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Purpose of Report 

1. To consider two planning applications at Welshcroft Waste Transfer Station 
(WTS), Portland Industrial Estate, Welshcroft Close, Kirkby-in-Ashfield. 

2. Proposal 1 relates to the proposed construction of external bays for the storage 
and associated bulking of glass at the existing WTS facility. 

3. Proposal 2 relates to a Section 73 (variation of planning conditions) application 
which seeks to vary extant planning permission 4/V/2016/0665 to facilitate the 
development and operation of the glass storage bays, enabling locally collected 
glass to be deposited, stored and bulked up for onward transit. 

4. The key issues relate to noise, traffic impacts, odour and overall residential 
amenity impacts. 

5. The recommendation is to approve the two planning applications subject to the 
conditions set out in the appendices of the report. 

The Site and Surroundings 

6. The site is located within the Portland Industrial Estate in Kirkby-in-Ashfield, 
within 1km of the retail centre of Kirkby-in-Ashfield, 2km south of Sutton-in-



Ashfield Town Centre and 5.5km south-west of the centre of Mansfield.  The M1 
motorway is approximately 5.5km to the west. 

7. The Portland Industrial Estate is an industrial area occupied by a mix of 
manufacturing, industrial (including aggregate processing), warehousing and 
storage/distribution uses to the south and west of the site off Welshcroft Close, 
with Lowmoor Road and Wolsey Drive to the east and north respectively. 

8. The industrial estate is bounded by Lowmoor Road (B6021) to the east, 
Southwell Lane to the south and the Robin Hood Railway Line to the west.  
Further west, beyond the railway line, lies the restored Summit Colliery, with 
further employment land off Summit Close.  There is an extensive belt of mature 
trees to the north-west of the site on part of the restored colliery site; and the 
River Maun is approximately 100m due north.  The industrial estate is served by 
Welshcroft Close which extends in a northerly direction from its junction with 
Southwell Lane; and Wolsey Drive, which provides a short access road 
extending westwards into the industrial estate from its junction with the main 
B6021 Lowmoor Road to the east (see Plan 1).  

9. Lowmoor Road runs north-south and links into both the A38 Trunk Road 
situated to the north of the site, via Penny Emma Way, and Kirkby-in-Ashfield 
town centre to the south.   

10. The nearest property to the proposed site is Romo Fabrics to the immediate 
east of the site, beyond which is the nearest residential property situated at 
number 222 Lowmoor Road, with the eastern site boundary being 
approximately 65 metres from the property (approximately 60 metres from the 
edge of the front garden).  In addition to properties on Lowmoor Road, there are 
further residential properties within David Street, Mary Street and Edward 
Street, at a distance from the eastern site boundary, of 125m (No.1 David 
Street), 115m (No.1 Mary Street), and 115m (No. 1a Edward Street) to the 
nearest property in each street.  To the south-east of the site lies Lowmoor 
Nursing Home situated at the corner of Edward Street on Lowmoor Road.   

11. The application site is located relatively centrally within the industrial estate, on 
the eastern side of Welshcroft Close and has a site area of approximately 1.6 
hectares opening onto Wolsey Drive at its northern extremity.  Formerly part of 
the Summit Colliery site, the site has now been developed into a waste transfer 
station mainly for the handling of residual municipal waste including the 
manufacture of RDF. 

12. Access to the site is from Welshcroft Close to the west, via Southwell Lane and 
Wolsey Drive to the east, via Lowmoor Road. 

13. Vacant undeveloped land lies mainly to the immediate north-west of the 
proposed development site.   

14. Welshcroft Close abuts part of the western site boundary beyond which is a mix 
of undeveloped land and established industrial/commercial units on the western 
side of Welshcroft Close, with further industrial/commercial development to the 
north-east of the site on the northern side of Wolsey Drive.   

15. Adjoining part of the southern boundary of the site is an area known as the 
Welbeck Ecology site which broadly takes the form of a grassed banked area. 



16. The application site contains a large waste transfer station which occupies the 
south-eastern part of the site and associated ancillary infrastructure including 
weighbridges, associated kiosks including for staff office accommodation and 
welfare provision, site access road and site entrance/egress points onto 
Welshcroft Close and Wolsey Drive respectively, internal access and turning 
areas, and an element of site landscaping.   

17. There are no definitive Rights of Way (ROW) adjacent to the site, with the 
nearest public footpaths (Kirkby FP60 and Kirkby FP65) being at a distance of 
some 550m due west of the site at the restored wider Summit Colliery. 

Background 

18. Veolia ES Nottinghamshire Ltd (Veolia) holds the PFI Waste Disposal Contract 
for Nottinghamshire County Council, and has established a network of WTSs 
across the County, enabling waste material to be bulked up into larger vehicles 
and transported more efficiently to recycling, recovery and disposal facilities.  
The construction of the Welshcroft facility completed the Company’s 
geographical coverage of WTSs facilities across the county.  Previous to this, 
the Ashfield/Mansfield area was an exception in that locally collected municipal 
waste continued to be handled initially outside Nottinghamshire.   

19. The Welshcroft facility joined existing county facilities at Freeth Street, 
Nottingham, Giltbrook to the north-west of Nottingham; Brunel Drive, Newark 
Business Park, Newark-on-Trent and Claylands Industrial Estate, Worksop.  
These facilities provide full coverage across the County facilitating more 
sustainable patterns of waste management throughout Nottinghamshire.  

20. The WTS provides a strategic bulking point within the Ashfield/Mansfield area 
for general municipal waste and if required recyclable materials from the local 
area.  It enables material to be bulked up before being transported to another 
location for further treatment or disposal. 

21. The WTS utilises residual waste for Refuse Derived Fuel (RDF) production with 
all storage currently contained within the building.  The majority of the waste is 
shredded, baled and wrapped for loading into bulkers for shipment off site. 

22. Whilst glass is not a waste stream which forms part of the County Council’s PFI 
Waste Contract, kerbside collection of glass is now being undertaken in Ashfield 
and it is hoped a similar scheme will start in Mansfield in the near future.  The 
ability to bulk up these glass collections at the application site would therefore 
be beneficial in this respect. 

Planning history 

23. The two applications relate to an established waste transfer facility which 
currently operates under extant planning permission 4/V/2016/0665 granted by 
the County Council in December 2016, with the proposal for the glass recycling 
bays being situated within the current permission boundary. 

24. In April 2016, Veolia Environmental Services Nottingham Ltd. was granted 
planning permission (Plg. Ref. 4/V/2015/0711) for the construction and 
operation of a waste transfer station with associated infrastructure on land at 



Portland Industrial Estate, Kirkby-in-Ashfield, for the bulking, processing and 
transfer of waste materials from local householders in the Mansfield and 
Ashfield District and local businesses, including residual wastes, recyclables 
and green waste.  The permission required all deposition, bulking and 
processing of waste to be carried out within the building.  Throughput at the site 
was restricted to 75,000 tonnes per annum and the site was given approval to 
operate seven days a week.   

25. Planning permission 4/V/2015/0711 was subject to one Non-Material 
Amendment (NMA) NMA/3545 issued in July 2016, to amend the general layout 
of the facility. 

26. A further planning permission (Ref. 4/V/2016/0665) was granted in December 
2016.  The permission specifically varied the requirements of Conditions 3, 26, 
and 27 of planning permission 4/V/2015/0711 to facilitate the storage of 
wrapped RDF outside the building within a designated area to the front (west) of 
the waste transfer building.  Conditions 26 and 27 had stipulated that there 
should be no outside loading or unloading of waste vehicles nor should there be 
any outside storage of waste, recyclables or other malodorous waste materials.  
Condition 3 incorporated a schedule of approved documents and layout plans 
which had identified that there would be no external storage on the site.   

27. Following issue of planning permission 4/V/2016/0665, a number of revisions 
to the facility have been approved.  NMA/3608 issued in January 2017 
permitted an air extraction system to be installed along with some minor 
changes to the building elevations.  Following construction a series of minor 
building amendments were approved via a final non-material amendment 
Reference NMA/3677 issued in July 2017. 

28. The development commenced in September 2016 with waste receipt 
commencing in spring 2017. 

Current context 

29. The Welshcroft WTS was subject to a relatively high volume of complaints from 
local residents after it came into use at the end of the first quarter of 2017, with 
the complaints mainly routed via the Environment Agency (EA).  The issues 
raised via complaint related to odour, dust, flies, and vermin.  A local action 
group was set up to act as a point of focus for the local residents and for contact 
with the operator and regulatory bodies.  

30. The issues raised were investigated. Evidence of odours off site on an 
intermittent basis was collected.  Whilst residents reported problems with flies 
off site no specific issues with fly infestations on the site were noted or a direct 
causal link to the site demonstrated.  No evidence was found relating to dust 
problems on site.  Officers also found no evidence of vermin on site.  

31. Over the summer of 2017 in discussion with County Council officers and the EA, 
Veolia made a number of revisions to the way the site was operated which 
included the installation of additional odour control measures including revisions 
to the air filtration system in the building and mist sprays.  Veolia has also set up 
a Community Liaison Group which meets on a regular basis and subsequently 
set up an on-line reporting system where residents can report concerns directly 
to the operator.  Towards the end of 2017 the members of the Community 



Liaison Group concluded that the revised procedures had resulted in improved 
odour control but that the effectiveness of this would need to be demonstrated in 
the warmer months of 2018. 

32. The site has been subject to routine monitoring by officers since the revised 
measures were put in place and it is considered that the current measures have 
satisfactorily controlled odour emissions.  

33. Regarding the number of complaints, Veolia received 38 complaints to their on-
line reporting system between 28 April and 30 September of this year.  Within 
this period, no complaints were received in August or September.  All 
complaints in this period related to odour, bar one which also related to dust.  
Veolia has confirmed that all of the complaints were responded to on an 
individual basis and that on each of these occasions when issues have been 
reported to them, the odour management systems have been operational and 
they have not detected odours when reviewed.  It is noted that on a number of 
occasions complaints reported to Veolia on-line have been grouped together. 

