards any possibility that the site drainage systems may 

already be full due to rainwater runoff. The resulting fire water storage capacity on hardstanding (a claimed 

925 m3) is therefore less than the 1000-1200 m3 fire water tank capacity. This ignores any further water used 

onsite by firefighting appliances or from hydrants elsewhere. 

• Overall, the applicant’s plan has a high risk of contaminated fire water breaching the containment and 

polluting the Principal Aquifer and the River Wey. 

 

  

https://www.bbc.co.uk/news/uk-england-hampshire-45353056
https://www.basingstokegazette.co.uk/news/17695696.firefighters-tackle-blaze-at-recycling-incinerator-in-chineham/
https://www.endswasteandbioenergy.com/article/1587168/fire-damages-8mwe-efw-plant
https://www.bbc.co.uk/news/uk-england-hampshire-49550963
https://www.bbc.co.uk/news/uk-england-hampshire-49550963


Groundwater 
• This is considered in Appendix B – Site Condition Report. 

• 2.2.6 states that in a 2002 study, “local groundwater resources were considered to be of high vulnerability and 

sensitivity”. 

• Table 4.1 states “It is reasonable to infer … that groundwater within the Principal Aquifer lies some 10m below 

the site surface” and “It is likely therefore that the groundwater flow within the chalk aquifer is south/-south-

easterly providing baseflow to the river.” 

• Therefore, any pollution from the site will impact (1) the Principal Aquifer and (2) the River Wey, a protected 

chalk stream. 

• There are three significant risks to groundwater and the River Wey from the proposed development: 
o 1. From the construction of the 14m below ground level waste tipping bunker. 9.4.22 admits “The 

proposed bunker in the eastern end of the Site is to be excavated into the chalk aquifer to a depth of 

14m bgl, suggesting that excavation could extend 4m below the water table. The potential for the 

introduction of contaminants into the aquifer during construction works such as fuels associated with 

machinery is high in the absence of mitigation measures with resulting large impact magnitude and 

potential major adverse effects.” 
o 2. From the operation of the proposed development, including with the tipping bunker effectively being 

a refuse-filled concrete box sunk into the Principal Aquifer with dimensions of approx 30x20x14 

metres, which could contain up to 4,000 tonnes of waste (based on a 440 kg/m3 density of municipal 

solid waste). 
o 3. From a potential fire at the site, with fire water run-off (potentially polluted with hazardous waste Air 

Pollution Control residues (APCr), hydrochloric acid, sodium hydroxide and ammonium hydroxide, all 

stored at the site) polluting groundwater and the River Wey. 

• The application: 
o claims (1) can be mitigated through construction management best practices, which is possibly true, if 

they are indeed followed, but no further detail on how this will take place is provided in the application. 
o claims (2) would not be relevant as the tipping bunker would form a “robust impermeable containment 

of the refuse and any leachate” (9.4.42). No further risk analysis has been carried out to support the 

conclusion that this would be the case in perpetuity, and that the bunker would not be subject to 

ground movement. It continues that “leachate which accumulates within the base of the chamber 

would be periodically pumped out”, although there is no evidence elsewhere in the application that 

this is going to be part of the processes of the plant, for example, by providing a sump at the bottom 

of the tipping bunker or storage tanks for such leachate.  
o For (3), as discussed in the earlier section, the applicant’s proposals are inadequate. 

• This was recognised by the Environment Agency in their 2019 Scoping Opinion to Hampshire County Council, 

which advised that “significant and long-term impact to groundwater/principal aquifer could be caused by the 

proposed development, conflicting with their policy on groundwater protection and the requirements of 

Hampshire Minerals and Waste Plan (HMWP) (2013) and the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) 

(2019).” 

• This is also an area of concern assessed in Hampshire County Council’s “Assessment of Sites and Areas for 

Waste Management Facilities” (2012), where for this site it is needed to “consider proximity to Source 

Protection Zones or principal/secondary aquifers”, and “proximity to vulnerable water bodies” […] “with the 

potential to release hazardous materials.” 

• In summary, the proposed development intends to submerge a 4,000 tonne capacity waste-filled 

concrete box into a Principal Aquifer; and operate an incinerator without suitable protections against 

fire water run off into the same Principal Aquifer and nearby river. 

Noise 

 
• It is understood that a local resident at Malms House, approximately 1,300 m away from the proposed 

development, has been suffering for years from noise pollution from the current facility. It is understood this is 

related to the reversing warning horns used by Veolia vehicles. Multiple attempts at getting Veolia over a 

period of more than a year to resolve the issue have been ignored. This receptor site is significantly further 

away than those assessed by Fichtner - approximately twice as far away as Malms Farm, but has still 

experienced noise nuisance from 6am, 7 days a week. 

• Given Fichtner’s conclusion that there will be no significant noise nuisance at receptor sites closer to the 

development, whereas a resident has experienced noise nuisance twice as far away, the other conclusions of 

the applicant should be questioned. 

• The applicant is using 103db(A) as an HGV “conservative assumption”. Other applications have used up to 

112db(A), which is almost a doubling in volume. 
 



 

R1 Status based on unrealistic electricity generation estimates 
• In various places in their application, the applicant estimates that they will generate 247,500 MWh per year, 

calculated as the 30MW capacity of the plant, multiplied by the operational hours of the plant, stated as 8,250 

per year. 

• The applicant makes the assumption that the plant will export 100% of plated generation value for 100% of its 

operational hours, which as will be shown below, is unrealistically high. 

• Reducing the electricity generated to more realistic values – up to 31% less than the applicant claims – results 

in the proposal not meeting R1 “recovery” status. 

 

• There are three ways to consider potential electricity output from the proposed development. These are: by 

comparing to (1) load factors for UK ERFs; (2) electricity generated per tonne of waste; or by (3) comparing 

with Hampshire’s own ERF generation performance. 

• 1. Load Factors: Tolvik Consulting’s 2019 data for availability1 shows that average turbine availability was 

81.9% across the fleet of UK EFWs. 

• Similarly, work done by Arup for DECC2 shows a net load factor for EFW of 81%: 

 

• Data from Hampshire’s existing EFW plants also does not support the idea that the Alton ERF will be 

generating 100% of the time, as in the following table. Hampshire’s ERFs only reported turbine hours in 2019, 

but the average turbine availability was 79%, very close to Tolvik and DECC/Arup’s load factor figure of 81%. 

• Recalculating electricity output for the Alton incinerator based on 81% load factor results in: 

30MW x 8760 hours in a year x 81% load factor 

= 212,868 MWh per year of electricity exported, or 14% less than claimed 
 

• 2. Electricity Generated Per Tonne of Waste: the applicant assumes an unrealistically high 750 kWh/tonne 

of waste input (330,000 tonnes of waste burnt to generate 247,500MWh), which using Tolvik Consulting 2019 

figures would make this the third most efficient EFW plant in the UK, including plants that burn specialised 

Refuse Derived Fuel, and 40% above the UK average, see graph below.  No evidence has been provided to 

justify this. 

 
1 UK EFW Statistics 2019 Report - Tolvik Consulting, June 2020 
2 Review of Renewable Energy Generation Cost and Technical Assumptions - DECC/Arup - June 2016 

https://www.tolvik.com/wp-content/uploads/2020/05/Tolvik-UK-EfW-Statistics-2019-Report-June-2020.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/566718/Arup_Renewable_Generation_Cost_Report.pdf


 
 

• In comparison, Hampshire ERFs had a kWh/tonne figure of between 367 and 582 kWh/tonne in 2018 and 

2019. The average is 448 kWh/tonne. 

• If the UK average generation efficiency of 531 kWh/tonne is used (still above the performance of Hampshire’s 

ERFs), this would reduce electricity generated to: 

531 kWh/tonne x 330,000 tonnes  

= 175,230 MWh of electricity generated per annum or 29% less than claimed 

• 3. Electricity Generated at Hampshire ERFs: To check, we can look at the overall electricity exported at 

Hampshire ERFs in 2018 and 2019, from the table below. This ranged between 53% and 90% of theoretical 

plated capacity multiplied by operating hours, and averaged 69%. 

