PA Letter 4

When the Reporter refused Grundon’s Shore Road appeal, there were FOUR main areas where he felt that the proposal could impact negatively on the community:

1) Height of stack. This was well out of proportion to the development’s position in the city.

2) Massiveness of the building which was expressed as overdevelopment of the site.

3) Potential noise impact on the community. This had not been evaluated to the satisfaction of the Reporter.

4) Potential for bad odours. This again hadn’t been evaluated to the satisfaction of the Reporter.

Grundon’s new proposal has been skilfully designed to address three of these issues and thereby remove many of the obstacles to their gaining full planning permission. However, it is well worth taking a look at how these issues have been handled and how the resolution of each problem has introduced new problems.

1) The stacks are now substantially lower.

The consequence of this is that pollutants will concentrate close to the city centre. Even Grundon has recognised this in their Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA).

SEPA (and, it appears PKC) will leave the detailed evaluation of the consequences of the new stack height until after full consideration of the planning application. Each has suggested that this is something that could be evaluated at the permitting stage (after approval of the application).

It is fairly likely that Grundon’s lower stack will cause unacceptable pollution conditions given that they have not used local weather information AND that their own evaluations show that the pollution will be of “slight adverse significance.”

Should this outcome be reached, Grundon will have only three ways of correcting the problem:

· Increase the stack height 

· Increase the stack gas temperature

· Install clean up equipment on the stack gases.

Each of these solutions needs to be considered as part of the planning process.

The higher stack brings us back to one of the reasons the appeal was refused.

 Increasing the stack gas temperature significantly increases the carbon footprint per unit of electricity produced and could cause the proposal to be in breach of SEPA’s energy guidelines. And stack gas clean up involves the addition of large items of equipment (plus high cost) which will bring us back to overdevelopment of the site. These are all primary planning issues and must not be ignored at the front end of the planning process.

2) The massiveness of the building

This has been addressed by changing the technology from the burning of rubbish to the formation of high volumes of dangerous, toxic gases. An issue that needs to be addressed by HSE before detailed consideration can be given to Grundon’s application.

3) The potential for noise impact

Grundon has not found a way of addressing this issue.

The new proposal will be much noisier than the previous .Indeed, the noise levels could be such that they will result in sleep disturbance. Grundon, themselves admit this in their EIA.

It could be that the only potential solution to this problem would require a large, tree-covered buffer zone around the facility. This is not possible at the Shore Road location. Clearly this is an up-front issue that needs to be flushed out now!

4) The potential for odour problems

This has been partially addressed by avoiding the bulk storage of raw waste at the Shore Road site. Instead, waste will be prepared for the process at another site and transported to Shore Road. Strangely, Grundon make no mention of where this preparation site will be. Yet another strange omission in their planning application that PKC has not seen fit to challenge. 
However, there will still be four days storage of prepared waste at Shore Road. Should any of this material smell, there is no means of suppressing the smell other than by the use of deodorants.

Thus, overall, Grundon’s changes to make their proposal more acceptable have only served to make the proposals totally unacceptable on the Shore Road site.

Clearly, it is imperative that SEPA give full attention to the air quality, noise and odour issues as part of the planning review process. At this time there is no sign of SEPA acting proactively. Nor is PKC asking them to be proactive. This is very worrying since this development is clearly the wrong proposal in the wrong location. However, the ammunition to build a solid rejection case against this development is hidden in the technical detail. Sadly neither PKC nor SEPA appear to be prepared to look at, or question that detail until much later in the process. As always, PKC and SEPA will, between them, deliver too little, too late and the only losers will be the people of Perth.

Dave Beattie

Bridgend, Gannochy and Kinnoull Community Council

