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CALDERDALE METROPOLITAN BOROUGH COUNCIL 
 
PLANNING COMMITTEE           2                           
 
WARDS AFFECTED: MORE THAN THREE 
 
Date of meeting:  19 December 2017 
 
Chief Officer:  Director of Economy and Environment.  
 
1.        SUBJECT OF REPORT 
 
APPLICATIONS FOR DETERMINATION RE PLANNING PERMISSION, LISTED BUILDING 
CONSENT/CONSERVATION AREA CONSENT, LOCAL AUTHORITY APPLICATIONS, CROWN 
APPLICATION OR CONSENT TO FELL PROTECTED TREES 
 

(i) Executive Summary 
(ii) Individual Applications 

 
 
2.        INTRODUCTION 
 
2.1 The attached report contains two sections.  The first section (yellow sheets) contains a 

summarised list of all applications to be considered at the Committee and the time at which 
the application will be heard.  Applications for Committee consideration have been identified 
in accordance with Council Standing Orders and delegations. 

 
2.2 The second section comprises individual detailed reports relative to the applications  
           to be considered. 
 
2.3 These are set out in a standard format including the details of the application and  

relevant planning site history, representations/comments received arising from publicity and 
consultations, the officers assessment and recommendation, with suggested conditions or 
reasons for refusal, as appropriate. 

 
2.4 Where the Committee considers that a decision contrary to the recommendation of     

the Director of Economy and Environment may be appropriate then consideration of the 
application may be deferred for further information 

 
2.5 Where a Legal Agreement is required by the Committee, the resolution will be  

“Mindful to Permit Subject to a Legal Agreement being completed”, combined with a 
delegation to the Director of Economy and Environment. 
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3.         IMPLICATIONS ARISING FROM REPORT 
 
3.1       Planning Policy 
 

These are set out separately in each individual application report. 
 
3.2      Sustainability 
 

Effective planning control concurs with the basic principle of sustainable development in 
that it assists in ensuring that development meets the needs of the present without 
compromising the ability of future generations to meet their own needs.  Through the 
development control system, the Council can enable environmental damage to be 
minimised and ensure that resources are used efficiently and waste minimised.  Particular 
sustainability issues will be highlighted in individual reports where appropriate. 

 
3.3      Equal Opportunities 
 

All applications are considered on their merits having regard to Government guidance, the 
policies of the adopted Unitary Development Plan (UDP) and other factors relevant to 
planning and in a manner according to the Development Control Code of Conduct for 
officers and members as set out in the Council’s Standing Orders. 

 
Planning permission in the vast majority of cases is given for land not to an individual, and 
the personal circumstances of the applicant are seldom relevant. 

 
In particular however, the Council has to have regard to the needs of people with disabilities 
and their needs are a material planning consideration.  Reference will therefore, be made to 
any such issues in the individual application reports where appropriate 

 
Furthermore, the Council also attempts wherever possible/practical to apply good practice 
guidance published in respect of Race and Planning issues. 

 
 
3.4     Finance 
 

A refusal of planning permission can have financial implications for the Council where a 
subsequent appeal is lodged by the applicant in respect of the decision or if a case of 
alleged maladministration is referred to the Local Government Ombudsman or a Judicial 
Review is sought through the Courts. 

 
In all cases indirect staff costs will be incurred in processing any such forms of ‘appeal’. 

 
However, there is no existing budget to cover any direct costs should any such ‘appeal’ 
result in ‘costs’ being awarded against the Council.  These would have to be found by way 
of compensatory savings from elsewhere in the Planning Services budget. 

 
 
Reference:   6/00/00/CM    Richard Seaman  
       For and on behalf of 
       Director of Economy and Environment 
______________________________________________________________________________ 
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FOR FURTHER INFORMATION ON THIS REPORT CONTACT: 
 
Richard Seaman    TELEPHONE :- 01422 392241 
Development Manager 
 
DOCUMENTS USED IN THE PREPARATION OF THIS REPORT: 
 
1. Planning Application File (numbered as the application show in the report) 
2. Secretary Of State For Communities And Local Government 
3. Calderdale UDP (including any associated preparatory documents) 
4. Related appeal and court decisions 
5. Related planning applications 
6. Relevant guideline/good practice documents 
  
DOCUMENTS ARE AVAILABLE FOR INSPECTION AT:  
 
www.calderdale.gov.uk. 
 
You can access the Councils website at the Councils Customer First offices and Council 
Libraries. 
 
 
 

http://www.calderdale.gov.uk/
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List  of  Applications at Committee 19 December 2017 
 
Time      App No.               Location     Proposal                        Ward            Page No. 
& No.          

      

18.00 17/00113/WAM Calder Valley Skip 
Hire 
Belmont Industrial 
Estate 
Rochdale Road 
Triangle 
Sowerby Bridge 

Amended plan 
(Building not to be 
extended). 
Construction of 
external flue, and 
change of use of 
existing building from 
recycling use (B2) to 
heat and energy 
recovery process (sui 
generis) and 
introduction of 
mechanical drying of 
inert soils and 
aggregates (B2) 
adjacent to the 
existing recycling 
shed together with 
the installation in 
underground ducts of 
pipes connecting the 
energy recovery plant 
in the said building to 
the dryer 

Ryburn 
 

5 - 45 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

      

18.00 17/00114/VAR Calder Valley Skip 
Hire 
Belmont Industrial 
Estate 
Rochdale Road 
Triangle 
Sowerby Bridge 

Variation of 
Conditions 5 (to allow 
24 hour use within 
the building Monday 
to Friday inclusive) 
and 12 (to allow use 
of heat and energy 
recovery plant) of 
Planning Application 
04/02712   
 

Ryburn 
 

46 - 70 
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Time Not Before: 18.00 - 01 
 
Application No: 17/00113/WAM  Ward:  Ryburn   

  Area Team:  South Team  
 
Proposal: 
Amended plan (Building not to be extended). Construction of external flue, and change of 
use of existing building from recycling use (B2) to heat and energy recovery process (sui 
generis) and introduction of mechanical drying of inert soils and aggregates (B2) adjacent 
to the existing recycling shed together with the installation in underground ducts of pipes 
connecting the energy recovery plant in the said building to the dryer 
 
Location: 
Calder Valley Skip Hire  Belmont Industrial Estate  Rochdale Road  Triangle  Sowerby 
Bridge 
West Yorkshire 
 

 
 
Applicant: 
Calder Valley Skip Hire 
       
 
Recommendation: MINDFUL PERMIT SUB LA REFER SSDCLG 
 
  
Parish Council Representations:   N/A 
Representations:            No 
Departure from Development Plan:  No                 
 
Consultations: 
                                                                                                                               
Highways Section  
Environmental Health Services - Pollution Section (E)  
Tree Officer  
National Planning Casework Unit  
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Environment Agency (Waste & Water)  
Natural England  
Environment Agency (Waste & Water)  
Public Health England  
Countryside Services (E)  
Canal & River Trust  
Ripponden Parish Council  
Public Health England  
 
1. Description of Site and Proposal 
 
The site is a building within a larger site which benefits from an established waste recycling use. 
The site as a whole is located within the bottom of the Ryburn Valley, around 1.5km along 
Rochdale Road towards Triangle from Sowerby Bridge. Apart from the building subject to the 
planning application, there is a further large sorting shed and a stone built office-building on site. 
There is also a weigh station, with a small office building adjacent. The large sorting shed did have 
a conveyor belt which lead up to a further sorting area attached to the main sorting shed. However, 
there was an extensive fire in this building in 2016 and the building has undergone repairs and the 
conveyor section no longer exists. 
 
The site is within the Green Belt, as defined by the Replacement Calderdale Unitary Development 
Plan and is surrounded by deciduous woodland, protected under a group Tree Preservation Order. 
The site is adjacent to the River Ryburn. There are residential properties lined along the opposite 
side of Rochdale Road, the closest of which is 110m away. There are also three residential 
properties to the south east at a higher elevation than the proposal site. These are located off Long 
Lane, Norland, and the closest is 210m from the proposal building. The surrounding woodland sits 
between the proposal site and the dwellings.  The River Ryburn flows in a north easterly direction 
adjacent to the site. There are Primary schools in the vicinity of the site. 
 
The building was used in connection with the waste recycling site and used for vehicle 
maintenance. The proposal includes the provision of an incinerator within the building to provide 
an energy recovery facility.  The material which will be burnt in the incinerator will be from the 
existing site which cannot be recycled and would otherwise be transported off the site to a landfill 
site, as is the case now. The incinerator is a small waste incineration plant (SWIP). The heat 
energy will be used partly to generate electricity with excess being transferred to the national grid 
and some will be used to provide heat for the drying process in order to prepare the material for 
incineration and also to provide heating to the rest of the site. 
 
Under an existing Environmental Permit form the Environment Agency the waste recycling facility 
can receive a maximum annual throughput of 144,999 tonnes, although annual throughput is 
around 48,000 tonnes.  Waste stream are inert and non-inert but it cannot keep or treat hazardous 
waste. 
 
The waste stream for recycling includes commercial and industrial, builders and inert waste 
streams were  processed by a trommel and  sorted to supply recycled products to manufactures 
and processes for eg wood, cardboard, metal and stone.  The non inert element of residual wastes 
(not capable of being recycled) are currently transported over long distances to landfill, 
approximately 8 000 to 10 000 tonnes per annum. The proposal is to recover energy from these 
through the Small Waste Incineration Plant (SWIP).  
 
Ash will be produced as a by product and the intention is to recycle this. It may have to be 
transported to landfill sites. The amount diverted to landfill would be in the region of 20%. 
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There is capacity to generate around 250kWE of electrical energy and around 1440MWh pa of 
thermal heat energy amounting to 655.5 tonnes of Carbon Dioxide emissions savings per year. It 
is intended to use green wastes, from municipal parks, gardens and centuries, soft plastics, 
textiles and carpets which cannot be recycled which have arrived a the site mixed with other 
material and canteen food ,paper and wood, although most paper wand wood are screened out for 
recycling..  it also includes municipal waste from parks. The operator has highlighted that it will not 
import waste specifically or for sole purpose of incineration. 
 
It is proposed the SWIP will process approximately 8 000 – 10 000 tonnes per annum of residual 
non recyclable (residual) waste and  approximately 8 000 tonnes of inert soils and aggregates are 
proposed to be put through the thermal dryer located at the west of the existing recycling shed, per 
annum. The drying area covers an area of 4m x 8m.  The stock pile of inert waste would be around 
30 tonnes. Storage of non –inert waste material would be stored at the west of the site in covered 
storage area.  Heat from the recovery process (SWIP) will travel through underground pipes. It will 
involve the reduction of residual waste stored in the main processing building from an average 
from 120 tonnes at present  to an average of 20 tonnes. It presents an opportunity to reduce 
contamination risk. The SWIP is designed to consume between 1 and 2 tonnes per hour.  It will 
use gas/oil as a start up fuel until the chamber reaches 850 ºC and then reach temperatures 
around 1350 ºC. 
 
The existing process flow is around 190 tonnes of residual waste per week all of which goes to 
landfill in approximately 40 vehicle movements.  This material is proposed to go through the SWIP 
and results in around 8 movements per week of ash removal from the SWIP. 
 
The proposal does not now include any extensions to the building apart from a flue measuring 12m 
high with 0.6m diameter. It is 4.6m above the pitch of the existing building.  
 
It is proposed that the operating hours of the incinerator will be 24 hours, 5 days per week Monday 
to Friday. This does not include operations running for the whole facility for 24 hours per day, or 
working outside of the operating hours of the original permission.  The 24 hour operation relates to 
the use of the SWIP with doors closed during the sensitive hours. 
 
Following a third party request, in relation to the last application 15/01072/WAM, the Secretary of 
State carried out a Screening Opinion. It was concluded in May 2016, in relation to the previous 
application that an Environmental Statement was required. The decision highlighted that there 
were a series of environmental problems including issues around emissions, flooding, air quality 
and raises a number of potential cumulative environmental effects, including noise, emissions from 
the incinerator affecting air quality and. odours and it is unclear how storage of waste materials 
would be accommodated within existing site operations.  The proposal would have potential 
cumulative impacts. However, it did state that there are no international, national or local 
designations ecological, landscape, heritage designations on or close proximity of the site, which 
could be affected by the project or are sensitive by virtue of their ecology. Also that in relation to 
transport it is unlikely to have significant environmental effects.  
 
The Local Planning Authority was not asked to provide a Scoping Opinion.  
 
The application is accompanied by the following documents: 
 

 Planning Statement 

 Design and Access Statement 

 Hot gas filtration document 

 Trees and bats 
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An Environmental Statement was provided and included the following: 
 

 Environmental Statements 

 Non technical summary  of the Environmental Statement 

 Environmental Statement methodology 

 Air Quality 

 Odour 

 Noise and vibration 

 Water Quality, Hydrology and Flood Risk 

 Noise Assessment 

 Air Quality Assessment 
 
The Council commissioned an independent audit of the Environmental Statement. It concluded 
that the ES is sufficient to comply with the EIA Regulations, although there were some issues with 
Best Practice and clarification of some elements.  The applicant was asked to address the issues 
and information has been provided, which resolves those issues. 
 
The proposed SWIP would also require a permit from the Council’s Environmental Health Service. 
This application deals with planning considerations. Paragraph 122 of  the NPPF makes it clear 
that the planning system is not to be used for dealing with issues which are regulated under other 
regimes. 
 
The application has been referred to Planning Committee due to the sensitivity of the proposal and 
requests by ward councillors. 
 
The Secretary of State has received a request from Craig Whittaker MP to call in the application 
for determination.  There is no guarantee that the application, if appropriate, would be called in for 
determination. Consideration to call in the application will only take place if the Council is mindful 
to permit the application.  The Secretary of State would not call in the application if the Planning 
Committee is minded to refuse the application. 
 
Appendix 1 provides a copy of the Housing and Environment Service Lead’s consultation 
response. 
 
2. Relevant Planning History 
 
Planning permission was refused for recycle centre with indoor skip sorting shed on 07.07.2004 
(application 04/00893/FUL). 
 
Permission was originally granted for the recycling centre with indoor sorting shed and widening of 
access from Rochdale Road (as amended) by Planning Committee on 29.06.06  (application 
04/02712/FUL). 
 
Permission was granted for extension and part redevelopment of building to form HGV servicing 
garage on 02.08.06  (application 06/01246/FUL). This building is the subject of the current  
application.  
 
Permission was granted to vary condition 27 attached to planning permission 04/02712 - maximum 
number of vehicle movements by Planning Committee on 05.12.06    (application 06/01777/VAR). 
Condition 1 states: 
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Unless otherwise agreed in writing by the Local Planning Authority, the maximum number 
of movements by vehicles with a gross plated weight of more than 3.5 tonnes shall not 
exceed 120 (i.e. 60 movements into the site and 60 movements out) per day. 

 
A side extension to existing recycling building (retrospective) (Amended Plan) was permitted by 
Planning Committee on 25.11.11 (application 10/00270/FUL). This application included a conveyor 
belt. 
 
An application for Extension, including an external flue, and change of use of existing building from 
recycling (B2) to mixed mechanical processing of waste (B2) and heat and energy recovery 
process (Sui Generis)(Amended Description) was withdrawn in September 2016 (application 
15/01072/WAM). 
 
An application to vary condition numbers 5 (Hours of operation) and 12 (Burning on site) on 
planning application 04/02712/FUL was withdrawn in September 2016 (application 
16/00297/WVARS). 
 
There is a related planning application 17/00114/VAR to vary conditions 5 and 12. These 
conditions relate to hours of operation and burning at the site.  This application includes an 
incinerator and 24 operating hours and therefore needs to be considered in conjunction with this 
application. 
 
3. Key Policy Context: 
 

Replacement Calderdale Unitary 
Development Plan 
Designation/Allocation   
 

Green  Belt 
Cycle Corridor 
Wildlife Corridor 
 
 

Replacement Calderdale Unitary 
Development Plan policies 

 
GWM1 Waste Strategy 
WM 9 Incineration 
GNE1 Containment of the Urban Area 
NE3 Extension and Alteration to Other  
Buildings in the Green  Belt 
NE15 Development in Wildlife Corridors 
NE16 Protection of Protected Species 
NE20 Tree Preservation Orders 
BE1 General Design Criteria 
BE2 Privacy, Daylighting and Amenity 
Space. 
BE15 Setting of a Listed Building 
EP1 Protection of Air Quality 
EP8 Other incompatible uses. 
EP15 Development Alongside Waterways 
EP20 Protection from Flood Risk 
EP26 Encouraging the Use of Combined 
Heat and Power Systems 
 

National Planning Policy Framework 
Paragraphs 

1. Building a Strong, Competitive 
Economy 
4. Promoting sustainable transport 
7. Requiring Good Design 
9. Protecting Green Belt Land  
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10. Meeting the Challenge of Climate 
Change, Flooding and Coastal Change 
11. Conserving and Enhancing the 
natural Environment 
12. Conserving and enhancing the 
historic environment 
 

National Planning Policy for Waste 
 

 

Other relevant planning Constraints Flood Zones 2 and 3 
Bat Alert Area 
Tree Preservation Order  
 

 
4. Publicity/ Representations: 
 
The application was publicised with site notices and neighbour notification letters.  
 
1028 objections have been received. These do include a high number of pro-forma letters from 
residents living in the wider area of Calderdale. Furthermore, objections were also raised to the 
application to vary the conditions, which raise similar issues and therefore it is appropriate to 
consider the applications in conjunction with one another. 
 
 
Summary of Points raised: 
 
Objections 
 

 Recovery of energy from waste only appropriate for waste that cannot be prevented, 
reused, or recycled 

 Area designated smoke free area and in an Air Quality Management Area and increase 
already excessively high levels of nitrogen dioxide 

 Thermal inversion – smoke will be held in the valley as demonstrated by the fire in January 
where thick smoke remained for a considerable time 

 Already polluted area due to high levels of standing traffic 

 No smoke tests results or air quality plans to mitigate pollution 

 Extra noise from 24 hour operation, especially at night. 

 Levels of pollutants consistently exceed acceptable Government and EU levels & 100 lives 
are lost in Calderdale per year due to air pollution. 

 Odour problems and experienced bad smells and wind direction comes from the site so this 
will be more frequent 

 Effect on flor and fauna 

 Concerns as to the degree to which the company abide by the planning conditions and if 
approved some conditions may not be adhered to and cause further issues for the 
community. Site already has a negative impact on the quality of life. 

 Concerns that smoke will be  a permanent fixture in the area 

 Add to traffic congestion and pollution 

 Water pollution 

 Harm to visual amenity 

 Will create pollution 

 Increase in volume of traffic will increase harm to residential amenity 

 General concerns about current operations  

 Discrepancies within the technical information 
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 Further expansion would encourage future problems with amenity. 

 Harm to residential amenity from noise 

 Application should be refused – material change of use in the green belt with no special 
circumstances to justify it 

 In appropriate development in the green belt and no special circumstances to justify 
development, affect on openness and Council should protect the green belt 

 Harm to Heritage Assets 

 Combined EIA required for the Mearclough site 

 History of flooding on the site 

 Risk to health with no mitigation and the Council is unable to manage existing activities and 
unwilling to enforce conditions 

 Environmental permitting regulations will not be sufficient to deal with the impact 

 Increase in dust 

 Buildings for new drying plant and building added on the slab next to building and pipes to 
carry hot water. Drying units 8m x 3m x 4m – if there are two – 150sqm.  Is there assurance 
that the building will not be expaned further 

 Government wants to protect Green belt and there is an over capacity of incineration 

 No reduction in traffic as dried wood would be taken to Mearclough of 5000 tones Journeys 
through AQMA totalling 1000 single journeys or 2000 return.  10 tonne lorry – 277 journeys 
one way and 555 return journeys. Cancels out reductions and increases pollution. Increase 
in journeys through Sowerby Bridge to Mearclough site. 

 Volumes of traffic already exceeding those allowed by condition, from the traffic survey 
carried out. 

 Insufficient detail to assess pollution so assume air pollution will be increased. 

 Impact of ash carrying waggons through the heart of the AQMA. 

 No calculation of impact on Carbon Dioxide. 

 Combined effects of this application and incinerator at Mearclough should be assessed. 

 No adequate assessment on effects on wildlife, vegetation, flooding or the public footpath 

 Monitoring will not alter the effects of harmful emissions 

 Members of the public will die early because of the incinerator and the company will make 
profit from disposing of waste.  

 If approved it will demonstrate CMBC have no interest in health and wellbeing of it citizens 

 A significant proportion of waste to be incinerated is waste derived from contracts with the 
Council and is municipal waste 

 Requires certificate from Environment Agency 

 It is not an R1 process, then this is disposal by incineration and the application should be 
refused 

 Lack of management of existing site, previous mistake to allow waste transfer should not 
allow an incinerator 

 Asked Secretary of State for a screening decision of the proposed two incinerators 
combined into one EIA. 

 More modelling is required 

 Flue is different to that at Mearclough 

 Have modelled emissions on plume plotter website – emissions travel across Sowerby 
Bridge and Halifax and beyond.  Suggest date a is under-estimated and pollution will affect 
air quality 

 Unclear how the new hours will operate across the site 

 What is there to stop hazardous waste being burned & will additional waste be brought in 

 Transport calculations do not make sense: 3000 tonnes per anum by drying wet material, 
but need to dispose of ash on a daily basis. Burning 40 tonnes a day, with HGV only 
carrying 10 tonnes this is 4 HGVs a day of RDF and removal of ash – 6 -11 tonnes per day 
and removal of soil, 
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 Incineration does not destroy toxic elements. 

 More energy is saved re-using, recycling and composting a waste stream than burning 
waste to create energy – not sustainable 

 Ash is toxic and a hazardous material 

 Toxins emitted from the flue 

 Visual impact of flue when trees are not in leaf 

 Site flooded in 2015 

 Incinerators contravene basis human rights as stated by the United Nations Commissions 
on Human Rights, in particular the Right to Life Under the European Human Rights 
Contravention & Stockholm Convention and Environmental Protection Act 1990 

 Studies have shown higher rates of adult and childhood cancers and birth defects around 
incinerators. 