• The applicant is claiming Alton will generate 100% of the theoretical plated capacity every operating hour. 

Hampshire’s ERFs in 2018 and 2019 averaged 69%.  

• If we use the Hampshire ERF historic average electricity generation percentage of 69% from 2018 and 2019 

for the Alton incinerator: 

30MW x 8,250 operating hours x 69% 

= 170,775 MWh of electricity generated per annum or 31% less than claimed 

Summary 

Whichever of the three methods is used, these output figures are substantially less than the 247,500 MWh claimed by 

the applicant. If realistic assumptions are used for the percentage of the time the plant will be generating electricity, 

and the efficiency of turning waste into electricity, this could result in an annual generation figure of up to 31% less 

electricity than the applicant claims they will be generating, and therefore provides 31% less carbon benefit from 

electricity generation, while still burning the same amount of waste. 

As will be seen below, this also impacts the plant’s R1 status. 

  



Table: Performance of Hampshire ERFs in 2018 and 2019, from Environment Agency reporting3 

Facility Year 

Operatio
nal 

Hours(1) %(2) 

Turbine 
Hours %(3) 

Waste 
Processe
d tonnes 

MWh 
exported 

KWh 
/tonne 

Plated 
Capacity 

MW (5) 

Electricity 
Exported 

as % of 
Plated 

Capacity x 
Operating 

Hours 

Portsmou
th 2018 8,678 99% 

 
 

 
 207,468 104,163 502 14 86% 

Portsmou
th 2019 8,278 94% 6,758 77% 194,576 79,106 407 14 68% 

Marchwo
od 2018 8,209 94% 

 
 

 
 199,485 (4) 81,262 407 16 62% 

Marchwo
od 2019 8,554 98% 8,608 98% 211,203 122,894 582 16 90% 

Chineha
m 2018 8,125 99% 

 
 

 
 93,177 39,564 425 8 57% 

Chineha
m 2019 8,081 92% 5,414 62% 94,150 34,512 367 8 53% 

Average 

 
 

 
 96% 

 
 79% 

 
 

 
 448 

 
 69% 

Table of waste processed and electricity exported by ERF in Hampshire 

Notes to Table:  

1. Where a plant has more than one line, this is the average of all lines. 

2. Plant availability as % of calendar year 
3. Turbine utilisation as % of calendar year 
4. This is recorded as “181,262 MWh” however this far exceeds the plated capacity of the plant, therefore it is 

assumed this is a reporting error. Removing the initial “1” results in figures in line with others from Hampshire. 

It is possible that the true figure is somewhere between these. 
5. From Veolia’s website 

 

The R1 calculation in the Environmental Permit application continues the applicant’s fiction that the incinerator will 

generate electricity at 100% of design capacity for 100% of operational hours. As the above analysis shows, it is 

shown that ERFs, and in particular Veolia’s Hampshire ERFs, never reach anything near this level of generation 

efficiency. Via three different methods (above) it is estimated that the incinerator will generate 14% less, 29% less, or 

31% less electricity than the applicant claims. 

The R1 calculation should therefore be amended to reflect this. Reworking the R1 calculation, using the applicant’s 

figures other than amending the electricity output to be 29% less (the median average of the three results above), 

results in the following: 

Inputs to R1 calculation:  

Ep (electricity, revised assuming 29% less electricity exported) = 1,718,801 GJ/yr  

Ep (heat, from applicant) = 100,950 GJ/yr  

Ef (from applicant) = 6,365 GJ/yr  

Ei (from applicant) = 16,055 GJ/yr  

Ew (from applicant) = 3,135,000 GJ/yr  

 

R1 Formula: 

 
3 https://ukwin.org.uk/library/132-AnnualPerformanceReport-2018.pdf , https://ukwin.org.uk/library/132-

AnnualPerformanceReport-2019.pdf , https://ukwin.org.uk/library/131-AnnualPerformanceReport-2018.pdf , 
https://ukwin.org.uk/library/131-AnnualPerformanceReport-2019.pdf , 

https://ukwin.org.uk/library/130-AnnualPerformanceReport-2018.pdf , https://ukwin.org.uk/library/130-
AnnualPerformanceReport-2019.pdf 

https://ukwin.org.uk/library/132-AnnualPerformanceReport-2018.pdf
https://ukwin.org.uk/library/132-AnnualPerformanceReport-2019.pdf
https://ukwin.org.uk/library/132-AnnualPerformanceReport-2019.pdf
https://ukwin.org.uk/library/131-AnnualPerformanceReport-2018.pdf
https://ukwin.org.uk/library/131-AnnualPerformanceReport-2019.pdf
https://ukwin.org.uk/library/130-AnnualPerformanceReport-2018.pdf
https://ukwin.org.uk/library/130-AnnualPerformanceReport-2019.pdf
https://ukwin.org.uk/library/130-AnnualPerformanceReport-2019.pdf


 

R1 Calculation for electricity only: 

= (1,718,801 - (6,365 + 16,055)) / (0.97 x 3,141,365) =   

= 1,696,381 / 3,047,124  

= 0.56  

Therefore, the applicant’s plant would not meet R1 “recovery” status for electricity only, if realistic figures are used for 

the electricity that is likely to be generated from the plant. R1 status requires an energy efficiency result above 0.65. 

 

R1 Calculation for electricity and heat export: 

= (1,718,801 + 100,950) - (6,365 + 16,055)) / (0.97 x 3,141,365) =  

= 1,797,331 / 3,047,124  

= 0.59  

Therefore, even with heat export - which the applicant admits will not be commercially viable due to the remote rural 

location - the plant would still not meet R1 “recovery” status. 

Without R1 status, this plant should be considered a “disposal” facility at the bottom of the waste hierarchy. 

While the applicant may argue that the design capacity supports R1 status, it is clear from other ERFs, including other 

ERFs that the applicant already operates, that the design capacity is never actually reached for any sustained length 

of time. It is unreasonable to use unrealistic design capacities to gain an environmental status that the plant will never 

actually achieve in real-life operation. 

 

 

 

  



Air Quality Assessment – Carbon Calculations and Comparator with CCGT 
• The applicant’s air quality assessment (Appendix E of the Environmental Permit application) spends some 

time claiming that the development will displace combined cycle gas turbine power stations in its generation of 

electricity. This is incorrect. 

• This is also an issue with the Northacre proposal in Wiltshire (Wiltshire Council planning application ref 

20/06775/WCM), also written by Fichtner in exactly the same words used for the Alton proposal. The 

University of Exeter, in their review of this application stated in their letter of 16th December 2020: 

o “The Response to my review continues to insist that the high carbon factor for electricity generated 

from combined cycle gas turbines (CCGT) should be applied to electricity from the Northacre facility 

over the life of the plant. This is based on the false premise that CCGTs are a “comparative 

technology”. CCGTs are flexible generators which can respond to peaks in demand and short term 

market price signals; electricity production can be ramped up and down in minutes to make way for 

low carbon alternatives such as offshore wind as it becomes available to the grid. In contrast the 

Assessment states that the Northacre plant is designed to run at capacity for 7,884 hours per year, or 

90% of the time. This operating characteristic makes the plant more appropriate for meeting base 

load demand, much of which is currently met by nuclear power stations which have very low 

emissions factors. The “comparative technology” argument should therefore lead to adopting 

emissions factors for nuclear power stations rather than CCGT.“ 

EFW in the Balancing Market 

• The majority of EFW electricity revenues comes from generation. This is due to the high load factors that EFW 

has, as shown above. CCGT plants that provide peak load and only run for a few hours a day, in contrast, 

gain more of their generation revenues from capacity market payments, from making capacity available to the 

Grid. 

