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Executive Summary and Recommendation 

 

Purpose of this Response 

This response has been prepared by Anwick Parish Council following the submission of revised 
planning, environmental and technical information by Stream BioEnergy in support of Planning 
Application PL/0016/25. 

It addresses one central question: 

Do the revised submissions now provide sufficient evidence to justify a different planning 
conclusion from that previously reached by the Waste Planning Authority? 

The Parish Council has reviewed the revised Environmental Statement, amended drawings, 
supporting technical reports and all other information submitted following the deferral of the 
application. 

Recognising that residential amenity, odour and cumulative environmental effects remain central to 
the determination of this application, the Parish Council also commissioned an independent review by 
Dr Michael Bull of Michael Bull & Associates Ltd. That review is reproduced in full at Appendix A 
and has been taken fully into account throughout this submission. 

Overall Conclusion 

The applicant has submitted a substantial volume of additional information following the original 
officer recommendation of refusal. 

The Parish Council acknowledges that additional work has been undertaken and that aspects of the 
proposal have been amended. 

However, the submission of additional information does not, in itself, demonstrate that the 
proposal has become acceptable in planning terms. 

Having reviewed all of the revised material together with the independent technical evidence, the 
Parish Council concludes that the applicant has failed to demonstrate, through clear and 
robust evidence, that the principal planning concerns previously identified by the Waste 
Planning Authority have been overcome. 

In the Parish Council's view, the revised submissions do not provide a sufficiently robust 
evidential basis to justify a different planning recommendation. 

The Principal Planning Issues Remain Unresolved 

The Parish Council considers that the revised submissions do not demonstrate that: 

1. Residential Amenity 

The applicant has failed to demonstrate that nearby residents would be adequately protected from 
unacceptable odour impacts throughout the operational life of the development. 

The independent review by Dr Michael Bull concludes that: 

 the revised Environmental Statement continues to rely upon substantially the same odour 
assessment methodology;  

 the reduction in tank height is not expected to materially improve odour impacts;  

 cumulative odour effects remain inadequately assessed;  

 the proposal continues to be assessed largely in isolation rather than in combination with 
existing odour sources, particularly the adjacent Pilgrim's facility; and  

 the revised submissions do not alter his previous conclusion that the development has the 
potential to worsen the existing odour environment experienced by nearby residents.  
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2. Site Selection 

The applicant has not demonstrated that Anwick is the most appropriate location for a major 
anaerobic digestion facility. 

The revised submissions continue to rely heavily upon operational advantages whilst failing to 
demonstrate that alternative, potentially less constrained locations have been assessed through a 
sufficiently transparent and balanced site selection process. 

The applicant has also failed to demonstrate that the claimed operational advantages outweigh the 
significant planning constraints arising from locating a major industrial waste management facility 
immediately adjacent to an established residential community. 

3. Landscape and Visual Impact 

Whilst the reduction in tank height is acknowledged, it does not materially alter the fundamental 
planning issue. 

The proposal would remain a substantial industrial development within a predominantly rural 
landscape immediately adjoining the village of Anwick. 

The revised submissions do not demonstrate that the significant landscape and visual concerns 
previously identified by the Waste Planning Authority have been overcome. 

4. Highways and Transport 

The applicant has not demonstrated that the Transport Assessment remains representative of the 
development that could operate throughout the lifetime of the planning permission. 

The revised submissions do not adequately demonstrate that cumulative traffic impacts, operational 
flexibility or future changes in traffic patterns have been fully assessed. 

Nor do they demonstrate that the cumulative effect of traffic generated by existing industrial activity, 
the sewage treatment works, the expanded Parkers operation and the proposed development would 
remain acceptable. 

5. Definition of the Development 

The revised submissions introduce a materially different engineering design whilst maintaining the 
same treatment capacity and environmental conclusions. 

The applicant has not demonstrated with sufficient certainty that: 

 the revised physical design supports the claimed throughput;  

 the changed operational assumptions have been fully reflected within the Environmental 
Statement; or  

 the Environmental Statement remains representative of the development for which planning 
permission is sought.  

The Authority should be satisfied that it knows precisely what development it is approving before 
planning permission is granted. 

6. Drainage, Flood Risk and Environmental Protection 

The site is known to experience seasonal waterlogging and localised flooding. 

The revised submissions continue to rely heavily upon engineered mitigation and long-term 
management measures. 

The applicant has not demonstrated that these measures would provide reliable environmental 
protection throughout the operational life of the development or under the site conditions known to 
exist. 

The Planning Balance 

The Parish Council supports renewable energy generation and recognises the important role that 
anaerobic digestion can play in sustainable waste management. 
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Its objection is not to anaerobic digestion as a technology. 

Its objection is to the siting of a major industrial waste management facility immediately 
adjacent to an established residential community where the applicant has failed to 
demonstrate that the resulting planning impacts would be acceptable. 

The Parish Council considers that the principal planning harms identified during the original 
determination remain substantially unresolved. 

Accordingly, the benefits of the proposal do not outweigh those remaining planning harms and 
the planning balance continues to weigh firmly against the grant of planning permission. 

Recommendation 

Having considered: 

 the revised Environmental Statement;  

 the revised technical submissions;  

 the independent review by Dr Michael Bull;  

 the representations received from local residents; and  

 all other material planning considerations,  

Anwick Parish Council concludes that the applicant has failed to demonstrate, through clear, 
robust and compelling evidence, that the proposal is acceptable in planning terms or that the 
revised submissions justify departing from the Waste Planning Authority's previous 
assessment. 

The principal planning concerns remain substantially unresolved. 

Accordingly, Anwick Parish Council concludes that there is no sound planning basis upon 
which Planning Application PL/0016/25 should now be approved and respectfully requests that 
Lincolnshire County Council refuse planning permission. 
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Planning Context 
 

This response has been prepared to assist Lincolnshire County Council, as Waste Planning Authority, 
in determining planning application PL/0016/25. 

In determining the application, the Authority is required to consider the proposal in accordance with 
the Development Plan unless material considerations indicate otherwise. The Authority must therefore 
be satisfied that the applicant has demonstrated, through robust and proportionate evidence, that the 
proposed development complies with the relevant policies of the Development Plan, national planning 
policy and other material planning considerations. 

The issue before the Authority is not whether anaerobic digestion is an appropriate technology, but 
whether this proposal, in this location, has been demonstrated to comply with the Development Plan 
and other material planning considerations. The principal question is whether the revised submissions 
now provide a sufficient evidential basis to conclude that planning permission should be granted. 

This response has been prepared within that context. 
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Guiding Principles Adopted in this Assessment 
 

In preparing this response, Anwick Parish Council has sought to adopt a balanced, objective and 
evidence-led approach. 

Accordingly, this assessment: 

 acknowledges the additional information and amendments submitted by the applicant 
following the deferral of the application;  

 distinguishes between the applicant's evidence, independent technical evidence, 
planning policy and planning judgement;  

 recognises where matters may appropriately be addressed through planning 
conditions and where they require resolution before planning permission could 
properly be granted;  

 identifies those matters which, in the Parish Council's opinion, remain unresolved 
following consideration of the revised submissions; and  

 explains why those matters continue to weigh against the grant of planning 
permission.  

The Parish Council recognises that the ultimate planning judgement rests with Lincolnshire County 
Council. This response is intended to assist that judgement by identifying those issues which, in the 
Parish Council's view, remain material to determining whether the revised submissions justify a 
different planning conclusion from that previously reached. 
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Key Questions for Determination 

The applicant has submitted a substantial volume of revised planning, environmental and technical 
information following the original officer recommendation of refusal. 

The issue for the Waste Planning Authority is not whether further information has been 
submitted. It is whether the applicant has now demonstrated, through clear, robust and 
compelling evidence, that the principal planning concerns previously identified have been 
overcome and that there is a sound planning basis for reaching a different conclusion. 

Before determining Planning Application PL/0016/25, the Waste Planning Authority should be 
satisfied that the applicant can answer each of the following questions in the affirmative. If the 
answer to any of these questions remains uncertain, the evidential basis for granting planning 
permission has not been established. 

Key Question Chapter 

1. Has the applicant demonstrated, through clear and robust evidence, that the revised 
submissions justify departing from the Authority's previous assessment and 
recommendation? 

2 

2. Has the applicant demonstrated that nearby residents would be adequately protected from 
unacceptable impacts on residential amenity, including cumulative odour, throughout the 
operational life of the development? 

3 

3. Has the applicant demonstrated that Anwick is the most appropriate planning location for 
a development of this scale and nature, having regard to the Development Plan and all other 
material considerations? 

