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Calder Valley Skip Hire application for an environmental permit to 
operate a small waste incineration plant at their Belmont site. 
Reference: S13/006 

Objection following Response to Request for Further Information 
Notice 

I object to an environmental permit being issued to allow the operation of a small waste incineration 

plant (SWIP) by Calder Valley Skip Hire (CVSH) at the Belmont site, Sowerby Bridge under application 

S13/006 and add the following to my previous objection which is included at the end of this document. 

a) Schedule 13 SWIP Permit Application, CVSH-R-JER1902-LD-SWIP-application-26-jan-2024.pdf, 

states within Background “The SWIP will process 1-2 tonnes per hour (tph) of refuse derived fuel 

(RDF) produced from the residual, non-recyclable fraction of the existing waste stream comprising 

primarily construction and demolition waste together with a smaller quantity of park waste…” Park 

waste has been added to the source of RDF in this document however planning permission 

defined by Appeal Decisions, CVSH-appeal-decisions-3205776-3205783.pdf, states at 4) “Only non-

recyclable waste derived from the onsite operations shall be used to fuel the SWIP hereby 

approved. No material shall be brought into the site at any time for incineration for the sole 

purpose of disposal.”  

The non-recyclable waste derived from the onsite operations means that which is not recovered 

for recycling purposes from the skip collections of the applicant’s business. The use of park waste 

as part of the RDF is therefore contrary to the planning permission. Also park waste is recyclable 

into compost and mulch for flower beds and chippings for paths and flower beds. 

b) Dust Management Plan, CVSH-200501-r-jer1902-lh-dust-management-plan-v2-r1.pdf, states at 

4.2.9 “The SWIP has been designed to be airtight” at 4.2.12 “Start-up procedures will include a 

visual check that the SWIP unit remains airtight” at 4.2.23 “Routine inspection of the SWIP will be 

undertaken to ensure it remains airtight.” However Schedule 13 SWIP Permit Application, CVSH-R-

JER1902-LD-SWIP-application-26-jan-2024.pdf, states under Air Pollution Control System “The 

furnace has been designed to ensure the combustion chamber is as airtight as practicable”. 

As airtight as practicable is not airtight as prescribed under the references in document Dust 

Management Plan, CVSH-200501-r-jer1902-lh-dust-management-plan-v2-r1.pdf 

c) Appeal Decisions, CVSH-appeal-decisions-3205776-3205783.pdf, states at 90 “Under the 

circumstances set out above, I consider that in order to be sure that the proposal can be regarded 

as other recovery, thereby driving the management of the associated waste up the Waste 

Hierarchy, it would be necessary to ensure that it would meet the requirements of the R1 energy 

efficiency index. The appellant has stated that it would be able to do so and to my mind this could 

be secured by condition. In my judgement, subject to condition, it is more likely than not that the 

SWIP would operate as an R1 facility.” and at “The SWIP shall be operated and maintained in 

accordance with the approved scheme to ensure that it continues to meet this R1 energy efficiency 

index and maintains Recovery status.” 
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I understand that the requirements of R1 specifically require that such an installation is regulated 

by the Environment Agency, [Document included below: R1 recovery operations, R1 status of 

incinerators dataset briefing.pdf] confirms that: 

To qualify the incinerator must be: 

 regulated by the Environment Agency. 

The circumstances that this installation would normally be under the threshold for regulation by 

the Environment Agency would seem to be superseded by the Planning Approval requirement for 

R1 status and the rules for installations requiring to be regulated by the Environment Agency when 

R1 status is required. 

This installation therefore should not be regulated by the Environment Department at Calderdale 

Council but by the Environment Agency. 

d) Arsenic is a cumulative poison and the application documents say there could be an elevated level 

of arsenic produced by the incinerator as an air pollutant together with a conclusion that it may be 

problematic but it can be sorted out once running. 

Whilst identifying that this may be problematic the Applicant then relies on typical breakdown of 

Arsenic from other incinerators without giving any concern to the fact that other incinerators may 

have a different composition of fuel, different residence times, different emission control systems 

etc and etc. 

Is this ‘good enough?’ and a reasonable approach given that it involves the safety of thousands of 

residents? 

e) Calderdale Council said on their website a consultation period was provided and stated “all 

comments will be considered that arrive before the closing date” they have also employed the 

services of who they say are specialists, Bureau Veritas UK Limited, to review the application.  

The closing date for the first period of consultation was the 1 April 2024 and the report produced 

by Bureau Veritas UK Limited, CVSH-air-quality-assessment-peer-review.pdf, was “Issued to Client” 

on the 20 March 2024 but not published on Calderdale Council’s website until 9 April 2024 so 

i) excluded any comments received during the consultation period from consideration by 

Bureau Veritas UK Limited and inclusion in their report 

ii) members of the public did not have sight of the report produced by Bureau Veritas UK 

Limited until after the closing date for the first period of consultation on the 1 April 2024 so 

were unable to comment on the contents at this time. 

f) Although the closing date for the first period of consultation was the 1 April 2024 Calderdale 

Council served a 'Request for Further Information Notice', CVSH-notice-request-further-

information-27-march-2024.pdf, on Calder Valley Skip Hire Ltd dated the 27 March 2024 so 

excluding any comments received during the consultation period from the process of requesting 

further information. 

g) Although the Applicant has commissioned a report, CVSH-small-waste-incineration-plant-nov-

2023.pdf, from Cambridge Environmental Research Consultants Ltd (CERC) to, in their view, 

address Inspector John Woolcock’s decision of 5th July 2023 [Document included below in April 

2024 objection: Decision Calderdale EPR603.pdf] and his opinion that the air quality modelling was 

not reliable with his comment at 37. “… I am not satisfied that reliance on such an approximation 

is adequate here. The trees/woodland are so close and so much higher than the 12 m high stack 
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that I consider a more detailed site-specific assessment would be required to properly assess the 

effects of the trees on the dispersion of emissions” they have not included Inspector John 

Woolcock’s decision of 5th July 2023 as a document within the documents submitted with the 

application. 

h) A Request for Further Information Notice has been issued by CMBC, CVSH-notice-request-further-

information-27-march-2024.pdf, and included the question “Additional information on the inputs 

for Ammonia, PCDs and Polyaromatic Hydrocarbons should be clarified as to whether the later 

version of the BAT reference document would lead to any changes in assumptions around 

modelling in the applicant’s air quality consultant’s opinion” the applicant has provided a 

response, CVSH-response-to-request-for-more-info-25Apr2024.pdf, that “The BAT conclusions do 

not apply to the development and the SWIP will meet the emission limits set out in the permit.” 

I believed following BAT was a standard and accepted methodology for the planning of and the 

operation of such installations. 

i) It would appear that the Council’s Officers have again failed to provide notifications to local 

resident and individuals who will be affected by, likely to be affected by, or with an interest in this 

application. 

In a straw poll carried out it appears only 10% of individuals who submitted a comment for the 1 

April 2024 deadline have received notification that a response has been received to the Request 

for Information Notice and a further 14 day consultation period is provided. 

I and others have objected at each and every stage of the application, appeal etc. and have once 

again not received any notification from the Officers of the latest information being made 

available or of the latest consultation period. I also note the Council have not posted any roadside 

notices in respect of this latest consultation period. Living within the immediate vicinity of the site 

I would hope to be notified. 

j) The incinerator proposed, which is said to have been installed at the location even prior to 

Planning Permission being granted and certainly before the application for an environmental 

Permit, is stated to be a INCINER8 i8-1000 with a capacity of 1,000kg per hour, CVSH-I8-1000-

general-incinerator.pdf. The application documents also include a report from SOLIDSOLUTIONS 

SOLIDWORKS Flow Simulation, CVSH-swip-cfd-flow-simulation-report-17-mar-2022.pdf, which 

states on page 9 “The size of these volumes has been guided by the instruction manual which 

recommends that the unit runs at 1/3 of capacity for optimal burn and to avoid flashing”. 

These burn rate specifications are greatly reduced from that submitted by RPS of a burn rate of 2 

tonnes per hour stated in Schedule 13 SWIP Permit Application, Schedule 13 SWIP Permit 

Application CVSH-R-JER1902-LD-SWIP-application-26-jan-2024.pdf, which states at 3.4.2 “The 

SWIP will operate at a RDF feed rate of up to 2 tonnes per hour with a maximum throughput of 

10,000 tonnes per annum (tpa)”. 

If the incinerator is being loaded quicker and therefore more throughput is attempted, the 

physical size of the internal working areas of the incinerator are unchanged. Clearly, an incinerator 

with a capacity of 1 tonne per hour being operated at 2 tonnes per hour would put severe stress 

on the burning process, quality of emissions and on the residence time which is stated as 2 

seconds by both the manufacture at their advertised throughput capacity of 1 tonne per hour and 

also by RPS Schedule 13 SWIP Permit Application, Schedule 13 SWIP Permit Application CVSH-R-
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JER1902-LD-SWIP-application-26-jan-2024.pdf, which states at 3.4.2 “The SWIP will operate at a 

RDF feed rate of up to 2 tonnes per hour...” 