 Fine particulate (PM2.5) is an important contributor to heart disease, lung cancer 

 Clear obligation of the Council to consider previous as material considerations, the Council 
has stated this is not the case and this brings their competency into question 

 Burning to recover is second best 

 Property devaluation 
 
The MP Craig Whittaker has objected to the application as follows: 
 

I have been contacted by a number of concerned residents with reference to the above 
planning application and I therefore wish to include my objections to the proposed scheme. 
 
Having looked on Calderdale's planning portal there are a large number of comprehensive 
letters of objection, all of which rise some valuable points which should be taken into 
consideration when placed before the planning committee. 
 
In my view, one of the biggest concerns of the proposal relates to the additional pollution 
this operation would cause, and although I am not an expert in this field, I am only too 
aware of the added issues this causes on health of local residents, with the many harmful 
chemicals this plant may release. The process involved in incineration does not actually 
remove waste as this is converted into another more hazardous form and this concerns me 
greatly and therefore the health issues should be taken into consideration with this 
application. The consequences seem to far outweigh the benefits. 
 
The steep sides of the valley does not help and does not support such a proposal - this 
application has a wider impact on residents further up the valley, a large number who have 
previously contacted me when they suffered the consequences of smoke from the fire the 
business suffered. This had an impact on the hill top farms in Ripponden. 
 
As with all these applications, there are great concerns with reference to the Highways and 
the additional vehicles which will be transporting the waste to the site and addition to the 
existing noise issue for local residents, given that this proposal is to extend the hours to 
operate 24 hours. There will also be a need for the ash to be transported off site. 

 
All The Ward Councillors have also objected to the application on grounds of pollution and  serious 
health concerns. 
 
Councillor Tagg  - represent residents of Copley and areas of Skircoat (wider area) 
 

As the councillor for Skircoat and representative of residents of Copley and areas in 
Skircoat which are situated to the west of the proposed incineration site, I have to strongly 
object to this application. The wind direction in the area is predominantly westerly and as 
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such the residents of Copley and Skircoat are in the direct line of fire so to speak of any 
emissions from the proposed incinerator. The topography of the area does not facilitate 
stable airflow patterns and as such any emissions will not raise to higher levels of the 
atmosphere and disperse. In areas such as this turbulence can cause emissions to be 
driven down to lower levels effecting residents in the westerly path. The area of Sowerby 
Bridge, Copley and Skircoat has significant residential populations, with schools, and as 
such is totally unsuited for operation of an incinerator system being proposed. Furthermore, 
as a councillor who sits on the Sowerby Bridge Copley Valley Development Board I have 
great concerns over the negative economic impact this proposal will have on the sales 
value of the new housing development quite close to the plant. I believe this impact could 
put the viability of whole project into jeopardy if this incinerator is approved.  
 
Finally, the council already has contracts to incinerate waste at the Ferrybridge incinerator. 
Note a site which is situated in an area of low population density, and has a flat topography 
totally more suited to waste incineration. Therefore, I do not understand why Calderdale 
council cannot include the materials proposed to be incinerated by this project in the 
incineration contract and use the existing facility at Ferrybridge. 

 
 
Ripponden Parish Council have objected to the proposal on grounds of pollution and serious 
health concerns. 

 
5. Assessment of Proposal 
 
a) Principle of Development 
 
The National Planning Policy Framework was published on 27 March 2012. The introduction of the 
NPPF has not changed the legal requirement that applications for planning permission must be 
determined in accordance with the development plan unless material considerations indicate 
otherwise. The policy guidance in Annex 1 of the NPPF is that due weight should be given to 
relevant policies in existing plans according to their degree of consistency with the NPPF. The 
closer the policies in the plan to the policies in the NPPF, the greater the weight they may be 
given. 
 
At the heart of the NPPF is a presumption in favour of sustainable development.  For decision 
taking this means: 
 

 Approving development proposals that accord with the development plan without delay; and 

 Where the development plan is absent, silent or relevant policies are out of date, granting 
permission unless: 
- Any adverse impacts of doing so would significantly and demonstrably outweigh the 

benefits, when assessed against the policies in the framework taken as a whole; or 
- Specific policies in the framework indicate development should be restricted (for 

example…land designated as Green Belt…) 
 
With the exception of Policy NE3 the policies under consideration here are considered to comply 
with the NPPF. 
 
The application site is on land designated as Green Belt and therefore the development in principle 
is inappropriate, unless an exception contained within NPPF paragraphs 89 or 90 applies. If an 
exception does not apply, permission should not be granted unless very special circumstances are 
demonstrated. Very special circumstances’ will not exist unless the potential harm to the Green 
Belt by reason of inappropriateness, and any other harm, is clearly outweighed by other 
considerations.  
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RCUDP policy GNE1 establishes that the plan will seek to restrain development outside the urban 
areas through the general extent of the Green Belt, and this is consistent with the fundamental aim 
of Green Belt policy within the NPPF.  RCUDP policy NE3 asserts that proposals for limited 
extension and/or alteration to buildings other than dwellings will be refused unless Very Special 
Circumstances are demonstrated. However, the policy is inconsistent with the NPPF because 
paragraph 89 of the NPPF establishes that the extension or alteration of a building, not just 
dwellings, is not inappropriate development provided that it does not result in disproportionate 
additions. 
 
In relation to inappropriate development, the NPPF states that: 
 

87. As with previous Green Belt policy, inappropriate development is, by definition, harmful 
to the Green Belt and should not be approved except in very special circumstances. 
 
88. When considering any planning application, local planning authorities should ensure 
that substantial weight is given to any harm to the Green Belt. ‘Very special circumstances’ 
will not exist unless the potential harm to the Green Belt by reason of inappropriateness, 
and any other harm, is clearly outweighed by other considerations. 
 

In the case of Doncaster MBC v Secretary of State for the Environment, Transport and the 
Regions (2002) (relating to an unauthorized gypsy caravan site), the court explained that it is very 
important that substantial weight is given to the proposition that inappropriate development is by 
definition harmful to the Green Belt.  
 
The NPPF establishes that the purposes of the Green Belt are: 
 

 to check the unrestricted sprawl of large built-up areas; 

 to prevent neighbouring towns merging into one another; 

 to assist in safeguarding the countryside from encroachment; 

 to preserve the setting and special character of historic towns; and 

 to assist in urban regeneration, by encouraging the recycling of derelict and other urban 
land 

 
The NPPF states that a Local Planning Authority should regard the construction of new buildings 
as inappropriate in Green Belt.  An exceptions to this is: 
 

 the extension or alteration of a building provided that it does not result in disproportionate 
additions over and above the size of the original building 

 
The term ‘original building’ is defined as, ‘A building as it existed on 1 July 1948 or, if constructed 
after 1 July 1948, as it was built originally.’ ie that constructed in 2006 
 
The building the subject of this application was approved in 2006. Accordingly, the original building 
was as the building was originally constructed, absent any of the subsequent extensions that have 
been approved. 
 
The proposal involves operational development, which can be classed as extensions or 
alterations.  These include the addition of a 12m high flue with 0.6m diameter.  The plans were 
amended to remove the increase in height of the building.  Underground ducts containing heating 
pipes are also proposed outside the building travelling westwards to an area outside the recycling 
shed on 300mm high raised drying area measuring 4m x 8m.  
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Although 4.6m higher than the original building its diameter is only 0.6m and it is considered that 
this addition is minor in comparison to the whole building and is not a disproportionate addition.  It 
is therefore considered to be not inappropriate development in the Green Belt. 
 
The provision of underground pipes are also considered to be a minor addition in terms of size will 
not provide any visible volume. This could be classed as engineering operations, which are not 
inappropriate in the Green Belt. The drying area raised up by 300mm again is considered to be 
minor in size, creates very little volume and is considered to be an extension or alteration and not 
disproportionate  development in the Green Belt.  Storage of material on the site is already 
covered by the planning permission for the recycling centre and has a condition limiting the stock 
piles of materials to 3m in height. 
 
The proposal also includes the change of use of this building to energy recovery and includes 
equipment to allow energy recovery (SWIP) heat recovery plant and 20 tonne storage feed area. 
Energy is to be transferred to the National Grid and via underground ducts to the drying area.   
 
Section 90 of the NPPF highlights that the re-use of buildings in the Green Belt are not 
inappropriate provided that the buildings are of a permanent and substantial construction. The 
building is of substantial construction with steel framework, solid floor and profile metal sheeting. In 
order for this exception to be satisfied, the proposal must also not preserve the openness of the 
Green Belt and not conflict with the purposes of including land in the Green Belt.  
 
The applicant considers that the development is appropriate in the Green Belt, because it does not 
constitute disproportionate additions and engineering operations and the re-use of buildings are 
also not inappropriate in the Green Belt.  
 
The applicant considers the proposals could be considered to be partial redevelopment of the site. 
However, the Council do not think that this exception applies, because previously developed land 
is defined in the NPPF as not including land that has been developed for waste disposal. It is 
thought that the proposal most likely does not mee this exception and thus the Council have not 
sought to rely on this exception.  
 
Openness and purposes of including land in the Green Belt 
 
The concept of openness means the state of being free from built development, the absence of 
buildings, as distinct from the absence of visual impact. 
 
The internal use of the building does not have an impact on the openness of the Green Belt in this 
location, because the SWIP and associated equipment is housed within the already approved 
building. The site is already used for recycling purposes and activities and vehicle movements 
already take place legitimately on the site and the proposal, dealing with material already brought 
to the site would not have a greater impact on openness.   
 
The introduction of the flue is appropriate development, however, it is higher than the ridge of the 
original building by only 4.6 m.  The site is set down within the valley and surrounded by buildings, 
the flue although higher  than the existing building it will only be marginally higher than the 
adjacent building and it is considered to have only a non-material impact on the openness of the 
Green Belt, such that it does preserve the openness of the Green Belt. 
 
The introduction of the drying area raised up by 300mm with material being placed on top for 
drying, where conditions already allow storage of material and the underground pipes are not 
considered to have an impact on the openness of the Green Belt in this location.  
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Moreover, it is not considered that the proposal compromises the purposes of including land in 
the Green Belt, being that the building already exists and having regard for the 5 purposes 
considered above, it is not believed that any apply. Members should consider each purpose 
individually in determining this point.  
 
Accordingly, the proposal is considered to comply with section 9 of the NPPF.  Any other possible 
harm created by the development is dealt with below. 
 
Very Special Circumstances 
 
The applicant highlights that if it is considered that the proposals are considered to be 
inappropriate development, then there are very special circumstances to justify the proposals. In 
summary these are that the site is industrial in character and an established recycling facility, it is 
well screened, locational characteristics, effective management of material by recovering rather 
than landfilling, reductions in vehicle movements, assists with movement up the waste hierarchy 
and continuance of recycling as much as possible. 
 
There is no major disagreement with the above, such that the Council believe that very special 
circumstances would apply in this situation to clearly outweigh the harm to the Green Belt by 
reason of inappropriateness, and any other harm. But as already stated, the development is 
considered to be appropriate development in the Green Belt in any event. 
 
 
b) Waste Management and Recovery by Incineration  
 
Policy GWM1 states: 
 

A waste management hierarchy will be promoted in accordance with national and regional 
guidance which favours in order of priority: Reduction, Re-use Recovery, recycling and 
composting Energy Recovery and Disposal to landfill 

 
This policy is not fully compliant with the National Planning Policy for Waste (NPPW) which 
provides the following waste hierarchy: Prevention, Preparing for re-use, Recycling, Other 
recovery, Disposal. 
 
In this case, the intention of the provision of the flue and provision of the SWIP is to facilitate 
energy recovery and utilising material which cannot be recycled and would normally be transferred 
to landfill. The applicant is seeking energy recovery and does recycle material brought to the site 
as far as possible.  
 
Paragraph 7 of the NPPF states that waste planning authorities should: 
 

Concern themselves with implementing the planning strategy in the Local Plan and not with 
the control of processes which are a matter for the pollution authorities… 

 
The DEFRA publication Energy from Waste a Guide to the Debate February 2014 provides a 
starting point for discussions about the role energy from waste might have in managing waste. 
 
The definition of residual waste and its suitability to treatment by energy from waste in paragraph 
18 is as follows: 
 

Residual waste is mixed waste that cannot be usefully reused or recycled.  It may contain 
materials that could theoretically be recycled, if they weree perfectly separated and clean, 
but these materials are currently too contaminated for recycling to be economically or 
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practically feasible. .. An alternative way of describing residual waste is “mixed waste 
which at that point in time would otherwise go to landfill”. Generally energy recovery should 
be from residential waste.  

 
Paragraph 47 - 49 highlight the Waste Framework Directive (WFD) sets out the waste hierarchy 
and enshrines it in law. Those requiring a waste management route defined as recovery  (R) 
should be used ahead of an alternative that is classified as disposal (D). R1 – use principally as a 
fuel or other means to generate energy and D10 is incineration on land. Where waste is burnt as a 
fuel to generate energy then it can potentially be considered as a recovery operation (R1), but 
where the purpose of incineration is to get rid of waste, it is considered D10 and hence disposal. 
 
Initially, there had been concern regarding whether this was a R1 or D10 activity. The applicant 
has confirmed that the proposal relates to R1 and not D10. A condition is suggested to ensure that 
no material is brought into the site for the sole purpose of incineration. On balance given the 
energy production of electricity and heat it is considered that this is R1. 
 
Paragraph 7 of the NPPW states that waste planning authorities should: 
 

Concern themselves with implementing the planning strategy in the Local Plan and not with 
the control of processes which are a matter for the pollution control authorities. Waste 
planning authorities should work on the assumption that the relevant pollution control 
regime will be properly applied and enforced. 

 
 
The planning issues are also discussed in detail section 6 of this report. It is considered that the 
proposal meets the NPPW. 
 
Taking account of Green Belt and Waste Policies, then, the proposal is considered overall to be 
acceptable in principle. 
 
c) Reducing landfill and energy recovery activities  
 
Policy WM3 seeks to limit the landfilling of residual wastes.  The applicant maintains the proposal 
would result in less material going to landfill because residual waste is used in the provision of 
energy. 
 
WM9 relates to incineration and states: 
 

Proposals for incinerators will only be permitted where they meet the following criteria: 
 
i) the development creates no unacceptable environmental, amenity, traffic safety, or other 
problems 
 
ii) they are located in an area appropriate to their development (such as an industrial area) 
away from major concentrations of population 
 
iii) they will be located in an appropriate building 
 
iv) the development preserves or enhances Conservation Areas and does not adversely 
effect Listed Buildings or their settings, Scheduled Monuments and other sites of historic 
interest where these are material considerations 
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v) the development does not cause harm to the green belt, agricultural land, landscape, 
the natural environment and habitat and species sites including sites subject to statutory 
protection 
 
vi) appropriate provision is made for the control of odour, visual impact, noise, dust and 
emissions to the air 
 
vii) they include proposals for the recovery of energy; and 
 
viii) the provisions of other relevant UDP policies are met. 

 
It is considered that the proposal does, on balance, meet the criteria above; in relation to i) this is 
assessed below.  The site is within an existing industrial area and the site has an established 
industrial use. It is acknowledged that there are nearby residential areas, but not a major 
concentration of population. The incinerator will be located within an appropriate building with 
noise insulation fitted. It will not have an adverse effect on any Listed Buildings (see section 6m of 
this report on Heritage Assets). An assessment regarding Green Belt has been made above and 
environmental aspects are assessed below. Issues relating to amenity, health including odour, 
dust, emissions, noise and light are assessed below. Other issues are then discussed including 
visual impact, layout and design, highways considerations, flooding and drainage, wildlife issues, 
trees and landscaping and cumulative effects. 
 
 
6. Any other harm 
 
a) Residential Amenity including health issues 
 
Policy BE2 establishes that development should not significantly affect the privacy, daylighting or 
amenity space of existing and prospective residents and other occupants.  Annex A of the policy 
sets out guidelines to help assess whether such impacts arise. Whilst the stack may be visible, the 
nearest dwellings are over 100m away so there would be no impacts on privacy or daylighting.  
The proposal accords with policy BE2. 
 
Pollution, health noise, odour, light and dust (key issues) 
 
Appendix 1 provides the full Housing and Environment Service Lead consultation response to 
these issues.. 
 
Objectors have raised concerns about current operations leading to impacts on residential 
amenity, pollution, including harm to health, noise and dust. The type of moduling and dat used 
has also been questioned.  These are summarised in the representation section above.  
 
The policy context is set out below, followed by the Environment Agency consultation response. 
Each issue is dealt with in turn.   The applicant’s mitigation measures are set out in relation to 
concerns raised by the objectors under the relevant issue. Public Health England’s consultation 
response and a summary of the Housing and Environment Service Lead response is then 
provided. 
 
Policy EP8 states: 
 

Where development proposals could lead to the juxtaposition of incompatible land-uses, 
they will only be permitted if they do not lead to an unacceptable loss of amenity caused by 
odour, noise or other problems… 
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Paragraph 120 of the NPPF states: 
 

… decisions should ensure that new development is appropriate for its location.  The effects 
(including cumulative effects) of pollution on health, the natural environment or general 
amenity, and the potential sensitivity of the area or proposed development to adverse 
effects from pollution, should be taken into account… 
 

Paragraph 122 of the NPPF states: 
 

..local planning authorities should focus on whether the development itself is an acceptable 
use of the land, and the impact of the use, rather than control of processes or emissions 
themselves where these are subject to approval under pollution control regimes Local 
planning authorities should assume that these regimes will operate effectively. Equally, 
where a planning decision has been made on a particular development, the planning issues 
should not be revisited through the permitting regimes operated by pollution control 
authorities. 

 
However, the local planning authority must still consider the material planning consideration of a 
proposal and pollution and health matters are considered to be material planning considerations. 
 
Paragraph 123 of the NPPF states: 
 
 Planning policies and decisions should aim to: 
 

 avoid noise from giving rise to significant adverse impacts on health and quality of life … 

 mitigate and reduce to a minimum other adverse impacts on health and quality of life  
arising from noise from new development, including through the use of conditions 

 recognise that development will often create some noise and existing businesses wanting to 
develop in continuance of their business should not have unreasonable restrictions put on 
them because of changes in nearby land uses since they were established  

 
Paragraph 124 of the NPPF states: 
 
Planning policies should sustain compliance with and contribute towards EU lit values or national 
objectives for pollutants, taking into account the presence of Air Quality Management Areas and 
the cumulative impacts on air quality from individual sites in local areas 
 
Paragraph 125 of the NPPF states: 
 
By encouraging good design, planning policies and decisions should limit the impact of light 
pollution from artificial light on local amenity, intrinsically dark landscapes and nature conservation. 
 
b) A summary of the Environment Agency comments in relation to the use of the site, 
permitting and odour  following consultation are  as follows: 
 

The site operator holds an Environmental Permit - EAWML 65545. This permit allows for a 
Household, Commercial and Industrial Waste Transfer Station with Treatment. Whilst we 
have no objection to the planning application, the operator will need to contact us to discuss 
what waste will be used in the incinerator in order that we can determine any implications 
for regulation of activities at the site. 
 
We are aware that there has previously been a fire on site. We would expect a Fire 
Prevention Plan to be produced, submitted and approved by the Environment Agency 
before any incineration operations commenced. 
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We are aware of previous issues around odour generated from this site. This related to the 
storage of waste fines and waste described incorrectly as inert. We will continue to regulate 
the storage times of waste in the permitted area, to ensure compliance with storage times 
set in the environmental permit. 
 
We recommend a partial surrender of the permit for the area of the incinerator operations. it 
is highly likely the incineration operation will require an environmental permit which will be 
regulated by the Local Authority due to the quantities of waste planned on being 
incinerated. By surrendering this land from the Environmental Permit regulated by the 
Environment Agency it will avoid any confusion of the regulation of the incineration 
operation. 
 

c) Odour  
 
There have been concerns expressed about odour and dust and poor running of the site.  There 
were large piles of material in contravention of planning conditions but now resolved the applicant 
worked with the Environment Agency and the Council to resolve this through the removal of the 
stock piles. The current proposal forms part of that process and is aimed at making the site more 
efficient, reducing the amount of stored material and reducing traffic movements in and out.   
 
In relation to odour the applicant has identified that the SWIP is a sealed system and emissions 
are only through the stack and the thermal processing building would be monitored and be at 
negative pressure with air being drawn into the SWIP by a fan. The applicant also highlights that 
the majority of odours associated with waste processes are reduced compounds for eg hydrogen 
sulphide, ammonia and amines, with combustion resulting in oxidisation of any odours into low or 
no odorous chemicals eg water, oxides of nitrogen and sulphur and carbon dioxide emitted fro m 
the stack.  The reduction in residual wastes reduces the potential for odours. 
 
The Service Lead for Housing and Renewal response to odour  is as follows: 
 

38. Odour is considered in the Planning Practice Guidance on air quality. An odour assessment 
has been submitted with the application (Section 8 of Volume 1 of the Environmental Statement). 
Essentially the following sources of odour are considered: Emissions from the incinerator stack, 
Emissions from the stockpile of material awaiting incineration and Emissions from soil and 
aggregates to be dried using the recovered heat. 
 
39.  The first source is discounted because an environmental permit will require the incineration 
process to operate at such a high temperature that should destroy odour components.  The 
permit would also specify the waste types that could be incinerated, emission limits for pollutants, 
and a requirement not to cause harm or annoyance due to odour.  
 
40. The second source is discounted because the whole process will fall under control of an 
environmental permit. Stockpiles of residual wastes will fall from 120 tonnes kept for an average 
of 2½ days to 20 tonnes kept for an average ½ day. The incinerator building will be kept under 
negative pressure, with any odorised air within the building used as combustion air, again 
effectively destroying any odorous components.  
 
41. The third source of emissions considered is from the drying of the soils etc using recovered 
heat. Heat transfer from the incinerator to the dryer will be by a steam and heat exchanger, with 
no potential for odour release. The Non-Technical Summary states that the drier is a sealed 
moving belt unit, typical of that used in the waste and agricultural waste management sector. 
Environmental Health has no experience of such units. The applicant accepts that whilst the 
drying process has the potential to generate odours the soils and aggregates to be dried have a 
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low odour potential, and so there would only be a negligible odour impact. This reflects that the 
applicant can reject any material brought to site unsuitable for recycling and he has operational 
control over what ‘inert soils’ are dried, so as to minimise odour generation. It also reflects his use 
of modelling insofar as any odours generated might further dissipate before reaching sensitive 
receptors (Paragraph 8.18, of Environmental Statement).   

