Brent Friends of the Earth

4th January 2009
Barnet Council
Planning Department
North London Business Park
Oakleigh Road South
London 

N11 1NP

Dear Nicola Capelli,

Re Planning Application C17559/08 Brent Cross

On behalf of Brent Friends of the Earth, I object to planning permission being given to the above application and I set out below our concerns and key questions, which make up our objection, and that we feel have not been adequately covered in the submitted planning application and accompanying reports. This response concentrates on the following material planning considerations: effect on traffic; scale and appearance of the proposal and the impact on the surrounding area adjoining neighbours; effect on nature conservation; noise and disturbance resulting from a use; and whether the use would be appropriate for the area (points 1, 2, 5, 8 and 9 respectively) as set out in the London Borough of Barnet ‘Guide on how to comment on planning applications’.
Consultation Process and the Validity of the Planning Application

The number of Brent residents included in the consultation process was insufficient. Even Bestway was not informed about the waste transfer facility plans on its own grounds.  The extensive revised transport assessment for the development was only submitted in November 2008, despite the planning application being registered in March of that year.  There is therefore little time for full consideration of the plans in time for the deadline of 5th January.  We share views expressed by our MP Sarah Teather, Brent's Council Leader and Planning department that plans have been rushed through over the Christmas period, to make the most of potentially reduced public scrutiny during this busy period. Brent Council Planning department have been given additional time to respond to the consultation, but this has not been extended for residents or other groups.  Given the scale and potential impact of the development, this is highly irregular and raises further concerns.

We also question the validity of the planning application as it was submitted without full documentation. The late submission of the transport assessment, with no subsequent amendment of the consultation deadline means that there is even less time for statutory and non-statutory consultees to digest this lengthy and technical document setting out a key aspect of the development. The application has been advertised as an outline application, when in fact parts of the application regarding new roads and bridges, are for full planning permission. This is very misleading.  It is also not acceptable to allow outline plans for a CHP/incinerator to go through without full details as, once passed in principle, full permission will be harder to challenge.

The scheme which is a regional project, is of considerable importance to the community as a whole, and is clearly of great public concern. Given the large numbers of objections already submitted, we request that your authority give consideration to asking the Secretary of State to call the application in for her own consideration, and in doing so to put the matter to a public inquiry.

Compliance with Laws, Regulations and Government Initiatives

The development plans do not refer  to the Government’s Climate Change law (November 2008) to reduce CO2 emissions by 80% by 2050, and EU regulations to reduce emissions by 20% by 2020.  Plans should now be revised to comply with these. Does the application refer to PPS 1 (Supplement) on Climate Change? The extra car journeys that would be created by this development will lead to an increase in CO2 emissions, contrary to the new legislation.

Our vision as to the greening of Brent Cross is different to the vision proposed by the developers.  We are aiming for a zero waste
 society, using the principles reduce, reuse and recycle, where nothing that can’t be recycled is available for sale.  Brent is now one of six pioneering Zero Waste Places in the UK, and both Brent and Barnet Councils adhere to compulsory recycling policies to reduce waste going to landfill. The waste management plans presented in this application do not go far enough to facilitate a zero waste society.

Combined Heat and Power (CHP)/Incinerator

General comments

As the plant is covered by the EU Waste Incineration Directive 2000/T6/EC as mentioned in the application
 then we understand it is an incinerator, despite what developers have told us at the recent exhibition in Hendon that “no planning permission has been sought for an incinerator” or that “there hasn’t been an environmental impact assessment (EIA) for an incinerator, but there has been one for a CHP”.  This is highly misleading. We believe it is actually an incinerator if it must comply with strict EU waste incineration regulations.  It will require waste from a far wider area to feed it from Boroughs in North London and beyond, bringing hundreds more waste lorries to the area each week through Brent. 

Although CHP may be a requirement of all new developments of this size, energy from waste (EfW) is not. As such, permission for this aspect of the scheme should not be granted in principle until strict minimum standards for the type, emissions and management of such technology are established.

