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Land at Hill Farm, Brick Kiln Hill, Boxford 

Applicant: 
Boxford (Suffolk) Farms Ltd
Brief Summary of Report

1. The Anaerobic Digester (AD) facility is proposed to be located on land adjoining the Copella juicing plant and Boxford Farms apple storage warehousing (hereafter referred to as the “complex” in this report).

2. Anaerobic Digestion is the process whereby bacteria break down organic material in the absence of air, producing a biogas containing methane, heat and a solid and liquid residue, called digestate. Within this application, it is proposed that the biogas would be fed into a combined heat and power plant with the electricity used in the juicing plant and farm buildings. Heat generation is being considered for either heating poly – tunnels to advance soft fruit growth, providing heat/biogas to Copella for use in the juicing process or for creating drying facilities for biomass products such as woodchips for on-site wood burners. The digestate would be used as a fertiliser available to both Boxford and neighbouring farms.

3. The proposed AD facility, with a design capacity of 15,050 tonnes per annum, would utilise a mixed feedstock of imported maize and grass silage together with apple by-products arising from the adjacent Copella juicing plant.

4. The application has been supported by assessments undertaken by consultants including ecology, landscape, noise, odour and traffic. 

5. In respect of the environmental aspects, the County Noise Manager has no objection and recommends conditions for controlling noise generation levels and subsequent monitoring. 

6. The development would be able to operate to acceptable noise and air quality levels without detriment to nearby sensitive receptors.

7. In traffic terms, the proposed traffic generation numbers and importation tonnages are not considered objectionable in themselves. 

8. In terms of landscape and visual impact, the application area is considered sensitive being within the Dedham Vale Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB).

9. In both landscape and ecological terms, the proposed facility is considered to present an acceptable visual feature within the landscape, does not impact negatively on the designated landscape nor adversely affect any ecological interests.

10. Presentations have been undertaken by the applicant of the proposal to the Parish Councils of Assington, Boxford, Polstead and Leavenheath all of whom support the application.

11. There are four objections to the application, two from neighbouring residents, one from a resident of Calais Street and the other from the Dedham Vale Society. The Dedham Vale AONB and Stour Valley Project have concerns about the application and raised qualified comments. 
12. The application has been assessed and found to accord with the Development Plan and national policy. 

13. The application is considered an acceptable development and is recommended for approval subject to conditions.
Action Recommended
	14. That planning permission be granted subject to the following conditions: 

Commencement

1. At least seven days’ notice shall be given, in writing, to the Waste Planning Authority of the commencement of site preparation works (for the purposes of this requirement site preparation works shall include the removal of the soils within the footprint of the application area and access creation).

Approved Details

2. Except as may be required by the other conditions to this permission by the Waste Planning Authority, none of the uses, operations and activities associated with the development hereby approved shall be carried out other than in accordance with the letter from Evolution Town Planning dated 28 August 2013 and accompanying:

a) Planning Application form dated 27 August 2013.

b) ADAS “Bioaerosol Risk Assessment” dated 23 August 2013.

c) ADAS “An Odour Impact Study for a proposed Anaerobic Digestion Plant at Boxford Farm, Boxford, Suffolk” dated 21 August 2013.
d) Suffolk County Council Archaeological Service “Desk Based Assessment” Report No: 2013/071 dated May 2013.

e) Landscape and Sculpture Design Partnership “Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment” dated August 2013.

f) Amazi “Drainage Statement” report ref no: AMA353 Rev 0 – 25 October 2013. 

g) Drawing No: E219_PD1 entitled “Process Diagram” dated August 2013.

h) Drawing No: E219_DP1 Rev 1 entitled “Drainage Plan” dated August 2013.

i) Drawing No: E219_SP1 entitled “Site Plan” Rev 1 dated August 2013.

j) Drawing No: 1232-1 entitled “Topographic Survey Re Proposed AD Plant Survey related to OS National Grid (0STN02)” dated June 2003. 
As amended by: 

a) Evolution Town Planning “Joint Design and Access, Planning and Transport Statement supporting the planning application for a 500kW Anaerobic Digestion Plant at Boxford” dated November 2013.

b) Skilled Ecology Ltd “(Amended) Phase 1 Habitat Survey of Land at Hill Farm, Brick Kiln Hill, Boxford, Sudbury, Suffolk, CO10 5NY” dated June 2013.

c) Drawing No: BOX 001 Rev A entitled “Proposed Anaerobic Digestion Project” dated August 2013.

d) Sound Research Laboratories “Technical Report” ref no: C/22297/T01rev3/JRS/NJS dated 19 November 2013.
Availability of Plans

3. A copy of this permission and the approved plans shall be available at the site at all times during the life of the facility. Any subsequent amendments approved by the Waste Planning Authority shall also be available.

Archaeology

4. No disturbance of soils shall take place until a Written Scheme of Investigation to address a programme of archaeological work has been approved in writing by the Waste Planning Authority. The scheme shall then be implemented as approved and shall provide for:

a) A programme and methodology of site investigation and recording;
b) The programme of post investigation assessment;
c) Provision to be made for post investigative analysis;
d) Provision for the publication and dissemination of the analysis and records of the site investigation;
e) Provision to be made for archive deposition of the analysis and records of the site investigation;
f) Nomination of a competent person or persons/organisation to undertake the works set out in the Written Scheme of Investigation;
g) A programme of how site investigation is to be completed within the application footprint.
Colour Scheme of Digester Tanks

5. No construction of the digester tanks shall take place until a scheme for the colouring of the external surfaces of the tanks and domes to a non-reflective grey or dark green shading has been agreed in writing with the Waste Planning Authority.

Fixed Plant and Buildings

6. Notwithstanding the provisions of Article 3 and Part 8 of Schedule 2 of the Town and Country Planning (General Permitted Development) Order 1995 as amended, no plant, structures or buildings whether fixed or static shall be placed on the site, except as provided for under other conditions of this permission.

Environmental Protection

Mobile Plant Activity – Restriction of Hours

7. a) 
All mobile plant activity associated with the movement of feedstock 
shall only be carried out between the hours 
09:00 to 17:00 hours 
except for no more than four weeks per year during harvest time when 
movement shall be restricted to 08:00 to 19:00 hours.


b) 
Loading of the feedstock hopper by mobile plant shall be carried out 

only between the hours of 09:00 to 11:00 hours. 

Where delivery of feedstock during the harvest delivery hours is not possible 
then prior written notification shall be given to the residents of Peyton Hall.
Construction Hours of Operation
8. Construction work shall be restricted to the following periods:


07:30 to 17:30 hours Monday to Fridays

08:00 to 13:00 hours Saturdays.


No working on Sundays, Bank or Public Holidays.


Noisy activities such as breaking of concrete or cutting of hard materials 
shall be restricted to Monday to Friday 08:30 to 17:00 hours and Saturdays 
08:30 to 13:00 hours. 


This condition shall not apply in cases of emergency when life, limb or 
properties are in danger. The Waste Planning Authority shall be notified, in 
writing, as soon as possible after the occurrence of any such emergency.


Feedstock Type

9. The Anaerobic Digester plant shall only be supplied with feedstock comprising:

a) Apple by products from the adjoining juicing plant. 

b) Maize and Grass.


Flood Lighting

10. No commissioning of the Anaerobic Digester facility shall take place until details of the location, height, design, sensors, luminance of floodlighting (which shall be designed to minimise the potential nuisance of light spillage outside of the application site footprint) has been submitted to and received the prior written approval of the Waste Planning Authority.

Waste Burning

11. No wastes or other materials shall be burnt within the application area.

Rubbish

12. All rubbish and scrap materials generated on the site shall be collected and stored in a tidy manner, in a screened position within the site area until such time as they may be properly disposed of to a suitably licensed waste disposal site.

Digestate Handling

13. End digestate shall be covered or tankered away at the end of each working day.
Noise – Silencers 
14. Silencers shall be fitted to, used and maintained in accordance with manufacturers’ instructions on all vehicles, plant and machinery used on the site. No machinery shall be operated with the covers open or removed.

Noise – Loudspeakers 
15. No sound reproduction or amplification equipment (including public address systems, loudspeakers, warning klaxons etc) which is audible at the nearest noise sensitive location shall be installed or operated on the site without the prior written approval of the Waste Planning Authority.

Noise – Construction 
16. During construction:

a) All static plant shall be so located and installed as to minimise nuisance to persons living or working in the vicinity.

b) All compressors shall be 'noise reduced' models fitted with properly lined and sealed acoustic covers which shall be kept closed when the machines are in use, and all ancillary pneumatic percussive tools shall be fitted with mufflers or silencers of the type recommended by the manufacturers.

c) All vehicles and mechanical plant used for the purpose of the Works shall be fitted with effective exhaust silencers and shall be maintained in good and efficient working order so that extraneous noise shall be reduced to a minimum.

d) All portable traffic signals and pumps shall be operated from mains electricity unless otherwise agreed with the Overseeing Organisation.

e) Machines in intermittent use shall be shut down in the intervening periods between work or throttled down to a minimum.

f) All work to be undertaken in accordance with a Construction Method Statement and Considerate Contractors Scheme, with specific reference to noise and dust mitigation.  The Contractor is to provide a method statement and programme prior to start of any works on site to include details of the type of plant and the numbers of each type to be used for the operations and methods to be used to minimise noise and dust disturbance.

Noise Levels

17. Noise measured at 1 metre from the Combined Heat and Power unit container shall not exceed 75dB LAeq (5 minute).

18. Noise generation from the anaerobic digester and associated plant shall not exceed 29dB LAeq (1 hour) (Rating level of 34 dB(A)) at the boundary of Copella/Boxford Farms holding with Peyton Hall, as shown on Plan No. B/13/01060/A entitled “Noise Level Monitoring Point”. 

Noise Reversing

19. No site preparation works, as defined in Condition 1 of this permission, shall take place until a scheme to address the proposed arrangements for the provision of “white noise” or similar warning signal emitted by reversing vehicles has received the written approval of the Waste Planning Authority.  The arrangements that are approved shall be implemented and maintained throughout the life of the site.

