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Introduction
This representation is submitted on behalf of No Wey Incinerator (NWI), a campaign group
of local residents, businesses and farmers concerned at Veolia’s plans to build an energy
recovery facility in the heart of the beautiful Wey Valley.
The Applicant, Veolia ES (UK) Ltd, is seeking planning permission for the construction and
operation of an Energy Recovery Facility (ERF) on the site of the existing Materials
Recovery Facility (MRF) and Waste Transfer Station (WTS) at Holybourne, Alton. The
facility would have a generating capacity of 33MW of electricity following the combustion of
typically 330,000 tpa of non-hazardous residual waste.
Following the submission of the planning application to Hampshire County Council in June
2020, and submission of information in response to three separate Regulation 25 requests
issued in late 2020 and a Regulation 25 request issued in June 2021 the applicant has
now submitted further information in response to a request for clarification issued by HCC
in July 2021 and a fifth Regulation 25 request issued by HCC in October 2021.
This report has been prepared in response to this further information. The issues raised in
the initial representations still stand and should be considered by the LPA in determining
this planning application.
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Response to request for clarification
– August 2021
Further information was submitted by the Applicant on 4th August 2021 in response to a
letter from HCC dated 21st July 2021, requesting clarification on several matters. For ease
of reference, where NWI wishes to make further comments, these are numbered as in the
initial clarification letter.
1. Details including the delivery and efficacy of the ecological and biodiversity
improvements and enhancements discussed with Natural England and HCC at
Shortheath Common SAC and other receptor sites (such as the ‘Fruit Farm’
former landfill site under Veolia’s control has also been cited and discussed).
Jonathan Cox Associates has considered the submitted information provided by the
applicant and a detailed response is included as an appendix to this report.
Veolia’s response to HCC’s clarification request relates to a hydro-ecological investigation
and follow up monitoring strategy to assist in the long-term management of Shortheath
Common. These were originally proposed as a form of mitigation for ‘some degree of
impact’ from the proposed development on this site. However, Veolia conclude that there
will be no adverse impact on this site and all the works proposed are therefore considered
planning gain. Whether there is an adverse impact from the development will depend, in
part, upon the conclusion of the HRA (see JCA report for further details). What is being
proposed cannot be considered as mitigation if any adverse effects are subsequently
identified.
Firstly, mitigation needs to be directed as offsetting the specific adverse effects of the
proposed development, not provide a general improvement in the management of a site.
Secondly, works such as this that are necessary for the long-term management of a
European designated site are the responsibility of Member states to implement. Such
necessary management must be implemented in any event and is not therefore mitigation
of adverse impacts caused by a development.
2. Details on the successful delivery and viability of the green living wall proposed
on the ERFs north-facing wall has been commented upon by consultees and
third parties. Information clarifying the long-term management and efficacy of
the proposed wall over the ERFs proposed 30-year lifetime would be helpful
here (case studies would be welcomed).
The information submitted by the applicant in response to the delivery and viability of the
green wall has been reviewed by NWI’s landscape consultant, the terra firma Consultancy
Ltd (TFC). It concludes that as the deliverability of the living wall is material to the success
of the development, it is not appropriate to defer consideration of the planting scheme to a
planning condition.
The viability of the maintenance operations must also be confirmed prior to determining the
application. The applicant’s suggestion that maintenance will involve the use of a cherry
picker type vehicle needs further consideration as many parts of the proposed living wall
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would be at high level, set-back behind lower-level built-form and therefore not accessible
by a cherry picker. Examples include the office accommodation (which would be 11.5m
deep and nearly 26m tall) and the residues and reagents building (which would be 16m
deep and 22.5m tall). In light of the constraints imposed by the design of the ERF, further
information is required on precisely how the panels will be maintained and over what
frequency.
The precedent examples cited by the applicant are all in urban locations where
microclimatic conditions would be different to those in the exposed rural location of the
Alton ERF site and their design would not have been required to emulate rural hues and
textures.
3. The applicant’s position on providing heat connectivity – beyond the ERF site
planning boundary – to the local existing heat grid/network would be welcomed
here.
In developing proposals for new thermal generating stations, the National Policy Statement
for Energy (EN-1) makes it clear that applicants should consider the opportunities for CHP
from the very earliest point, and it should be adopted as a criterion when considering
locations for a project. Had this been undertaken, the application site would not have been
selected due to the unattractive returns of large network pipe lengths resulting in higher
capital expenditure, combined with a relatively low identified heat demand acknowledged
by the applicant in the submitted Heat Plan prepared by Fichtner. It concludes in section
8.3 that the proposed heat network ‘does not yield an economically viable scheme in its
current configuration’.
It is entirely appropriate to require the installation of CHP connections in advance of receipt
of first waste as a condition to any consent. However, this condition must extend to
ensuring connections to individual premises rather than simply a connection to a
distribution point to service the Mill Lane industrial area. Given that the applicant has
previously stated that the proposed heat network does not yield an economically viable
return, it is wholly misleading to suggest that a Grampian condition requiring the
installation of a heat pipe to a distribution point on Mill Lane would be sufficient to deliver
CHP.
4. The applicant’s position in relation to the comments and criticism made by No
Wey Incinerator Group on the ERF’s compliance with CCC Sixth Carbon Budget
document (i.e. by 2050 all EfW sites need to be 100% carbon capture and
storage, but this needs to be put in place now for new sites coming forward;
5. Further to the above CCC Sixth Carbon Budget, the applicant’s
experience/position on the failure of and/or problems with uptake of CHP across
the UK would be helpful here;
6. The applicant’s position on the retro-fitting of the ERF – in line with emerging
Government requirements – to include further measures to mitigate climate
change impacts and benefits through increased energy/heat generation over the
proposed 30 year lifetime would be helpful here (case studies would be
welcomed)
The Climate Change Committee (CCC) is an independent, statutory body established
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under the Climate Change Act 2008. Its purpose is to advise the Government on
emissions target and to report to Parliament on progress made in reducing greenhouse
gas emissions and preparing for and adapting to the impacts of climate change. The
Committee is advising that the UK set its Sixth Carbon Budget i.e. the legal limit for UK net
emissions of greenhouse gases over the years 2033-37 to require a reduction in UK
emissions of 78% by 2035 relative to 1990. The CCC Sixth Carbon Budget is therefore an
important material consideration in the determination of the application for the ERF.
Waste sector emissions, now including EfW plants, have fallen significantly over the past
two decades, due to reductions in waste being landfilled, although have not improved in
the past few years due to a plateau in UK recycling and significant grown in fossil
emissions from EfW plants. Options for reducing emissions include reduced residual
waste sent to EfW (through waste prevention and recycling) and installation of CCS
(Carbon Capture and Storage) on EfW plants.
The document entitled ‘Policies for the Sixth Carbon Budget and Net Zero’ (December
2020) includes a number of policy recommendations for waste (see Table 9.1). These
include:
-

examining the impact of waste reduction and recycling targets on the utilisation of
(and need for further) energy from waste plants;

-

new waste conversion plants (including incineration), must be built with carbon
capture and storage (CCS) or ‘CCS ready’;

-

existing plants should start retrofitting CCS from late 2020s onwards with 2050 a
backstop date for full CCS coverage