4 

4. Has the applicant demonstrated that the landscape and visual harm arising from this 
major industrial development would be acceptable throughout its operational life? 

5 

5. Has the applicant demonstrated that the Transport Assessment remains representative of 
the development that could lawfully operate throughout the lifetime of the planning 
permission? 

6 

6. Has the applicant demonstrated, with sufficient certainty, that the revised physical design, 
operational assumptions and treatment capacity remain consistent with the Environmental 
Statement and the development for which planning permission is sought? 

7 

7. Has the applicant demonstrated that drainage, flood risk and environmental safeguards 
would provide reliable protection throughout the operational life of the development, having 
regard to the site's known drainage constraints and seasonal waterlogging? 

8 

8. Having weighed the remaining planning harms against the claimed benefits, has the 
applicant demonstrated that there is a sound planning basis for granting planning 
permission? 

9 

 

The remainder of this response examines each of these questions in turn. For the reasons set out in 

the following chapters, the Parish Council concludes that the applicant has failed to provide sufficient 

evidence to answer these questions in the affirmative and has therefore failed to demonstrate that the 

revised submissions justify a different planning conclusion from that previously reached.  
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Introduction and Scope of this Response 

1.1 Introduction 

This document sets out Anwick Parish Council's formal response to the revised planning, 
environmental and technical information submitted by Stream BioEnergy in support of Planning 
Application PL/0016/25 for the construction and operation of an anaerobic digestion (AD) facility on 
land west of the Pilgrim's food processing facility at Anwick. 

The Parish Council has reviewed the revised Environmental Statement, supporting technical reports, 
amended drawings and associated information submitted following the deferral of the application. This 
response considers whether those submissions materially alter the evidential basis upon which the 
Waste Planning Authority should determine the application. 

The Parish Council supports the principle of anaerobic digestion as a means of recovering 

waste and generating renewable energy. Its objection is not to anaerobic digestion as a 

technology, but to the applicant's failure to demonstrate that this location is suitable for a 

major industrial waste management facility of the proposed scale, having regard to its 

proximity to the established residential community of Anwick and the remaining unresolved 

planning concerns identified in this response. 

1.2 Background 

The application has been subject to extensive consultation, technical assessment and public scrutiny. 

The original officer report recommended refusal of planning permission, identifying significant 
concerns relating to residential amenity, cumulative odour, drainage, site selection and other 
environmental effects. Before the application could be determined, the applicant requested a deferral 
in order to submit further information and amendments. 

The revised submissions comprise amended drawings, revised environmental information and 
additional technical reports across a range of planning disciplines. 

The submission of additional information does not, in itself, justify a different planning 
conclusion. The key issue is whether the revised evidence materially alters the planning assessment 
of the proposal. 

1.3 Purpose and Approach 

The purpose of this response is to assess whether the revised submissions satisfactorily address the 
principal planning concerns identified during the determination of the application. 

Each chapter considers: 

 the planning issue requiring determination;  

 the additional information submitted by the applicant;  

 relevant independent technical evidence where appropriate;  

 whether the revised submissions materially alter the planning assessment; and  

 the resulting planning implications.  

Recognising the importance of residential amenity, odour and cumulative effects, the Parish Council 
commissioned an independent technical review by Dr Michael Bull of Michael Bull & Associates 
Ltd. His report is reproduced in full at Appendix A and forms part of the evidence relied upon in this 
response. 

1.4 Assessment Principles 

This response distinguishes between: 

 factual information contained within the application documents;  

 independent technical evidence;  
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 relevant planning policy and guidance; and  

 the planning judgement that ultimately rests with Lincolnshire County Council.  

Where the applicant has submitted amendments or additional information, these are acknowledged. 
Where those submissions do not materially alter the planning assessment of an identified issue, the 
reasons are explained by reference to the evidence before the Authority. 

The Parish Council's objective has been to provide a balanced, evidence-led assessment of the 
revised submissions while explaining why, in its opinion, the principal planning concerns remain 
unresolved. 

1.5 Structure of this Response 

The following chapters examine each of the principal planning issues identified in the Key Questions 

for Determination before concluding with an overall assessment of whether the revised submissions 

materially alter the planning balance. 
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Assessment Framework and Principal Issues for 

Determination 

2.1 Purpose of this Chapter 

The revised submissions comprise amended drawings, revised environmental information, additional 
technical reports and further explanation of aspects of the proposed development. 

The issue for the Waste Planning Authority is not whether additional information has been submitted. 
The issue is whether the evidence now before the Authority materially alters the planning assessment 
and provides a sufficiently robust basis for concluding that the proposal is acceptable in planning 
terms. 

This chapter explains the assessment framework adopted by the Parish Council and identifies the 
principal planning issues considered in the chapters that follow. 

2.2 Assessment Framework 

The Parish Council has assessed each of the principal planning issues against the following 
framework: 

Outcome Meaning 

Resolved The additional evidence satisfactorily addresses the original planning concern. 

Partially 

Resolved 

The additional evidence provides further information or reduces uncertainty but does 

not remove the underlying planning concern. 

Unresolved 
The additional evidence does not provide a sufficiently robust evidential basis for the 

Authority to conclude that the concern has been overcome. 

A planning concern is not regarded as resolved simply because additional information has 
been submitted. The Authority must be satisfied that the evidence demonstrates that the issue 
has been satisfactorily addressed. 

2.3 Principal Planning Issues 
The Parish Council considers that the following issues remain fundamental to the determination of this 

application. The revised submissions must demonstrate, through clear, robust and compelling 

evidence, that each of these matters has been satisfactorily resolved before planning permission can 

properly be granted. 

Residential Amenity and Odour 

Has the applicant demonstrated that the proposed development would not give rise to 
unacceptable effects on residential amenity, including cumulative odour impacts, throughout 
its operational life? 

This issue is examined in Chapter 3, taking account of the independent technical review prepared by 
Dr Michael Bull (Appendix A). 
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Site Selection 

Has the applicant demonstrated that the planning advantages of the proposed location clearly 
outweigh its environmental and amenity constraints, and that Anwick is an appropriate 
location for a major industrial waste management facility of this scale? 

This issue is examined in Chapter 4. 

Landscape and Visual Effects 

Has the applicant demonstrated that the revised proposal would not result in unacceptable 
landscape and visual harm throughout the operational life of the development? 

This issue is examined in Chapter 5. 

Highways and Transport 

Has the applicant demonstrated that the Transport Assessment remains representative of the 
full operational envelope likely to be authorised by any planning permission, and that the 
resulting highway impacts would remain acceptable throughout the life of the development? 

This issue is examined in Chapter 6. 

Definition of the Development 

Has the applicant demonstrated, with sufficient certainty, the relationship between the 

proposed physical infrastructure, treatment capacity and operational parameters for the 

Authority to conclude that the Environmental Statement remains representative of the 

development for which planning permission is sought? 

This issue is examined in Chapter 7. 

Environmental Protection 

Has the applicant demonstrated that the proposed drainage, flood risk and environmental 
protection measures provide a sufficiently robust and reliable basis for concluding that the 
surrounding environment would remain adequately protected throughout the operational life 
of the facility? 

This issue is examined in Chapter 8. 

2.4 Overall Assessment 

The planning issues identified above cannot be considered in isolation. The Authority must ultimately 
determine whether the proposal, taken as a whole, is acceptable in planning terms. The final planning 
judgement requires consideration of: 

 the benefits of the proposal;  

 the remaining planning harms;  

 the effectiveness and reliability of the proposed mitigation; and  

 whether the revised submissions materially alter the overall planning balance.  

This overall assessment is considered in Chapter 9. 

2.5 Conclusion 

The revised submissions provide additional information across a number of planning disciplines. The 
key issue, however, is whether that information materially alters the planning assessment of the 
proposal. 

Having reviewed the revised submissions, the Parish Council considers that a number of the 
principal planning issues remain unresolved. The following chapters explain the reasons for 
that conclusion. 
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Protecting the Living Conditions of Anwick 

Residents 

 

Key Question for the Waste Planning Authority 

Has the applicant demonstrated that the proposed development would not result in 

unacceptable harm to residential amenity, including cumulative odour effects, throughout its 

operational life? 

3.1 The Planning Issue 

The issue for the Waste Planning Authority is whether the applicant has demonstrated that this facility 

can be constructed, commissioned and operated throughout its lifetime, under the full range of 

reasonably foreseeable operating conditions, without giving rise to unacceptable harm to residential 

amenity. That requires more than predictive modelling or proposed mitigation measures; it requires 

sufficient evidence to demonstrate that the operational realities of the development have been 

properly assessed and that the risks to nearby residents are acceptable. 