Noise Monitoring

20. No site preparation works, as defined in Condition 1 of this permission, shall take place until a scheme of site noise monitoring has been submitted to, and has received the written approval of the Waste Planning Authority.  The scheme shall be implemented as approved and shall make provision for:

a) A programme of noise monitoring to include one set of readings at commissioning followed thereafter on a three monthly basis at the noise monitoring points for an initial period of one year.
b) For those periods where the noise limit is stated as a Leq (5 minute), a minimum of three five minute periods are to be monitored, but sufficient measurements to obtain a representative sample for the evening and night-time periods shall be taken and submitted to the Waste Planning Authority together with their start time.

c) Details of equipment proposed to be used for monitoring, which should be in accordance with BS4142 Paragraph 4.1.

d) Monitoring during typical working with the main items of plant and machinery in operation.

e) The logging of all weather conditions, approximate wind speed and direction.  Monitoring shall not normally be carried out at wind speeds in excess of 5 m/s (average) or temperatures of less than 3 degrees C.

f) The logging of both on site and off site noise events occurring during measurements including ‘paused out’ extraneous noise events.  

g) Not less than two days advance notification to the Waste Planning Authority of the date and time of the intended noise measurement.

h) The results of the noise monitoring to be made available to the Waste Planning Authority no later than 14 days following the date of the measurement.

i) The monitoring points may be varied with the written approval of the Waste Planning Authority as the site develops and noise levels shall correlate with those levels in Condition (17 and 18).

Dust Construction and Post Commissioning

21. a) 
General – At all times during the carrying out of operations authorised 
or required under this permission, water bowsers and sprayers, 
whether mobile or fixed shall be used at such times as is necessary to 
minimise the emission of dust from the site.


 b) 
Haul Routes:

i)  
Hard surfaces or paving to be used for all haul routes even if only 

temporary.


ii) 
Speed limits of 20mph or less for surfaced roads and 5mph for 

unmade roads.

  
c)  
Excavation and Earthworks:

i) 
Dusty activities to be damped down during working hours, 


especially during dry weather.  

ii) 
Earthworks to be temporarily covered under dry conditions.

Surface Water Drainage and Pollution Protection

22. Any oil, fuel, lubricant, paint or solvent within the site shall be stored to prevent such materials contaminating any soils or reaching any watercourse.

23. Any fixed or freestanding oil or fuel tanks shall be surrounded by a fully sealed impermeable enclosure with a capacity not less than 110% of that of the tanks to fully contain their contents in the event of any spillage.

24. a)
If there is multiple tankage, the enclosure shall have a capacity not 
less than 110% of the largest tank;


b)
All filling points, vents and sight glasses shall be within the sealed 

impermeable enclosure; and


c)
There shall be no drain through the impermeable enclosure. (The 

applicant’s attention is drawn to the requirement set out in BS 799 

Part 5: 1987.)

25. Prior to discharge to any watercourse, all contaminated site drainage shall pass through suitably sized oil/grit interceptors details of which shall require the approval, in writing, of the Waste Planning Authority.

Soil Handling

26. Prior to the stripping of any soils from the site, excess vegetation shall be removed from the areas to be stripped. 



The term 'excess vegetation' in this condition means all vegetation above a 

height of 154mm (6") above ground level.

27. Topsoil, subsoil and soil making material shall only be stripped when they are in a dry and friable condition, no movement of soils shall occur:

a) during the months October to March unless otherwise approved in writing by the Waste Planning Authority; 

b) when the top and sub layers of soil has a moisture content which is equal to or greater than that at which the soil becomes plastic, tested in accordance with the “Worm Test” as set out in the former BS 1377:1975 – British Standard 
methods Test for Soils for Civil Engineering Purposes”; or

c) there are pools of water on the soil surface.

Landscaping

28. No site preparation works, as defined in Condition 1 of this permission, shall take place until a scheme for the landscaping of the application land has been submitted to and received the written approval of the Waste Planning Authority. The scheme shall then be implemented as approved. The scheme shall make provision for:

a) Construction method for the formation of the landscape bunding.

b) Soil handling procedure and preparation of soils prior to planting.

c) Details of the location, numbers, plant sizes and species.

d) Planting within the first available planting season.

e) Weed control.

f) Proposals for protecting, maintaining and managing of the planting over the long term including specifications and enclosure extent of deer fencing.

g) A programme of management for the first 20 years to first tree thinning.
h) A programme of implementation.


Landscape Maintenance

29. All landscaping shall be maintained for a period of at least 10 years to the satisfaction of the Waste Planning Authority in accordance with the UK Forestry Standard Guidelines 2011. All new tree and shrub planting must be maintained in a grass and weed free condition. Any trees and shrubs removed, substantially damaged or seriously diseased, dead or dying, shall be replaced in the subsequent planting season with species of a similar size and description unless otherwise agreed in advance in writing with the Waste Planning Authority.

Decommissioning

30. Prior to the decommissioning of the Anaerobic Digester facility, a scheme to address the removal of the development and restoration of the land shall be submitted to the Waste Planning Authority. The scheme shall then only be implemented as approved, or as may subsequently be approved, in writing, by the Waste Planning Authority. The submitted scheme shall make provision for:

a) removal of site infrastructure including foundations;
b) restoration of the land; and

c) programme of implementation.


Reason for Recommendation

15. The application develops and safeguards economic and employment opportunities and is in accordance with waste policy and guidance advice.

16. The provision of an Anaerobic Digestion facility at this location is an appropriate and sustainable use of the land assisting the applicant in recovering its waste streams and providing renewable energy and heat and the production of organic fertiliser through the comprehensive handling of the waste by products.

17. In policy terms, the conversion of wastes to renewable energy and conversion to alternative products reflects an important recovery/recycling element within the waste hierarchy set out in national waste guidance and promotes a sustainable operation.

18. The facility would be well located to the feedstock arisings offering diversion and reduction in road traffic miles associated both in terms of its present collection and for future delivery of final product.

19. The facility could be integrated into the landscape through appropriate colour cladding and landscaping such that its presence would not impact detrimentally on the designated landscape.
Alternative Options

20. None recommended.
Main Body of Report

21. This application seeks to provide for the construction of an Anaerobic Digestion (AD) facility to process feedstock from the adjacent Copella juicing plant comprising apples and waste by products together with imported maize and grass from the applicant’s landholding interests and third party farms. The AD facility would generate renewable electricity and heat for use primarily in the adjoining juicing plant and farm buildings (the complex).

Application site

22. The application site (of some 2.10 hectares) is located to the north east of the applicant’s Hill Farm and the adjoining fruit juicing plant. The Copella element operates on a lease within the applicant’s landholding utilising crop from the applicant’s adjacent landholding interest as well as from further afield. 
23. The applicant owns and farms the immediate and surrounding land as an active farm and apple producer. 
24. Access to the application site would utilise the Copella one-way system off the B1068 Leavenheath to Stoke By Nayland road. The application footprint is roughly a rectangular plot of land situated in the south west corner of an orchard. An east-west trackway runs along the southern application boundary. Another north-south running trackway forms roughly the western boundary. The eastern and northern boundary lies undefined within an existing orchard. The land further north slopes away to a well vegetated boundary comprising principally deciduous trees whilst to the east is a shelterbelt comprising mostly mature pine trees.

25. The application land lies just below a plateau occupying between the 50 and 55 metre contour. To the east the land slopes to the River Box running north west to south east approximately some 800 metres to the north east. Two valleys, one to the north and the other to the south east feed into the main river valley. Wetland and two ponds lie within the northern valley.

26. A double line of pylons, the Bramford to Twinstead 400kv pylon line and a distribution pylon line pass just to the south of the application footprint with tower heights of around 60 metres.

27. The land forms part of the Ancient Rolling Farmlands as identified in the Suffolk Landscape Character Assessment. Relevant characteristics of this landscape type include: principally rolling arable landscape of chalky clays and loams dissected widely and deeply by river valleys. Field patterns of ancient random enclosure, hedgerows of hawthorn, elm and oak. Scattered ancient woodland and network of winding lanes and dispersed settlement patterns.

28. The application land is situated within the Dedham Vale Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB).

Planning History

29. The applicant, Boxford (Suffolk) Farms Ltd is a family owned/managed business set up in the 1940’s. It has grown to include around 900 hectares of fruit growing and processing whilst also diversifying to include the nearby Stoke By Nayland Hotel Golf Club and Spa.

30. The application footprint itself has no planning history. For context, the adjacent Hill Farm and Copella site have a long planning history dating back to the late 1960’s with the apple packing house and cold stores being constructed.

31. In more recent years, since the early 2000’s there have been some 12 applications at both Hill Farm and Copella, with the most significant in 2007 for the erection of extensions to production premises, associated new plant and landscaping together with demolition of buildings. This permission remains unimplemented. The applicant understands that Copella are unlikely to implement the permission which expires in May 2014. 

32. As part of the pre application process, the application was screened as not requiring an Environmental Impact Statement. 

The Proposal
33. The applicant has confirmed that the application footprint which includes the long access road (2.10 hectares) is presently taken up by part of an immature commercial apple orchard and fallow field. 

34. The proposed capacity of the Anaerobic Digester is 15,050 tonnes per annum. (Use of maize and grass silage together with apple by-products and effluent from the adjacent Copella juicing plant).

35. Construction of the AD facility would provide for:

a) One No Combined heat and power unit and stack (10 metres to stack);

b) Office;

c) Five No Storage clamps (15 metre wide bays, 3 metre high walls and 5 metre high stocks);

d) One No Silage reception hopper (4.5 metres high);

e) Digestate storage bay (8 metres high);

f) Two No Digester Tanks (8 metres high) – biogas store atop the Digester tanks (12.5 metres total); and

g) Digestate storage tank (6 metres high).
36. The process would involve the transport of feedstock to the site, feedstock reception, feedstock handling, the Anaerobic Digester process and the handling and storage of the digestate. 
37. Liquid feedstock from Copella would arrive onto site by tanker and be discharged into the liquid feedstock tank of 140m3 capacity (4.5 metres high) as well as receiving recirculated liquid digestate from the digester tank. This mix would allow feedstock consistency at the start of the process.

38. Pomace would be transferred once a day in 25-30 tonne bulk trailers pulled by tractor.

39. Solid (maize and grass) feedstock would be imported by tractor trailer and discharged to the silage clamps. These clamps would be stocked over a 2-4 week harvesting period.

40. The clamps would accommodate material stacked in layers and compacted to exclude air and covered with impermeable sheeting. Material would be transferred directly to the feed hopper from one clamp at a time over a few hours each morning.

41. A front end loader would transport silage to the silage feed hoppers and would accommodate the feedstock for feeding into the AD digesters.

42. The AD digesters comprise above ground airtight insulated cylindrical tanks (capacity 4,300m3 and total height 12.5 metres with their flexible gas domes) and would be connected to the biogas system.  