 
42. The applicant admits to previous problems of odours from external storage of soils containing 
organic wastes, but reports that there have been no problems subsequent to monitoring by the 
Environment Agency in March 2016. Environmental Health normally responds to complaints 
about odours from these premises very quickly. Excluding the fire of January 2017 Environmental 
Health can advise that it has received 10 complaints about odour between May 2016 and May 
2017. We have attributed the source of some odours to another premise within the valley. We are 
aware of a fire on the premises in August 2016 but otherwise we have not proven a connection 
between these complaints and the application site. The Environment Agency will need to 
consider the proposed drier under its environmental permit. Paragraph 122 of the NPPF assumes 
that operational controls will apply and we note that the Environment Agency raises no objection 
to the application.   
 

The odour as a result of the proposal is on balance considered to be at acceptable levels and 
compliance with RCUDP policies and NPPF  
 
d) Dust 
 
The applicant highlights methods to deal with any airbourne dust includes dust suppression with 
water, sheeted vehicles where necessary and not working during windy conditions as relevant.  
Also regular site inspections including the perimeter area. 
 
The applicant has identified in the ES that the construction effects of the proposal would be 
managed through the development of a project and site specific Construction Environmental 
Management Plan (CEMP) in liaison with the Local Planning Authority.  It would outline actual 
methods for contractor and general public liaison, hours of work, methods to deal complaints and 
outline management practices to control dust, traffic, access, waste, water resources, ensuring a 
high level of control throughout the construction works. It is considered that a condition could be 
imposed reflect this along with the submission of a dust management plan to assist in minimising 
the potential for any adverse effects. 
 
Subject to conditions the proposal is not considered to generate adverse amounts of dust and 
complies with WM9. 
 
The Air Quality issues below deal further with this. 
 
e) Emissions and Air Quality 
 
Condition 12 of planning permission 04/02712/FUL states: 
 

There shall be no burning at any time on the site. 
 
Clearly, the proposed SWIP includes incineration. For completeness, there is associated  
application to vary this condition (17/00114/VAR) for consideration at this Planning Committee and 
needs to be considered  in conjunction with this application.  
 
Concerns have been raised by objectors that the emissions will not conform to regulations. The 
applicant has provided information through the Air Quality Assessment and the Environmental 
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Impact Assessment. The applicant has highlighted that the residual waste from the existing  
recycling building is taken to the SWIP processing shed and fed into the hopper then the 
combustion chamber.  This has an air tight feed mechanism and has an 8 – 12 hour capacity and 
allows overnight operations with the roller shutter doors closed. Thermal heat generates bottom 
ash which is removed. The thermal treatment plant according to the applicant complies with 
Industrial Emissions Directive (IED). Flue gases exit the heat exchanger at approximately 1300  ºC  
and discharged at 150 ºC.  The saturated steam and heat is used for electrical generation. Heat is 
also transferred along underground pipes to drying areas to the rear of the recycling building to 
heat any inert spoils.  Ceramic filtration plant and injection of lime bases sorbent and activated 
carbon powder are use to achieve acid gas neutralisation, the metals are removed and there is 
particulate emission control.  Particulates are controlled and monitored. It is estimated it will 
generate 250 KWe of electricity.   
 
An Environmental Permit application has not been submitted to the Council as yet.  If one is 
submitted, emissions from the plant will also be assessed by the Council through the 
Environmental Permitting regime. 
 
The applicant has highlighted that the proposed use would facilitate faster throughput within the 
site and also mitigate any dis-amenity problems. 
 
In relation to health issues Public Health England (PHE) have consulted and a summary of their 
response is as follows: 
 

The Health Protection Agency (HPA) was a precursor body to PHE.The Service lead for 
Housing and Environment has been consulted with regard to impacts on residential amenity 
including air quality, pollution and health issues. It reviewed research to examine links 
between emissions from municipal waste incinerators and effects on health and the study 
concluded: 
 
 Whilst it is not possible to rule out adverse health effects from modern well regulated 
municipal waste incinerators with complete certainty, any potential damage to the health of 
those living close by it is likely to be very small if detectable.  This view is based detailed 
assessments of the effects of air pollutants on health and the fact that modern and well 
managed municipal waste incinerators make only a very small contribution to local 
concentrations of air pollutants. 
 
The proposal consists of a single waste incineration plant with a stated capacity of less than 
3 tonnes.  This meets the legislative definition of a SWIP, which by definition has a 
processing capacity of hazardous waste of less than 10 tonnes per day and non hazardous 
waste of less than 3 tonnes per hour (equivalent to 72 tonnes per day).    
 
The permit will set out strict operating requirements which must be complied with to protect 
the environment and public health.  The permit application will have to demonstrate that the 
proposed plant will use Best Available techniques (BAT) in order to control emissions. PHE 
will request further information at the environmental permitting stage if it believes this is 
necessary to be able to fully assess the likely public health impacts.  
 
It highlights that emissions from the SWIP have been modelled using appropriate software 
and background data. The modelling is based on the 12m high stack height; the height of 
the stack influences the dispersion of emission from it so changes to the stack height may 
influence the air quality impact of the installation. 
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Housing and Environment Service Lead comments are as follows: 
 

10. An air quality management area (AQMA) exists some 700m north of the application site, 
because of the exceedance of the annual mean air quality objective (AQO) for NO2.  There are 
areas of standing traffic along the highway.  
 

11. There is good argument to assume that the levels of NO2 faced by receptors is lower here 
than in the AQMA and that current air quality here is acceptable.  
12. The average 24-hour mean level of PM10 in the AQMA is measured and found to be below 
the AQO.  PM2.5 is not an AQO but is measured at Salterhebble Hill and Hebden Bridge, where it 
does not exceed the EU Limit Value. We estimate the roadside PM2.5 concentration at Sowerby 
Bridge to be below the EU limit value.  

 
13. A new dataset based on 2013 data, was released in 2016 for  background concentrations of 
NO2 for receptors close to the application site, Environmental Health’s projection for the year 
2017 is 12.3μgm-3 west of the application site, 13.1μgm-3 east of it and 14.1μgm-3 north of it 
(rising to 16.1μgm-3 in part of the AQMA). Such difference increases the level of conservancy in 
the applicant’s calculations as to the impact of emissions from the SWIP.  
 
15. All models are only tools to produce estimates. The only guidance is that they should be fit for 
purpose and based on established science; statutory guidance does not instruct the use of any 
particular model.  ‘AERMOD 7’ was developed for the USEPA and uses meteorological data to 
estimate the dispersion of emissions. The applicant has used data from Leeds-Bradford Airport at 
25km distant when Bingley is closer at 12.5km, but there is nothing to say that LBA does not 
capture the overlying weather pattern.  Models such as AERMOD 7 account for local influences, 
e.g. Belmont’s valley location, by taking the local topography into account to give an estimate of 
emissions at local receptors.  
 
16. The applicant has quoted emission concentrations in his modelling along with mass emission 
rates, and assumed that the IED concentration emission limits will be met.  
  
17. The applicant has made assumptions in his modelling without explaining the basis for them. 
This does not necessarily mean that the assumptions are ‘wrong’ but it is good practice to do 
justify why they are made to support the modelled outcomes.  
Paragraphs 18, 20, 21, 22 and 26 relate to the AQMA. 
 
27. a) Current local air quality is adequately described. The major influencing factor is road 
vehicle emissions. Within most of the Sowerby Bridge AQMA annual mean NO2 concentrations 
still do not meet the AQO. That situation will likely persist until such time as road vehicle 
emissions improve. It is not clear how the applicant has derived the background concentrations of 
NO2 used in his air quality assessment, but the derived concentration gives a degree of 
conservancy.   

 
b) The applicant concludes the impact on air quality will be insignificant and he refers to guidance 
from Environmental Protection UK [EPUK] to support this. Environmental Health may question 
this, but equally we cannot find evidence pointing to a significant adverse change. The 
Environment Agency, Natural England and Public Health England have considered the same 
information as has Environmental Health and not raised concern. Such clarity of outcome (for 
Environmental Health, and separately noted by Public Health England) might only follow from an 
application for an environmental permit and lends to the approach of paragraph 122 of the NPPF, 
which says that the planning and pollution control regimes are complimentary.  
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c) Environmental Health knows of nothing identifying a potential (harmful) increase in exposure 
to poor air quality. The applicant’s case regarding impact in the AQMA due to fewer vehicle miles 
being travelled to landfill sites is uncertain. In our view the worst case is that there would be no 
beneficial change whatsoever if vehicles are presently not travelling through the AQMA. The best 
case is that there would be some benefit, albeit an uncalculated one  However, there is nothing to 
suggest that impacts would be so significant as to require a new AQMA to be declared or to 
suggest another air quality standard would be breached near the application site as a result of 
this development. 
 
There are permitted development rights for waste management facilities, which allow for amongst 
other things extensions to buildings, the height of replacement plant or machinery up to 15 m in 
height. It is considered that the permitted development rights should be removed, through a 
planning condition, which would mean such development cannot take place without consent from 
the Local Planning Authority.  This is considered necessary in order to ensure any future 
development in this location is controlled in the interests of residential amenity.  
 
In conclusion  to emissions and air quality issues, on balance the proposal is not considered to 
cause adverse health issues and meets policy WM9 and the NPPF. An amendment to the 
Environment Agency Environmental Permit is required and an Environmental Permit from the 
Council is also required and these deal with the more technical aspects of incineration. 

 
f) Noise and disturbance 
 
It is proposed that the building would be operational for 24 hours 5 days per week. The recycling 
section including the activities in the recycling shed will operate under the existing planning 
condition.  Condition 5 of permission 04/02712/FUL states: 
 

Unless otherwise agreed in writing by the Local Planning Authority, the use of the premises 
shall be restricted to the hours from 07.00 to 18.00 Mondays to Fridays and from 08.00 to 
14.00 on Saturdays, and the premises shall not be used at any time on Sundays and Bank 
or Statutory Holidays. 

 
A noise report has been submitted and concludes that given the existing background noise and the 
fact that the SWIP will operate with the doors closed, especially at night, when background levels 
are low, that there will be no unacceptable noise or disturbance effects to nearby residents.  The 
adjacent recycling plant will not be operating outside the above hours.  
 
The existing condition above can be amended to reflect the operation of the SWIP for 24 hours 
between Monday to Friday but between after 00.00 and 07.00 and 18.00 and 24.00 all of the roller 
shutter doors should be closed, except in emergencies. Furthermore, no operations should be 
carried out outside building during these sensitive times. The applicant has applied for 120 hours 
worth of incineration and that can be taken up Monday to Friday and their assessments are made 
on that basis. It is therefore considered appropriate to condition out the use of the SWIP on 
Saturdays. The site can operate or recycling activities on Saturday between 08.00 and 14.00, but 
not on Sundays and Bank or Statutory Holidays.   
 
Condition 4 of the extant permission requires that a noise management scheme be submitted to 
ensure noise emitted from the site shall not exceed 40dB Laeq (1 hour) at any time outside the 
hours of between 0700 and 1900. The noise report submitted with the application demonstrates 
that these noise levels will not be exceeded. A condition is suggested regarding noise 
measurements. 
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The Housing and Environment Service Lead comments are as follows: 
 

28. Paragraphs 109 and 120 of the NPPF set policy in terms of unacceptable risks of new 
development contributing to, or existing development suffering from, unacceptable levels of noise 
pollution. Paragraph 120 extends to taking account of cumulative effects when considering if new 
development is appropriate for the area. Paragraph 122 sets the focus of planning control and 
the distinction between it and pollution control.  
 
29. Paragraph 123 of the NPPF is specifically concerned with noise, and considers the 
significance of adverse impacts on health and quality of life as a result of new development. It 
relates to the concept of observed ‘adverse effects levels’ set out in the Noise Policy Statement 
for England [NPSE]. Environmental Health has considered the potential for additional noise, or 
noise of a different character.  
 
30. The Planning Practice Guidance on Noise (2014) sets out how this policy may be satisfied by 
considering: whether or not a significant adverse effect is occurring or likely to occur; whether or 
not an adverse effect is occurring or likely to occur; and whether or not a good standard of 
amenity can be achieved. 
 
31. In respect of the current situation the application site is an existing waste management facility 
and lies close to the A58 Rochdale Road.   Vehicle movements, loading and unloading, chain 
noise and noise from skips are all features of the current site operation. Restrictions on boundary 
noise levels and site operating hours are set out in permission 04/02712/FUL. This part of the 
Ryburn Valley contains industrial operations, some of which presently operate at night, including 
one which has been subject to complaints about noise at night. There is a small amount of 
residential development in vicinity of the application site. Most of the residential property lies 
close to the A58 including some houses opposite the site access. More isolated dwellings are set 
back and higher up on the hillsides. 
 
32. Environmental Health has made several sound measurements in the area in daytime.  The 
ambient noise included road traffic (which was dominant) and sound from various industrial 
installations in the area and overflying aircraft. Further removed from the application site birdsong 
and wind gusts are noticeable. Most noise from the application site appears as brief albeit regular 
events, e.g. vehicle movements, skip unloading, chains clanking, HGV reversing beacons etc. 
The ambient levels we have measured are generally not dissimilar to those reported in Table 3.2 
and Appendix B of the applicant’s submitted noise assessment. Appendix B suggests that a 3 
day period of measurement shows a noise level that was dominated by traffic noise. We note the 
boundary noise levels set for current site operations by permission condition 4 of 04/02712/FUL. 
One part of the site boundary follows the river Ryburn.  Any verification of sound levels at the 
boundary presents challenges. Environmental Health has received a number of complaints about 
noise due to activities at the site. They relate either to defective equipment in need of repair, or to 
complaints about activity outside of permitted operational hours, or sometimes to noise from 
vehicles on the highway.  
 
33. Environmental Health did not consider they constituted a statutory nuisance and did not take 
any enforcement action in connection with the complaints. The Environment Agency received 
three reports of noise in July 2016 which it considered against the environmental permit applying 
to current site operations. The Agency does not routinely notify Environmental Health of 
complaints and we are not aware of any enforcement action taken in connection with any 
complaints it has received. We do note that the Environment Agency has not objected to this 
application. 
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34. The applicant’s noise and vibration assessment forms Appendix 9 of the Environmental 
Statement.  Construction phase noise is not considered in the assessment but would only be 
temporary. Environmental Health does not normally comment on construction noise in the 
planning context unless it would constitute a potential to unreasonably disrupt nearby residents 
over a significantly long period; otherwise complaints would be dealt with under other legislation.  
The site is to operate 24 hours a day for five days per week (see 17/00114/VAR). In daytime 
(current operational hours of 7am to 6pm) there would be the additional noise from the incinerator 
building and the drier, together with the servicing of those facilities, but with less vehicle 
movements needed to take waste off site to landfill.  On weekday evenings and on weekday 
nights the incinerator building would represent a new sound source.   
35.It should be borne in mind that the application is not for a named make and model of SWIP or 
drier. The only criteria stated are in Table 4.1, which sets out maximum noise levels at octave 
band frequencies.  Any plant and equipment not exceeding these noise levels could therefore be 
considered. 
 
36. The applicant’s noise assessment refers to BS4142: 2014. However that standard supports 
that the measurement process / assessment be well documented. The applicant asserts that the 
noise impact would be ‘low adverse’ at the two measurement locations. Our observations relate 
to: 
  
a) the background noise level, as denoted by the L90 value.  In accordance with BS4142:2014 it is 
not the lowest background noise level which is considered, but the most representative value.  
Ambient noise levels fluctuate, sometimes markedly. On the three nights of the applicant’s noise 
survey we calculate that the representative background noise level was 45dB(A) on the 
Thursday/Friday night, but only 37dB(A) on the Friday/ Saturday and Saturday/ Sunday nights.  
 
b)  Within the building it is not clear what the ‘noise levels’ quoted for the equipment (paragraph 
4.1 and Table 4.1 of the report) represent.  The report refers to ‘reverberant sound levels’ 
(paragraph 4.9) and the applicant has subsequently described them as ‘reverberant sound 
pressure levels’. We do not know how these were calculated.  Normally Environmental Health 
would expect the sound levels of equipment to be reported as sound power levels which avoids 
this, or for the calculation of the reverberant sound pressure levels (which depend on the acoustic 
properties of the enclosing building) to be set out clearly.  The influence of structures such as 
flues and panels, which can amplify and radiate transmitted vibrational energy as noise, does not 
seem to have been accounted for, and mechanical isolation of the flue from the building cladding 
may need to be addressed.  Fluids in pipework can produce noise but this is not discussed in the 
report. 
 
c) There are noise sources outside the building. We note the sound pressure level quoted for the 
drier and the distance between it and receptors. However noise radiation from the stack does not 
appear to have been assessed.  We have made certain assumptions of the noise emitted from 
the stack. If the stack emits noise at 81.7dB(A) as might be suggested by Table 4.2 then 
attenuating that noise over 115m (the distance to closest receptors on Rochdale Road) and 
adding it to the noise impact from the incinerator building would give a combined impact of 
approximately 41dB(A). An excess of noise from the development over the background level at a 
receptor of +5dB would be considered an adverse effect, and of +10dB a significant adverse 
effect.  The background sound levels on Friday/Saturday and Saturday/Sunday nights fall to an 
approximate representative value of 37dB(A), so the rating is +4dB(A) in these night-time 
periods.  
 
 d) Audible alarms have the potential to cause intrusive noise at unsocial times.  The noise 
assessment does not discuss these and their cumulative impact at receptors is not presented in a 
way that allows assumptions and calculations to be checked.   
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e) The report concludes that the cumulative effect of the SWIP and ancillary equipment together 
with the external drier and the existing activities at the site will not produce noise which breaches 
the noise limits set in permission 04/02712. It does not set out a calculation of the sound levels at 
the site boundary to support this. We have questioned above if certain equipment has been taken 
into account in the assessment. We also have noted that one part of the boundary follows the 
river Ryburn and presents challenges to verification of the boundary noise levels.   
 
37. The NPPF as qualified by the PPG asks what the risk is of adverse or significantly adverse 
noise impacts.  In the daytime (current operational hours) the background noise levels are high 
enough such that the likely noise from the development does not cause Environmental Health 
concern, despite some noise sources not being fully described. However as traffic declines later 
in the day the background noise level falls. Safety alarms etc can be set up in such a way as to 
avoid unnecessary disturbance off-site.  Allowing for distance attenuation to receptors we do not 
anticipate that impacts would exceed the lowest observable adverse effects level descriptor 
[LOAEL]. Planning conditions would be appropriate to address the matter concerning safety 
alarms.   
 
In conclusion it is considered that the noise emitted from the site would not cause unacceptable 
effects to local residents and subject to conditions restricting the recycling activities to day time, 
then the proposal complies with WM9 and the NPPF. 

 
The conclusion of consultation response to 17/00113/WAM and 17/00114/VAR is as 
follows: 
 
44. The applicant’s submission identifies the overall criteria (summarised at paragraph 2 above) 
for the proposed installation. We have noted the extent of information made available in the 
application. To bring about the development an environmental permit will be needed. That will 
require the applicant to set out exactly what he intends to do, thus clarifying less-clear information 
in this planning application.  We argue that this lends to the approach of paragraph 122 of NPPF 
which asserts that the planning and pollution control systems, although separate, are 
complementary.   
 

 45. Environmental Health does not object to application 17/00113 or 17/00114.  We note that 
neither have the Environment Agency, Natural England nor Public Health England objected to 
these applications.   Should permission be granted we recommend that the following condition be 
applied:  
  

No audible warning alarm for operations within the incinerator building should be observed 
outside the boundary of the site.  
 

On balance, whilst the public concern is acknowledged and these are matters of judgement, it is 
considered that in land use planning terms and taking into account all consultation responses, 
mitigation measures described by the applicant, there are no adverse effects on amenity and 
health.    
 
g) Light pollution 
 
It is accepted that the business requires light for security and operational reasons especially during 
the winter months.  Concerns have arisen over existing lighting.  It is appropriate to attach 
conditions to control stray light sources and prevent any adverse effects on residents. 
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h) Layout, Design & Materials and Visual Impact 
 
Policy BE1 of the RCUDP states: 
 

Where feasible development should… respect or enhance the established character and 
appearance of existing buildings… 

 
Section 7 of the NPPF Requiring Good Design and highlights that good design is a key aspect of 
sustainable development. 
 
The proposed flue would protrude from the existing building by a further 5m. The flue is of a 
functional design. The flue would be set within a previously developed site and the existing 
recycling building is set to the west.  It is not considered to be out of character with the existing 
buildings and it is considered to meet policy BE1, WM9 and the NPPF. 
 
As noted above, there are permitted development rights for waste management facilities. It is 
considered that such permitted development rights should be removed, through a planning 
condition, which would mean such development cannot take place without consent from the Local 
Planning Authority.  This is considered necessary in order to ensure any future development in this 
location is controlled in the interests of  visual amenity and protecting  the Green Belt from 
inappropriate development. 
 
 
i) Highway Considerations 
 
Policy BE5 refers to the design and layout of highways and accesses and seeks to ensure the safe 
and free flow of traffic.  
 
Section 4 of the NPPF promoting sustainable transport highlights in paragraph 30 that 
encouragement should be given to solutions which support reductions in greenhouse gas 
emissions and reduce congestion.  Paragraph 32 states: 
 

Development should only be prevented or refused on transport grounds where the residual 
cumulative impacts of development are severe. 

 
Rochdale Road is a main road and the access to the site was brought up to requirements through 
the original permission.  Parking is provided within the site for staff vehicles and there is sufficient 
space for large vehicles to access the site, turn around and leave the site in forward gear.  
 
The applicant has highlighted that proposal will replace the existing practice of loading 
approximately 16 articulated HGVs per week to transport residual waste to landfill, as far afield as 
North Yorkshire, Tyne and Wear and Northumberland involving return journeys of around 260 
miles for each load and this is not sustainable.  There is an estimated reduction of 1 600 HGV 
movements from and to the subject site involving around 208 000 miles per annum equating to a 
reduction of 83.6 tonnes of Carbon Dioxide per annum.  The applicant also highlights it is 
sustainable because it removes around 8 000 - 10 000 tonnes of non-recyclable residual waste per 
annum from the local and strategic road network. Also that the drying of inert wastes would reduce 
weight to the extent of 3 000 tonnes per annum and reducing still further outgoing HGV traffic 
generation in comparison to the current situation. 
 