At best the capacity should be limited to 2015 tonnes per year: 24 hours 5 days per week less eight 

bank holidays is 6048 hours at 1 tonne per hour adjusted by 1/3 “The size of these volumes has 

been guided by the instruction manual which recommends that the unit runs at 1/3 of capacity for 

optimal burn and to avoid flashing.” 

k) Schedule 13 SWIP Permit Application, Schedule 13 SWIP Permit Application, CVSH-R-JER1902-LD-

SWIP-application-26-jan-2024.pdf, states at 4.2.4 “…That excess heat is intended to be combined 

with some of the heat from the main heat exchanger of the plant to be conveyed by underground 

pipes to the dryer” and at 1.5.2 “…Before the first operation of the SWIP details of the drying plant 

(i.e. the plant to be used for drying inert soils and aggregates)…” 

Illustrative drawing and location of new Stronga Flowdrya, CVSH-drawing-2-layout-plan.pdf, shows 

that the dryer specified is a Flowdrya FD17. 

I am aware that a local resident has spoken to the manufacture of the Stronga Flowdrya FD17and 

been advised that the unit is intended and specified for drying, wood, animal wastes, crops and 

refuse derived fuel and is not suitable to dry inert soils and aggregates. 

l) It is also interesting to note that Illustrative drawing and location of new Stronga Flowdrya, CVSH-

drawing-2-layout-plan.pdf, shows that the material when dried by the dryer will be moved by 

“Covered conveyor” and stored in “Bunker” “Dried insert (Maximum 20 Tonnes)” 

The location of the bunker is in the exact location where a stream, which flows down off the land 

between the site and Norland Moor, enters the site. The stream flows through a gully before it 

enters the site and historically was intended to flow into a pipe which runs beneath the rear yard 

and exit into the River Ryburn. The inlet of this pipe has been regularly blocked or restricted by 

debris so water is forced to flow onto the rear yard at the site and then it is allowed to flow across 

the rear yard and through a gap in the wall into the River Ryburn. Currently it is believed that the 

inlet to the pipe is completely blocked and that water has nowhere else to go other than onto the 

rear yard. Recently it is also believed that a manhole cover present at this location has been 

opened to allow water to presumably enter the pipe at this point. The manhole cover hole will 

only accept a certain amount of water and this is dependent on the water flowing to this point 

rather than across the rear yard. Details and photographs of the stream at this location are 

contained in my previous objection of April 2024, appended below, at 67. 

The process of drying material and storing it as illustrated will quickly be undone by the stream 

that flows through this area. 

It is also noted that the stream and the pipe which runs beneath the rear yard are not shown on 

the Existing Drainage Plan, CVSH-drawing-3-drainage-plan.pdf 

m) It is my understanding that for separate permits to apply on one site each operation must be able 

to operate completely independently from the other to allow clear segregation of regulatory 

governance. As described below the operations on this site are co-dependent upon each other as 

the SWIP cannot operate without the ORC (Organic Rankine Cycle), or the hot air transfer ducts, or 

the dryer or without fuel sourced from the skip business part of the site. 
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The Environmental Permit the operator holds with the Environment Agency has been altered to 

exclude the proposed incinerator building and the proposed operation of the incinerator on the 

site as a whole. However, the incinerator plant is more than just the SWIP, it is also the ORC, the 

ducting which will be underground on land which is regulated by the Environment Agency (this is 

to transfer hot air from the incinerator shed to the dryer and will be approximately 120 metres 

long) and the dryer which will be sited on land which is regulated by the Environment Agency. 

As per the Planning Permission material being incinerated can only be sourced from the 

Applicant’s adjacent skip hire operation, without fuel the incinerator cannot operate. 

Schedule 13 SWIP Permit Application, CVSH-R-JER1902-LD-SWIP-application-26-jan-2024.pdf, 

states at 4.2.2 “… The ORC unit is in the nature of a ‘gas turbine’ as defined in IED Article 3(33), 

however as set out in Article 42(1), it is not part of the waste co-incineration plant (SWIP) and is 

not, therefore, itself part of the plant which is regulated by the permit.” According to this 

document the ORC is not part of the waste co-incineration plant (SWIP) and is not, therefore, a 

component of the plant which would be regulated by the environmental permit if issued by 

Calderdale Council and can therefore only be assumed will be included as a component regulated 

by the Environment Agency under the permit issued by them. If not the ORC would not be covered 

by any permit and would be outside regulation so would be unavailable for operation. 

Conflicting permits should not exist, there needs to be clear distinction between which regulatory 

body is responsible for which parts of the operation which in turn provides clear ownership of 

enforcement in the event of a breach. In view of the above details this is not possible and was 

cited as one of the reasons the Cabinet refused the Environmental Permit at Mearclough in June 

2018. 

n) I add the following to my previous point 8 of my objection of April 2024: I suggested that the new 

levels survey has shown that if you lay on the pavement outside of the site with your head on the 

ground you will still be looking down on the termination point of the chimney stack and the point 

at which emissions will be released into the atmosphere. 

The chimney stack terminates at 22 centimetres below the level of Rochdale Road which is 90 

metres away. The following photograph shows this graphically. 
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Photograph from the disused railway line looking across the site to Rochdale Road, A58, showing 

the top of the chimney stack in relation to the road surface where cars can be seen passing the site 

entrance on Rochdale Road. These being above the exit point of the chimney stack 

o) I add the following to my previous point 9 of my objection of April 2024: The houses on Rochdale 

Road predominantly sit at an elevated position so the second storey is the equivalent of being at 

third storey level, some are actually three storeys from ground level. The nearest of these houses 

is less than 110 metres from the chimney stack. 

The height of the ceiling of the upper floor of these houses is therefore in the region of 7 to 8 

metres above ground level. This represents a 60% to 69% increase over and above the height of 

the chimney stack in relation to the stated height of the chimney stack. 

These images show the houses on Rochdale Road in the local vicinity and that they stand at an 

elevated position from the road and that some are three storeys from ground level. All of these 

houses are within 200 metres to the West of the chimney stack and 230 metres to the East of the 

chimney stack 
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Images of the houses on Rochdale Road. All of these houses are within 200 metres to the West of 

the chimney stack and 230 metres East of the chimney stack 

p) I add the following to my previous point 16 of my objection of April 2024: The Environmental 

Department at Calderdale Council have said they will regulate the operation of the incinerator, if 

approved, and they have the expertise to perform this task. However they have found it necessary 

to seek external assistance in reviewing the application from an external company, Bureau Veritas 

UK Limited. 
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The Environmental Department at Calderdale Council have said they have experience of regulating 

SWIP’s as they regulate other SWIP’s in the borough. [Document included below: CLOSING ON 

BEHALF OF CALDERDALE COUNCIL, Calderdale closing statement.pdf] states at 1.3 “Currently the 

Council regulates a number of installations by way of an Environmental Permit.” However 

following an enquiry the only other SWIP that is regulated by Calderdale Council is a plant at 

Cooper Bridge which is actually not a SWIP or an incinerator as it is a gasification plant as can be 

seen from viewing the video at https://www.etgas.eu/our-projects 

q) I add the following to my previous point 17 of my objection of April 2024: it has been confirmed 

that the decision on the Environmental Permit will be made by Council Officers as a delegated 

decision. 

The officers of the Council have previously recommended that this development is approved, 

namely at the planning committee hearing, the planning appeal hearing heard by the Planning 

Inspectorate, the first environmental permit decision made at Cabinet and the subsequent 

environmental permit appeal hearing heard by the Planning Inspectorate. 

The Council’s policy and understanding as directed by the Council Officers has been found wanting 

by a higher authority not only as a result of the Judicial Review but also the Inspectors decision in 

his conclusion that i) “I am not satisfied on the evidence adduced that the proposal complies with 

IED Article 46 1., which requires that waste gases from waste incineration plants and waste co-

incineration plants shall be discharged in a controlled way by means of a stack the height of which 

is calculated in such a way as to safeguard human health and the environment.” ii) “I am unable to 

find that granting an environmental permit for the SWIP would not have an unacceptable adverse 

effect on human health and the environment.” iii) “I am unable to find that the necessary measures 

have been taken to ensure that waste management would be carried out without endangering 

human health, without harming the environment and, in particular without risk to air, in 

compliance with Article 13 of the Waste Framework Directive 2008/98/EC.” 

It is also evident that the Council Officers, given their recommendation that the application be 

approved at planning committee hearing, their ineffective defence of the planning appeal hearing 

heard by the Planning Inspectorate, their recommendation to the Cabinet that the application be 

approved at the first environmental permit decision and their decision not to defend the appeal at 

the subsequent environmental permit appeal hearing heard by the Planning Inspectorate, have a 

predetermined opinion. 

However it is noted that  was denied a vote at the above mentioned 

Cabinet meeting with the excuse being cited that he had campaigned against the incinerator. 

Similarly  (DEFRA) recused 

himself from the process at DEFRA when a review of incineration capacity was considered. 

In view of the Council Officers predetermined opinion they should follow the example set by 

refusing  a vote and recuse themselves from this decision. 

r) I add the following to my previous point 24 of my objection of April 2024: The site is situated in the 

bottom of a steep sided valley and the prevailing wind is towards Sowerby Bridge which has tall 

buildings which are close of the road and this can create a canyon effect which worsens air quality 

by trapping pollutants at street and ground level. 

https://www.etgas.eu/our-projects
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s) I add the following to my previous point 25 of my objection of April 2024: The following 

photograph is of the valley following the fire on 4th January 2017. 