43. The primary AD tank would be fed both the liquid and solid fractions passing through an in line macerator to achieve increased surface contact for better biological breakdown and transport through the system. The feedstock is mixed by re-circulating the biogas under the feed to avoid sediment layers and stays here for about 122.5 days.
44. The secondary AD digester of similar design and capacity would hold the material for a further 15 days and is linked to the biogas system.
45. Digestate is separated into liquid and solid fractions by a roller press separator. The liquid would be pumped to a covered digester storage tank, capacity 7,000m3 and comprising a 30-metre diameter 6-metre wall height with durable cover to prevent wind “stripping” of odours. The liquid would be tankered off site prior to use as a fertiliser. The solid fraction would be retained on a hard standing (4.5 metres x 4.5 metres square) for collection by tractor and trailer.

46. The biogas store would collect the constantly drawn off biogas and feed this into a membrane lined storage envelope atop the digester to allow regulated gas flow to the CHP unit (3 metres high and 0.5 metre diameter with a gas flue total 8 metres high).

47. Access to the application site would be from the B1068 between Boxford and Higham, along the Copella clockwise one-way system and then branching off in the northern link to access the western side of the application footprint.

48. This internal access would necessitate removal of some existing orchard, wind break, screening trees before creation of a hard cored track from the adjacent yard area through to an end turning head further east into the footprint. The silage clamps would then be positioned north of the new access with the remaining features to its south. 

49. Once up and running the process would operate on a continuous basis and would be maintained daily by an operator to undertake, usually morning testing and feed hopper loading, taking overall some 3-4 hours.

50. Any soils/excavated material arising from the construction process would be utilised in forming a banking about 2 metres high along the northern and eastern perimeter of the site that would then be landscaped. 

51. The applicant confirms that the siting of the AD facility has arisen from consideration of:

a) Proximity to electrical transformer for connection to the CHP plant.

b) Proximity to Copella feedstock.

c) Status on low grade land and redundant orchard.

d) Use of Copella plant as backdrop to views from the North east.

e) Location immediately East of the Copella effluent plant that would provide partial screening from a noise and odour perspective. 
52. The applicant notes that the application footprint is located within Flood Zone 1 (land outside a flood plain). Environment Agency advice for sites in Zone 1 is that a risk assessment is required for all development over one hectare and is aimed at focusing on management of surface water runoff.

53. The assessment noted that the land at present naturally drains. A search of Babergh District Council Strategic Flood Risk Assessment shows the application site having no history or likelihood of flooding issues.

54. The application area would have surface water drainage measures installed utilising site levels to channel surface water via a ditch to an attenuation pond used by Boxford Farm and Copella located north of the application land.

55. Effluent traps in front of the clamps would channel this liquid to a collection tank where it would be pumped into the digesters.

56. The applicant has undertaken community engagement with presentations having been given to Assington, Boxford, Polstead, Leavenheath and also Stoke by Nayland Parish Councils. The applicant has also visited, and had a site visit from, the occupants of Peyton Hall and Peyton Hall Farm.
57. In support of the planning application, the applicant has provided assessments addressing:

Joint Design and Access, Planning and Transport

58. Noted nearest neighbours as being:
a) Old Farm House – 100 metres West (applicant owned and separated by vegetation and factory structures);
b) Copella offices
140 metres South West (applicant owned and separated by vegetation and factory structures);
c) Langland’s House 220 metres West (applicant owned and separated by factory structures);
d) Peyton Hall Farm 440 metres North West (separated visually by vegetation); and
e) Blackthorn Lodge 530 metres South East (separated by vegetation and factory structures).
59. In respect of transport the application notes that the adjoining Copella site currently generates some 500 (225 in/225 out) HGV movements per week and with their approved extension (not yet implemented) rising to some 628 (314 in/314 out) movements or over 16,000 annual movements. This would be considered a baseline level for the HGV movements generated by this present application.

60. The feedstock and associated traffic numbers for the application proposal: 
	Feedstock (input)
	Source
	Timing
	Tonnes per annum
	Movements (two way)

	Apple pomace


	Copella (via 26t HGV or 27,300l tanker)
	Over the year
	6000
	-460 (230 in/230 out)

	Apples – whole and rots
	Copella (via 26t HGV or 27,300l tanker
	Over the year
	500
	-38 (19 in/19 out)

	Sludge (effluent)
	Copella (via 26t HGV or 27,300l tanker
	Over the year
	2200
	-160 (80 in/80 out)

	Grass
	Boxford landholding and neighbouring farms (via 16t tractor/trailer)
	Harvest Time
	50
	6 (3 in/3 out) or by 26t trailer 4 (2 in/2 out) 

	Maize
	Boxford landholding and neighbouring farms (via 16t tractor/trailer)
	Harvest Time
	6300
	786 (393 in/393 out) or by 26t trailer 484 (242 in/242 out)

	
	
	Totals
	15050
	134 (67 in/67 out) 


61. The statement confirms that the minus figures represent the diversion of feedstock from the adjacent juicing plant direct to the AD process. 

62. Digestate movements would be:

	Output
	Destination
	Timing
	Quantity
	Movements (two way) 

	Digestate fibre
	Boxford (Suffolk) Farms
	Pre and post-harvest, i.e. spring and autumn, avoiding late autumn to mid-winter for Nitrate Vulnerable Zone rulings
	946t/year
	118 (59 in/59 out) x 16t tractor/trailer to adjacent orchards at Hill Farm. 

	Digestate liquor
	Boxford (Suffolk) Farms, Stoke By Nayland Club golf course land.  
	Pre and post-harvest, i.e. spring and autumn, avoiding late autumn to mid-winter for Nitrate Vulnerable Zone rulings
	9709t/year
	712 (356 in/356 out) x tankers (27,300 litres per tanker) to applicants landholding interests/neighbouring farms from where feedstock sourced out to 20 miles. Worst case scenario. Applicant would look to save costs and back load maize incoming loads.

	Biogas
	500kW CHP Plant
	24 hours a day
	1.9-2.0 million m3 per year
	None

	Electricity
	Hill Farm and Copella and/or National Grid
	24 hours a day
	3.8-4.2 MWh
	None

	Heat
	Hill Farm and Copella in the future 
	24 hours a day
	Unknown
	None


63. In terms of the table above, the applicant confirms that the movements identified in the table would eventually replace existing vegetable cropping and fertiliser transport movements that would be happening in any event. Likewise, the use of larger 26t trailers would also reduce vehicle movements further.
64. The application notes a reduction in the Copella feedstock being diverted to the AD as 658 (329 in /329 out) taken off the highway. Whilst in relation to the trafficking of the grass and maize, 396 movements (198 in/198 out), farms would already have been producing crops off this land in any event and generating traffic. 

65. Likewise, the trafficking of digestate would offset production and transport of synthetic fertiliser. 

66. The applicant considers that the application would generate some 1.9 – 2.0 million m3 of biogas per annum allowing some 3.8-4.2 MWh of electricity together with an associated amount of heat per annum.

67. Copella would supply the pomace by-product (comprising solid remains following pressing and comprising skins, pulp, seeds and stems) together with apple rots, whilst locally grown maize and grass would add to the feedstock.

68. The ability to produce the electricity would assist both the Boxford Farms and Copella with the critically needed additional energy, particularly for the latter to undertake their existing approved expansion plans. 

69. The applicant considers that the use of potential heat generation being used for:

a) Heating poly – tunnels to advance soft fruit growth.

b) Providing heat/biogas to Copella for use in the juicing process.

c) Creating drying facilities for biomass products such as woodchips for on site wood burners.

d)  Use of dry natural fertilisers on applicant’s orchard land and the liquid fertiliser both on their own and neighbouring farms. The fertiliser would also improve soil quality in the local area. 

Archaeology

70. A desk based assessment was undertaken to assess potential for heritage assets and if appropriate the advice on requirements for, and nature of, any further investigative work.  

71. The aim of the assessment was to:

a) Collate and assess existing information identifying any known archaeological sites.

b) Assess potential for unrecorded interests.

c) Assess likely impact of past uses.

d) Assess potential for particular investigative techniques to aid formulation of investigative structure.

72. The assessment identified the nearest Listed Building as being Peyton Hall a Grade II original timber framed building.

73. The assessment found that the application land was first depicted as an agricultural field on the 1817 enclosure map.

74. Overall, there was no positive evidence of any significant activity, although this was likely due to there being lack of archaeological evidence recorded. The assessment noted however, that given the application footprint’s topographical location it was likely to have attracted activity in the pre historic period. Early post medieval activity is known in the form of Hill Farm and Peyton Hall Farm, although this was likely to be focused on their immediate hinterlands. 

75. The assessment notes that other than 3 post medieval buildings at Peyton Hall Barn, no archaeological sites are recorded in the vicinity. 

76. The assessment recommended mitigation measures to include trial trenching and further advice from the Archaeological service.

Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment (LVIA)

77. The assessment considered potential effects on the landscape and visual receptors. The nature and significance of the effects were predicted using standard guidelines. The assessment aims are to achieve avoidance, reduction or mitigation of such identified detrimental effects, through the development of a sensitive design.

78. The assessment noted the application footprint as being within the AONB noted for its unspoilt nature as traditional and diverse lowland farmed landscape focused on the River Stour and its tributaries, including the River Box.

79. The LVIA found the AONB in this particular area as less representative owing to flatter topography, negative influence of the pylons and the existing large sheds associated with the industrial premises.

80. The LVIA concludes there would be insignificant effects on the landscape types. The LVIA does not find that the character for which the AONB was designated is to be seen from the south of the site and as such its features would not be at risk through development of this proposal. The LVIA considers that the nature of the topography and wooded characteristics gives the application area the ability to absorb the proposed development.

81. The LVIA found there to be no loss of irreplaceable or rare landscape type or loss of any landscape feature, impact on Listed Buildings, Scheduled Monuments or Conservation Areas. Likewise, the scale of the proposal there would be an insignificant effect when viewed from public vantage points.

82. The assessment found the application land to be well screened from the plateau to the south, Long distance views from the north, at some 1.3 kilometres away, would be considering the proposal as a very minor part of the overall view. Depending on elevation, views of the tank element would be seen against a wooded horizon although with appropriate colour cladding these views would be mitigated. 
83. Overall, the plant would have strong relationship with the existing sheds and structures and in terms of context would not appear out of place.

84. In terms of the AONB management policies and objectives, the LVIA considered that:

a) “Will not be significantly detrimental to landscape and tranquillity.

b) “Will not adversely affect the qualities, and setting, of the AONB or detract from its character.

c) “Will not affect the tranquillity of the area.

d) “Will encourage sustainable business”.

85. The LVIA concluded that the landscape around the application area had sufficient capacity to absorb the proposals without significant detrimental effect on either the landscape or visual amenity.

Bioaersol
86. The report assessed the risks presented by the processes and activities and identified sensitive receptors within 250 metres. As a result of which and following Environment Agency guidelines, a Site Specific Bioaersols Risk Assessment (SSBRA) has been initiated.

