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Proposed Rookery South Energy from Waste Generating Station (EfW) 

Grounds for IPC Refusal - February 2011 

 

Introduction 

 

On October 26th, the Marston Moreteyne Action Group (MMAG) registered 

(Our registration ID is 10004662) as an interested party with the IPC stating 

that the IPC should refuse consent for the Proposed Rookery South Energy 

from Waste Generating Station (EfW) and listed cumulative detrimental 

effects which should outweigh any potential benefits - drawn from the 

headline generic impacts outlined in the Revised Draft Overarching National 

Policy Statement for Energy (EN-1) and Renewable Energy Infrastructure 

(EN-3). The purpose of this paper is to provide in more detail the justification 

for the requested refusal. Where relevant we also refer to The Examining 

Authority’s Written Questions and Requests for Information. Although these 

questions were addressed principally to the applicant (Covanta Rookery 

South Ltd) in many respects not unsurprisingly they touch on matters that are 

fundamental to the arguments advanced by interested parties as to why the 

application should be refused. MMAG will argue that the interrelationship and 

accumulation of issues should lead the IPC to refuse. We leave it to others 

with expertise to focus on specific issues in greater detail. 

 

MMAG are a group of volunteers committed to sustainable development 

within and around the Parish of Marston Moreteyne and as such are opposed 

to the application. Our website www.mmetag.com outlines in detail our 

campaigns to defend the essentially rural nature of our communities and 

village way of life. We are also members of the Covanta Community Liaison 

Panel. Initially we were not opposed to incineration of non hazardous waste 

as a last resort in principle, if no other alternative was possible to landfill. 

However we have since been persuaded of the arguments advanced by 

United Kingdom without Incineration Network (UKWIN) who campaign for a 

UK without incineration of household waste and in particular we are grateful to 

Professor Paul Connett in convincing us this is achievable. At the outset it is 

worth remembering that the Marston Vale has already made a significant 
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contribution to waste management and that our communities will for centuries 

to come, effectively forever, be surrounded by millions of tonnes of landfill 

accumulated over decades. Residents had assumed with the closure of the 

landfill sites they could look forward to a moratorium on dealing with waste 

from beyond Bedfordshire. 

Incineration will never address the issue of why so much waste is produced. 

Indeed it will only perpetuate the problem rather than offer a solution. 

 

The Statutory Framework 

 

In this paper MMAG rely on the key assessment principals outlined in the 

Revised Draft Overarching National Policy Statement for Energy (EN-1) 

[4.1.1,(ii – iv) and  [4.2.4-6] in that the IPC should adhere to the following key 

principles when examining and determining applications for energy 

infrastructure and we have italicised key words for emphasis : 

 

(ii) The Planning Act 2008 requires the IPC to have regard to the following, in 

addition to any relevant NPS: any local impact report submitted by a relevant 

local authority before the deadline for its receipt by the IPC; any matters 

prescribed in relation to development of the description to which the 

application relates; the Marine Policy Statement (MPS) and any applicable 

marine plan; and any other matters which the IPC considers to be both 

important and relevant to its decision. 

 

(iii) The IPC should take into account the national, regional and local benefits 

(environmental, social and economic) including the contribution to the need 

for energy infrastructure, job creation and any long-term or wider benefits. 

These may be identified in this NPS, the relevant technology-specific NPS, in 

the application or elsewhere. 

 

(iv) The IPC should take into account adverse impacts – environmental, social 

and economic – including those identified in this NPS and the relevant 

technology-specific NPS, as well as local impacts identified in the application 
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or otherwise. The IPC should ensure it takes account of any longer-term 

adverse impacts that have been identified and any cumulative adverse 

impacts. 

 

(v) If the IPC is satisfied that the adverse impacts identified (including 

any cumulative adverse impacts) outweigh the benefits of the proposed 

development (taking into account measures to avoid, reduce or 

compensate for those adverse impacts) a consent should be refused. 

(4.2.4) When considering a proposal the IPC should satisfy itself that likely 

significant effects, including any significant residual effects taking account of 

any proposed mitigation measures or any adverse effects of those measures, 

have been adequately assessed. In doing so the IPC should also examine 

whether the assessment distinguishes between the project stages and 

identifies any mitigation measures at those stages. The IPC should request 

further information where necessary to ensure compliance with the EIA 

Directive. 