 

Photograph following the fire on 4
th

 January 2017 taken from west of the site at Bowood Lane 

Sowerby Bridge 

The photograph above was taken from Bowood Lane Sowerby Bridge and in the distance can be 

seen Wainhouse Tower in addition to the tower of smoke from the sorting shed fire. From 

Bowood Lane the tower of smoke is 1720 metres away and Wainhouse Tower is 4550 metres away 

per google maps. 

Wainhouse Tower is 84 metres tall and appears, on the original photo, to be 6mm tall and the 

tower of smoke appears to be 20mm tall. 

Given something twice as far away appears to be half the height I have calculated that the tower 

of smoke is 105.8462, so 106 metres tall. 

This shows that the tower of smoke appears to rise to this level and then fall half way back down 

to circa 50 metres at the top of the smoke cloud with the smoke cloud filling the area below. 

Even though the tower of smoke has risen to circa 106 metres it can still be seen that it has not 

cleared the valley. 

t) I add the following to my previous point 26 of my objection of April 2024: Document provided by 

RPS Environmental Statement Addendum – Additional Air Quality Assessment, CVSH-es-

addendum-additional-air-quality-assessment-rps-july-2019.pfd, states under Model Input Data 

Sub-section Meteorological Data 3.9 “The most important meteorological parameters governing 

the atmospheric dispersion of pollutants are wind direction, wind speed and atmospheric stability” 

and “Atmospheric stability is a measure of the turbulence of the air, and particularly of its vertical 

motion.” 
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The Met Office have advised that they cannot provide weather data for the site given its unique 

location of being in bottom of a steep sided valley and surrounding topography. The Applicant’s air 

quality assessment extract above confirms the importance of accurate meteorological data. If the 

Met Office, with their wealth of resources, are unable to provide weather data for the site how 

can Officers have confidence in weather data used in the Applicant’s modelling. 

u) I add the following to my previous point 55 of my objection of April 2024: The document provided 

by RPS [Document included below in April 2024 objection: Planning Condition 8 – R1 Scheme] to 

show the calculation of R1 to comply with planning condition 8 of the appeal hearing decision, 

CVSH-appeal-decisions-3205776-3205783.pdf takes no account of start-up and shut-down 

processes and the fuel used during these processes and when fuel is used to maintain the required 

temperature. The INCINER8 i8-1000 leaflet, CVSH-I8-1000-general-incinerator.pdf, shows a fuel 

“Average Fuel Consumption of 65.1kg per hour” which is believed is diesel. 

The review undertaken by Calderdale Council in the process of discharging the condition 

[Document included below in April 2024 objection: DELEGATED REPORT – Submission of details to 

comply with condition 8 on application 17/00113/WAM Reference 17/00113/DISC4] failed to 

notice this omission. 

The amount of energy equivalent to 65.1Kg of diesel is 2962.05 mega joules per hour (diesel fuel is 

roughly 45.5 MJ/kg) 

To be classed as an R1 operation the process must meet the criteria: The combustion of waste 

must generate more energy than the consumption of energy by the process itself. 

v) I add the following to my previous point 57 of my objection of April 2024: In addition to the errors 

mentioned in my earlier objection the following are also incorrect on the Application Form, CVSH-

application-form-no-signature.pdf: 

i) The Ordnance Survey national grid reference provided is not the location of the incinerator 

but of another location on the site. 

ii) Details concerning Holding Companies has been completed No, however the Company was 

owned by Calder Valley Holdings and following what appears to have been the sale of the 

Company it is now owned by a Holding Company in Lancashire. 

iii) Table 2: Description of plant shows Year of manufacture: 2020 however the plant was in situ 

when the Inspector concerned with the Planning Appeal hearing visited the site on 23 April 

2019. 

iv) The Signature of applicant(s) is Joe Sawrij Position: Director however he resigned as a director 

on the 5 April 2024 

The regulator, Calderdale Council, has therefore not ensured that the application has all the 

necessary information and should consider the application at best not duly-made. 

 

  



Environmental permit application 

Reference: S13/006 Page 12 of 121 

Document: R1 recovery operations, R1 status of incinerators dataset briefing.pdf 
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Document: CLOSING ON BEHALF OF CALDERDALE COUNCIL, Calderdale closing statement.pdf 
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Previous Objection April 2024 
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Calder Valley Skip Hire application for an environmental permit to 
operate a small waste incineration plant at their Belmont site. 
Reference: S13/006 

I object to an environmental permit being issued to allow the operation of a small waste incineration 

plant (SWIP) by Calder Valley Skip Hire (CVSH) at the Belmont site, Sowerby Bride under application 

S13/006 

My conclusion is at 78 below. 

Regurgitated Environmental Permit Application 

1) Application S13/006 is for a permit to operate a SWIP which: 

a ) is the same incinerator 

b ) has a chimney stack with the same dimensions 

c ) has the incinerator and associated plant located at the same site 

d ) will burn the same composition of fuel 

e ) will burn the same quantity of fuel 

f ) will operate during the same periods 

as that applied for under application S13/005 however the Environmental Department at 

Calderdale Council has decided that this is a new application. 

2) Application S13/005 was eventually considered by an Inspector appointed by the Secretary of 

State resulting in his decision [Document included below: Decision Calderdale EPR603.pdf] dated 

5th July 2023 in which he states: 

a ) at 42. “I am not satisfied on the evidence adduced that the proposal complies with IED Article 

46 1., which requires that waste gases from waste incineration plants and waste co-

incineration plants shall be discharged in a controlled way by means of a stack the height of 

which is calculated in such a way as to safeguard human health and the environment.” 

b ) at 46. “I am unable to find that granting an environmental permit for the SWIP would not have 

an unacceptable adverse effect on human health and the environment.” 

c ) at 42. “I am unable to find that the necessary measures have been taken to ensure that waste 

management would be carried out without endangering human health, without harming the 

environment and, in particular without risk to air, in compliance with Article 13 of the Waste 

Framework Directive 2008/98/EC.” 

3) Schedule 13 SWIP Permit Application, CVSH-R-JER1902-LD-SWIP-application-26-jan-2024.pdf, 

states at 1.5.5 “This application is being submitted on the same basis as the original application.” 

4) Application S13/006 is therefore for the same installation and “is being submitted on the same 

basis” as application S13/005 which was considered by an Inspector appointed by the Secretary of 

State resulting in him refusing the permit. 

5) It was open to the Environmental Department at Calderdale Council to consider that the 

application being submitted to it was the same as that submitted as S13/005 It could rely upon the 
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guidance which the Planning Inspectorate relies upon, Planning Inspectorate Environmental 

permit - Guidance on the Appeal procedure Updated 6 November 2023, that: 

4.5 Complaints about the decision 

4.5.1. The decision on your appeal is final. After it has been issued, neither the Secretary of State, 

nor the Inspector can consider further representations or make any comments on the merits 

or otherwise of the case. 

4.5.2. The decision can only be challenged in the courts by judicial review 

And refuse to accept the application on the basis that it was the same as the previous application 

only with further representations added. 

Chimney Stack Height 

6) The exit point of the proposed chimney stack is 12 metres from the floor level (FL) of the 

incinerator building. 

7) I have previously objected that the exit point for the emissions would barely be higher than the 

road level on Rochdale Road. 

The applicant initially said that the proposed incinerator building and therefore the exit point of 

the chimney stack [Document included below: 15_01072_WAM-FRA_APPENDIX_B-556898.PDF] 

was FL 93.215 metres 8.945 metres higher in the landscape than it actually is. This was due to the 

applicant relying upon a plan which was found to be incorrect as it was calculated using an 

assumed datum (a peg driven into the ground at a random position and at a later date had been 

assumed to be 100 AOD) which had no relevance to AOD and therefore no relevance to heights of 

the surrounding landscape which had been taken from other accurate sources. 

 

This resulted in the Inspector at the planning inquiry requiring a new survey to be made which was 

carried out by  [Document included below: 18_00019_AQMA-LEVEL_SURVEY-

1165836.PDF]. 

 

This new survey shows that the exit point of the proposed 12 metre chimney stack would actually 

be lower than the road surface on Rochdale Road, the A58, less than 90 metres away. The new 

level survey shows the proposed incinerator shed FL 84.27 metres and shows a point at the entry 

to the site at 96.49 metres. The exit point of the chimney stack of the incinerator is therefore 22 

centimetres lower than the level of the Rochdale Road. 

8) The new levels survey has shown that if you lay on the pavement outside of the site with your 

head on the ground you will still be looking down on the exit point for the emissions from the 

chimney stack. 

9) The houses on Rochdale Road predominantly sit at an elevated position so the second storey is the 

equivalent of being at third storey level, some are actually three storeys from ground level. The 

nearest of these houses is less than 110 metres from the chimney stack. 

The height of the ceiling of the upper floor of these houses is therefore in the region of 7 to 8 

metres above ground level. This represents a 60% to 69% increase over and above the height of 

the chimney stack in relation to the height of the chimney stack. 
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Consultation 

10) The Consultation period provided for this Environmental Permit Application is invalid. EPR 2016 

states under SCHEDULE 5 PART 1. 

Calculation of the consultation communication period 

7. - (1) In paragraph 6, “the consultation communication period” means a period of 30 working 

days starting on the day the regulator receives a duly-made application. 