Given HCC’s declared Climate Emergency and strategic priority to reduce waste and
promote a circular economy, it is entirely appropriate to expect the LPA to account of these
policy recommendations in their consideration of the application for the Alton ERF. The
work undertaken by the South East Waste Planning Advisory Group (SEWPAG) referred
to in more detail later in this report, goes some way to examining the impact of recycling
targets on the utilisation of and need for further EfW plants and highlights the danger of
over provision of such infrastructure.
The report from the CCC also notes that the waste sector faces a number of challenges
including those associated with long-term contracts and the current lack of carbon capture
and storage (CCS) infrastructure in the UK. It notes that many new energy from waste
plants are under construction and have been granted planning permission, which if built
without CCS will likely significantly increase sector emissions.
Table 1.2 sets out phase-out dates of high-carbon activities. It states that from today (my
emphasis) new energy from waste plants should be built with CCS or CCS ready and not
from 2040 as suggested by the applicant.
The 2021 report to Parliament entitled ‘Progress in Reducing Emissions’ identifies specific
key gaps that need to be addressed by Government policy. In relation to waste, the report
states on page 32:
‘Address with urgency the rising emissions from, and use of, Energy from Waste (EfW),
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including by ensuring that the capacity and utilisation of EfW plants is consistent with
necessary improvements in recycling and resource efficiency, providing support to enable
existing EfW plants to begin to be retrofitted with CCUS from the late 2020s, and
introducing policy to ensure that any new EfW plants are built either with CCUS or are
‘CCUS ready’.
It is clear that the focus of the recommendations from the CCC is on waste reduction and
recycling and not diverting waste from landfill to energy from waste as suggested by the
applicant, particularly when those facilities are not built with CCUS (Carbon Capture
Utilisation and Storage). Rather the policy recommendations require examination of the
impact of waste reduction and recycling targets on the utilisation of and need for further
energy from waste plants. It certainly does not advocate an increase in EfW plants as
suggested by the applicant.
Internal correspondence between Officer’s at HCC obtained under a Freedom of
Information request, highlight concerns that the assumptions about the benefits of the
facility, including its carbon effects, seem to be predicated on it diverting waste from landfill
and not from recycling and it is precisely this assumption that they remain to be convinced
about (email from Ilina Todorovska to Melissa Spriggs and Sam Dumbrell dated 15
January 2021 a copy of which is included in an Appendix to this report).
The applicant maintains that the Alton ERF will be CCS ready, with space available within
the plant to accommodate the cyclone technology used to capture the carbon. No
evidence has been provided to demonstrate that this is feasible and given the constrained
nature of the site, it is essential that this information is provided in advance of the
determination of the application.
The applicant anticipates that there will be requirements introduced through the
Environmental Permit to secure the installation of CCS technology as this becomes widely
available. However, if there is not sufficient space on site to accommodate it, it is not clear
how it will be secured.
7. It is noted that a draft s106 ‘terms’ for HGV routing has been provided but we
would request confirmation on the applicant’s position on entering into a legal
agreement to control HGV routing to and from the ERF site;
8. Building on the above, please provide the applicant’s position on providing an
ANPR to record and monitor any HGVs associated with the ERF using – contrary
to any approved HGV routing agreement – the junction on the A31
eastbound/Hen and Chicken Inn to turn and head westbound;
The applicants have confirmed their intention to enter into a s106 agreement on lorry
routing. The legal agreement needs to include appropriate measure to ensure that the
routing agreement is properly enforced.
12. South Downs National Park (15 February 2021)
The Council has a statutory duty to consider the purposes of the National Park when
determining the application for the ERF. These are:
- Purpose 1: To conserve and enhance the natural beauty, wildlife and cultural heritage of
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the area.
- Purpose 2: To promote opportunities for the understanding and enjoyment of the special
qualities of the National Park by the public.
- Duty: To seek to foster the social and economic wellbeing of the local communities
within the National Park in pursuit of our purposes.
The SDNPA does not support the applicant’s conclusions that the proposed ERF’s visual
impact from public vantage points within the National Park is not harmful. Rather, it states
that visual harm would occur in a number of specific and sensitive views from within the
National Park where the site and the surrounding landscape of the National Park and Wey
Valley can be appreciated, such as in viewpoint 6 near Wyck. In such views, the scheme
would be seen as a large, incongruous feature within a landscape which visually
contributes to the setting of the National Park.
The NPA consider that the proposed green wall is unlikely to satisfactorily mitigate the
visual harm given the scale of the building. In addition to the 80m high chimney, which
would break the skyline in certain views, viewers’ eyes would be drawn to the building to
the detriment of the wider landscape character and setting of the National Park.
In light of the comments from the SDNPA, it is inconceivable that it could be argued that
the proposed ERF would contribute to the statutory purposes of the National Park.
The applicant state that the proposals would not have a material effect upon the statutory
purposes of the National Park. The implication of this statement is an acknowledgement
that it would have an adverse effect upon the statutory purposes but simply that that effect
would not be material. Notwithstanding that this is not accepted, this is not the statutory
duty. The citing of an ERF in this location will not conserve and enhance the natural
beauty, wildlife and cultural heritage of the area and neither will it promote opportunities for
the understanding and enjoyment of the special qualities of the National Park by the public.

13. Historic England (10 June 2021)
Historic England consider that the proposed ERF would cause harm to the Grade II* listed
Bonham’s Farmhouse by eroding its historic rural setting. This impact is shown to
increase in winter, with the stacks and main building’s presence becoming more easily
discernible, eroding the historic rural setting associated with the farm to such an extent that
at least a moderate level of harm is caused to the Farmhouse’s significance.
The LPA has a statutory duty under section 66(1) of the Planning (Listed Buildings and
Conservation Areas) Act 1990 to have special regard to the desirability of preserving listed
buildings or their setting or any features of special architectural or historic interest which
they possess. This coupled with the policies in the NPPF which require clear and
convincing justification for any harm to a designated heritage asset suggest a strong
presumption against the proposed development.
The Applicant has made no attempt to demonstrate that the public benefits of the proposal
outweigh the harm to the significance of the designated heritage asset, in this case
Bonham’s Farmhouse.
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Historic England go further in suggesting that the Council should be clear that the
proposed facility is necessary and that the application site is the best (or least harmful)
location for it given the harm that has been identified to Bonham’s Farmhouse.
Notwithstanding objections on the grounds of need, if a proper consideration of alternative
sites was undertaken, it is highly unlikely that the application site would emerge as the best
or least harmful location on heritage grounds.
14. No Wey Incinerator Group (February 2021)
Need
The applicant has failed again to respond to the issues raised by HCC in its Regulation 25
request dated 23rd October 2020, the omission of which was highlighted in the response
from NWI in February 2021. In particular, HCC queried the need for a fourth large-scale
ERF on the basis that it may not be able to operate solely on residual waste. The
consequences of this being that the proposal could impact on the provision of recycling
facilities and drive waste down the waste hierarchy. An assessment of the sources of
waste that the proposals would handle may mean that their local plans may be of
relevance.
No information has been provided by the applicant on the sources of waste that the
proposal would handle and neither have the implications of taking waste from other
planning areas been assessed in terms of compliance with local planning policy. Without
this information, it is not possible to determine whether the facility is in accordance with the
waste hierarchy and of an appropriate type and scale so as not to prejudice the
achievement of local or national waste management targets in England. This issue was
highlighted by SEWPAG and is discussed in more detail below.
NWI raised specific queries as to how the applicant would ensure that waste is managed in
accordance with the waste hierarchy, none of which have been addressed. The applicant
cannot rely on Project Integra to demonstrate that obligations to manage municipal waste
are being met as the proposed ERF would source waste from outside Hampshire.
Similarly, the reliance on fiscal incentives to manage C&I waste in accordance with the
waste hierarchy is insufficient as the proportion of merchant EfW capacity is rising and
therefore future gate fees will be driven by wider market pricing.
Notwithstanding the applicant’s failure to respond in full to the Reg 25 request and HCC’s
subsequent request for a response to the issues raised by NWI, there are other issues
affecting the amount of residual waste available to the ERF. The most significant of these
is the recent publication of the Environment Act 2021 which amends the Environmental
Protection Act 1990 by requiring separate collection of recyclable/compostable materials
from households and businesses. This builds on the Circular Economy Package (CEP)
which was published in August 2020, and which introduces a revised legislative
framework. This package:
-

identifies steps for waste reduction, to ensure better compliance with the waste
hierarchy

-

establishes a long-term path for waste management and recycling, with 2035 targets
across the UK of at least 65% municipal recycling and below 10% municipal waste
sent to landfill
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bans separately collected plastic, metal, glass and paper from being landfilled unless it
has gone through treatment and is the best environmental outcome.