3.2 The Applicant's Revised Position 

The revised submissions seek to demonstrate that: 

 the odour assessment remains valid;  

 the proposed odour management measures would be effective;  

 predicted odour concentrations would remain within accepted assessment criteria; and  

 the development would not result in unacceptable effects on residential amenity.  

The applicant has also submitted a further technical review prepared on its behalf. 

The issue for the Authority is whether this additional material materially alters the evidential basis 
upon which residential amenity should be assessed. 

3.3 Independent Technical Review 

Recognising that odour and residential amenity remain central to the determination of this application, 
the Parish Council commissioned an independent review by Dr Michael Bull of Michael Bull & 
Associates Ltd. His report is reproduced in full at Appendix A. 

Having reviewed the revised Environmental Statement and the subsequent 
technical review submitted on behalf of the applicant, Dr Bull concludes that 
the revised submissions do not materially alter the previous technical 
assessment. 

In summary, Dr Bull concludes that: 

 the revised Environmental Statement adopts substantially the same odour assessment 
methodology as previous submissions;  

 the principal design change, namely the reduction in digester tank height, is not expected to 
produce any material improvement in predicted odour impacts;  

 the revised submissions do not alter the conclusions reached in his previous reviews; and  

 the principal concerns relating to residential amenity and cumulative odour remain.  

  

Key conclusion from Dr Michael Bull's Independent Technical Review (Appendix A): 

" The cumulative impact issues identified in earlier reviews remain relevant and the proposed 
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development has the potential to worsen the current odour problems experienced in the area. 
The new material submitted does not change the conclusions I reached on this matter in 
earlier reviews.” 
 

The Parish Council considers Dr Bull's independent technical review to be of particular 

significance because it addresses the principal issue that led to the deferral of the application. 

His conclusion is clear: the revised odour evidence does not materially alter the previous 

assessment of odour impacts or justify a different planning conclusion on residential amenity. 

3.4 Significance of the Revised Assessment 

The revised submissions provide further information regarding odour assessment. The key issue, 
however, is whether that information materially alters the assessment of risk to residential amenity. 

Dr Bull concludes that it does not. In his opinion, the revised submissions continue to rely 
upon the same fundamental modelling approach and assumptions as the previous 
assessment and do not provide a materially different evidential basis for the Authority's 
planning judgement. 

3.5 Interpretation of the Odour Assessment 

Dr Bull also questions the interpretation of the applicant's odour modelling. Whilst predicted 
concentrations may remain below recognised assessment criteria, he explains that this does 
not demonstrate an odour-free or acceptable environment. Odour is influenced by short-term 
peaks, variations in emissions and the way it is experienced by nearby residents. 

Compliance with a 98th percentile odour criterion does not equate to an odour-free environment. It allows 
the assessment threshold to be exceeded for around 30 minutes each day. Those exceedances may occur 
during periods when residents are most likely to notice them, reinforcing why planning judgement cannot 
rely on statistical compliance alone 

The Parish Council therefore considers that residential amenity should be judged by the likely 
experience of those living nearby, not by model outputs alone. If the evidence does not 
demonstrate that odour impacts would be acceptable, that uncertainty should be resolved 
before planning permission is granted, not left to future management plans or planning 
conditions. 

3.6 Cumulative Odour Effects 

The proposed development would not operate within an odour-free environment. It would operate 
immediately alongside existing industrial sources of odour, most notably the adjacent Pilgrim's facility, 
in close proximity to the residential community of Anwick. 

The critical planning issue is therefore not whether the proposed AD facility can satisfy odour 
assessment criteria in isolation. It is whether the applicant has demonstrated that the cumulative 
odour environment experienced by nearby residents would remain acceptable following the 
introduction of a further major odour-generating facility. 

Dr Bull concludes that the revised submissions do not adequately assess the cumulative 
odour effects arising from the interaction of the proposed development with existing odour 
sources. His conclusion is that the cumulative impact issues identified in his earlier reviews 
remain relevant and that the proposed development has the potential to worsen the existing 
odour environment experienced by nearby residents. 

Residents do not experience odour from individual facilities in isolation—they experience the 
combined effect of all odour sources present at their homes. Unless that cumulative effect has 
been robustly assessed, the Authority cannot be satisfied that the proposed development 
would not give rise to unacceptable harm to residential amenity. 

3.7 Planning and Environmental Permitting 

The applicant relies in part upon operational controls and environmental permitting to manage odour. 
However, environmental permitting does not remove the Waste Planning Authority's responsibility to 
determine whether the proposed development is acceptable in planning terms. 
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As Dr Bull observes, the existence of regulatory controls does not eliminate the need to 
demonstrate that residential amenity would be adequately protected. 

3.8 Planning Judgement 

Having considered: 

 the revised Environmental Statement;  

 the applicant's supporting technical information; and  

 the independent technical review reproduced at Appendix A,  

the Parish Council concludes that the applicant has not demonstrated that the proposed development 
can operate throughout its operational life without giving rise to unacceptable harm to residential 
amenity. 

Whilst predictive odour modelling is an important assessment tool, compliance with modelled criteria 
does not, of itself, demonstrate that nearby residents would be adequately protected. The Authority 
must also be satisfied that the cumulative odour environment has been properly assessed and that 
the evidence demonstrates the facility can operate under realistic conditions without unacceptable 
effects on those living nearby. 

For these reasons, the Parish Council considers that the revised submissions do not provide a 
sufficiently robust evidential basis to justify departing from the previous assessment of odour 
impacts or reaching a different planning conclusion on residential amenity. 

3.9 Chapter Conclusion 

The revised submissions provide further information regarding odour assessment and proposed 
control measures. However, the independent technical review reproduced at Appendix A concludes 
that they do not materially alter the previous assessment of odour impacts or resolve the principal 
concerns relating to residential amenity. 

The Parish Council therefore remains of the view that the applicant has not demonstrated that 
the proposed development would avoid unacceptable impacts on the living conditions of 
nearby residents. Residential amenity remains a significant unresolved planning concern 
weighing materially against the grant of planning permission. 
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The Suitability of the Proposed Location and Site 
Selection Methodology 

 

Key Question for the Waste Planning Authority 

Has the applicant demonstrated, through a robust and proportionate site selection process, 
that Anwick is the most appropriate location for a development of this scale and nature? 

4.1 The Planning Issue 

The location of a major industrial waste management facility is a fundamental planning consideration. 
The proposed development would introduce a 120,000 tonnes per annum anaerobic digestion facility 
immediately adjoining the established residential community of Anwick. 

The applicant relies heavily on the site's relationship with existing food processing operations, local 
feedstocks and claimed transport efficiencies to justify its selection. Whilst these are material 
considerations, they do not, in themselves, demonstrate that this is an appropriate location for a 
development of this scale and nature. 

The critical issue for the Waste Planning Authority is whether the applicant has demonstrated that 
these operational advantages clearly outweigh the significant planning constraints arising from the 
site's proximity to residential properties and the resulting impacts on residential amenity, the 
environment and the character of the area. The Parish Council does not consider that the revised 
submissions provide sufficient evidence to support that conclusion. 

4.2 The Applicant's Revised Position 

The revised submissions continue to rely principally on the relationship between the proposed 
development, nearby food processing operations and locally available feedstocks. 

The applicant's case is that the proposal would: 

 make efficient use of local feedstocks;  

 minimise transport distances;  

 achieve co-location benefits; and  

 provide a sustainable location for the proposed facility.  

The issue for the Authority is whether the revised submissions materially strengthen the planning 
justification for selecting this location. 

4.3 The Appropriate Planning Test 

The relevant planning question is not whether the site offers operational advantages to the applicant. 

It is whether the applicant has demonstrated that this location is acceptable when all relevant planning 
considerations are assessed together. 

Operational benefits may support a site's selection, but they do not in themselves demonstrate that 
the location is suitable where significant planning constraints remain. 

4.4 Assessment of the Site Selection Methodology 

The revised submissions provide further explanation of the applicant's site selection rationale. The 
key issue, however, is not whether the applicant has explained why Anwick was selected, but whether 
the site selection exercise demonstrates that Anwick emerged as the most appropriate location 
following a transparent and balanced assessment of reasonable alternatives. 