By definition the closing date for consultation being the 30th working day cannot be the given date 

of Monday 1st April (5pm) as this is Bank Holiday Easter Monday. 

11) Questions have been made whether Calderdale Council have the expertise to monitor this 

operation. From the above where the relevant department cannot even set a correct expiry date 

for the consultation period many will have doubts. 

12) I understand that the Council sent emails on 20th February 2024 stating that “Notice is hereby 

given of the above-mentioned application for a permit” However I did not receive this and I live in 

the vicinity of the site and have previously made objections at the planning applications, planning 

appeal, the application for an environmental permit and the environmental permit appeal. 

13) I wonder how many people who will be affected by, likely to be affected by, or with an interest the 

application have been notified. 

Certainly the number of people who were notified by Calderdale Council in respect of the 

Environmental Permit appeal who received a Notice of Appeal notification was only 271, details 

obtained by a FOI / EIR which I made on 23 October 2022, [Document Ref: 44268 - Reply to FOI / 

EIR]. However the last Planning Application number: 17/00113 there were 1028 objections 

received [Document included below: 17_00113_WAM-COMMITTEE_REPORT-1061930.pdf] Pages: 

6 & 7 refer. This represents a maximum of only 26% of objectors to the development being 

notified by Calderdale Council. 

14) I would also repeat the comment I made at Environmental Permit Appeal hearing that I agreed 

with Mr Barrett that a single objection with a pertinent point could be more important than a high 

number of generalised objections, however the single objector with a pertinent point may be one 

of the 1028 (objectors to the last planning application) but not one of the 271 (recipients of the 

Notice of Appeal). Meaning that Calderdale Council failed to effect a proper consultation. 

15) From my experience I would say that Calderdale Council have again failed to effect a proper 

consultation as they have not notified all people who will be affected by, likely to be affected by, 

or with an interest the application. 

Decision Making 

16) The Environmental Department at Calderdale Council have said they will regulate the operation of 

the incinerator, if approved, and they have the expertise to perform this task. However they have 

found it necessary to seek external assistance in reviewing the application from an external 

company. 
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17) A member of the local community asked a question at the Council’s Cabinet meeting on 11 March 

2024 and following her verbal response a written response was provided by  

 [Document included 

below: Cabinet Question - 2024 03 11 - response.pdf] 

This letter states “The decision is therefore not an Executive Function of Local Choice nor is it a Key 

Decision.” and “Bering in mind the technical nature of the matter it is not deemed necessary for 

Cabinet to take any further decisions in relation to the current application”. 

A similar application was made by the applicant for an environmental permit at their Mearclough 

site in Sowerby Bridge. A decision to refuse the application was made on the 11 June 2018 by the 

Cabinet. [Document included below: minutes_13152_cab 1106.doc.pdf] Item 5 refers. 

, introduced the item and made a recommendation 

for refusal citing “Whilst the issue of a permit would normally be dealt with by Officers under 

delegated powers, it was always open to Cabinet to require that a decision should be referred to it. 

Careful legal advice had been taken on this point and this confirmed that it was a proper route for 

this to be determined by Cabinet, and that this should be informed by a detailed report.” 

 introduction of the permit decision stated that careful legal advice had 

confirmed that such a decision for an environmental permit should be determined by Cabinet as a 

proper route for the decision and not by the Officers in complete reversal of  

understanding where she does not advise that careful legal advice has been sought. 

18) A member of the local community asked a question at the Council’s Cabinet meeting on 11 March 

2024 and following her verbal response a written response was provided by  

 [Cabinet Question - 

2024 03 11 - response.pdf] 

This letter states “the Chief Officer, Assistant Director Neighbourhoods has within his service area 

‘Enforcement and Resilience including Environmental Health’ and also the area of ‘Waste 

Management’”. 

As the application in question is for an environmental permit permitted by the Environment 

Department at Calderdale Council and is in relation to an incinerator concerned with waste 

management, given the council has confirmed that the Officer will make the decision, this is a 

conflict of interest. 

Air Quality 

19) An Environmental Permit is a permit to pollute the environment. 

20) Weather is the means by which the pollutants generated are dispersed into the environment. 

21) The applicant’s case accepts the incinerator will produce emissions which will be detrimental to air 

quality citing that this will be negligible however by definition this is still an increase in emissions 

which are detrimental to air quality at a time when everyone else is being asked and encouraged 

to reduce emissions which will be detrimental to air quality. The Council has published a strategy 

for Clean Air for All in Calderdale [Document included below: Item 8 - Calderdale Council Air 

Quality Strategy App 1.pdf] which includes on page 7 “We want to achieve an improvement in air 
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quality through everything we do, aligning our policies and enabling air quality improvement to be 

everyone’s business.” 

22) The applicant’s air quality experts have advised that their analysis of dispersal of the flue emissions 

relies upon the heat of the plume breaking through the thermal inversion barrier which occurs in 

the Ryburn Valley, this was evidence provided at the planning inquiry. Their report which was 

presented to the planning inquiry in April 2019 did not provide any quantifying evidence for this 

(height of surrounding topography, height necessary to break through the thermal inversion 

barrier, rate of degradation of speed of the emissions plume etc.) and I do not believe any revised 

information has been provided. 

I find it incredible that the applicant’s air quality expert is relying upon this scenario to protect the 

residents of Sowerby Bridge from the emissions which would be released from the chimney stack. 

23) It is hard to believe that the emissions plume would be hot enough to project it out of the Ryburn 

Valley considering the valley is 133 metres deep to the North (OS Explorer map shows Sowerby 

village is 217 metres) and 200 metres deep to the South (OS Explorer map shows Norland Moor is 

284 metres at the trig point). The site levels survey [Document included below: 18_00019_AQMA-

LEVEL_SURVEY-1165836.PDF] shows proposed incinerator shed FL 84.27 metres. 

24) Local residents have been saying for the last eight years that thermal inversions occur in the valley 

and that these would hold emissions from the incinerator in the bottom of the valley and prevent 

them from dispersing. 

 

Image of the valley following the fire on 4
th

 January 2017 

25) The above image is of the valley following the fire on 4th January 2017, it shows the plume of 

smoke from the fire at the applicant’s site going into the atmosphere but then falling back to 

blanket the surrounding landscape and valley. The plume can be compared in height to the block 

of flats in the bottom left corner of the image, the block of flats is 18 storeys and 50 metres tall. 

This photograph shows that the plume has risen to approximately the same height, 50 metres, but 

has then fallen back down to blanket the surrounding area in the valley. This appears to be clear 

evidence of thermal inversion in the Ryburn Valley. 
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26) The weather in Ryburn Valley is considered to be a microclimate so the applicant’s use of weather 

data from Leeds Bradford Airport and from Bingley is not comparable with the location of the site 

whether or not the data used has been modified by the models to take account the local 

topography, surface roughness effects, such as the neighbouring woodland, and building effects. 

A local resident has learnt that the Met Office can now provide a service where site specific 

historical weather data can be provided. 

The information they received from the Met Office was that they can provide “site specific 

historical datasets and ongoing forecasts which we can support with by blending together several 

super computer weather prediction models which incorporate real-life surface, satellite cloud and 

radar rainfall observations. By combining the models we are able to cancel many errors and 

produce more accurate forecasts and best estimates of actual considering the conditions for the 

site location. We are only able to go back a maximum of 5 years using this process, but this would 

provide data for the exact location which could be compared with the actual observations for the 

weather stations being used and give a truer representation of the actual site location conditions”. 

On enquiring about this service for the location of the proposed incinerator the local resident 

received the following reply. 
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The Met Office would appear to agree that the Ryburn Valley is a microclimate with 

Meteorological convention suggesting a tendency for the valley to have thermal inversion, or 

inversions/cold air pooling. 

The Met Office with all their resources of super computers, real-life surface observations, satellite 

cloud and radar rainfall observations are unable to produce a historical dataset of weather for the 

site’s location due to the very narrow, deep valley circa 500 metres wide. The topography at the 

site simply cannot be resolved by their analysis even considering all the resources at their disposal. 

Given that the Met Office is unable to produce an historical dataset of weather for the site’s 

location the applicant’s attempt to do the same using data from Leeds Bradford airport and from 

Bingley with modification by the models to take account of the local topography and surface 

roughness effects will be wholly inadequate resulting in the air quality modelling results which 

have been produced being worthless. 

27) Figure 3.4 3D View of Complex Terrain Data Used in Model form document Response to Air Quality 

Consultants Ltd Review of Air Quality Assessment, CVSH-response-consultants-review-air-quality-

assssment-march-2022.pdf, shows the following representation. 

The area in the local environment covered by this representation is very small. The information 

with the representation does not say this is just a small snapshot of the area modelled. 

The representation, below, of the area modelled has been labelled with some local features 

A is Rochdale Road 

B is the River Ryburn 

C is the disused railway line 
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The same features with labels have been added to the following topography map showing the 

narrowness of the surrounding area around the site which the representation shows as having 

been modelled. 

 

 
 

As can be seen from the above topography map, which shows a scale bar of 100m in the bottom 

left hand corner, the representation of the modelling is only showing the bottom of the valley and 

the rises to each side within the steep sided valley are not represented. 