The 2035 target for 65% of municipal waste to be recycled was considered by the
SEWPAG (of which HCC is a member) in its report entitled ‘Residual Non-Hazardous
Waste Treatment Capacity in the South East’ published in May 2021. The focus of the
report is to consider the extent to which waste management capacity for managing
‘residual non-hazardous waste’ is being developed by the waste industry. This is both a
concern to ensure that sufficient capacity is available to meet future needs, but also to
ensure waste will be managed in accordance with the waste hierarchy.
Municipal waste is defined as waste from households and wastes of a similar type arising
from businesses. If the 65% target is achieved then there will be no more than 35% of
residual municipal waste remaining, to be managed by landfill or ‘other recovery’ such as
Energy from Waste.
The SEWPAG report states at paragraph 1.10:
‘EfW infrastructure has an operational life of at least 30 years and so has a considerable
impact on how waste will be managed in the future. If insufficient capacity is developed
then waste will continue to be landfilled but, on the other hand, if too much is developed
then management of waste in accordance with the waste hierarchy, in particular the
achievement of recycling targets, may be hindered. Indeed, once capacity is operational it
is not commercially possible to reduce inputs to enable waste to be managed to recycling
and other methods further up the waste hierarchy. Hence waste is locked into a long term
supply.’
Table 4 of the report provides an estimate of the ‘other recovery’ capacity gap based on
recycling scenarios ranging from 50% to 70% based on operational facilities and those for
which consent has been granted but are not yet operational.
If the target rate of 65% is achieved, the SEWPAG report demonstrates that there would
be a surplus of ‘other recovery’ capacity (e.g. EfW) of 29,406 tpa across the South East.
Once consented but not operational facilities are taken into account, that surplus increases
to 316,406 tpa. This figure does not appear to include the capacity from the consented
New Circular Technology Park at Ford which may be an error as no explanation is
provided for its exclusion. If the capacity from the Ford plant was included, it would
increase the surplus by an additional 140,000 tpa, resulting in a surplus of ‘other recovery’
of 456,000 tpa.
At May 2021 there were three applications for ‘other recovery’ facilities that were awaiting
determination. These include 330,000 tpa facility proposed by the applicant at Alton, as
well as a 150,000 tpa facility at Reading Quarry and a 135,000 tpa facility at Ford. If all
three of these facilities were approved, another 615,000 tpa of ‘other recovery’ facilities
would be available, taking the surplus to 931,406 tpa (or 1,071,406 tpa if the consented
140,000 tpa at Ford was included).
If a recycling rate of 70% was achieved, the surplus in ‘other recovery’ facilities would be
close to 1,000,000 tpa based on operational and consented facilities alone.
The SEWPAG report concludes that there is a risk that if any of the ‘other recovery’
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capacity in the pipeline (i.e. consented and applications pending) came on stream then it
might not be possible to achieve 65% recycling of Local Authority Collected Waste and
Commercial and Industrial Waste.
The proposed Alton ERF represents over half of the capacity of the applications pending.
For the LPA to approve this application in light of the warning from SEWPAG (of which
HCC are members and therefore it is reasonable to assume it supports its conclusions),
would seriously prejudice opportunities to achieve the Government target to recycle 65%
of municipal waste by 2035.
In light of measures introduced in the Environment Act 2021 and the Government target of
recycling 65% of residual municipal waste by 2035, it is reasonable to conclude that the
amount of residual waste available for incineration will decrease during the lifetime of the
proposed ERF and operators will need to source waste from a much larger area, contrary
to the proximity principle.
It would be imprudent of the LPA to approve an ERF of the scale being proposed at Alton
without first examining the impact of waste reduction and recycling targets on the need for
further energy from waste plants. This is particularly important in light of HCC’s declared
Climate Emergency.
The applicants dispute the LPAs assessment of the need for the facility on the basis that
the recovery capacity has not been developed. Further information is required to
determine what proportion of permissions were extant and therefore still capable of coming
forward. Notwithstanding this, if the LPA accept this position, then it cannot also conclude
that the policy in the HMWP does not need to be reviewed.
The applicant has failed to respond to the issue raised by NWI regarding the timing of the
replacement MRF. It is premature to determine an application based on data (both in
terms of waste management capacity/requirement and also environmental data included in
the ES) that will be out of date many years before the development of the ERF
commences.
Alternatives
NWI raised serious concerns about the adequacy of the assessment of alternatives,
particularly the reliance on sites identified by HCC in February 2012. This is not
representative of current availability and is clearly inappropriate. Given that the application
will cause harm to a designated heritage asset (noting that there is a statutory duty to have
special regard to the desirability of preserving a listed buildings or its settings) and will be
harmful to views from within the National Park for which there is a statutory duty to
consider the purposes of the National Park, of which conservation and enhancement of the
natural beauty, wildlife and cultural heritage of the area is key, the consideration of
alternatives should have given more prominence in the submission of the planning
application.
Landscape and Visual Effects
The applicant’s response to issues raised by NWI has been considered by Terra Firma
Consultancy (TFC).
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In relation to published landscape character assessments, the applicant maintains that its
approach is consistent with GLVIA3. However, as locally derived information is not
identified separately, clearly or transparently, TFC state it is not wholly consistent with
guidance within GLVIA3 or paragraph 2.24 in particular.
TFC disagree with how susceptibility to change has been assessed in relation to LCA3f
and suggest it should be assessed as high and accordingly the overall sensitivity would be
regarded as ‘high’ rather than ‘medium’.
Axis, on behalf of the applicant, have also suggested that their assessment of the
magnitude of effect references the roofline of the proposed development breaking the
sensitive skyline. Nevertheless, they have ascribed a ‘small to medium’ magnitude of
landscape effect locally, and a ‘negligible’ magnitude of landscape effect in the wider
context. Even if these values are accepted, had the overall sensitivity been appropriately
ascribed as ‘high’ rather than ‘medium’, the landscape effect locally would equate to a
‘significant adverse’ rather than the ‘insignificant adverse’ conclusion that Axis have drawn.
Axis have disregarded the potential for significant landscape effects to occur in
geographical areas where the proposed development would not be visible. This logic is
contrary to the guidance in GLVIA3. The assessment of landscape effects should take into
account aesthetic and perceptual aspects of scenic quality, i.e. appealing to all the
senses. For instance, the absence of the development from view does not mean to say
that noise emitted from the development could not be heard, and disturbance from that
noise would not be material to the enjoyment of landscape amenity.
Axis’ assertion that the effect on landscape character can only be derived from perceptual
responses to visibility is incorrect. Furthermore, to claim that this approach ‘does not
contradict guidance in GLVIA3’ is demonstrably incorrect.
Whilst the conclusions of the initial assessment drew attention to the quantum of
potentially significant adverse visual effects being 7 out of 21 of the identified viewpoints
(i.e. 33.3% of the total), the conclusions of the additional information provided for
Regulation 25 conspicuously omit reference to the revised quantum of potentially
significant adverse visual effects being 28 out of 55 of the identified viewpoints (i.e. 50.9%
of the total).
The clarification letter dated 4th August does not acknowledge that, as a sample of
potential visibility of the proposed development, the ERF would cause more significant
adverse visual effects than non-significant adverse visual effects.
The fundamental errors and omissions call into question the credibility of the Landscape
and Visual Impact Assessment work undertaken.
The applicants have failed to respond to the following issues previously raised by NWI:
•

The assessment of landscape effects fails to take into account potential changes to the
perceived or experiential landscape

•
•

Cumulative effect of vegetation clearance relating to the Esso Pipeline
The potential of the emissions plume to “draw attention to the presence of the Proposed
Development from the surrounding area, thereby increasing the influence of the new
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structures upon the views available”, particularly when atmospheric conditions would
reveal the ‘worst-case’ plume visibility.
Contrary to the claim at ES Volume 5, the public’s opportunities to understand and
enjoy the special qualities of the SDNP would be adversely affected, insomuch as
seven visual receptors within, or on the boundary of the SDNP, and seven visual
receptors on the northern side of the Wey valley (from where the proposed
development would interrupt views to the SDNP) have been ascribed potentially
significant adverse visual effects