• Consequently, load factor is another important element to consider when exploring whether CCGT is a 

relevant comparator to EFW. 

• There are three types of generation capacity in the Grid: 

o 1. Base load - nuclear 

o 2. Intermittent renewable sources - solar and wind - these will run on top of base load whenever the 

wind blows or the sun shines 

o 3. Dispatchable - CCGT, hydro, pumped storage, etc 

• In the balancing market, power plants turn on and off their generation based on whether they can bid to 

produce power at a specific time at a lower price than other dispatchable plants. 

• The applicant’s claim regarding “generous subsidies” for wind and solar (Appendix E in the Environmental 

Permit application) are irrelevant given that these are not controllable generation sources in any case. 

Although, while discussing subsidies it is worth noting that the Government has removed Renewables 

Obligation payments to EFW plants that do not provide combined heat and power, as they do not consider 

them “green” enough. 

• As explored above, EFW plants typically have 80+% load factors, and the applicant’s own assumptions are 

that the plant will generate 100% of the design capacity for 100% of operational hours. By comparing this with 

National Grid data for average annual load factors (ALFs) for different types of generation capacity4, below, 

this suggests that EFW plants are able to run at, on average, higher load factors than any other type of 

generation, even nuclear. CCGT in comparison runs at only 51% load factor. 

 
4 Final Annual Load Factors for 2020/21 TNUoS Tariffs - National Grid, November 2019 

https://www.nationalgrideso.com/document/157476/download


 

• EFW CO2 intensity should therefore be compared with the grid generation technology it is closest to, in this 

case nuclear, rather than CCGT. Nuclear generation has, nominally, zero carbon output. EFW does not. 

• Looking at individual plants rather than the whole market also shows that EFW is not comparable with CCGT, 

as it is providing a higher load factor than any other type of generation other than nuclear. Using data from 

Aurora Energy Research5 (the following is for October 2020, but similar patterns are visible every month). 

These graphs have been annotated with the typical UK EFW load factor. 

 

• The high load factors of EFW plants can be explained because they can generate electricity cheaper than any 

other electricity source. This is because EFW unlike any other electricity source gets paid for their fuel 

(through gate fees, approximately 75% of an EFW plant’s revenue according to Credit Suisse6), so, electricity 

generation is simply a nice addition to their core income stream.  

• BEIS data7 shows that absent changes in government policy (for example imposition of a carbon tax on 

incineration, or forced installation of CCUS) EFW will continue to have the lowest electricity generation costs 

of any type of generation into the 2030s: 

o table 8 - projects commissioning in 2025: EfW (without CHP) has the lowest cost per MWh (£39 per 

MWh) of any generation type 

o table 10 - projects commissioning in 2030: EfW (without CHP) still has the lowest cost per MWh (£37 

per MWh) of any generation type 

 
5 Wholesale Market Summary October 2020 - Aurora Energy Research 
6 Credit Suisse research note on Pennon Group - September 2013 
7 BEIS Electricity Generation Costs (2020) Appendix 1 

https://auroraer.com/wp-content/uploads/2020/11/aer-gb-wholesale-market-summary-october-2020_non_sub.pdf
https://research-doc.credit-suisse.com/docView?sourceid=em&document_id=x529593&serialid=9tJdZlDpO3IAxfhYGLt9Zn5SYWx9KMTsn%2FS70UOA4nc%3D
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/beis-electricity-generation-costs-2020


o table 12 - projects commissioning in 2035: EfW (without CHP) now matches large-scale solar at £36 

per MWh, but is still cheaper than anything else 

o table 14 - projects commissioning in 2040: EfW (without CHP) is now second cheapest after large-

scale solar 

• EFW plants can therefore underbid all other generation types until the mid-2030s at the earliest, and still make 

money selling electricity. It therefore seems unlikely that the applicant’s statement that CCGT is an 

appropriate comparator is reasonable today, let alone in the future.  

• If the applicant would like to be compared to CCGT, they should reduce the forecast load factors for electricity 

generation to those comparable to CCGT - around 50% - which would approximately double the carbon 

output of their electricity generation compared to their current 100% load factor used for carbon calculations, 

and, remove their claimed “R1” recovery status. 

• In summary, EFW plants are bidding against the whole electricity balancing market (and normally 

winning, hence the high load factors for EFW plants) and therefore the marginal grid displacement 

factor would seem to be a more appropriate measure of carbon intensity than that claimed by the 

applicant in their application. 

Trends in the Electricity Generation Mix 

• True renewables such as wind and solar are becoming an ever more important part of the electricity mix, 

displacing coal and starting to displace gas generation too. 

 
 

 

 
 

• In recent years, the minimum CCGT requirement on the Grid has been successively reducing8, from 2016, 

when the minimum CCGT requirement was 2.8GW, at a time when wind was providing 6.3GW, to 2020, when 

the minimum CCGT requirement was 2.4GW, when wind was producing 9.7GW. 

• In the past five years, coal has disappeared, and wind power has become an increasingly large component of 

the electricity mix at minimum load times, increasing from 29% in 2016 to 51% in 2020.  

• With the continued investments in wind and solar (for example 1.3GW of wind power potentially coming online 

in winter 2020) it will possibly only be a year or two before we reach a point where there will be no CCGT 

running in the grid at all at certain times. 

 
8 Author’s analysis based on Elexon BMRS Generation by Fuel Type Data. Interconnections are excluded. 

https://renews.biz/63900/uk-installed-wind-capacity-to-grow-by-13gw-this-winter/
https://www.bmreports.com/bmrs/?q=generation/fueltype/current


• CCGT average load factors are therefore likely to continue to fall from their current 50% level to become a 

peak balancing load source only. If EFW wishes to be seen as a comparator to CCGT then, again, load 

factors for EFW should similarly be reduced. 

• It is therefore not reasonable for EFW to continue to claim that they compete against CCGT either now 

or indefinitely. An EFW plant that the applicant claims will generate electricity at 100% power for 100% 

of the time is not comparable with a CCGT plant that only generates electricity 50% of the time today, 

and a lower proportion than that in future. 

Carbon intensity of EFW vs CCGT 

• To determine the fossil carbon intensity of the electricity that would be exported by the proposed facility, one 

can divide the 148,940 tCO2 (Planning Application Appendix 8.1, 3.1.2) by the 247,500 MWh of electricity 

proposed to be exported by the applicant (while noting that the electricity generation figure is unrealistically 

high). This results in around 0.6 tonnes of CO2e/MWh, which can also be expressed as 600g CO2e per kWh. 

• This means that at 0.6 tCO2/MWh the direct fossil CO2e emissions from the proposed incinerator would be 

significantly higher than the 0.371 tCO2/MWh used in the applicant’s grid displacement factor calculations. 

(Appendix E section 3 of the Environmental Permit application) 

• This 0.371 tCO2/MWh is claimed to come from the 2014 document “Energy from Waste - A Guide to the 

Debate” (specifically p21, footnote 29) - this footnote in fact references a DECC document, rather than 

provides a carbon intensity figure. DECC has been superseded by BEIS, and according to BEIS guidance 

from April 20199: "For estimating changes in emissions from changes in grid electricity use, analysts should 

use the (long run) marginal grid electricity emissions factors in data table 1. These emission factors will vary 

over time as there are different types of power plant generating electricity across the day and over time, each 

with different emissions factors...". 