 

 
 

The topography map above, which shows a scale bar of 500m in the bottom left hand corner, 

shows the wider extent of the valley where the proposed incinerator would be sited in the 

absolute bottom of the valley. The proposed incinerator location is shown by the red circle. 

28) Also bear in mind that the proposed incinerator building is located directly in the bottom, the 

thalweg or talweg, of the valley being immediately adjacent to the River Ryburn, the building at its 

northern most corner overhanging the river bank. 
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The proposed incinerator building located adjacent to the River Ryburn, the building at its northern 

most corner overhanging the river bank 

29) The cooling effect of the ambient temperature can only be envisaged to degrade the speed of the 

emissions plume very quickly. If it is a day with a cold ambient temperature which will cool the 

emissions plume quickly are the emissions heated some more? Or conversely if the ambient 

temperature is hot and the difference in temperatures between ambient and the emissions plume 

is smaller are the emissions heated some more? 

30) The height of the chimney stack in relation to the surrounding terrain is also crucial during each 

start-up and shut-down process. The temperature of the emissions leaving the chimney stack as a 

plume can only be envisaged to be less than normal operating temperature given this is a warm up 

process during the start-up process and a cool down process during a shut-down process. 

The lower temperature of the plume during each start-up and shut-down process must be for a 

period of time not hot enough to fulfil the scenario that it will break through the thermal inversion 

barrier (if this scenario is possible) so resulting in the emissions from the chimney stack covering 

the surrounding area, valley and town of Sowerby Bridge. Does the analysis and model include 

these processes? 

31) The Applicant at the Environmental Permit Hearing confirmed that during start-up and shut-down 

processes the emissions would still be within the normal limits stipulated on the permit, if 

permitted. On investigation of such processes on the internet it appears that it is commonly 

accepted that the start-up and shut-down processes produce increased emissions outside of 

normal operating parameters and are in fact referred to as being during periods of abnormal 

operating conditions operation. 
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Removal of Condition 5.9 

32) Like a large number of the local community, a major concern I have held since the beginning of the 

applications for the incinerator at the Belmont site is the location of the site and the affect the 

topography will have upon the emissions emitted from the chimney stack. 

It may be accepted that the emissions emitted from the chimney stack at the release point will be 

monitored and be within the requirements however the dispersal of the emissions into the local 

area is then dependent upon the calculations and methodology made by the applicant’s experts 

being correct and performing to expectations in all conditions. 

The original draft Environmental Permit from application S13/005 [Document included below: 

Draft Environmental Permit for SWCP Belmont.docx] included Condition 5.9 on page:12 “The 

operator shall undertake continuous monthly ambient monitoring of nitrogen dioxide (by passive 

diffusion tubes) at locations listed in Table 3.13 of the application document 'Calder Valley Skip 

Hire ES Addendum I Chapter 3: ES Addendum To 2017 ES Chapter 7: Air Quality I July 2019'. This 

condition shall only apply in respect of a location so listed where the predicted environmental 

concentration of nitrogen dioxide is at least 35ug/m3. The location of each passive diffusion tube 

shall be such as to represent the facade of receptor property facing the highest level of nitrogen 

dioxide. Monitoring at such a location shall continue until the measured annual average level of 

nitrogen dioxide at that location falls below 35ug/m3 for 2 consecutive years.” 

This condition was agreed to be removed from the proposed permit by mutual consent by legal 

counsel of both CVSH and Calderdale Council on the second day of the Environmental Permit 

Appeal Hearing on Wednesday 30th November 2022 with no representation to the local 

community. This means no testing of the dispersal of the emissions into the local environment will 

be made relying solely on the monitoring at the stack and the accuracy of the theoretical 

modelling. 

If no testing is carried out in the local vicinity, as we believe was the intention of Condition 5.9, 

how can the local community be confident that the methodology relied upon by the applicant’s air 

quality experts to disperse the emissions emitted from the chimney stack, if operational, is 

working as expected and also how can the Local Authority acting as the Regulator satisfy itself that 

Industrial Emissions Directive, article 46(1) “Waste gases from waste incineration plants and waste 

co-incineration plants shall be discharged in a controlled way by means of a stack the height of 

which is calculated in such a way as to safeguard human health and the environment” is being 

complied with? 

In addition the number of locations listed in table 3.13 with a predicted environmental 

concentration of nitrogen dioxide of at least 35ug/m3 is only one out of the 16 locations. If taken 

on face value this means only one location would be tested which would not be a robust test of 

the methodology relied upon by the applicant’s air quality experts to disperse the emissions 

emitted from the chimney stack. 

Unless the condition is reinstated and it is accepted that some monitoring is undertaken at a 

number of locations the impact of the incinerator, if operational, on the environment will not be 

established resulting in the Local Authority, acting as the Regulator, not being able to satisfy itself 

that Industrial Emissions Directive, article 46(1) “Waste gases from waste incineration plants and 
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waste co-incineration plants shall be discharged in a controlled way by means of a stack the height 

of which is calculated in such a way as to safeguard human health and the environment” is being 

complied with. 

AQMA Data 

33) The AQMA data provided by the monitoring station located on Wharf Street Sowerby Bridge was 

analysed in February 2023 by a member of the local community, the data available was up to June 

2022. 

With regards to PM10 there was a lot of missing and invalid Data 

In 2021 21% of PM10 data was either missing or corrupt with 37 days where no data was recorded 

In 2020 14% of PM10 data was either missing or corrupt with 47 days where no data was recorded 

With regards to PM2.5 no data was recorded over any period at the monitoring station located on 

Wharf Street Sowerby Bridge 

How can we rely on the AQMA station as a monitoring source to protect the community when 

there are huge gaps in the recorded data, significant errors in the data it does record and it does 

not monitor PM2.5? 

34) The analysis showed high levels of PM10 which are greater than the standards set by the 

Government Air Quality Standards Regulations 2010 which require that concentrations of PM in 

the UK must not exceed: 

a) An annual average of 40 μg/m for PM10 

b) A 24-hour average of 50 μg/m more than 35 times in a single year for PM10 

Based on the data downloaded from the AQMA monitoring station, which has then had the N/As 

and 0s data entries removed: 

a) For the half year to June 2022 the average was 40 μg/m 

b) Over the first half of 2022 there had been 49 instances when the 24 hour average exceeded 

50 μg/m 

The data therefore shows in a) above that this is right on the limit specified by the Government Air 

Quality Standards Regulations 2010 and in regards to b) above this reading exceeds the 

Government Air Quality Standards Regulations 2010 of 35 times in a full year and the data is only 

for the first six months of the year. 

35) The Councils’ published strategy for Clean Air for All in Calderdale [Document included below: Item 

8 - Calderdale Council Air Quality Strategy App 1.pdf] includes on page 4 “Calderdale Council 

actively monitors three main pollutants: NO2, PM10 and PM2.5. Monitoring takes place at three 

fixed Air Quality Monitoring stations: Huddersfield Road, Halifax; Wharf Street Sowerby Bridge; 

and Market Street Hebden Bridge”. 

On reviewing the data in February 2023 provided by the AQMA monitoring station at Wharf Street 

Sowerby Bridge no data for PM2.5 is recorded at that location. 

36) The source of the data on Calderdale Council’s website has been viewed and no updates have 

been made to the data since June 2022. 
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A question has been made to 'environmental.health@calderdale.gov.uk' and the following answer 

was received from . “This data is no longer 

available”. And “The figures produced were not ratified and were of limited use.” 

If the “data is no longer available” is the AQMA monitoring station not working? 

If the “figures produced were not ratified” were they accurate in the first place? 

37) It is been reported that there is mistrust around air quality management in the AQMA within the 

local community. This has been reported by  at a Cabinet Meeting on the 

10 October 2022 [Document included below: Printed minutes 10102022 1800 Cabinet.pdf] Pages: 

4 and 5 refers.  “asked how the Council could remedy the mistrust in 

Sowerby Bridge around air quality management. Community groups were committed to having 

clean air and the Council needed to resolve issues and regain community engagement.” 

38) The statement made in the Council’s published strategy for Clean Air for All in Calderdale 

[Document ‘Item 8 - Calderdale Council Air Quality Strategy App 1.pdf] on page 4 that “Calderdale 

Council actively monitors three main pollutants: NO2, PM10 and PM2.5. Monitoring takes place at 

three fixed Air Quality Monitoring stations: Huddersfield Road, Halifax; Wharf Street Sowerby 

Bridge; and Market Street Hebden Bridge” is inaccurate and misleading as no data for PM2.5 is 

recorded at the AQMA monitoring station at Wharf Street Sowerby Bridge and is another example 

of the Council misleading and presenting false information contributing to the local community’s 

mistrust of the Air Quality strategy and AQMA. 

List of Planning Complaints 

39) At the Environmental Permit Appeal Hearing during Tuesday 29th November 2022 Calderdale 

Council provided a list of complaints made against CVSH at their Belmont site [Document included 

below: List-of-Planning-Complaints.pdf and the accompanying document: Code-for-

Complaints.pdf]. 

The list has 135 lines, of which 65 appear to be duplicate entries or entries which refer to the same 

occurrence. 

I understand that the list provided by Calderdale Council and limited data available for each item 

were all that could be retrieved from the system as it was considered to be an historical system 

and that there were problems retrieving from it. It is noted that an index for the codes on this list 

in relation to the reason for the complaint was provided. 