34. The EA received five communications in the same period, four being logged as 
complaints and one site inspection being undertaken.  No issues were raised at 
their visit, with the site considered to be well run and managed.  At the EA’s site 
audit on 8 August it was determined that the site was operating to a high 
standard and was tidy, with abatement equipment being well maintained.  It was 
considered that the 2017 issues had been resolved and no further issues were 
identified. 

35. The County Council received four complaints in this period.  These related 
primarily to odours but also raised concerns that the doors to the building are left 
open in breach of the requirements of the planning permission, flies remain an 
issue, and that complaints made via the Veolia on-line reporting system are not 
actioned.  The site had been subject to inspections by Monitoring and 
Enforcement Officers in this period both in response to these complaints and 
also at unannounced visits.  These visits have confirmed that the site has been 
operating in accordance with the extant planning permission and was well 
managed.  During an inspection on 2 August odours were noted on Wolsey 
Drive and following a review of the situation this was traced back to an HGV 
parked up at the end of Wolsey Drive loaded with RDF bales which had parked 
up there having left the site.  The matter has subsequently been raised with 
Veolia and revised procedures have now been introduced with instructions to 
the sub-contractor that loaded vehicles are not to park up in the Kirkby area. 

36. Monitoring and Enforcement Officers have reviewed and discussed the on-line 
reporting system with Veolia due to the concerns raised.  It is clear that Veolia 
take action on receipt of a complaint but officers have made a number of 
recommendations to Veolia to make the system more robust.  It is 
acknowledged that many complaints are made well after an issue is 
experienced and that due to the transient nature of the odour this makes 
investigation difficult.  Veolia have advised that in such instances they respond 
to these complaints by reference to their odour check sheets for the period the 
issue was reported.  However, from the information relating to the on-line 
complaints, it appears that there have been instances when a complaint has 
been made at the time of the incident but there has been a delay in investigating 
this or recording any actions which were taken at that time.  Officers have 
requested that Veolia prioritises actual visits to the problem area if reported at 



the time of occurrence to assess whether or not a problem is capable of being 
both identified and actioned.  Veolia has made a number of revisions to the 
odour reporting sheets to address the issues and has given a commitment to 
investigate live complaints if they have the resources available. 

37. Whilst it is recognised that there were significant odour issues associated with 
the Welshcroft waste facility when it became operational in the first half of 2017, 
the EA and County Council officers are satisfied that design measures that have 
been put in place, including changes to the carbon filtration system together with 
improved operational practices, have significantly overcome the odour issues.  
The EA, which is the main regulatory body, is satisfied that the waste 
management operations are well run, and bar the observations on 2 August, 
County Council officers have not noted any specific odour issues either on or off 
site since the additional measures were put in place.  The EA has also visited 
the site and again has not detected any odour or fly issues.   

38. Veolia has confirmed that their daily site checks require them to inspect and 
note any issues with odour and flies.  In relation to flies Veolia have advised that 
they use an automated fogging system twice a week inside the building to 
ensure that no infestation could build up. 

39. It is acknowledged that Veolia manage the operations closely to ensure 
compliance with both the extant planning permission and the environmental 
permit.  Officers acknowledge that Veolia have made changes to the way the 
site is operated and managed and procedures remain under review.  For 
example, residents have raised a particular concern relating to the roller-shutter 
doors to the WTS being left open allowing odour to escape.  No evidence of this 
has been noted during visits, and Veolia is currently investigating the potential to 
install CCTV cameras to allow the operation of the doors to be monitored and 
recorded.  

40. In terms of recent operations, input into the site continues to be from Ashfield 
District Council (ADC), Mansfield District Council (MDC) and the County 
Council’s Household Waste Recycling Centres (HWRCs).  The total annual 
input into the site for year up to March 2018 was 51,000 tonnes, significantly 
below the 75,000 tonnes limit for the site.  The carbon filtration system has been 
operating as normal, with this being tested and refreshed in July 2018.  It is 
noted that the manufacturers’ recommendations are to replace at 80 per cent 
usage, but Veolia advised that they had changed the carbon filter ahead of this.  
The site will continue to be actively monitored.  

Proposed Development 

41. The planning applications seek to develop a designated glass storage area 
adjacent to the main waste transfer building, for the external tipping, storage and 
bulking of locally collected glass from district kerbside collections and local 
household recycling centres, and potentially a small quantity from local 
businesses within the Ashfield and Mansfield area; and to vary a number of 
planning conditions on the current extant planning permission 4/V/2016/0665 to 
facilitate these operations, with this request being submitted pursuant to Section 
73 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990.  

 



Proposal 1 

42. Planning permission is sought to construct three 4 metre high concrete block 
bays within a designated area along the southern boundary of the site, to the 
immediate west of the main WTS building, to facilitate the safe storage of tipped 
glass.  The structure would comprise a mix of wide blocks (measuring 0.8 
metres high by 1.6 metres in length by 0.8 metres in width) and half blocks, of 
reinforced concrete ‘Lego’ blocks, stacked lengthways one on top of the other to 
a maximum height of 4 metres above ground level.  The three linked bays would 
have an overall length of 28 metres and be 11.2 metres in width, with an overall 
footprint of approximately 314 square metres.  There is a further area to the 
front of the bays for the turning and manoeuvring of vehicles delivering and 
collecting bulked loads of glass. 

43. Any liquid falling on the area of the storage bays would drain to the foul sewer 
and the design of the scheme incorporates a discharge point to the foul water 
system. 

44. There are no proposals to store glass above the height of the bay walls, and the 
glass would be bulked on a regular basis and exported to an approved re-
processor.  

45. All deliveries and collections of glass would be restricted to the hours of 9am to 
3pm Mondays to Sundays including Bank and Public Holidays, to accommodate 
the HWRC deliveries, but with no loading of glass on Sundays.   

46. Tipping and bulking would be limited to approximately 80 tonnes per week and 
would involve 4 to 6 lorry movements per day (i.e. 2 to 3 vehicles in and out).  
Exports of glass from the site would typically involve 1 to 2 vehicles per week.    

47. There would be an annual throughput of approximately 4,000 tonnes of glass 
per annum (tpa), with this tonnage being accommodated within the currently 
consented maximum permitted tonnage of 75,000 tpa.  Similarly, the importation 
and export of glass, to and from Welshcroft, would be accommodated within the 
maximum vehicle movements permitted for the site, and considered at the time 
of the original proposals within the Transport Assessment.   

Proposal 2  

48. Extant planning permission 4/V/2016/0665 permitted the external storage of 
wrapped and packaged RDF, manufactured within the consented WTS building, 
within a designated area to the front of the main building.   There is no intention 
on the part of the applicant to use the previously constructed storage area for its 
currently consented use and the area has been made available for a dedicated 
glass collection and storage facility, the details of which are set out above. 

49. In relation to extant planning conditions 3, 18, 26, 27 and 31 of planning 
permission 4/V/2016/0665 the following variations are therefore sought: 

Condition 3 (approved plans) seeks a substitution of the relevant general 
arrangement plan as listed under extant Condition 3 to add in a new 
drawing illustrating the proposed footprint of the new development. 



Condition 18 (operational hours) seeks the suggested revision to the 
wording as follows: ‘External glass tipping and/or bulking shall only be 
conducted between the hours of 0900 hrs to 1500 hrs’. 

Condition 26a (odour) seeks the suggested revision to the wording as 
follows: ‘With the exception of glass stored on the site, unprocessed 
waste materials shall be removed from the Waste Transfer Station as 
soon as possible and in any event within 72 hours of its receipt at the 
site’. 

Condition 26h (odour) seeks to remove the reference to the RDF bales 
storage, with the following amended wording: ‘With the exception of the 
glass stored in the approved external storage area (as detailed on 
Revised Layout Drawing Reference VES_TD_WCROFT_300_002)A), no 
waste shall be stored, loaded or unloaded outside of the waste transfer 
building’. 

Condition 27b (litter and dust) seeks the suggested revision to the 
wording as follows: ‘The storage of waste materials within dedicated 
storage bays/areas inside the waste transfer building.  External storage 
of materials shall be restricted to glass within the approved external 
storage area.  No other waste materials including RDF bales shall be 
stored outside the building’. 

Condition 31 (surface and foul water drainage) seeks the suggested 
revision to the wording as follows: ‘The scheme shall incorporate a 
discharge to the foul water system from the external glass storage, as 
detailed on Drawing No. E362/E/04 Rev. H Schematic drainage layout 
received by the WPA on 11th October 2016’ (albeit that this has been 
superseded by a Rev K in an approval letter dated 1 January 2017).  

50. In summary, it is considered that the above amendments are minor wording 
changes to extant planning conditions 3, 18, 26, 27 and 31 of planning 
permission 4/V/2016/0665 principally associated with the removal of reference 
to RDF storage within the area proposed for external glass storage. 

51. No other changes are being proposed and the waste operations would continue 
to be controlled by the re-imposition of extant planning conditions to any new 
planning consent.   

Consultations 

52. These comments relate to both linked planning applications.  Both planning 
applications have been consulted on separately and the subsequent responses 
are summarised jointly in the following paragraphs, except for the County 
Council’s Planning Policy comments which specifically relate to each proposal.  

53. Ashfield District Council No objection subject to planning conditions ensuring 
that all the mitigation measures recommended by the noise impact assessment 
are fully implemented and that on completion of the development a validation 
report is submitted to the County Council for its written approval.  Such 
measures would include controlling the export of glass onto bulker vehicles, 
which shall not take place on Sundays; and the offloading and loading of glass 
which shall be limited to the hours of 0900 hrs to 1500 hrs.  Other mitigation 



measures as detailed in Section 6.4 of the Noise Impact Assessment include 
the bulking bays being formed of 4 metre high concrete blocks and the loading 
of bulkers in as close proximity to the WTS building as is practicable to 
maximise the screening effect in the direction of Lowmoor Road receptors (for 
the purpose of the assessment the offloading is assumed to be to the north of 
the external glass bays for the ‘worst case’ noise impact). 