(4.2.5) When considering cumulative effects, the ES should provide 

information on how the effects of the applicant’s proposal would combine 

and interact with the effects of other development (including projects for 

which consent has been sought or granted, as well as those already in 

existence). The IPC may also have other evidence before it, for example from 

appraisals of sustainability of relevant NPSs or development plans, on such 

effects and potential interactions. Any such information may assist the IPC in 

reaching decisions on proposals and on mitigation measures that may be 

required.  

(4.2.6) The IPC should consider how the accumulation of, and 

interrelationship between, effects might affect the environment, 

economy or community as a whole, even though they may be acceptable 

when considered on an individual basis with mitigation measures in place.  

Therefore MMAG suggests the IPC has considerable discretion in how it 

conducts the examination and makes its decision. The IPC should give equal 

weight to local concerns. The IPC can determine that a single adverse impact 
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could lead to refusal whereas an accumulation of adverse impacts certainly 

should lead to refusal. Where necessary the IPC should commission its own 

independent assessments and not rely solely on the applicant or interested 

parties. The IPC should assess whether the application is destructive to other 

economic or environmental goals e.g. tourism. 

The political and policy context  

The application proposes to provide an important source of renewable energy 

and the applicant advised the community liaison panel that 50% of the energy 

produced will be renewable simply through the burning of bio-mass. In July 

2009 the then Government published the UK Low Carbon Transition Plan: 

National Strategy for Climate and Energy pursuant to Sections 12 & 14 of the 

Climate Change Act 2008.  The transition plan aims to deliver emission cuts 

of 18% on 2008 levels by 2020. This includes getting 40% of our electricity 

from low carbon sources by 2020 and producing around 30% of our electricity 

from renewable by 2020 by substantially increasing the requirement for 

electricity suppliers to sell renewable energy. It is not explained precisely how 

the application will contribute to achieving the targets arising from the carbon 

transition plan and Climate Change Act and we believe the IPC as a public 

body should seek further clarity over this especially since all waste will be 

transported to the site by road .  

 

The Covanta issue has been raised in Parliament twice and local communities 

have attached great significance to Prime Ministerial statements.  On June 

30th 2010 our local MP Nadine Dorries (Mid Bedfordshire) raised the following 

question during Prime Ministers questions; “The American waste giant, 

Covanta, is proposing to build in my constituency an incinerator about the size 

of Wembley. Will the Prime Minister give an assurance that decisions about 

such matters will be made at a local level in future?” The Prime Minister 

replied “My hon. Friend is right to raise this, and it is right that decisions 

should be made locally. We want to make sure that all the latest technology 

for alternatives to incineration is considered, so that we can make sure that 

we are using the best ways to achieve a green approach.” 
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On February 2nd 2011 Nadine Dorries MP raised the IPC and Covanta at 

Prime Ministers Questions again and mentioned the welcome MMAG and 

others were preparing for the IPC. Nadine’s question was: "This Friday, 

hundreds of Mid Bedfordshire residents, 24 parish councils, the Marston 

Moreteyne Action Group and I will provide a very warm welcome to the 

visiting members of the Infrastructure Planning Commission who will be 

coming to decide whether to grant planning permission for the huge 

incinerator that Covanta wishes to put in my constituency. If we are truly the 

party of localism, will the Prime Minister give his assurance that the draft 

national policy statements that will guide the IPC in its decision will be 

amended so that the weight is given to the wishes of local people? If they do 

not want it, it should not be imposed on them”. 

The Prime Minister replied: "I thank my hon. Friend for her question. We can 

actually go a bit further than that: I can confirm in her own case that, yes, the 

IPC will be taking representations from local people, but of course as a 

Government we have committed to abolish the IPC, because we think that it is 

too much of a top-down, bureaucratic method and that there should be 

ministerial decisions that can take into account local opinion and be more 

democratically run. 

MMAG believes the Prime Ministerial statements are self explanatory in that 

local considerations should be taking account of and given significant weight 

by the IPC. 