• BEIS electricity emissions factors10 are substantially lower than those claimed by the applicant, viz: 

 

• In fact, the grid average generation-based factors are now much more relevant for the purposes of assessing 

energy from waste. 

• In practice, the UK is decarbonising even faster than BEIS predictions. For example, in 2020, the Guardian11 

reported that "The larger role for renewables has caused the “carbon intensity” of Great Britain’s electricity to 

fall to its lowest level on record of 181g of carbon dioxide per kilowatt-hour of electricity [in 2020] compared 

with an average of 215g last year and 248g in 2018." 

• This is supported by data from National Grid ESO12: 

 
 

 
9 Valuation of Energy Use and Greenhouse Gas - April 2019, para 3.31 and 3.32 
10 Data tables 1 to 19, available from 

https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/fil 

e/793632/data-tables-1-19.xlsx 

11 Storm Bella helps Great Britain set new record for wind power generation - 28 December 2020 
12 Introducing our carbon intensity app - National Grid ESO, 20th April 2020 

https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/794737/valuation-of-energy-use-and-greenhouse-gas-emissions-for-appraisal-2018.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/fil
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/fil
https://www.theguardian.com/environment/2020/dec/28/storm-bella-helps-uk-record-wind-power-generation-boxing-day
https://www.nationalgrideso.com/news/introducing-our-carbon-intensity-app


 

• By comparing these figures with those used by the applicant, it can be clearly seen that there is nothing 

“conservative” about their grid displacement factors: (and adding their true emissions shows the massive gap 

between EFW emissions and government targets) 

 

• Section 3 of Appendix E references DEFRA “Energy from Waste - A guide to the debate” claims that CCGT is 

the best comparator “as this is the most likely technology if you wanted to build a new power station today”.  

• Firstly, “today” in 2014 is very different to “today” in 2021, 2025 or whenever this plant actually starts 

construction. 

• Furthermore, a CCGT station built today would be required to be carbon capture ready with sufficient land 

reserved for this - under Section 36 of the Electricity Act, applicants are required to demonstrate that there is 

sufficient space available on site, such that they will be able to retrofit carbon capture equipment in the future. 

The applicant has not demonstrated that they can meet this requirement – and it is likely that this small site 

will not have enough space for carbon capture and storage. 

• Work done by the University of Exeter for Wiltshire Council regarding the proposed Northacre EFW facility 

(Ref 20/06775/WCM available on the Wiltshire Council planning website) further draws into doubt the 

applicant’s use of 0.371 tCO2/MWh as a reasonable figure for grid displacement. Quoting: 

o “DEFRA’s 2014 energy from waste guide is used as evidence to support the justification of gas 

combined cycle (CCGT) power stations being an emissions comparator. The guide predates the 

extensive changes that have taken place in the UK electricity system in the latter half of the decade 

including changes to the generation mix which have seen the UK published grid emission factor for 



company reporting6 declined from 0.494 kg CO2e/kWh in 2014 to 0.233kg CO2e/kWh in 2020, a 53% 

reduction.” 

o “The Assessment makes references to subsidies for renewable energy when new solar farms no 

longer receive tariff support and the 2019 £39.65 /MWh contract for difference strike price for offshore 

wind was below the projected price of wholesale electricity with analysis suggesting the wind 

generation will be cheaper than gas as early as 2023.” 

o “In the Energy White Paper the Government states its aim is to have “an overwhelmingly 

decarbonised power system in the 2030s. By adopting a high grid emission factor and extrapolating to 

a time when the electricity grid will be approaching zero carbon, the Assessment unreasonably 

distorts the carbon benefits of electricity production from EfW”. 

• The applicant’s carbon emissions figures should therefore be discarded and reworked. 

Heat 
• This is considered in the Heat Plan (Appendix G - “CHP - Oaktree Heat Plan”). 

• This states: 
o "No large heat consumer (point heat demands greater than 5 MWth as defined by the UK CHP 

Development Map) have been identified within the specified 15 km search radius." 
o Modelling of the viability of a heat network is done with the best possible case, that the industrial and 

office units closest to the plant in Alton take the heat from the facility, despite there being no indication 

that these units have made a demand for the heat. Despite this best-case scenario, the result of this 

modelling is “that the estimated £12.3m capital investment will not be offset by heat sales revenue” 

and “the nominal project internal rate of return and net present value (before financing and tax) over 

30 years are -1.5 % and -£7.41million respectively”. Therefore “the proposed heat network does not 

yield an economically viable scheme in its current configuration”. 
o It continues that “[u]nattractive returns are a result of large network pipe lengths resulting in higher 

capital expenditure, combined with a relatively low identified heat demand.” 
o This is for the best-case scenario for heat export from this plant. No other heat user will be closer, or 

higher in demand, than those modelled, due to the rural location of the proposed development. So, 

there is no chance that the economic case for a heat network from this site will improve from the 

negative IRR/NPV estimates modelled, without Government subsidy, which does not exist and should 

not be relied upon. 

• Government policy (as well as local waste management policy) says that sites with heat usage are 

significantly preferred. For example, DEFRA’s “Energy from Waste - A guide to the Debate” (2014) has many 

references to use of heat outputs in successful energy from waste developments: 
o “Use of heat significantly increases the overall efficiency of the process and the environmental 

benefits. Sites with heat customers available should be favoured”.  
o Combined Heat and Power (CHP) “captures and uses the waste heat produced during electricity 

generation. It is most economic when there is a continuous heat demand, such as on industrial sites 

in continual operation, or through district heating systems in mixed-use community developments, 

such as offices, retail space and homes.” 
o “Plants that operate in combined heat and power (CHP) mode will therefore be able to continue to be 

superior to landfill, with longer plant lifetimes and using waste streams with a much wider range of 

biogenic content into the foreseeable future. A key consideration therefore needs to be focussing on 

development of energy outputs beyond electricity, both for new plants and ensuring existing plants 

that are ‘CHP ready’ become ‘CHP in use’”  
o …" moving away from an electricity only energy from waste model” 
o “Many UK plants are combined heat and power enabled but often struggle to find heat customers.” 

and “heat offtake is not common in the UK”.  
o “Unless the energy output can be effectively used then there is no benefit from maximising its 

production. Ensuring sites for energy from waste are available that allow potential connection to heat 

customers is an essential part of maximising the benefits. The updated national planning policy 

“Planning for Sustainable Waste Management” is expected to reflect this, encouraging local 

authorities to consider siting, through their local plans, energy from waste facilities in areas which 

allow them to use heat as an alternative or additional energy output to electricity.”   
o “Many energy from waste plants are built ‘CHP ready’ but a lack of heat customers, due to location or 

the relative cost of alternatives, meaning they operate in the less efficient electricity-only mode.”  

• The University of Birmingham in their report13 on EFW and the Circular Economy says “Britain’s incinerators 

are the most carbon-intensive [form of] generation on the UK grid after coal, largely because only one-in-five 

plants makes any use of its waste heat”. It recommends a ban on “the building of new incinerators except for 

those which make full use of their waste heat”. It goes on to say, ”Even now, incinerators continue to gain 

 
13 “Energy from Waste and the Circular Economy”, University of Birmingham, 2020 

https://www.birmingham.ac.uk/research/energy/policy/energy-waste-circular-economy.aspx


planning permission without such obligations, potentially locking us into high CO2 electricity only plants for 

decades to come. This must stop.” 