54. Subject to the above mitigation measures, the District Council considers the 
development to be appropriately located and would not adversely impact 
neighbouring residents. 

55. It is confirmed that the Environmental Protection Team have reviewed the 
submitted Environmental Noise Assessment by Noise & Vibration Consultants 
Ltd and agree with the findings that the proposal would not have an adverse 
impact on neighbouring residents located east and south-east of Portland 
Industrial Estate.    

56. Environment Agency No objection. 

57. Highways England  No objection. 

58. It is confirmed that the proposals would have no material effect on the Strategic 
Road Network. 

59. NCC (Highways) Ashfield No objection. 

60. The Planning Statement has confirmed that the proposed glass storage would 
not generate any traffic in excess of that assessed in the Transport Assessment 
associated with the original consent.  In consideration there are no objections to 
the amendments.  

61. NCC (Noise Engineer) No objection subject to an additional condition 
controlling the tipping, bulking and loading of glass to between the hours of 9am 
to 3pm on weekdays and weekends, with no loading of glass for export from the 
site on Sundays.    

62. According to BS4142 there is a low risk of noise impacts from the glass tipping 
operations and overall cumulative operations from the site, with the calculated 
'Rating Levels' well below the recorded background noise levels (L90) during 
weekdays and weekends.  In addition, an assessment of LAMax levels from 
glass tipping indicates that these levels would be below general ambient noise 
levels at the nearest noise sensitive receptors.  Therefore, it is concluded that 
residential amenity in respect to noise would not be adversely affected by the 
current proposals (the tipping, bulking or loading of glass). 

63. NCC (Planning Policy) No objection. 

64. Proposal 1 - In relation to the Nottinghamshire and Nottingham Waste Core 
Strategy Policies (WCS) (Adopted December 2013) WCS4 (Broad locations for 
waste treatment facilities) and WCS7 (General Site Criteria), this facility will be 
located within the area of an existing waste transfer facility.  Therefore, it is likely 
to be an appropriate location for these storage bays, if the proposed 
development is in accordance with the environmental policies (relating to 
impacts such as noise) contained within the Nottinghamshire and Nottingham 
Waste Local Plan Chapter 3. 



65. The proposals may also be supported by Waste Core Strategy Policy WCS8 
(Extensions to existing waste management facilities) by potentially improving 
existing waste management methods at the site and/or increasing the site’s 
capacity.  

66. Proposal 2 - The proposals would be supported by Policy WCS8, whereby this 
application proposes to facilitate the handling of additional materials and 
improve existing waste management methods on the site. 

67. The proposals would be supported by Policy WCS13 if it is clearly demonstrated 
that there would be no unacceptable impact on any element of environmental 
quality or quality of life (of those working or living nearby) and if the proposed 
development is in accordance with the environmental policies contained within 
the Nottinghamshire and Nottingham Waste Local Plan Chapter 3.  

68. NCC (Landscape) No objection.  

69. NCC (Nature Conservation) No objection. 

70. It is noted that the application site is within an existing recycling facility and it is 
not foreseen that the proposals would give rise to any significant ecological 
impact.    

71. NCC (Reclamation)  No objection. 

72. The proposal does not pose any significant risk to site workers, adjacent 
properties and/or the wider environment from the point of view of contaminated 
land issues. 

73. NCC (Flood Risk) Statutory No objection. 

74. The proposals would have no impact on the surface water proposals. 

75. Western Power Distribution, Cadent Gas Limited Company, and Severn 
Trent Water Limited have not responded.  Any response received will be orally 
reported. 

Publicity 

76. The applications have been publicised separately by means of press notices 
and site notices which were placed at the site entrance and exit points; on the 
junction of Wolsey Drive and Lowmoor Road; at the end of Edward Street close 
to Lowmoor Nursing Home; on the junction of Mary Street and Lowmoor Road; 
at the junction of David Street and Lowmoor Road; and on Lowmoor Road itself.  
38 neighbour notification letters sent to the nearest occupiers on Lowmoor 
Road, Kirkby-in-Ashfield, including the nursing home, and the nearest 
businesses in Portland Industrial Estate and on Lowmoor Road, in accordance 
with the County Council’s adopted Statement of Community Involvement. 

77. Ten letters of objection to Proposal 1 have been received, three of which are 
from the same householder. Three further letters of objection to Proposal 2 have 
been received from three separate households. The reasons for the objections 
are summarised jointly as follows: 



Noise impact 

a) Forty-two hours of glass impact noise per week is a nuisance as defined by 
Article 13 of the EU Waste Framework Directive (2008/98/EC) and 
enshrined in Part 6 of the Waste Regulations 2011, which states that 
Member States shall take the necessary measures to ensure waste 
management is carried out without endangering human health, without 
harming the environment and in particular without causing a nuisance 
through noise or odours; 
 

b) A problem of people becoming desensitised to the sound of breaking glass 
and this could have a knock-on effect for local burglaries; 

c) Additional noise pollution from extra vehicles, glass tipping and increased 
waste volumes increasing operations to 7 days a week; 

d) Individuals have heard glass recycling bins at supermarkets being emptied 
and it is an insufferable noise. 

Residential amenity impacts 

e) The number of emissions for such a small town will be overwhelming; 

f) Since operations began there have been endless issues with odours, 
rodents and pests and residents have been unable to use their gardens and 
property properly; 

g) The planning proposal will contribute to yet another degradation of residents’ 
living standards.  Last year the smell was absolutely horrific and local 
residents were having to rewash their clothes on the hottest days of the year 
which is not very eco-friendly; 

h) Current chemical usage, future chemical usage, and extra pollutants from 
extra lorries, which further impacts on everyone’s way of life who lives close 
to the plant;  

i) Object to an operation generating glass impact noise near residential 
property especially one scheduled to run six hours a day, seven days a 
week, as property is less than 150 metres from the site and residents work 
from home.  

j) Noise impact on a local child with sensory issues surrounding noise, the 
child would have to be kept indoors with no windows open and wearing ear 
defenders in own home; 

k) To increase the capacity of the plant is an environmental disaster for the 
area and the residents and if the proposal goes ahead it would affect the 
quality of life for some 500 households for the foreseeable future; 

l) The residents in the area are entitled to good clean air and to be able to 
enjoy their properties. 

Odour impacts 



m) Smell from the fermented glass will be released into the atmosphere; 

n) Adding sickly-sweet ‘linen fresh’ perfume to the noxious smells does not 
constitute dealing with a problem, simply residents having to breath in the 
disguised stink, as well as chemically produced scents; 

o) Unwashed glass being stored at this location will further increase the risks 
and nuisance caused by odours and pests; 

p) Veolia has stated that odour abatement will never be 100 per cent effective 
due to the nature of the business, so why are local residents expected to put 
up with this facility. 

Traffic impacts and safe access 

q) The amount of traffic using Lowmoor Road will be considerably increased 
with more traffic 7 days a week causing damage to roads; adding to local 
pollution levels as well as being a danger to families and the elderly trying to 
cross roads to catch local transport, and make driving from side streets onto 
Lowmoor Road even more treacherous;  

r) Additional increase in waste vehicles travelling along Lowmoor Road, the 
roads are not maintained to a reasonable standard and additional large, 
heavy vehicles are going to make this even worse; plus creating additional 
emissions and noise;  

s) Residents already have to tolerate the heaviest of traffic 5 days a week, with 
weekends still busy but generally consisting of cars, buses and small vans, 
and the local community do not want heavy traffic on Saturday and Sundays; 

t) Lowmoor Road already carries a staggering volume of traffic from dawn until 
dusk and beyond; with little respite at weekends, and this plan would add to 
already heavy traffic volume. 

Cumulative impacts 

u) Less than 12 months ago, the facilities at the site massively affected 
surrounding residents with repulsive odours/plagued by foul smells, an 
infestation of flies from the site; and reports of odours.  Residents were left 
unable to use their gardens for day-to-day activities such as drying washing 
or relaxing.  The Environment Agency insisted on additional controls to help 
rectify these concerns, and residents do not even know yet if the fracas from 
2017 has been solved and yet the operator is applying to  expand operations 
that could introduce new odour vectors and will definitely introduce a source 
of noise; 

v) Enough problems with flies, rats, and traffic and to expand to glass is 
another invasion in residents’ lives; 

w) It would add to the misery that this WTS has already brought to the area.  
Kirkby does not need any more noise or stinking industry; there is noise, 
chemical smells and heavy goods traffic 5 days a week; 



x) It is simply not acceptable that this plant is so close to residential homes and 
is now being planned to be expanded; 

y) The area is already industry-heavy, which residents tolerate because the 
vast majority of those businesses close down at weekends, and they cause 
as little disruption as possible. 

Health issues 

z) The WTS has caused one resident to be ill and this resident does not want 
that for her children or for anybody else; 

aa) Obvious occupation by rats in the garden, living under sheds and crossing 
the lawns at will, residents can do no other than to link this directly to the 
WTS; 

bb) Homes inundated with flies, with residents filling several hanging fly papers 
up in their homes in a matter of hours. 

Publicity arrangements 

cc) Letters were not received informing local residents near the site of either the 
original application for Welshcroft or this planning application; only 33 or so 
letters were sent to locals who may have to put up with a lifetime of noise, 
smells and associated chemical influence in their lives; the council is still 
adopting the method of publishing a sign on a lamp post, which is an 
outdated and archaic system, it needs to change and the very least that 
Planning can do is ensure that there are better ways to inform the public of 
these proposals;  

dd) underhand tactics to once again push through planning without any hassle; 

ee) no decision should be made until local people have had adequate time to 
make their feelings known; as it is ‘we feel we are being ridden over 
roughshod and what we feel does not matter and that no one is on our side’; 

ff) The fact that the County Council are in partnership with Veolia has made 
local people extremely suspicious of the way this has been organised; 
planning permission should not be overseen by a council which has a 
partnership with this business; it may be legal but it does not feel moral; 

gg) The map that was enclosed with the neighbour letter is a bit misleading, so it 
is requested that the case officer visits the area. 