Full details of TFC’s review of the information submitted by the applicant is provided as an
appendix to this report.
Climate Change
The applicant states that the ERF would be designed to generate 750 kWh/tonne of waste.
Operational issues and the realities of the electricity market means that the applicant
needs to provide additional information to demonstrate that this can be achieved in
practice.
Further information on the electricity generation capacity of the facility has been prepared
by NWI and is included as an appendix to this report.
Site Compound and Operative Facilities
NWI set out clear reasons why the site compound and operative facilities should have
been included in the planning application. None of these have been addressed by the
applicant. It is not sufficient to state that it is not necessary for the construction compound
to have been included within the application boundary without providing any justification for
this position.
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Response to information submitted –
October 2021
Air Quality
Further information was submitted by Axis on behalf of the Applicant on 1st October 2021
in response to a letter from HCC dated 30th September 2021, requesting clarification on
matters relating to the Environment Bill (Matter 1) and World Health Organisation (WHO)
2021 Air Quality Guidelines (Matter 2).
A subsequent letter from HCC dated 11th October 2021 requested further clarification from
the applicant regarding PM2.5 emissions from a comparable facility, which was necessary
to provide context to the information provided by the applicant on the 1st October 2021.
Fichtner Consulting Engineers Ltd (Fitchner) responded to this request on 13th October
2021.
Air Quality Consultants (AQC) were commissioned by NWI to consider the adequacy of the
applicant’s response to these latest Reg 25 requests.
In relation to Matter 1, AQC note that the response from the applicant is incomplete and
misleading as the more stringent of the two PM2.5 targets covered by the Environment Bill
has been ignored.
The applicant’s response to Matter 2 is also incomplete and misleading in that it only
addresses one of the WHO air quality guidelines. The applicant has not provided any
reason why assessment against the guideline for annual mean PM2.5 is necessary, but
assessment against the other guidelines is not.
Had Axis considered the other WHO guidelines which are covered by HCC’s request in the
same way in which it considered annual mean PM2.5, then it seems likely that it would
have recommended further reductions. By way of illustration, Table 8.14 of the ES lists the
PC to annual mean NO2 as 1.22 µg/m3, which is 12.2% of the WHO guideline. For this PC
to fall to 0.5% of the guideline (i.e. the test adopted by Axis for PM2.5), NOx emissions from
the facility would need to fall by some 96%.
In response to the Fitchner report, AQC suggest that a lower Emissions Limit Value might
be more appropriate and would provide greater reassurance to residents.
Full details of AQC’s review are included as an Appendix to this report.
Habitat Regulations Assessment (HRA)
Atkins have produced a HRA on behalf of HCC as the competent authority. This has been
reviewed by Jonathan Cox Associates for NWI.
Further information is required to determine the combined effects of the Ecotown
development and the proposed ERF on acid deposition rates on Shortheath Common
SAC. This should be presented in similar format to that provided in Table 1 to allow a
comparative assessment of air pollution load on this site from the proposed development
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and together with other plans and projects.
In the absence of this level of detail, it is not possible to rely on the conclusion that there
would be no adverse effect of acid deposition on Shortheath Common SAC.
Full details of JCA’s review of the submitted information is included as an appendix to this
report.
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Summary and Conclusions
This report has been prepared in response to the further information and clarification
submitted by the applicant in August and October 2021. The issues raised in the initial
representations still stand and should be considered by the LPA in determining this
planning application.
Improvements and enhancements at Shortheath Common SAC
JCA has identified a number of issues with the HRA produced by Atkins, such that in the
absence of further detail, it is not possible to rely on its conclusion that there would be no
adverse effect of acid deposition on Shortheath Common.
The proposed hydro-ecological investigation and follow up monitoring strategy to
Shortheath Common cannot be considered as mitigation if any adverse effects are
subsequently identified as part of the HRA as they would not offset the specific adverse
effects of the proposed development. Works which are necessary for the long-term
management of a European designated site are the responsibility of Member states to
implement and must be implemented in any event, are therefore not mitigation.
Living wall
The deliverability of the living wall is material to the success of the development, it is not
appropriate to defer consideration of the planting scheme to a planning condition.
The practicality of the maintenance operations must also be confirmed prior to determining
the application. Many parts of the proposed living wall would be at high level, set-back
behind lower-level built-form and therefore not accessible by a cherry picker.
An example of a green wall designed to emulate rural hues and textures would be more
appropriate than those in urban locations cited by the applicant.
CHP
Had opportunities for CHP been considered at the very earliest point as required by NPS
EN-1, the application site would not have been selected due to the unattractive returns of
large network pipe lengths resulting in higher capital expenditure, combined with a
relatively low identified heat demand. The submitted Heat Plan concludes that the
proposed heat network ‘does not yield an economically viable scheme in its current
configuration’.
It is wholly misleading to suggest that a Grampian condition requiring the installation of a
heat pipe to a distribution point on Mill Lane would be sufficient to deliver CHP.
Connections are required to individual premises.
Carbon Capture
The CCC Sixth Carbon Budget is an important material consideration in the determination
of the application for the ERF. Given HCC’s declared Climate Emergency, it is entirely
appropriate to expect the LPA to take this into account in their consideration of the
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application.
Policy recommendations for the Sixth Carbon Budget and Net Zero include examining the
impact of waste reduction and recycling targets on the utilisation of (and need for further)
EfW plants and building new EfW plants with carbon capture and storage (CCS) or ‘CCS
ready’.
Key policy gaps identified by the CCC include addressing growing energy from waste
emissions, where possible through accelerating waste prevention and recycling efforts and
where necessary installation of carbon capture and storage.
Many new EfW plants are under construction and have been granted planning permission,
which if built without CCS will likely significantly increase sector emissions. The CCC state
that from today new energy from waste plants should be built with CCS or CCS ready and
not from 2040 as suggested by the applicant.
The rising emissions from, and use of EfW, is identified as a key gap that needs to be
urgently addressed in CCC’s 2021 report to Parliament. The capacity and utilisation of
EfW plants must be consistent with necessary improvements in recycling and resource
efficiency and policy must be introduced to ensure that any new EfW plants are built with
CCUS or CCUS ready.
The focus of the recommendations from the CCC is on waste reduction and recycling and
not diverting waste from landfill to energy from waste as suggested by the applicant. It
certainly does not advocate an increase in EfW plants.
The Minerals and Waste Project Manager at HCC highlighted concerns that the
assumptions about the benefits of the facility seem to be predicated on it diverting waste
from landfill and not from recycling and it is precisely this assumption that they remain to
be convinced about.
No evidence has been provided to demonstrate that there is space available within the
ERF plant to accommodate the cyclone technology used to capture the carbon, it is
essential that this information is provided in advance of the determination of the
application.
Lorry Routing
Any s106 agreement on lorry routing needs to include appropriate measure to ensure that
it is properly enforced.
South Downs National Park Authority
The SDNPA do not support the applicant’s conclusions that the proposed ERF’s visual
impact from public vantage points within the National Park is not harmful. Rather, it states
that visual harm would occur in a number of specific and sensitive views from within the
National Park. Furthermore, the NPA consider that the proposed green wall is unlikely to
satisfactorily mitigate the visual harm given the scale of the building.
The applicants effectively acknowledge that the ERF would have a negative effect upon
the statutory purposes of the National Park but consider that that effect would not be
material. Notwithstanding that this is not accepted, this is not the statutory duty. The citing
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of an ERF in this location will not conserve and enhance the natural beauty, wildlife and
cultural heritage of the area and neither will it promote opportunities for the understanding
and enjoyment of the special qualities of the National Park by the public.
Historic England
Historic England consider that the proposed ERF would cause harm to the Grade II* listed
Bonham’s Farmhouse by eroding its historic rural setting and state that the Council should
be clear that it is necessary and that the application site is the best (or least harmful)
location for it given the harm that has been identified.
If a proper consideration of alternative sites was undertaken, it is highly unlikely that the
application site would emerge as the best or least harmful location on heritage grounds.
The LPA has a statutory duty to have special regard to the desirability of preserving listed
buildings or their setting.
The Applicant has made no attempt to demonstrate that the public benefits of the proposal
outweigh the harm to the significance of the designated heritage asset as required by the
NPPF.
Need
The applicant has failed again to respond to the issues raised by HCC in its Regulation 25
request dated 23rd October 2020 regarding the need for a fourth large-scale ERF on the
basis that it may not be able to operate solely on residual waste.
No information has been provided by the applicant on the sources of waste that the
proposal would handle and neither have the implications of taking waste from other
planning areas been assessed in terms of compliance with local planning policy.
NWI raised specific queries as to how the applicant would ensure that waste is managed in
accordance with the waste hierarchy, none of which have been addressed.
The Environment Act 2021 requires separate collection of recyclable/compostable
materials from households and businesses. This builds on the Circular Economy Package
(CEP) which was published in August 2020 and establishes a target of at least 65%
municipal recycling by 2035.
The 65% target for the recycling of municipal waste was considered by SEWPAG (of which
HCC is a member) in May 2021. The report highlighted the dangers of having too much
EfW capacity including that the management of waste in accordance with the waste
hierarchy and the achievement of recycling targets may be hindered.
If the target rate of 65% is achieved, the SEWPAG report demonstrates that there would
be a surplus of ‘other recovery’ capacity (e.g. EfW) of 29,406 tpa across the South East.
Once consented but not operational facilities are taken into account, that surplus increases
to 316,406 tpa (or 456,000 tpa if the consented New Circular Technology Park at Ford is
included).
If a recycling rate of 70% was achieved, the surplus in ‘other recovery’ facilities would be
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close to 1,000,000 tpa based on operational and consented facilities alone.
The SEWPAG report concludes that there is a risk that if any of the ‘other recovery’
capacity in the pipeline (i.e. consented and applications pending) came on stream then it
might not be possible to achieve 65% recycling of Local Authority Collected Waste and
Commercial and Industrial Waste.
It would be imprudent of the LPA to approve an ERF of the scale being proposed at Alton
without first examining the impact of waste reduction and recycling targets on the need for
further energy from waste plants. This is particularly important in light of HCC’s declared
Climate Emergency.
The applicants dispute the LPAs assessment of the need for the facility on the basis that
the recovery capacity has not been developed. If the LPA accept this position, then it
cannot also conclude that the policy in the HMWP does not need to be reviewed.
Alternatives
Given that the application will cause harm to a designated heritage asset (noting the
specific statutory duty to have special regard to the desirability of preserving the setting of
a listed building) and will be harmful to views from within the National Park for which there
is also a statutory duty to consider the purposes of the National Park when determining
any planning application likely to affect it, the consideration of alternatives should have
given more prominence in the submission of the planning application.
Landscape
The landscape is not wholly consistent with guidance within GLVIA3 or paragraph 2.24 in
particular.
TFC disagree with how susceptibility to change has been assessed in relation to LCA3f.
Had the overall sensitivity been appropriately ascribed as ‘high’ rather than ‘medium’, the
landscape effect locally would equate to a ‘significant adverse’ rather than the ‘insignificant
adverse’ conclusion that Axis have drawn.
Axis’ assertion that the effect on landscape character can only be derived from perceptual
responses to visibility is incorrect. Furthermore, to claim that this approach “does not
contradict guidance in GLVIA3” is demonstrably incorrect.
The conclusions of the additional information conspicuously omit reference to the revised
quantum of potentially significant adverse visual effects being 28 out of 55 of the identified
viewpoints (i.e. 50.9% of the total).
Climate Change
Operational issues and the realities of the electricity market means that the applicant
needs to provide additional information to demonstrate that the ERF can generate 750
kWh/tonne of waste in practice.
Site Compound and Operative Facilities
NWI set out clear reasons why the site compound and operative facilities should have
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been included in the planning application. No justification has been provided for the
applicant’s position.
Air Quality
The response from the applicant is incomplete and misleading as the more stringent of the
two PM2.5 targets covered by the Environment Bill has been ignored.
The applicant’s response is also incomplete and misleading in that it only addresses one of
the WHO air quality guidelines. The applicant has not provided any reason why
assessment against the guideline for annual mean PM2.5 is necessary, but assessment
against the other guidelines is not.
Had Axis considered the other WHO guidelines which are covered by HCC’s request in the
same way in which it considered annual mean PM2.5, then it seems likely that it would
have recommended further reductions.
HRA
Further information is required to determine the combined effects of the Ecotown
development and the proposed ERF on acid deposition rates on Shortheath Common
SAC. This should be presented in similar format to that provided in Table 1 to allow a
comparative assessment of air pollution load on this site from the proposed development
and together with other plans and projects.
Conclusion
The applicant’s response to a number of issues raised by HCC is incomplete, misleading
or absent. There remains no justification for an ERF in this location and the harm arising
from its construction and operation would significantly and demonstrably outweigh any
benefits.
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From Spriggs, Melissa melissa.spriggs@hants.gov.uk
Sen 1 January 0 1 11:
To Dumbrell, Sam Sam.Dumbrell@hants.gov.uk ; Todorovska, Ilina Ilina.Todorovska@hants.gov.uk
Cc Kirby-Hawkes, Lisa Lisa.Kirby.Hawkes@hants.gov.uk ; Murray, Chris (Planning) Chris.Murray@hants.gov.uk
S bjec RE: Comments on Alton EfW
Hi Sam,
On your first point, I think the written comments can be shared as this is our current thoughts and as you say, it will
give them a head up on what additional information may be required.
1