I am aware of 54 complaints which we have either made or been copied in on. Of these 54 

complaints only 3 match an entry on the list provided by Calderdale Council with another possible 

2 which could match an entry on the list given a couple of days of leeway. If, for arguments sake, 5 

of these known complaints match entries on the list provided by Calderdale Council, this 

represents only 10% leaving 49 known complaints unlogged and not present on the list provided 

by Calderdale Council. 

Of these 49 known complaints which are not present on the list provided by Calderdale Council, I 

am aware of 11 which received a reply by email and so were received by the department. These 

are: 
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As an example, copies of the correspondence of complaints from 17 December 2015, 12 May 2019 

and 18 March 2020 are provided below. If required copies of correspondence for all 11 unlogged 

but proven to have been received complaints can be provided. 

Also I note that the last entry on the list is 26/02/2021, so in November 2022 this was 21 months 

old so hardly sounds like an historical system. 

It seems reasonable to concur from this information that there may have been more complaints 

received regarding this site than the list provided by Calderdale Council at the hearing suggests 

and that complaints have not been logged in a proper fashion. 

The Permit Application 

40) Schedule 13 SWIP Permit Application, CVSH-R-JER1902-LD-SWIP-application-26-jan-2024.pdf, 

states at 1.2.2 “The site is located off Rochdale Road (A58), with the River Ryburn, woodland and 

Rochdale Road (A58) to the north. To the east of the site is Spring Bank Industrial Estate, 

containing a number of small light industrial properties, to the south/south-east is a dismantled 

railway and embankment beyond which lie residential properties at Hullen Edge Farm, Long Lane 

and Goose West Lane, and to the west lies the River Ryburn, woodland and small-scale industrial 

units along Mill House Lane.” 

No mention is made of the residential properties to the north, these are the closest residential 

properties to the site. 

41) Schedule 13 SWIP Permit Application, CVSH-R-JER1902-LD-SWIP-application-26-jan-2024.pdf, 

states at 5.2.2 

“In particular procedures will be developed in relation to the following: 

 RDF reception, handling and storage within the thermal treatment building; 

 Good housekeeping measures; 

Date Reported to Brief Details of Complaint

Thu 03-Jul-2014  Working and noise on site passed 1830hrs

Thu 17-Dec-2015 enforcement.planning@calderdale.gov.uk Working beyond permitted hours, gone 1900hrs & still 

working

Thu 10-Mar-2016 JCB working on top of a 6 metre high pile of waste

Sat 28-May-2016 It has now passed 1430hrs and CVSH is still working

Thu 16-Feb-2017 Calderdale planning enforcement Changing the use of the site.

Fri 22-Dec-2017 enforcement.planning@calderdale.gov.uk This morning the noise was unbelievable.

Sun 12-May-2019 enforcement.planning@calderdale.gov.uk 8.53am Sunday large piece of machinery was started in yard 

& moved to front of offices

Sat 29-Jun-2019 enforcement.planning@calderdale.gov.uk Two articulated lorries parked on Rochdale Rd Both went 

down into the site at 7:50

Sat 27-Jul-2019 enforcement.planning@calderdale.gov.uk articulated lorry was parked on Rochdale Road at 7:04 and it 

entered the site at 7:16.

Wed 18-Mar-2020 enforcement.planning@calderdale.gov.uk 5.30am staff working & noise from shed immense piles of 

shredded material above 3m

Mon 04-May-2020 enforcement.planning@calderdale.gov.uk It is now past 8pm & CVSH are still operating. shredder in 

main building is still running 
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 Maintenance of key plant and equipment; 

 Management and maintenance of the settlement pit lagoon; and 

 Handling of bottom ash and APC residues within the thermal treatment building and removal 

of bottom ash and APC residues from the site.” 

There is not a settlement pit lagoon at the site. 

42) Schedule 13 SWIP Permit Application, CVSH-R-JER1902-LD-SWIP-application-26-jan-2024.pdf, 

states at 4.2.2 “Heat will be recovered from the hot flue gases using an Organic Rankine Cycle 

(ORC) unit. The ORC constitutes the means by which heat is recovered as far as practicable in 

accordance with IED Articles44 (b) and 50 (5). The ORC unit is in the nature of a ‘gas turbine’ as 

defined in IED Article 3(33), however as set out in Article 42(1), it is not part of the waste co-

incineration plant (SWIP) and is not, therefore, itself part of the plant which is regulated by the 

permit.” 

The above states the ORC, the machinery to generate electricity which is required to be active to 

comply with the planning conditions criteria, is not part of the SWIP and will not be regulated by 

the environmental permit. The ORC has previously been shown to be situated in the proposed 

incinerator shed, however no plans have been provided with this application. The proposed 

incinerator shed has had a line drawn around it to remove it from the area of the site covered by 

the EA permit and to be covered by the CMBC environmental permit. 

The definition has previously been the SWIP and associated plant, how can the ORC not be 

associated plant as it is integral to the operation of the SWIP and its ability to comply with the 

planning permission criteria. 

If the ORC is not part of the SWIP and is not part of the plant which is regulated by the CMBC 

environmental permit and is outside the EA permit boundary how is it regulated? 

43) Schedule 13 SWIP Permit Application, CVSH-R-JER1902-LD-SWIP-application-26-jan-2024.pdf, 

states at 1.5.6 “CVSH appointed an independent review of the treatment of trees within the air 

quality assessment. The Cambridge Environmental Research Consultants (CERC) undertook this 

review.” 

This was not an independent review as CERC are the developers of the ADMS air modelling 

software that RPS have used to model the air quality effects the proposed incinerator would have 

on the environment. As the developers of the ADMS air modelling software CERC have a vested 

interest in not showing up problems with their software. 

44) Schedule 13 SWIP Permit Application, CVSH-R-JER1902-LD-SWIP-application-26-jan-2024.pdf, 

states at 3.11.6 “CERC in respect of the treatment of trees within the air dispersion modelling 

concluded that the assessment carried out by RPS was robust.” 

It will be noted by most observers that the term “robust” is the same term used by the Post Office 

and Fujitsu to defend their ineffective and flawed Horizon software. 

45) Given 43) and 44) above members of the local community might say that appointing CERC to 

review the data and results generated by the ADMS air modelling software which they themselves 

develop would be like asking Fujitsu to review their own Horizon software. 
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46) Schedule 13 SWIP Permit Application, CVSH-R-JER1902-LD-SWIP-application-26-jan-2024.pdf, 

states at 3.11.6 “CERC undertook further sensitivity testing to show that the values of the surface 

roughness used by RPS to represent the impact of trees on dispersion are appropriate and that 

representing the trees around the site as buildings is not only not appropriate but also has only a 

very small effect on calculated pollutant concentrations at receptors.” 

Together with the figures presented within the report by CERC where values for surface roughness 

were run through the model at 1.0 and 1.5 with very little change to the results this potentially 

demonstrates that the software is not sensitive to roughness rather than roughness is irrelevant to 

the calculations. 

CERC have not proved evidence that the ADMS air modelling software effectively works with 

changes to the surface roughness. If the effects of changes to the surface roughness have little 

effects to the results why is surface roughness provided within the ADMS air modelling software. 

Although not an expect I would have expected CERC to have run the modelling with surface 

roughness set at 0 or the very smallest parameter available to demonstrate that a change to the 

parameters entered for surface roughness do make a difference to the results. 

47) Schedule 13 SWIP Permit Application, CVSH-R-JER1902-LD-SWIP-application-26-jan-2024.pdf, 

states at 1.5.6 “no other suitable models/software available which would more accurately model 

the effect of trees” however Calder Valley Small Waste Incineration Plant: review and provision of 

independent advice, CVSH-small-waste-incineration-plant-nov-2023.pdf, under Task 8 includes 

“Computational Fluid Dynamics model which might have the capability to treat the trees in more 

detail”. 

A Computational Fluid Dynamics model is therefore another suitable models/software which is 

available and would more accurately model the effect of trees. 

48) Calder Valley Skip Hire Environmental Management System for the Small Waste Incineration Plant, 

CVSH-220315-r-jer1902-th-ems-addendum-swip-v2-r0.pdf, states at 2.4.6 “The SWIP sits within 

the thermal treatment building, which is located immediately adjacent to the WTS and can only be 

accessed through the WTS. The WTS has controlled access and security fencing around the 

boundary.” 

Any knowledge of the site would confirm that these statements are completely false. No part of 

the boundary of the site has security fencing. Vehicular access to the site is via a gate which is 

approximately 85 metres from the yard at the site and is obscured from view by trees from the 

yard and working areas and it has no electronic surveillance. The gate is padlocked out of hours 

and has an open walkway to the side to allow access to the public right of way which cuts across 

the whole of the site at anytime day or night, this public right of way is adjacent to the proposed 

incinerator building. 

49) Calder Valley Skip Hire Environmental Management System for the Small Waste Incineration Plant, 

CVSH-220315-r-jer1902-th-ems-addendum-swip-v2-r0.pdf, states in Table 1 SWIP Risk Assessment 

1.17 “Pollution to river Calder (adjacent to the site)” 

The site is not adjacent to the River Calder, it is adjacent to the River Ryburn. 
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50) Calder Valley Skip Hire Environmental Management System for the Small Waste Incineration Plant, 

CVSH-220315-r-jer1902-th-ems-addendum-swip-v2-r0.pdf, states at Table 1 SWIP Risk Assessment 

1.1 “Front-end loader drivers visually inspect the material during loading and unloading”. 

