
Rookery South ERF Community Liaison Panel Meeting 13 Draft Notes 
Monday 20th January 2020 – 6.30 pm 

Marston Forest Centre, Station Road, Marston Moretaine, Bedford MK43 0PR. 

Present  

CLP Members – Representatives from Lidlington PC; Marston Moretaine PC; Millbrook PM; 
Cranfield PC; Wootton PC; Forest Centre; Bedfordshire Against Covanta Incinerator (BACI) 

Observers/Presenters – Covanta: Tom Koltis, Judith Harper, Neil Grimstone, Jack Stitt; 
Environment Agency: Neil Goudie, Emma D’Avilar; CBC: Anita Taylor, Alan Stone; Veolia: 
Marine Avisse, Mark Smith, Phil Farrow 

Facilitator: Bob Fisher (rmpfisher77@gmail.com) 

Apologies for Absence: Lyn Lyman; Cllr Sue Clark; Roy Romans; John Symonds, Cllr Tim Hill 

Resignations and appointments: N/A 

NOTES FROM THE MEETING 

 A set of ground rules was elicited proposed by meeting participants, which included: 
- Keep to time 
- Keep to the agenda 
- Respect each others’ views 
- Turn-taking - Do not speak over one another 
- Mobile phones turned off/turned to silent 

 Approval of notes from meeting 12 

The notes had been circulated in advance of the meeting and were approved. 

 Matters arising from previous meeting (14/10/2019) 

There were no matters arising from the previous meeting. 

 Construction Update (JS) 

Three months since previous update and generally in line with plan (see slide pack). JS noted 
that during the next (mechanical erection) phase, there would be an increase in the number 
of abnormal loads delivering to the site. Covanta will endeavour to inform people if there is 
likely to be an exceptional number of these or any particular issues.  There may be some 
delays but they will avoid peak times.  

Q: Marston Moretaine PC asked whether these would be coming off the Marston 
Roundabout. In all likelihood they will, although the haulier will do their own route survey 
first to determine the best route. JS also confirmed that police would not need to escort 
these heavy loads, except in very exceptional cases. 

Picking up from the previous meeting, JS also commented that Covanta had made an 
application to CBC for an extension to working hours for catch up work .   



Q: Cranfield PC asked whether wind speed measurements would be taken [in respect of the 3 
tower cranes?] JS assured the meeting that they would, and in fact this has been asked for 
by CBC. 

Q: Wootton PC noted that a temporary extension had been granted and asked how long the 
extension was for and from when. The extension to working hours would be for three 
months, beginning in January. 

Q: Cranfield PC was concerned about the extent of lighting during this phase and asked 
whether Covanta was going to try and get this localised. Yes, save for red warning lights on 
the cranes. Covanta is trying to reduce the lighting in use at other times. 

 Veolia - waste depots Q & A (Marine Avisse; Mark Smith; Phil Farrow) 

The team from the Veolia delivered a comprehensive presentation on the operations of the 
Environmental Compliance Team. 

MS stressed that Permitting and Compliance worked very closely together and ensure that 
all operations were compliant and that a duty of care was really important. 

MA provided a detailed account of weighbridge checks in which visual inspections were 
carried out to check for contaminants. If these are detected, they are placed in a quarantine 
area and afterwards placed in sealed containers and removed by operatives. Further visual 
inspections are carried out once the consignment has been loaded. MA went on to stress 
that operatives were fully trained to check, not just for contaminants, but also for homeless 
people, who seek shelter in containers with cardboard inside. In short, everything is tracked 
throughout the process. 

Q: Wootton PC asked how specific the waste codes were. PF assured the meeting they were 
very specific; this is a legal requirement – there is an individual waste code and description 
for each load. 

Q: Wootton PC asked whether there were specific waste codes for Rookery. [These are 
detailed in the Permit] PF assured Wootton that Veolia only sends waste to the appropriate 
plant which can accept it. 

Q: Wootton PC asked to what extent waste transfer operations were regulated by the 
Environmental Agency. PF: Heavily regulated - over 400 inspections last year. 

