Points to consider in your letter/email to the Surrey Planning Committee following the receipt of the planning application for the Incinerator at Trumps Green Farm
PROXIMITY

· Why has the incinerator site been selected when just 6 miles from  the Trumps Green Farm site there is an incinerator of 440,000mt p.a. capacity which is currently transporting municipal waste to fill capacity?

· Only 40% of waste comes from the 4 local boroughs so Trumps Green Farm cannot be near to the main sources of waste

· What about the Greenhouse gas impact of HGVs transporting waste from outside the immediate locality and removal of incinerated waste afterwards? A more central location would reduce such impact and limit pollution from additional traffic.

SITE SELECTION

· Why has the Wisley site been ignored despite being included in the waste plan? Given its central location, traffic access via M25/A3 and its prior airfield use it is much better placed to receive waste from major conurbations such as Epsom, Guildford and Kingston

· Why were only 2 sites selected out of a possible 80?

· What impact did the terms of Surrey County Council’s PFI contract have on the process?

· How was it that SCC entered into a contractual agreement to deliver sites for waste incineration in 1999 when the Waste Strategy was only adopted in May 2008?

· Had SCC pre-selected the Trumps Green Farm site well before adoption of the Waste Strategy by purchasing it from the Highways Agency in March 2007?

· Why has SCC referred to Trumps Green Farm and the Capel sites as “preferred”? Have all the other sites been automatically discounted without full investigation? How robust was the site selection process?

· Based on SCC’s recycling target of 60% by 2025, what will happen to approximately 140,000mt p.a. “surplus” waste if there are only 2 sites in the county?

HIGHWAY NETWORK

· The local highway network is clearly inadequate to absorb the thousand of extra HGV movements.

· There are no plans to improve the local highway network to cope with the additional traffic.

· Despite the showing of “designated routes” on the plans no monitoring of routes is proposed or practically feasible.

· There has been no cumulative impact study to include the proposed nearby development of the former DERA site for business park and/or residential use. An additional 2,500 dwellings, as suggested, would create many thousands of additiona; traffic movements to add to the HGVs.

· Trumps Green Farm fails the test of being well connected to the strategic highway network.

· The site cannot be described as being well located with regard to sources of waste if only 40% of the waste being dealt with is generated locally.

GREEN BELT

· Development on GREEN BELT sites is permitted only where “very special circumstances” exist. These “special circumstances” have not been proved.

· Documentation issued in connection with the site refers to it as “despoilt” and previously developed. This is not correct. SCC is on record as confirming that the site had been restored to its previous status as agricultural use in accordance with the planning conditions then applicable.

· Recent SITA/SCC vehicle activity on the site is hampering the natural recovery process

· The prior owners – Highways Agency – failed to restore the site adequately after temporary use during M3 construction but that, of itself, does not resuly in loss of GREEN BELT status.

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT

· Chobham Common is protected under the SPA and SAC Regulations. The Waste Strategy fails to prove that there is NOT likely to be a negative impact on the site through increase in NOx emissions.

· Cumulative build-up of NOx emissions from the M3 and proposed new departureroutes for aircraft from Heathrow may not have been considered

· Although prevailing winds are from the south west, significant annual wind variability gives rise to a likely impact on the Common.

· Incinerator emissions may produce significantimpact in adverse wind or weather conditions – such as temperature inversion.

· If in doubt on likely impacts it is necessary to apply the Precautionary Principle which would eliminate this site for incineration purposes.

· No PM2.5 particle emissions studies have been included when considering health impact on humans.

· There are no emergency plans in respect of e.g. fire on the site.

ECONOMICS AND GREENHOUSE GAS IMPACT 

· No economic case has been presented for the “energy from waste” claim.

· No impact study has been issued on the total greenhouse gas emissions arising from this facility and its associated additional transport requirements.

Letters should be sent after the planning application has been made and addressed to:

Ms Hilary Herbert





hilary.herbert@surreycc.gov.uk
Planning Manager

Surrey County Council

County Hall

Penrhyn Road

Kingston upon Thames

Surrey KT1 2DN

Copies to:
Mrs Angela Fraser DL, Chairman of Council


 angela.fraser@surreycc.gov.uk
Mr Nick Skellett, Leader and Chairman of Executive

n.skellett@surreycc.gov.uk
Dr. Richard Shaw, Chief Executive



richard.shaw@surreycc.gov.uk
Mr David Harmer, Executive Member, Environment

david.harmer@surreycc.gov.uk
Mrs Pat Frost, Chairman, Planning and Regulatory Committee pat.frost@surreycc.gov.uk
All at same address as Ms Hilary Herbert