 

The IPC has asked whether the policy context for the proposal described in 

the application documents need to be modified in the light of events since the 

application was submitted (e.g. the issue of revised draft NPSs EN-1 and EN-

3 in October 2010 and, if relevant, the Cala judgement on the status of 

RSSs)? MMAG believes the Cala judgement has very little bearing on the 

examination as it concerned itself whether the Secretary of State had the 

power to eliminate regional spatial strategies under the relevant legislation 

with immediate effect. The legal requirement for regional strategies will be 

abolished through the ‘Localism Bill’ that the Coalition Government is 

introducing in the current Parliamentary session. Of more significance 
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however, is the long term effect this radical change will have on the planning 

regime against which the application should be judged. 

 

The Covanta proposal refers to the site being located within the Northern 

Marston Vale Growth area – a planning term which appears in the Milton 

Keynes South Midlands Sub Regional Growth Strategy as part of the East of 

England Plan. When regional spatial strategies are finally abolished much of 

the socio-economic justification arising from the abolished regional strategy 

for the Covanta proposal in terms of future housing projections and the waste 

that arises will cease to exist. The Department for Communities & Local 

Government has said planning authorities should treat as a material fact the 

intention to abolish regional strategies when considering planning applications 

and MMAG hopes the IPC will give due weight to this in this period of 

planning flux. 

 

(A) Air Emissions 

 

MMAG have serious concerns about emissions from the EfW stack and long 

term health implications reinforced by expert advice from Professor Connett, a 

world leading authority on energy from waste who has drawn attention to the 

hazards arising from nano particulates.  Other concerns include toxic fly ash 

and incinerator bottom ash. 

 

Residents of Marston Vale are concerned about reports that Covanta are 

continually being served legal improvement notices on its plants in the USA.  

One contemporary example is that the New Jersey Department of 

Environmental Protection is currently reviewing an air operating permit for the 

Covanta waste-to-energy plant in Newark's Ironbound neighbourhood in 

Essex County. The plant has a long history of pollution violations. 

 

The application site is located in the Marston Vale, in an area previously used 

for brick building now recovering in part due to the Marston Vale Community 

Forest initiatives. The vale lies on a line roughly SW to NE, with the Cranfield 

Plateau to the NW and the Greensand Ridge to the South East. Due to the 
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topography in the sky above the Marston Vale there occurs the meteorological 

phenomenon of temperature inversion – on still days emissions linger in the 

atmosphere immediately above the Vale and eventually drop into the Vale. 

When inversion is not occurring the prevailing wind is south westerly across 

the population centres of South West Bedford and villages. Residents in the 

Vale have a searing collective memory that frequent temperature inversions 

resulted in pollutants and emissions from the previous brick building chimneys 

to be held in the atmosphere at low levels, resulting in particulate fall out onto 

the land and there is significant epidemiological evidence that this resulted in 

respiratory problems for residents. Arguably stack height and modern filter 

technology if applied and strictly monitored can reduce emissions; but it does 

not eliminate them. Past experience in the Vale indicates that the stack will 

not be high enough at 100-105m and that at times of temperature inversion, 

emissions will not disperse at high level, becoming trapped in the Vale – 

resulting in worse problems than was experienced during brick building. The 

Civil Aviation Authority have expressed concerns relating to any stack higher 

than 105m for safety reasons linked to Cranfield airport. 

 

MMAG believes the IPC should be seriously concerned that there will be a 

cumulative impact over the 30 year + life cycle of the plant either within the 

Marston Vale and/or Bedford and Kempston. The IPC should take account of 

the scale of the plant in which 585,000 tonnes of rubbish will be burnt and 

dispersed over the same area for 35 years; nearly 21 million tonnes.  

 

The IPC asked what is the Environment Agency’s (EA) current position on the 

issue of an environmental permit for the plant and has the Agency made any 

comment on the proposal’s ability to meet emissions standards? MMAG have 

serious concerns over whether the EA has the resources or for that matter the 

will too either monitor effectively or allay public concerns. At community 

liaison panel meetings the EA have refused to countenance continuous 

testing citing budgetary constraints and seemed relaxed about periodic rather 

than continuous inspection regimes and emergency procedures that tolerate a 

45 minute period during which dangerous emissions could be dispersed into 

the atmosphere before any shut down procedures were activated – if at all. 
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MMAG has little confidence in the EAs ability or willingness to enforce 

emissions standards following years of the brickworks consistently breaking 

the standards associated with their permit to operate. The situation only 

ceased when the operator decided that for economic reasons they would 

cease production and transfer the business to their Peterborough site. 