87. The report identified in the vicinity:

a) East North East – Peyton Hall complex.
b) East – Agricultural building at 129 metres (the closest).
c) West – Hill Farm complex at 141 metres.
88. The report concluded that risks within 250 metres were low due to the proposed design and management factors minimising potential for bioaersol release. The impact of any potential releases “are likely to be well within Environment Agency specified acceptable levels”.

89. The risk assessment review of probability and consequence of bioaersol exposure at each receptor has demonstrated either a low or very low magnitude of risk for each of the determined “Critical Control Points” (CCP) assessed with the proposed operations. 

90. The report determined the CCP’s where potential risks could be identified and then assessed risks in context of Risk Mitigation including any controls required.

91. The assessment considered the greatest potential for bioaersol release as being during the silage agitation, i.e. loading the feed hoper and mixing screws. In the case of this application similar areas of interest were noted together with the handling/storage of digestate.

92. The report notes that local conditions have impact on bioaersol concentrations. Background levels of bioaerosols can also be achieved through the agricultural nature of the area and during certain times of the year. The rural setting will impact on the bioaerosol levels locally through arable fields during certain growing and harvesting cycles, vegetation areas amongst arable land and livestock grazing land, as could the Copella plant activities.

93. The CCP at Boxford were identified as Transport (identified as Low potential), Feedstock Receipt (Medium potential), Handling (High potential), AD (Low potential), handling and storage of digestate (Medium potential).

94. The assessment considered that the dispersion mechanism would principally be airborne with concentrations of bioaerosols expected to return to background levels within 250 metres. Local wind directions were noted as principally being west south-west to south south-west.
95. The Risk Assessment identified the levels of risk (combination of probability and frequency of occurrence of a defined hazard and the magnitude of the consequence of the hazard with the scoring of very low – high for both probability and consequence).

96. The Risk Assessment considered that for the Peyton Hall complex the risk was considered Low (exposure unlikely, barriers existing to mitigate, minor consequences, damage not apparent, reversible changes possible). 

97. The Risk Assessment considered the same scoring for Hill Farm complex and the Copella juicing plant.  

Biodiversity

98. The report comprised a Phase 1 Habitat Survey, data search of biological records including Biodiversity Action Plan species and County Wildlife Sites out to 2 kilometres round the application site, together with a survey for protected species such as reptiles and amphibians.

99. The Habitat Survey noted the surrounding land included hedgerow habitats and the edge of a small wood to the north, east and south. A wetland area was identified some 230 metres to the north with the closest accompanying pond at 275 metres. The potential for Great Crested Newts or other amphibians on the application land was considered low.

100. The biodiversity study considered that no further ecological surveys were necessary, although mitigation measures, to minimise any residual risks of ecological impact, precautionary measures were recommended as set out below.

101. The mitigation measures recommended identified for Bats to minimise/angle any external lighting and to maintaining well drained surfaces and short vegetation.

102. The report recommended that best practice construction techniques and provision of ramps in any trenches/backfilling trenches prior to sunset and for the raising off ground of any stored materials. 

103. In respect of reptiles or amphibians being discovered the report recommended leaving them to vacate on their own accord or getting qualified ecologist to remove. 

104. The study concluded that with appropriate landscaping the ecological value of the site could be enhanced.

105. With precautionary measures undertaken that the development could proceed with minimal risk of ecological impact.

Landscape

106. The Copella site comprises principally steel green clad sheds at some 10-12 metres high at the ridgeline. Additional structures include the effluent tanks at some 7-8 metres high, hardstandings for vehicle manoeuvring and parking and storage areas for apple boxes.

107. Only residences with potential views of the application proposals would be in the vicinity of Calais Street and White Street Green.

Noise

108. The noise assessment undertaken to consider potential impacts on surrounding residential buildings.

109. Measurements taken at boundary representing the three nearest receptors as Langland’s House 223 metres; Old Farm Hose 100 metres and Peyton Hall at 202 metres.

110. Results based on a calculation assuming an Edina/MWM type CHP unit and the results found that the background levels plus 5 dBA would not be exceeded.

111. The applicant has complex workers occupying Hill Farm and Langland’s, to the west of Copella. 

112. The nearest independent residential receptors are:

a) Peyton Hall approximately 400 metres to the east; 

b) Peyton Hall Farm some (440) metres to the east;


c) A cottage 550 metres to the south-west; and
d) A row of cottages on Brick Kiln Hill 750 metres to the north-west.
113. A number of villages and hamlets lie within two kilometres include:

a) Stone Street (1 kilometre) north;
b) Boxford (1.5 kilometres) north;
c) Calais Street (2 kilometres) north north-east;
d) White Street Green (Polstead) (1.5 kilometres) north-east; and
e) Leavenheath (1.2 kilometres) south-west. 

Odour Impact Assessment

114. The assessment was undertaken to assess how odour emissions might affect adjacent residential receptors. The report undertook odour dispersion modelling to inform its findings. The assessment of odour emission rates from proposed calculations based on values measured at similar facilities and ADAS experience of similar emission types.

115. Consideration was given to the CHP exhaust stack, silage clamps, reception hopper and digestate storage tank.

116. Odour rates were expressed as European Odour Units per second (OUE/S) and odour concentration as European Odour Units per metre cubed of air (OUE/M3).
117. Assessment considered potential impact of odours on local community to study both concentrations of odours and frequency of occurrence. The report considered the probability of adverse impact depends on exposure frequency; intensity; duration; offensiveness and receptor sensitivity. 

118. The dispersion of odour was considered against the distance from the odour source, height of release, emission characteristics and building downwash.

119. The conclusions (Where 1.0 is defined as detection limit in (odour free) laboratory conditions) that Receptor 1 (Hill Farm) odour rate of 0.91 OUE/M3. Odour rate identified as below Environment Agency guidelines.

120. Receptor 20, the highest and closest (Copella juicing plant) 1.02 OUE/M3. Odour rate identified as below Environment Agency guidelines. 

121. Overall, the odour rates were considered to be below the above levels and based on the modelling exercise there would be no loss of amenity in the local area as a result of odours emitted by the application proposals.

Drainage

122. The report confirmed that proposed site levels were designed to assist drainage. Silage clamps would be provided with effluent interceptor drains to a reception pit that would allow for its re-use. Other areas of the hardstanding facility comprising the vehicular access ways would be provided with impermeable surfaces and kerbing to direct rainwater southwards away from the silage clamps and to the east and west to minimise potential for ponding.
123. The applicant has confirmed that final surface water drainage outfall for the hardstanding not including the clamp areas would be assessed at final design stage. 

Traffic

124. The proposed traffic flows have been set out earlier in this report. 

125. The report confirms that traffic would utilise the existing Copella access/internal road and one way system.
126. The report identifies that the Copella feedstock is currently exported from the juicing plant with pomace picked up by a third party and transported to some 10 farms, two up to 117 miles away with the rest between 30 -72 miles distant. Sludge effluent is transported to Weeting some 40 miles distant.

127. Importation of grass and maize is identified for sourcing from within the applicants landholding interests and neighbouring farms out to 20 miles distance. 
128. The report considers the production of liquid and fibrous digestate within the AD process would be returned to the feedstock supplying landowners and that the digestate would displace the production and trans-boundary transport of chemical fertilisers.

129. The report confirms that whilst there would be a redirection of traffic to the application site, an equivalent number of movements would be taking place as part of normal agricultural produce/harvesting and activities.

130. The report notes that even with the worst case scenario of some 964 movements (482 in/482 out) comprising the crops/digestate and Copella sourced material these figures would themselves be low compared to the HGV consented movements associated with Copella of some 16,000 annual movements by 2016.
Representations

131. As a result of both press/site publicity and neighbour notification, four objections have been received, two from adjoining properties at Peyton Hall and Peyton Hall Farm, one from Calais Street and one from the Dedham Vale Society. 

132. The adjoining neighbours object on the following grounds:

a) The application, not taking account of the closeness this enormous construction, would be to Peyton Hall, an historic property and siting within the AONB. The generation of noise, odour and visual impact would conflict with landscape and environmental policies.

b) The proposal would be highly visible from the Farm and lead to noise intrusion particularly from the twice daily silage clamp loading activities and associated vehicle movements to load the clamps and hopper. 

c) Silage clamps would attract vermin and give off odours during the year. Alternative location suggested for the clamps to the south of the factory.

d) The quantity of water run-off from the concreted site, mixed with split apple pomace and silage finding its way into the neighbouring watercourses.

133. If approval were forthcoming then conditions be imposed to address:

a) Lowering the ground and using the excavated soil to create higher bunds with landscape planting provided. 

b) Soundproofing of the generator.

c) All vehicles fitted with “white noise” reversing alarms.

134. The resident at Calais Street considers the proposal to materially conflict with their residential amenity as well as landscape and environmental policies.

135. The resident confirms they are some 2000 metres away with a west to south-westerly aspect.

136. Their objections are:

a) Unsightly plant in direct line of sight in AONB, which should be afforded a very high level of protection.
b) Light pollution during hours of darkness.

c) Noise pollution.

d) Air pollution (odour).

e) An increase in lorry traffic on local roads.

137. The Dedham Vale Society express their objection under the following headings:
138. Introduction – represents another extension to the industrial complex in the AONB. The Society concurs with the Landscape consultants comments that this part of the AONB exhibits a “utilitarian, semi-industrial feel”. 

139. The Society does not accept continued incremental expansion to continue indefinitely.

140. Planning Policies – Contrary to National and local planning policies, namely:

141. National Planning Policy Framework where in paragraph 115 it refers to conserving landscape and scenic beauty in… AONB, which have the highest status in relation to landscape and scenic beauty.

142. Paragraph 116 – where planning permission should be refused for major development in those designated areas except in exceptional circumstances or where demonstrated in the public interest. Such applications need assessment for: 

a) the need for the development and the impact of permitting or refusing it on the local economy;

b) Cost and scope of developing elsewhere or meeting need in some other way.

c) Any detrimental effect on the environment, landscape and recreational opportunities and how these can be moderated.

143. The Society see no exceptional circumstances, or demonstration of public interest or any consideration of other alternatives sites or methods of disposal of the pomace or other material.

144. Babergh District Council Local Plan – Saved Policy CR02 the landscape of the Dedham Vale and the Suffolk Coast and Heaths Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty – would be safeguarded unless overriding national need for development having a significant impact in the particular location and no alternative site is available, such development would be refused. The Society considers there to be no overriding national need and alternative sites have not been considered.

145. Dedham Vale AONB Management Plan – Policy SP7 – seeks to ensure development does not detract from areas character and meets sustainability criteria.
146. Policy LFB4 – seeks to protect the tranquillity of an area.