The proposed CHP, using gasification or pyrolysis
, has been portrayed as an ‘environmentally favourable’ way of dealing with waste.  The lack of detail on the technology makes it impossible to assess its energy efficiency or full environmental impact.  We cannot comment on the details of the application without information on the precise type of plant, its capacity, output and expected emissions, including CO2.  There are a range of processes even within gasification and pyrolysis, and outputs vary hugely.  Without this detail, the application should NOT have gone to consultation, as there is insufficient information on which to consult.  We would however consider withdrawing our objections if we were convinced as to the sustainability of the technology, but cannot support what has not been disclosed. 

We are not opposed to CHP in principle, as it can represent a more energy-efficient way of heating buildings on a new development, than fossil fuel derived energy. Although CHP in itself may afford energy efficiency to the scheme and raise its ‘green’ credentials, EfW brings wider implications, making it less environmentally desirable.  

For example, incinerators require a constant supply of waste and will attract this not just from Brent Cross but a wider area. [It] “will serve a large part of North London”
.This will bring more transport, pollution and road congestion to the area (see further points on transport below).  At a recent public meeting (11th December 2008) the developer denied that there will be any increase in traffic related to the transportation of waste, which, since the current waste transfer site takes waste from a much smaller area, is clearly impossible. We welcome clarification on this issue. 

The application identifies an alternative option, if the CHP plant is not to go ahead. What is the option B fuel proposed?  How would waste be processed if contingency plan B was used?

The premise for the Bestway site being used for a new waste handling facility is its proximity to rail access, but road transport will also be required.  Brent Council are also concerned about vehicle generation for the facility, and whether they will travel to the site from the west, and if so impacting on residential streets in Brent.  Currently the facility will not take waste from Brent, but it will take waste from the seven Boroughs in the North London Waste Authority area, which is more than the current facility receives.  Although residential waste from Brent is not currently contracted to go there, what's to stop commercial waste, which is larger in volume, being attracted to this new site? We would like clarification on this point.
Waste Minimisation

To help prevent climate change, we should be maximising recycling, instead of burning our resources.  Incineration worsens climate change, causes pollution, wastes natural resources and undermines recycling by demanding a steady stream of waste. The incineration of waste is not a renewable energy as the developers misleadingly claim
 since resources used to make the waste item (such as oil used to make plastics, which are not recycled) cannot be recovered and recycled once burnt.

The Waste Strategy for England (2007) places ‘waste prevention’ as a top priority in the waste hierarchy. We are concerned that there are no ‘waste prevention’ measures included in the plans so far. 

The developer’s plans boast recycling levels up to 70% by 2020, but if this is really the case it is difficult to imagine that the remaining 30% will provide sufficient fuel for burning unless it is brought from a wide area.

Air Pollution

We are concerned about the health implications of the compounds produced as a result of the incineration of waste. These compounds include dioxins, heavy metals (i.e. cadmium, lead and mercury), fine particles, acidic gases and toxic ash and can have a wide range of negative impacts on health including impacts on fertility and lung, heart and kidney disease. 

We have sought information from Barnet Council Environmental Health department on the outputs and monitoring of emissions from the incinerator, and are yet to receive an answer.  We understand from the UK Without Incineration Network
  that not all output from these plants is monitored, that chloro brominated dioxins are not measured at all, and that other dioxins are measured only twice a year.

We have also sought guidance from Brent Environmental Health, who were unable to comment on whether dioxins would be removed from the chimney and on the level and frequency of monitoring, without further information being provided on the process specification and fuel type.  This leads us to conclude that not enough information has been supplied by the applicant for an adequate assessment of the health risks posed. We therefore need reassurance of the monitoring standards that will be adhered to in this facility. For example, what will be monitored and how frequently will monitoring take place; and will information of outputs be made available to the public?