 

Incineration as a technology generates carbon dioxide and is contrary to 

policy. The Coalition Government has since declared its intention to achieve a 

massive investment in EfW from anaerobic digestion and consult on new draft 

statements this autumn with a view to designation in the summer of 2011. 

There are a number of other new and emerging technologies that are able to 

produce energy from waste. Many of these technologies have the potential to 

produce more electric power from the same amount of fuel mainly due to the 

separation of corrosive components thereby allowing higher combustion 

temperatures ; gasification, thermal depolymerization, pyrolysis, plasma arc 

gasification and non thermal technologies: anaerobic digestion/ mechanical 

biological treatment. The applicants choice of technology is determined by 

price and profit not energy efficiency.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Therefore MMAG believes the IPC should refuse the 

application because the cumulative long term impact on the 

health of residents, anxious about the EfW stack emissions, 

which over the life cycle of the plant is accentuated by the 

meteorological phenomenon of temperature inversion within 

the Marston Vale. 

 

(B) Biodiversity and Geological Conservation 

 

The proposed site is adjacent to the Marston Vale Millennium Country Park – 

a primary purpose of which is to re-forest the Marston Vale. An oversize 

Energy from Waste plant will fundamentally undermine that purpose. Since 

clay extractions ceased, Rookery Pit, situated adjacent to the Millennium 
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Country Park have together become an ecologically integrated and co-joined 

wild life site. The surrounding villages are all within a rural landscape 

populated by residents who treasure their rural way of life. The Covanta 

proposal would be a retrograde step ecologically and ultimately lead to the 

industrialisation of Rookery Pit South.  The site is host to large numbers of 

wildlife and the proposal will lead to direct and indirect habitat loss.  

 

During the winter the site is host to large numbers of wildfowl, gulls and 

starling.  The RSPB has stated that of note are the significant roosting / 

feeding / refuge movements of the tufted duck, Pochard, Wigeon, Gadwall 

and Teal to and from the Pillange Lake, Marston Vale Millennium Country 

Park, Stewartby Lake and Brogborough Lake.  Information held by the RSPB 

on the breeding bird assemblage indicates that Gargeney has bred in the park 

historically and Pochard also potentially breeds.  Cetti’s Warbler bred for the 

first time in 2009 (only the 2nd breeding attempt ever in Bedfordshire) and 

Bearded Tit may breed in the reed-beds.  Water Rails certainly breed on the 

site – another scarce County bird. Rookery Pit has been transformed into an 

important wildlife site with reed-beds, pools and large stretches of open 

water.  Rookery Pit is one of the best bird sites in Bedfordshire.  Bittern and 

Waterfowl use it in winter and Garganey, Ringed Plover, Lapwing, Snipe and 

important species breed there in the summer and are likely to move between 

sites.  The proposal will therefore lead to direct and indirect habitat loss.  

 

MMAG are also concerned about the long term effect of emissions from the 

stack of the EfW plant on the flora, fauna and local population bearing in mind 

the particular meteorological atmospheric conditions of inversion in the 

Marston Vale. 

 

Since the closure of the brickworks in the Marston Vale in February 2008 the 

air purity has improved considerably; this is evident both physically to the local 

population but more particularly scientifically by the appearance of various 

species of lichens growing on bushes and trees in the Marston Vale 

Millennium Park, which if the application goes ahead, will find itself adjacent to 

the proposed EfW plant.  Lichens are used scientifically as a bio indicator of 
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air quality, environmental management and ecological value since they are 

sensitive to airborne pollutants such as sulphur dioxide and oxides of 

nitrogen.  MMAG have established that there are at least 5 species now 

growing in the park: Evernia Prunastri, Parmelia Sulcata, Punctelia Jerkeri 

(nationally scarce), Usnea Cornuta and Xanthoria Parietina.  There is another 

which we believe to be Xanthoria Candelaria  and are awaiting confirmation.  

 Lichens are also give shelter to a wide variety of invertebrates which are near 

the bottom of the food chain.  Woodlands with lichens generally have a bigger 

variety of other wildlife.   Pollutants, and particularly unauthorized pollutants, 

from the EfW stack would jeopardise our current air quality. 

