
Ref: Covanta Rookery South EfW Proposal 
 
Dear Sirs 
Following my initial registration, I would like to make the following arguments against the 
subject proposal.  These comments are in addition to my initial representation and are based 
on statements made by Covanta in their Non-technical Summary document. 
 
Para 1.3.2 states that “Covanta in the US has received a wide range of safety and  
environmental awards in recent years from environmental and government bodies”, they 
clearly fail to also state they have also been taken to court for various reasons, including poor 
treatment of employees and violation of emissions regulations. 
 
Para 2.2.1 states that the local planning policy “seeks to bring about environmental  
regeneration and development of housing and employment uses together with the  
necessary supporting green infrastructure, including landscape improvements and  
improved public access”.  Should the IPC accept this proposal, many other developments 
may well be withdrawn or fail in attracting customers/buyers due to the monstrosity that shall 
become the EfW facility.  As for complying with the local policy regarding “landscape 
improvements”...are they really expecting to pull the wool over the IPC’s eyes that much?! 
 
Para 3.2.2 claims that “The overarching design objectives for the Project comprise...... 
stitching the Project into the landscape of the Marston Vale (a dynamic area where a lot of 
change is planned through new development) through the provision of new areas of woodland 
and enhanced public rights of way”.  Visually there is no way to “stitch” 105 meter tall 
chimneys into a rural environment.  So Stewartby has four remaining chimneys that may be 
considered to set a precedent?  These are far smaller, of brick construction (far more easy on 
the eye than steel) and part of a proud industrial heritage.  Choosing to construct a facility 
that outputs a small amount of electricity into the National Grid by burning waste from other 
counties that could be reused/recycled if the correct research was carried out, hardly creates 
potential for classification as industrial heritage of the future.  In addition, the new 
development they quote is residential and tourism, as stated above, these developments may 
be negatively affected if the EfW facility goes ahead. 
 
Para 3.3.1 claims that “In addition, the  
establishment of green walls and brown roofs for the western portion of the EfW  
Facility will both soften its appearance and provide a new ecological habitat”.  The building 
colour may well soften its appearance, but it shall not make much difference!  Yous hall still 
be able to see this huge facility from many vantage points in the Marston Vale, I can think of 
no-one that would chose to add this building to any vista.  In what way will this construction 
create a new ecological habitat?!  Are these people having a laugh at the IPC, putting things 
like that in to see if you notice it?  To me, it proves that Covanta are making a mockery of the 
UK and our waste disposal management.  This proposal is purely commercial for them, they 
have no interest in the local population or ecology. 
 
Para 5.1.3 states that “traffic levels will  
remain relatively low in absolute terms and as such is deemed an acceptable level”.  This 
paragraph discusses the percentage increase of vehicle movements in Green Lane, now I 
admit I have not read all the documents available to me regarding transport impact, but I 
struggle to see how they can consider the huge amount of HGV traffic increase as “relatively 
low”.  HGV increase must be near 90%! 
 
Para 5.1.6 claims that “The speeds recorded along Green Lane are not considered high for 
this type of road (just over 30mph)”.  The speeds recorded are irrelevant, the simple fact is 
that Green lane is 60mph and any vehicle that is capable to do so, will.  HGV drivers will 
probably not be local residents and shall have little regard for the safety of the roads and are 
likely to use the speed limits to their advantage to meet deadlines.  Even with HGV restricted 



to 40mph on roads like Green Lane, they shall have great opportunities to cause vehicular or 
pedestrian accidents. 
 
Para 6.1.4 states that “the visible plume will be less than 100m long for approximately 95% of 
the year”.  Is this supposed to make us feel better!  This actually states that the visible plume 
will be almost 100 meters long for 95% of the year!  That makes the blot on the landscape 
150 to 200 meters tall on a still day! 
 
Para 6.1.5 claims “An assessment of the potential impacts on health associated with exposure 
to  
emissions from the burning of waste indicated that there are no unacceptable or  
significant impacts on health”.  The key word to me here is ‘potential’.  As I mentioned in my 
initial representation, it is widely known that incineration of unknown waste matter can 
produce nano-particles that cannot be controlled in the manner Covanta propose here.  It is 
also understood that the European legislation for incinerator fly ash does not regulate against 
particles of this size, even though these are considered the most hazardous to human and 
animal health.  These particles can be carcinogenic and travel many miles before either 
settling or being inhaled to lodge within the lungs or even pass the blood/brain barrier to 
cause life threatening consequences. 
 
Para 8.1.3 claims that “the local landscape character will prevail”.  Impossible!  The 
building itself is big enough to not miss, the stack will never blend in to the local landscape! 
 
Para 8.1.4 states that “Seven of the representative visual receptors were agreed as 
appropriate photomontage locations through consultation with English Heritage, Central 
Bedfordshire Council and Bedford Borough Council”.  This leaves 10 of the representative 
visual receptors that were NOT agreed.  Covanta score 41%, everyone else scores 59%, we 
win!! 
 
Para 13.1.3 tells us that the plant shall provide “80 full time jobs available for local people”. 
Wow!  80 jobs...thats really going to make an impact to the “growing unemployment rate”.  
How about Centre Parcs, now that will be a good employer, lets help them out by not 
building a giant incinerator near to a huge potential tourist income. 
 
Para 13.1.5 claims that “Covanta are offering a number of enhancement measures for the 
local economy  
which are the Community Trust Fund, Marston Vale Trust Fund and local subsidised fuel 
bills. As a result of the findings and proposed enhanced measures the operation of the RRF is 
considered to provide a benefit to the local economy and community”.  As part of the local 
community, I personally would prefer to not have Covanta than to have the minor benefits 
quoted above. 
 
I shall close this representation with the same statement as my first: 
-Reduce, Re-use, Recycle.  This proposal does none of them....what does it do? 

 