For a proposal of this scale, the Authority should be satisfied that the preferred site resulted from a 
balanced assessment of operational requirements, planning policy, environmental constraints, 
residential amenity, transport implications and cumulative environmental effects. 
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The Parish Council remains concerned that the revised submissions do not 
adequately explain why other potentially suitable sites offering similar 
operational advantages were discounted. In particular, the applicant places 
considerable reliance upon co-location with the adjacent Pilgrim's facility as a 
principal justification for selecting Anwick, yet the submissions provide no 
clear explanation as to why Site 18, which also adjoins a Pilgrim's facility, was 
not pursued. 

The absence of any clear explanation is particularly significant because co-location with an existing 
food processing operation is presented by the applicant as one of the principal planning justifications 
for selecting Anwick. If that justification could equally have been achieved elsewhere, the Authority is 
entitled to understand why that alternative was discounted and why the planning constraints 
associated with Anwick were preferred. 

4.5 Co-location and Planning Constraints 

The applicant places considerable reliance on co-location with the adjacent Pilgrim's facility as a 
principal justification for selecting Anwick. Whilst co-location may be a material planning 
consideration, it does not, in itself, demonstrate that this is an appropriate location for a major 
industrial waste management facility. 

In this case, the same relationship that is said to provide operational advantages also places the 
proposed development immediately adjacent to an established residential community and creates the 
very planning constraints that the Authority must determine. 

Furthermore, if co-location is advanced as a principal justification for selecting 
Anwick, the applicant should explain why other co-located opportunities, 
including Site 18, were not pursued. Until that question is satisfactorily 
addressed, the Authority cannot be satisfied that the planning advantages 
relied upon by the applicant are unique to Anwick or that the significant 
planning constraints associated with this site are justified. 

4.6 Alternatives 

The Parish Council does not suggest that the applicant was required to identify a perfect alternative 
site. However, where a proposal gives rise to significant impacts on residential amenity and the local 
environment, the Authority is entitled to expect a clear and transparent explanation of why this 
location was selected in preference to other sites offering similar operational advantages. 

The absence of any meaningful explanation as to why Site 18—also adjoining a Pilgrim's 
facility—was not pursued significantly weakens the applicant's reliance on co-location as the 
principal justification for selecting Anwick. Without that explanation, the Authority cannot be 
satisfied that the site selection exercise was sufficiently robust or that Anwick represents the 
most appropriate location for the proposed development. 

4.7 Relationship to Other Planning Issues 

The suitability of the site cannot be considered in isolation. 

It directly influences: 

 residential amenity;  

 cumulative odour;  

 landscape and visual effects;  

 highways and transport;  

 environmental resilience; and  

 planning certainty.  

A location giving rise to additional sensitivity in these areas requires correspondingly robust 
justification. 
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4.8 Planning Judgement 

The applicant has sought to reinforce its justification for selecting Anwick. The issue for the Waste 
Planning Authority, however, is not whether that justification has been expanded, but whether the 
applicant has demonstrated, through clear and robust evidence, that Anwick is the most appropriate 
location for a major industrial waste management facility of this scale and nature. 

Whilst site selection is rarely an exact science, the applicant must demonstrate that the planning 
advantages of the chosen site clearly outweigh its environmental and amenity constraints. In this 
case, the revised submissions fail to explain why alternative sites offering similar operational 
advantages, including co-location with a Pilgrim's facility, were not pursued, or why the significant 
planning constraints associated with Anwick should be preferred. 

The Parish Council therefore concludes that the applicant has failed to demonstrate that the 
planning advantages relied upon to justify the selection of Anwick outweigh the significant 
impacts arising from its proximity to the established residential community. Until that 
evidential burden is discharged, the Authority cannot properly conclude that this is an 
appropriate location for the proposed development. 

4.9 Chapter Conclusion 

The revised submissions do not demonstrate that Anwick emerged from a transparent and robust site 
selection process as the most appropriate location for a development of this scale and nature. In 
particular, they fail to explain why alternative sites offering similar operational advantages, including 
co-location with a Pilgrim's facility, were discounted in favour of a site immediately adjoining an 
established residential community. 

The Parish Council therefore concludes that the applicant has failed to demonstrate that the 
claimed operational advantages of the site clearly outweigh the significant planning 
constraints associated with its location, including its impacts on residential amenity, the 
environment and the character of the area. 

Accordingly, the applicant has not discharged the burden of demonstrating that Anwick is an 
appropriate location for the proposed development. The suitability of the site therefore 
remains a fundamental unresolved planning issue and continues to weigh heavily against the 
grant of planning permission. 
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Landscape and Rural Setting 
 

Key Question for the Waste Planning Authority 

Do the revised design proposals and proposed mitigation measures demonstrate that the 
landscape and visual effects of the development would be acceptable throughout its 
operational life? 

5.1 The Planning Issue 

The proposed development would introduce a substantial industrial facility into an open rural 
landscape immediately adjoining the village of Anwick. 

The revised submissions include design changes intended to reduce visual impact, including a 
reduction in the height of the principal digester tanks and additional landscape information. The issue 
for the Authority, however, is whether those changes materially alter the overall landscape 
assessment and demonstrate that the development would integrate acceptably into its surroundings. 

5.2 The Applicant's Revised Position 

The applicant's case is that the revised design: 

 reduces the visual prominence of the development;  

 would be effectively screened by proposed planting;  

 would become less visually intrusive as landscaping matures; and  

 would result in acceptable residual landscape effects.  

The issue for the Authority is whether the revised submissions provide sufficient evidence to support 
those conclusions. 

5.3 Nature and Scale of the Development 

The proposal would introduce a substantial concentration of industrial infrastructure into a rural 
landscape, including large digester tanks, process equipment, operational buildings, lighting and 
associated infrastructure. 

The Authority must therefore consider the overall scale, character and visual presence of the 
development rather than the effectiveness of screening alone. 

5.4 Effect of the Revised Design 

Whilst the reduction in tank height is acknowledged, it does not change the fundamental planning 
issue. The proposal would remain a substantial industrial waste management facility within a 
predominantly rural landscape immediately adjoining the village of Anwick. 

The Parish Council does not consider that this amendment materially alters the landscape and 
visual assessment or demonstrates that the significant concerns previously identified by the 
Waste Planning Authority have been overcome. The revised submissions therefore do not 
justify a different planning conclusion on landscape and visual impact. 

5.5 Landscape Mitigation 

The applicant places significant reliance on structural planting to reduce the visual impact of the 
development over time. Whilst landscape mitigation is an established planning tool, it should not be 
relied upon to demonstrate the fundamental acceptability of a development that would otherwise give 
rise to unacceptable landscape and visual harm. 

The Authority should therefore be satisfied that the development would be acceptable from the point it 
first becomes operational, taking account of: 

 its appearance before planting has matured;  

 seasonal variations in the effectiveness of screening;  
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 the long-term management and maintenance of the proposed planting; and  

 the consequences should the mitigation fail to establish or perform as anticipated.  

The Parish Council considers that the revised submissions continue to rely heavily on the successful 
establishment and long-term effectiveness of landscape mitigation to reduce impacts that would 
otherwise remain significant. That is not, in the Parish Council's view, a sufficient basis for concluding 
that the landscape and visual effects of the development would be acceptable throughout its 
operational life. 

5.6 Seasonal and Operational Effects 

The effectiveness of landscape screening will vary during the establishment period and with seasonal 
changes in vegetation cover. 

The Authority should therefore be satisfied that the landscape assessment remains representative 
throughout the operational life of the development, including periods when screening is reduced. 

The Parish Council does not consider that the revised submissions demonstrate that the development 
would cease to be a prominent industrial feature within the landscape during these periods. 

5.7 Relationship with Anwick 

The proposal would be experienced not only from distant viewpoints but by residents, road users and 
visitors approaching the village. 

The Parish Council remains concerned that the development would introduce an industrial presence 
that would materially alter the rural approach to Anwick and its immediate setting. 

5.8 Planning Judgement 

The revised submissions seek to reduce the visual impact of the proposal through design 
amendments and landscape mitigation. However, the applicant has not demonstrated that these 
changes overcome the fundamental planning objection to introducing a major industrial waste 
management facility into a prominent rural location immediately adjoining the village of 
Anwick. 

The Parish Council therefore concludes that the revised submissions do not provide a sufficiently 
robust evidential basis for departing from the previous assessment of landscape and visual harm. The 
original concerns remain substantially unresolved and continue to weigh materially against the grant 
of planning permission. 

5.9 Chapter Conclusion 

The revised submissions do not demonstrate that the proposal would integrate satisfactorily 
into its rural setting or that the significant landscape and visual concerns previously identified 
by the Waste Planning Authority have been overcome. 