The applicant has confirmed that it will not bring material into the incinerator for the sole purpose of 
disposal. The only material which will go through the incinerator is that which is already brought to 
the site. The existing vehicle movements are restricted by planning conditions attached to the 
original approval 04/02712/FUL which was varied by 06/01777/VAR and states: 
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Unless otherwise agreed in writing by the local planning authority, the maximum number of 
movements by vehicles with a gross plated weight of more than 3.5 tonnes shall not exceed 
120 (ie 60 movements into the site and 60 movements out) per day. 
 

There is no proposal for consideration to increase the number of vehicle movements. Concerns 
have been raised by objectors that these vehicle movements may have been restricted and no 
formal action has been taken.  A traffic count by Tracis – Traffic Data Services was commissioned 
during consideration of this application in order to provide a sample of vehicle movements across a 
one week period.  In order to avoid any possible manipulation, the applicant was not made aware 
of the data collection, but has been made aware of the results. The count took place in July 2017. 
It generally shows that the vehicle movements are in accordance with the conditions.  The 
applicant has highlighted that during the traffic count the number of journeys equates to an 
average of 100 journeys per working day, within the 120 which are permitted.  
 
For the avoidance of doubt a condition restricting the amounts of vehicular movements per day in 
line with the hours of operation of the recycling centre and to avoid additional movements is 
suggested. 
 
A public right of way passes through the site as a whole. Some objectors have mentioned the 
impact on this of the site currently. While traffic movements within the site will cross the path en 
route to the extended shed, the situation would be no different to that already in play as the shed is 
already used for storage of material. The footway is clearly marked and appropriate signage in 
place. The proposal site itself will be briefly visible to walkers as they pass but the site as a whole 
has had a B2 use on it for many years – since long before the recycling centre was established. 
Views from the footpath therefore have always had a similar character. 
 
The Highway Network Manager has been consulted and has responded as follows: 
 

This application is unlikely to have any detrimental effect upon the highway network. There 
are no objections to this application as submitted. 

 
The proposal is considered to be acceptable in transport terms and will assist in reducing the 
overall numbers of vehicle movements in and around Sowerby Bridge and also the wider area.   
 
j) Flooding and drainage 
 
Policy EP15 of the RCUDP Development Alongside Waterways seeks to ensure development 
alongside canals and rivers should make a positive contribution recreational, tourist and 
environmental value. It is acknowledged there have been problems in the past from overspill of the 
site and bunding is now in place.  The reduction in the amount of stock piles, which are limited to a 
height of 3m by the current position, will assist with reducing the amount of stockpiles and thereby 
improvement the environmental value. 
 
Policy EP20 of the RCUDP highlights that development will not be permitted if it would increase 
the risk of flooding due to surface water run-off or obstructions, unless agreements are in place 
which allow the carrying out and completion of necessary works before the development is brought 
into use. 
 
Section 10 of the NPPF meeting the challenge of climate change, flooding and coastal change 
highlights that inappropriate development in areas at risk of flooding should be avoided by 
directing development away from areas of high risk, but where development is necessary making it 
safe without increasing flood risk elsewhere. 
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The Secretary of State in the Screening Opinion raised concerns regarding the lack of information 
in relation to Flood Risk in the previous application.  This application includes a Hydrology and 
Flood Risk Assessment. It highlights that the footprint of the building would not be altered and 
material would be stored on plinths 300mm above existing floor levels.  The quantity of residual 
waste being stored will reduce from around 120 tonnes to an average of 20 tonnes. The roller 
shutter door will also be fitted with manual flood gates to prevent any water entering the building. 
 
Concerns have been raised about flooding, since the last severe flooding event in Calderdale 
which resulted in Sowerby Bridge being flooded. The Environment Agency has therefore been 
consulted in relation to flooding. The EA has not objected with regard to flood risk, subject to 
conditions.  The consultation response is as follows: 
 
 

Following your request for advice on the submitted flood risk assessment (FRA) by RMA 
Environmental Ltd, referenced RMA/LC1586_4 - Calder Valley Skip Hire FRA and dated 15 
December 2016, we can advise as follows: 
The proposed development will only meet the requirements of the National Planning Policy 
Framework if the following measures, detailed in the submitted FRA are implemented and 
secured by way of a planning condition on any planning permission. 
 
Condition: The development permitted by this planning permission shall be carried out in 
accordance with the flood risk assessment (FRA) by RMA Environmental Ltd, referenced 
RMA/LC1586_4 - Calder Valley Skip Hire FRA and dated 15 December 2016, and the 
following mitigation measure detailed within the FRA: 
 
Flood resilience/resistance measures shall be set a minimum of 300mm above the finished 
floor level. The mitigation measure shall be fully implemented prior to occupation and 
subsequently in accordance with the timing/phasing arrangements embodied within the 
scheme, or within any other period as may subsequently be agreed, in writing, by the local 
planning authority. 
 
Reason: To reduce the impact of flooding to the proposed development and future 
occupants. 
 
Condition: There shall be no raising of site levels. Reason: To ensure flood risk is not 
increased elsewhere. 
 
Additional Advice: Displacement of Flood Water. It is noted that the proposed dryer unit will 
be on a frame, so any floodwater displacement will be negligible. Flood Proofing: Flood 
proofing measures should be used to reduce the impact of flooding when it occurs. Flood 
proofing measures include barriers on ground floor doors, windows and access points and 
bringing in electrical services into the building at a high level so that plugs are located above 
possible flood levels. 
 

Planning conditions are considered appropriate to reflect the above and ensure compliance with 
policies EP15 and EP20. Informatives are also suggested regarding flooding information and flood 
emergency response. 

 
The applicant has addressed the potential flooding issues and the Environment Agency does not 
object to the proposal subject to conditions.  The proposal is considered to meet policy EP20 and 
section 10 of the NPPF. 
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k) Wildlife Conservation 
 
The proposal site falls within a Bat Alert area and a Wildlife Corridor. Policy NE15 states: 
 
Development will not be permitted in a Wildlife Corridor if it would: 

i. Damage the physical continuity of the corridor; or 
ii. Impair the functioning of the corridor by preventing movement of species; or 
iii. Harm the nature conservation value of the corridor 

 
In this case the introduction of the flue would not have an impact on the wildlife corridor. 
 
Policy NE16 states: 
 
Development will not be permitted if it would harm the habitat requirements of legally protected, 
rare or threatened wildlife species and the species themselves unless provision is made to protect 
those species and their habitats. 
 
Section 11 of the NPPF (paragraph 109) highlights that the planning system should contribute to 
and enhance the natural and local environment and planning decisions should encourage the 
effective use of land by re-using land which has been previously developed (brownfield land) 
provided that it is not of high environmental value. 
 
The Environmental Statement identifies that the impact on sensitive habitats including Rough hey 
Wood (Ancient Woodland), North Dean Woods, Norland Moor, Milner Royd or the Rochdale Canal  
is negligible. 
 
The Head of Neighbourhoods (Countryside Team) has assessed the application with regard to 
potential harm to bats and does not consider that a Bat Survey would be necessary in this case. 
Concerns have been raised regarding wildlife including deer.  However, no objections have been 
raised by the Countryside Team. 
 
Furthermore, Natural England has also been consulted and have advised that if the proposal is 
undertaken in strict accordance with the details submitted, it is not likely to have significant effects 
on the interest features for which South Pennine Moors SAC and SPA has been classified and 
therefore an Appropriate Assessment to assess the implications of this proposal on the sites 
conservation objectives is not required.  It will not damage or destroy the interest features for 
which the South Pennine moors SSSI has been notified and odes not represent a constraint in 
determining this application. 
 
The proposal is considered acceptable with regard to Wildlife Conservation and complies with 
policies NE15,  NE16 and Section 11 of the NPPF. 
 
l) Trees and Landscaping 
 
Policy NE20 states: 
 
A development proposal that would result in the removal or damage, or would threaten the future 
survival of one or more trees covered by an order will not be permitted unless either: 
 

i. the removal of one or more tree would be in the interests of good arboricultural practice; or 
ii. the developer has demonstrated that the benefits of the development including any 

replacement planting will outweigh the harm caused by the removal of the tree or trees. 
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The proposal site is adjacent to a protected woodland, (Tree preservation Order 86/00228/C) with 
some overhanging branches in the vicinity of the proposed flue which would need to be removed. 
The Tree Officer has been consulted and is aware of the affected tree. The Tree Officer does not 
consider that the tree will be harmed by the flue. The removal of the branch would not require 
consent as it would be covered by this permission should it be granted. It is recommended that a 
condition is added to supply details of the tree and the proposed works for written approval. 
Subject to the above condition the proposal is considered acceptable with regard to trees and 
complies with policy NE20. 
 
m) Heritage Assets 
 
Concerns have been raised regarding the effects on heritage Assets. There are listed buildings to 
the far north of the site at a higher level and north of the main road. Paragraph 132 of the NPPF 
highlights that great weight should be given to the asset’s conservation.  
The requirements of Sections 16 and 66 are set out legislation and as such they are legal duties 
rather than policy requirements that the Council can choose to attach limited weight to. This is 
reflected in paragraph 132 of the NPPF, which states that: 
 

“When considering the impact of a proposed development on the significance of a 
designated heritage asset, great weight should be given to the asset’s conservation. The 
more important the asset, the greater the weight should be. Significance can be harmed or 
lost through alteration or destruction of the heritage asset or development within its setting. 
As heritage assets are irreplaceable, any harm or loss should require clear and convincing 
justification. Substantial harm to or loss of a grade II listed building, park or garden should 
be exceptional. Substantial harm to or loss of designated heritage assets of the highest 
significance, notably scheduled monuments, protected wreck sites, battlefields, grade I and 
II* listed buildings, grade I and II* registered parks and gardens, and World Heritage Sites, 
should be wholly exceptional.” 
 

Policy BE15 of the RCUDP seeks to avoid harm to the setting of listed buildings. 
 
It is considered that the proposal set within an existing industrial site and set below the main road 
to the south of the Listed Buildings, would not have not have a detrimental effect on the setting of 
the listed buildings due to the distance between the site and the heritage asset. The development 
is therefore not considered to be within the setting of the listed building and makes no contribution 
to the significance of the listed building. 
 
7. Other Issues raised 
 
Concerns have been raised by residents regarding the fire in 2017.  The West Yorkshire Fire 
Authority was consulted.  They have no adverse comments to make regarding the application. 
 
The devaluation of property as a result of development is not a planning matter for consideration.  
However, the planning matters have been assessed above. 
 
Human Rights Legislation.  Residents are concerned that the proposal will result in loss of Human 
Rights. The planning application has been publicised and residents are afforded an opportunity to 
proved comments on the proposal.  Careful consideration has been given to all aspects of the 
proposal and its possible effects on living conditions.  Whilst it is acknowledged that residents have 
their own views, it is considered that the right to life has not been compromised. 
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8. Cumulative Impacts 
 
The Screening Opinion by the Secretary of State concluded that there was insufficient information 
to conclude that there would not be cumulative effects arising from the proposal. Information has 
been submitted, including that provided in the ES, and deals with all possible effects of the 
development.  The applicant concludes that there are no residual adverse effects on hydrology, 
drainage and flood risk.  It also concludes that there are no adverse effects on the amenity and 
health of residents in particular in relation to the development programme, air quality, odour, noise 
and vibration, as a result of the mitigation measures which would be in place and type of 
development.  
 
Objectors have raised concerns that there would also be cumulative effects from the SWIP at the 
Mearclough Road site in Sowerby Bridge, some 1.5 miles away.  Although there is a current 
Environmental Permit application, by the same company, under consideration for the Mearclough 
Road site, no decision has been made on this.  Furthermore, it has been determined by the 
Council and agreed by the applicant that planning permission would be required for a SWIP at the 
Mearclough Road site.  To date, no planning application has been submitted.  Consideration of 
cumulative impacts of two SWIPS cannot therefore take place. 
 
It is considered that any cumulative impacts of the proposal on the site subject of this application, 
with the mitigation measures in place, on balance are not considered to be adverse. 
 
9. Balance of Considerations 
 
The planning application primarily deals with land use planning matters and other permitting 
regimes deal with the emissions and provide additional controls.  It is appreciated that the proposal 
has attracted a considerable amount of public concern, especially in relation to flooding, noise, 
disturbance, emissions, air quality and overall concern for the short and long term health of 
residents. These are considered to be material planning considerations and have been dealt with 
above.  Whilst concerns are recognised, the proposal does involve an energy recovery operation 
at an existing recycling centre on a previously developed site, within an existing building in the 
Green Belt.  It is considered to be appropriate development and does not cause harm to the 
openness of the Green Belt or purposes for including land within the Green Belt. Moreover, it is 
considered that very special circumstances would apply in any event.  
 
It includes mitigation measures to reduce any harm to the environment and health and planning 
conditions will assist with this.  It is considered that it reduces the amount of material which 
otherwise would go to Landfill sites, reduce overall vehicular movements.  The applicant will 
continue to recycle as much of the material as possible.  The cumulative impacts (including the 
impacts associated with the accompanying application being considered by the committee in 
respect to the site) identified are not considered to be excessive and on balance, the proposal is 
considered to be acceptable. 
 
CONCLUSION 
 
The proposal is considered to be acceptable subject to the conditions specified below. The 
recommendation of mindful to permit (subject to call in by the Secretary of State) has been 
made because the development is in accordance with the policies and proposals in the 
Replacement Calderdale Unitary Development Plan, National Planning Policy for Waste and 
National Planning Policy Framework set out in the ‘Key Policy Context’ section above and 
there are no material considerations to outweigh the presumption in favour of such 
development. 
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Richard Seaman 
For and on Behalf of 
Director of Economy and Environment 
 
Date: 6 December 2017      

 
Further Information 
 
Should you have any queries in respect of this application report, please contact in the first 
instance:- 
 
Anne Markwell (Case Officer) on 01422 392228 or Richard Seaman (Lead Officer) on 01422 
392241. 
 
 
Conditions  
 
1. The development shall be carried out in accordance with the schedule of approved 

plans listed above in this decision notice, unless variation of  the plans is required by 
any other condition of this permission. 

 
2. Before the first operation of the SWIP a Construction Environmental Management 

Plan (CEMP) to include methods of contractor and general public liaison, hours of 
work and timescales of implementation, management practices to control dust, 
traffic, access, waste and water resources shall be submitted in writing to the Local 
Planning Authority. The construction work and activities shall then take place in 
accordance with the approved CEMP. 

 
3. Before the first operation of the SWIP a noise management scheme shall be 

submitted to the Local Planning Authority to ensure noise emitted from the site as 
measured on the boundaries of the site, or as measured elsewhere and the results 
extrapolated by calculation to represent the levels that would exist at the boundary, 
shall not exceed the noise levels set out in condition 4 of planning permission 
04/02712/FUL. 

 
4. Before the first operation of the SWIP a dust management scheme shall be submitted 

in writing to the Local Planning Authority. The approved dust management plan shall 
thereafter be implemented during the operation of the SWIP. 

 
5. Before any external artificial lighting is installed within the development site, details 

of a scheme to adequately control any glare and obtrusive light produced by artificial 
external lighting at the proposed development shall be submitted in writing to the 
Local Planning Authority. The lighting installation shall comply with the 
recommendations of the Institution of Lighting Professionals (ILP) "Guidance Notes 
for the Reduction of Obtrusive Light" reference GN01: 2011 for environmental zone 
E2.  The artificial lighting shall be installed in accordance with the scheme so 
approved and retained thereafter.  The scheme should include the following 
information:- 

a. The proposed level of maintained illuminance, measured horizontally at ground level; 
b. The maintenance factor; 
c. The predicted maximum vertical illuminance that will be caused by the lighting when 

measured at windows of any residential properties in the vicinity; 
d. The proposals to minimise or eliminate glare from the use of the lighting installation 

when viewed from windows of properties in the vicinity; 
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e. The proposed type of luminaires to be installed showing for each unit, the location, 
height, orientation, light source type and power; 

f. The proposed hours of operation of the lighting. 
           Furthermore there shall also be submitted upon completion of the development a 

statement of a suitably qualified contractor that the light emitted by any lighting 
installation to which this condition applies is fully compliant with the ILP guidance 
for the relevant environmental zone. 

 
6. The operation of the Small Waste Incinerator Plant (SWIP) shall only operate for 24 

hours on Monday to Friday, but during the hours between 00.00 and 07.00, and 
between 18.00 and 24.00 the SWIP shall only operate when all of the roller shutter 
doors in the building are closed, except in emergencies. 

 
7. No activities including vehicular or skip movements shall take place outside the 

building which contains the SWIP  on Monday to Friday between the hours of 00.00 
and 07.00, and between 18.00 and 24.00. 

 
8. The SWIP shall not operate on Saturdays. 
 
9. Notwithstanding conditions 6 and 7 above the SWIP  shall not operate on Sundays, 

Bank Holidays or Statutory Holidays. 
 
10. No audible warning alarm for operations within the SWIP building shall be observed 

outside the boundary of the site. 
 
11. Notwithstanding the provisions of Part 7, Class L (development of waste 

management facilities) of Schedule 2 of the Town and Country Planning (General 
Permitted Development) (England) Order 2015, no development falling in parts (a) 
extension or alteration of a building or part (b) the installation of replacement plant, 
shall take place without the prior written consent of the Local Planning Authority. 

 
12. Except for the operation of the SWIP in accordance with the conditions attached to 

this permission, there shall be no open burning on the site at any time. 
 
13. The height of the soils in the drying area shall be restricted to 2m in height. 
 
14. The development permitted by this planning permission shall be carried out in 

accordance with the flood risk assessment (FRA) by RMA Environmental Ltd, 
referenced RMA/LC1586_4 - Calder Valley Skip Hire FRA and dated 15 December 
2016, and the following mitigation measure detailed within the FRA: Flood 
resilience/resistance measures shall be set a minimum of 300mm above the finished 
floor level. The mitigation measure shall be fully implemented prior to occupation 
and subsequently in accordance with the timing/phasing arrangements embodied 
within the scheme, or within any other period as may subsequently be agreed, in 
writing, by the local planning authority. 

 
15. There shall be no raising of site levels at any time. 
 
16. Flood proofing measures should be used to reduce the impact of flooding when it 

occurs. Flood proofing measures include barriers on ground floor doors, windows 
and access points and bringing in electrical services into the building at a high level 
so that plugs are located above possible flood levels. 
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17. No material shall be brought into the site, at any time, for incineration, for the sole 
purpose of waste disposal. 

 
18. The maximum number of movements by vehicles, with a gross plated weight of more 

than 3.5 tonnes,  into and out of the whole site, including that for the waste recycling 
activities, shall not exceed 120 (ie 60 movements into the site and 60 movements out) 
per day. 

 
Reasons  
 
1. For the avoidance of doubt as to what benefits from planning permission and to 

ensure compliance with the Development Plan and National Planning Policy 
Framework. 

 
2. In the interests of protecting amenity of residents and to ensure compliance with the 

Replacement Unitary Development Plan policies EP8 and WM9. 
 
3. In the interests of protecting amenity of residents and to ensure compliance with the 

Replacement Unitary Development Plan policies EP8 and WM9. 
 
4.  In the interests of protecting amenity of residents and to ensure compliance with the 

Replacement Unitary Development Plan policy  and WM9. 
 
5. In the interests of protecting amenity of residents and to ensure compliance with the 

Replacement Unitary Development Plan policy   WM9. 
 
6. In the interests of protecting amenity of residents and to ensure compliance with the 

Replacement Unitary Development Plan policies EP8 and WM9. 
 
7. In the interests of protecting amenity of residents and to ensure compliance with the 

Replacement Unitary Development Plan policies EP8 and WM9. 
 
8. In the interests of protecting amenity of residents and to ensure compliance with the 

Replacement Unitary Development Plan policies EP8 and WM9. 
 
9. In the interests of protecting amenity of residents and to ensure compliance with the 

Replacement Unitary Development Plan policies EP8 and WM9. 
 
10. In the interests of protecting amenity of residents and to ensure compliance with the 

Replacement Unitary Development Plan policies EP8 and WM9. 
 
11. In the interests of protecting amenity of residents and the visual appearance of the 

building and to ensure compliance with the Replacement Unitary Development Plan 
policies BE1,   EP8 and WM9 and Section 9 of the NPPF. 

 
12. In the interests of protecting amenity of residents and to ensure compliance with the 

Replacement Unitary Development Plan policies EP8 and WM9. 
 
13. In the interests of protecting amenity of residents and to ensure compliance with the 

Replacement Unitary Development Plan policies EP8 and WM9. 
 
14. To reduce the impact of flooding to the proposed development and future occupants 

and ensure  compliance with policy EP20 of the Replacement Calderdale Unitary 
Development Plan. 
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15. To reduce the impact of flooding to the proposed development and future occupants 

and ensure  compliance with policy EP20 of the Replacement Calderdale Unitary 
Development Plan. 

 
16. To reduce the impact of flooding to the proposed development and future occupants 

and ensure  compliance with policy EP20 of the Replacement Calderdale Unitary 
Development Plan. 

 
17. In the interests of protecting amenity of residents and to ensure compliance with the 

Replacement Unitary Development Plan policies EP8 and WM9 and NPPW. 
 
18. In the interests of highway safety and to ensure compliance with the Replacement 

Unitary Development Plan policies BE5,EP8 and WM9. 
 

 
 
 
Appendix 1 
 
Planning consultation response 17/00113/WAM and 17/00114/VAR 2017 
 
Housing and Environment Service Lead. 
 