Regarding fine particle matter, we understand that most PM10s are captured or scrubbed, much of the smaller particles PM2.5 and PM1 and nano particles escape filtration.  What level of filtration will be used?

Additionally there appears to be no mention of the adverse effects of the CHP/incinerator on health within the Environmental Impact Assessment
.

Toxic ash/residues

The application states that toxic “residues collected…are classified as hazardous wastes and must be treated and disposed of accordingly”
. We understand that this involves removal by train to another part of the UK.  We question the safety of this process and possible contamination risk to workers, the local population and the environment.  The transportation of ash residue is risky and there have been cases of equipment failures and poor management of the disposal process leading to hazardous material being released into the air in the UK (pers. Comms with SWARD
 30th December 2008). Research has been conducted into the adverse impacts of exposure to these residues and indicates that adverse impacts to human health can occur and that further research is required to fully understand the nature and severity of these hazards
. The application needs to state what procedures would be in place to ensure the safe transport of toxic residues both on and off the site.  

There is finite physical space for landfill for hazardous waste in the UK and several sites have now closed and/or may not have permission to extend.  Just because the waste is going elsewhere outside Barnet, it will still pollute our environment overall.

ENVAC system and Anaerobic Digestion (AD)

Many of these systems are seen as positive new technologies and we support AD and ENVAC is an innovative and ‘cleaner’ way of dealing with waste.  We are concerned however that the planning application does not contain enough information regarding how this system will be managed and monitored to ensure that recyclable materials are routed away from the incinerator to be recycled, and that hazardous wastes are not inadvertently burnt in the CHP plant. 

As the use of this system is not absolutely confirmed within the plans, an alternative system must be put forward to identify how recycling and waste will be collected and the potential transport and environmental impacts of this alternative must be assessed.

Traffic and Transport

The Brent Cross development was conceived over 10 years ago, in an era of ‘business as usual’ when it wasn’t yet accepted that climate change was man-made.  Now we have UK government legally binding targets to reduce CO2 by 20% by 2020. The world has changed, yet this development has not, and will produce a substantial increase in CO2.  A light rail option was considered unnecessary several years ago, but needs to be re-evaluated using up-to-date- government guidance.

Data from chapter 5 of the development framework
, page 3 estimates that if 34% of additional journeys are made by car this will mean 29,000 additional car journeys per 12-hour day.  That’s 10.5 million cars per year. This is unacceptable in an age when road transport should be being discouraged in favour of more sustainable forms of transport with lower emissions.

The only transport solutions proposed in the application are road-based, i.e. car and bus.  Even though the road junctions around the new development will be altered, there will be a huge knock-on effect on the surrounding area in terms of noise, congestion and air pollution. 10.5 million journeys on the road every year cannot be accommodated by the existing A5, A41 and A406.  And this presupposes that the data are correct and only 34% of additional journeys are made by car.  The middle-classes who are target residents, employees, shoppers and leisure users of this new town centre are notoriously poor at leaving their cars to use the bus, although they will use tubes and trains.

The development will encourage more car use, pollution and congestion.  Although no extra car parking spaces are being built in the Town Centre North shopping centre, one car parking space is allowed for every 22m2 of the leisure area, plus one for each residential unit. 

We have concerns about the sustainable nature of the transport facilities proposed in the plan.  Facilities for cyclists have already been criticised by Brent Cyclists, and an alternative light-rail system, using hardly-used freight lines, seems preferable to what has been put forward by the developers, but this has been ignored.  The first phase could be financed for the same cost as the proposed main-line station, and would be far better use of section 106 planning-gain funds.

Barnet council are not taking any interest in this light-rail proposal, which was dismissed years ago before new legislation on CO2 levels, and in spite of plans to build further new towns at Colindale and Mill Hill East, which could be part of the same scheme. Brent Cross would also be connected to Neasden, Wembley and Park Royal by light-rail, and people would use trains instead of adding to the cars on our roads.  We would therefore urge you not to allow the demolition of Templehof Bridge, which could be used in the future by a light-rail scheme. 