147. Policy ENV4 addresses inter alia that proposals for prominent structures only acceptable if local planning authority is satisfied they are essential.

148. Sustainability – The Society considers the proposal detracts from local character, and albeit marginally would be prominent and its operation would certainly reduce tranquillity. 
149. The Society question the sustainability and whether the quantity of pomace would make the plant viable, given that other material is also proposed to be imported also coming in from outside raises doubt on its viability.

150. The Society considers the term “neighbouring” as not quantified, nor is the quantity that would also generate additional traffic.

151. The Society concludes that the further extension is wrong in principle, the need is not sufficiently demonstrated and there appear no exceptional circumstances to override Policy. No alternative sites outside the AONB appear to have been considered.

Consultations
Archaeology

152. Notes that the location of the application area on high ground is favourable for particularly early occupation. It is noted that the land has not been subject to previous investigation works. As such, there is the potential for archaeological deposits to be present. 

153. A condition is recommended to provide for the implementation of a programme of archaeological investigation work to be secured prior to development taking place. 

Dedham Vale AONB & Stour Valley Project

154. The response of the Joint Advisory Committee (JAC) for the Project has been set out under a number of headings.
155. AONB Policy context – The JAC draws attention to the duty of the local planning authority to have regard, under the Countryside and Rights of Way Act 2000 to the conservation and enhancement of the AONB’s natural beauty and to its policy context on the acceptability of such development.
156. The JAC have concerns over the nature of the developments scale on previously undeveloped land and potential landscape impact.
157. The JAC highlight the policy context of the Suffolk Waste Core Strategy site selection criteria for residual waste treatment facilities and note that one of the “absolute criteria” detailing “site is not in AONB” The JAC request clarification as to whether AD facilities are considered as residual treatment facilities.

158. Attention is drawn to the Babergh Local Plan (Saved Policies) CR02 that refers to the Dedham Vale AONB [set out in the policy section of this report]. The JAC consider that in respect of other development types in the AONB, this proposal given its height and overall footprint representing about a 25% increase on the adjacent infrastructure, that it would be considered “major” development. 
159. Further policy/objective advice is highlighted from the Dedham Vale AONB and Stour Valley Management Plan 2009-2015 with particular reference to Policy SP7 and Objectives OB1 and OB4 (these references are addressed under the policy section later in this report).
160. Cumulative Landscape Impact – The JAC recognise the incremental change and industrialisation at this location with the existing development and as yet unimplemented consented development to expand the Copella infrastructure. The proposal is seen as adding to the overall “bulk” of development in this location. The determining authority is reminded that such development should not be detrimental to the Landscape Character of the area.
161. National Planning Policy Framework – The JAC consider the development contrary to the NPPF tests contained in paragraphs 7, 109, 115 and 116 of the NPPF [these policy aspects are addressed under the policy section of this report].
162. Transportation and Management of Digestate – The JAC acknowledge there being some environmental benefit of removing waste transport requirements away from the site, that importation of maize would be during harvest period and stored in clamps and that there would be limited impact on rural roads.
163. The JAC consider that should planning approval be forthcoming, then conditions be in place to address the arrangements for importing material to the site. Should there be a future need to increase HGV movements then these would need to be carefully assessed for impact.

164. The JAC recognises the digestate to land benefits and seeks appropriate monitoring of this activity to ensure no negative impact on the Nitrate Vulnerable Zone designation on land through digestate spreading. The applicant’s demonstration of securing appropriate consent from the Environment Agency is sought.

165. Landscape and Visual Impact – The JAC  acknowledge, the challenge to screen the proposal given the elevated location of the site and potential views particularly from the north, together with the anticipated 15 year period before screening becomes effective.
166. The JAC recognises that the landscape should also offer a species mix enhancing local landscape and biodiversity to compliment the local area and exploit ecological enhancement opportunities.

167. The landscape is seen as essential to the visual mitigation of the proposal and the JAC support the recommended conditions of the LO set out below.

168. In terms of the submitted landscape viewpoints, the JAC note for viewpoint 2 (from B1068 to south east) their initial concerns related to breach of the skyline. The JAC understand that the immature orchard is to be replanted and that whilst there would be visual mitigation benefits, these would be reduced if the orchard were to have hail netting returned. As such, it is recommended that gaps in hedgerows along Stoke By Nayland road be planted up. 
169. From Viewpoint 7 (Wash Lane) this represents the most concern where there is clear visibility from Wash Lane and that in light of the Landscape Character Type reference to Rolling Valley Farmlands, the structure would be less visibly intrusive located off the slope top. Potential mitigation through repositioning the tallest structures/burying at least part of the tanks could be considered. To further assist visual mitigation, the JAC seek appropriate colour blending of the structures.
170. Retention of tranquillity within the AONB.  The JAC supports appropriate conditions to ensure the mitigation of noise and lighting aspects. 
Ecology

171. No objection. The Ecologist welcomes the proposed biodiversity enhancements for stag beetles as contributing to the Suffolk Biodiversity Action Plan. The Ecologist recommends that the mitigation and enhancements measures identified in the application documents are secured through condition.
Landscape Officer (LO) 
172. No objection. The LO acknowledges the sensitive location of the application footprint given its National Landscape location and elevated skyline position. The LO confirms that the applicant submitted schemes provide effective outline mitigation to address potential landscape and visual impacts. Subject to appropriate conditions, the LO considers that the application would not have a significant impact on the Dedham Vale Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty’s character and special qualities. Recommended conditions to address:
a) A detailed landscaping scheme accommodating planting and maintenance to be secured prior to construction work commencing. The LO would be looking for long term management and maintenance to cover the first woodland thinning in about 20 years.
b) Long term landscape maintenance period of not less than 10 years.

c) Colour cladding scheme for the AD structures to match adjoining Boxford Farm cold store shed.
d) Scheme to address external lighting.
Highways

173. No objection. The Highways Officer confirms that the transport statement demonstrates that there would be minimal impact arising from the local increase in traffic generation terms and that there would be a net reduction in longer trips as a result of the proposal.


Historic Buildings Officer (HBO)
174. No objection. The HBO identifies two Grade II listed buildings in the vicinity, one considered fairly remote and the nearest, Peyton Hall, as being well screened by tree cover and not intervisible with the application footprint. The HBO confirms that the setting of an historic asset is defined as ‘the surroundings in which it is experienced’. Given the Hall’s relative seclusion and distance from the application footprint, its immediate setting would be unaffected.
175. The HBO refers to the Hall as having always been surrounded by a rural farmed landscape, with little if any of the house being viewed from more distant views. The HBO acknowledges that even without inter visibility the potential exists for the setting to be impacted upon. However, the conclusions of the landscape assessment are that the AD facility would have insignificant landscape impact and could be readily assimilated given its rolling wooded character. The HBO notes that the photomontage of views from Calais Street and Wash Lane with the proposed colour scheme and screen planting supports his assessment.
Noise and Air Quality Manager (NAQM)
176. No objection subject to conditions. The full response of the NAQM is set out in Appendix A to this report. The NAQM has undertaken independent noise readings and considers that the longer term assessment carried out by the noise consultant provides a robust assessment base for the application.

177. The NAQM has identified the sensitive receptors as:

a) Langland’s House and Old Farm House both in close proximity to the site and in the applicants ownership. Properties occupied by employees. Current noise levels being air conditioning and vehicle movement and activities associated with the existing complex. Background noise levels (noise consultant) ranged from 46dB LA90 and 53dB LA 90 respectively.
b) Peyton Hall. Background noise levels (noise consultant) recorded fell at night time to 27-28 dB LA90 and daytime 31-33 dB LA90.
178. The principal noise source would be the CHP plant with a specification level of 75dB(A) at 1 metre from the container. Additional noise sources would be the delivery activities of the feedstock and hopper filling.
179. The NAQM notes that the noise generating activities from the application would be the delivery of feedstock and loading of the hopper, taking 1-2 hours each morning between 09:00-12:00 hours. There would also be removal of digestate over an aggregated period of 2-3 hours per day.

180. The NAQM confirms the noise assessment as showing that at Langland’s predicted noise levels would be 21-22 dB(A) below background and for Old House Farm 6-8 dB(A) below background.
181. For Peyton Hall, the NAQM notes that readings taken at the boundary of the Hall/applicant’s land have night time AD predicted to be the same as current background levels. At the Hall during the nighttime during the weekend predicted to be 4dB(A) and during the week 8dB(A) below background. The rating level is 23dB(A) LAeq (T) including a cautious estimate of likely noise reduction arising from the intervening landform.
182. The NAQM considers these levels well below background and not to give rise to noise nuisance.

183. In terms of daytime activities, it is considered that noise arising from vehicle movements, such as the feeding of the hopper, would be restricted in time and the activities partially screened through the AD infrastructure. Vehicle noise is not considered to be a significant contributor to overall noise levels.
184. Provision of “white noise” reversing alarms are proposed and the NAQM does not consider their use to give rise to adverse comment from Peyton Hall.

185. The NAQM notes that the noise consultant has undertaken a worst case prediction in the event of the consented Copella permissions being implemented and this has found that noise levels at Langland’s and Old Farm House would not have a noise increase. At Peyton Hall, the dominant noise source would be the Copella/Boxford complex at 23 dB LAeq, with the AD facility at a level of 18dB LAeq.  This would result in a 1dB (A) increase to 24dB LAeq, such a level is not considered significant with an overall noise level 3dB(A) below the nighttime background levels. 
186. The NAQM has also commented upon air quality and considers that there is not expected to be any significant changes in local air quality.

187. In respect of odour, the NAQM refers to the supporting ADAS report and the findings that the highest levels of odour are identified for Old House Farm and that these levels are below the Environment Agency guidance levels.

188. Overall, there is considered to be no loss of amenity expected to arise. It is recommended that a condition is in place to ensure that digestate is covered/tankered away at the end of each working day.

189. In respect of bioaerosols the NAQM refers to the supporting ADAS report and notes that a specific site specific risk assessment has been undertaken, the conclusions of which are that the impact of any releases are likely to be well within Environment Agency guidance for acceptable levels.
190. In respect of local objectors concerns the NAQM states 
“General noise pollution from the proposed site and activities and noise from reversing beepers and odour have been identified as matters of concern.  In response to concerns raised, noise from the plant moving around the site associated with the anaerobic digester has been included in the most recent version of the Applicant’s Noise Assessment as detailed above.  Additional background noise level monitoring and further calculations to establish the cumulative noise impact of the whole of the Copella/Boxford Farms complex has also been carried out.  With the mitigation measures proposed, including “whitenoise” reversing warnings and the Conditions of Consent recommended, it is not expected that significant additional noise would result.  