Other issues 

hh) Concerned that value of property has been severely affected by the site’s 
construction; 

ii) If Veolia had intended to be a good neighbour to the area, they would have 
set up a facility which adequately protected the local community from pests, 
smells and other disturbances;  



jj) It does not matter what Veolia agrees to, once permission is granted, air and 
noise pollution will start seven days a week creating health issues for the 
whole area, as Veolia has demonstrated in the past that it is only interested 
in profits. 

kk) The only reason residents’ tolerate other industries is they close at 
weekends and have been here a long time;  

ll) Currently the glass is sent to a facility in Worksop which is not near any 
residential area so bringing it so close to homes will only cause complaints. 

mm) Many residents are putting in complaints to Veolia but are just receiving 
standard emails saying the same thing every time, so it is felt that problems 
are being swept under the carpet and the complaints are not being taken 
seriously. 

78. Councillors John Knight, Rachel Madden and Jason Zadrozny have been 
notified of the applications.   

79. Councillor John Knight (Member for Kirkby North) has objected to both of the 
planning applications.  The grounds of objection are summarised as follows: 

a) There is a lack of management expertise at this site at the current level, and 
therefore it is unclear why an application has been submitted to expand and 
increase the nature and volume of items to be recycled here.  What is the 
driver behind this expansion and why must this glass be brought specifically 
to the Welshcroft site, which has already been problematic with its existing 
recycling load? 

b) There is currently inadequate managerial capacity on the site to ensure 
that the additional burden created by this new bottle recycling would be 
correctly managed to minimise disruption to residents; 

c) There is a lack of clarity on the intended operational hours for this glass 
recycling, once again suggesting confusion in the planning from Veolia, not a 
good sign when they are expanding a site which has suffered from poor 
operational management and odour issues in the past. 

d) How is the glass currently collected and managed in Ashfield District?  Why 
do these arrangements have to change? 

e) What plans do Veolia have for the glass once it has been recycled? This is 
appearing to be primarily a commercial venture designed to financially 
benefit Veolia, as opposed to providing any local benefit to the people of 
Ashfield; 

f) The initial planning application indicated that no further expansion would be 
allowed on this site, which was strongly opposed by residents when planning 
permission was initially applied for; 

g) There would be a substantial increase in traffic both entering and exiting the 
site, which in addition to any potential traffic management issues, would also 
increase noise and pollution from exhaust fumes; 



h) There is further potential noise pollution resulting from the crushing of glass 
on the site; 

i) There is strong resident opposition to this proposal, arising not least from 
issues such as odour emissions which have arisen from poor management 
of the site to date; residents are mobilising to oppose this application; 

j) Veolia have another site based in Mansfield which does not impinge on a 
residential conurbation, and is able to manage glass recycling. Why has 
consideration not being given to utilising this, rather than expanding a site 
which is already having a significant negative impact on residents’ daily 
lives? 

80. Councillor Cheryl Butler (Ashfield District Council) objects to Proposal 1 on the 
following grounds: 

a) The facility is already causing problems amongst the residents who live very 
close to the site; 

b) Aware of the alleviation measures that Veolia have implemented to counter 
some of the problems when the site was initially set up, however to add 
further changes would have a further detrimental impact on the lives of the 
residents; 

c) The changes will mean an increase in weekly journeys of 28 (in and out) for 
large vehicles over and above existing; 

d) Increased noise and exhaust fumes, as well as inconvenience and 
highways safety concerns in a residential area; 

e) It is noted that the applicant states that it is noisy anyway, so the proposal 
should have no impact, how disrespectful of them not to consider that the 
increase in noise would be detrimental to the residents; 

f) Concern that the site is to operate every day including Bank Holidays; surely 
there has to be some respite in the disruption to the local residents; 

g) Whilst this is the glass collection, there is concern that it also appears that 
there is an intent to increase this to include all recyclables (except food): 
namely card, paper, plastics, wood etc.  Is it their eventual intention to have 
a mini version of the MRF on Crown Farm Industrial Estate in Mansfield?  Is 
this the start of the slippery slope? 

h) It is hoped that this application will be considered not to be in the best 
interests of the residents of this area and it is refused.  

81. The issues raised are considered in the Observations Section of this report. 

Observations 

Introduction 

82. Veolia is a global company with expertise in the provision of recycling and waste 
management solutions for local communities and businesses. 



83. To place this type of facility into its strategic context within the practice of 
sustainable waste management, waste transfer facilities such as Welshcroft 
Waste Transfer Station (WTS) have a pivotal intermediary role between the 
local collection of waste and its final disposal.   Essentially these facilities allow 
for the bulking together of smaller amounts of waste collected locally at a district 
level from both householders and local businesses, mainly from local authority 
municipal waste collections.  They allow for sufficient quantities of waste 
materials to be accumulated prior to onward transportation to the appropriate 
recycling, recovery and disposal facilities.  These intermediary facilities deliver 
more beneficial management of locally derived waste streams enabling a 
greater proportion of materials to be recycled, treated and/or recovered; and a 
reduction in transport distances or ‘waste’ miles.  

84. Following a review of operational practices a decision has been taken by the 
applicant to maintain the storage of RDF within the main WTS building, given 
that it provides the optimal environmental conditions for treating residual waste.  
This is considered the most appropriate way forward, given that RDF has 
proven to remain relatively malodorous even in its manufactured baled and 
packaged state.   

85. These proposals seek to provide a bulking facility for locally collected glass as 
envisaged at the time of the original application and create space within the 
building to allow a more effective and safer transfer/treatment process to take 
place for residual municipal waste within the building. 

86. The principle of using the site for waste management operations has been 
established under the previous extant planning consents, with the suitability of 
the site having been assessed against relevant policy criteria, with this including 
the physical and environmental constraints on the development; existing 
neighbouring land uses; and any significant adverse impacts on the quality of 
the local environment.  

87. Reference is now made to those material considerations relevant to the 
determination of these planning applications. 

88. Material to the decision is an assessment of the environmental and amenity 
effects associated with the external tipping, storage and bulking of recyclable 
glass at the WTS, and whether or not the proposals continue to comply with 
WCS Policy WCS13.  This policy supports extended waste treatment facilities 
where it can be demonstrated that there would be no unacceptable impact on 
any element of environmental quality or the quality of life of those living or 
working nearby and where such development would not result in unacceptable 
environmental impacts.  Also material to this decision are saved environmental 
protection policies in the Waste Local Plan (WLP). 

89. Of particular relevance in the context of these applications are matters relating 
to associated noise impacts, given that these activities would not be contained 
within the main building, and given that the applicant seeks to extend deliveries 
of glass to the Welshcroft facility on Sundays and Bank Holidays. 

Extended use of the site and compliance with waste planning policy 

90. In national planning policy terms, the proposed development is given due 
consideration in light of the revised National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) 



(July 2018).  The revised NPPF makes clear that planning applications should 
be determined in accordance with the Development Plan unless material 
considerations indicate otherwise.  For the purposes of this application, the 
Development Plan comprises the key strategic policies in the Waste Core 
Strategy (WCS) and relevant saved environmental protection policies in the 
Nottingham and Nottinghamshire Waste Local Plan (WLP) and the Ashfield 
Local Plan Review 2002 (ALPR). 

91. The WCS and WLP set out the County Council’s policies material to the 
development, with a general presumption in favour of sustainable development. 

92. This is directly reflected in WCS Policy WCS1, with this particular policy stating 
that planning applications which accord with Core Strategy policies and any 
other relevant policies in the other plans that make up the Development Plan, 
will be approved by the County Council without delay unless material 
considerations indicate otherwise.  It states that when considering development 
proposals, the County Council will take a positive approach that reflects the 
presumption in favour of sustainable development contained in the revised 
NPPF at paragraph 11.  This states that in decision taking a presumption in 
favour of sustainable development should apply.  The role of the planning 
system in terms of achieving sustainable development means encouraging 
mutually beneficial economic, social and environmental development, with this 
theme continuing to run through decision-taking.  This policy offers principle 
support for these proposals.    

93. Overarching policy direction is set out in the National Planning Policy for Waste 
(October 2014) (NPPW) with a presumption in favour of sustainable 
development and resource efficiency (including supporting local employment 
opportunities and wider climate change benefits), and supporting activities 
which drive waste up the waste hierarchy. 

94. The waste hierarchy which is set out in Appendix A of the NPPW and Figure 2.1 
of the WCS identifies that recycling and preparing for reuse of waste material is 
preferred to disposal, with this being reflected in WCS Policy WCS3 which 
prioritises the development of new or extended recycling facilities.  The 
proposals would be compliant with these principles, given that the development 
would enhance the site’s capacity to beneficially manage locally collected 
recyclable glass.  This would facilitate the local recycling of more waste material 
subject to there being no unacceptable environmental impacts.  As such, the 
development would accord with the WCS and NPPW delivering on the key 
objectives of maximising the recycling of an inert waste stream and assisting in 
the process of driving waste up the waste hierarchy. 

95. The proposals therefore support an upward trajectory in the recycling of glass at 
a local level, giving appropriate consideration to the waste hierarchy. 

96. The principle of the importation and bulking of waste products on the existing 
site is established and the environmental considerations of the current 
operations were fully considered at the time of the previous applications.  
Notwithstanding this, it is considered that there is support in the context of WCS 
Policy WCS8 in that it states that the improvement of existing waste 
management facilities will be supported where it would reduce existing 
environmental impacts.  In this respect, the proposals would be beneficial in 
terms of placing controls over the storage of the baled and wrapped RDF 



ensuring that it is undertaken within the main building, including its loading into 
bulk containers for transport off site.  Only glass tipping and associated activities 
would be permitted outside the main building.  As such, it is considered that the 
development would accord with WCS Policy WCS8 in terms of increasing the 
range of waste streams managed at the site whilst ensuring that the vast 
majority of these waste streams are managed within the main waste transfer 
building.  However, this is subject to the glass tipping activities remaining 
acceptable in terms of environmental impacts. 

97. The proposed external bays would be appropriately located having regard to 
WCS Policies WCS4 and WCS7, being situated within an area of an established 
waster transfer facility, which is itself located in an industrial estate on land 
designated for employment.  The proposed development would be in 
accordance with these policies subject to potential environmental impacts 
remaining within acceptable limits.   