The Parish Council therefore concludes that the applicant has failed to justify a different planning 
conclusion on landscape and visual impact. The original concerns remain substantially unresolved 
and continue to weigh heavily against the grant of planning permission. 
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Traffic, Access and Daily Operation 
 

Key Question for the Waste Planning Authority 

Has the applicant demonstrated that the proposed access arrangements and Transport 
Assessment provide a robust and representative assessment of the transport impacts likely to 
arise throughout the operational life of the development? 

6.1 The Planning Issue 

The proposed development would generate substantial HGV and other vehicle movements 
throughout its operational life, associated with feedstock deliveries, digestate exports, operational 
supplies and (dangerous) chemicals, maintenance activities and staff travel. 

The issue for the Waste Planning Authority is not simply whether these movements can be 
accommodated under the operating assumptions presented by the applicant. It is whether the 
applicant has demonstrated that the Transport Assessment remains representative of the 
development that would actually operate throughout the lifetime of the planning permission. 

6.2 The Applicant's Revised Position 

The revised submissions maintain that: 

 the proposed access arrangements are suitable;  

 vehicle movements can be accommodated on the local highway network;  

 traffic can be managed through routing arrangements and operational controls; and  

 the development would not give rise to unacceptable highway impacts.  

The applicant therefore invites the Authority to conclude that the highway impacts of the development 
would remain acceptable throughout its operational life. The issue for the Authority is whether the 
revised evidence demonstrates that conclusion. 

6.3 Operational Flexibility 

A planning permission would authorise the operation of a major commercial waste management 
facility for many years. During that time, feedstocks, operating practices and commercial requirements 
may change within the limits of the permission. 

The Authority should therefore be satisfied that the Transport Assessment remains representative of 
the full operational envelope that could lawfully occur, rather than the initial operating assumptions 
presented in support of the application. 

The applicant cannot rely on operational flexibility as a justification for uncertainty within the 

Transport Assessment. If planning permission is sought for a development capable of 

operating under a range of lawful conditions, the Authority is entitled to expect evidence that 

the highway impacts have been assessed across that full operational envelope. The Parish 

Council does not consider that the revised submissions provide that assurance. 

6.4 Feedstock and Traffic Movements 

The revised submissions identify local sources of feedstock that may reduce transport distances. 

However, the Authority should also consider whether the Transport Assessment would remain 
representative if, within the limits of the planning permission: 

 the proportion of authorised feedstocks changed;  

 operational requirements evolved;  

 digestate management arrangements altered; or  

 traffic patterns varied over time.  
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Planning permission would authorise a long-term industrial operation rather than a single fixed 
operating scenario. The Transport Assessment should therefore demonstrate that the highway 
impacts remain acceptable across the operational envelope authorised by the permission, not simply 
the applicant's preferred operating assumptions. 

6.5 Cumulative Highway Effects 

The proposed development would not operate in isolation. It would introduce additional HGV and 
vehicle movements into an established industrial and commercial corridor already accommodating 
significant traffic associated with existing operations, including the Pilgrim's facility, Anglian Water's 
sewage treatment works and other commercial activities in the surrounding area. 

The cumulative highway environment is also subject to change over time. Existing operations 
have expanded, including increased activity associated with Parkers' garden centre and mail 
order operations, generating additional HGV movements and increased car traffic. In addition, 
the sewage treatment works operates tanker movements which can occur throughout the day 
and night, contributing to the existing pattern of commercial vehicle activity experienced 
locally. 

The relevant planning question is therefore not whether the traffic generated by the proposed 
development can be accommodated in isolation, but whether the cumulative effect of existing, 
expanded and proposed commercial traffic has been properly assessed and demonstrated to 
be acceptable. 

Residents experience the combined effects of all vehicle movements using the local highway network, 
including HGV activity, tanker movements and increased commercial traffic, rather than the impacts of 
individual operations considered separately. The Parish Council does not consider that the revised 
submissions demonstrate that this cumulative highway environment has been fully assessed or that 
the additional impacts arising from the proposed development would remain acceptable. 

6.6 Traffic Management 

The applicant relies upon routing arrangements and operational controls to manage vehicle 
movements. Whilst such measures may assist in reducing impacts, they do not remove the need to 
demonstrate that the development is acceptable in planning terms. 

Planning conditions and operational controls should regulate an acceptable development; they should 
not be relied upon to establish its acceptability. 

The Authority should therefore be satisfied that the Transport Assessment demonstrates that the 
highway impacts would remain acceptable before reliance is placed upon future management 
arrangements, monitoring or enforcement. 

6.7 Construction and Operational Effects 

Construction traffic would be temporary but would nevertheless contribute to the cumulative impacts 
experienced by nearby residents. 

The Parish Council considers that both the construction and operational phases should be taken into 
account when assessing the overall transport effects of the development. 

6.8 Planning Judgement 

The revised submissions provide additional information regarding access arrangements, routing and 
operational management. However, the issue for the Waste Planning Authority is not whether further 
information has been provided, but whether the applicant has demonstrated that the Transport 
Assessment remains a reliable and representative assessment of the development that could operate 
under the permission being sought. 

The proposed facility would operate over many years and would require a degree of commercial and 
operational flexibility. That flexibility means that the Authority must be satisfied that the highway 
impacts have been assessed across the full operational envelope of the development, including 
changes in feedstock sources, traffic patterns, vehicle movements and operational requirements. 

The Parish Council considers that the revised submissions continue to rely heavily upon the 
applicant's stated operating assumptions and proposed management measures, rather than 
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demonstrating that the full range of potential operational scenarios has been robustly 
assessed. 

The Parish Council therefore concludes that the revised submissions do not provide a sufficiently 
robust evidential basis to demonstrate that the transport impacts of the development have been fully 
assessed, that cumulative highway effects have been adequately addressed, or that the previous 
concerns regarding highways and transport have been overcome. 

6.9 Chapter Conclusion 

The revised submissions provide further information regarding access arrangements, routing and 
traffic management. However, they do not demonstrate that the Transport Assessment remains 
representative of the full operational envelope that would be authorised by any planning permission. 

The applicant has not demonstrated that the cumulative effects of the proposed development, 
existing industrial activity and future operational changes would remain acceptable 
throughout the lifetime of the development. 

The Parish Council therefore concludes that the applicant has failed to provide the level of certainty 
required for the grant of planning permission that the highway impacts of the proposed development 
would be acceptable in practice, rather than simply under the assumptions presented within the 
assessment. 

Accordingly, the revised submissions do not provide a sufficient basis for reaching a different 
planning conclusion on highways and transport. The original concerns remain substantially 
unresolved and continue to weigh materially against the grant of planning permission. 
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Planning Certainty and Defining the Development 
 

Key Question for the Waste Planning Authority 

Has the applicant demonstrated, with sufficient certainty, that the revised physical design, 
claimed treatment capacity and operational assumptions remain consistent with the 
Environmental Statement and the development for which planning permission is sought? 

7.1 The Planning Issue 

Planning permission authorises a specific development and its associated environmental effects. The 
Waste Planning Authority must therefore be satisfied that the proposal has been clearly defined and 
that the Environmental Statement remains representative of the development that would actually be 
constructed and operated. 

This issue is particularly important for a major anaerobic digestion facility because its environmental 
effects are not determined solely by the appearance of the plant. They depend upon the relationship 
between: 

 the physical infrastructure provided;  

 the treatment capacity claimed;  

 the operational regime required to achieve that capacity; and  

 the assumptions relied upon within the Environmental Statement.  

The issue for the Authority is therefore not whether the applicant has provided an explanation of how 
the facility is intended to operate. The issue is whether the evidence demonstrates, with sufficient 
certainty, that the development being assessed is the development that would actually be authorised. 

7.2 The Applicant's Revised Position 

The revised submissions introduce changes to the physical design of the facility, including a reduction 
in the height of the principal digestion tanks, together with further explanation of the proposed 
operational approach. 

The applicant maintains that: 

 the revised tank configuration would continue to provide the required digestion capacity;  

 the reduction in tank height would not alter the maximum throughput of 120,000 tonnes per 
annum;  

 improved mixing, revised operational arrangements and increased process efficiency would 
maintain performance; and  

 the Environmental Statement remains representative of the revised proposal.  

The Parish Council acknowledges that the applicant has provided further explanation of its approach. 

However, the key issue is whether the revised evidence demonstrates that a materially changed 
physical design and operational basis can properly support the same claimed throughput and 
environmental conclusions relied upon within the Environmental Statement. 

7.3 Reduced Tank Volume and Claimed Capacity 

The revised proposal reduces the height, and therefore the internal volume, of the principal 
digestion tanks whilst maintaining the same stated throughput. This represents a material 
change to the physical characteristics of the development. 