1. A SWIP is defined in Regulation 2 of the Environmental Permitting (England and Wales) 
Regulations 2016 EPR16. The regulations further relate to criteria set down in the EU 
Industrial Emissions Directive (IED) 

 
2. The SWIP as applied for is intended to:  

 incinerate between 8,000 and 10,000 tonnes per annum of non-recyclable material   

 burn material (non-hazardous waste) at a rate of up to two tonnes per hour.      

 operate for five days a week for 24 hours a day, ie 00:01 Monday to 24:00 Friday 

 recover energy to produce electricity and dry soils   

 have a maximum sound pressure level of 81.7dB(A) when fans and auxiliary equipment are 
taken into account  

The drier as applied for will have a maximum sound pressure level of 72.9 dB(A). 
 

3. Paragraph 109 of the NPPF seeks to prevent both new and existing development from 
contributing to or being put at unacceptable risk from, or being adversely affected by 
unacceptable levels of soil, air, water or noise pollution. 

 
4. Paragraph 120 of the NPPF states planning decisions should ensure new development is 

appropriate for its location to prevent unacceptable risks from pollution, taking the effects 
(including cumulative effects) of pollution on health, the natural environment or general 
amenity, and the potential sensitivity of the area or proposed development to adverse effects 
from pollution into account. 

 
5. Paragraph 122 of the NPPF states that the planning and pollution control systems are 

separate, but complementary. Pollution legislation controls processes and emissions. The 
planning system controls the development and use of land in the public interest and focuses 
on whether a development is an acceptable use of land, and the impacts of that use.  The 
proposed development will be subject to specific controls under an environmental permit. 
Planning authorities must assume it will operate effectively. 
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6. The Planning Officer advises that given their relative publication dates the NPPF (2012) and 

its associated guidance on air quality (2014) may take precedence over the older UDP. UDP 
policy EP1 refers to ‘harm’ and quality and enjoyment of the environment’. Neither term is 
defined in the planning context. Preamble and policies WM2 and WM6 refer to nuisance, 
which is a lower standard of protection than that of (dis)amenity. Policy WM9 sets out a 
requirement covered by the environmental permitting regime. We have therefore considered 
air quality impacts within the criteria set by the NPPF.  

 
Air Quality Impacts 

7. Planning Practice Guidance [PPG] “Air Quality” (2014) states that the potential impact of new 
development on air quality should be taken into account where the national assessment 
indicates that the relevant limits have been exceeded or are near the limit. This is a reference 
to EU Limit Values. DEFRA states that there are no roads in the Sowerby Bridge area that 
exceed the EU Limit Value for NO2.  Elsewhere in the Calderdale area no roads are expected 
to exceed after 2019.  

  
8. The applicant has submitted his review of air quality. This appears as appendix 7 of the 

Environmental Statement and is dated September 2015. The PPG suggests that to evaluate 
criteria (of the NPPF) the local planning authority may want to know 

 the baseline local air quality (paragraphs 9 to 13 below) 

 if the development could significantly change air quality during construction or operational 
phases (paragraphs 14 to 19 below) 

 if there is likely to be a significant increase in exposure to a problem with poor air quality 
(paragraphs 20 to 22 below) 

Environmental Health has considered other criteria in paragraphs 23-26 and summarised its 
views in paragraph 27 below.  
 

9. Much of the applicant’s submitted data on local air quality relates to that published up to 
December 2014. Environmental Health has published data for 2015 and 2016.  

 
10. An air quality management area (AQMA) exists some 700m north of the application site, 

because of the exceedance of the annual mean air quality objective (AQO) for NO2.  Within 
the AQMA Environmental Health / Defra believe the levels of NO2 are largely due to traffic-
related pollution supplementing the background levels. West Street and Wharf Street create 
street canyons restricting dissipation of fumes. There is standing traffic and parts of the 
highway where vehicles are acting under load, e.g. accelerating away from traffic lights and in 
climbing Bolton Brow.  For 2016 the annual mean AQO for NO2 was still exceeded in all but 
the eastern and northern fringes of the AQMA (Upper Bolton Brow and Wakefield Road). It is 
likely to remain so until traffic-related emissions are significantly reduced, whether or not the 
development proceeds. We have no reason to assume any exceedance of the 1-hour mean 
objective for NO2. 

 
11. Environmental Health has been measuring NO2 levels for many years. Concentrations 

measured at the roadside tend to quickly fall at locations that are set not very far back from 
those roads. Department for Transport traffic data for 2016, measured on the A58 near county 
bridge in the AQMA and at Brig Royd, Ripponden, show overall AADT volumes are 82% 
higher (111% for HGVs) in the AQMA. Near the application site road speeds are more 
constant and traffic more free-flowing. Although it is in a valley it does not present the same 
restriction on the dissipation of NO2 as does the AQMA. There is good argument to assume 
that the levels of NO2 faced by receptors is lower here than in the AQMA and that current air 
quality here is acceptable.  
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12. The average 24-hour mean level of PM10 in the AQMA is measured and found to be below 
the AQO.  PM2.5 is not an AQO but is measured at Salterhebble Hill and Hebden Bridge, 
where it does not exceed the EU Limit Value. We estimate the roadside PM2.5 concentration 
at Sowerby Bridge to be below the EU limit value.  

 
13. The applicant has estimated background concentrations of NO2 for receptors close to the 

-3 
-3 (which we are told is a 

typographical error). A new dataset based on 2013 data, was released in 2016. 
Environmental Health’s projection for the year 2017 is 12.3μgm-3 west of the application site, 
13.1μgm-3 east of it and 14.1μgm-3 north of it (rising to 16.1μgm-3 in part of the AQMA). Such 
difference increases the level of conservancy in the applicant’s calculations as to the impact 
of emissions from the SWIP.  

 
14. The second question asked is whether air quality could significantly change during 

construction or operational phases of the development.  Environmental Health sees this as 
having particular relevance to the modelling of the emissions carried out by the applicant and 
the assumptions made in connection with that modelling. 

 
15. All models are only tools to produce estimates. The only guidance is that they should be fit for 

purpose and based on established science; statutory guidance does not instruct the use of 
any particular model.  ‘AERMOD 7’ was developed for the USEPA and uses meteorological 
data to estimate the dispersion of emissions. The applicant has used data from Leeds-
Bradford Airport at 25km distant when Bingley is closer at 12.5km, but there is nothing to say 
that LBA does not capture the overlying weather pattern.  Models such as AERMOD 7 
account for local influences, e.g. Belmont’s valley location, by taking the local topography into 
account to give an estimate of emissions at local receptors.  

 
16. The applicant has quoted emission concentrations in his modelling along with mass emission 

rates, and assumed that the IED concentration emission limits will be met.   
 

17. The applicant has made assumptions in his modelling without explaining the basis for them. 
This does not necessarily mean that the assumptions are ‘wrong’ but it is good practice to do 
justify why they are made to support the modelled outcomes.  

 
a) The dispersion of stack emissions from the SWIP are modelled independently of any other 

sources in the area.  We simply do not know if other sources, including a proposed SWIP at 
Mearclough Road, were considered and then rejected for further consideration 

 
b) A stack height of 12m is assumed but it is not clear how this height was derived. Normally if 

a preliminary assessment is undertaken, e.g. by using Technical Guidance Note D1, this 
should be reported together with any consideration of the local conditions. The 
Environmental Statement simply says that a 12m stack will terminate between 4 and 9m 
above the ‘nearest’ sensitive receptors and above any localised metrological conditions in 
the valley floor.   

 
c) Nitrogen dioxide is released directly during combustion and also formed when nitrogen 

monoxide from combustion reacts with air.  The IED emission limit (Table 1.1 Annexe VI) is 
200mgm-3 as a daily average, with a limit of 400mgm-3 for half-hour averages with a 97th 
percentile of half-hourly averages of 200mgm-3.  This means that no half-hour average can 
exceed 400mgm-3, 97% or more of half-hour averages must be 200mgm-3 or below, and the 
daily average must not exceed 200mgm-3.  This is condensed in Table 2.1 of the applicant’s 
submission, but it is not clear if or how potential variation has been incorporated into the 
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model - paragraph 3.3 of the document states that emissions are assumed to be at IED 
limits, but not how this is incorporated in the model.  

d) The application does not specify a particular SWIP but does set out some operating 
parameters (see paragraph 2 above). Different model inputs would give different outputs in 
terms of pollutant concentrations at given receptor locations.  We are aware that an 
environmental permit application by the same operator is currently being considered for a 
plant with actual burning capacity of about 1 tonne per hour. 

    
e) The stack emission parameters set out in Table 3.1 are not referenced.  While 

acknowledging that the applicant may not have a specific SWIP in mind it would make for 
improved understanding of the model if the parameters were referenced.  For example, the 
volume flow rate will affect the mass emission rates even assuming that the concentrations 
meet the IED limits, so this is a parameter that should be more fully explained.  No 
indication is given within the application documents of the sources that have been used to 
inform Table 3.1 and the dispersion model.  The input parameters in Table 3.1 do not 
include details of any topographical information taken into account or reaction schemes that 
have been used.  There is no account of uncertainties and input files are not included with 
the submission. 

 
f) No account appears to have been taken of the allowed periods of exceedences of the 

emission limits (Article 37 of IED). Although it would be difficult to quantify the emissions in 
such a case the modelling cannot be assumed to be a worst-case evaluation as stated in 
the assessment.  No account is given of the likely variation in emission rates due to plant 
characteristics and start-up/shutdown events. 

 
g) Paragraph 3.17 of Appendix 7 refers to the use of a 35% NOx to NO2 conversion rate and 

offers a partial reference to support this.  However, the assumption is not generally 
supported and the Environment Agency’s Review of methods for NO to NO2 conversion in 
plumes at short ranges cautions against simple assumptions of this kind.   

 
18. There will be some change to vehicle movements due to the incineration of waste that would 

otherwise be sent to landfill.  Land in the vicinity of the application site is not part of the AQMA 
and air quality there is not as poor as in the AQMA. To show lower overall emissions in the 
AQMA one would need to show that fewer HGV movements would arise in the AQMA due to 
the development and account for any increase in contribution due to incineration.  The 
Environmental Statement and Planning Statement both estimate vehicle emission savings in 
the context of a carbon dioxide (CO2) reduction, not NO2, from 208,000 road miles saved by 
not travelling between the application site and landfill sites, wherever they are and whatever 
route is taken to reach them. The air quality assessment only states that the development 
may potentially reduce the number of HGVs through the AQMA.  

  
19. In respect of development construction the applicant summarises best practice in the context 

of a small-scale construction exercise.  It is expected that any work will comply with this best 
practice. 

 
20. The third question arising from the PPG is whether there is likely to be a significant increase 

in exposure to poor air quality. Environmental Health knows of nothing identifying a potential 
increase in exposure to poor air quality. Furthermore no adverse comments have been 
received from Public Health England, Natural England or the Environment Agency.  Planning 
Services should consider the veracity of concerns raised by other respondents. 

 
21. In particular in 2009 the then Health Protection Agency published a report “The Impact on 

Health of Emissions to Air from Municipal Waste Incinerators”. It stated that whilst it is not 
possible to rule out adverse health effects from modern, well-regulated municipal waste 
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incinerators with complete certainty, any potential damage to the health of those living close-
by is likely to be very small, if detectable.  Subsequently published information suggests that 
all but one of the incinerators considered in the 2009 study had a through-put of 38,000-
750,000 tonnes per year, well above 8-10,000 tonnes now proposed.   

 
22. A large fire occurred at the application site early in January 2017. It lead to a large cloud of 

smoke lingering in the valley for several days in still weather conditions.  Following the fire 
representations were made to the Council about health effects on the local community. 
Enquiries with local GP practices did not indicate an abnormal rate of consultations for 
respiratory ailments during or immediately following this event.  

 
23. In addition to the considerations suggested by the PPG Environmental Health has also 

considered two other appraisal regimes - the West Yorkshire Low Emission Strategy [WYLES] 
and EPUK guidance and the local air quality action plan. 

 
24. WYLES was adopted by the Council in December 2016 and in our view should be recognised 

as a local policy adopted for the purposes of Paragraph 17 of the NPPF.  It focuses on 
tackling emissions from transport and whilst not specifically aimed at incineration and 
industrial processes it does offer some general principles of relevance. It recognises that the 
energy sector is undergoing significant change, with a commitment to reduce the use of fossil 
fuels to help tackle CO2 emission reduction targets and tackle climate change. It simply points 
to considering the potential impact on air quality will be considered through feasibility studies, 
planning and other regulatory controls. This latter reference would extend to assessment of a 
specific application for an environment permit.  

  
25. The EPUK guidance includes a summary of the planning framework outlined above and some 

general guidance on the status of air quality in planning policy and decisions.  
 

26. There is an Air Quality Action Plan (2009) covering the Sowerby Bridge AQMA and that this is 
currently being updated. The focus of the Action Plan 2009 is on road transport interventions 
and mode shift, and industrial sources are not considered. 

 
27. Of the 3 questions put by the PPG on Air Quality we would summarise as follows  

a) Current local air quality is adequately described. The major influencing factor is road vehicle 
emissions. Within most of the Sowerby Bridge AQMA annual mean NO2 concentrations still 
do not meet the AQO. That situation will likely persist until such time as road vehicle 
emissions improve. It is not clear how the applicant has derived the background 
concentrations of NO2 used in his air quality assessment, but the derived concentration 
gives a degree of conservancy.   

b) The applicant states that he has sought to model a ‘worse case situation’ and if planning 
permission is granted a SWIP within those parameters would be installed. There is an 
inherent difficulty in modelling impacts using emission concentrations for a potentially large 
range of SWIPs, compared to using mass emission rates for a specific make and model of a 
SWIP. It is accepted good practice to set out the assumptions made in any modelling, and 
to explain why any used might differ from a norm.  There are aspects of the applicant’s 
modelling which invite the modelled outcomes to be questioned, not necessarily because 
they are ‘wrong’ but because the values assumed are not referenced or justified. The 
applicant concludes the impact on air quality will be insignificant and he refers to guidance 
from Environmental Protection UK [EPUK] to support this. Environmental Health may 
question this, but equally we cannot find evidence pointing to a significant adverse change. 
The Environment Agency, Natural England and Public Health England have considered the 
same information as has Environmental Health and not raised concern. Such clarity of 
outcome (for Environmental Health, and separately noted by Public Health England) might 
only follow from an application for an environmental permit and lends to the approach of 
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paragraph 122, which says that the planning and pollution control regimes are 
complimentary.  

 
c) Environmental Health knows of nothing identifying a potential (harmful) increase in 

exposure to poor air quality. The applicant’s case regarding impact in the AQMA due to 
fewer vehicle miles being travelled to landfill sites is uncertain. In our view the worst case is 
that there would be no beneficial change whatsoever if vehicles are presently not travelling 
through the AQMA. The best case is that there would be some benefit, albeit an 
uncalculated one  However, there is nothing to suggest that impacts would be so significant 
as to require a new AQMA to be declared or to suggest another air quality standard would 
be breached near the application site as a result of this development.  

 
Noise 

28. As set out above paragraphs 109 and 120 of the NPPF set policy in terms of unacceptable 
risks of new development contributing to, or existing development suffering from, 
unacceptable levels of noise pollution. Paragraph 120 extends to taking account of cumulative 
effects when considering if new development is appropriate for the area. Paragraph 122 sets 
the focus of planning control and the distinction between it and pollution control.  

 
29. Paragraph 123 of the NPPF is specifically concerned with noise, and considers the 

significance of adverse impacts on health and quality of life as a result of new development. It 
relates to the concept of observed ‘adverse effects levels’ set out in the Noise Policy 
Statement for England [NPSE]. Environmental Health has considered the potential for 
additional noise, or noise of a different character.  

 
30. The Planning Practice Guidance on Noise (2014) sets out how this policy may be satisfied by 

considering: 

 whether or not a significant adverse effect is occurring or likely to occur; 

 whether or not an adverse effect is occurring or likely to occur; and 

 whether or not a good standard of amenity can be achieved. 
Environmental Health has considered the current situation (paragraphs 31-32 below) and the 
likely situation (paragraphs 33-37 below). 

31. In respect of the current situation the application site is an existing waste management facility 
and lies close to the A58 Rochdale Road.   Vehicle movements, loading and unloading, chain 
noise and noise from skips are all features of the current site operation. Restrictions on 
boundary noise levels and site operating hours are set out in permission 04/02712/FUL. This 
part of the Ryburn Valley contains industrial operations, some of which presently operate at 
night, including one which has been subject to complaints about noise at night. There is a 
small amount of residential development in vicinity of the application site. Most of the 
residential property lies close to the A58 including some houses opposite the site access. 
More isolated dwellings are set back and higher up on the hillsides. 

 
32. Environmental Health has made several sound measurements in the area in daytime.  The 

ambient noise included road traffic (which was dominant) and sound from various industrial 
installations in the area and overflying aircraft. Further removed from the application site 
birdsong and wind gusts are noticeable. Most noise from the application site appears as brief 
albeit regular events, e.g. vehicle movements, skip unloading, chains clanking, HGV reversing 
beacons etc. The ambient levels we have measured are generally not dissimilar to those 
reported in Table 3.2 and Appendix B of the applicant’s submitted noise assessment. 
Appendix B suggests that a 3 day period of measurement shows a noise level that was 
dominated by traffic noise. We note the boundary noise levels set for current site operations 
by permission condition 4 of 04/02712/FUL. One part of the site boundary follows the river 
Ryburn.  Any verification of sound levels at the boundary presents challenges. We are aware 
that in respect of enforcement against possible breach of planning condition the Planning 
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Officer seeks evidence of harm. Environmental Health has received a small number of 
complaints about noise due to activities at the site. They relate either to defective equipment 
in need of repair, or to complaints about activity outside of permitted operational hours, or 
sometimes to noise from vehicles on the highway.  

 
33. Environmental Health did not consider they constituted a statutory nuisance and did not take 

any enforcement action in connection with the complaints. The Environment Agency received 
three reports of noise in July 2016 which it considered against the environmental permit 
applying to current site operations. The Agency does not routinely notify Environmental Health 
of complaints and we are not aware of any enforcement action taken in connection with any 
complaints it has received. We do note that the Environment Agency has not objected to this 
application. 

 
34. The applicant’s noise and vibration assessment forms Appendix 9 of the Environmental 

Statement.  Construction phase noise is not considered in the assessment but would only be 
temporary. Environmental Health does not normally comment on construction noise in the 
planning context unless it would constitute a potential to unreasonably disrupt nearby 
residents over a significantly long period; otherwise complaints would be dealt with under 
other legislation.  The site is to operate 24 hours a day for five days per week (see 
17/00114/VAR). In daytime (current operational hours of 7am to 6pm) there would be the 
additional noise from the incinerator building and the drier, together with the servicing of those 
facilities, but with less vehicle movements needed to take waste off site to landfill.  On 
weekday evenings and on weekday nights the incinerator building would represent a new 
sound source.   

 
35. It should be borne in mind that the application is not for a named make and model of SWIP or 

drier. The only criteria stated are in Table 4.1, which sets out maximum noise levels at octave 
band frequencies.  Any plant and equipment not exceeding these noise levels could therefore 
be considered. 

 
36. The applicant’s noise assessment refers to BS4142: 2014. However that standard supports 

that the measurement process / assessment be well documented. The applicant asserts that 
the noise impact would be ‘low adverse’ at the two measurement locations. Our observations 
relate to  

 
a) the background noise level, as denoted by the L90 value.  In accordance with BS4142:2014 

it is not the lowest background noise level which is considered, but the most representative 
value.  Ambient noise levels fluctuate, sometimes markedly. On the three nights of the 
applicant’s noise survey we calculate that the representative background noise level was 
45dB(A) on the Thursday/Friday night, but only 37dB(A) on the Friday/ Saturday and 
Saturday/ Sunday nights.  

 
b)  Within the building it is not clear what the ‘noise levels’ quoted for the equipment 

(paragraph 4.1 and Table 4.1 of the report) represent.  The report refers to ‘reverberant 
sound levels’ (paragraph 4.9) and the applicant has subsequently described them as 
‘reverberant sound pressure levels’. We do not know how these were calculated.  Normally 
Environmental Health would expect the sound levels of equipment to be reported as sound 
power levels which avoids this, or for the calculation of the reverberant sound pressure 
levels (which depend on the acoustic properties of the enclosing building) to be set out 
clearly.  The influence of structures such as flues and panels, which can amplify and radiate 
transmitted vibrational energy as noise, does not seem to have been accounted for, and 
mechanical isolation of the flue from the building cladding may need to be addressed.  
Fluids in pipework can produce noise but this is not discussed in the report. 
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c) There are noise sources outside the building. We note the sound pressure level quoted for 
the drier and the distance between it and receptors. However noise radiation from the stack 
does not appear to have been assessed.  We have made certain assumptions of the noise 
emitted from the stack. If the stack emits noise at 81.7dB(A) as might be suggested by 
Table 4.2 then attenuating that noise over 115m (the distance to closest receptors on 
Rochdale Road) and adding it to the noise impact from the incinerator building would give a 
combined impact of approximately 41dB(A). An excess of noise from the development over 
the background level at a receptor of +5dB would be considered an adverse effect, and of 
+10dB a significant adverse effect.  The background sound levels on Friday/Saturday and 
Saturday/Sunday nights fall to an approximate representative value of 37dB(A), so the 
rating is +4dB(A) in these night-time periods.  

 
d)  Audible alarms have the potential to cause intrusive noise at unsocial times.  The noise 

assessment does not discuss these and their cumulative impact at receptors is not 
presented in a way that allows assumptions and calculations to be checked.   

 
e) The report concludes that the cumulative effect of the SWIP and ancillary  

equipment together with the external drier and the existing activities at the site will not 
produce noise which breaches the noise limits set in permission 04/02712. It does not set 
out a calculation of the sound levels at the site boundary to support this. We have 
questioned above if certain equipment has been taken into account in the assessment. We 
also have noted that one part of the boundary follows the river Ryburn and presents 
challenges to verification of the boundary noise levels.   
 

37. The NPPF as qualified by the PPG asks what the risk is of adverse or significantly adverse 
noise impacts.  In the daytime (current operational hours) the background noise levels are 
high enough such that the likely noise from the development does not cause Environmental 
Health concern, despite some noise sources not being fully described. However as traffic 
declines later in the day the background noise level falls. Safety alarms etc can be set up in 
such a way as to avoid unnecessary disturbance off-site.  Allowing for distance attenuation to 
receptors we do not anticipate that impacts would exceed the lowest observable adverse 
effects level descriptor [LOAEL]. Planning conditions would be appropriate to address the 
matter concerning safety alarms. 