98. It is therefore concluded that the local development plan is supportive of the 
principle of these proposals subject to the development meeting the 
requirements of WCS Policy WCS13 (Protecting and enhancing our 
environment) and the saved environmental protection policies in the WLP which 
require waste facilities to demonstrate acceptable environmental impacts.  
These effects are considered below. 

Consideration of environmental and amenity impacts 

Noise 

99. Saved Policy W3.9 of the WLP enables conditions to be imposed on planning 
permissions to reduce the potential for noise impact.  The policy advises 
restrictions over aspects such as operating hours, which is particularly relevant 
in the case of these proposals; sound proofing plant and machinery, alternative 
reversing alarms, stand-off distances, and setting maximum noise levels to help 
minimise noise impacts.  

100. The representations from the local community as well as those received from 
Local Members highlight the concern of the local community to the potential for 
noise from the offloading and loading of glass and disruption that the perceived 
additional lorry movements could potentially cause particularly at the weekends 
and Bank Holidays when residents consider they have a right to enjoy a quieter 
environment.   

101. It is recognised that the tipping of large quantities of glass has the potential to 
generate significant levels of noise, and accordingly a BS4142 noise 
assessment has been undertaken of the proposed operations to determine the 
likely impact at noise sensitive receptors (NSRs).  The assessment also 
confirms that tipping, bulking and loading operations of glass in the outside 
areas would only take place between 9am and 3pm daily, although this would 
include Sundays and Bank Holidays.  However, there would be no loading of 
bulkers for export off-site on Sundays. 

102. The assessment includes an assessment of the background noise levels and a 
calculation of the predicted noise levels at NSRs from the tipping and loading of 
glass and assesses this against the assessment criteria in BS4142:2014 



‘Methods for rating and assessing industrial and commercial sound’ which is the 
accepted standard for assessing noise levels from these types of operations.  
An assessment of LAMax levels due to the nature of the noise from tipping of 
glass has also been undertaken. 

103. The nearest sensitive receptors comprise residential property to the east of the 
WTS in Lowmoor Road with the closest being number 222 which is located 
approximately 65 metres from the eastern boundary of the site with the Romo 
Fabrics industrial building located on intervening land between the site and this 
nearest NSR.  Whilst both this building and the WTS building itself would act as 
an attenuation barrier between the proposed glass operations and the NSRs in 
Lowmoor Road, measures were built into the original planning permission to 
ensure that operational noise limits would be acceptable even if the 
neighbouring building (Romo Fabrics) were to be demolished at some future 
date as part of any redevelopment of the site.  The noise limits established 
under extant planning consents 4/V/2015/0711 and 4/V/2016/0665 have been 
applied in the noise assessment, and would continue to be applied under any 
new schedule of conditions. 

104. In assessing noise from the glass offloading, loading and bulking via HGVs or 
mobile plant at the nearest receptors, tonality, impulsivity characteristics and 
intermittency have all been considered and the following conclusions reached. 

105. In terms of tonality, mobile plant with ‘beeper’ type reverse alarms is likely to 
contain this type of characteristic.  The mobile plant working on site is fitted with 
broadband type ‘white noise’ reverse alarms and taking into account the location 
of the WTS building, proposed noise mitigation measures and the resultant 
noise contribution from these noise sources relative to existing residual noise, it 
would not be expected that tonal noise would be audible at the nearest 
receptors. 

106. Glass offloading and its movement is associated with what is termed impulsivity 
characteristics.  Impulse noise is a category of acoustic noise which includes 
unwanted, almost instantaneous (thus impulse-like) sharp sounds; and is 
characterised by transient short-duration disturbances.  In terms of impulsivity 
characteristics this is something that is associated with glass offloading and 
movement.  When the predicted noise contribution at the nearest receptors is 
taken into consideration together with the LAmax levels and residual noise from 
road traffic during daytime periods, it is expected that this characteristic would 
occasionally just be perceptible during short periods when no movement of road 
traffic occurred (which is uncommon) and based on a ‘worst case’ scenario a 
+3dB penalty may be applied. 

107. The offloading and loading of glass with associated bulking outside would be 
intermittent and when the number of events is taken into account along with the 
predicted noise contribution relative the residual noise levels, the intermittency 
would not be anticipated to be distinctive during the daytime at the nearest 
sensitive receptors.  This is due to the already existing intermittency character of 
local road traffic within the vicinity of the NSRs and the site contribution levels 
compared with ambient noise.  However, for purposes of robustness a +3dB 
penalty has been allowed.     

108. A baseline noise survey was carried out at the nearest residential areas to the 
site to determine typical baseline sound levels, with the noise monitoring being 



carried out over a typical weekday and weekend period during appropriate 
weather conditions to provide a representative time period over which the 
proposed glass facility seeks to operate.  To establish typical existing 
operational noise levels, a noise survey was also undertaken at the WTS site.  
The data obtained from these surveys was used to inform the noise model, 
which also assumed all plant was operating to provide an indication of the 
highest likely noise level.  The methodology took into account source position, 
distance, duration of activity in relation to site activities and the nearest sensitive 
receptors.  It was also assumed that in terms of LAmax levels the highest likely 
peaks would be during offloading into bulking areas or loading into bulker 
vehicles.    

109. The noise assessment has considered the effect of peak noise from the 
offloading, loading and movement of glass, cumulative noise effect from the air 
extraction system and noise ‘break-out’ from the WTS building.  The 
assessment has also included the effect of on-site HGV and mobile vehicle 
movements. 

110. The assessment according to BS4142:2014 concludes that there is a low risk of 
noise impacts from the glass tipping operations and overall cumulative 
operations from the site, with the calculated ‘Rating Levels’ well below the 
recorded background noise levels (L90) during weekdays and weekends.  In 
addition, an assessment of LAMax levels from glass tipping indicates that these 
levels would be below general ambient noise levels at noise sensitive receptors. 

111. The predicted noise contribution from the operation of the external glass 
activities of 32dB(A) to 38dB(A) Leq1hr also meets the World Health 
Organisation’s daytime guidance for community noise in relation to protection of 
amenity. 

112. It has been demonstrated that predicted noise levels from the glass tipping, 
bulking and loading operations including associated mobile plant and HGV 
movements would be well below the existing representative background sound 
levels. Waste management activities are therefore considered unlikely to result 
in any adverse impact in accordance with BS4142: 2014.  

113. Subject to mitigation measures, the results of the noise assessment indicate 
that there is only ever a low impact; with the rating level of the operations (which 
does include a 3dB penalty for both impulsive and intermittent noise) remaining 
below the background noise level during the proposed daytime hours. 

114. Therefore, it is concluded that residential amenity in respect of noise would not 
be adversely affected by the proposals subject to planning conditions restricting 
the tipping, bulking and loading of glass to between the hours of 9am to 3pm 
Mondays through to Sundays, including Bank Holidays, and controlling the 
loading of glass for export from site to weekdays and Saturdays only, with no 
such operations on Sundays.  

115. Both the County Council’s Noise Engineer and Ashfield District Council’s 
Environmental Protection Team are satisfied that the proposal would not 
adversely impact neighbouring residents located east and south-east of 
Portland Industrial Estate subject to adhering to the mitigation measures set out 
in the noise assessment, including the loading of bulkers as close to the WTS 
building as is practicable to maximise the screening effect and associated 



attenuation in the direction of residential receptors in Lowmoor Road.  Planning 
conditions would ensure that these recommendations are implemented.     

116. As such, the proposed development subject to conditions would accord with 
WLP Saved Policy W3.9.  It is considered that any noise impact is capable of 
being suitably controlled so that it would not increase significantly to 
unacceptable levels. 

Traffic and Highways 

117. WLP Saved Policy W3.14 indicates that planning permission will not be granted 
for activities associated with waste management facilities where the vehicle 
movements likely to be generated cannot be satisfactorily accommodated on 
the highway network or where such movements would cause unacceptable 
disturbance to local communities.  This is the key policy against which to assess 
the traffic impact of the development.  Paragraph 109 of the revised NPPF 
states that development proposals should only be prevented or refused on 
highway grounds if there would be unacceptable impact on highway safety, or 
where the residual cumulative impacts on the road network would be severe.  
Paragraph 102 of the revised NPPF seeks to ensure that the potential impacts 
of the development on the transport networks are addressed.  Also of relevance 
is WCS Policy WCS11 (Sustainable Transport) which aims to make the best 
use of the existing transport network and minimise the distances travelled in 
undertaking waste management. 

118. Residents living along Lowmoor Road are concerned about an increase in 
heavy goods vehicles travelling along their road seven days a week, particularly 
at the weekends and on Bank Holidays.  These concerns are shared by the 
Local Members.  However, attention is drawn to the fact that the extant planning 
permissions already allow the site to operate seven days a week, and HGV 
traffic was assessed on this basis at the time of the original planning application. 

119. The Transport Assessment (TA) submitted in support of the original planning 
application identified the anticipated pattern of trips by vehicles importing and 
exporting waste to the Welshcroft site.  It identified the impact on the local 
highway network including along Lowmoor Road, taking into account weight 
restrictions in place along Southwell Lane which restrict HGVs from travelling 
the length of this road.   

120. It was concluded that these inbuilt restrictions would prohibit HGV traffic from 
travelling through the main settlement of Kirkby, and identified that the most 
straightforward and economically viable route for onward transportation of waste 
material on leaving the site via Wolsey Drive would involve turning left onto 
Lowmoor Road, and travelling north to the A38 via Penny Emma Way.  It was 
concluded that there was no reason why vehicles leaving the site should turn 
right onto Lowmoor Road, thereby taking traffic by the nearest residential 
properties to the site, as this would take traffic towards Kirkby-in-Ashfield town 
centre to the south, in the opposite direction to the obvious route of transit for 
outward bound bulked waste. 