The applicant explains that the reduction in physical capacity would be compensated for through 
improved mixing, higher dry matter content, reduced retention times and revised operational 
arrangements. 
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The Parish Council does not suggest that such an approach is necessarily impossible. However, the 
issue for the Authority is whether the applicant has demonstrated, with sufficient evidence, the 
relationship between: 

 reduced tank volume;  

 revised process efficiency;  

 treatment capacity; and  

 environmental performance.  

The Authority should not be required to assume that improved efficiency will achieve the same 
outcome as the previous design. That relationship must be demonstrated. 

7.4 Operational Assumptions and Environmental Effects 

The performance of an anaerobic digestion facility depends upon a range of operational parameters, 
including: 

 feedstock characteristics;  

 hydraulic retention time;  

 organic loading rate;  

 mixing regime;  

 gas production assumptions;  

 storage requirements; and  

 operational controls.  

The Parish Council accepts that not every engineering parameter needs to be fixed through planning 
permission. 

However, where those parameters underpin the assessment of environmental effects, they must be 
sufficiently defined for the Authority to have confidence that the Environmental Statement remains 
representative of the approved development. 

Changes to operational assumptions may affect matters including: 

 odour generation;  

 emissions;  

 digestate characteristics;  

 storage requirements; and  

 operational resilience.  

The Parish Council considers that the revised submissions provide additional 
explanation, but do not fully demonstrate that the changed operational basis 
has been adequately reflected in the environmental assessment. 

7.5 Defining the Operational Envelope 

The applicant continues to describe the proposal as a facility with a maximum throughput of 120,000 
tonnes per annum. 

The Parish Council does not suggest that the applicant intends to exceed that stated limit. 

The issue is whether the Authority can be satisfied that the development is clearly defined and that: 

 the physical infrastructure corresponds with the assessed throughput;  

 the operational assumptions supporting that throughput are robust;  

 the environmental effects assessed remain representative of the development authorised; 
and  



 

25 
 

 the permission clearly identifies the limits of the approved activity.  

A planning permission should authorise a defined development, not a range of future operational 
possibilities whose environmental consequences have not been fully demonstrated. 

7.6 Engineering Flexibility 

Operational flexibility is an inherent feature of anaerobic digestion facilities and is not, in itself, 
objectionable. 

However, flexibility increases the need for planning certainty. 

The Authority must be satisfied that the permission clearly distinguishes between: 

 changes that remain within the approved development;  

 changes that would alter the environmental effects assessed; and  

 changes that would require further planning consideration.  

The Parish Council considers that the greater the reliance placed upon 
operational flexibility and efficiency improvements, the greater the need for the 
applicant to clearly demonstrate the environmental implications of that 
flexibility. 

7.7 Relationship with the Environmental Statement 

The Environmental Statement assesses the likely significant effects of the development for which 
planning permission is sought. 

Where the physical design, operational assumptions or performance parameters change, the 
Authority must be satisfied that the conclusions of the Environmental Statement continue to apply to 
the revised proposal. 

The concern is not that every engineering detail must be predetermined. The concern is that the 
Authority must know precisely what development it is approving and have confidence that the 
environmental effects of that development have been properly assessed. 

The Parish Council considers that the revised submissions have not fully removed the risk that the 
Environmental Statement may not represent the full operational envelope capable of being delivered 
under the permission sought. 

7.8 Planning Judgement 

The revised submissions provide additional technical explanation regarding the proposed engineering 
approach. 

However, the critical planning question is whether that explanation provides sufficient certainty that: 

 the revised physical design can deliver the claimed throughput;  

 the changed operational assumptions are properly reflected in the environmental assessment; 
and  

 the Environmental Statement remains representative of the development for which permission 
is sought.  

The Authority should not be required to rely upon future operational 
management, process optimisation or subsequent interpretation of the design 
to establish the acceptability of the development after permission has been 
granted. 

The Parish Council therefore concludes that the revised submissions do not 
provide a sufficiently robust evidential basis to demonstrate that the 
uncertainty surrounding the definition and environmental assessment of the 
proposed development has been resolved. 
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7.9 Chapter Conclusion 

The revised submissions introduce a changed physical design, including a reduction in the volume of 
the principal digestion tanks, whilst maintaining the same stated throughput and environmental 
conclusions. 

The applicant relies upon improved process efficiency and revised operational arrangements to 
demonstrate that the revised design remains capable of delivering the proposed capacity. However, 
the Parish Council considers that the evidence does not sufficiently demonstrate the relationship 
between the revised infrastructure, operational assumptions and environmental effects assessed. 

The applicant has therefore not demonstrated with sufficient certainty that: 

 the revised physical design supports the claimed treatment capacity;  

 the changed operational assumptions have been fully reflected in the Environmental 
Statement; and  

 the Environmental Statement remains representative of the development for which planning 
permission is sought.  

Accordingly, the revised submissions do not provide a sufficiently robust 
evidential basis to justify a different planning conclusion. The issue of 
planning certainty and definition of the development remains unresolved and 
continues to weigh materially against the grant of planning permission. 
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Protecting the Local Environment and  

Environmental Resilience 
Key Question for the Waste Planning Authority 

Have the revised submissions demonstrated that the proposed development can operate 
without unacceptable environmental risks, having regard to drainage, flood risk, ground 
conditions and long-term environmental resilience? 

8.1 The Planning Issue 

The proposed development would be located within a rural setting close to environmentally sensitive 
features, including the River Slea, agricultural land and existing water management infrastructure. 

The issue for the Waste Planning Authority is not whether environmental risks can be managed 
through engineering measures. It is whether the evidence demonstrates that those measures would 
remain effective throughout the operational life of the development and provide a sufficiently robust 
basis for concluding that unacceptable environmental effects are unlikely. 

8.2 The Applicant's Revised Position 

The revised submissions maintain that: 

 the site can be developed safely;  

 drainage and flood risk can be managed through engineering design;  

 operational areas can be adequately protected; and  

 environmental effects can be controlled through mitigation measures.  

The issue for the Authority is whether the revised submissions provide sufficient evidence that these 
measures would remain effective throughout the operational life of the development. 

8.3 Drainage and Surface Water Management 

The proposed development would introduce extensive hardstanding, large containment structures, 
operational yards and vehicle circulation areas. 

The Authority should therefore be satisfied that the proposed drainage strategy would remain effective 
throughout the lifetime of the development, including during reasonably foreseeable extreme weather 
events and following many years of operation. 

The Parish Council considers that the assessment should address not only normal operating 
conditions but also long-term maintenance, system performance and the consequences should 
mitigation not perform as intended. 

8.4 Ground Conditions and Environmental Resilience 

The site is known to experience seasonal waterlogging, with areas of the site, particularly 
towards the lower part of the development area, subject to surface water accumulation and 
flooding. Photographic evidence demonstrates that these conditions are not merely theoretical 
risks but have occurred at the site in practice. 

The Parish Council does not suggest that development is necessarily impossible at this location. 
However, the presence of existing water management constraints increases the importance of 
demonstrating that the proposed engineering solutions are sufficiently robust to withstand the 
conditions that the development will encounter throughout its operational life. 

The Authority should therefore be satisfied that the proposed measures provide sufficient 
confidence that foundations, containment systems, drainage infrastructure and associated 
operational areas would remain effective and resilient under foreseeable ground and weather 
conditions. 
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This is particularly important given that the proposal involves substantial permanent structures, 
containment systems and areas of hardstanding whose long-term integrity depends upon effective 
management of groundwater, surface water and ground conditions. 

8.5 Long-Term Environmental Protection 

The proposed facility would operate alongside existing industrial development within a sensitive rural 
environment. 

The Authority should therefore be satisfied that the proposed environmental safeguards provide 
sufficient confidence that unacceptable effects on surrounding land, water management, nearby 
receptors and the wider environment are unlikely. 

The Parish Council does not suggest that engineered mitigation is incapable of managing 
environmental risk. Rather, the issue is whether the revised submissions demonstrate that 
those measures can be relied upon throughout the life of the development. 

Where the acceptability of a proposal depends upon the continuing effectiveness of mitigation, the 
Authority should be satisfied that this has been demonstrated before planning permission is granted, 
rather than relying upon future implementation and management to establish that acceptability. 

8.6 Planning Judgement 

The revised submissions provide additional information regarding drainage, flood risk and 
environmental protection measures. However, the issue for the Waste Planning Authority is not 
whether further information has been submitted or additional mitigation proposed. It is whether the 
applicant has demonstrated, through clear and robust evidence, that those measures would provide 
effective and reliable protection throughout the operational life of the development, taking account of 
the site's known drainage constraints and seasonal waterlogging. 