   
Odour 

38. Odour is considered in the Planning Practice Guidance on air quality. An odour assessment 
has been submitted with the application (Section 8 of Volume 1 of the Environmental 
Statement). Essentially the following sources of odour are considered 

 Emissions from the incinerator stack 

 Emissions from the stockpile of material awaiting incineration 

 Emissions from soil and aggregates to be dried using the recovered heat. 
 

39. The first source is discounted because an environmental permit will require the incineration 
process to operate at such a high temperature that should destroy odour components.  The 
permit would also specify the waste types that could be incinerated, emission limits for 
pollutants, and a requirement not to cause harm or annoyance due to odour.  

 
40. The second source is discounted because the whole process will fall under control of an 

environmental permit. Stockpiles of residual wastes will fall from 120 tonnes kept for an 
average of 2½ days to 20 tonnes kept for an average ½ day. The incinerator building will be 
kept under negative pressure, with any odorised air within the building used as combustion 
air, again effectively destroying any odorous components.  
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41. The third source of emissions considered is from the drying of the soils etc using recovered 
heat. Heat transfer from the incinerator to the dryer will be by a steam and heat exchanger, 
with no potential for odour release. The Non-Technical Summary states that the drier is a 
sealed moving belt unit, typical of that used in the waste and agricultural waste management 
sector. Environmental Health has no experience of such units. The applicant accepts that 
whilst the drying process has the potential to generate odours the soils and aggregates to be 
dried have a low odour potential, and so there would only be a negligible odour impact. This 
reflects that the applicant can reject any material brought to site unsuitable for recycling and 
he has operational control over what ‘inert soils’ are dried, so as to minimise odour 
generation. It also reflects his use of modelling insofar as any odours generated might further 
dissipate before reaching sensitive receptors (Paragraph 8.18, of Environmental Statement).   

 
42. The applicant admits to previous problems of odours from external storage of soils containing 

organic wastes, but reports that there have been no problems subsequent to monitoring by 
the Environment Agency in March 2016. Environmental Health normally responds to 
complaints about odours from these premises very quickly. Excluding the fire of January 2017 
Environmental Health can advise that it has received 10 complaints about odour between May 
2016 and May 2017. We have attributed the source of some odours to another premise within 
the valley. We are aware of a fire on the premises in August 2016 but otherwise we have not 
proven a connection between these complaints and the application site. The Environment 
Agency will need to consider the proposed drier under its environmental permit. Paragraph 
122 of the NPPF assumes that operational controls will apply and we note that the 
Environment Agency raises no objection to the application.   

 
Other Matters 

43. We are advised by the Planning Officer that although planning application 17/00114/VAR 
seeks to allow incineration for a 5 x 24-hour day week, the hours of operation set by condition 
5 of permission 04/02712/FUL would also allow operation on a Saturday. If 17/00114/VAR 
was approved this anomaly would need to be resolved. 

 
Conclusion of consultation response to 17/00113/WAM and 17/00114/VAR 

44. The applicant’s submission identifies the overall criteria (summarised at paragraph 2 above) 
for the proposed installation. We have noted the extent of information made available in the 
application. To bring about the development an environmental permit will be needed. That will 
require the applicant to set out exactly what he intends to do, thus clarifying less-clear 
information in this planning application.  We argue that this lends to the approach of 
paragraph 122 of NPPF which asserts that the planning and pollution control systems, 
although separate, are complementary.   

 
45.  Environmental Health does not object to application 17/00113 or 17/00114.  We note that 

neither have the Environment Agency, Natural England nor Public Health England objected to 
these applications.   Should permission be granted we recommend that the following condition 
be applied:  

 

 No audible warning alarm for operations within the incinerator building should be 
observed outside the boundary of the site.  

 
46. Further on the issue of noise from the development the applicant asserts that the proposed 

development would not lead to a breach of the existing boundary noise condition of 
04/02712/FUL.  We cannot see the justification for that statement.  
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Time Not Before: 18.00 - 02 
 
Application No: 17/00114/VAR  Ward:  Ryburn   

  Area Team:  South Team  
 
Proposal: 
Variation of Conditions 5 (to allow 24 hour use within the building Monday to Friday 
inclusive) and 12 (to allow use of heat and energy recovery plant) of Planning Application 
04/02712   
 
Location: 
Calder Valley Skip Hire  Belmont Industrial Estate  Rochdale Road  Triangle  Sowerby 
Bridge 
West Yorkshire 
 

 
 
Applicant: 
Calder Valley Skip Hire 
       
 
 
Recommendation: MINDFUL TO PERMIT - REFER TO SSDCLG 
 
  
Parish Council Representations:   N/A 
Representations:            No 
Departure from Development Plan:  No                 
 
Consultations: 
                                                                                                                               
Countryside Services (E)  
Environment Agency (Waste & Water)  
Highways Section  
Environmental Health Services - Pollution Section (E)  
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1. Description of Site and Proposal 
 
This application relates to the variation of conditions which relate to hours of operation and burning 
in relation to the original permission for the recycling facility at the site (application 
04/002712/FUL). It is to be considered in association with application 17/00113/WAM at the same 
site for Amended plan (Building not to be extended). Construction of external flue, and change of 
use of existing building from recycling use (B2 industrial use) to heat and energy recovery process 
(sui generis) and introduction of mechanical drying of inert soils and aggregates (B2 industrial use) 
adjacent to the existing recycling shed together with the installation in underground ducts of pipes 
connecting the energy recovery plant in the said building to the dryer.  
 
The site is a building within a larger site which benefits from an established waste recycling use. 
The site as a whole is located within the bottom of the Ryburn Valley, around 1.5km along 
Rochdale Road towards Triangle from Sowerby Bridge. Apart from the building subject to the 
planning application, there is a further large sorting shed and a stone built office-building on site. 
There is also a weigh station, with a small office building adjacent. The large sorting shed did have 
a conveyor belt which lead up to a further sorting area attached to the main sorting shed. However, 
there was an extensive fire in this building in 2016 and the building has undergone repairs and the 
conveyor section no longer exists. 
 
The site is within the Green Belt, as defined by the Replacement Calderdale Unitary Development 
Plan and is surrounded by deciduous woodland, protected under a group Tree Preservation Order. 
The site is adjacent to the River Ryburn. There are residential properties lined along the opposite 
side of Rochdale Road, the closest of which is 110m away. There are also three residential 
properties to the south east at a higher elevation than the proposal site. These are located off Long 
Lane, Norland, and the closest is 210m from the proposal building. The surrounding woodland sits 
between the proposal site and the dwellings.  The River Ryburn flows in a north easterly direction 
adjacent to the site. There are Primary schools in the vicinity of the site. 
 
This application is for the variation of planning conditions attached to the original permission for the 
recycling centre 04/02712/FUL, which relate to hours of operation and burning, in order to facilitate 
the operation of the SWIP. The original conditions are as follows: 
 
Condition 5 states: 
 
Unless otherwise agreed in writing by the Local Planning Authority, the use of the premises shall 
be restricted to the hours from 07.00  to 18.00 Mondays to Fridays and from 08.00  to 14.00 on 
Saturdays, and the premises shall not be used at any time on Sundays and Bank or Statutory 
Holidays. 
 
The reason for the condition was: In the interests of the amenity of occupiers of nearby properties. 
 
It is proposed that the operating hours of the incinerator will be 24 hours, 5 days per week Monday 
to Friday for 120 hours. This does not include operations running for the whole facility for 24 hours 
per day, or working outside of the operating hours of the original permission. The 24 hour 
operation relates to the use of the SWIP with doors closed during the sensitive hours. 
 
Condition 12 states: 
 
There shall be no burning at any time on the site. 
 
The reason for the condition was: In the interests of the amenity of occupiers of nearby properties. 
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The proposal is to allow a SWIP to operate and burn material in an enclosed incinerator with 
emissions through a flue.  It is not intended to burn any material out in the open. 
 
The material which will be burnt in the incinerator will be from the existing site which cannot be 
recycled and would otherwise be transported off the site to a landfill site, as is the case now. The 
incinerator is a small waste incineration plant (SWIP). The heat energy will be used partly to 
generate electricity with excess being transferred to the national grid and some will be used to 
provide heat for the drying process in order to prepare the material for incineration and also to 
provide heating to the rest of the site. 
 
Under an existing Environmental Permit form the Environment Agency the waste recycling facility 
can receive a maximum an annual throughput of 144,999 tonnes, although annual throughput is 
around 48 000 tonnes.  Waste stream are inert and non-inert but it cannot keep or treat hazardous 
waste. 
 
The waste stream for recycling includes commercial and industrial, builders and inert waste 
streams were  processed by a trommel and  sorted to supply recycled products to manufactures 
and processes for eg wood, cardboard, metal and stone.  The non inert element of residual wastes 
(not capable of recycled) are currently transported over long distances to landfill, approximately 8 
000 to 10 000 tonnes per annum. The proposal is to recover energy from these through the Small 
Waste Incineration Plant (SWIP).  
 
Ash will be produced as a by product and the intention is to recycle this. It may have to be 
transported to landfill sites. The amount diverted to landfill would be in the region of 20%. 
 
There is capacity to generate around 250kWE of electrical energy and around 1440MWh pa of 
thermal heat energy amounting to 655.5 tonnes of Carbon Dioxide emissions savings per year of 
energy. It is intended to use green wastes, from municipal parks, gardens and centuries, soft 
plastics, textiles and carpets which cannot be recycled which have arrived a the site mixed with 
other material and canteen food, paper and wood, although most paper wand wood are screened 
out for recycling.  It also includes municipal waste from parks. The operator has highlighted that it 
will not import waste specifically or for sole purpose of incineration. 
 
It is proposed the SWIP will process approximately 8 000 – 10 000 tonnes per annum of residual 
non recyclable (residual) waste and  approximately 8 000 tonnes of inert soils and aggregates are 
proposed to be put through the thermal dryer located at the west of the existing recycling shed, per 
annum. The drying area covers an area of 4m x 8m.  The stock pile of inert waste would be around 
30 tonnes. Storage of non –inert waste material would be stored at the west of the site in covered 
storage area.  Heat from the recovery process (SWIP) will travel through underground pipes.  
 
It will involve the reduction of residual waste stored in the main processing building from an 
average from 120 tonnes to 20 tonnes.  The SWIP is designed to consume between 1 and 2 
tonnes per hour.  It will use gas/oil as a start up fuel until the chamber reaches 850 ºC and then 
reach temperatures around 1350 ºC. 
 
The existing process flow is around 190 tonnes of residual waste per week all of which goes to 
landfill in approximately 40 vehicle movements.  This material is proposed to go through the SWIP 
and results in around 8 movements per week of ash removal from the SWIP. 
 
A flue measuring 12m high with 0.6m diameter is proposed to deal with emissions It is 4.6m above 
the pitch of the existing building. 
 
It is proposed that the operating hours of the incinerator will be 24 hours, 5 days per week Monday 
to Friday. This does not include operations running for the whole facility for 24 hours per day, or 
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working outside of the operating hours of the original permission.  The 24 hour operation relates 
to the use of the SWIP with doors closed during the sensitive hours. 
 
Following a third party request, in relation to the last application 15/01072/WAM, the Secretary of 
State carried out a Screening Opinion. It was concluded in May 2016, in relation to the previous 
application that an Environmental Statement was required. 
 
The decision highlighted that there were a series of environmental problems including issues 
around emissions, flooding, air quality and raises a number of potential cumulative environmental 
effects, including noise, emissions from the incinerator affecting air quality and. odours and it is 
unclear how storage of waste materials would be accommodated within existing site operations.  
The proposal would have potential cumulative impacts. However, it did state that there are no 
international, national or local designations ecological, landscape, heritage designations on or 
close proximity of the site, which could be affected by the project or are sensitive by virtue of their 
ecology. Also that in relation to transport it is unlikely to have significant environmental effects.  
 
However, it did state that there are no international, national or local designations ecological, 
landscape, heritage designations on or close proximity of the site, which could be affected by the 
project or are sensitive by virtue of their ecology. Also that in relation to transport it is unlikely to 
have significant environmental effects.  
 
The Local Planning Authority was not asked to provide a Scoping Opinion.  
 
The application is accompanied by the following documents: 
 

 Planning Statement 

 Design and Access Statement 

 Hot gas filtration document 

 Trees and bats 
 

An Environmental Statement was provided and included the following: 
 

 Environmental Statements 

 Non technical summary  of the Environmental Statement 

 Environmental Statement methodology 

 Air Quality 

 Odour 

 Noise and vibration 

 Water Quality, Hydrology and Flood Risk 

 Noise Assessment 

 Air Quality Assessment 
 
The Council commissioned an independent audit of the Environmental Statement. It concluded 
that the ES is sufficient to comply with the EIA Regulations, although there were some issues with 
Best Practice and clarification of some elements.  The applicant was asked to address the issues 
and information has been provided. 
 
The proposed SWIP would also require a permit from the Council’s Environmental Health Service. 
This application deals with planning considerations. Paragraph 122 of the NPPF makes it clear 
that the planning system is not to be used for dealing with issues which are regulated under other 
regimes. 
 



 

 

 

50 

The application has been referred to Planning Committee due to the sensitivity of the proposal 
and requests by ward councillors. 
 
The Secretary of State has received a request from Craig Whittaker MP to call in the application 
17/00113/WAM for determination and this associated application. There is no guarantee that the 
application, if appropriate, would be called in for determination. Consideration to call in the 
application will only take place if the Council is mindful to permit the application.  The Secretary of 
State would not call in the application if the Planning Committee is minded to refuse the 
application. 
 
Appendix 1 attached to the report of application 17/00113/WAM of this agenda provides a copy of 
the Housing and Environment Service Lead’s consultation response. 
 
2. Relevant Planning History 
 
Planning permission was refused for recycle centre with indoor skip sorting shed on 07.07.2004 
(application 04/00893/FUL). 
 
Permission was originally granted for the recycling centre with indoor sorting shed and widening of 
access from Rochdale Road (as amended) by Planning Committee on 29.06.06  (application 
04/02712/FUL). 
 
Permission was granted for extension and part redevelopment of building to form HGV servicing 
garage on 02.08.06  (application 06/01246/FUL). This building is the subject of the current  
application.  
 
Permission was granted to vary condition 27 attached to planning permission 04/02712 - maximum 
number of vehicle movements by Planning Committee on 05.12.06    (application 06/01777/VAR). 
Condition 1 states: 
 

Unless otherwise agreed in writing by the Local Planning Authority, the maximum number of 
movements by vehicles with a gross plated weight of more than 3.5 tonnes shall not exceed 
120 (i.e. 60 movements into the site and 60 movements out) per day. 

 
A side extension to existing recycling building (retrospective) (Amended Plan) was permitted by 
Planning Committee on 25.11.11 (application 10/00270/FUL). This application included a conveyor 
belt. 
 
An application for Extension, including an external flue, and change of use of existing building from 
recycling (B2) to mixed mechanical processing of waste (B2) and heat and energy recovery 
process (Sui Generis)(Amended Description) was withdrawn in September 2016 (application 
15/01072/WAM). 
 
An application to vary condition numbers 5 (Hours of operation) and 12 (Burning on site) on 
planning application 04/02712/FUL was withdrawn in September 2016 (application 
16/00297/WVARS). 
 
There is a related substantial planning application 17/00113/WAM  for Amended plan (Building not 
to be extended). Construction of external flue, and change of use of existing building from 
recycling use (B2) to heat and energy recovery process (sui generis) and introduction of 
mechanical drying of inert soils and aggregates (B2) adjacent to the existing recycling shed 
together with the installation in underground ducts of pipes connecting the energy recovery plant in 
the said building to the dryer. Both applications are to be considered in conjunction with one 
another. 



 

 

 

51 

 
3. Key Policy Context: 
 

Replacement Calderdale Unitary 
Development Plan 
Designation/Allocation   
 

Green  Belt 
Cycle Corridor 
Wildlife Corridor 
 
 

Replacement Calderdale Unitary 
Development Plan policies 

 
GWM1 Waste Strategy 
WM 9 Incineration 
GNE1 Containment of the Urban Area 
NE3 Extension and Alteration to Other  
Buildings in the Green  Belt 
NE15 Development in Wildlife Corridors 
NE16 Protection of Protected Species 
NE20 Tree Preservation Orders 
EP1 Protection of Air Quality 
EP8 Other incompatible uses. 
EP26 Encouraging the Use of Combined 
Heat and Power Systems 
 

National Planning Policy Framework 
Paragraphs 

1. Building a Strong, Competitive 
Economy 
4. Promoting sustainable transport 
9. Protecting Green Belt Land  
10. Meeting the Challenge of Climate 
Change, Flooding and Coastal Change 
11. Conserving and Enhancing the 
natural Environment 
 

National Planning Policy for Waste 
 

 

  

 
4. Publicity/ Representations: 
 
The application was publicised with site notices and neighbour notification letters.  
 
911 objections have been received. These do include a high number of pro-forma letters from 
residents living in the wider area of Calderdale. Furthermore, objections were also raised to 
application 17/00113/WAM which raise similar issues and therefore it is appropriate to consider the 
applications in conjunction with one another. 
 
 
Summary of Points raised: 
 
Objections 
 

 Recovery of energy from waste only appropriate for waste that cannot be prevented, 
reused, or recycled 

 Area designated smoke free area and in an Air Quality Management Area and increase 
already excessively high levels of nitrogen dioxide 
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 Thermal inversion – smoke will be held in the valley as demonstrated by the fire in January 
where thick smoke remained for a considerable time 

 Already polluted area due to high levels of standing traffic 

 No smoke tests results or air quality plans to mitigate pollution 

 Extra noise from 24 hour operation, especially at night. 

 Levels of pollutants consistently exceed acceptable Government and EU levels & 100 lives 
are lost in Calderdale per year due to air pollution. 

 Odour problems and experienced bad smells and wind direction comes from the site so this 
will be more frequent 

 Effect on flor and fauna 

 Concerns as to the degree to which the company abide by the planning conditions and if 
approved some conditions may not be adhered to and cause further issues for the 
community. Site already has a negative impact on the quality of life. 

 Concerns that smoke will be  a permanent fixture in the area 

 Add to traffic congestion and pollution 

 Water pollution 

 Harm to visual amenity 

 Will create pollution 

 Increase in volume of traffic will increase harm to residential amenity 

 General concerns about current operations  

 Discrepancies within the technical information 

 Further expansion would encourage future problems with amenity. 

 Harm to residential amenity from noise 

 Application should be refused – material change of use in the green belt with no special 
circumstances to justify it 

 In appropriate development in the green belt and no special circumstances to justify 
development, affect on openness and Council should protect the green belt 

 Combined EIA required for the Mearclough site 

 History of flooding on the site 

 Risk to health with no mitigation and the Council is unable to manage existing activities and 
unwilling to enforce conditions 

 Environmental permitting regulations will not be sufficient to deal with the impact 

 Increase in dust 

 24 hour operation will increase noise and emissions and lead to health problems for 
everyone , in particular the more vulnerable 

 Buildings for new drying plant and building added on the slab next to building and pipes to 
carry hot water. Drying units 8m x 3m x 4m – if there are two – 150sqm.  Is there assurance 
that the building will not be expanded further 

 Government wants to protect Green belt and there is an over capacity of incineration 

 No reduction in traffic as dried wood would be taken to Mearclough of 5000 tones Journeys 
through AQMA totalling 1000 single journeys or 2000 return.  10 tonne lorry – 277 journeys 
one way and 555 return journeys. Cancels out reductions and increases pollution. Increase 
in journeys through Sowerby Bridge to Mearclough site. 

 Volumes of traffic already exceeding those allowed by condition, from the traffic survey 
carried out. 

 Insufficient detail to assess pollution so assume air pollution will be increased. 

 Impact of ash carrying waggons through the heart of the AQMA. 

 No calculation of impact on Carbon Dioxide. 

 Combined effects of this application and incinerator at Mearclough should be assessed. 

 No adequate assessment on effects on wildlife, vegetation, flooding or the public footpath 

 Monitoring will not alter the effects of harmful emissions 
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 Members of the public will die early because of the incinerator and the company will make 
profit from disposing of waste.  

 If approved it will demonstrate CMBC have no interest in health and wellbeing of it citizens 

 A significant proportion of waste to be incinerated is waste derived from contracts with the 
Council and is municipal waste 

 Requires certificate from Environment Agency 

 It is not an R1 process, then this is disposal by incineration and the application should be 
refused 

 Lack of management of existing site, previous mistake to allow waste transfer should not 
allow an incinerator 

 Asked Secretary of State for a screening decision of the proposed two incinerators 
combined into one EIA. 

 More modelling is required 

 Flue is different to that at Mearclough 

 Have modelled emissions on plume plotter website – emissions travel across Sowerby 
Bridge and Halifax and beyond.  Suggest date a is under-estimated and pollution will affect 
air quality 

 Unclear how the new hours will operate across the site 

 What is there to stop hazardous waste being burned & will additional waste be brought in 

 Transport calculations do not make sense: 3000 tonnes per anum by drying wet material, 
but need to dispose of ash on a daily basis. Burning 40 tonnes a day, with HGV only 
carrying 10 tonnes this is 4 HGVs a day of RDF and removal of ash – 6 -11 tonnes per day 
and removal of soil, 

 Incineration does not destroy toxic elements. 

 More energy is saved re-using, recycling and composting a waste stream than burning 
waste to create energy – not sustainable 

 Ash is toxic and a hazardous material 

 Toxins emitted from the flue 

 Visual impact of flue when trees are not in leaf 

 Site flooded in 2015 

 Incinerators contravene basis human rights as stated by the United Nations Commissions 
on Human Rights, in particular the Right to Life Under the European Human Rights 
Contravention & Stockholm Convention and Environmental Protection Act 1990 

 Studies have shown higher rates of adult and childhood cancers and birth defects around 
incinerators. 

 Fine particulate (PM2.5) is an important contributor to heart disease, lung cancer 

 Clear obligation of the Council to consider previous as material considerations, the Council 
has stated this is not the case and this brings their competency into question 

 Burning to recover is second best 

 Property devaluation 
 
The MP Craig Whittaker has objected to the application as follows: 
 

I have been contacted by a number of concerned residents with reference to the above 
planning application and I therefore wish to include my objections to the proposed scheme. 
 