It appears that the loader driver is expected to provide a final verification that the material within 

the RDF is suitable to be used in the SWIP, this will be difficult as the material will be shredded and 

from the driver’s seat of the loader the material will be undistinguishable. 

51) Calder Valley Skip Hire Environmental Management System for the Small Waste Incineration Plant, 

CVSH-220315-r-jer1902-th-ems-addendum-swip-v2-r0.pdf, states at Table 1 SWIP Risk Assessment 

1.18 “The RDF burnt at the SWIP has been pre-treated within the adjacent WTS” 

However in the same document 1.17 states “All raw materials, waste and residues are stored 

within the thermal treatment building” 

If the RDF is pre-treated in the WTS this would necessitate the raw materials for treatment to be 

removed from the thermal treatment building to the WTS. 

52) The documents included in this application do not include plans, engineering drawing or 

description of the installation of the incinerator and associated plant within the proposed 

incinerator shed contrary to the Industrial Emissions Directive. 

SCHEDULE 13 Waste incineration: Industrial Emissions Directive 

Applications for the grant of an environmental permit 

3. The regulator must ensure that every application for the grant of an environmental permit 

includes the information specified in Article 44 of the Industrial Emissions Directive. 

DIRECTIVE 2010/75/EU OF THE EUROPEAN PARLIAMENT AND OF THE COUNCIL of 24 November 

2010 on industrial emission 

Article 44 

Applications for permits 

An application for a permit for a waste incineration plant or waste co-incineration plant shall 

include a description of the measures which are envisaged to guarantee that the following 

requirements are met: 

(a) the plant is designed, equipped and will be maintained and operated in such a manner that 

the requirements of this Chapter are met taking into account the categories of waste to be 

incinerated or co-incinerated; 

The regulator, Calderdale Council, has therefore not ensured that the application has all the 

necessary information and should consider the application at best not duly-made. 

53) Leaflet INCINER8 Provides the Solution for Mounting RDF Problems, CVSH-inciner8-i8-1000-rdf-

uk.pdf, states “The i8-1000 is the largest incinerator in our range, with a burn rate of >500kg per 

hour”. 

The leaflet is a Case Study which quotes the waste type as MSW / RDF for the Incinerator Supplied 

i8-1000 with Autoloader & PCS. The application within the specifications submitted by RPS state 

the burn rate will be 2 Tonnes per hour which is far greater than an advertised capacity of >500kg 

per hour. 
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54) SOLIDSOLUTIONS SOLIDWORKS Flow Simulation, CVSH-swip-cfd-flow-simulation-report-17-mar-

2022.pdf, states on page 9 “The size of these volumes has been guided by the instruction manual 

which recommends that the unit runs at 1/3 of capacity for optimal burn and to avoid flashing.” 

The design capacity of the INCINER8 i8-1000 as stated by Leaflet INCINER8 Provides the Solution 

for Mounting RDF Problems, CVSH-inciner8-i8-1000-rdf-uk.pdf, shows an advertised capacity of 

>500kg per hour. Although not specific this is far lower than the specifications submitted by RPS of 

a burn rate of 2 Tonnes per hour and given the recommendation that the unit runs at 1/3 of 

capacity for optimal burn and to avoid flashing this again reduces the capacity. 

55) Schedule 13 SWIP Permit Application, CVSH-R-JER1902-LD-SWIP-application-26-jan-2024.pdf, 

states at 4.6.3 “In accordance with condition 8 of the planning permission the SWIP will be 

operated and maintained in accordance with an approved scheme to ensure that it continues to 

meet the R1 energy efficiency index and maintains recovery status.” 

Appeal Decisions by I Jenkins BSc CEng MICE MCIWEM APPENDIX 3-APPEAL A-SCHEDULE OF 

CONDITIONS 8 states “Before the first operation of the SWIP hereby approved a scheme shall be 

submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority to demonstrate that 

electrical generation and/or heat recovery systems have been installed with the capability to meet 

equivalent energy outputs per unit of waste derived fuel input that meets or exceeds the 

equivalent of the R1 energy efficiency index. The SWIP shall be operated and maintained in 

accordance with the approved scheme to ensure that it continues to meet this R1 energy 

efficiency index and maintains Recovery status.” 

The criteria of the R1 requirement is that the plant and process requires R1 to exceed 0.65 

A document has been provided by RPS [Document included below: Planning Condition 8 – R1 

Scheme] to show the calculation of R1 to comply with planning condition 8 of the appeal hearing 

decision, CVSH-appeal-decisions-3205776-3205783.pdf. The information and calculation in this 

RPS report, Planning Condition 8 – R1 Scheme, has been reviewed and confirmed as correct by 

Calderdale Council in the process of discharging the condition [Document included below: 

DELEGATED REPORT – Submission of details to comply with condition 8 on application 

17/00113/WAM Reference 17/00113/DISC4]. 

The calculation presented by the RPS document is based on a throughput of 1 tonne per hour of 

refuse derived fuel (RDF), Planning Condition 8 – R1 Scheme 3.1.3 RDF Feedrate 1 tonne per hour, 

and returns a result for R1 of 0.67 which meets the criteria stipulated however at this throughput 

the Organic Rankine Cycle (ORC) unit is running flat out at 0.2 Gw, CVSH-zuccato-sk-ze-200-lt-

product-sheet.pdf. 

The applicant intends to operate the plant at a throughput of 2 tonnes of RDF per hour. As the 

Organic Rankine Cycle (ORC) unit is running flat out at the throughput of 1 tonne per hour of RDF 

no further recovery can be made for the increase in consumption. The calculation of R1 at a 

throughput of 2 tonnes of RDF per hour drops to 0.34 therefore failing planning condition 8 of the 

appeal hearing decision, CVSH-appeal-decisions-3205776-3205783.pdf. 

56) The application for an environmental permit in August 2020 included “CMBC may request copies of 

the site diary and site inspection records relating to SWIP operations at any time.” 
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This condition and undertaking is not included in the new application. The omission of this 

condition and undertaking is concerning as it removes a significant amount of Calderdale Council’s 

ability to monitor the SWIP and the compliance of the operator. 

57) The application form, CVSH-application-form-no-signature.pdf, states under Section 6 The small 

waste incineration plant 

6.1 Description of plant 

Table 2: Description of plant 

Rate of incineration (kg/h) 2 

This equates to 0.048 tonne per day, the specified amount in other documents is 2 tonnes per 

hour which equates to 48 tonne per day. This is a fundamental error on the application form which 

has not been checked by the environmental department. If the application is not correct and 

complete does that mean the application is not Duly-made? 

58) The errors in documents and information provided by RPS prompt the question to a member of 

the local community how well does RPS know the site and its location within the local 

environment and landscape, has the author visited the site? 

59) Given the errors in the documents and information provided in this application it prompts the 

question to a member of the local community how well has Calderdale Council reviewed the 

applications supporting documents in order for them to decide that the application was duly-

made? 

Green Belt 

60) It is worth remembering that the site is situated in Green Belt. Given that Industrial Emissions 

Directive, article 46(1) states “Waste gases from waste incineration plants and waste co-

incineration plants shall be discharged in a controlled way by means of a stack the height of which 

is calculated in such a way as to safeguard human health and the environment”, the flora and 

fauna in the Green Belt should be protected. 

The applicant’s representatives have previously described the location as industrial, the 

photograph and the Google satellite image below rather contradicts this, the location is actually 

attractive Green Belt. 
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Overlooking the Belmont Site from Haugh End Lane 

 

Google satellite image of the location of the Belmont Site 

There is an abundance of wildlife including foxes and deer and the valley is green, although less so 

in winter when it is then easy to see the buildings of the waste transfer station. 

I would question whether the visual amenity of the area and the openness of the Green Belt 

should be spoilt by the addition of a chimney stack terminating at 12 metres high, but certainly it 

should not be subjected to one higher, not now or if this development is allowed in the future 

when the experts decide that it would be better for everyone if the chimney stack was extended. 

A Number of Attempts 
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61) The applicant and their experts have had long enough to finalise and put forward their plans; over 

eleven years since an Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) Screening Opinion was requested of 

Calderdale Council (Reference: 12/06037/EIA) in December 2012 

The applicant has made two individual sets of planning applications which have also been 

amended on numerous occasions. 

The first planning application, number: 15/01072, was made by CVSH in August 2015 and was 

amended in November 2015 necessitating a new description and was again amended in March 

2016 again necessitating another new description. This application was withdrawn by CVSH in 

September 2016. 

A second planning application, number: 17/00113, was made by CVSH in February 2017 and was 

amended in July 2017 necessitating a new description. This application was heard by the Planning 

Committee on 19 December 2017 and was refused by a unanimous vote. The applicant appealed 

the decision and a Public Inquiry was held by the Planning Inspectorate on the 9th to 12th April 

2019, 24th April and the 26th to 28th November 2019. The hearing was scheduled to last three 

days but lasted for eight. The inspector allowed the appeals on the 4 February 2020. 