121. It was considered that the site’s strategic location combined with its 
access/egress arrangements meant that outbound vehicles would follow the 
most efficient route and head towards the A38 (T) and Mansfield Ashfield Relief 



Road.  Only locally collected waste, mainly from local households and 
businesses within Kirkby-in-Ashfield would be delivered into the site via 
Welshcroft Close, with no outward transit of bulked up waste materials via this 
route. 

122. The indications and conclusions to be drawn from the TA were that any onward 
movement of waste materials would avoid taking HGV traffic by residential 
property on Lowmoor Road thereby mitigating residential amenity impacts from 
vehicular noise and vibration, on the nearest sensitive receptors.  The TA 
demonstrated that lorry movements would not give rise to significant 
disturbance to local residents.  As such, subject to planning conditions 
controlling traffic management, the WTS development was considered to be in 
accordance with WLP Saved Policy W3.14.   

123. There is nothing to indicate that the lorries involved in transporting the 
recyclable glass would do anything other than follow the same route.  In drawing 
conclusions from the TA with regards to the current proposals, it is reasonable 
to assume that vehicles would continue to follow the most viable route taking 
associated traffic away from the nearest residential neighbours in Lowmoor 
Road.  It is considered that the residential amenity impacts for those nearest 
sensitive neighbours in Lowmoor Road would be minimised in accordance with 
WLP Saved Policy W3.14 and the revised NPPF based on the conclusions of 
the TA together with the relatively low numbers of vehicles associated with the 
proposed development. 

124. Material to the proposed development is the fact that the proposed glass 
storage facility and associated bulking operations would not generate any traffic 
over and above that assessed in the TA at the time of the original planning 
application.  Within this context, both the County Highways Authority and 
Highways England are able to support the proposals given that the associated 
glass operations would have no material effect on either the local highway 
network or on the strategic road network, and there are no further 
recommendations from either consultee. 

125. Extant planning conditions would be re-attached to any new schedule of 
conditions and would seek to ensure that the delivery and collecting of glass to 
and from the WTS would not generate any extra lorry movements above and 
beyond the 95 vehicles (190 vehicle movements) per day permitted to visit the 
Welshcroft site over any 24 hour period. 

126. To put the proposed glass operations into perspective, it is noted that this 
relates to a limited throughput of approximately 80 tonnes of glass per week 
involving low-numbers lorry movements of approximately 2 to 3 vehicles (4 to 6 
vehicle movements) per day in relation to glass deliveries to the site.  A further 1 
to 2 vehicles per week would be involved in collecting bulked glass for export off 
site.  This represents only a small fraction of the permitted levels of vehicles 
allowed to visit the site.  Subject to planning conditions, the proposed 
development would continue to operate in accordance with WLP Saved Policy 
W3.14.  

127. Another potential benefit of providing glass tipping/bulking facilities at Welshcroft 
WTS is to improve on the figures for ‘waste’ mileage.  From Welshcroft, bulked 
glass would be transferred to a recycling facility for reprocessing into 
reconstituted glass.  Currently recycling centre glass is taken to Worksop where 



it is bulked and then transferred.  Transporting glass from local recycling centres 
a shorter distance to the Welshcroft transfer station benefits the environment by 
eliminating the need to transport numerous smaller loads as currently happens 
now, thereby delivering a reduction in waste miles and associated carbon 
emissions.  The proposal therefore accords with WCS Policy WCS11 
(Sustainable Transport) in terms of making better use of the existing transport 
network and minimising the distances travelled in the managing of local waste.  
In the event that Ashfield and Mansfield District Councils do contract with the 
applicant to deliver their glass into Welshcroft these local authorities would get 
the advantage of a proximate dedicated waste transfer station in their locality, 
with the benefit of potential efficiency savings for them. 

128. Whilst concerns have been raised by residents relating to the safety of 
pedestrians particularly the elderly, crossing Lowmoor Road to access public 
transport, it is noted that at the time of the original planning application, in terms 
of the TA the Highways Authority was satisfied that there were no existing road 
safety issues in the vicinity of the proposed site.  It was considered that the 
comparatively low levels of traffic that would be added to existing flows as a 
result of the waste transfer station’s development would have no significant 
impact in terms of road safety; and the junctions would continue to operate 
within their designed capacity.  

129. It is therefore considered that the proposed lorry movements associated with the 
glass operations would not materially impact on the safety of pedestrians 
crossing Lowmoor Road given the comparatively low-level of lorry movements 
associated with these proposed operations. 

130. It is considered that the development would not result in a significant material 
impact on the local highway network in terms of highway capacity or highway 
safety; or on residential amenity. 

Operational hours 

131. Concerns have been raised by local residents regarding the glass tipping and 
loading operations extending to seven days a week.  Whilst these concerns are 
acknowledged, it is important that the facility has the ability to allow deliveries of 
glass and other waste streams seven days a week as it reflects the fact that not 
only does the facility take household kerbside waste collections, but it also takes 
waste from Household Waste Recycling Centres (HWRCs).  HWRCs are 
typically busy at weekends, particularly when there is a Bank Holiday and so 
they need to be regularly emptied so that the public can continue to use them 
over these long weekends.  Subsequently, waste transfer stations in the county 
need to operate seven days a week to accept these deliveries. 

132. The tonnage of glass to be brought into the site for bulking up and onward 
export is estimated to be in the region of 4,000 tonnes per annum and in 
consideration of the local residents, the applicant has proposed a daily 
restriction on the hours the Welshcroft site would accept glass from 9am to 3pm 
Mondays to Sundays.  Again to put these operational hours into context, 
attention is drawn to the fact that under the existing extant permission, the 
Welshcroft site already operates between the hours of 7am to 7pm at weekends 
and on Bank and Public Holidays, with operational hours between 6am to 10pm 
Mondays to Fridays.  Extant planning conditions would be varied to 



accommodate the offloading and loading of glass and associated activities 
between the restricted hours of 9am to 3pm.  It is considered that time-limiting 
these activities together with the intermittent nature of these operations would 
mitigate amenity impacts on the nearest residential receptors to the site.  As 
such, it is considered that subject to planning conditions limiting operational 
hours, the proposed development is in accordance with WCS Policy WCS13.  

Air Quality/Dust 

133. Waste operations including associated HGV movements have the potential to 
cause a dust nuisance to any sensitive receptors to the site.  Saved WLP Policy 
W3.10 identifies that dust emissions from waste processing facilities are 
capable of being managed and reduced by implementing appropriate dust 
mitigation practices.  Saved WLP Policy W3.11 seeks to ensure that mud and 
other debris does not contaminate the public highway. 

134. Further policy direction is provided under Appendix B (Locational Criteria) of the 
NPPW stating that the extent to which adverse air emissions, including dust, is 
capable of being controlled through the use of appropriate measures, is a 
material consideration.   

135. Current operating practices together with the design of the WTS have proven 
effective in terms of mitigating dust emissions.  The main waste transfer building 
is fitted with a dust suppression system, for use as and when required.  To date, 
there has been no tipping/storage bays external to this building, and waste 
material has been handled, stored and processed (including shredding) within 
the confines of the building.  The baled and packaged RDF would continue to be 
stored inside the building under these proposals.  Therefore, there have been 
no significant fugitive dust emissions associated with the existing development. 

136. With regards to the proposals for the outside tipping and storage of glass, it is 
noted that the received glass would be stored below the height of the proposed 
storage bay walls.  Therefore, it is anticipated that this level of containment 
would mitigate dust impacts.  It is also noted that dry recyclable materials such 
as glass have low potential for dust generation.  As such, the development 
remains compliant with Saved WLP Policy W3.10 subject to planning conditions 
controlling the stocking height of the bulked glass.  

137. To reduce any potential for lorries transporting mud/debris onto the surrounding 
road network, which could be a source of potential residual dust emissions, all 
external servicing areas across the site have been hard-surfaced (bound 
concrete/tarmac surfacing) to minimise dust generation associated with the 
movement of vehicles, and to prevent any arisings of mud and debris.  The 
potential for mud and detritus being transported onto the public highway now the 
facility is operational is extremely limited and this would equally apply to the 
movement of glass.  As such, the proposals accord with WLP Saved Policy 
W3.11. 

138. Extant planning conditions requiring the sheeting of lorries, the cleaning of hard 
surfaces and storage bays, and the regular sweeping of the external yard areas 
would be re-imposed in any new schedule of planning conditions in accordance 
with WLP Saved Policy W3.10. 



139. These measures would ensure compliance with WLP Saved Policies W3.10 
and W3.11, and subject to the recommended controls, the proposals would not 
give rise to any significant dust issues at any phase of the development, 
including during the proposed construction of the external storage bays. 

140. Nuisance from fugitive dust emissions released to the atmosphere is therefore 
not anticipated and the pollution control authorities (Environmental Health and 
the EA) have not raised any concerns relating to environmental impacts such as 
dust and air quality that could potentially affect public health. 

Odour 

141. WLP Saved Policy W3.7 seeks to reduce the amenity impact of odour 
associated with the proposed development.  It encourages the use of controls to 
reduce the potential for odour impacts from waste management facilities, and 
identifies a series of mitigation measures.  Such measures could include: the 
sheeting of lorries, restrictions on temporary storage of waste, enclosure of 
waste reception and storage areas, and the use of contingency measures such 
as odour masking agents or removal of malodorous material. 

142. Odour has been raised as an issue in the neighbour representations, with 
concerns that unwashed glass being stored at this location would further 
increase the risk of residual odours from the site.  Whilst it is understandable 
that odour remains a concern, odour is not considered to be a significant issue 
associated with the glass operations given that the waste being handled 
consists of an inert extremely stable material which is not malodorous.  Glass is 
a very different material to the municipal waste and associated RDF 
manufacture and it is not odorous in nature. 

143. The applicant has confirmed that in their experience as a waste operator odour 
is not an impact that tends to be generated from the external glass tipping, 
storing and loading activity, as proposed in the planning application.  If deliveries 
of glass include any other materials which have the potential to cause odours, 
then these should be removed and transferred into the main waster transfer 
building and a condition would be attached to any permission granted to secure 
this matter. 