Having looked on Calderdale's planning portal there are a large number of comprehensive 
letters of objection, all of which rise some valuable points which should be taken into 
consideration when placed before the planning committee. 
 
In my view, one of the biggest concerns of the proposal relates to the additional pollution 
this operation would cause, and although I am not an expert in this field, I am only too 
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aware of the added issues this causes on health of local residents, with the many harmful 
chemicals this plant may release. The process involved in incineration does not actually 
remove waste as this is converted into another more hazardous form and this concerns me 
greatly and therefore the health issues should be taken into consideration with this 
application. The consequences seem to far outweigh the benefits. 
 
The steep sides of the valley does not help and does not support such a proposal - this 
application has a wider impact on residents further up the valley, a large number who have 
previously contacted me when they suffered the consequences of smoke from the fire the 
business suffered. This had an impact on the hill top farms in Ripponden. 
 
As with all these applications, there are great concerns with reference to the Highways and 
the additional vehicles which will be transporting the waste to the site and addition to the 
existing noise issue for local residents, given that this proposal is to extend the hours to 
operate 24 hours. There will also be a need for the ash to be transported off site. 

 
All The Ward Councillors have also objected to the application on grounds of pollution and health 
concerns. 
 
Councillor Tagg  - represent residents of Copley and areas of Skicoat (wider area) 
 

As the councillor for Skircoat and representative of residents of Copley and areas in 
Skircoat which are situated to the west of the proposed incineration site, I have to strongly 
object to this application. The wind direction in the area is predominantly westerly and as 
such the residents of Copley and Skircoat are in the direct line of fire so to speak of any 
emissions from the proposed incinerator. The topography of the area does not facilitate 
stable airflow patterns and as such any emissions will not raise to higher levels of the 
atmosphere and disperse. In areas such as this turbulence can cause emissions to be 
driven down to lower levels effecting residents in the westerly path. The area of Sowerby 
Bridge, Copley and Skircoat has significant residential populations, with schools, and as 
such is totally unsuited for operation of an incinerator system being proposed. Furthermore, 
as a councillor who sits on the Sowerby Bridge Copley Valley Development Board I have 
great concerns over the negative economic impact this proposal will have on the sales 
value of the new housing development quite close to the plant. I believe this impact could 
put the viability of whole project into jeopardy if this incinerator is approved.  
 
Finally, the council already has contracts to incinerate waste at the Ferrybridge incinerator. 
Note a site which is situated in an area of low population density, and has a flat topography 
totally more suited to waste incineration. Therefore, I do not understand why Calderdale 
council cannot include the materials proposed to be incinerated by this project in the 
incineration contract and use the existing facility at Ferrybridge. 

 
Ripponden Parish Council have objected to the proposal on grounds of pollution and health 
concerns 
 
5. Assessment of Proposal 
 
a) Principle of Development 
 
The National Planning Policy Framework was published on 27 March 2012. The introduction of the 
NPPF has not changed the legal requirement that applications for planning permission must be 
determined in accordance with the development plan unless material considerations indicate 
otherwise. The policy guidance in Annex 1 of the NPPF is that due weight should be given to 
relevant policies in existing plans according to their degree of consistency with the NPPF. The 
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closer the policies in the plan to the policies in the NPPF, the greater the weight they may be 
given. 
 
At the heart of the NPPF is a presumption in favour of sustainable development.  For decision 
taking this means: 
 

 Approving development proposals that accord with the development plan without delay; and 

 Where the development plan is absent, silent or relevant policies are out of date, granting 
permission unless: 
- Any adverse impacts of doing so would significantly and demonstrably outweigh the 

benefits, when assessed against the policies in the framework taken as a whole; or 
- Specific policies in the framework indicate development should be restricted  

 
With the exception of Policy NE3 the policies under consideration here are considered to comply 
with the NPPF. 
 
The National Planning Policy Framework was published on 27 March 2012. The introduction of the 
NPPF has not changed the legal requirement that applications for planning permission must be 
determined in accordance with the development plan unless material considerations indicate 
otherwise. The policy guidance in Annex 1 of the NPPF is that due weight should be given to 
relevant policies in existing plans according to their degree of consistency with the NPPF. The 
closer the policies in the plan to the policies in the NPPF, the greater the weight they may be 
given. 
 
At the heart of the NPPF is a presumption in favour of sustainable development.  For decision 
taking this means: 
 

 Approving development proposals that accord with the development plan without delay; and 

 Where the development plan is absent, silent or relevant policies are out of date, granting 
permission unless: 
- Any adverse impacts of doing so would significantly and demonstrably outweigh the 

benefits, when assessed against the policies in the framework taken as a whole; or 
- Specific policies in the framework indicate development should be restricted (for 

example…land designated as Green Belt…) 
 
The application site is on land designated as Green Belt and therefore the development in principle 
is not sustainable. That said it is still important to consider the extent to which the proposed 
development is sustainable in the context of the terms set out in the NPPF. 
 
The Green Belt issues are assessed under application 17/00113/WAM.  This application relates to 
conditions attached to the original application, where the principle of was the recycling is 
established. It is not considered that the variation of the conditions would amount to a material 
change of use. Accordingly, the variation of the conditions does not therefore require a Green Belt 
assessment or principle of development assessment. However, there are issues relating to the 
incineration (burning) for consideration. 
 
 
b) Waste Management and Recovery by Incineration Issues 
 
Policy GWM1 states: 
 

A waste management hierarchy will be promoted in accordance with national and regional 
guidance which favours in order of priority: Reduction, Re-use Recovery, recycling and 
composting Energy Recovery and Disposal to landfill 
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This policy is not fully compliant with the National Planning Policy for Waste (NPPW) which 
provides the following waste hierarchy: Prevention, Preparing for re-use, Recycling, Other 
recovery, Disposal. 
 
In this case, the intention of the provision of the flue and provision of the SWIP is to facilitate 
energy recovery and utilising material which cannot be recycled and would normally be transferred 
to landfill. The applicant is seeking energy recovery and does recycle material brought to the site 
as far as possible.  
 
Paragraph 7 of the NPPF states that waste planning authorities should: 
 

Concern themselves with implementing the planning strategy in the Local Plan and not with 
the control of processes which are a matter for the pollution authorities… 

 
The DEFRA publication Energy from Waste a Guide to the Debate February 2014 provides a 
starting point for discussions about the role energy from waste might have in managing waste. 
 
The definition of residual waste and its suitability to treatment by energy from waste in paragraph 
18 is as follows: 
 

Residual waste is mixed waste that cannot be usefully reused or recycled.  It may contain 
materials that could theoretically be recycled, if they were perfectly separated and clean, but 
these materials are currently too contaminated for recycling to be economically or practically 
feasible. .. An alternative way of describing residual waste is “mixed waste which at that 
point in time would otherwise go to landfill”. Generally energy recovery should be  from 
residential waste.  

 
Paragraph 47 - 49 highlight the Waste Framework Directive (WFD) sets out the waste hierarchy 
and enshrines it in law. Those requiring a waste management route defined as recovery  (R) 
should be used ahead of an alternative that is classified as disposal (D). R1 – use principally as a 
fuel or other means to generate energy and D10 is incineration on land. Where waste is burnt as a 
fuel to generate energy then it can potentially be considered as a recovery operation (R1), but 
where the purpose of incineration is to get rid of waste, it is considered D10 and hence disposal. 
 
 
Paragraph 7 of the NPPW states that waste planning authorities should: 
 
Initially, there had been concern regarding whether this was a R1 or D10 activity. The applicant 
has confirmed that the proposal relates to R1 and not D10. A condition is suggested to ensure that 
no material is brought into the site for the sole purpose of incineration on application 
17/00113/WAM. On balance given the energy production of electricity and heat it is considered 
that this is R1. 
 

Concern themselves with implementing the planning strategy in the Local Plan and not with 
the control of processes which are a matter for the pollution control authorities. Waste 
planning authorities should work on the assumption that the relevant pollution control 
regime will be properly applied and enforced. 

 
The planning issues are also discussed in detail section 6 of this report. It is considered that the 
proposal meets the NPPW. 

 



 

 

 

57 

c) Reducing landfill and energy recovery activities  
 
Policy WM3 seeks to limit the landfilling of residual wastes.  The applicant maintains the proposal 
would result in less material going to landfill because residual waste is used in the provision of 
energy. 
 
WM9 relates to incineration and states: 
 

Proposals for incinerators will only be permitted where they meet the following criteria: 
 
i) the development creates no unacceptable environmental, amenity, traffic safety, or other 
problems 
 
ii) they are located in an area appropriate to their development (such as an industrial area) 
away from major concentrations of population 
 
iii) they will be located in an appropriate building 
 
iv) the development preserves or enhances Conservation Areas and does not adversely 
effect Listed Buildings or their settings, Scheduled Monuments and other sites of historic 
interest where these are material considerations 
 
v) the development does not cause harm to the green belt, agricultural land, landscape, the 
natural environment and habitat and species sites including sites subject to statutory 
protection 
 
vi) appropriate provision is made for the control of odour, visual impact, noise, dust and 
emissions to the air 
 
vii) they include proposals for the recovery of energy; and 
 
viii) the provisions of other relevant UDP policies are met. 

 
It is considered that the proposal does, on balance, meet the criteria above; in relation to i) this is 
assessed below.  The site is within an existing industrial area and the site has an established 
industrial use. It is acknowledged that there are nearby residential areas, but not a major 
concentration of population. The incinerator will be located within an appropriate building with 
noise insulation fitted.  
 
Issues relating to amenity, health including odour, dust, emissions and noise especially with 
regards to the operating hours are assessed below.  
 
 
d) Residential Amenity including health issues 
 
Residential amenity (Pollution, health noise, odour, and dust are key issues). 
 
Appendix 1 attached to the report of application 17/00113/WAM of this agenda provides a copy of 
the Housing and Environment Service Lead’s consultation response. 
 
Objectors have raised concerns about current operations leading to impacts on residential 
amenity, pollution, including harm to health, noise and dust These are summarised in the 
representation section above.  
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The policy context is set out below, followed by the Environment Agency consultation response. 
Each issue is dealt with in turn.   The applicants mitigation measures are set out in relation to 
concerns raised by the objectors under the relevant issue. Public Health England’s consultation 
response and a summary of the Service Lead on Housing and Renewal response is then provided. 
 
 
Policy EP8 states: 
 

Where development proposals could lead to the juxtaposition of incompatible land-uses, 
they will only be permitted if they do not lead to an unacceptable loss of amenity caused by 
odour, noise or other problems… 
 

Paragraph 120 of the NPPF states: 
 

… decisions should ensure that new development is appropriate for its location.  The effects 
(including cumulative effects) of pollution on health, the natural environment or general 
amenity, and the potential sensitivity of the area or proposed development to adverse 
effects from pollution, should be taken into account… 
 

Paragraph 122 of the NPPF states: 
 

..local planning authorities should focus on whether the development itself is an acceptable 
use of the land, and the impact of the use, rather than control of processes or emissions 
themselves where these are subject to approval under pollution control regimes Local 
planning authorities should assume that these regimes will operate effectively. Equally, 
where a planning decision has been made on a particular development, the planning issues 
should not be revisited through the permitting regimes operated by pollution control 
authorities. 

 
However, the local planning authority must still consider the material planning consideration of a 
proposal and pollution and health matters are considered to be material planning considerations. 
 
Paragraph 123 of the NPPF states: 
 
 Planning policies and decisions should aim to: 
 

 avoid noise from giving rise to significant adverse impacts on health and quality of life … 

 mitigate and reduce to a minimum other adverse impacts on health and quality of life  
arising from noise from new development, including through the use of conditions 

 recognise that development will often create some noise and existing businesses wanting to 
develop in continuance of their business should not have unreasonable restrictions put on 
them because of changes in nearby land uses since they were established  

 
Paragraph 124 of the NPPF states: 
 
Planning policies should sustain compliance with and contribute towards EU lit values or national 
objectives for pollutants, taking into account the presence of Air Quality Management Areas and 
the cumulative impacts on air quality from individual sites in local areas 
 
Paragraph 125 of the NPPF states: 
 
By encouraging good design, planning policies and decisions should limit the impact of light 
pollution from artificial light on local amenity, intrinsically dark landscapes and nature conservation. 
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d (i) A summary of the Environment Agency comments in relation to the use of the site, 
permitting and odour  following consultation are  as follows: 
 

The site operator holds an Environmental Permit - EAWML 65545. This permit allows for a 
Household, Commercial and Industrial Waste Transfer Station with Treatment. Whilst we 
have no objection to the planning application, the operator will need to contact us to discuss 
what waste will be used in the incinerator in order that we can determine any implications 
for regulation of activities at the site. 
 
We are aware that there has previously been a fire on site. We would expect a Fire 
Prevention Plan to be produced, submitted and approved by the Environment Agency 
before any incineration operations commenced. 
 
We are aware of previous issues around odour generated from this site. This related to the 
storage of waste fines and waste described incorrectly as inert. We will continue to regulate 
the storage times of waste in the permitted area, to ensure compliance with storage times 
set in the environmental permit. 
 
We recommend a partial surrender of the permit for the area of the incinerator operations. it 
is highly likely the incineration operation will require an environmental permit which will be 
regulated by the Local Authority due to the quantities of waste planned on being 
incinerated. By surrendering this land from the Environmental Permit regulated by the 
Environment Agency it will avoid any confusion of the regulation of the incineration 
operation. 
 

d (ii) Odour  
. 
There have been concerns expressed about odour and dust and poor running of the site.  There 
were large piles of material in contravention of planning conditions but now resolved the applicant 
worked with the Environment Agency and the Council to resolve this through the removal of the 
stock piles. The current proposal forms part of that process and is aimed at making the site more 
efficient, reducing the amount of stored material and reducing traffic movements in and out.   
 
In relation to odour the applicant has identified that the SWIP is a sealed system and emissions 
are only through the stack and the thermal processing building would be monitored and be at 
negative pressure with air being drawn into the SWIP by a fan. The applicant also highlights that 
the majority of odours associated with waste processes are reduced compounds for eg hydrogen 
sulphide, ammonia and amines, with combustion resulting in oxidisation of any odours into low or 
no odorous chemicals eg water, oxides of nitrogen and sulphur and carbon dioxide emitted fro m 
the stack.  The reduction in residual wastes reduces the potential for odours. 
 
The Head of Housing Environment Service Lead response to odour  is as follows: 
 

38. Odour is considered in the Planning Practice Guidance on air quality. An odour assessment 

has been submitted with the application (Section 8 of Volume 1 of the Environmental Statement). 

Essentially the following sources of odour are considered: Emissions from the incinerator stack, 

Emissions from the stockpile of material awaiting incineration and Emissions from soil and 

aggregates to be dried using the recovered heat. 

39.  The first source is discounted because an environmental permit will require the incineration 

process to operate at such a high temperature that should destroy odour components.  The 

permit would also specify the waste types that could be incinerated, emission limits for pollutants, 

and a requirement not to cause harm or annoyance due to odour.  
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40. The second source is discounted because the whole process will fall under control of an 

environmental permit. Stockpiles of residual wastes will fall from 120 tonnes kept for an average 

of 2½ days to 20 tonnes kept for an average ½ day. The incinerator building will be kept under 

negative pressure, with any odorised air within the building used as combustion air, again 

effectively destroying any odorous components.  

41. The third source of emissions considered is from the drying of the soils etc using recovered 

heat. Heat transfer from the incinerator to the dryer will be by a steam and heat exchanger, with 

no potential for odour release. The Non-Technical Summary states that the drier is a sealed 

moving belt unit, typical of that used in the waste and agricultural waste management sector. 

Environmental Health has no experience of such units. The applicant accepts that whilst the 

drying process has the potential to generate odours the soils and aggregates to be dried have a 

low odour potential, and so there would only be a negligible odour impact. This reflects that the 

applicant can reject any material brought to site unsuitable for recycling and he has operational 

control over what ‘inert soils’ are dried, so as to minimise odour generation. It also reflects his use 

of modelling insofar as any odours generated might further dissipate before reaching sensitive 

receptors (Paragraph 8.18, of Environmental Statement).   

42. The applicant admits to previous problems of odours from external storage of soils containing 

organic wastes, but reports that there have been no problems subsequent to monitoring by the 

Environment Agency in March 2016. Environmental Health normally responds to complaints 

about odours from these premises very quickly. Excluding the fire of January 2017 Environmental 

Health can advise that it has received 10 complaints about odour between May 2016 and May 

2017. We have attributed the source of some odours to another premise within the valley. We are 

aware of a fire on the premises in August 2016 but otherwise we have not proven a connection 

between these complaints and the application site. The Environment Agency will need to 

consider the proposed drier under its environmental permit. Paragraph 122 of the NPPF assumes 

that operational controls will apply and we note that the Environment Agency raises no objection 

to the application.   

The odour as a result of the proposal is on balance considered to be at acceptable levels and 

compliance with RCUDP policies and NPPF  

d (iii) Dust 
 
The applicant highlights methods to deal with any aribourne dust includes dust suppression with 
water, sheeted vehicles where necessary and not working during windy conditions as relevant.  
Also regular site inspections including the perimeter area. 
 
The applicant has identified in the ES that the construction effects of the proposal would be 
managed through the development of a project and site specific Construction Environmental 
Management Plan (CEMP) in liaison with the Local Planning Authority.  It would outline actual 
methods for contractor and general public liaison, hours of work, methods to deal complaints and 
outline management practices to control dust, traffic, access, waste, water resources, ensuring a 
high level of control throughout the construction works. It is considered that a condition could be 
imposed reflect this and would assist in minimising the potential for any adverse effects. 
 
Subject to conditions proposal is not considered to generate adverse amounts of dust and 
complies with WM9. 
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The Air Quality issues below deal further with this. 
 
d (iv) Emissions and Air Quality 
 
Clearly, the proposed SWIP includes incineration. For completeness, there is associated  
application to vary this condition (17/00114/VAR) for consideration at this Planning Committee and 
needs to be considered  in conjunction with this application.  
 
Concerns have been raised by objectors that the emissions will not conform to regulations. The 
applicant has provided information through the Air Quality Assessment and the Environmental 
Impact Assessment. The applicant has highlighted that the residual waste from the existing  
recycling building is taken to the SWIP processing shed and fed into the hopper then the 
combustion chamber.  This has an air tight feed mechanism and has an 8 – 12 hour capacity and 
allows overnight operations with the roller shutter doors closed. Thermal heat generates bottom 
ash which is removed. The thermal treatment plant according to the applicant complies with 
Industrial Emissions Directive (IED). Flue gases exit the heat exchanger at approximately 1300  ºC  
and discharged at 150 ºC.  The saturated steam and heat is used for electrical generation. Heat is 
also transferred along underground pipes to drying areas to the rear of the recycling building to 
heat any inert spoils.  Ceramic filtration plant and injection of lime bases sorbent and activated 
carbon powder are use to achieve acid gas neutralisation, the metals are removed and there is 
particulate emission control.  Particulates are controlled and monitored. It is estimated it will 
generate 250 KWe of electricity.   
 
An Environmental Permit has not been submitted to the Council as yet.  If one is submitted, 
emissions from the plant will also be assessed by the Council through the Environmental 
Permitting regime..  
 
The applicant has highlighted that the proposed use would facilitate faster throughput within the 
site and also mitigate any dis-amenity problems.. 
 
In relation to health issues Public Health England (PHE) have consulted and a summary of their 
response is as follows: 
 

The Health Protection Agency (HPA) was a precursor body to PHE.The Service lead for 
Housing and Environment has been consulted with regard to impacts on residential amenity 
including air quality, pollution and health issues it reviewed research to examine links 
between emissions from municipal waste incinerators and effects on health and the study 
concluded: 
 
 Whilst it is not possible to rule out adverse health effects from modern well regulated 
municipal waste incinerators with complete certainty, any potential damage to the health of 
those living close by is likely to be very small if detectable.  This view is based detailed 
assessments of the effects of air pollutants on health and the fact that modern and well 
managed municipal waste incinerators make only a very small contribution to local 
concentrations of air pollutants. 
 
The proposal consists of a single waste incineration plant with a stated capacity of less than 
3 tonnes.  This meets the legislative definition of a SWIP, which by definition has a 
processing capacity of hazardous waste of less than 10 tonnes per day and non hazardous 
waste of less than 3 tonnes per hour 9equivalent to 72 tonnes per day).    
 
The permit will set out strict operating requirements which must be complied with to protect 
the environment and public health.  The permit application will have to demonstrate threat 
the proposed plant will use Best Available techniques (BAT) in order to control emissions. 
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PHE will request further information at the environmental permitting stage if it believes this 
is necessary to be able to fully assess the likely public health impacts.  
 
It highlights that emissions from the SWIP have been modelled using appropriate software 
and background data. The modelling is based on the 12m high strack height ; the height of 
the stack influences the dispersion of emission from it so changes to the stack height may 
influence the air quality impact of the installation. 

 
Housing and Environment Service Lead comments are as follows: 
 
10. An air quality management area (AQMA) exists some 700m north of the application site, 
because of the exceedance of the annual mean air quality objective (AQO) for NO2.  There are 
areas of standing traffic along the highway.  
 

11. There is good argument to assume that the levels of NO2 faced by receptors is lower here 

than in the AQMA and that current air quality here is acceptable.  

12. The average 24-hour mean level of PM10 in the AQMA is measured and found to be below 

the AQO.  PM2.5 is not an AQO but is measured at Salterhebble Hill and Hebden Bridge, where it 

does not exceed the EU Limit Value. We estimate the roadside PM2.5 concentration at Sowerby 

Bridge to be below the EU limit value.  

13. A new dataset based on 2013 data, was released in 2016 for  background concentrations of 

NO2 for receptors close to the application site, Environmental Health’s projection for the year 

2017 is 12.3μgm-3 west of the application site, 13.1μgm-3 east of it and 14.1μgm-3 north of it 

(rising to 16.1μgm-3 in part of the AQMA). Such difference increases the level of conservancy in 

the applicant’s calculations as to the impact of emissions from the SWIP.  