In terms of the spreadsheet, the data will have come from the WDI but I would want it noted that it is draft and not
for publishing as ‘work in progress’. If we feel it is necessary, we can submit this as part of our response but until we
formally update our response, I would not want the spreadsheet used – I hope this is fair.
On your second point – can I leave Ilina to get back to you when she is back on line? Sorry – I am on line but keeping
my head down to get some work done on Berkshire.
Kind regards,
Melissa
From Dumbrell, Sam Sam.Dumbrell@hants.gov.uk
Sen 1 January 0 1 11:
To Spriggs, Melissa melissa.spriggs@hants.gov.uk ; Todorovska, Ilina Ilina.Todorovska@hants.gov.uk
Cc Kirby-Hawkes, Lisa Lisa.Kirby.Hawkes@hants.gov.uk ; Murray, Chris (Planning) Chris.Murray@hants.gov.uk
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From Spriggs, Melissa melissa.spriggs@hants.gov.uk
Sen 1 January 0 1 1 :
To Dumbrell, Sam Sam.Dumbrell@hants.gov.uk ; Todorovska, Ilina Ilina.Todorovska@hants.gov.uk
Cc Kirby-Hawkes, Lisa Lisa.Kirby.Hawkes@hants.gov.uk ; Murray, Chris (Planning) Chris.Murray@hants.gov.uk
S bjec FW: Comments on Alton EfW
Sam/Ilina,
Sam – as discussed, here is Ilina’s helpful email which states her remaining concerns, particularly regarding the C&I
element.
Ilina – could you confirm the status of the SEWPAG comments (as quoted in your email) please? Are they a position
statement which is being taken up across the South East (this would be helpful as it would give this more weight and
Veoila would know it is not just Hampshire being difficult!)?
Kind regards,
Melissa
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Alton Advanced Energy Recovery Facility–Responses to Regulation 25 Clarifications

1

I

d c

1.1

This note comments on two letters submitted to Hampshire County Council (HCC) on behalf of the
applicant of the proposed Alton Advanced Energy Recovery Facility (the Facility) in October and
November 2021. Both letters were in response to HCC s requests for further information. This note
has been prepared by Air Quality Consultants Ltd. (AQC) on behalf of No Wey Incinerator.

1.2

On 30/09/21, HCC requested further information from the applicant on two matters:
Matter 1

1.3

Regarding the Environment Bill1, HCC requested:
“clarification on whether the changes proposed make any difference to the assessment which has
been undertaken to support the planning application.”
Matter 2

1.4

On the World Health Organisation (WHO) 2021 Air Quality Guidelines, HCC requested:
“clarification on whether the updated guidance makes any difference to the assessment which has
been undertaken to support the planning application.

1.5

Axis responded to HCC on 01/10/21 on behalf of the applicant.

1.6

On 11/10/21, HCC requested further clarification from the applicant regarding PM2.5 emissions from
a comparable facility, which was necessary to provide context to the 01/10/21 letter from Axis.
Fichtner Consulting Engineers Ltd. (Fitchner) responded to this request on 13/10/21.

1.7

This current note considers the adequacy of these responses in addressing HCCs questions. AQC
has not sought to answers to HCCs questions itself, it has merely commented on the responses
provided by Axis and Fichtner.

1

On 09/11/21, the Environment Bill was granted Royal Assent and is now an Act. For simplicity, and because the
focus of this note is the adequacy of the applicant s responses to HCC s questions which themselves refer to the
Bill, this note refers to the Bill. The most relevant details of the Act to this note relate to setting targets for PM 2.5.
The details of these targets remain undefined and so Royal Assent does not make a large difference to the details
presented herein. It does, though, clearly change the formal standing of those targets.
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Comment on Axis Response to Matter 1
2.1

The Axis response addresses the setting of a future target for PM2.5 at a specific concentration level2.
In practice the Bill provides for two future targets for PM2.5 concentrations, and Defra has published
its intentions regarding both of these3. One of these targets is mentioned by Axis. In recognition
that there is no safe level for exposure to PM2.5, Defra intends the second to be a target for continual
reduction of population exposure to PM2.5. It is inevitable that PM2.5 concentrations which could
constitute a breach of the exposure reduction target will very often be lower than those set in the
specific concentration target mentioned by Axis. Thus, out of the two PM2.5 targets covered by the
Bill, the more stringent will often be the one which Axis has ignored. The Axis response is thus
incomplete and misleading.

Comment on Axis Response to Matter 2
2.2

HCC s second question is about the 2021 World Health Organisation (WHO) “Guidelines (emphasis
added). Axis has only mentioned one of these guidelines. Had Axis recognised the other guidelines,
which are contained within the same WHO document 4 then its response would have been different.
The response is thus, again, incomplete and misleading.

2.3

Table 1, below, summarises the 2021 WHO guidelines alongside the equivalent Air Quality
Assessment Levels (AQALs) used by the applicant in the Environmental Statement (ES) for the
Facility5. Axis has only considered the WHO guideline for annual mean PM2.5 concentrations.

2.4

In its response to HCC, Axis has expressed the annual mean PM2.5 Process Contribution (PC) from
the Facility as a percentage of this WHO guideline. Axis has then set a criterion of 0.5% of this
guideline as the assessment level to be used. In this way, Axis concludes that the impact will be
negligible so long as the PC is reduced by 66% (i.e. to be <0.5% of the WHO guideline, the PC must
be no greater than 34% of that predicted in the ES – this is considered further in Section 3 of this
note).