Q: BACI wished to know what happened to batteries, given that so many are thrown away 
rather than recycled. PF noted that it wasn’t possible to guarantee 100% that there weren’t 
a small quantity of batteries in a consignment, but said that the team checks as often as 
possible.  

Q: Lidlington Resident asked what happens if a battery is put into the incinerator. MS said 
that it will burn; inevitably there will be the odd one or two here and there, but this could 
not be prevented. PF pointed out that the priority for Veolia was to educate the public, as 
people were under the impression that batteries could be disposed of in the normal ways – 
rather than recycled at the Household Waste Recycling Centre. MS, however, wished to 
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reiterate that there would be no major effect and this was not a serious issue at the 
moment. 

Q: Lidlington Resident asked whether there was a radiation detector on site. Tom Koltis 
stressed that all loads were inspected at entry to the plant.  There will be a radioactive 
checker at Rookery as there is at Dublin.   MS, meanwhile, pointed out that the disposal of 
radioactive materials was very heavily regulated and that this is something that is just not 
going to occur as organisations have to account for where radioactive material is – the fines 
for disposing of radioactive materials illegally are simply too great. 

Q: Wootton PC asked whether worn-out vehicle tyres would be sent to Rookery. MS said that 
they would not – they need to be recycled properly, as they burn too well. 

Q: Wootton PC asked about the location of waste depots – and which were situated furthest 
away. MS assured the meeting that the depots used would be located as close as possible to 
the site. MA explained that the nearest sites were at Northampton, Peterborough and 
Cambridge, but that Veolia were also looking at nearer sites. It was important to optimize 
transport, as it would be inefficient otherwise. Normally, the depots should be within 40 
miles, but Veolia would like them to be as close as possible. MS invited meeting participants 
to visit. MA explained that Veolia will provide details of waste specifications to any third 
party and showed a comprehensive list of unacceptable materials (see slide 17). 

Q: Wootton PC asked where the waste is currently being sent to be processed. MA said that 
up to now, this was exported to Europe, e.g. Netherlands, although these countries were 
now imposing taxes on waste deliveries. MA went on to explain that there was lack of  
capacity for this in the UK.; we need local [UK] facilities due to [environmental?] taxes and 
the low pound and this represented a real struggle for local authorities. [In Europe] it is 
currently cheaper to import than take waste from local markets. 

Q: Wooton asked if Rookery will accept foreign waste.  No, the markets are not good for 
this. 

MS commented on external agencies, audits and reporting and noted that Veolia was well 
above its competitors in terms of levels of compliance (see slide 19) and that it was an 
industry leader in this respect. He also stressed the work being done on staff training.  

PF added that there was a central system for reporting any incidents to the Environmental 
Agency and good visibility from the perspective of central support. The emphasis was very 
much on both compliance and performance and this is illustrated by the fact that each 
month the CEO will review and investigate any breaches of compliance which might have 
occurred. 

Q: Wootton PC asked whether these standards applied to sub-contractors. MA and MS 
assured him that they did – if there are any complaints about a sub-contractor, Veolia will 
notify them and they will be removed from the preferred suppliers’ list; essentially 3 a 
three-strikes approach. 



MS then showed the Veolia Minimum Requirements (VMR) slide, which highlights clear 
standards for all activities at transfer stations and treatment sites. The VMR, as PF stressed, 
aimed to set the highest standards for new staff and go well above simple compliance. 

Q: Lidlington PC asked whether the vehicles being used for deliveries belonged to Veolia or to 
sub-contractors. MA stated that some of the vehicles – RCV or Artics for larger loads (up to 
23 tonnes) – are sub-contracted but that in every case they would need to adhere to 
compliance standards and would be monitored, as they are considered as essentially an 
extension to the company. All trucks are tracked so as to monitor and/or identify any issues. 
With regard to scheduling of collections/deliveries, every effort was made to avoid late 
deliveries, not least because these were more costly. MS emphasised the importance of 
timing to avoid queues and reducing the number of lorries being used at rush hour. 