• DEFRA’s recently published Waste Management Plan for England14 highlights the need for EFW facilities to 

consider heat use as a high priority: 
o “To deliver net zero virtually all heat will need to be decarbonised and heat networks will form a vital 

component of this. Energy from waste has a role to play in supplying this heat, but currently only 

around a quarter of energy from waste plants operate in combined heat and power mode, despite 

most being enabled to do so. We want to see this number increase.” (p12) 
o “We are targeting energy from waste incinerators to produce heat for heat networks as this 

substantially reduces their emissions by making use of the otherwise wasted heat to displace gas 

boiler heating.” (p12) 
o “The Resources and Waste Strategy promotes the greater efficiency of energy from waste plants 

through utilisation of the heat generated in district heating networks or by industry” (p17) 
o “Particular attention should therefore be given to the location of the plant to maximise 

opportunities for heat use” (p45) 

• In summary, claims that heat output is therefore a potential “benefit” of the facility, should be 

discarded, as it can never be commercially viable, even in a theoretical “best case scenario”. 

 

  

 
14 DEFRA, January 2021 



Discrepancies between Planning Application and Environmental 

Permit application 

A number of discrepancies have been noted between the application for an Environmental Permit, and the applicant’s 

planning application with Hampshire County Council. These are noted below. 

Lifespan of facility 

• The applicant’s planning application Environmental Statement (ES) 12.8.4 states a “three year construction 

phase”. 

• Various parts of the two application claim different lifespans for the plant: 

o ES 1.3.13 claims the development “would have a design life of around 40 years although in reality 

many elements of the plant would last beyond this period.” 

o Planning Statement (PS) 3.2.10 and ES 4.2.11 claims the development “would have a design life of 

around 30 years although in reality many elements of the plant would last beyond this period.”. The 

Environmental Permit Supporting Information claims “an operational life of approximately 30 years” 

(2.11.1) 

o ES 4.8.11 claims the development “has a lifespan of 25 years”, as does the Additional Environmental 

Information Report (AEIR) in 8.5.8 and 8.5.10.  

• The applicant is still maintaining the fiction in their planning application that the plant will start operation in 

2023, despite a Clarification Letter to Hampshire County Council (dated 14th December 2020) now claiming 

that “the Proposed Development would only go ahead if the Alton MRF is replaced by a facility elsewhere in 

Hampshire. Furthermore, any new MRF would need to be fully operational before the Alton MRF is closed.” 

• Given no site for a replacement MRF has been identified, no planning application submitted, and no MRF 

plant yet constructed or brought into operation, it seems reasonable to conclude that it would be 2025 at the 

earliest before construction could even start on an Alton ERF. 

• With a 3-year construction period for the Proposed Development, the earliest it could be operational would be 

2028. 

• Depending on which of the applicant’s stated lifespans is to be believed, the plant would therefore be 

operational until 2053, 2058 or 2068. 

• The applicant has not conducted environmental assessments covering any of these time periods, which in the 

case of the year 2068 stretches a full 20 years beyond their submitted assessments. 

Capacity of waste bunker 

• The application claims “The capacity of the waste bunker will be clearly stated and not exceeded. It is 

anticipated that the waste storage capacity of the bunker will be approximately 10,000 m3 (equivalent to 

approximately 6 days fuel supply).” (Appendix H, Fire Protection Plan) 

o If it is assumed the tipping bunker is 10,000 m3, it can contain a maximum of approximately 4,400 

tonnes of waste (assuming a 440kg/m3 waste density, typical density for MHW waste), assuming it is 

filled to the brim. 

o At 40 tonnes of waste per hour across both lines, then 4,400 tonnes of waste would support the plant 

for just over four days, but only if the tipping bunker is totally filled to the brim, which seems 

operationally impossible with the processes described by the applicant. 

• The bunker will therefore either need to be bigger (to store a greater volume of waste), the type of waste will 

be different (to provide a greater mass of waste), or an increased number of deliveries on weekends and 

holidays will be required to keep the incinerator fuelled (contrary to the claims in the applicant’s planning 

application regarding traffic flows). 

 
Fuel to be burnt 

 

• Freedom of Information requests made to the Environment Agency for the contents of correspondence 

between the EA and Fichtner and the applicants, shows that the applicant claims they may burn MSW 

(municipal solid waste), or RDF (refuse derived fuel). In contrast, the planning application is clear this is to be 

a merchant plant for commercial and industrial (C+I) waste. 
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Inversion effects in the Wey Valley – Revised 22 June 2021 

Summary 

Valleys such as the Wey Valley, are frequently affected by localised temperature inversions on calm days.  Temperature inversions stop atmospheric 

convection from happening in the affected area and can lead to high concentrations of atmospheric pollutants, making them a poor choice of location for an 

incinerator. Through modelling of local data, using modelling criteria correlated with the actual inversions detailed below, I believe that there is likely to have 

been an inversion in the Wey Valley on 276 occasions in the 10 year period up to February 2021. 

Whilst the Incinerator is designed to have 80m chimneys likely to protrude above the very lowest level inversions, this does not eliminate the nearby return 

to ground of pollutants emitted in light wind conditions. This effect is modelled and detailed in Veolia’s submission showing concentrations of emissions close 

to the incinerator.  

There is therefore a significant, currently unquantified risk of the mixing of trapped, concentrated pollution from current and future traffic (including the 

increases modelled in the local development plan) with returning concentrated pollution from the proposed incinerator. This concentrated pollution has not 

been sufficiently modelled by Veolia in their application and neither has the effect of it on crops, livestock and residents in Alton and surrounding villages, 

including Treloar's School which is located very close to the proposed site. 

Further investigation by Veolia is required in order to properly understand this risk and to justify the choice of the Wey Valley as a valid site for an incinerator 

and the proposed limited use of pollution control technology compared to current best available technology for pollution control.  

Conditions needed to form an inversion 

US Government Weather Service – “Radiation fog (ground or valley fog). Radiational cooling produces this type of fog. Under stable night time conditions, 

long-wave radiation is emitted by the ground; this cools the ground, which causes a temperature inversion. In turn, moist air near the ground cools to its dew 

point. Depending upon ground moisture content, moisture may evaporate into the air, raising the dew point of this stable layer, accelerating radiation fog 

formation. 

…. In valleys, radiation fog formation is enhanced due to cooling from cold air drainage. This cooled air can result in very dense fog…..” 

Source: https://www.weather.gov/media/zhu/ZHU_Training_Page/fog_stuff/fog_guide/fog.pdf 

  

https://www.weather.gov/media/zhu/ZHU_Training_Page/fog_stuff/fog_guide/fog.pdf
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Atmospheric consequences of inversions 

Wikipedia – “In meteorology, an inversion, also known as a temperature inversion, is a deviation from the normal change of an atmospheric property with 

altitude. It almost always refers to an inversion of the thermal lapse rate. Normally, air temperature decreases with an increase in altitude. During an 

inversion, warmer air is held above cooler air; the normal temperature profile with altitude is inverted.[2]  An inversion traps air pollution, such as smog, close 

to the ground. 

Temperature inversions stop atmospheric convection (which is normally present) from happening in the affected area and can lead to high concentrations of 

atmospheric pollutants.  

The effects are even more pronounced when a [pollution source] is surrounded by hills or mountains, since they form an additional barrier to air 

circulation. During a severe inversion, trapped air pollutants form a brownish haze that can cause respiratory problems. The Great Smog of 1952 in London, 

England, is one of the most serious examples of such an inversion. It was blamed for an estimated 11,000 to 12,000 deaths.” 