The Parish Council considers that the revised submissions continue to rely heavily upon the 
long-term performance of engineered mitigation and management measures, without 
providing sufficient evidence that they would remain effective under the range of conditions 
likely to be encountered at the site. 

The Parish Council therefore concludes that the revised submissions do not provide a 
sufficiently robust evidential basis to demonstrate that the previous concerns relating to 
drainage, flood risk and long-term environmental resilience have been overcome or that a 
different planning conclusion is justified. 

8.7 Chapter Conclusion 

The revised submissions provide further information regarding drainage, flood risk and environmental 
protection. 

However, the Parish Council remains of the view that the applicant has not demonstrated, to 
the degree of confidence required for the grant of planning permission, that the proposed 
environmental safeguards would remain effective throughout the operational life of the 
development. 

Accordingly, environmental resilience remains an unresolved planning consideration which continues 
to weigh against the grant of planning permission. 
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Planning Balance and Resident Representations 

Key Question for the Waste Planning Authority 

When the benefits of the proposal are weighed against the remaining planning harms, has the 
applicant demonstrated that the development is acceptable in this location and that planning 
permission should be granted? 

9.1 The Planning Balance 

The determination of this application requires the Waste Planning Authority to weigh the benefits of 
the proposal against its adverse planning impacts. 

The Parish Council supports the principle of anaerobic digestion as a means of recovering waste and 
generating renewable energy. Its objection is not to the technology itself, but to the siting of a 
development of this scale and nature immediately adjacent to the established residential community 
of Anwick. 

The issue is not whether anaerobic digestion can deliver environmental benefits. The issue is whether 
the applicant has demonstrated that those benefits outweigh the planning harm arising from this 
particular proposal in this particular location. 

9.2 Benefits of the Proposal 

The Parish Council recognises that the proposal has the potential to deliver a number of public 
benefits, including: 

 renewable biomethane production;  

 recovery of organic waste;  

 contribution towards carbon reduction;  

 reduced reliance on fossil fuels; and  

 wider economic and circular economy benefits.  

These are material planning considerations. 

However, they cannot outweigh planning harm unless the applicant has first demonstrated that the 
proposal itself is acceptable in planning terms. 

9.3 Remaining Planning Harm 

For the reasons set out in the preceding chapters, the Parish Council considers that the revised 
submissions have not demonstrated that: 

 residential amenity would be adequately protected, particularly in relation to cumulative odour;  

 Anwick is the most appropriate location for a development of this scale and nature;  

 the landscape and visual effects would be acceptable throughout the life of the development;  

 the Transport Assessment remains representative of the development that could operate 
under the permission sought;  

 the Environmental Statement remains representative of the development for which planning 
permission is sought; or  

 the proposed drainage, flood risk and environmental safeguards provide sufficient confidence 
that environmental risks would remain adequately controlled throughout the operational life of 
the facility.  

These are not minor or technical matters. They are fundamental planning considerations which 
remain unresolved. 
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9.4 Resident Representations 

The Parish Council has also considered the representations submitted by residents living closest to 
the proposed development (Appendix B). 

Whilst these representations are not relied upon as technical evidence, they provide important 
local context regarding existing odour, traffic, cumulative industrial activity and the likely 
effects of introducing a further major industrial process immediately adjoining established 
residential properties. 

The concerns expressed by residents are consistent with the planning issues and independent 
technical evidence considered throughout this response. 

9.5 Mitigation and Planning Conditions 

The applicant places considerable reliance upon mitigation measures, operational controls and future 
management arrangements. 

Such measures may assist in reducing impacts. However, planning conditions should regulate an 
acceptable development; they should not be relied upon to establish its fundamental acceptability. 

Before planning permission is granted, the Authority should be satisfied that the principal planning 
issues have been resolved through robust evidence, rather than relying upon future mitigation or 
operational management to achieve that outcome. 

9.6 Overall Planning Judgement 

The Parish Council has carefully considered both the benefits of the proposal and the additional 
information submitted following the deferral of the application. 

However, the revised submissions do not materially alter the evidential basis upon which the 
application should be determined. They do not demonstrate that the principal planning 
concerns previously identified by the Waste Planning Authority have been overcome, nor do 
they provide a sufficiently robust basis for reaching a different planning conclusion. 

The Parish Council therefore concludes that the remaining planning harms continue to outweigh the 
benefits of the proposal at this location. 

9.7 Conclusion 

The revised submissions provide additional information and further explanation across a number of 
planning disciplines. However, they do not demonstrate that the principal planning concerns identified 
during the determination of the application have been satisfactorily resolved. 

The applicant has not demonstrated that the proposed development is acceptable in this 
location or that the evidence now justifies departing from the previous planning assessment. 

Accordingly, the Parish Council concludes that the planning balance remains firmly against the grant 
of planning permission. 
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Conclusions and Overall Recommendation to the 
Waste Planning Authority 

 

Key Question for the Waste Planning Authority 

Having considered the revised submissions, the independent technical evidence and the 
representations received, has the applicant demonstrated, through clear and robust evidence, 
that the proposed development is acceptable in this location and that planning permission 
should be granted? 

10.1 Overall Conclusion 

This response has considered whether the revised submissions made by Stream BioEnergy 
materially alter the planning assessment of Planning Application PL/0016/25. 

The applicant has submitted amended drawings, revised environmental information and additional 
technical material across a number of planning disciplines in response to the original officer 
recommendation of refusal. 

The issue for the Waste Planning Authority is not whether further information has been submitted. It is 
whether the applicant has demonstrated that the principal planning concerns previously identified 
have been overcome and that there is now a sufficiently robust evidential basis for reaching a 
different planning conclusion. 

Having carefully reviewed the revised submissions, together with the independent technical 
review prepared by Dr Michael Bull (Appendix A) and the representations received from local 
residents (Appendix B), the Parish Council concludes that the applicant has failed to do so. 

10.2 Principal Planning Issues Remaining Unresolved 

For the reasons set out throughout this response, the Parish Council concludes that the applicant has 
failed to demonstrate that: 

 residential amenity, particularly in relation to cumulative odour, would be adequately protected 
throughout the operational life of the development;  

 Anwick is the most appropriate location for a development of this scale and nature;  

 the landscape and visual impacts would be acceptable within this rural setting;  

 the Transport Assessment remains representative of the development that could operate 
under the permission sought;  

 the Environmental Statement remains representative of the development for which planning 
permission is sought; or  

 the proposed drainage, flood risk and environmental safeguards provide sufficient confidence 
that environmental risks would remain adequately controlled throughout the lifetime of the 
facility.  

These are not matters of detail. They are fundamental planning considerations that go to the 
heart of whether the proposed development is acceptable in this location. In the Parish 
Council's view, they remain substantially unresolved. 

10.3 Planning Balance 

The Parish Council recognises that the proposal has the potential to contribute towards renewable 
energy generation, sustainable waste management and carbon reduction. 

Its objection is not to anaerobic digestion as a technology. 

Its objection is to the siting of a major industrial waste management facility immediately 
adjacent to an established residential community, where the applicant has failed to 
demonstrate that the resulting planning harms would be acceptable. 
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The revised submissions do not materially alter that conclusion. 

The Parish Council considers that the applicant has failed to demonstrate that the benefits of the 
proposal outweigh the remaining planning harms or that the planning balance has changed since the 
Authority previously concluded that planning permission should be refused. 

10.4 Recommendation 

The Parish Council has carefully considered: 

 the revised Environmental Statement;  

 the supporting technical information;  

 the independent technical review prepared by Dr Michael Bull (Appendix A);  

 the representations received from local residents (Appendix B); and  

 all other material planning considerations.  

The Parish Council recognises that the determination of this application rests with Lincolnshire County 
Council as Waste Planning Authority. 

However, in the Parish Council's considered opinion, the applicant has failed to demonstrate, 
through clear, robust and compelling evidence, that the principal planning concerns identified 
during the determination of the application have been overcome. 

The revised submissions do not provide a sufficiently robust evidential basis to justify 
departing from the Authority's previous assessment or reaching a different planning 
conclusion. 