2.5

Had Axis considered the other WHO guidelines which are covered by HCC s request in the same
way in which it considered annual mean PM2.5, then it seems likely that it would have recommended
further reductions. By way of illustration, Table 8.14 of the ES lists the PC to annual mean NO2 as

2

3

4
5

Axis says that this is likely to be derived from the WHO guidelines. This is not necessarily the case, but this point
is largely moot since the precise value remains undefined.
e.g. https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/environment-bill-2020/august-2020-environment-billenvironmental-targets; e.g. https://ukair.defra.gov.uk/assets/documents/reports/aqeg/PM25_targets_AQEG_feedback_v2.pdf
9789240034228-eng.pdf (who.int).
Taken from Table 8.1 of the ES.
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1.22 g/m3, which is 12.2% of the WHO guideline. For this PC to fall to 0.5% of the guideline (i.e.
the test adopted by Axis for PM2.5), NOx emissions from the facility would need to fall by some 96%.
2.6

It is not for AQC to comment on whether, or how, the impacts of the Facility should be assessed
against the WHO guidelines. Since Axis has presented assessment against one of the guidelines,
this suggests a view that this guideline should form part of the assessment. The applicant has not
provided any reason why assessment against the guideline for annual mean PM2.5 is necessary, but
assessment against the other guidelines is not.

By omitting the mention of the other WHO

guidelines, despite HCC s request, Axis s response is misleading.
Table 1:

Summary of 2021 WHO Guidelines

Pollutant

Averaging
Period

EAL used by Applicant5

2021 WHO Guideline4

Annual Mean

25 a

5

24-hourb

Not assessed

15

Annual Mean

40

15

24-hourb

50

45

Peak seasonc

Not assessedd

60

8-hourb

Not assessedd

100

Annual Mean

40

10

24-hourb

(200 as 1-hour mean)

25

SO2

24-hourb

125

40

CO

24-hourb

(10,000 as 8-hour mean)

4,000

PM2.5

PM10

O3

NO2

a

The ES used an EAL of 25 g/m3. The Axis letter cites a lower value of 20 g/m3.

b

99th percentile.

c

Average of daily maximum 8-hour mean O3 concentration in the six consecutive months with the highest
six-month running average O3 concentration.

d

O3 is a secondary pollutant. It is formed from emissions of NOx, and other pollutants, but also titrated
from the atmosphere by NO. Thus, close to NOx emissions sources, O3 concentrations tend to be lower
than those further away. It is not unusual that this pollutant was excluded from the ES and its inclusion
would not be expected. Emissions from the facility are, though, likely to encourage the formation of O 3.
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3.1

In order to demonstrate that the impacts of the Facility on annual mean PM 2.5 concentrations will
remain <0.5% of the WHO guideline, Fichtner has presented emissions measurements made during
2014 at the Veolia Four Ashes site in Staffordshire. Fichtner states that the Four Ashes plant uses
the same combustion and abatement technologies as are proposed for the Facility and it is assumed
that this is true. It is also assumed that no equivalent measurements have been made since 2014.
If more recent data are available, then these should be reported.

3.2

In the first of the two tests provided, PM2.5 made up approximately 29% of the total PM10 emitted. In
the second test, PM2.5 comprised approximately 100% total PM10. Both tests also showed that
emissions remained well below the Emissions Limit Value (ELV) for total PM. It is well accepted that
bag filters such as those proposed have a high collection efficiency for large particles 6 and that,
because of this, most of the total PM emitted tends to be PM 2.57. The second of the two 2014 test
result fits with this assumption, while the first shows an appreciable emission of coarser (>2.5 m)
particles. The reason for this is unclear.

3.3

The conclusions which Axis and Fichtner appear to reach are that:
the ELV does not provide an adequate level of protection;
two tests made in Staffordshire during 2014 found that emissions were much lower than this
ELV; and
from these two 2014 tests, there can be confidence that emissions from the Facility will also be
well below the ELV.

3.4

If it is the case that the ELV does not provide the required protection, and if achieving much lower
emissions can be so readily assured, AQC suggests that a lower ELV might be more appropriate
and would provide greater reassurance to local residents.

6

7

e.g. Jones AM, Harrison RM. (2016). Emission of ultrafine particles from the incineration of municipal solid waste:
A review. Atmospheric Environment; 140: 519-528
e.g. Buonanno, G., Ficco, G., and Stabile, L. (2009) Size distribution and number concentration of particles at the
stack of a municipal waste incinerator, Waste Management, 29, 749-755.
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2164 – Proposed Alton Advanced Energy Recovery Facility

Landscape response, relating to the consultation on the
additional clarification information provided by the applicant
(November 2021)
On behalf of the ‘No Wey Incinerator’ group
Application ref: 33619/007
Description: Development of an Energy Recovery Facility and Associated Infrastructure
Location: Alton Materials Recovery Facility, A31, Alton, GU34 4JD.
1

Introduction

1.1.1

The terra firma Consultancy Ltd. have been appointed by the ‘No Wey Incinerator’
group (NWI) to undertake an objective critique of the planning application for a new
Energy Recovery Facility (ERF) north of Alton, with respect to landscape and visual
matters.

1.1.2

Comments were initially written in August 2020 responding to the planning
submission documents, including an Environmental Statement (ES). Subsequently
the Planning Authority, Hampshire County Council (HCC), formally requested
further information in accordance with Regulation 25 of the Town & Country
Planning (Environmental Impact Assessment) Regulations 2017.

1.1.3

Further comments were written in February 2021 in response to information
submitted by the applicant in response to the Regulation 25 request, alongside the
‘clarification’ information that has been provided in response to an informal request
from HCC.

1.1.4

The following comments are made in relation to further information and clarification
information which has been provided by the applicant, not requested under
Regulation 25, but in response to a request from Hampshire County Council, dated
21st July 2021 (ref: 33619/007/EH141).

1.1.5

These comments are limited to matters relating to landscape and visual amenity,
with specific reference to the letter responding to Hampshire County Council from
Axis PED Ltd., on behalf of the applicant, dated 4th August 2021 (ref: 2627-01/AR),
inclusive of ‘Appendix B’ to that letter, referred to hereafter as the ‘August 2021
clarification letter’.

1.1.6

My comments are also informed by my own understanding of the site and its
landscape context, gathered from various sources of evidence including fieldwork
prior to writing my initial comments in August 2020.

1.1.7

The following comments are intended to supplement, rather than supersede my
previous comments dated August 2020 and February 2021

2

Review of submitted clarification information

2.1

The ‘living wall’

2.1.1

The August 2021 clarification letter sets out that the applicant anticipates that
precise details of the planting scheme and a detailed maintenance scheme will be
required by Planning condition. However, deferring consideration of these things
until a time after granting consent would undermine recognition that the
deliverability of living wall is material to the success of the development, insomuch
as the submitted ES confirms that the living wall is intended to contribute to the
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proposed development’s design objectives to “mirror the surrounding landform and
hanger woodlands” (ES 5.5.27), “help reduce the visual prominence of the building
in the landscape” (ES para 4.8.20) and “reflect seasonal changes in colour in the
surrounding landscape” (ES para 5.5.27)
2.1.2

The importance of establishing the viability of the maintenance operations prior to
granting consent is highlighted by the flawed assertion in the clarification letter
which states that “maintenance will involve the use of a ‘cherry picker’ type vehicle”.
This fails to recognise (as noted by my February 2021 response, at 2.1.3) that the
proposed living walls are very unlikely to be accessible via a ‘cherry-picker’ type
vehicle, as many parts of the proposed living wall would be at high level, set-back
behind lower-level built-form, for example the office accommodation (which would
be 11.5m deep and nearly 26m tall) and the Residus and Reagents building (which
would be 16m deep and 22.5m tall).

2.1.3

Furthermore, the August 2021 clarification letter states that “the condition of the
panels will be checked on a regular basis”, but does not define what is meant by
‘regular’.

2.1.4

The August 2021 clarification letter, along with Appendix B, attempts to provide
reassurance that the living wall would successfully establish, by way of providing
precedent examples. However, it is notable that those precedents are all in urban
situations where inevitably microclimatic conditions would be different to those in
the exposed, rural location of the Alton ERF site. Furthermore, (as noted in my
February 2021 response, at 2.1.3) the large, 2D vertical planes of these urban
precedents would appear out of context in the rural scene, and their design would
not have been required to emulate rural hues and textures..

2.2

Reference to published Landscape Character Assessments in the assessment of
Landscape effects

2.2.1

The August 2021 clarification letter suggests that the approach taken to assessing
landscape effects is “consistent with GLVIA3” insomuch as it “utilises contemporary
landscape assessments (as agreed at the scoping stage)”, and utilised field survey
work to refine the information presented at ES Volume 3, Appendix 5.5 “ensuring
the landscape characteristics referenced are relevant to the part of the broad
landscape character areas closest to the Site”.