“Lorry traffic on the surrounding route network is predicted to decrease due to the movement of material “off road” and disturbance from HGV movements is not expected to be an issue.

“The odour and bioaerosol assessments have identified that the proposal would not be expected to result in any loss of amenity for nearby residents, assuming that the facility is built as stated”. 

Babergh District Council

191. No objection. The District Council request that:

a)  The ecology survey is revised given it was undertaken in May and such surveys are valid only for three months.

b)  Clarification should be sought on the definition of neighbouring farms. If feedstock were to come in from further afield than direct neighbours, the proposal would not be sustainable.

c)  That the surface finish of the digester, gas cover and storage tanks should be non- reflective.

Babergh District Council Environmental Health Officer

192. No objection.

Assington Parish Council

193. No objection. 
Boxford Parish Council

194. No objection.

Leavenheath Parish Council 

195. No objection.


Polstead Parish Council

196. No objection.

Anglian Water

197. No response received.

Environment Agency

198. No objection.

Natural England (NE) 

199. NE has made comment under the following headings: 

200. Location of application footprint within the AONB – No comment and advise consultation with the AONB partnership.

201. Landscape – Consider that some key pieces of information missing from the Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment to enable a more thorough assessment of the potential visual impact. NE consider the omission of a photomontage from one of the Viewpoints (no 2) that could show the proposal against the lower heights of the existing structures. Also, note the omission of photomontages of the proposed expansion plans of Copella. NE defer to the AONB Partnership for consideration of the impact within the AONB. Should approval be granted NE would wish to see conditions addressing noise and light pollution.

202. Ecology – NE recommend that the Ecology consultants findings be conditioned. NE request that the EA be consulted concerning the site drainage and that it is of sufficient quality not to adversely impact on existing water course, habitats, or species they support.

203. NE consider there is an opportunity to enhance biodiversity through the provision of bat roosting opportunities. 

National Grid (for electricity and gas transmission)

204. No objection. National Grid confirms they have apparatus in the vicinity of the application area and details of the lines and precautions for working in their vicinity have been supplied.
Suffolk Wildlife Trust

205. No objection. The Trust request conditioning the recommendations of the Ecology Report findings. The Trust note that any site drainage is of sufficient quality not to adversely impact on existing watercourse, habitats, or species they support.

Planning Policy and Other Policy Considerations
206. Section 38 of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 requires that consideration be had to the development plan unless other material considerations indicate otherwise. Other material considerations include:

a) The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) March 2012. [Former national guidance in respect of many of the Planning Policy Guidance, and Planning Policy Statements has now been replaced by the NPPF. The Government’s intention, in respect of waste management issues is to publish a National Waste Management Plan for England at a later date and specific Policy Statements on waste, as identified further below, are still to be referred to by Waste Planning Authorities].

b) PPS10: “Planning for Sustainable Waste Management” July 2005.

207. Of additional consideration are:

a) Waste Strategy for England 2007.

b) UK Climate Change Programme, the Energy White Papers in 2003 and 2007.

c) The UK Biomass Strategy 2007.
d) The Department of Energy and Climate Change in their Energy Review Report 2006.

e) DEFRA January 2010 publication: HM Government: Food 2030 Strategy “How We Get There“.

f) DEFRA March 2010 publication: “Accelerating the uptake of Anaerobic Digestion in England: an Implementation Plan”.

208. The NPPF sets the scene for placing sustainable development at the heart of the planning system and recognises three particular dimensions to which the planning function requires to perform a number of roles:

a) An economic role – whereby planning contributes to a strong responsive and competitive economy achieved through sufficient land being available at the right time, place and type to support growth and innovation and by identifying and coordinating development requirements that include infrastructure provision.

b) A Social role – Planning supports communities through creating high quality built environment. 
c) An environmental role – Planning contributes to protecting and enhancing the natural, built and historic environment and through this improve biodiversity, minimise waste and mitigate and adapt to climate change. 

209. The Government sets a series of core planning principles to be applied at both plan making, as well as at decision making and that these include in relation to this application:

a) Seek to secure high quality design and a good standard of amenity in relation to existing occupants of land and buildings.

b) To take account of the different roles and character of different areas as well as recognising the intrinsic character and beauty of the countryside.

c) Supporting the transition to a low carbon future in a changing climate and encouraging the use of renewable resources.

d) Contributing to conserving and enhancing the natural environment.

e) Encouraging the reuse of previously developed land.

210. The NPPF seeks the delivery of sustainable development through the planning system encouraging and supporting economic growth and that this is achieved through proactively meeting the needs of business. 

211. In respect of supporting the rural economy, the NPPF seeks to support the sustainable growth and expansion of all businesses in rural areas through well designed buildings.

212. The NPPF recognises that transport issues, through their movement and mode contribute to facilitating sustainable development and that encouragement should be given to reductions in greenhouses gases to help towards achieving a low carbon future.

213. Furthermore, promoting and exploiting such opportunities for sustainable transport development can be assisted through appropriately located and designed development that accommodates the efficient delivery of supplies.

214. In terms of addressing climate change, the NPPF identifies the key role the planning process has towards securing the delivery of renewable and low carbon energy that is central to economic, social and environmental dimensions of sustainable development. 
215. The NPPF sees the planning system as contributing and enhancing the natural environment by identifying various criteria and where of relevance to this application include:

a) Protecting and enhancing valued landscapes… and soils;

b) Recognising the wider benefits of ecosystem services;

c) Minimising impacts on biodiversity and providing net gains in biodiversity…

d) Preventing both new and existing development from contributing to or being put at unacceptable risk from, or being adversely affected by unacceptable levels of soil, air, water or noise pollution…

216. Local authorities are reminded that conservation of landscape and scenic beauty should be given great weight for development within, amongst other areas, AONB’s. Major development within such areas, unless in exceptional circumstances and in the public interest should be refused. In such circumstances the NPPF requires consideration of:

a) “The need for the development, including in terms of any national considerations and the impact of permitting it, or refusing it, upon the local economy.
b) “The cost of, and scope of, developing elsewhere outside the designated area, or meeting the need for it in some other way, and 

c) “Any detrimental effect on the environment, the landscape and recreational opportunities, and the extent to which that would be moderated.”

217. The NPPF seeks to mitigate, through appropriate planning decisions, the potential for noise and other adverse impacts including air quality, arising from a development on health and quality of life. 

Development Plan

218. The Development Plan in the case of this application comprises the Suffolk Waste Core Strategy Adopted March 2011 (WCS) and the Babergh Local Plan Alteration No 2 (2009) Saved.
219. Relevant policies within the Suffolk Waste Core Strategy are addressed below with the full policy wording set out in Appendix B of this report.

220. Policy WDM2 “General considerations relevant to all waste management facilities”. This policy provides that general waste management facilities would be acceptable subject to the proposals addressing various aspects including ecological, traffic and environmental issues.

221. Policy WDM5 “General Waste Management Facilities”. The policy provides that general waste management facilities are considered, in principle, suitable for location within amongst other areas: land in existing General Industrial Use (B2 Use Class).

222. Policy WDM11 “Anaerobic Digestion”  The policy is supportive of Anaerobic Digestion facilities on land within the designations identified in Policy WDM5.

223. Relevant considerations within the Babergh Local Plan Alteration No 2 (2009) Saved Policies. 
224. Policy EN10 “Environment” Planning permission for renewable energy would be acceptable subject to there being no unacceptable impact on local environment taking account of, amongst others, noise, visual impact on residential amenities, relationship to adjoining users, landscape characteristics, biodiversity, treatment of waste products, access and highway considerations.

225. EN25 “Noise” Noise generating development that would cause significant adverse impact on noise sensitive development would be refused.

226. CRO1 – “Landscape Quality” – Where development in the countryside is allowed it must:

a) be of a compatible scale to its surroundings.

b) be sensitively designed with high standards of landscaping and materials.

c) not introduce a proliferation of buildings and structures.

227. CR02 – AONB The policy seeks strict control of development in such locations. Unless there is a national need development having a significant impact and there is no alternative site available that development would be refused.

228. The policy also seeks to implement the relevant policies of the Dedham Vale and Stour Valley Management Strategy.

229. CR07 “Trees, Woodland and Hedgerows” the policy seeks to secure a high standard of landscaping.
Emerging Policy

230. Emerging Policy includes the Babergh Development Framework, Core Strategy (2011 -2031) Submission Draft. The Core Strategy had its Examination Hearing in March 2013, following which the Inspector sought Further Proposed Main Modifications, the public consultation on this closed in July 2013 and the comments forwarded to the Inspector. The Modification consultation did not affect the Core Strategy policies identified in this report other than for CS10 where the proposed policy now refers to ensuring risks of contamination are identified and managed.

231. Whilst the Core Strategy remains Draft, it has progressed to a stage in the Local Development Framework where its emerging policies, in respect of this particular development, are a strong indication of future policy advice. 

232. Policy CS2 “Strategy for Growth and Development”. This policy under Local Economy seeks to support and encourage economic growth and employment together with a diverse range of sites. The policy supports, subject to scale and locational impact, proposals that include re-use of existing land; contribute to farm diversification; design or produce low carbon goods.

233. The Core Strategy recognises that a large part of the District is covered by landscape designations including the Dedham Vale AONB and Stour valley. Future development should reflect the districts landscape and character, and be managed respecting its key features and local distinctiveness. The Core Strategy acknowledges that there cannot be “no go” areas for all development. 

234. Policy CS10 “Sustainable Development” The background to this policy seeks to ensure that sustainable development and design are brought together. New development be assessed against the presumption in favour of development applied in a proportionate way, having regard to the scale and nature of the development, and should amongst others:

a) respect the landscape, landscape features …historic (now reading heritage in the Modifications) assets;
b) make a positive contribution to the local character, shape and scale of the area;

c) protect or create jobs particularly the potential for higher skilled occupations;
d) ensuring appropriate levels of services , infrastructure available to service the development;
e) retain, protect, enhance… facilities;
f) protect and enhance biodiversity and ensuring any risk of contamination being identified and managed;  
g) address climate change through design… and by incorporating or producing sources of renewable or low carbon energy;
h) minimise surface water runoff;
i) Ensuring no deterioration of the water environment including water quality and physical characteristics;
j) minimise waste generation during construction and post completion;
k) minimise its energy demands; and
l) protect air quality.

Non Development Plan Documents
Dedham Valley AONB (Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty) Management Plan.

235. The management plan 2010-2015 is a partnership document drawn up by a number of interested parties to coordinate the management and enhancement of the AONB and Stour Valley.