For all of the reasons set out in this submission, Anwick Parish Council 

concludes that the applicant has failed to demonstrate that the proposed 

development complies with the Development Plan or that the revised 

submissions overcome the fundamental planning concerns previously 

identified by the Waste Planning Authority. The Parish Council therefore 

considers that there is no sound planning basis upon which planning 

permission could properly be granted and respectfully requests that 

Lincolnshire County Council refuse Planning Application PL/0016/25.  
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Appendix A 

 

Anwick Biogas Plant - PL/0016/25 
Review of Updated ES and Associated Documents – Odour 
Issues 
 
1. Introduction 
 
Michael Bull and Associates Ltd (MBAL) was commissioned by Anwick Parish Council to 
review the air quality and odour assessments submitted with a planning application for a 
proposed Biogas Plant in the village of Anwick (application reference: PL/0016/25 to 
Lincolnshire County Council). MBAL produced a report on the findings in June 2025. A 
further review was provided examining material submitted in response to a Regulation 25 
request in November 2025. 
 
Further material has since been submitted that is relevant to air quality and odour including 
an update to the Environmental Statement dated June 2026 (Environmental Statement 2nd 

Amendment) and a review note prepared by Fitchner dated 19 June 2026. This note 
examines these document and comments on air quality and odour issues where relevant. 
 

2. Review 
 
2.1 Environmental Statement 2nd Addendum 
 
This document contains an updated air quality and odour assessment prepared by Redmore 
Environmental Ltd. This report states that “the same methodology and approach adopted 
in the previous assessments was adopted, with the only change to the modelling 
inputs being in relation to the height of the eight digester tanks”. In air quality 
assessment terms this is a minor change and the expectation would be that the reduction in 
height of the tanks would result in a very slight decrease in pollutant concentrations for any 
source where the tanks would have resulted in building downwash effects. 
 
The results of the assessment are therefore largely unchanged from the previous version 
and no further information is provided that addresses any of the previous points raised by 
MBAL. Therefore, nothing has changed in terms of the methodology used that would change 
the conclusions reached in earlier reports prepared by MBAL. 
 

2.2 Fitchner review 
 
Fitchner has provided a review of the Redmore Environmental Ltd assessment and some 
commentary on the predicted outcomes. Part of this commentary discusses the predicted 
odour concentrations of 0.5 ouE/m3 or lower. It notes that for 98% of the time, the predicted 
one hour average concentrations will be lower than 0.5 ouE/m3. While this is true, this 
ignores the fact that in odour modelling, it is only the worst 2% of the year that is considered 
and this determines whether an odour nuisance exists. It is the relatively infrequent higher 
odour incidents that give rise to odours. 
 
There is some further explanation that acknowledges within a 1-hour period, odour levels will 
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fluctuate and higher concentrations will be present for shorter periods. However, there does 
appear to be an argument presented that the predicted level of 0.5 ouE/m3 as a one hour 
average represents undetectable odours to an observer. 
 
However, within any hourly period, there is a considerable fluctuation in odour 
concentrations largely due to changes in atmospheric turbulence and wind speed and 
direction. Changes in emissions at source can add to the level of fluctuation but the major 
cause is from changes in meteorological conditions. This is evident to any observer as wind 
speeds are rarely constant for an hour. Odour concentrations over a short period of a few 
seconds can reach levels that are significantly higher than the hourly average, in some 
cases up to 10 or more times higher (and equally, odour concentrations can be significantly 
lower than the hourly average for parts of the hourly period). So, even where the predicted 
hourly average concentration is 0.5 ouE/m3, there can potentially be short periods within that 
hour when the concentration is 5ouE/m3 or above and detectable. 
 
This is one reason why the modelled 98th percentile value based on hourly averages cannot 
be compared with odour concentrations measured by sniff testing over a period of a few 
seconds. In many reports and some planning inquiry decisions, it is often claimed that the 
EA guideline of 3 ouE/m3 as a 98th percentile value represents a faint odour. 
 
It should also be noted that for 2% of the year, the odour concentrations as hourly averages 
will be higher than 0.5ouE/m3, modelling by MBAL shows that the maximum hourly average 
can reach ten times the 98th percentile value (i.e. 5 ouE/m3) and adding in the fluctuations, 
there would be short periods where odour levels reached around 50 ouE/m3. 
 
MBAL is not suggesting that the resulting levels breach the EA benchmarks used for odour 
assessment, rather it should be noted that a predicted level of 0.5 ouE/m3 as a 98th percentile 
does not represent an odour free environment which appears to be suggested in the 
Fitchner review. 
 
The Fitchner review examines cumulative impacts in section 3.1. This has been addressed 
in previous MBAL reviews where concern has been expressed regarding the potential for 
increased high odour effects and odours from Moy Park and the proposed development 
adding together to result in higher concentrations of odour. None of these possibilities have 
been addressed in the Fitchner review which appears to be based mainly on the impact of 
the proposed plant in isolation. 
 
The Fitchner review acknowledges that there have been complaints made attributed to both 
Moy Park and the sewage works. It then notes that both sites have an environmental permit 
in place. This is not strictly true, the sewage works does not have an Environmental Permit, 
it does have permits to discharge water but these do not cover odour emissions. In any 
event, the existence of a permit does not guarantee that no adverse environmental effects 
occur. The Environment Agency’s own advice to local authorities is provided in Appendix A, 
this notes that planning authorities must satisfy themselves that in land use planning terms, 
the proposed development is suitable for the location. It is entirely appropriate for the 
planning authority to consider potential odour issues and that odour control measures may 
result in adverse impacts to local residents. 

 
3. Summary and Conclusions 
 
The revised Environmental Statement confirms that the modelling methodology remains 
unchanged, with the only substantive amendment being a reduction in the height of the 
digester tanks. This is not considered likely to result in any significant change to the 
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predicted odour impacts and no further material is provided that addresses the technical 
issues identified in previous reviews. 
 
The Fichtner review places considerable emphasis on the fact that predicted odour 
concentrations are below 0.5 ouE/m³ for 98% of the time. However, a predicted 98th 
percentile concentration of 0.5 ouE/m³ should not be interpreted as representing an odour-
free environment. 
 
The Fitchner review also does not address the potential cumulative effects arising from the 
interaction of odours from the proposed development with existing sources, particularly Moy 
Park. This remains a matter of concern previously identified by MBAL. In addition, the 
Fitchner review places undue reliance on the existence of environmental permits, whereas 
Environment Agency guidance makes clear that the planning authority must independently 
satisfy itself that a development is suitable for its location and that unacceptable impacts on 
local amenity will not occur. 
 
The cumulative impact issues identified in earlier reviews remain relevant and the proposed 
development has the potential to worsen the current odour problems experienced in the 
area. The new material submitted does not change the conclusions I reached on this matter 
in earlier reviews. 
 

Dr Michael Bull – Michael Bull and Associates Ltd 07729 272715 
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 Appendix A – Environment Agency Advice Note PPSG2 
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Appendix B 

Resident Representations 

B1 Introduction 

The following representations were submitted to Anwick Parish Council in response to its invitation for 
comments on the revised submissions relating to Planning Application PL/0016/25. 

The representations are reproduced substantially as received. The views expressed are those of the 
individual residents and should not be interpreted as the technical conclusions of the Parish Council. 

The Parish Council has considered these representations alongside the planning evidence, technical 
assessments and the independent review by Dr Michael Bull (Appendix A). 

The number of representations received is not, in itself, determinative of the planning 
decision. However, many have been submitted by residents living closest to the proposed 
development, including the Anwick Drive and Foreman's Lane areas. As such, they provide 
relevant local context regarding existing amenity conditions and the potential effects of the 
proposed development on those most likely to experience its impacts. 

 

B2 Summary of Resident Representations 

Theme raised Residents identifying issue Planning relevance 

Existing odour from nearby 

industrial activity 

Residents living closest to the 

site, including Anwick Drive 

and Foreman's Lane 

Relevant to baseline conditions, 

cumulative odour and residential 

amenity 

Concern that the proposed AD 

facility would introduce an 

additional odour source 

Multiple residents 

Relevant to the need for 

assessment of combined effects 

rather than isolated assessment 

Existing industrial character of the 

village and concern regarding 

further industrialisation 

Multiple residents 

Relevant to site suitability, 

landscape character and planning 

balance 

Additional traffic and HGV 

movements 
Multiple residents 

Relevant to highway impacts and 

operational activity 

Wastewater infrastructure, 

drainage and environmental 

capacity 

Multiple residents 
Relevant to environmental 

resilience 

Safety concerns associated with 

biogas infrastructure 

David and Elizabeth Doe and 

others 

Relevant to risk assessment, 

emergency planning and 

operational controls 

Questioning the choice of Anwick 

as the location 
Multiple residents 

Relevant to site selection and 

alternatives 

Cumulative effects arising from 

Moy Park, Anglian Water and the 

proposed AD facility 

Multiple residents 
Relevant to cumulative impact 

assessment 
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B3 Resident Representations 
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