15. All models are only tools to produce estimates. The only guidance is that they should be fit for 

purpose and based on established science; statutory guidance does not instruct the use of any 

particular model.  ‘AERMOD 7’ was developed for the USEPA and uses meteorological data to 

estimate the dispersion of emissions. The applicant has used data from Leeds-Bradford Airport at 

25km distant when Bingley is closer at 12.5km, but there is nothing to say that LBA does not 

capture the overlying weather pattern.  Models such as AERMOD 7 account for local influences, 

e.g. Belmont’s valley location, by taking the local topography into account to give an estimate of 

emissions at local receptors.  

16. The applicant has quoted emission concentrations in his modelling along with mass emission 

rates, and assumed that the IED concentration emission limits will be met.   

17. The applicant has made assumptions in his modelling without explaining the basis for them. 

This does not necessarily mean that the assumptions are ‘wrong’ but it is good practice to do 

justify why they are made to support the modelled outcomes.  

Paragraphs 18, 20, 21, 22 and 26 relate to the AQMA. 

27. Current local air quality is adequately described. The major influencing factor is road vehicle 

emissions. Within most of the Sowerby Bridge AQMA annual mean NO2 concentrations still do not 

meet the AQO. That situation will likely persist until such time as road vehicle emissions improve. It 

is not clear how the applicant has derived the background concentrations of NO2 used in his air 

quality assessment, but the derived concentration gives a degree of conservancy.   
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The applicant concludes the impact on air quality will be insignificant and he refers to guidance 

from Environmental Protection UK [EPUK] to support this. Environmental Health may question 

this, but equally we cannot find evidence pointing to a significant adverse change. The 

Environment Agency, Natural England and Public Health England have considered the same 

information as has Environmental Health and not raised concern. Such clarity of outcome (for 

Environmental Health, and separately noted by Public Health England) might only follow from an 

application for an environmental permit and lends to the approach of paragraph 122 of the NPPF, 

which says that the planning and pollution control regimes are complimentary.  

Environmental Health knows of nothing identifying a potential (harmful) increase in exposure to 
poor air quality. The applicant’s case regarding impact in the AQMA due to fewer vehicle miles 
being travelled to landfill sites is uncertain. In our view the worst case is that there would be no 
beneficial change whatsoever if vehicles are presently not travelling through the AQMA. The best 
case is that there would be some benefit, albeit an uncalculated one  However, there is nothing to 
suggest that impacts would be so significant as to require a new AQMA to be declared or to 
suggest another air quality standard would be breached near the application site as a result of 
this development. 
 
The condition relating to burning can be amended save the operation of the SWIP. 
 
In conclusion  to emissions and air quality issues, on balance the proposal is not considered to 
cause adverse health issues and meets policy WM9 and the NPPF. An amendment to the 
Environment Agency Environmental Permit is required and an Environmental Permit from the 
Council is also required and these deal with the more technical aspects of incineration. 

 
d (v)Noise and disturbance 
 
It is proposed that the SWIP and related plant would be operational for 24 hours 5 days per week. 
The recycling section including the activities in the recycling shed will operate under the existing 
planning condition and operate between 07.00 to 18.00 Mondays to Fridays and from 08.00 to 
14.00 on Saturdays and no working on Sundays and Bank Holidays. 
 
A noise report has been submitted and concludes that given the existing background noise and the 
fact that the SWIP will operate with the doors closed, especially at night, when background levels 
are low, that there will be no adverse noise or disturbance effects to nearby residents.  The 
adjacent recycling plant will not be operating outside the above hours.  
 
The existing condition above can be amended to reflect the operation of the SWIP for 24 hours 
between Monday to Friday but between after 00.00 and 07.00 and 18.00 and 24.00 all of the roller 
shutter doors should be closed, except in emergencies. Furthermore, no operations should be 
carried out outside building during these sensitive times. The applicant has applied for 120 hours 
worth of incineration and that can be taken up Monday to Friday and their assessments are made 
on that basis. It is therefore considered appropriate to condition out the use of the SWIP on 
Saturdays. The site can operate for recycling activities on Saturday between 08.00 and 14.00, but 
not on Sundays and Bank or Statutory Holidays.   
 
This application does not relate to condition 4 of the extant permission, which requires that a noise 
management scheme be submitted to ensure  noise emitted from the site shall not exceed 40dB 
Laeq (1 hour) at any time outside the hours of between 0700 and 1900. The noise report submitted 
with the application demonstrates that these noise levels will not be exceeded and this is dealt with 
in the report for application 17/00113/WAM. However, the proposed operating hours may have 
implications for nearby residents.  
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The Service Lead for Housing and Renewal comments are as follows: 
 

28. Paragraphs 109 and 120 of the NPPF set policy in terms of unacceptable risks of new 

development contributing to, or existing development suffering from, unacceptable levels of noise 

pollution. Paragraph 120 extends to taking account of cumulative effects when considering if new 

development is appropriate for the area. Paragraph 122 sets the focus of planning control and 

the distinction between it and pollution control.  

29. Paragraph 123 of the NPPF is specifically concerned with noise, and considers the 

significance of adverse impacts on health and quality of life as a result of new development. It 

relates to the concept of observed ‘adverse effects levels’ set out in the Noise Policy Statement 

for England [NPSE]. Environmental Health has considered the potential for additional noise, or 

noise of a different character.  

30. The Planning Practice Guidance on Noise (2014) sets out how this policy may be satisfied by 

considering: whether or not a significant adverse effect is occurring or likely to occur; whether or 

not an adverse effect is occurring or likely to occur; and whether or not a good standard of 

amenity can be achieved. 

31. In respect of the current situation the application site is an existing waste management facility 

and lies close to the A58 Rochdale Road.   Vehicle movements, loading and unloading, chain 

noise and noise from skips are all features of the current site operation. Restrictions on boundary 

noise levels and site operating hours are set out in permission 04/02712/FUL. This part of the 

Ryburn Valley contains industrial operations, some of which presently operate at night, including 

one which has been subject to complaints about noise at night. There is a small amount of 

residential development in vicinity of the application site. Most of the residential property lies 

close to the A58 including some houses opposite the site access. More isolated dwellings are set 

back and higher up on the hillsides. 

32. Environmental Health has made several sound measurements in the area in daytime.  The 

ambient noise included road traffic (which was dominant) and sound from various industrial 

installations in the area and overflying aircraft. Further removed from the application site birdsong 

and wind gusts are noticeable. Most noise from the application site appears as brief albeit regular 

events, e.g. vehicle movements, skip unloading, chains clanking, HGV reversing beacons etc. 

The ambient levels we have measured are generally not dissimilar to those reported in Table 3.2 

and Appendix B of the applicant’s submitted noise assessment. Appendix B suggests that a 3 

day period of measurement shows a noise level that was dominated by traffic noise. We note the 

boundary noise levels set for current site operations by permission condition 4 of 04/02712/FUL. 

One part of the site boundary follows the river Ryburn.  Any verification of sound levels at the 

boundary presents challenges. Environmental Health has received a number of complaints about 

noise due to activities at the site. They relate either to defective equipment in need of repair, or to 

complaints about activity outside of permitted operational hours, or sometimes to noise from 

vehicles on the highway.  

33. Environmental Health did not consider they constituted a statutory nuisance and did not take 

any enforcement action in connection with the complaints. The Environment Agency received 

three reports of noise in July 2016 which it considered against the environmental permit applying 

to current site operations. The Agency does not routinely notify Environmental Health of 

complaints and we are not aware of any enforcement action taken in connection with any 
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complaints it has received. We do note that the Environment Agency has not objected to this 

application. 

34. The applicant’s noise and vibration assessment forms Appendix 9 of the Environmental 

Statement.  Construction phase noise is not considered in the assessment but would only be 

temporary. Environmental Health does not normally comment on construction noise in the 

planning context unless it would constitute a potential to unreasonably disrupt nearby residents 

over a significantly long period; otherwise complaints would be dealt with under other legislation.  

The site is to operate 24 hours a day for five days per week (see 17/00114/VAR). In daytime 

(current operational hours of 7am to 6pm) there would be the additional noise from the incinerator 

building and the drier, together with the servicing of those facilities, but with less vehicle 

movements needed to take waste off site to landfill.  On weekday evenings and on weekday 

nights the incinerator building would represent a new sound source.   

35.It should be borne in mind that the application is not for a named make and model of SWIP or 

drier. The only criteria stated are in Table 4.1, which sets out maximum noise levels at octave 

band frequencies.  Any plant and equipment not exceeding these noise levels could therefore be 

considered. 

36. The applicant’s noise assessment refers to BS4142: 2014. However that standard supports 

that the measurement process / assessment be well documented. The applicant asserts that the 

noise impact would be ‘low adverse’ at the two measurement locations. Our observations relate 

to  

a) the background noise level, as denoted by the L90 value.  In accordance with BS4142:2014 it is 

not the lowest background noise level which is considered, but the most representative value.  

Ambient noise levels fluctuate, sometimes markedly. On the three nights of the applicant’s noise 

survey we calculate that the representative background noise level was 45dB(A) on the 

Thursday/Friday night, but only 37dB(A) on the Friday/ Saturday and Saturday/ Sunday nights.  

b)  Within the building it is not clear what the ‘noise levels’ quoted for the equipment (paragraph 

4.1 and Table 4.1 of the report) represent.  The report refers to ‘reverberant sound levels’ 

(paragraph 4.9) and the applicant has subsequently described them as ‘reverberant sound 

pressure levels’. We do not know how these were calculated.  Normally Environmental Health 

would expect the sound levels of equipment to be reported as sound power levels which avoids 

this, or for the calculation of the reverberant sound pressure levels (which depend on the acoustic 

properties of the enclosing building) to be set out clearly.  The influence of structures such as 

flues and panels, which can amplify and radiate transmitted vibrational energy as noise, does not 

seem to have been accounted for, and mechanical isolation of the flue from the building cladding 

may need to be addressed.  Fluids in pipework can produce noise but this is not discussed in the 

report. 

c) There are noise sources outside the building. We note the sound pressure level quoted for the 

drier and the distance between it and receptors. However noise radiation from the stack does not 

appear to have been assessed.  We have made certain assumptions of the noise emitted from 

the stack. If the stack emits noise at 81.7dB(A) as might be suggested by Table 4.2 then 

attenuating that noise over 115m (the distance to closest receptors on Rochdale Road) and 

adding it to the noise impact from the incinerator building would give a combined impact of 

approximately 41dB(A). An excess of noise from the development over the background level at a 
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receptor of +5dB would be considered an adverse effect, and of +10dB a significant adverse 

effect.  The background sound levels on Friday/Saturday and Saturday/Sunday nights fall to an 

approximate representative value of 37dB(A), so the rating is +4dB(A) in these night-time 

periods.  

 d) Audible alarms have the potential to cause intrusive noise at unsocial times.  The noise 

assessment does not discuss these and their cumulative impact at receptors is not presented in a 

way that allows assumptions and calculations to be checked.   

e) The report concludes that the cumulative effect of the SWIP and ancillary equipment together 

with the external drier and the existing activities at the site will not produce noise which breaches 

the noise limits set in permission 04/02712. It does not set out a calculation of the sound levels at 

the site boundary to support this. We have questioned above if certain equipment has been taken 

into account in the assessment. We also have noted that one part of the boundary follows the 

river Ryburn and presents challenges to verification of the boundary noise levels.   

37. The NPPF as qualified by the PPG asks what the risk is of adverse or significantly adverse 

noise impacts.  In the daytime (current operational hours) the background noise levels are high 

enough such that the likely noise from the development does not cause Environmental Health 

concern, despite some noise sources not being fully described. However as traffic declines later 

in the day the background noise level falls. Safety alarms etc can be set up in such a way as to 

avoid unnecessary disturbance off-site.  Allowing for distance attenuation to receptors we do not 

anticipate that impacts would exceed the lowest observable adverse effects level descriptor 

[LOAEL]. Planning conditions would be appropriate to address the matter concerning safety 

alarms.   

In conclusion it is considered that the noise emitted from the site would not cause adverse effects 
to local residents and is dealt with under 17/00112/WAM and conditions are suggested to deal 
with the recycling activities to day time.  The proposal complies with WM9 and the NPPF. 

 
The conclusion of consultation response to 17/00113/WAM and 17/00114/VAR is as 
follows: 
 
44. The applicant’s submission identifies the overall criteria (summarised at paragraph 2 above) 

for the proposed installation. We have noted the extent of information made available in the 

application. To bring about the development an environmental permit will be needed. That will 

require the applicant to set out exactly what he intends to do, thus clarifying less-clear information 

in this planning application.  We argue that this lends to the approach of paragraph 122 of NPPF 

which asserts that the planning and pollution control systems, although separate, are 

complementary.   

 45. Environmental Health does not object to application 17/00113 or 17/00114.  We note that 

neither have the Environment Agency, Natural England nor Public Health England objected to 

these applications.   Should permission be granted we recommend that the following condition be 

applied:  

No audible warning alarm for operations within the incinerator building should be observed 

outside the boundary of the site.  
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It is considered that the condition can be varied to reflect the operation of the SWIP  Mondays to 
Fridays for 24 hours. The recycling activities will be restricted to 07.00 to 18.00 on Monday to 
Fridays and 08.00 to 14.00 on Saturdays and no working during Sundays and Bank Holidays. The 
SWIP will work after 18.00  when the doors are closed, save for any emergency reasons. No 
Saturday working of the SWIP is considered appropriate. Proposed conditions will reflect this.  The 
report for application 17/00113/WAM deals with operations taking place external to the building.  
 
It is considered that the condition relating to burning can be amended to reflect the SWIP 
operation, but a condition preventing no open burning is proposed. 
 
On balance, the variation of the conditions and the removal of the burning condition is acceptable. 
 
The variation of the conditions will meet RCUDP policy EP8 WM9 and NPPW and NPPF. 
 
e) Highway Considerations 
 
Policy BE5 refers to the design and layout of highways and accesses and seeks to ensure the safe 
and free flow of traffic.  
 
Section 4 of the NPPF promoting sustainable transport highlights in paragraph 30 that 
encouragement should be given to solutions which support reductions in greenhouse gas 
emissions and reduce congestion.  Paragraph 32 states: 
 

Development should only be prevented or refused on transport grounds where the residual 
cumulative impacts of development are severe. 

 
Rochdale Road is a main road and the access to the site was brought up to requirements through 
the original permission.  Parking is provided within the site for staff vehicles and there is sufficient 
space for large vehicles to access the site, turn around and leave the site in forward gear.  
 
The applicant has highlighted that proposal will replace the existing practice of loading 
approximately 16 articulated HGVs per week to transport residual waste to landfill, as far afield as 
North Yorkshire, Tyne and Wear and Northumberland involving return journeys of around 260 
miles for each load and this is not sustainable.  There is an estimated reduction of 1 600 HGV 
movements from and to the subject site involving around 208 000 miles per annum equating to a 
reduction of 83.6 tonnes of Carbon Dioxide per annum.  The applicant also highlights it is 
sustainable because it removes around 8 000 - 10 000 tonnes of non-recyclable residual waste per 
annum from the local and strategic road network. Also that the drying of inert wastes would reduce 
weight to the extent of 3 000 tonnes per annum and reducing still further outgoing HGV traffic 
generation in comparison to the current situation. 
 
The applicant has confirmed that it will not bring material into the incinerator for the sole purpose of 
disposal. The only material which will go through the incinerator is that which is already brought to 
the site. The existing vehicle movements are restricted by planning conditions attached to the 
original approval 04/02712/FUL which was varied by 06/01777/VAR and states: 
 

Unless otherwise agreed in writing by the local planning authority, the maximum number of 
movements by vehicles with a gross plated weight of more than 3.5 tonnes shall not exceed 
120 (ie 60 movements into the site and 60 movements out) per day. 
 

There is no proposal for consideration to increase the number of vehicle movements. Concerns 
have been raised by objectors that these vehicle movements may have been restricted and no 
formal action has been taken.  A traffic count by Tracis – Traffic Data Services was commissioned 
during consideration of this application in order to provide a sample of vehicle movements across a 
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one week period.  In order to avoid any possible manipulation, the applicant was not made aware 
of the data collection, but has been made aware of the results. The count took place in July 2017. 
It generally shows that the vehicle movements are in accordance with the conditions.  The 
applicant has highlighted that during the traffic count the number of journeys equates to an 
average of 100 journeys per working day, within the 120 which are permitted.  
 
A public right of way passes through the site as a whole. Some objectors have mentioned the 
impact on this of the site currently. While traffic movements within the site will cross the path en 
route to the extended shed, the situation would be no different to that already in play as the shed is 
already used for storage of material. The footway is clearly marked and appropriate signage in 
place. The proposal site itself will be briefly visible to walkers as they pass but the site as a whole 
has had a B2 use on it for many years – since long before the recycling centre was established. 
Views from the footpath therefore have always had a similar character. 
 
The Highway Network Manager has been consulted and has responded as follows: 
 

This application is unlikely to have any detrimental effect upon the highway network. There 
are no objections to this application as submitted. 

 
The proposal is considered to be acceptable in transport terms and will assist in reducing the 
overall numbers of vehicle movements in and around Sowerby Bridge and also the wider area. 
This issue is dealt with in the report for application 17/00113/WAM and conditions are suggested 
to deal with traffic movements. 
 
7. Other Issues raised 
 
Concerns have been raised by residents regarding the fire in 2017.  The West Yorkshire Fire 
Authority was consulted.  They have no adverse comments to make regarding the application. 
 
The devaluation of property as a result of development is not a planning matter for consideration.  
However, the planning matters have been assessed above. 
 
Human Rights Legislation.  Residents are concerned that the proposal will result in loss of Human 
Rights. The planning application has been publicised and residents are afforded an opportunity to 
proved comments on the proposal.  Careful consideration has been given to al aspects of the 
proposal and its possible effects on living conditions.  Whilst it is acknowledged that residents have 
their own views, it is considered that the right to life has not been compromised. 
 
8. Cumulative Impacts 
 
The Screening Opinion by the Secretary of State concluded that there was insufficient information 
to conclude that there would not be cumulative effects arising from the proposal. Information has 
been submitted, including that provided in the ES, and deals with all possible effects of the 
development.  The applicant concludes that there are no residual adverse effects on hydrology, 
drainage and flood risk.  It also concludes that there are no adverse effects on the amenity and 
health of residents in particular in relation to the development programme, air quality, odour, noise 
and vibration, as a result of the mitigation measures which would be in place and type of 
development.  
 
Objectors have raised concerns that there would also be cumulative effects from the SWIP at the 
Mearclough Road site in Sowerby Bridge, some 1.5 miles away.  Although there is a current 
Environmental Permit application, by the same company,  under consideration for the Mearclough 
Road site, no decision has been made.  Furthermore, it has been agreed by the Council and the 
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applicant that planning permission would be required for a SWIP, no planning application has 
been submitted.  Consideration of cumulative impacts of tow SWIPS cannot therefore take place. 
 
It is considered that any cumulative impacts of the proposal on the site subject to this application, 
with the mitigation measures in place, on balance are not considered to be adverse. 
 
9. Balance of Considerations 
 
The planning application primarily deals with land use planning matters and other permitting 
regimes deal with the emissions and provide additional controls.  It is appreciated that the proposal 
has attracted a considerable amount of public concern, especially in relation to noise, disturbance, 
emissions, air quality and overall concern for the short and long term health of residents. These 
are considered to be material planning considerations and have been dealt with above.  Whilst 
concerns are recognised, the proposal does involve an energy recovery operation at an existing 
recycling centre on a previously developed site.  It includes mitigation measures to reduce any 
serious harm to the environment and health and planning conditions will assist with this.  It is 
considered that it reduce the amount of material which otherwise would go to Land Fill sites, 
reduce overall vehicular movements.  The applicant will continue to recycle as much of the 
material as possible.  The cumulative impacts identified are not considered to be excessive and on 
balance, the proposal is considered to be acceptable. 
 
CONCLUSION 
 
The proposal is considered to be acceptable subject to the conditions specified below. The 
recommendation of mindful to permit (subject to call in by the Secretary of State) has been 
made because the development is in accordance with the policies and proposals in the 
Replacement Calderdale Unitary Development Plan, National Planning Policy for Waste and 
National Planning Policy Framework set out in the ‘Key Policy Context’ section above and 
there are no material considerations to outweigh the presumption in favour of such 
development. 
 
 
Richard Seaman 
For and on Behalf of 
Director of Economy and Environment 
 
Date: 6 December 2017      

 
Further Information 
 
Should you have any queries in respect of this application report, please contact in the first 
instance:- 
 
Anne Markwell (Case Officer) on 01422 392228 or Richard Seaman (Lead Officer) on 01422 
392241. 
 
 
Conditions  
 
1. The operation of the Small Waste Incinerator Plant (SWIP) shall only operate for 24 

hours on Monday to Friday, but during the hours between 00.00 and 07.00, and 
between 18.00 and 24.00 the SWIP shall only operate when all of the roller shutter 
doors in the building are closed, except in emergencies. 
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2. No activities including vehicular or skip movements shall take place outside the 
building which contains the SWIP  on Monday to Friday between the hours of 00.00 
and 07.00, and between 18.00 and 24.00. 

 
3. The SWIP shall not operate on Saturdays. 
 
4. Notwithstanding conditions 1 and 2  above the SWIP  shall not operate on Sundays, 

Bank Holidays or Statutory Holidays. 
 
5. Except for the operation of the SWIP in accordance with the conditions attached to 

this permission, there shall be no open burning on the site at any time. 
 
Reasons  
 
1. In the interests of protecting amenity of residents and to ensure compliance with the 

Replacement Unitary Development Plan policies EP8 and WM9. 
 
2. In the interests of protecting amenity of residents and to ensure compliance with the 

Replacement Unitary Development Plan policies EP8 and WM9. 
 
3. In the interests of protecting amenity of residents and to ensure compliance with the 

Replacement Unitary Development Plan policies EP8 and WM9. 
 
 
4. In the interests of protecting amenity of residents and to ensure compliance with the 

Replacement Unitary Development Plan policies EP8 and WM9. 
 
 
5. In the interests of protecting amenity of residents and to ensure compliance with the 

Replacement Unitary Development Plan policies EP8 and WM9. 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