144. There is only a negligible risk of malodours being produced by the external 
glass storage bays, given that the only material being stored is separately 
collected recyclable glass with limited potential to generate odour.  The fact that 
there is no processing on site means that the material would only be stored for a 
limited period of time prior to its onward transit to either a permitted re-processor 
or other suitably permitted site.  Any potential sources of residual odour from, for 
example, contained liquids or rainfall falling on the waste, would be mitigated by 
the drainage arrangement given that drainage would be direct to the foul sewer 
via the engineered drainage system.  The existing inspection regime would be 
extended to cover the glass storage area and the storage bays would be subject 
to regular cleaning.   

145. In relation to the proposed glass operations, the applicant confirms that any 
complaints received would be thoroughly investigated and appropriate actions 
taken and recorded as necessary.  As referenced earlier in the report, there is 



an on-line reporting system available to local residents in the event of a 
complaint.   

146. There is nothing to indicate that the proposed development and operation of the 
external glass storage bays would be anything other than neutral in terms of 
associated residual odours.  As such, the proposals would be fully in 
accordance with WLP Saved Policy W3.7 and WCS Policy WCS13. 

147. Whilst a number of residents have complained about the odour masking agent 
being used on the site to help overcome odour emissions from current waste 
operations, WLP Saved Policy W3.7 supports the use of such measures. 

148. The proposals would be beneficial in terms of regularising the on-going storage 
of manufactured RDF within the main waste transfer building, thereby efficiently 
optimising odour control.  Sufficient internal storage space is available provided 
recyclable materials such as glass are managed outside. The controlled 
environment inside the WTS building would limit odour emissions escaping the 
building into the atmosphere.   

149. Improvements have been made to the internal odour management system, 
notably the introduction of a carbon filter system which works by removing 
potentially malodorous air from the building by an extraction system which 
involves diverting the air through a series of activated carbon filters before being 
expelled from the building.  These proposals would ensure that the final stages 
of the operational practices involving the storage of the shredded, baled and 
wrapped RDF and its loading onto bulker lorries for export off site would be 
undertaken within the waste transfer building so as to ensure that there would 
be no significant odour impacts, particularly with regards to the nearest sensitive 
residential receptors in Lowmoor Road.  The controlled environment inside the 
building would limit odour emissions associated with these final processes.   

150. Overall, it is concluded that odour emissions from the storage and onward 
export of RDF is capable of being suitably controlled as demonstrated under 
these proposals and subject to the variance of extant planning conditions, would 
not cause nuisance to surrounding residential and commercial property thus 
satisfying the requirements of WLP Saved Policy W3.7. 

151. Attention is drawn to the fact that a waste permit covering on-site waste 
operations would be the primary regulator with regards to odour management 
control. 

152. Both the revised NPPF and NPPW reference the fact that it is the pollution 
control organisation’s responsibility to control processes or emissions, and that 
local planning authorities should assume that these regimes would operate 
effectively.  There is clear direction that these controls should not be duplicated 
by the planning authority.  In line with this, controls over site operations including 
odour control would continue to be imposed and monitored by the EA through 
the permitting regime, to ensure local amenity is protected.  The intention of the 
WPA is not to duplicate these controls. 

153. Overall, it is concluded that odour emissions from  glass handling operations 
would not be significant and subject to the imposition of appropriate conditions, 
would not cause nuisance to surrounding residential and commercial property 
thus satisfying the requirements of WLP Saved Policy W3.7. 



Visual impact 

154. WLP Saved Policy W3.3 seeks to minimise the visual impact of waste 
management facilities and associated activities by siting them in locations which 
minimise impacts to adjacent land, providing appropriate screening and 
minimising building and storage heights.   

155. The visual impact of the development is assessed as being low to insignificant.  
The WTS and Romo buildings would screen the development from the nearest 
residential property in Lowmoor Road with views of the bays being obscured.   

156. The development would be visually integrated into the wider industrial setting, 
and the scale and massing of the proposed concrete bays would not be 
dissimilar to other industrial type ancillary structures on the Portland Industrial 
Estate.  With regards to materials, the proposal is of a functional reinforced 
concrete construction, which together with the proposal’s scale, form, massing 
and height is acceptable development given its industrial setting.  The proposal 
would be proportionately lower than the eaves of the main waste transfer 
building and subject to planning conditions, which would seek to ensure that the 
bay structure is completed in accordance with the submitted details, and placing 
controls over its height, the proposal would accord with WLP Saved Policy W3.3 
in terms of visual amenity impacts.  The proposed development is also in 
accordance with Saved Policy ST1 of the ALPR given that it would not 
adversely affect the amenity of neighbouring properties. 

Contamination 

157. The proposals relate to an inert recyclable waste stream which glass is, with no 
implications for contaminant issues, and the manufactured RDF would remain 
contained within the WTS building.    

158. The County Council’s Reclamation Officer has confirmed that the development 
does not pose any significant risks in terms of contaminated land issues, either 
in respect of site workers, adjacent properties and/or the wider environment.  As 
such, the development would remain compliant with WCS Policy WCS13. 

Vermin 

159. Representations from local residents have identified pests and vermin (flies and 
rats) as a concern in relation to the proposed glass operations.  However, the 
recyclable glass and any residual contents would not provide a significant and 
accessible food source to attract pests and vermin.  A supporting statement 
outlines a number of measures that would be taken by the operator to address 
any negligible risk, including the tipping of glass within the designated storage 
area in accordance with the conditions of the environmental permit; the regular 
cleaning and inspection of the storage bays; minimising the time the collected 
glass is held on the site; and as required, a specialist pest controller would be 
contracted to inspect the site. 

160. The main controls to limit nuisance from vermin would continue to be imposed 
through the Environmental Permit issued by the EA, and in line with the NPPF 
and NPPW direction, the WPA would not be seeking to duplicate these controls.  
The current permitting regime controls site operations, and in particular, ensures 



the regular throughput of incoming waste and its rapid turnaround, which limits 
the potential for vermin nuisance.  

161. Efficient operational practices seek to minimise the potential for vermin and 
pests and this regime would continue to be supplemented by regular inspections 
by external specialist pest controllers.  Other mitigation measures would include 
the handling and storage of residual municipal waste materials in the 
confinement of the waste transfer building only; and these proposals seek to 
ensure that the manufactured RDF, even when baled and packaged, remains 
contained in the building.  Other measures include ensuring all external doors 
are secure outside operational hours; ensuring the main building is well-
maintained and weather proofed at all times; ensuring the rapid transit of 
collected recyclables to approved waste treatment facilities, to minimise the time 
collectables are held on site after receipt.  Added to this, there would be 
extremely limited outside storage of waste, with this only extending to recyclable 
glass. 

162. Subject to the implementation of the measures detailed above and the rigorous 
application of the Environmental Permit, vermin is considered capable of being 
suitably controlled and the proposals should not give rise to any associated 
problems. 

Health impact 

163. Whilst the neighbour representations have raised issues regarding health 
impacts associated with operations at the WTS, it is pointed out that these 
proposals relate to the construction of glass storage bays and associated 
operations; and the retaining of RDF inside the building, including during its 
loading for export off site.   

164. There is nothing to indicate that there are any health impacts associated with 
the treatment of glass.  It is a non-hazardous, inert waste stream, and the site is 
subject to the EA’s waste permitting regime, placing pollution controls over the 
site.  The pollution control authorities (Environmental Health Team and EA) 
have not raised any concerns relating to impacts on public health associated 
with Welshcroft’s waste operations.  The indications are that the proposed 
development would have a neutral impact on the health of the local population.  

Drainage and surface water 

165. Policy W3.5 of the WLP states that planning permission should not be granted 
for waste management facilities where there is an unacceptable risk of pollution 
to ground or surface water. 

166. The storage bays would be located outside within the area previously proposed 
for the storage of wrapped RDF bales, with this area having been constructed to 
drain to the foul sewer via the engineered drainage system, thereby capturing 
any liquids from glass or rainfall falling on the glass waste. 

167. The glass would be stored outside within a sealed drainage area and would 
meet the required standards imposed through the site’s environmental permit. 
The variation of planning conditions would ensure that the RDF would not be 
stored external to the building.   



168. It is noted that the development would be constructed on impermeable 
hardstanding and incorporates a closed water collection system, preventing 
seepage into the groundwater.  It is considered that the drainage scheme for the 
disposal of foul and surface water is appropriately robust having been 
constructed for the storage of RDF and complies with the appropriate pollution 
control authority.  This would serve to mitigate any potential impacts, in terms of 
polluting local ground or surface water, albeit that this would not be expected 
given that glass is an inert, stable, non-hazardous material.  As such, the 
proposed development would be fully in accordance with WLP Policy W3.5.   

169. The County Council as Lead Flood Risk Authority has confirmed that no impacts 
on surface water would arise from these proposals. 

Litter Control 

170. WLP Policy W3.8 requires planning decisions to have regard to the potential for 
litter nuisance and the measures to be put in place to minimise impacts.   

171. The external storage of waste has potential to create litter, but in this instance it 
is considered that the 4 metre high bay structures would be sufficient to contain 
the recyclable glass, given that the glass would be stored below the height of 
the bay walls, so that it is completely contained.  This would ensure that the 
glass is not vulnerable to wind-blow and dispersal.     

172. A number of key measures are in practice to minimise the occurrence of 
windblown litter, with the site being managed in accordance with good practice 
guidelines.  The EA’s permitting regime covering site operations places controls 
over litter and the WTS operates under stringent site management procedures 
to ensure windblown litter is effectively managed in accordance with the site’s 
Environmental Permit. 

173. Measures deployed would include all tipping and storage of municipal residual 
waste materials being undertaken within the waste transfer building, and under 
these proposals that would include the baled and wrapped RDF.  This would 
effectively minimise the potential for windblown litter.  Transportation of waste 
materials would be within enclosed or sheeted vehicles, and these 
arrangements would remain in place and be extended to the transporting of 
glass.  Other measures would involve regular site inspections, and litter 
collections as required, together with the sweeping of the site (either manually or 
mechanically) on a regular basis. 