Q: Marston Moretaine PC asked whether there was any historical evidence of lithium type 
batteries being deposited in waste depots. MA noted that there had been a couple of 
incidents of misplaced computer batteries in dry recyclate during December. MS noted that 
batteries may appear as residue at the bottom of recycling containers, mainly at household 
waste recycling centres, but on the whole, this was a very small number. He reiterated the 
importance of educating people about the correct disposal of batteries. 

Q: Cranfield PC asked whether there was any limit to the number of deliveries to the Rookery 
site, and does it include staff. Tom Koltis said that there was limit of 594 HGVs per day (not 
including staff), but that the average would be around 250 in and out, plus bottom ash 
removal. The facility had originally been designed to accept larger quantities, but was now 
structured to have lower capacity. 

Q: Wootton PC asked who else, besides Veolia, would be delivering waste. Veolia would be 
delivering about 70% of the waste, the rest would be delivered by subcontractors. 

Q: Wootton PC asked about the identity of the other contractors and whether any of them 
would be on the red zone in the compliance chart (slide 19). Veolia ensures that these 
companies have been looked at and focuses on contractors in the green zone; however, 
there are procedures to rectify any issues that might arise (waste codes, traffic patterns) 
and that it would be inappropriate to exclude a subcontractor for the actions of one or two 
rogue sites. Due diligence is always carried out on suppliers and sites.MS reiterated the offer 
for participants to visit Veolia waste depots.  

• Local Authority Monitoring – (Anita Taylor/Alan Stone – Q & A) 

AT of CBC announced that Roy Romans would probably not be attending CLP now that she is 
in post, unless requested. 

AT has been working on a change of historic fencing scheme approved late October, which 
had been submitted around May before she joined the LA. This involved minor changes 
relating to design layout on the site which has been approved, and an application to work 
outside of approved hours. The DCO does allow for this [i.e. approvals by the authority to 
minor variations]. In the past these approvals have been made for slip formation. This 
request was for power floating, steel erection and core construction.  It was agreed to 



approve power floating outside of agreed hours only; that approval will run to the end of 
January. Last week AT received a further request to extend operating hours and will look at 
that, but has asked JS for further information.  She is also considering design changes in 
consultation with the EA and landscape officer. 

Q: BACI asked whether these amendments were subject to public consultation and whether 
members of the public can object to them. These would be treated in the same way as any 
planning application & the appropriate technical people have been consulted; it isn’t 
something that would necessarily go to outside consultation.  

Q: BACI asked what would happen in the case of a change in visual impact. In this case the 
Landscape Officer is being consulted and will be able to give her judgement on this. 

Q: BACI asked for confirmation that members of the public would not be allowed to make 
representation, in the way they would in a planning application. A different process applies 
to a planning application from that relating to a scheme. It doesn’t go through the same 
consultation or processing.  

Q: BACI asked whether there was any consultation – or right of objection - for extension of 
operating hours. AS was at a meeting with Covanta to respond to this. However, this type of 
application is not of the type that would normally involve a public consultation – it would 
normally involve consultation with technical advisors and the EA. When complaints from the 
public come in, these are naturally investigated and can use that information to determine 
final decisions on final details.   

Q: Cranfield PC asked how CBC decides when a project becomes large enough to be 
considered a scheme – as in the case of the landscaping application. The Development 
Consent Order (DCO) for Covanta operates under a separate guidance from the government 
from that of the Town & Country Planning Act.  There is no guidance for LA as to the process 
of consultation on any amendment that comes though.  

AS commented that the size of the application is not the issue - it could be any size. He 
assesses the scheme and makes a judgement on conditions accordingly. He will be 
scrutinising the application for outside works. Previously in other cases, AS has spoken to 
people closest to the development to obtain their views on noise levels. In this instance, it 
looks like a smaller application and will discuss with AT. 