236. The Dedham Vale AONB created in 1970 with two subsequent extensions, was designated as with the original intention of AONB’s for the conservation and enhancement of the natural beauty of the area with a secondary role to both meet the need for quiet enjoyment and having regard to those living and working within. This particular AONB has association with, and its designation was strongly influenced by, the painter Constable, and the area still retains the features for which he is recognised. The rural landscape is typified and shaped by agriculture with associated assemblage of hedgerows, small woodland and grazing meadows. 
237. As part of the spatial dimension aspect of the AONB, the Management Plan has undertaken its own Landscape Character Assessment (Suffolk County Council’s own Landscape Character Assessment is expanded upon later in this report), identifying three basic categories, of which the application site footprint would fall under the Rolling Valley Farmlands category. The management objectives for which the Plan relates would involve maintaining the village forms and management of the historic landscape features. 

238. The Management Plan incorporates 5 themes, one being Landscape, Biodiversity and Farming. The issues identified within each theme leads to Objectives that inform the Management Plan policies. Within the Landscape et al theme, farming is identified as the key driver in landscape management, and maintains the character, of the area. Farming is a key contributor to food provision “and possibly energy, local and national and the local economy”. 

239. The Management Plan notes that the AONB, despite human activity, retains a sense of tranquillity in respect of noise, light and development intrusion. The Plan records that the trend in landownership is towards smaller plots and varying uses, which in themselves can have minimal impact although the landscape as a whole can be altered when many changes are brought together. Management Objective 1 (OB1) seeks that Land use management decisions demonstrate consideration of the landscape… tranquillity... to conserve and enhance the area. OB3 seeks to retain the assemblage of landscape features that contribute to the AONB character. OB4 seeks to ensure that development is of an appropriate scale whilst taking into account the areas landscape qualities as identified in Local Landscape Character Assessments.
240. The Plan acknowledges that the AONB along with its protection is a working landscape and “For it to thrive it must accommodate appropriate sensitive development to meet future needs”. The Plan recognises that local businesses provide valuable local employment and help environmental sustainability. Management Objective OB10 seeks to support sustainable businesses. The Plan seeks to manage the AONB in a manner that meets landscape, conservation and food production needs. 

241. Relevant policies developed out of the Objectives are set out further below.
242. Policy LFB2 – Encourage changes in land use to reflect local landscape character assessments and guidelines and in line with the European Landscape Convention and are not detrimental to landscape and tranquillity.

243. LFB4 – Seek to protect the tranquillity of the area, including its setting from intrusive communication and utility infrastructure; ….some forms of national scale renewable energy facilities and light pollution.

244. LFB6 – Conserve, protect and enhance habitats and species that have international, national and local importance.

245. LFB8 – Ensure archaeological features and understood, protected and managed

246. RaT2 – The River Stour and its tributaries are managed to the best possible standard for water quality, flood channel management and landscape quality. 

247. SP2 – Ensure that business development brings economic benefits to the local area and does not adversely affect existing sustainable businesses or adversely affect the qualities, including its setting, of the AONB…
248. SP5 – Reduce or mitigate any negative impacts of …communication and utility infrastructure development.
249. SP7 – Ensure that development does not detract from the area’s character and that they meet sustainability principles. 

250. TaT4 – Minimise and mitigate the impact of Heavy Goods Vehicles and other traffic in and through the area, particularly on its sunken lanes, protected lanes and historic villages.

Waste Strategy for England 2007

251. This Strategy promotes the waste hierarchy and there is extensive reference in the document establishing central government encouragement of local authorities and businesses to consider using anaerobic digestion in bio waste management. It also states that Anaerobic Digestion (AD) “has significant environmental benefits over other options for the treatment of food waste.”

The UK Climate Change Programme (2006)

252. This sets out policies and priorities in the UK and internationally in cutting CO2 emissions by at least 60% by 2050 with real progress by 2020 (26- 32%).

Energy Review 2006

253. The Department of Energy and Climate Change in their Energy Review Report 2006 states in Appendix D Renewables Statement of Need that:

254. “As highlighted in the 2006 Energy Review report1, the UK faces difficult challenges in meeting its energy policy goals. Renewable energy as a source of low-carbon, indigenous electricity generation is central to reducing emissions and maintaining the reliability of our energy supplies at a time when our indigenous fossil fuels are declining more rapidly than expected.  A regulatory environment that enables the development of appropriately sited renewable projects, and allows the UK to realise its extensive renewable resources, is vital if we are to make real progress towards our challenging goals.

255. “New renewable projects may not always appear to convey any particular local benefit, but they provide crucial national benefits. Individual renewable projects are part of a growing proportion of low-carbon generation that provides benefits shared by all communities both through reduced emissions and more diverse supplies of energy, which helps the reliability of our supplies. This factor is a material consideration to which all participants in the planning system should give significant weight when considering renewable proposals. These wider benefits are not always immediately visible to the specific locality in which the project is sited. However, the benefits to society and the wider economy as a whole are significant and this must be reflected in the weight given to these considerations by decision makers in reaching their decisions.”

Food Strategy

256. Within the DEFRA January 2010 publication: HM Government: Food 2030 Strategy “How We Get There“. 

257. This Strategy document sets out the Government’s vision for a sustainable and secure food system for 2030. 

258. The Strategy recognises that agriculture contributes some 7% to the UK’s total direct emissions and an estimated 33% of the carbon footprint of the UK food chain. As part of the UK Low Carbon Transition Plan for agriculture with a cut of some three million tonnes of C02 by 2020. As one of the measures that the Government is committed to deliver this cut is through AD to reduce emissions and generate renewable energy.

259. Under the Action of how to achieve a low carbon food supply, the Strategy sees the farming sector contributing, to the CO2 reduction, through improved agricultural practices achieved through both better slurry management, including AD and by more efficient fertiliser use.

260. Likewise, in reducing waste within the food chain, AD is seen as a recycling opportunity that would allow generation of heat and electricity and substrate as a fertiliser.

261. In promoting such energy saving initiatives the Government realises that tensions can arise between accommodating food production and increasing bio-energy. Ensuring sustainable agriculture whilst addressing climate change has to be balanced and effects addressed.

The UK Biomass Strategy 2007 – Working Paper 3: Anaerobic Digestion
262. This recognises AD as having significant potential in contribution to climate change and renewable energy policy.

263. DEFRA “Accelerating the uptake of Anaerobic Digestion in England: an Implementation Plan” (2010)
264. This document is a more focused publication taking the Biomass Strategy one step further.

265. The executive summary confirms the Government’s [pre-election stance] commitment to encouraging significant growth in the AD usage across the local authority, business and farming sectors and to use this document as a framework for achieving that aim. 

266. The Implementation Plan recognises the optimisation of available feedstocks, would include energy crops, and that AD could generate some 3.8-7.5% of renewable energy need by the UK’s committed 2020 target date.
267. The Plan identifies various feedstock including waste from the food manufacturing industry could be used. The use of source segregated food waste is recognised as being able to generate more biogas than others. 

268. Future encouragement of the AD process needs to be based on, amongst other matters, ensuring using land responsibly and not undermining food supply or leading to [crop] price rises.

DEFRA – Anaerobic Digestion Strategy and Action Plan (2011)

269. The document takes the form of a Strategy and Action Plan and is part of the Government’s commitment to increasing energy from waste through Anaerobic Digestion. The aims, amongst others, are for the dissemination of information, developing best practice and creating markets. The document recognises that AD plays an important role as a means to dealing with organic waste and avoiding, through more efficient capture and treatment, of greenhouse gas emissions. AD also benefits through achieving energy recovery and production of biofertilisers and biogas. The latter can be used for heat and electricity, converted as a biofuel or cleaned and injected into the gas grid.
270. AD has advantages over other renewable technologies through having the ability to generate constant energy as well as allowing storage of its gas element in the gas grid. By providing low carbon fertilisers, AD assists in delivering sustainable farming ensuring secure and sustainable inputs.  
271. The Strategy recognises that the key to a viable and sustainable AD is a secure supply of quality feedstock. Where AD plants process farm and/or food waste, some crop material may be required to increase the biogas yield. The growth of such energy crops assists the process and can support a normal agricultural crop rotation. Achieving rotation potentially enhances further yields by replenishing nutrients, soil conditioning, improving soil and water quality and reducing soil-borne diseases.

Comments of the Development Manager

272. A number of issues arise in respect of this proposal, namely:
a) Appropriateness of the development in this location/Supply of feedstock.
b) Environmental issues – Visual, Noise, Odour/Bioaerosols and Vermin.
c) Traffic.
Appropriateness of location/Supply of feedstock
273. The proposed facility would occupy a position adjoining an existing industrial food processing plant with a waste source.

274. The application offers the opportunity to both divert the waste arisings from the juicing plant, now being exported off site, to be collected and processed to extract further benefit. The generated electricity would be utilised both in the farm and juicing plant. Heat could be utilised within the farm unit, as would the major proportion of the digestate that would have an enhanced value for use as a fertiliser.

275. Paragraph 116 of the NPPF seeks to restrict “major” development in AONB’s unless there are exceptional circumstances. The three NPPF consideration requirements are set out earlier in this report and in essence relate to the need for the development; the cost of and scope of developing elsewhere and thirdly whether there are any detrimental effects on the environment.

276. In terms of the first NPPF consideration, the juxtapositioning of the AD facility/complex supports the relationship of the proximity to the waste feedstock and utilisation of the electricity and heat. Such linkages, clearly demonstrate, there is a locational need for the development in this particular case that both supports the local economy, supports self-sufficiency and security of energy supply and meets the national goal of sustainability. 
277. In considering the second NPPF consideration, seeking a location outside of the AONB, when both the feedstock, and end market, are the juicing plant and the applicant’s landholding interests within the AONB would be both inappropriate, contrary to the very benefits it seeks to achieve and would be unsustainable and self-defeating. Were it to take place, the complex would likely remain experiencing energy capacity limits placing restrictions on both its own development and impacting on the local economy. 
278. Notwithstanding, were an alternative location required (the applicant is not required to have considered alternative locations), its location elsewhere could introduce additional environmental impacts of their own, i.e. siting, landscape, traffic on that particular locality not to mention being contrary to the fundamental sustainability aspect. 
279. The application is not a residual waste treatment facility in the terms of the Suffolk Waste Core Strategy as queried by one of the consultees. Residual waste facilities as envisaged by the Strategy are those for the treatment of that left after already treating waste further up the waste hierarchy. Residual agricultural waste does not usually include that arising from normal farming programme of cropping and harvesting. Commercial residual wastes are again those arising after pre-sorting, rather than the arisings from the primary food processing, and which has had no prior treatment.  
280. The facility would promote the proximity principle of dealing with waste where it arises and would assist under the inverted waste hierarchy triangle set out in PPS10 (where prevention is at one end, preparing for reuse, recycling, other recovery and disposing as a final resort) of moving waste up the triangle in the positive direction of both recovery and recycling in this particular case. 
281. The Copella plant itself, stemming from fruit processing having taken place at this location since the late 1930’s has grown to become the largest infrastructural complex in the local area. The nature of the business is one that produces both a large waste element and is also a large energy consumer. Despite its size, it is well contained and its associated activities, effluent treatment, traffic movements would be utilised in the AD process. 