2.2.2

As per my previous responses, the method employed by Axis does not appear
wholly consistent with the guidance within GLVIA3 at 5.13, 5.15, 5.16, and
moreover 2.24, which states that:“In all cases there is a need for judgements that are made to be reasonable and based on clear and
transparent methods so that the reasoning applied at different stages can be traced and examined by others”
(GLVIA 2.24)

2.2.3

Whilst local variations in landscape characteristics, identified through field survey,
may have been used to refine the information presented at ES Volume 3, Appendix
5.5, the locally derived information is not identified separately, clearly or
transparently.

2.2.4

This is especially the case as the tabulated format of the information presented at
ES Volume 3, Appendix 5.5 indicates that the geographical reach of the landscape
being assessed is consistent with County Character Areas (inclusive of parts of the
District LCA and SDNPA LCA). I.e. the headings of the table imply a broad, rather
than local landscape character.

2.2.5

The August 2021 clarification letter asserts that the assessment of landscape
effects has not ignored the ‘threat’ to “open interrupted skylines” … because “the
susceptibility for connections with adjacent areas is considered higher in Appendix
5.5”, and “The magnitude of effect references the roofline of the Proposed
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Development breaking these sensitive skylines in characteristic views within
approximately 1.5km and that the Proposed Development”.
2.2.6

In respect to the above, paragraphs 3.5.3 and 3.5.4 of my August 2020 response
remain relevant, with particular reference to the following guidance within GLVIA3:“…evidence of current pressures causing change in the landscape [should be] documented, drawing on
previous reports and data sources as well as field records” (GLVIA 5.18)
[Susceptibility to change] “…means the ability of the landscape receptor (whether it be the overall character
or quality/condition of a particular landscape type or area, or an individual element and/or feature, or a
particular aesthetic and perceptual aspect) to accommodate the proposed development without undue
consequence for the maintenance of the baseline situation and/or the achievement of landscape planning
policies and strategies” (GLVIA 5.40)
“The assessment may take place in situations where there are existing landscape sensitivity and capacity
studies… These may deal with the general type of development that is proposed, in which case they may
provide useful preliminary background information for the assessment” (GLVIA 5.40)

2.2.7

Axis have suggested that they have taken into account the documented ‘threat’ to
“open interrupted skylines” by ascribing “higher” susceptibility to the relevant
landscape area within ES Volume 3, Appendix 5.5. However, the susceptibility to
change ascribed to LCA 3f is only ‘medium’. Taking into account the above GLVIA3
references (and as previously noted in my August 2020 response), a ‘medium’
susceptibility to change does not appear sufficiently weighted.

2.2.8

The NWI Group believe that LCA 3f should be ascribed a ‘high’ susceptibility to
change and accordingly the overall sensitivity would be regarded as ‘High’ rather
than ‘Medium’.

2.2.9

Axis have also suggested that their assessment of the magnitude of effect
references the roofline of the proposed development breaking the sensitive skyline.
Nevertheless, they have ascribed a ‘small to medium’ magnitude of landscape
effect locally, and a ‘negligible’ magnitude of landscape effect in the wider context.

2.2.10 Even if these values are accepted, had the overall sensitivity been appropriately
ascribed as ‘high’ rather than ‘medium’, the landscape effect locally would equate to
a ‘significant adverse’ rather than the ‘insignificant adverse’ conclusion that Axis
have drawn.
2.3

Reference to visibility in Landscape assessment

2.3.1

The August 2021 clarification letter infers that the extent of visibility of a proposed
development is important in acknowledging where landscape effects are likely to
occur, and that “reference to visibility in the landscape assessment seeks to define
geographical areas where significant landscape effects may occur”. In respect to
landscape effects within the SDNP, Axis go on to state that “effect on landscape
character can only [my emphasis] be derived from perceptual responses to
visibility [my emphasis] of the Proposed Development where this would influence
characteristic views”.

2.3.2

This suggests that Axis have disregarded the potential for significant landscape
effects to occur in geographical areas where the proposed development would not
be visible. This logic is contrary to the guidance in GLVIA3, as follows:-

2.3.3

In assessing the value of a landscape, GLVIA3 establishes that “there is likely to be
greater emphasis on judging… representation of typical character, the intactness of
the landscape and the condition of the elements of the landscape. Scenic quality
[my emphasis] may also be relevant, and will need to reflect factors such as sense
of place and aesthetic and perceptual qualities”.

2.3.4

Box 5.1 of GLVIA3 defines ‘scenic quality’ as “the term used to describe landscapes
that appeal primarily to the senses (primarily, but not wholly the visual senses)”
[my emphasis].
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2.3.5

The Glossary of GLVIA3 explains the term ‘perception’ as follows:- “combines the
sensory (that we receive through our senses) with the cognitive (our knowledge and
understanding gained from many sources and experiences)”.

2.3.6

In predicting and describing landscape effects GLVIA3 makes clear that the
assessor should “identify the components of the landscape that are likely to be
affected by the scheme, [inclusive of] overall character and key characteristics,
individual elements or features, and specific aesthetic or perceptual aspects”.
(GLVIA3 para 5.34).

2.3.7

Taking into account the above, it is clear that the assessment of landscape effects
should take into account aesthetic and perceptual aspects of scenic quality, i.e.
appealing to all the senses, not just the visual.

2.3.8

For instance, the absence of the development from view does not mean to say that
noise emitted from the development could not be heard, and disturbance from that
noise would not be material to the enjoyment of landscape amenity.

2.3.9

Therefore, Axis’s assertion that the effect on landscape character can only be
derived from perceptual responses to visibility is incorrect, and reveals a flaw in
their approach to undertaking the landscape assessment.

2.3.10 Furthermore, to claim within the 4th August clarification letter that this approach
“does not contradict guidance in GLVIA3” is demonstrably incorrect.
2.4

The increased incidence of potentially significant adverse visual effects

2.4.1

The conclusion of the submitted LVIA within ES Volume 1 draws attention to the
quantum of significant visual effects at para 5.8.7, stating that “of the twenty-one
viewpoints included in the LVIA, significant effects would only be experienced from
seven of these” (disregarding the 5 potentially significant adverse views identified
from private dwellings). This sentence is repeated in the ‘Summary of Effects, at ES
Volume 1, para 12.2.6, and again within ES Volume 4 (the Non-Technical
Summary), at para 4.1.6.

2.4.2

It is notable that, where the conclusions of the originally assessment chose to draw
attention to the quantum of potentially significant adverse visual effects, the
conclusions of the ES Additional Information provided for Reg. 25 chose not to.

2.4.3

ES Volume 5, Section 10, states only that “the further information has identified
some [my emphasis] additional specific locations which would experience
significant effects not described in the original assessment”. This sentence is
repeated at the ‘Conclusions’ section of ES Volume 5, at 11.1.8, and again in the
‘Non-Technical Summary’ of ES Volume 5, at 2.1.10.

2.4.4

Whilst the conclusions of the initial assessment drew attention to the quantum of
potentially significant adverse visual effects being 7 out of 21 of the identified
viewpoints (i.e. 33.3% of the total), the conclusions of the additional information
provided for Regulation 25 conspicuously omit reference to the revised quantum of
potentially significant adverse visual effects being 28 out of 55 of the identified
viewpoints (i.e. 50.9% of the total).