 

In addition the continuous exhaust pollution and noise, (especially when 

returning empty), caused by a vast number of trucks (900 vehicle movements 

a day) visiting the site will disturb wildlife and the ecology. These trucks will 

pass along the old A421 immediately adjacent to the village of Marston 

Moreteyne from 5:00 am until 11:00 pm, 6 days a week and 7 days a week on 

Bank Holiday weekends. 

 

The potential for flooding and consequent pollution from the EFW is a 

particular concern. The Stewartby Waste Water Treatment works is close to 

capacity and further projected housing development in addition to the EfW 

water requirements will require an upgrade of the treatment plant. However 

more ominously it is also clear that Stewartby Treatment Works does not have 

the capacity to accept the foul water from the Metal Recovery Facility run off 

and EfW ash quench process of approx 50 cubic metres a day in discharged 

trade effluent with consequent flood risk downstream which would have a 

catastrophic effect on the ecologic systems associated with the Great Ouse 

and tributaries.  

 

The Flood Risk Assessment refers to the plant being 3m above the flood level 

and estimates the probability of a flood event/spill/contaminated run off into 

Millbrook, Stewartby Lake or downstream. The IPC should assess whether it 

adequately covers the ecological and economic consequences that would 

arise and whether the water management systems are robust enough to 
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address and detect any flooding or pollution. The IPC should commission its 

own hydraulic modelling to ensure the risk of contamination is minimal. The 

IPC should also discern how the responsibility will be discharged and by 

whom – the applicant or the landowner. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Therefore MMAG believes the IPC should refuse the 

application because to situate the EfW plant within Rookery Pit 

South, adjacent to the Marston Vale Millennium Country Park 

whose primary purpose is to re-forest the Marston Vale; would 

be a retrograde step ecologically and lead to significant habitat 

loss and ultimately the industrialisation of Rookery Pit South. 

 

(C) Dust, Odour, Artificial Light, Smoke, Steam and Insect Infestation  

 

There will also be permanent loss of night sky with severe light pollution from 

a site operating 24/7 365 days a year.  In addition, the Civil Aviation authority 

will wish the stack to be illuminated on account of its proximity to Cranfield 

airport. 

 

The amenity value of the Millennium Country Park will be significantly 

reduced. One side of the park provides a footpath running between the sailing 

lake and Green Lanes. The majority of the path runs a few metres from the 

road which will have continuous heavy lorry movement between 5 a.m. and 

11 p.m. The path would become unappealing and potentially unusable to the 

thousands of families and dog walkers who currently enjoy the path, as part of 

the circular or figure of eight walk within the park. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Therefore MMAG believes the IPC should refuse the 

application because of the permanent loss of night sky and 

detrimental impact on the amenity value of the Millennium 

Country Park, a regional leisure facility and key part of the local 

community’s aspirations for a tourism based economy. 
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(D) Landscape and Visual Impact 

 

The sheer size of the building and stack will dominate the skyline - most of 

which will be visible above the existing edge of Rookery Pit. The buildings 

within the site will abut the footpaths of the Country Park. The Covanta stack 

would be higher than the long disused brickworks chimneys at 105 m. The 

plume will accentuate the stack visibility which would become the focal point 

in the Vale. 

 

The sheer size of the Covanta plant will have a major impact on the visual 

amenity of the area. The site was always considered to lie within an area of 

great landscape value and will materially impair the views from the Vale to the 

surrounding Greensand Ridge and the panoramic views from the ridge across 

the entire Vale, especially those seen from Ampthill Park and Cranfield. There 

will also be permanent loss of night sky with severe light pollution from a site 

operating 24/7. 

 

The visual impairment of the landscape will undermine tourism and run 

contrary to the primary aim of the Millennium country park; the reforestation of 

the Marston vale. Trees attract tourists – the incinerator will repel them. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Therefore MMAG believes the IPC should refuse the 

application because the sheer size of the EfW plant and stack 

(accentuated by the plume) will materially impair the visual 

amenity and panoramic views of this essentially rural 

landscape. 