282. There is support for AD at both national and local level; the most recent including DEFRA’s Implementation Plan (March 2010). This Plan re-emphasises the provision of energy from waste with particular recognition for food waste from food processors, as contributing an important element in the feedstock supply to achieve appropriate sustainable waste management and production of renewable energy.

283. Overall, there would be no conflict with policy guidance with the Waste Core Strategy supporting waste management facilities adjacent to an existing food-processing complex. 
284. The application would also offer sustainable advantages in reducing road traffic mileage/energy use and likely carbon generation from the existing waste handling service.

285. Representees have queried the “neighbouring” aspect in terms of the feedstock supply. Part of the feed stock element, the apple pomace, is already produced onsite. The other, that of the energy crop would be imported from the applicants other landholdings, identified as being out to some 20 miles (farm holding in Ardleigh) as well as neighbouring farms. The applicant confirms that as the maize is a break crop in normal agricultural rotation planting, specific locations would not be possible. 
286. Whilst the applicant has clarified this, they also confirm that the AD process could accommodate additional pomace increases from Copella’s approved expansion plans; that the energy crops would be grown as part of the farm rotational cycle and that energy crops, or other crops if they were not being grown would require transport around the countryside in any event. Government guidance recognises use of energy crops as part of a sustainable farming practice.

287. The proposal would demonstrate sustainable development, supporting the economic viability of both the juicing plant and farm holdings business. 
288. From the locational aspect, the proposal demonstrates an exceptional circumstance for its particular siting that would not conflict with either the need or locational considerations as required by the NPPF in paragraph 116 in relation to “major” development within AONB’s. In terms of the Waste Core Strategy there is support for waste management facilities adjacent to an existing food-processing complex.
Vermin
289. Comments have been raised about the potential for vermin to be present. The applicant quotes pest industry experts (BASF The Chemical Company Advice Note 1 on Controlling Rats in Maize Silage) stating, “Practical work with farmers across the country confirms that constant vigilance and the best possible rodenticide practice based on a through understanding of rat behaviour is invariably more than enough to keep even maize based problems well under control”.
290. Neither the Environment Agency nor the Environmental Health Officer have raised any issue on this account and in any event, the management of rodents with the food processing facility in close proximity would be an issue the applicant as food producers and Copella themselves would be taking seriously in any event.  

Traffic
291. The Highways Officer has not objected concerning proposed traffic generation or highway capacity/routeing issues. 
292. The Copella complex is already a significant 24-hour generator of HGV traffic with consented traffic growth through to 2016. The applicant’s business together with neighbouring farms are also generators of traffic, and depending on their crop programme, would generate raised traffic during their appropriate harvesting periods. 
293. Delivery of the maize for storage would be the principal traffic generator into the AD facility and this has been identified to last over the respective harvesting period of between two – four weeks. It is not considered that such flows would impact significantly on the local highway network, nor conflict with existing traffic flows. The movements in the main would represent a redirection as opposed to generation of new traffic.

294. I note the comment about clarifying “neighbouring farms”. The applicant has clarified that their farming business extends out to 20 miles and they are prepared for this element to feed into the AD site. Haulage costs would ultimately dictate the scope and extent of the other feeder farms. 

295. In terms of sustainable transport, the applicant has identified the potential to backhaul digestate and this would be both beneficial and to be encouraged. The applicant notes that pomace if it became available, and which is at least as valuable a feedstock as the maize, could make up to 80% of the feedstock. Its provision has not been discounted and could further reduce road traffic.

296. Some representations have expressed a desire to restrict the imports to those applied for. I would support a restrictive condition, given the application has been assessed on the potential impacts arising from the named feedstocks. Should planning approval be forthcoming, and the feedstocks conditioned, then control would be in place to ensure that any feedstock change and potential environmental impacts could be appropriately assessed. 
Landscape
297. The sensitivity of the designated landscape is acknowledged, as are the concerns expressed by both the consultees and third parties.
298. Having a designated status does not mean that development will never be acceptable but that where it is proposed in landscape terms, that it is appropriately designed and does not impact significantly on the character and condition of the designated landscape.
299. As the situation stands, there is an approved, though unimplemented permission for the juicing plant to expand that could see a material increase in bulk and continuation of the high elevations. The working landscape accommodates large expanses of hail netting, whilst nearby are the manicured greens of the golf course, part of the larger hotel and spa complex. The very dominant pylon lines cross the landscape vista framing this part of the AONB.
300. I am satisfied that locationally, the proposed facility is acceptable. Whilst initially introducing an uncharacteristic feature, it would be “read” alongside the existing infrastructure and through the proposed mitigation measures would be integrated into the landscape. The mitigation measures are considered appropriate to reinforce the local character of the landscape and not conflict with the NPPF policy that seeks to protect the designated landscape or recreational attributes of the area (the third of the considerations required by the NPPF and assessing landscape effects and extents of modifications).
Visual

301. The existing juicing plant  is predominantly two story and steel colour clad being the dominant physical feature in the landscape, although its visual presence is more circumscribed from outside vantage points. Principal views into the application footprint would be from Calais Street and White Street Green to the north and from a specific location, a gateway, to the south and at the Copella site entrance.  Where the complex and the proposed AD facility would be seen, the eye is drawn to the light coloured upper levels/roof structures of the Copella complex. The dominant features from the northern vantage points are the two electricity lines that cross the horizon and frame the complex below them against the vegetation. 
302. There has been a recent suspension in the planned programme for replacement of the smaller pylon line with another high capacity transmission line. Either way, this would still leave the physical presence of the lines in the landscape.  The tallest existing features of the complex are the utility building at 16 metres and adjacent storage tanks at 14 metres. Approved but unimplemented extensions to the complex would see phased development ranging between 11-11.75 metres in height. 

303. The Landscape Officer has considered that the view afforded from the Calais Street direction arises from a break in the vegetation that runs up from the valley bottom and the hail netting around parts of the apple orchards beyond the skyline. These nets are visually distracting features in themselves.  

304. The Landscape Officer view is that with a poorly designed scheme or poorly designed mitigation the potential exists that such a development would have significant visual impact detrimental to the character and condition of the designated landscape.

305. There has been close discussion between the Landscape Consultant and the Landscape Officer concerning the above matters. Although it is recognised that from a northerly direction there are views afforded of the application site, it is not considered overly intrusive and through the proposed mitigation measures now proposed the proposal would be integrated into the landscape.  

306. In respect of its relationship to Peyton Hall, I consider that the development is not intervisible, is at distance and is not considered to impinge in terms of “closeness” on or to the setting of Peyton Hall.

Noise

307. The NAQM has undertaken her own noise assessments and these corroborate those supplied by the noise consultant with whom there has been discussion and clarification on various aspects of the proposal.

308. As with other officers, the NAQM has been involved with the residents of Peyton Hall seeking to address their concerns. The NAQM comments being set out in this respect above and in the appendix. Appropriate conditioning for noise level generation and monitoring would address the noise generation aspect.
309. I would concur with her findings, that sensitive receptors would not have their amenity impacted detrimentally by any approved undertakings at the AD facility. Likewise, the amenity of the area would not be degraded through any cumulative noise generation and would not conflict with the NPPF policy that seeks to protect the designated landscape (the third of the considerations required by the NPPF paragraph 116 and assessing any detrimental environmental effects. 
Odour/Bioaerosols  
310. Neither the NAQM, Environmental Health nor the Environment Agency has objected or raised concerns over this aspect of the proposal. In terms of dealing with the specific processing activities, these are controlled and regulated by the Environment Agency under the permitting regime. Government guidance is that planning conditions do not duplicate the permitting legislation. 
311. In respect of odour, the potential does exist by virtue of the nature of the material being handled. However, the design of the scheme and the method of delivery and handling of the feedstock are such that the potential for emissions are limited. The ADAS report concluded that odour generation would be well within Environment Agency acceptable guidance levels and that no loss of amenity would arise. 

312. Notwithstanding, the control mechanisms, the waste recovery method being proposed is nationally encouraged particularly the conversion and stabilisation of organic biodegradable waste streams. For such streams, treatment relies on biological activity when agitation of organic matter occurs, i.e. the movement of feedstock or leachate handling. At such times there is potential for an elevated release of micro-organisms referred to as “bioaersols”. Such small scale particles can travel distances beyond a site boundary, can be carried independently or be attached to dust or moisture particles and can ultimately be inhaled. There is limited scientific evidence on effects on human health impacts. 

Conclusion
313. The NPPF requires exceptional circumstances to be demonstrated and that consideration be made reflecting, need, alternative locations and potential effects on the environment, landscape and recreational opportunities. It is considered that the application recognises its sensitive nature, demonstrates exceptional circumstances and that appropriate mitigation is in place such that it does not conflict with the NPPF on “major” development within AONB’s. 

314. Appropriateness of Location – The AD facility has been found to be appropriately sited adjacent both the feedstock source and end user of the energy generation. Energy crops could feed into the facility from the surrounding landholding interests as well as receiving the digestate.
315. The specific siting of the AD facility in relation to the adjacent infrastructure is considered the best from both a locational and screening aspect than elsewhere around the complex. Its potential visual presence would be mitigated by landscape planting and through appropriate colour cladding including the gas domes atop the tanks. Whilst there would be long distance views of the facility; with the appropriate mitigation these would “read” the AD facility as a continuation of the wooded aspect of the area. The presence of the development is not found to impact detrimentally on the designated landscape setting. 
316. Siting of the proposal outside of the designated landscape has been found inappropriate, potentially detrimental to the local economy and contrary to the concept of sustainability. 

317. Traffic, the removal of the Copella related traffic off the public highway and its associated long distance haulage is a benefit of the scheme. Farm related crop transport importing feedstock would take place during the harvest period and would itself represent a redirection of traffic as opposed to the generation of additional movements. 
318. Noise, The amenities of adjacent sensitive receptors would be safeguarded through a combination of site design and appropriate conditioning.  
319. Odour and bioaerosols have not been found an issue and such aspects would themselves be regulated through the Environment Agency Permitting regime.

	Sources of Further Information
a) Application documents and correspondence on file: B/13/01060
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