2.4.5

The 4th August clarification letter seeks to compare this increased quantum to the
geographic distribution of viewpoints and the extent to which they represent ‘typical’
visibility. However, it still does not acknowledge that, as a sample of potential
visibility of the proposed development, the ERF would cause more significant
adverse visual effects than non-significant adverse visual effects. At the least, this
should have prompted the assessor to reconsider the justification for assigning the
arbitrary thresholds of a 2km area of search with regard to interrogating visual
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effects from PROW’s and local minor roads, and a 1km area of search with regard
to private views.
3

Previously identified shortcomings which have not been addressed within the
submitted clarification information

3.1.1

Hampshire County Council’s letter requesting clarification information, dated 21st
July 2021 (ref: 33619/007/EH141) requests (at point 14) that “the applicant provides
a response to the views raised and positions taken on… [the response received
from]… No Wey Incinerator Group (Feb 2021)”. Nevertheless, a number of issues
previously identified in my February 2021 response have been overlooked by Axis
within their August 2021 clarification, as follows:The assessment of landscape effects fails to take into account potential
changes to the perceived or experiential landscape
Cumulative effect of vegetation clearance relating to the Esso Pipeline
The potential of the emissions plume to “draw attention to the presence of the
Proposed Development from the surrounding area, thereby increasing the
influence of the new structures upon the views available”, particularly when
atmospheric conditions would reveal the ‘worst-case’ plume visibility.
Contrary to the claim at ES Volume 5, para 10.1.10, (repeated in the
conclusions at 11.1.10, and again in the ‘Non-Technical Summary’ of ES
Volume 5, at 2.1.12), the public’s opportunities to understand and enjoy the
special qualities of the SDNP would be adversely affected, insomuch as 7
visual receptors within, or on the boundary of the SDNP, and 7 visual receptors
on the northern side of the Wey valley (from where the proposed development
would interrupt views to the SDNP) have been ascribed potentially significant
adverse visual effects

4

Conclusion

4.1.1

On 21st July 2021, Hampshire County Council asked the applicant to provide a
response to the views raised and positions taken by my previous comments in
February 2021. The response within the August 2021 clarification letter is generally
dismissive, offering a point of view which could clearly be a matter of debate.
However, in some instances the views expressed are demonstrably erroneous, or
evasive.
Axis claim that that maintenance of the proposed ‘living wall’ would involve the
use of a ‘cherry picker’ type vehicle. However, they have failed to recognise
that the proposed living wall would be very unlikely to be accessible to such a
vehicle, as it would be set-back behind lower-level built-form.
Axis have stated that their approach to undertaking landscape assessment
“does not contradict guidance in GLVIA3”. However, this is demonstrably not
the case.
o Whilst local variations in landscape characteristics, identified through field
survey, may have been used to refine the information presented in
tabular form at ES Volume 3, Appendix 5.5, this locally derived
information is not identified separately, clearly or transparently.
Accordingly, it is not presented in accordance with the guidance within
GLVIA3 at 5.13, 5.15, 5.16 and especially 2.24.
o Axis claim that assessment of landscape effects “can only be derived
from perceptual responses to visibility of the Proposed Development
where this would influence characteristic views”. However, GLVIA3
makes clear that the assessment of landscape effects should take into
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account aesthetic and perceptual aspects of scenic quality, i.e. appealing
to all the senses, not just the visual.
The conclusions of the initial visual assessment drew attention to the quantum
of potentially significant adverse visual effects (representing 33.3% of the total
sample at that time), whereas the conclusions of the additional information
provided for Regulation 25 conspicuously omit reference to the revised
quantum of potentially significant adverse visual effects (representing 50.9% of
the total sample at that time). In the context of this increased incidence of
potentially significant adverse visual effects, Axis have not explained why they
have not felt it prudent to reconsider the justification for assigning the arbitrary
thresholds of a 2km area of search with regard to interrogating visual effects
from PROW’s and local minor roads, and a 1km area of search with regard to
private views.
Furthermore, Axis have failed to respond to several other matters I raised in my
February 2021 comments.
4.1.2

These fundamental errors and omissions call into question the credibility of the
Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment work undertaken.

Martin Hird, CMLI.
On behalf of the ‘No Wey Incinerator’ group.
22nd November 2021.
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Alton Advanced Energy Recovery
Facility– Further Regulation 25 Response
1.0 Introduction
1.1

This short report reviews further exchanges between HCC and the applicants for the
proposed ERF regarding information to be provided in accordance with Regulation
25.

1.2

A series of eight documents have been reviewed. These deal with a range of
environmental impacts including impacts of particulates (PM2.5) and changes
proposed through the Environment Bill to assessing their impact. There are very few
studies that consider the impact of PM2.5 on ecological function. What studies have
been done suggest a much higher concentration than is predicted would be needed
to have any ecological impact. This is most likely to affect aquatic ecosystems where
some studies have shown high concentrations of PM2.5 can result in acidification,
however, the low concentration predicted at Alton would not have any significant
effect on habitats or species of nature conservation importance.

1.3

Given the lack of ecological impact of particulates the exchange of documents
relating to these have not be considered further.

1.4

Three documents raise specific ecological issues namely:
•

HCC Clarification request dated 21 July : specifically item 1 for Ecology

•

Veolia response dated 04.08.21, inc. Appendix A for Ecology response

•

Atkins HRA dated 11.10.21

2.0 Veolia response dated 4th August 2021
2.1

Veolia’s response to HCC clarification request relates to proposed works on
Shortheath Common. These were originally proposed as a form of mitigation for
‘some degree of impact’ from the proposed development on this site. However,
Veolia conclude that there will be no adverse impact on this site and all the works
proposed are therefore considered planning gain. This will include a hyrdoecological assessment of the site which will be of ecological value and assist in the
long term management of the site. This is to be welcomed as a positive contribution
to the management of this site, but cannot be considered as mitigation of any
adverse effects.

3.0 Atkins Habitat Regulations Assessment (HRA)
3.1

Atkins have produced a Habitats Regulations Assessment (HRA) on behalf of HCC,
the competent authority.

3.2

The HRA follows a standard format identifying firstly which European sites are likely
to adversely affected by the proposed development. This assessment is undertaken
of the proposed development both alone and in combination with other plans and
projects. The HRA identifies a number of plans and projects which could potentially
have a combined impact on European protected wildlife sites.
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3.3

Table 1 of the HRA considers the impact of the proposed development on a number
of European sites alone and in combination with other plans and projects. Most
significant of these is the East Hampshire Regulation 18 Local Plan. The data in Table 1

confirms the small contributions of the proposed development to the impact on the both the
Woolmer Forest SAC and Wealden Heaths SPA. In both cases this is below the 1% critical
load or critical level threshold to trigger further assessment for both ammonia and nitrogen
deposition and for the Woolmer Forest SAC, also acid deposition.
3.4

However, Table 1 does not include data for the impact of acid deposition on the
Wealden Heaths SPA, claiming that SPA qualifying features are not regarded as sensitive
to acid deposition. The reference to the APIS website to justify this does not seem to
support this assertion. Indeed, the qualifying features of this SPA are three bird species
dependent upon lowland dry heathland habitat which is sensitive to acid deposition.

3.5

Given that the EU Birds Directive specifically requires Member States to ‘avoid pollution or
deterioration of habitats or any disturbances affecting the birds’ (article 4.4) it is incorrect to
assume that the habitat of the birds for which the SPA has been classified are not sensitive to
acid deposition.

3.6

Although the 1% critical level for acid deposition on dry heathland habitat within Woolmer
Forest SAC has not been breached, it is not clear if this also applies to the habitat within the
Wealden Heaths SPA. The SPA extends beyond the SAC boundary in a number of directions
in particular at Broxhead and Kingsley Commons which are appreciably closer to the
proposed development site. The HRA should include data on the impact of acid deposition
both alone and in combination on the Wealden Heaths SPA. In the absence of this, it cannot
be concluded that there is no likely significant effect on the Wealden Heaths SPA from acid
deposition, when assessed in combination with other plans and projects.

3.7

Shortheath Common SAC is the only European Site the HRA considers likely to be adversely
affected by the development due to the impact of acid deposition on Bog Woodland habitat.
It therefore takes this site through to the Appropriate Assessment stage of the HRA.

3.8

The predicted impact of acid deposition on Shortheath Common SAC is assessed as being
very small and data is provided to contrast this with declines in the rate of background acid
deposition at this site. It concludes that the current decline in acid deposition rates will
result in target levels being reached in approximately 21 years. The added acid deposition
from the proposed development will delay this target being reached by approximately 6
weeks. The HRA concludes there will be no adverse effect on the integrity of this site as a
result of the proposed development.

3.9

This argument appears to be sound, however, it is based upon the premise that there will be
no combined impact on acid deposition rates from the proposed Whitehill and Bordon
Ecotown, in particular from increased traffic use of the B3004. The HRA relies upon the HRA
for the East Hampshire Joint Core Strategy that concludes such effects ‘will be avoided due
to the Ecotown Traffic Management Strategy’. No information is provided as to how such
effects will be ‘avoided’. It seems more likely that the effects on air quality from the
Ecotown will be mitigated to the extent that they will not have an adverse effect on
Shortheath Common SAC. However, this does not mean there will not be residual levels of
acid deposition that could act in combination with that produced by the proposed ERF.

3.10

Further information is required to determine the combined effects of the Ecotown
development and the proposed ERF on acid deposition rates on Shortheath Common SAC.
This should be presented in similar format to that provided in Table 1 to allow a comparative
assessment of air pollution load on this site from the proposed development and together
with other plans and projects.

3.11
3.12

In the absence of this level of detail, it is not possible to rely on the conclusion that there
would be no adverse effect of acid deposition on Shortheath Common SAC.
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Jonathan Cox
23rd November 2021
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