We would also question the usefulness of carrying out a transport assessment after submitting the plans in March 2008.  We cannot see any changes having been made to the transport proposals since the initial consultation in 2007.

We also take issue with the lack of a pedestrian footbridge in the proposal at the top end of Edgware Road; the omission of which will mean Brent residents will have to cross four lanes of traffic if they want to make use of the shops on the other side. 

The Effect of Vehicular Traffic on Air Quality
The Health Impact Assessment BXC18 was published in March 2008 and has not been revised following the transport assessment.  BXC18 states that with regard to PM10 “the Scheme would result in only a small number of exceedences over the UK air quality standard” but no supporting data is referred to.

The London Atmospheric Emissions Inventory 2003
  shows that the stretch of A406 between “Hendon Broadway/Edgware Roundabout and Neasden Lane North junction – Welsh Harp” had the 12th highest PM10 Emission Density Index of any road stretch in London. The same table 19 shows that out of the top 50 worst road sections the A406 also occupies positions 12-15 and 35-44. Additional traffic from the scheme will exacerbate the problem.

Brent’s Air Quality action Plan also shows that the Neasden A406 roundabout, along with sites on the A5 are PM10 pollution ‘black-spots’,  modelled (page 6) to rise well  over the legal maximum of 50ug/m3up to 59g/m3.         

We therefore urge you to reject the current planning application until the effects of the transport assessment upon the air quality are modelled, to ensure levels of PM10 and NO2 fall within the limits set in 1999, in all of the surrounding areas.  

Biodiversity

Brent Council has already put in objections on environmental grounds related to potential loss in biodiversity of rare birds and plants at a nearby Site of Special Scientific Interest (SSSI) at Brent reservoir.  We also share these concerns. The Brent River will also have to be diverted slightly south with potential adverse impacts on biodiversity.

In light of our concerns and questions raised above, I want to reiterate that Brent Friends of the Earth object to the proposed development and in making this objection we reserve the right to speak at the planning committee and reserve our right to make further representations on any amendments to the scheme and on the reserved matters application. We also look forward to seeing how the Section 106 money will be spent in relation to this application. Please kindly acknowledge receipt of this letter.

Yours

Jennifer Rea

On behalf of Brent Friends of the Earth

� The Zero waste principle is based on the fact that waste from discarded products and packaging creates a huge disposal challenge while squandering valuable resources to eliminate waste flows to landfill and for incineration.  The idea is to reduce waste generation through improved design, encouraging re-use, recycling and composting, generating energy from waste cleanly and eliminating the concept of waste as part of a resource-efficient society. � HYPERLINK "http://www.panda.org/about_wwf/what_we_do/policy/one_planet_living/about_opl/principles/index.cfm" ��http://www.panda.org/about_wwf/what_we_do/policy/one_planet_living/about_opl/principles/index.cfm�


� BXC09 7.4


� http://waste.eionet.europa.eu/definitions/incineration


� BXC02 5.15.36


� BXC09 2.7


� � HYPERLINK "http://www.ukwin.org.uk/" �http://www.ukwin.org.uk/� 


� BXC18, Chapter 5


� BXC09 7.4


� Safety in Waste and Rubbish Disposal, part of the UK Without Incineration Network


� Macleod, C. et al. (2006) Modelling human exposures to air pollution control (APC) residues released from landfills in England and Wales. Environment International, 32 (2006) 500-509.


� �HYPERLINK "http://www.barnet.gov.uk/developmentframeworkchapter_5.pdf"��http://www.barnet.gov.uk/developmentframeworkchapter_5.pdf� 


� � HYPERLINK "http://www.london.gov.uk/mayor/environment/air_quality/docs/laei_2003.pdf" \t "_blank" �http://www.london.gov.uk/mayor/environment/air_quality/docs/laei_2003.pdf� 
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