 

Flooding 

62) The site is vulnerable to flooding. The applicant’s representatives have attempted to dismiss any 

consideration of flooding at the site by referring to fluvial flooding only. The site is susceptible to 

Surface Water which comes onto the site from the surrounding landscape and has a ‘High Risk’ 

category when viewed at https://check-long-term-flood-risk.service.gov.uk/ [Document included 

below: Flood risk summary for the area]. Water is water whether it comes from a river or from the 

surrounding landscape and when it does flow from the surrounding landscape it is coming from 

higher ground and so takes any debris in its path with it. This will inevitably flow into the River 

Ryburn which will then flow into the River Calder. 

63) Contrary to the applicant’s previous statement that the site did not flood in the Boxing Day flood 

of 2015 photographic evidence has previously been provided by the local community that the site 

was flooded. 
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The scene the following day from the public footpath. 

64) During 2019 Sowerby Bridge experienced two incidences. The first on the 16 March 2019 was not 

a major event, although some flooding occurred in Sowerby Bridge. 

 

 

Water can be seen flowing out of the proposed incinerator shed 
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Standing water on the front yard the following morning 

 

Concrete blocks positioned across the front yard to try to prevent water entering the proposed 
incinerator shed 
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A blue hose trailing over the wall (top right of photograph) so to expel flood water into the River 
Ryburn 

65) The second incidence in 2019 was a minor summer storm on the 28 July 2019. 

 

I am advised that the hose is from a pump dealing with water in the main sorting shed, it runs 
across the yard and it is emptying onto the surface of the yard presumably on its way into the 

River Ryburn - see bottom right corner of photo 
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And a closer view of the contaminated water from sorting shed emptying onto the surface of 
the yard presumably on its way into the River Ryburn 

In both instances in 2019 the site was covered with standing water and the operators found it 

necessary to be on site outside of permitted operating hours to take preventative action and carry 

out cleanup work. 

66) On the 9 February 2020 there was a major flood event which flooded Sowerby Bridge. 

 

This is the River Ryburn from the public footpath as it crosses the bridge into the site. The proposed 
incinerator building is the green building on the right 

67) There is a stream which flows down off the land between the site and Norland Moor. It is directed 

under the disused railway line through a stone culvert and then falls into a gully as it flows towards 
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the site, it is then allowed to flow across the rear yard and through a gap in the wall into the River 

Ryburn. There is a pipe beneath the rear yard from this area which exits into the River Ryburn but 

debris has blocked the inlet so water is forced to flow over the rear yard. 

 

There is a pipe beneath this debris which would take the water under the rear yard from this 
area and exit into the River Ryburn 
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The stream which exits Norland Moor flowing though the rear of the site, across the rear yard and 
onwards into the River Ryburn on the 15 January 2023. 

68) At the Planning Applications Appeal Hearing a councillor stated that the site is in an area where 

planning permissions would not be given for housing due to the flood risk. 

69) The heat from the incinerator is proposed to be run in pipes under the front yard and the sorting 

shed to dryer units situated in the rear yard adjacent to the rear of the sorting shed. However the 

drainage pipe that runs under the rear yard, which is intended to take the stream which flows 

down off the land between the site and Norland Moor, and drains the water into the River Ryburn 

is situated in this location. The drainage pipe cuts straight across under the yard and would be at 
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right angles with the pipes transferring the heat from the incinerator. These pipes would need to 

either go over or under the drainage pipe. As the drainage pipe appears to be a 600mm diameter 

concrete drain the dryer pipes would need to be very deep to go beneath or if they went above, if 

there was enough depth available, they would be very near the surface and susceptible to 

damaged from the heavy plant which manoeuvres in this area. 

Amenity of Occupiers of Nearby Properties 

70) The original planning permission 04/02712/FUL [Document included below: 04_02712_FUL--

169812.pdf] was granted with conditions which included no operating overnight (Condition 5) and 

no burning on site (Condition 12), these conditions were included for: 

5. In the interest of the amenity of occupiers of nearby properties. 

12. In the interest of the amenity of occupiers of nearby properties and to ensure compliance with 

Policy N91 of the Calderdale Unitary Development Plan. 

Does the amenity of occupiers of nearby properties not count any longer? 

Undertakings made at the Environmental Permit Appeal Hearing 

71) It was noted at the Environmental Permit Appeal Hearing that all parties agreed that the permit be 

specific as to the terminating height of the chimney stack, being at 12 metres, and that with the 

permissions granted (or to be if they are) that no extension to the height is allowed. 

72) It was noted at the Environmental Permit Appeal Hearing that all parties agreed if emissions 

generated by the plant (if allowed) exceed permitted levels the plant will be shut down.  

73) It was noted at the Environmental Permit Appeal Hearing that all parties agreed the emissions 

generated by the plant will (if allowed) be within the permitted levels during periods of the plant 

being started up or shut down 

Planning Permission Granted 

74) The completed Planning Application Form for Planning Application 17/00113 [Document included 

below: Completed Planning Application Form for 17/00113 17_00113_WAM--1006350.PDF], the 

completed Planning Application Form for Planning Application 17/00114 [Document included 

below: Completed Planning Application Form for 17/00114 17_00114_VAR--1007107.pdf] and the 

completed Planning Appeal Application Form [Document included below: Planning Appeal 

Application Form 18_00019_AQMA-APPEAL_FORM-1103711.PDF] have all been completed 

providing an incorrect postcode for the site of HX6 3BL 

75) The Planning Permission which was granted following the Planning Appeal Hearing [Document 

included below: Appeal Decisions Notice Appeal Decisions 3205776  3205783.pdf] has been 

provided at an address, by virtue of an incorrect postcode, that is not the site of the proposed 

incinerator. 

76) The correct address for the site is postcode HX6 3LL as shown by a search using Royal Mail’s 

address finder [Document included below: Address confirmation from Royal Mail Address Finder]. 
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77) The incorrect statement of the sites postcode also has implications on reports which have been 

produced such as flood risk report which if produced on the incorrect postcode would put the site 

100 metres distant from the River Ryburn and over 12 metres higher in the landscape. 

Conclusion 

78) Notwithstanding all the points made above. 

It is irrelevant what supplementary air quality information the applicant has submitted concerning 

the proximity and height of surrounding trees and their treatment by way of surface roughness 

within the air quality modelling. 

The modelling relies upon the weather data which is input to the model and as the Met Office with 

all their resources of super computers, real-life surface observations, satellite cloud and radar 

rainfall observations are unable to produce a specific historical dataset for the site’s location all 

other attempts must be fundamentally flawed. 

The air quality modelling results which have been produced are therefore worthless. 

See 19, 20 and 26 above 
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Documents attached as a file with this objection to aid viewing: 

15_01072_WAM-FRA_APPENDIX_B-556898.PDF 
18_00019_AQMA-LEVEL_SURVEY-1165836.PDF 
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Document: Decision Calderdale EPR603.pdf 
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Document: 15_01072_WAM-FRA_APPENDIX_B-556898.PDF 

Area of plan showing proposed incinerator shed with FL 93.215 

 

 

Area of plan showing assumed datum: All levels relate to Temporary Datum (Peg driven into ground) 

assumed value 100.000 
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Document: 18_00019_AQMA-LEVEL_SURVEY-1165836.PDF 
 
Shows at point circled proposed incinerator shed FL (floor level) 84.27 metres 
 

 
  



Environmental permit application 

Reference: S13/006 Page 60 of 121 

Shows at point circled a point at the entry to the site at 96.49 metres 
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Document: Cabinet Question - 2024 03 11 - response.pdf 
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Document: minutes_13152_cab 1106.doc.pdf 
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Document: Ref: 44268 - Reply to FOI / EIR request 
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Document: 17_00113_WAM-COMMITTEE_REPORT-1061930.pdf Pages 6 & 7 

 

  



Environmental permit application 

Reference: S13/006 Page 69 of 121 

Document: List-of-Planning-Complaints.pdf and the accompanying document: Code-for-Complaints.pdf 
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Document: List-of-Planning-Complaints to Known Complaints 
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Examples, copies of the correspondence of complaints made and a reply by email was received so were 

received but do not appear of the list provided by Calderdale Council. 

Example: 17 December 2015 
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Example: 12 May 2019 
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Example: 18 March 2020 
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Document: Item 8 - Calderdale Council Air Quality Strategy App 1.pdf 
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Document: Printed minutes 10102022 1800 Cabinet.pdf 
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Document: Draft Environmental Permit for SWCP Belmont.docx 
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Draft Environmental Permit for SWCP Belmont.docx page: 12 
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Document: Flood risk summary for the area 
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Document: Planning Condition 8 – R1 Scheme 
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Document: DELEGATED REPORT – Submission of details to comply with condition 8 on application 

17/00113/WAM Reference 17/00113/DISC4 
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Document: 04_02712_FUL--169812.pdf 
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Document: Completed Planning Application Form for 17/00113 17_00113_WAM--1006350.PDF 
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Document: Completed Planning Application Form for 17/00114 17_00114_VAR--1007107.pdf 
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Document: Planning Appeal Application Form 18_00019_AQMA-APPEAL_FORM-1103711.PDF 
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Document: Appeal Decisions Notice Appeal Decisions 3205776  3205783.pdf 
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Document: Address confirmation from Royal Mail Address Finder 
 

 
 
 