Q: Cranfield PC acknowledged openness i.e. with regard to site visits, but was concerned that 
a lack of discussion regarding planning issues -however minor - might lead to a perception 
that these issues were being hidden. Would it not be better to address these before the 
schemes started rather than deal with complaints subsequently? AT noted concern about 
the lack of public consultation and offered to take this issue of consultation back to Roy 
Romans and have a discussion about that. However, many of these issues relate to very 
minor alterations, most of which are borne out of other changes on site. There needs to be 
balance, however. For example, with regard to complaints about noise, there has been a 
lack of tangible information concerning dates, location and so on. A lot of the complaints 
received are not necessarily accurate and to that extent, a free-for-all approach to 



complaints doesn’t necessarily serve anyone’s best interests – public, local authority or 
technical experts. However, AT offered to update any changes in information on the CBC 
website. 

Q: BACI suggested a brief summary on these changes. The amendments are no different to 
what has been presented at the meeting by Jack Stitt. These relate to original detailed 
designs which then require minor changes once the contract is under way, such as 
equipment location, footprint, ventilation, positioning of a door -  for the landscaping, very 
minor changes were made in response to the road being moved over slightly. 

Q: Wootton PC commented that the salient points were issues of noise and lighting. For 
these issues, the process remains the same – CBC and Alan and Anita receive the application 
from Covanta and they will then consult their technical experts with regard to issues such as 
noise impact; Covanta provides information noise models showing the location of noise and 
Alan will consult people living nearest to the site and make a decision based on that as to 
the likely impact. 

Q:  Marston Moretaine PC observed that people living further away from the site had made 
more complaints than those who live closer to it (e.g. Upper Shelton). Alan Stone 
acknowledged that noise attenuates with distance and the closer you are, the more noise 
there is likely to be. However, factors such as wind direction and meteorological conditions 
may affect noise levels at distance. If levels exceed agreed limits, CBC will object if 
necessary. We want to keep within the new plans and will be consulting with JS. 

Q: Lidlington PC asked whether there would be any changes to the footpaths and byways 
around the site, as these are a bit of a mess. There’s a meeting about a right-of-way strategy 
next week (with Michelle Flynne) and will be meeting Judith Harper to see what can be done 
about the paths around the site. 

• Questions – (re. emissions; heavy metals) 

Q: Wootton PC asked about an item in the Newsletter regarding carbon emissions baseline 
for 2008-9 and a target of reducing these by 60% by the end of March 2020. What is the 
actual baseline? AT will have to come back later on that. Wootton and BACI to submit 
questions relating to carbon emissions and carbon footprint of installation to BF to forward 
on to Anita Taylor at CBC. 

Q: Wootton PC asked about the levels of heavy metals present in ash following incineration 
& requested a response from the EA. Tom Koltis noted that this issue had been a key subject 
of the recent judicial review . The process has an enclosed drainage system.  Only surface 
water drains to the pond.  If there is an accident, then the emergency procedure is initiated:  
the penstock valve to the pond is shut and clean up measures are carried out before it is re-
opened. The drainage system is designed for a 1- in -100 year storm, 

Q: BACI were concerned about more endemic pollution being caused by dust flying around. 
Tom Koltis explained that the issue of dust ‘flying around’ was dealt with by the judicial 
review. The site is essentially a closed system. Emma D’Avilar commented that the ash is 



wet and contained; this is something which would not occur, given the safety procedures in 
place. The ash is sprayed and kept damp is more like a tough (sic) paste. 

Q: BACI asked whether the ash is removed in this form (i.e. as a humid paste). MS explained 
that it is in the form of a paste which is solid, but not dusty and is therefore nice to 
transport. To remove the ash effectively, it has to be at an optimal level of moisture, hence 
no dust is produced. Emma D’Avilar added that if there is dust in the air, this is likely to be 
from the mud around the site, not IBA dust.  

 Time/date/venue for next meeting 

It was agreed that the next meeting would take place at 6.30 pm on Monday 20th April 2020 
at the Forest Centre. 

 

 

 