 

Inversion-created smog in Nowa Ruda, Poland, 2017 

Source: https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Inversion_(meteorology) 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Atmosphere
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Lapse_rate
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Inversion_(meteorology)#cite_note-2
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Smog
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Haze
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Great_Smog_of_1952
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/London
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Inversion_(meteorology)
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/File:2017_Smog_nad_Now%C4%85_Rud%C4%85.jpg
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Inversion-created fog in Lake District 

By Penny Johnson - Own work, CC BY-SA 4.0, https://commons.wikimedia.org/w/index.php?curid=79467344 

 

 

Smoke ceiling formed by a temperature inversion over Lochcarron, Scotland, in 2006. Johantheghost/moonblink 
 

https://commons.wikimedia.org/w/index.php?curid=79467344
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Evidence that the Wey Valley is a poor location for an Incinerator 

14th April 2021 - Photograph of inversion effect in the Wey Valley near Alton on 14th April 2021 at 07:30. Photograph taken from SU755439, facing South 

West, shows trapped smoke from a bonfire being held down in the Wey Valley. 
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Odiham weather conditions in the period leading up to the photograph: Note that Odiham remains largely clear as it is on the top of a hill, whereas the valley is shrouded in 

low lying fog due to the inversion formed in very light winds due to katabatic drainage into the valley causing localised cooling: 

Date Time Weather Visibility Cloud Temp DewPoint Wind Dir 
Wind 
Speed 

13/04/2021 18:50:00 
 

10000 meters 
 

8.0 C 3.0 C 210 degrees 6 knots 

13/04/2021 19:20:00 
 

10000 meters 
 

7.0 C 3.0 C 220 degrees 6 knots 

13/04/2021 19:50:00 
 

10000 meters 
 

6.0 C 2.0 C 230 degrees 6 knots 

13/04/2021 20:20:00 
 

10000 meters 
 

6.0 C 2.0 C 210 degrees 5 knots 

13/04/2021 20:50:00 
 

10000 meters 
 

6.0 C 2.0 C 220 degrees 6 knots 

13/04/2021 21:20:00 
 

10000 meters 
 

6.0 C 2.0 C 230 degrees 6 knots 

13/04/2021 21:50:00 
 

10000 meters 
 

5.0 C 2.0 C 220 degrees 5 knots 

13/04/2021 22:20:00 
 

10000 meters 
 

5.0 C 1.0 C 230 degrees 5 knots 

13/04/2021 22:50:00 
 

10000 meters 
 

4.0 C 1.0 C 220 degrees 2 knots 

13/04/2021 23:50:00 
 

greater than 10000 meters skyclear at None 1.0 C -1.0 C 220 degrees 2 knots 

14/04/2021 00:50:00 
 

greater than 10000 meters broken clouds at 7000 feet 3.0 C 1.0 C 210 degrees 2 knots 

14/04/2021 01:50:00 
 

greater than 10000 meters overcast at 6000 feet 3.0 C 1.0 C 20 degrees 2 knots 

14/04/2021 02:50:00 
 

greater than 10000 meters overcast at 5000 feet 3.0 C 2.0 C 240 degrees 3 knots 

14/04/2021 03:50:00 
 

greater than 10000 meters overcast at 6000 feet 3.0 C 2.0 C 240 degrees 3 knots 

14/04/2021 04:50:00 
 

greater than 10000 meters a few clouds at 5000 feet; broken clouds at 8000 feet 3.0 C 2.0 C 210 degrees 4 knots 

14/04/2021 05:50:00 haze 5000 meters scattered clouds at 5000 feet 1.0 C -0.0 C 50 degrees 4 knots 

14/04/2021 06:50:00 
 

10000 meters 
 

3.0 C 2.0 C 170 degrees 1 knots 

14/04/2021 07:50:00 
 

10000 meters 
 

7.0 C 3.0 C 80 degrees 2 knots 

Aaltronav s.r.o., 2021. Navlost METAR/TAF Archive. [Online]. Available from: https://www.navlost.eu/metar/request/ 
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24 May 2021 – Photograph of inversion in the Wey Valley near Alton on 24th May 2021 at 06:56. The proposed incinerator site is just out of shot to the left. 

The barn shown in the centre of the photograph is located at Bonhams Grade 2* listed farm. 

 

Odiham weather conditions in the period leading up to the photograph: Note that Odiham remains clear as it is on the top of a hill, whereas the valley is shrouded in low 

lying fog and cloud due to the inversion and light winds present in the valley: 

Date Time Weather Visibility Cloud Temp DewPoint Wind Dir 
Wind 
Speed 

2021-05-23 21:50:00 rain greater than 10000 meters a few clouds at 700 feet; broken clouds at 4500 feet 10.0 C 9.0 C 190 degrees 14 knots 

2021-05-23 22:50:00 light rain greater than 10000 meters scattered clouds at 900 feet; scattered clouds at 5000 feet 9.0 C 8.0 C 210 degrees 12 knots 

2021-05-24 23:50:00  
 

greater than 10000 meters scattered clouds at 4900 feet; broken clouds at 16000 feet 8.0 C 6.0 C 220 degrees 9 knots 

2021-05-24 00:50:00 
 
 

greater than 10000 meters scattered clouds at 11000 feet 7.0 C 6.0 C 210 degrees 6 knots 

2021-05-24 01:50:00 
 
 

greater than 10000 meters skyclear 7.0 C 6.0 C 180 degrees 9 knots 

2021-05-24 02:50:00  
 

greater than 10000 meters a few clouds at 1600 feet 7.0 C 6.0 C 220 degrees 6 knots 

2021-05-24 03:50:00 
 
 

greater than 10000 meters skyclear 7.0 C 6.0 C 210 degrees 10 knots 
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2021-05-24 04:50:00 
 
 

greater than 10000 meters a few clouds at 5000 feet 6.0 C 5.0 C 130 degrees 4 knots 

2021-05-24 05:50:00  
 

greater than 10000 meters skyclear 8.0 C 7.0 C 160 degrees 6 knots 

2021-05-24 06:50:00 
 
 

greater than 10000 meters a few clouds at 1400 feet; scattered clouds at 1800 feet 10.0 C 8.0 C 160 degrees 9 knots 

Aaltronav s.r.o., 2021. Navlost METAR/TAF Archive. [Online]. Available from: https://www.navlost.eu/metar/request/ 
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5 June 2021 – Photograph of inversion forming in the Wey Valley with the current Alton MRF in view on 5th June 2021 at around 05:00. 

 

Odiham weather conditions in the period leading up to the photograph: Note that the clear sky and light winds result in the temperature falling close to  dewpoint around 

midnight, at which time mist begins to form at Odiham . The very light wind swings to the west and the sky clears again but cold air drains into the valley near the current 

MRF resulting in shallow fog and a low level inversion: 

Date Time 
Weath
er 

Visibility Cloud Temp DewPoint Wind Dir 
Wind 
Speed 

04/06/2021 19:50:00 
 

greater than 10000 meters scattered clouds at 5000 feet 15.0 C 12.0 C 60 degrees 3 knots 

04/06/2021 20:50:00 
 

greater than 10000 meters skyclear at None 14.0 C 12.0 C 40 degrees 2 knots 

04/06/2021 21:50:00 
 

greater than 10000 meters scattered clouds at 5000 feet 12.0 C 10.0 C 150 degrees 1 knots 

04/06/2021 22:50:00 
 

greater than 10000 meters a few clouds at 5000 feet; broken clouds at 7000 feet 11.0 C 9.0 C 210 degrees 1 knots 

05/06/2021 23:50:00 mist 5000 meters a few clouds at 6000 feet 11.0 C 10.0 C 280 degrees 3 knots 

