Press Comment from Bridgend, Gannochy & Kinnoull Community Council

Our view has always been that both the Outline Consent granted by Perth & Kinroos Council in March 2006 and the current Reserved Matters application are flawed.

The supporting papers for the outline consent were clear in that Holden was looking for the opportunity “to extract from the existing and established waste stream the high calorific wastes that are not suitable for recycling and utilise them as feedstock for thermal generation.”  Consequently, only a proportion of the 20,000 tonnes per annum throughput would be incinerated estimated at 5,000 tonnes per annum.

For Grundon now to make a Reserved Matters application for a 90,000 tonne per annum incinerator cannot be a “follow on” from the Outline Consent.  We have stated this in our objection and in correspondence with the Legal Department of Perth & Kinross Council.

Brian Raine, Chairman of the Community Council said “What’s happening is a mockery of the planning system.  It’s like someone getting outline consent for a bungalow and then applying to build a multi storey block for flats claiming it’s still a residential development.  Perth & Kinross Council should throw out this Reserved Matters application.
We also cannot understand how Outline Consent was granted in the first instance.  A few weeks ago, Jim Irons in this paper said there were no objections.  That is incorrect.  SEPA, the government body responsible for the regulation of  waste plants objected saying there was insufficient information on which to determine the application. The planning department decided to IGNORE that objection.   In addition, PKC’s own guidelines say that outline applications MUST be in enough detail to indicate the size and form of the development.  As this did not happen, this application is improper and invalid and should be revoked by the Council.

We cannot thank Pete Wishart enough for his unstinting support in objecting to this monstrous incinerator and we fully support his efforts.”
Briefing Note on Energy from Waste Plant proposed for Shore Road, Perth
History – For many years Douglas Holden t/a  Holden Environmental has operated a skip hire and waste transfer station (WTS) out of the yard and premises in Shore Road, Perth on land owned by PKC (Common Good Fund).  He also owns the land next door. Although the WTS is licensed by SEPA for an intake of 74,999 tonnes per annum, the actual throughput has been in the region of 20,000 tpa.  Holden separates the waste from the skips into recyclable, which are sold, and land fills the residual.

On 21st December 2005, Holden applied to PKC for an upgrade of the existing waste recycling centre to include a waste to energy facility.  Accompanying this statement was a 5 page supporting document which on page 4 states the opportunity to be “to extract from the existing and established waste stream the high calorific wastes that are not suitable for recycling and utilise them as feedstock for thermal generation.”  Consequently, only a proportion of the 20,000 tpa throughput would be incinerated estimated at 5,000 tpa.
The applicant did not provide any details of the scale or mass of the proposed development nor did PKC ask them for this detail contrary to their own rules for the submission of outline planning applications.
SEPA, as a statutory consultee, objected saying that there was insufficient information in the application to determine the proposal.  No other statutory consultees were asked to comment.
In spite of SEPA’s objection, PKC approved the application on 9th March 2006 by the delegated authority of the planning officer and accordingly, it was never considered by the Development Control Committee.

2007 – PKC approve a 60,000 tpa Energy from Waste plant at Binn Farm which is near Perth.  Binn Farm currently has a contract with PKC for landfill and the economic justification for this plant was that it met the incineration needs for municipal waste of the Perth & Kinross district.
2008 – In 2008, there was correspondence between PKC and a company called Grundon (the business relationship between them and Holden is not known) in respect of submitting a detailed application for a waste from energy plant.  It is clear from the correspondence that PKC were surprised at the proposed scale of the detailed submission.  However, PKC’s Head of Planning tried to calm fears and wrote to John Park MSP on 3rd November 2008 – “Grundon have been advised that the terms of the outline consent (with reference to the supporting statement) are quite specific and any material departure would mean a subsequent application would need to be considered afresh as a full application rather than as a “reserved matters”.  The scale of the operation approved in principle was deemed to reflect the original applicant’s limited objective of extracting energy from the “existing and established waste stream”.
In late 2008, PKC decided that an Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) was required and a scoping report was sent to a wide range of bodies.  This report does not indicate the scale of the proposed development.

2009 – In early March 2009, Grundon submit an application for an energy from waste plant under “Reserved Matters”.  The building will be 100 feet high (ie about 13 storeys) and the stack will be 250 feet high.  The quantity of waste to be incinerated is 90,000 tpa.
Actions taken by Bridgend, Gannochy & Kinnoull Community Council
1.  Arranged a public meeting at which Grundon put across their case.  PKC refused to send any officials and did not attend or engage.

2.  Sent in a detailed letter of objection

3.  Met with SEPA and replied to their response.  Their response was constrained by the fact that outline consent had been granted.  They failed to make any planning objections and in particular that according to their guidelines, the site is too small for a plant of 90,000 tpa.  They are to issue a clarifying letter to PKC
4.  Communicated with SNH and replied to their response which was “woolly” to say the least.  They claim they can onlyobject on visual and landscape appearance on developments of national importance or significance.  They are reviewing their comments.

5.  Met and wrote to the legal department of PKC following their legal advice which was that the supporting statement attached to the outline planning application did not form part of the consent and accordingly Grundon could apply for something which was materially different from the supporting statement.  This is completely at odds with the view of the Head of Planning in his letter to John Park MSP.  

We have challenged this legal view.  Alternatively we have put forward that a way out is a simple revocation or a judicial review.
We also pointed out to the legal department that PAN 81 – Community Engagement (in planning matters) has not been followed by PKC contrary to the legal requirements of this note.

What next – 

1.  PKC should refuse to process the “reserved matters” application and tell Grundon to submit a “full” application.  This would allow SEPA and SNH to be less constrained in their view of the principle.

2.  SEPA and SNH need to revise their inadequate responses to the detailed application

3.  Could the Scottish Government call in this application and would this be useful?