174. Perimeter security fencing would also assist in minimising windblown litter 
releases from the site. 

175. Extant Condition 27 covers the suite of measures detailed above and under 
these proposals would be varied to ensure that the external storage of materials 
is restricted to recyclable glass only.  It would remove the reference to the 
external storage of baled RDF.  A similarly worded condition would also be 
attached to any consent issued for the glass storage bays, and subject to this it 
is considered that the proposed development would not give rise to any 
significant litter concerns and would be compliant with WLP Saved Policy W3.8. 

Sustainability 



176. WCS Policy WSC1 sets out a presumption in favour of sustainable development 
against which all waste management proposals are given due consideration.  In 
respect of the proposed development, it is premised on the core objective of 
supporting sustainable waste management practices in the Ashfield/Mansfield 
area.  These proposals would enhance the management of waste as a local 
resource in line with the proximity principle and facilitate the more efficient 
collection and transportation of glass by collecting it in bulk at a local strategic 
collection point, thereby reducing the multiple shorter trips that presently occur, 
and the overall ‘waste’ miles.   

177. It primarily achieves the objective of moving locally collected recyclable glass up 
the waste hierarchy in accordance with national and local waste policy, by way 
of the export of bulked up glass for re-processing.  It would promote the 
diversion of recyclable waste from potential landfill disposal, for reprocessing 
offsite.  As such, the proposals would accord with the overarching policy 
objective of achieving sustainable development in line with the revised NPPF, 
the NPPW and WCS Policy WCS1.  The original planning proposals envisaged 
recyclable waste streams being managed at Welshcroft, and these proposals 
actually put this into practice. 

178. The application has been considered against the revised NPPF, the NPPW, the 
WCS and the WLP, all of which are underpinned by the objective of achieving 
sustainable development. The proposed development would deliver sustainable 
development by directly increasing the capacity of a sustainable waste 
management operation. 

179. The proposal accords with the principles of sustainable development, and in line 
with this policy direction, delivers on core objectives in terms of supporting and 
enhancing an existing waste materials recycling operation. 

Publicity/Consultation 

180. A constant theme of the neighbour representations has been the perceived 
shortcomings surrounding the WPA’s arrangements for publicising the planning 
applications and notifying local residents. 

181. In response, it is considered that appropriate publicity/consultation was carried 
out for both planning applications by the County Council as part of the planning 
application process.  This involved the applications separately being advertised 
by a press notice in the Mansfield Chad on the 25th April 2018 (Plg. Ref. 
4/V/2018/0233) and 18th July 2018 (Plg. Ref. 4/V/2018/0417), site notices were 
placed around the locality and clearly displayed, including at the site entrance 
and egress.  Again for both applications, 38 neighbour notification letters have 
been sent to the nearest residential properties in Lowmoor Road, including 
Lowmoor Nursing Home, and including eleven businesses on Lowmoor Drive, 
Welshcroft Close and Wolsey Drive, in accordance with the County Council’s 
Adopted Statement of Community Involvement (Nottinghamshire County 
Council’s Statement of Community Involvement 2018 Adopted March 2018).  
These were identified as being the nearest sensitive properties to the proposals 
and those that have the potential to be directly affected by the development.   

182. The same publicity arrangements were followed for each of the two planning 
applications.  



183. As raised by a local resident, it is also confirmed that the case officer did visit the 
site as part of this process. 

Other Issues 

184. The following paragraphs seek to address various concerns raised by Local 
Members which have not so far been covered in the main body of the report. 

185. Welshcroft WTS is not currently a recycling site, it is a residential waste 
treatment facility and no request has been made by the applicant to increase the 
tonnage of residual waste accepted at the site as part of these proposals, but 
simply to bring in relatively low-level quantities of glass waste from the local 
area within the overall permitted tonnage of 75,000tpa.  

186. The proposed development does not represent a further expansion of 
operations compared to what was initially permitted given that the collection and 
bulking of recyclables including glass formed part of the original planning 
application.  The only amendment to working practices is to contain the RDF 
storage inside the main building and to undertake glass tipping outside to 
ensure sufficient space remains available inside the building. 

187. For clarification, the initial planning application for the development of the WTS 
only received a single representation from the adjoining site occupied by Romo 
Fabrics. 

188. The applicant refutes the criticisms levelled at its Welshcroft site regarding the 
inadequate management of current waste operations, and have countered this 
by pointing out that the manager and his team are experienced and hold the 
required technical qualifications to operate this type of facility.  It considers that 
the operation of the site has in fact been exemplary, and that when Veolia’s 
investigations identified that improvements could be made to the technical 
solution for odour abatement these were made without delay.  Attention is 
drawn to the fact that the regulators have always been supportive of the 
company’s proactive approach.  This is borne out by the main regulatory bodies, 
with the EA and the WPA generally satisfied that the Welshcroft site is well 
managed.  Whilst there is further scope for improvement for as long as 
complaints from local residents are being received and there is a requirement 
on the part of the operator to remain vigilant, there is a recognition that the 
situation has significantly improved since the summer of 2017 when there was 
an identified odour issue.  The absence of complaints to the applicant’s on-line 
reporting system during August and September should also be noted (see 
paragraph 33 above). 

189. It is considered that there is sufficient management expertise on the site at the 
current operational level to be able to diversify into recyclables, with this 
extending to glass, as envisaged at the time of the original planning application 
for the WTS.  Under that submission, it was stated that whilst the site would 
predominantly handle residual waste from householders in the Ashfield and 
Mansfield districts and local businesses, it would have the flexibility to accept 
recyclable materials.  Supporting information anticipated that this would involve 
deliveries of dry recyclables (including glass, paper, card, plastics, cans, and 
wood) which would arrive as separate collections and would be tipped into 
designated bays within the building, for bulking up and onward transit. 



190. The applicant would use the site to tip recycling centre glass, and if and when its 
proposed new service commences, envisages attracting glass from Ashfield 
and Mansfield Districts.  In order to attract this glass supply, Veolia needs to 
have the consent of both the EA and the WPA; with the EA having already 
consented this, these proposals seek similar consent from the County Council 
as the Waste Planning Authority.  

191. The applicant has confirmed that it is not responsible for the collection of glass 
in Ashfield District and is not aware as to whether or not these arrangements 
would change. 

192. Substantive environmental controls covering the waste management operations 
would continue to be dealt with under an environmental permit authorised by the 
EA, and enforced by them.  The WPA is satisfied that the waste management 
facility is appropriately regulated to ensure that it meets current environmental 
standards. 

Non-material issues 

193. It is advised that the concern raised by local residents regarding impacts upon 
property values is not a material planning consideration. 

Other Options Considered 

194. The report relates to the determination of two planning applications.  The 
County Council is under a duty to consider the planning applications as 
submitted.  Accordingly no other options have been considered. 

Statutory and Policy Implications 

195. This report has been compiled after consideration of implications in respect of 
crime and disorder, data protection and information governance, finance, human 
resources, human rights, the NHS Constitution (public health services), the 
public sector equality duty, the safeguarding of children and adults at risk, 
service users, smarter working, and sustainability and the environment, and 
where such implications are material they are described below.  Appropriate 
consultation has been undertaken and advice sought on these issues as 
required. 

Crime and Disorder Implications 

196. The development would be located within an established waste transfer site 
benefiting from perimeter security fencing, security lighting and CCTV coverage. 

Data Protection and Information Governance 

197. All members of the public who have made representations on these applications 
are informed that copies of their representations, including their names and 
addresses, are publically available and are retained for the period of the 
applications and for a relevant period thereafter. 



Human Rights Implications 

198. Relevant issues arising out of consideration of the Human Rights Act have been 
assessed.  Rights under Article 8 (Right to Respect for Private and Family Life), 
Article 1 of the First Protocol (Protection of Property) and Article 6.1 (Right to a 
Fair Trial) are those to be considered and may be affected due to the tipping 
and storage of glass in storage bays external to the building, and its transport off 
site.  The proposals have the potential to introduce impacts such as noise and 
traffic upon the nearest residential receptors to the site at weekends and Bank 
and Public Holidays.  However, these potential impacts need to be balanced 
against the wider benefits the proposals would provide such as supporting a 
local waste management facility to beneficially treat/manage recyclable glass 
and support potential reductions in waste miles and carbon emissions.  
Members need to consider whether the benefits outweigh the potential impacts 
and reference should be made to the Observations section above in this 
consideration. 

Public Sector Equality Duty Implications 

199. The report and its consideration of the planning applications have been 
undertaken in compliance with the Public Sector Equality duty and there are no 
identified impacts to persons/service users with a protected characteristic. 

Implications for Sustainability and the Environment 

200. These have been considered in the Observations section above. 

201. There are no financial, human resource, safeguarding of children and young 
adults at risk or implications for service users. 

Statement of Positive and Proactive Engagement 

202. In determining these applications the Waste Planning Authority has worked 
positively and proactively with the applicant by entering into pre-application 
discussion; assessing the proposals against relevant Development Plan 
policies; all material considerations; consultation responses and any valid 
representations that may have been received. This approach has been in 
accordance with the requirement set out in the revised National Planning Policy 
Framework. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

203. It is RECOMMENDED that planning permission be granted for planning 
application 4/V/2018/0233 subject to the conditions set out in Appendix 1. 

204. It is RECOMMENDED that planning permission be granted for planning 
application 4/V/2018/0417 subject to the conditions set out in Appendix 2. 

 

ADRIAN SMITH 

Corporate Director – Place 



 

Constitutional Comments  [SG 11.10.18] 

I confirm that the recommendation falls within the remit of the Planning and 
Licensing Committee by virtue of its terms of reference.  Responsibility for the 
regulatory functions of the Council in relation to planning, monitoring, 
enforcement and licensing. 

Comments of the Service Director - Finance [RWK 08/10/2018] 

There are no specific financial implications arising directly from the report. 

Background Papers Available for Inspection 

The application file for each of the two planning applications is available for 
public inspection by virtue of the Local Government (Access to Information) Act 
1985. 

Electoral Division(s) and Member(s) Affected 

Kirkby North  Councillor John Knight 
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