05/06/2021 00:50:00 
 

8000 meters scattered clouds at 6000 feet 10.0 C 9.0 C 230 degrees 3 knots 

05/06/2021 01:50:00 
 

7000 meters skyclear at None 10.0 C 10.0 C 250 degrees 3 knots 

05/06/2021 02:50:00 
 

greater than 10000 meters skyclear at None 10.0 C 9.0 C 270 degrees 5 knots 

05/06/2021 03:50:00 
 

greater than 10000 meters skyclear at None 10.0 C 8.0 C 280 degrees 6 knots 
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05/06/2021 04:50:00 
 

greater than 10000 meters skyclear at None 9.0 C 7.0 C 240 degrees 3 knots 

05/06/2021 05:50:00 
 

greater than 10000 meters skyclear at None 11.0 C 7.0 C 270 degrees 5 knots 

05/06/2021 06:50:00 
 

greater than 10000 meters skyclear at None 13.0 C 9.0 C 290 degrees 4 knots 

05/06/2021 07:50:00 
 

greater than 10000 meters skyclear at None 15.0 C 10.0 C 300 degrees 5 knots 

Aaltronav s.r.o., 2021. Navlost METAR/TAF Archive. [Online]. Available from: https://www.navlost.eu/metar/request/ 
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9 June 2021 – Photographs of an inversion in the Wey Valley looking towards the site of the proposed Incinerator from Saintbury Hill near Froyle, on 9th June 

2021 at around 06:50. 

 

 

Odiham weather conditions in the period leading up to the photograph: Light winds and clear skies allow the temperature to fall close to dewpoint after a warm day. Slight 

mist forms at Odiham but then clears quickly, whereas the valley remains shrouded in fog and mist due to the sinking cold air causing an inversion in the valley. By the time 
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of the photograph, Odiham is enjoying a warm early summer morning with bright sunshine, whereas the valley retains pollution and colder air under a warming upper 

layer: 

Date Time 
Weath
er 

Visibility Cloud Temp DewPoint Wind Dir 
Wind 
Speed 

08/06/2021 18:50:00 
 

10000 meters 
 

19.0 C 12.0 C 200 degrees 8 knots 

08/06/2021 19:50:00 
 

10000 meters 
 

17.0 C 12.0 C 210 degrees 8 knots 

08/06/2021 20:50:00 
 

10000 meters 
 

15.0 C 11.0 C 190 degrees 6 knots 

08/06/2021 21:50:00 
 

10000 meters 
 

14.0 C 11.0 C 200 degrees 6 knots 

08/06/2021 22:50:00 
 

10000 meters 
 

13.0 C 10.0 C 240 degrees 6 knots 

09/06/2021 23:50:00 
 

10000 meters 
 

12.0 C 10.0 C 220 degrees 7 knots 

09/06/2021 00:50:00 
 

10000 meters 
 

11.0 C 10.0 C 220 degrees 7 knots 

09/06/2021 00:50:00 
 

10000 meters 
 

11.0 C 10.0 C 220 degrees 7 knots 

09/06/2021 01:50:00 haze 8000 meters skyclear at None 11.0 C 9.0 C 210 degrees 8 knots 

09/06/2021 02:50:00 haze 6000 meters skyclear at None 10.0 C 9.0 C 200 degrees 7 knots 

09/06/2021 04:50:00 
 

10000 meters 
 

10.0 C 10.0 C 220 degrees 3 knots 

09/06/2021 05:50:00 
 

10000 meters 
 

12.0 C 11.0 C 220 degrees 3 knots 

09/06/2021 05:50:00 
 

10000 meters 
 

12.0 C 11.0 C 220 degrees 3 knots 

09/06/2021 06:50:00 
 

greater than 10000 meters skyclear at None 14.0 C 11.0 C 230 degrees 6 knots 

09/06/2021 07:50:00 
 

greater than 10000 meters skyclear at None 16.0 C 12.0 C 250 degrees 5 knots 

09/06/2021 09:50:00 
 

10000 meters 
 

19.0 C 5.0 C 230 degrees 9 knots 

Aaltronav s.r.o., 2021. Navlost METAR/TAF Archive. [Online]. Available from: https://www.navlost.eu/metar/request/ 
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No weather modelling carried out by Veolia in the area of the Wey Valley 

Veolia do not appear to have performed any significant local weather data collection in the vicinity of the site and have not referred to any published sources 

of local weather data apart from Odiham. Veolia’s emissions dispersion modelling is based on RAF Odiham observed data as the source, but seems to ignore 

local effects of geography and climate such as inversions in the valley as documented above.  

The only evidence I can find of local weather recording by Veolia is their statements in relation to plume visibility that there had been “extended periods of  

mist  and  fog  throughout  the  morning  periods ….  and [this] appears to be characteristic of the weather  patterns within  the Wey Valley and surrounding 

area …” As noted in the sections above, fog and poor visibility in valleys in the morning can often be associated with inversions, leading to the trapping of 

pollution. 

Source: ES Vol 1 2627 05 LVIA FINAL.pdf and 2627 - Additional Landscape Visual Clarification Report V4.pdf 

 

The ADMS software used by Veolia does not routinely consider effects of valley inversions 

Quote from CERC website on the ADMS software used in Veolia’s emissions modelling. 

“Complex terrain - The  stability  of  the  atmosphere  near  the  ground  also  plays  an  important  role  in  hilly  terrain.    If the atmosphere  is  stable  then  

flow  is  more  likely  to be around  hills  than  over  them.  ..….  During very low  wind  stable  conditions  in  hil ly  terrain, horizontal  gradients  in  density  can  

cause katabatic (downslope) winds, which may influence the background flow in deep valleys.  These effects are not specifically accounted for in ADMS” 

How likely are valley inversions in the Wey Valley? 

By examining RAF Odiham weather data taken hourly for the last 10 years and specifically looking for the conditions associated with inversions such as those 

seen above, I have produced an assessment of the number of occasions likely to result in a local inversion in the Wey Valley. This model has been correlated 

with the photographs above showing actual inversions and trapped smoke. 

Conditions used in my model to indicate the likelihood of an inversion: 

1. Stable air conditions, with light winds which minimise the mixing of air. 

2. Clear skies overnight allowing for radiation cooling of the ground and air close to the ground.  

3. Additionally, possible formation of fog if the relative humidity rises close to 100% (lowering air temperature approaches dewpoint) 
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This modelling has indicated a total of 276 occasions during the 10 years to end February 2021 where the formation of an inversion in the Wey Valley was 

likely. Please see the list of dates at the end of this document. 

 

Have Veolia considered the effect of local Inversions in enough detail? 

I can find no mention in Veolias application of any consideration of the likelihood and effects of localised inversions on the dispersal of pollutant material 

emitted as a result of combustion. However, considerable evidence (see references above and below) exists to suggest that pollutants could be significantly 

concentrated in valleys by the presence of such an inversion. No results have been published of any assessment of this potential concentration in relation to 

Veolia’s proposed site in the Wey Valley and therefore the air quality information provided by Veolia in support of their application is inadequate  and must 

be revised.  

As I have managed to find evidence that local weather conditions mean that an inversion is likely to have occurred on 276 occasions during the period, I 

would contend that the application to develop an incinerator in the valley cannot be approved without further analysis and modelling that confirms the 

meteorological and topographical suitability of the site. 

 

23 June 2021 
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Further References 

Britannica.com - Inversions play an important role in determining cloud forms, precipitation, and visibility. An inversion acts as a cap on the upward 

movement of air from the layers below. As a result, convection produced by the heating of air from below is limited to levels below the inversion. Diffusion of 

dust, smoke, and other air pollutants is likewise limited. In regions where a pronounced low-level inversion is present, convective clouds cannot grow high 

enough to produce showers and, at the same time, visibility may be greatly reduced below the inversion, even in the absence of clouds, by the accumulation 

of dust and smoke particles. Because air near the base of an inversion tends to be cool, fog is frequently present there. 