 

(E) Noise 

 

Noise has only been considered in terms of ‘average’ levels so no adequate 

account has been taken of intermittent noise such as that from rattling empty 

HGV’s which lead to huge disturbance especially early in the morning. 
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Therefore MMAG believes the IPC should refuse the 

application because there will be significant disturbance from 

the intermittent noise of HGV’s and the continuous noise from 

the EfW itself in a tranquil setting. . 

 

(F) Local and Regional Waste Management  

 

The IPC has asked what are the policies of Central Bedfordshire and Bedford 

Borough Councils for waste disposal and the proposed uses of the Rookery 

South site. We have our own local waste management project which is 

currently at an early stage of the tender process for bidders to come forward 

with solutions that will best meet local needs. The Bedfordshire Energy and 

Recycling (BEaR) Project seeks to find alternative waste disposal solutions to 

landfill for Central Bedfordshire Council. Originally this project included all of 

the local authorities within Bedfordshire.  As independent unitary authorities 

they now pursue their own waste strategies although they do share a joint 

minerals and resource team. Bedford borough is implacably opposed to 

incineration as a solution.  

 

MMAG promotes local responsibility in the collection and disposal of waste – 

the proximity principle – unless where local authorities freely combine to form 

Joint Waste Authorities. The Covanta proposal will override attempts to deal 

with waste locally. A fundamental question is whether the IPC effectively 

grants permission for one local authority to discharge its responsibility for 

waste management by entering into an agreement with a private contractor to 

build a plant for the sole management of that authority’s waste in another local 

authority’s area. 

Seven waste management companies were selected to submit their outline 

ideas for dealing with Central Beds household waste. The shortlisted bidders 

(in alphabetical order) are AmeyCespa Limited, Covanta Energy Limited,, 

Interserve Investments Limited ,New Earth Solutions Group Limited,Veolia ES 
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Aurora Limited, Viridor Waste Management Limited and Waste Recycling 

Group Limited. 

Initial meetings with selected companies have come to an end and Bidders 

are now preparing to submit their first tender to the Central Beds Council at 

the beginning of February 2011. The BEaR Project team will then evaluate the 

technical, financial and legal aspects of each solution, with an emphasis on 

the technical elements, and expect to announce a further short list of bidders 

in April 2011.The Council must run the procurement in compliance with Public 

Contracts Regulations and will not be able to release bidder specific 

information during the procurement if it is considered commercially sensitive 

and, if disclosed, could provide another bidder(s) with a significant advantage. 

The next stage of procurement is the ‘Detailed Solutions’ stage and the 

Council expects to take four companies through to this next stage. The 

number of bidders in competition for the waste contract will continue to 

reduce through several distinct stages of evaluation until a ‘Preferred 

Bidder’ is selected in the spring of 2012. The Council remains both site and 

technology neutral. For more information about the Project, please visit the  

website at www.centralbedfordshire.gov.uk/bear 

  
 Bidders competing for the main waste treatment contract will be required to 

put forward proposals for the following additional services: (a) Re-develop the 

Household Waste Recycling Centres at Ampthill, Biggleswade and Leighton 

Buzzard and re-locate the Dunstable site,(b) Provide gritting salt storage 

barns in strategic locations, (c) Provide a Waste Transfer Station so that 

various types of waste can be bulked up before being sent for treatment and 

(d) Provide for the treatment of organic waste in their main proposal.  

  

MMAG believes that were the application to be granted by the IPC it would 

perversely promote the interests of one company effectively creating an 

artificial market for mass burn and lead to monopoly power pricing out smaller 

and alternative technologies.  It would impose upon communities a solution 

for waste processing that they do not want and effectively quash waste 
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management policies and make a mockery of the BEaR project bidding 

process. 

  

The IPC has asked what level of confidence is there that Covanta will be able 

to secure sufficient supplies of waste to allow the plant to operate at its design 

capacity without prejudicing recycling initiatives and what assurances might 

be offered that waste will not be sourced from outside the waste catchment 

area defined in the application documents?  

 

Essentially the question asks whether within the specified catchment area the 

applicant will be able to source 585,000 tonnes of waste annually for 35 

years. The total waste produced in the catchment area is estimated to be 

currently 2million tones annually. Assuming that recycling rates reach 75% 

over that period – Central Beds Council already recycles 50% - this would 

leave a notional 500,000 tonnes. From this figure must be subtracted the 

waste that would be processed by other initiatives within the catchment area. 