Topography greatly affects the magnitude of ground inversions. If the land is rolling or hilly, the cold air formed on the higher land surfaces tends to drain 

into the hollows, producing a larger and thicker inversion above low ground and little or none above higher elevations. 

Source: https://www.britannica.com/science/temperature-inversion 

ilmatieteenlaitos.fi - The weather plays an important role in the formation and disappearance of air pollution. During winters, air quality has been observed 

to decline very quickly after long clear nights with weak winds. Then pollutants from different sources are emitted into the air, but because of poor mixing 

circumstances near the ground, pollutants released into the atmosphere's lowest layer are trapped at breathing level and can reach unhealthy levels in a 

few hours. 

The shape of the landscape has an impact on both the formation and intensity of inversion. For instance, over flat terrain inversion gradually intensifies if the 
surface cools. Over valleys cold air will flow down the slopes and settle under the warm air intensifying the inversion. Inversions frequently develop during 
evenings and nights and can occur at the surface or aloft in the atmosphere. During the daylight hours, surface inversions normally weaken or disappear 
when the sun warms the ground. In addition, wind speed and rain contribute to how quickly inversion will break up. Radiation inversions are the most 
common type of inversion, but there exists other inversions like advection and subsidence inversions as well. 

Source: https://en.ilmatieteenlaitos.fi/temperature-inversions 

 

  

https://www.britannica.com/science/cloud-meteorology
https://www.britannica.com/science/precipitation
https://www.britannica.com/science/convection
https://www.merriam-webster.com/dictionary/Diffusion
https://www.britannica.com/science/air-pollution
https://www.britannica.com/science/cloud-meteorology
https://www.britannica.com/science/anticyclone
https://www.britannica.com/science/fog
https://www.merriam-webster.com/dictionary/Topography
https://www.britannica.com/science/temperature-inversion
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List of days in the period Feb 2010 to Feb 2020 with weather conditions favourable to the formation of overnight inversions in the 

locality of the Wey Valley 

Please let me know if you would like the hourly weather observations on those days in order to validate the selection model. 

Date 

02/03/2010 

05/03/2010 

09/04/2010 

18/04/2010 

24/04/2010 

27/04/2010 

05/05/2010 

12/05/2010 

18/05/2010 

21/05/2010 

22/05/2010 

23/05/2010 

04/06/2010 

05/06/2010 

23/06/2010 

27/06/2010 

02/09/2010 

21/09/2010 

17/10/2010 

25/10/2010 

16/11/2010 

19/11/2010 

12/12/2010 

13/12/2010 

14/03/2011 

19/03/2011 
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25/03/2011 

09/04/2011 

10/04/2011 

20/04/2011 

22/04/2011 

23/04/2011 

04/07/2011 

11/07/2011 

02/08/2011 

03/08/2011 

22/08/2011 

01/09/2011 

01/10/2011 

15/10/2011 

20/11/2011 

02/12/2011 

11/02/2012 

26/02/2012 

24/03/2012 

28/03/2012 

29/03/2012 

01/04/2012 

02/04/2012 

06/04/2012 

13/04/2012 

16/04/2012 

13/05/2012 

27/05/2012 

28/05/2012 

20/06/2012 

26/06/2012 

22/07/2012 
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24/07/2012 

25/07/2012 

09/08/2012 

10/08/2012 

11/08/2012 

24/08/2012 

06/09/2012 

08/09/2012 

09/09/2012 

21/09/2012 

14/10/2012 

18/11/2012 

06/12/2012 

21/04/2013 

28/04/2013 

02/05/2013 

03/05/2013 

07/05/2013 

16/05/2013 

25/06/2013 

05/07/2013 

06/08/2013 

07/08/2013 

08/08/2013 

10/08/2013 

20/08/2013 

27/08/2013 

06/10/2013 

05/03/2014 

10/03/2014 

13/03/2014 

24/03/2014 
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31/03/2014 

01/04/2014 

11/04/2014 

03/05/2014 

15/05/2014 

16/05/2014 

17/05/2014 

21/05/2014 

07/06/2014 

08/06/2014 

12/06/2014 

20/06/2014 

30/06/2014 

01/07/2014 

02/07/2014 

17/07/2014 

05/10/2014 

09/11/2014 

20/04/2015 

21/04/2015 

13/05/2015 

04/06/2015 

16/06/2015 

26/06/2015 

05/07/2015 

31/07/2015 

01/08/2015 

16/08/2015 

17/08/2015 

18/08/2015 

28/08/2015 

06/09/2015 
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07/09/2015 

19/09/2015 

26/09/2015 

27/09/2015 

12/10/2015 

02/11/2015 

19/01/2016 

11/02/2016 

24/02/2016 

29/02/2016 

13/04/2016 

14/04/2016 

17/04/2016 

06/05/2016 

15/05/2016 

06/06/2016 

07/06/2016 

09/06/2016 

28/06/2016 

06/07/2016 

18/07/2016 

31/07/2016 

15/08/2016 

31/10/2016 

23/11/2016 

30/11/2016 

01/12/2016 

05/01/2017 

19/01/2017 

22/01/2017 

06/04/2017 

19/04/2017 
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27/04/2017 

01/06/2017 

14/06/2017 

17/06/2017 

19/06/2017 

20/06/2017 

05/07/2017 

14/08/2017 

16/08/2017 

27/08/2017 

28/08/2017 

01/09/2017 

30/10/2017 

17/11/2017 

30/01/2018 

26/03/2018 

20/04/2018 

21/04/2018 

05/05/2018 

06/05/2018 

07/05/2018 

08/05/2018 

09/05/2018 

20/05/2018 

31/05/2018 

03/06/2018 

13/06/2018 

23/06/2018 

24/06/2018 

25/06/2018 

26/06/2018 

07/07/2018 
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08/07/2018 

09/07/2018 

12/07/2018 

14/07/2018 

15/07/2018 

16/07/2018 

19/07/2018 

26/07/2018 

03/08/2018 

06/08/2018 

07/08/2018 

30/08/2018 

01/09/2018 

03/09/2018 

25/09/2018 

26/09/2018 

29/09/2018 

20/10/2018 

21/10/2018 

04/12/2018 

25/02/2019 

26/02/2019 

27/02/2019 

26/03/2019 

29/03/2019 

12/04/2019 

19/04/2019 

20/04/2019 

21/04/2019 

22/04/2019 

23/04/2019 

12/05/2019 
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13/05/2019 

15/05/2019 

22/05/2019 

23/05/2019 

18/06/2019 

29/06/2019 

04/07/2019 

05/07/2019 

16/07/2019 

23/07/2019 

23/08/2019 

24/08/2019 

26/08/2019 

08/09/2019 

14/09/2019 

18/09/2019 

19/09/2019 

20/09/2019 

17/10/2019 

28/10/2019 

08/11/2019 

29/11/2019 

05/02/2020 

06/02/2020 

25/03/2020 

26/03/2020 

01/04/2020 

07/04/2020 

10/04/2020 

15/04/2020 

16/04/2020 

23/04/2020 
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24/04/2020 

26/04/2020 

07/05/2020 

08/05/2020 

09/05/2020 

10/05/2020 

12/05/2020 

15/05/2020 

20/05/2020 

25/05/2020 

26/05/2020 

27/05/2020 

02/06/2020 

16/06/2020 

17/06/2020 

25/06/2020 

12/07/2020 

21/07/2020 

07/08/2020 

01/09/2020 

14/09/2020 

15/09/2020 

22/09/2020 

06/11/2020 

07/12/2020 

01/01/2021 
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