So the applicant would struggle to find the waste and have to seek it from a 

wider catchment area and seek long term contracts from local authorities that 

bind communities into feeding the incinerator. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

(G) Socio-Economic 

 

The expected abolition of regional spatial strategies undermines much of the 

socio-economic justification for the EfW plant for future housing projections 

and the waste theoretically arising. The economic justification lacks 

transparency in that neither the public, or the IPC, will see the gate price 

charged by the applicant for waste processing. 

Therefore MMAG believes the IPC should refuse the 

application because it will undermine the local waste strategy 

and discourage recycling and provide an unfair competitive 

advantage to one of the companies bidding for the central beds 

waste contract. 
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There will be a detrimental effect on existing property prices which in turn will 

depress economic activity and undermine the ambition of local communities to 

develop as tourist destinations and not somewhere other communities send 

their waste.  

The project proposes to export electricity serving the energy needs of 82,500 

homes, broadly equivalent to the housing energy needs of Bedford and the 

Marston Vale. It has never been explained how residents will directly benefit 

from this green electricity and how is this figure of 82,500 arrived at. Indeed 

the arithmetic is inconsistent with claims made elsewhere by the applicant in 

smaller plants. The Airdrie North Facility owned and operated solely by 

Covanta will use waste to generate a combination of heat and power. With a 

capacity of 47MW, the facility will use 23MW of thermal energy for local 

district heating to support businesses in the area and a further 24MW will be 

sold back to the National Grid. The applicant claims the facility’s combined 

output will be able to provide power for around 80,000 households. 

Comparisons can be drawn with much larger traditional power stations. 

Covanta either exaggerate their electricity generating credentials or have 

discovered how energy from waste can generate more electricity than fossil 

fuels. The operator of Drax, (Britain’s biggest power station 4GW of 

generation capacity supplies 7% of total UK electricity production and to 1.4 

million homes. Currently, Drax is scheduled to have the capability to deliver 

500MW of dedicated biomass co-firing at the power plant in 2010 and has 

announced plans to build three new 300MW biomass plants. The Covanta 

plant has the capacity to produce 65MW of which 15 MW is consumed by the 

plant itself – so in the grand scheme of things the Covanta contribution would 

be negligible. 

We believe that the construction of the site utilizing 300+ jobs will be 

undertaken by labour imported temporarily into the area which will leave when 

construction is finished. Of the remaining 60-70 jobs this will have a negligible 

effect on overall employment patterns. There can be no guarantee that the 

jobs, ongoing or in consideration, will be offered to local people. 
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The application will be a precursor to the industrialisation of Rookery Pit South 

(an area of approximately 95 ha). The operations area (an area of 

approximately 14ha) will advertise the availability of combined heat and power 

from the plant to other potential co-locators who will add to the noise, pollution 

and disturbance. 

 

Such a move will negatively impact on the socio-economic benefits of the 

Bedford – Milton Keynes canal which is designed to pass through the 

Millennium Country Park to the west of the park’s visitor’s centre. Anyone 

using or mooring on the canal would have a permanent view of the EfW plant. 

In addition the very popular Water Sports Club where the lake is used by 

groups, including youth groups, from as far away Leicester, for sailing and 

water skiing etc. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

(H) Traffic and Transport Impacts 

 

Whilst Covanta Energy Limited states that they will look in the future to using 

rail transportation, this would involve significant investment in rail 

infrastructure locally and construction of transfer stations within the catchment 

area. The transportation of 600,000 tonnes annually of waste has never been 

envisaged for either the Marston Vale Line, currently at capacity nor has it 

been factored into the options considered in respect of the East West rail link 

between Milton Keynes and Cambridge. 

Indeed were the East West Rail link ever to be realised it would require a 

reduction of the hourly stopping service to two hourly thereby making it even 

Therefore MMAG believes the IPC should refuse the 

application because it will ruin the ambitions of local people for 

the Marston Vale to be a leisure destination and not 

somewhere other people send their rubbish. Two such very 

fine examples are the existing very popular Water Sports Club 

and the planned Bedford and Milton Keynes Waterway. 
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more difficult for workers to commute to the plant and in any case shift 

patterns will mean most  employee transportation to the site will be by road. 

Clearly Central Bedfordshire waste is insufficient for the plant to be viable; 

therefore Covanta Energy Limited is seeking contracts in surrounding 

authorities of Cambridge, Luton, Milton Keynes/Northampton, 

Buckinghamshire, and Windsor/Maidenhead. We are advised that they have 

been unsuccessful in Cambridge, Buckinghamshire, and Hertfordshire; 

therefore they will be seeking contracts from further afield. As local authorities 

recycle more, the plant will have to widen its catchment area so more waste 

will be on the roads for longer and further away.The reliance on road based 

transportation cannot be consistent with the aims of the Climate Change Act. 

 

Therefore despite the fact that Rookery Pit lies between two rail lines all waste 

to the EfW will be delivered by road. There are no proposals to facilitate and 

secure the future provision of a rail siding on the site and to connect it to the 

rail network despite this being a key feature of the applications proposal in 

Wales. 

 

Significant vehicle movements to and from the site – arriving and departing 

between 5am and 11pm 6 days a week and 7 days a week on Bank Holiday 

weekends will lead to immense and ongoing disturbance to the local 

community. The new A421 was designed to cope with existing traffic 

problems and some elements of growth in Bedford Borough. The volume of 

lorry and associated traffic for a large scale industrial area will be beyond the 

predicted capacity of the road. The transportation of upwards of 585,000 

tonnes of rubbish per year will take place along the de-trunked old A421. 

 

The waste to be is to be transported using HGV’s and many of which will use 

the new M1 Junction 13.  Evidence submitted by the Highways Agency during 

the Public Inquiry into the duelling of the A421 from Bedford to J13 indicated 

that the new junction layout would at peak times have just sufficient capacity 

to handle the anticipated peak traffic flows, excluding the projected traffic from 

the Covanta site. Further the adequate functioning of the new J13 is 

dependent on the further duelling of the A421 from J13 to Milton Keynes and 
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funding for this future project must now be in doubt given needed cutbacks in 

public spending. The impact of increased traffic from the proposed project 

through J13 could significantly increase congestion at the junction at peak 

times which would in turn give rise to increased traffic flows through 

neighbouring villages and congestion further afield at key junctions in Milton 

Keynes. 

 

The IPC has asked what progress has been made towards finalising the 

proposals for alterations to the Green Lane level crossing. All incoming waste 

and outgoing toxic ash will be transported by road, along a narrow country 

road - Green Lane, across an unmanned level crossing and on an old A421 

not surfaced for this use. The site entrance is very close to the unmanned rail 

crossing. An accident in this area would have serious consequences to the 

crossing and perhaps pose a risk to rail passengers.   

 

Covanta initially suggested vehicle movements at 300 lorries and 150 cars. 

This has since been amended to 900 vehicle movements a day (450 lorries) – 

arriving and departing between 5am and 11pm 6 days a week and 7 days a 

week on Bank Holiday weekends. The ongoing disturbance to the local 

community will be immense. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Therefore MMAG believes the IPC should refuse the 

application because the traffic volumes will be beyond the 

existing and predicted capacity of the road infrastructure with 

huge potential for congestion further afield at key junctions in 

Milton Keynes and the motorway network. The traffic arrival 

and departure times will lead to significant disturbance, traffic 

congestion and noise to surrounding communities. There has 

been no consultation by Covanta on the impact of the proposed 

impact on communities beyond the Marston Vale.   
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Conclusion 

 

In conclusion, it is our considered view that the interrelationship and 

accumulation of adverse impacts outlined above, whether: 

 visual impact,  

 loss of wildlife habitat in an area that has naturally regenerated over 
many years,  

 predicted traffic levels with associated noise and dust pollution,  

 proposal to draw huge proportions of the waste processed by the plant 
from surrounding counties (at odds with the minerals and waste local 
plans),  

 the fact incineration discourages recycling and contributes significantly 
to atmospheric CO2,  

……..outweigh the benefits of the proposed development and consent should 

be refused. 

 

Hugh Roberts, Chair, MMAG 

www.mmetag.com 

E: marston.moretaine.action.group@gmail.com 
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