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1 Introduction  
1.1 Project Background 

1.1.1 The Riverside Resource Recovery Facility ('RRRF') operated by Riverside Resource 
Recovery Limited (trading as part of the Cory Riverside Energy group (Cory)) is an Energy 
Recovery Facility ('ERF') situated at Norman Road in Belvedere within the London Borough of 
Bexley ('LBB').  

1.1.2 Operating since 2011, RRRF has recently been fitted internally with an upgraded operational 
control system.  This technology enables RRRF to be operated more efficiently than its 
original design when first built.   

1.1.3 In order to realise this increased efficiency, the terms of the relevant permissions that RRRF 
currently operates under (as defined in Section 1.2) need to be amended.   

1.1.4 Consequently, Riverside Resource Recovery Limited is submitting to the Secretary of State for 
the Department of Business, Energy and Industrial Strategy ('BEIS') an application ('the 
Application') under section 36C of the Electricity Act 1989 to: 

 amend the power generation description of RRRF in the 2015 s.36 Variation (reference 
GDBC/003/00001C-06) to change the energy generation limit from ‘up to 72MW’ to ‘up to 
‘80.5MW’;  

 vary the conditions attached to the 2017 Permission for RRRF (reference 16/02167/FUL), 
to increase the maximum waste throughput from 785,000 tonnes per annum ('tpa') to 
850,000 tpa; and 

 amend the 2015 s.36 Variation and to incorporate into the new deemed planning 
permission the amendments authorised by the Secretary of State in the Riverside Energy 
Park (‘REP’) Development Consent Order (‘DCO’)1 regarding the ash storage area for 
RRRF and use of the jetty by both RRRF and REP   

1.1.5 These changes together are called the Riverside Optimisation Project, or ‘ROP’.  More 
information on RRRF's existing operations and ROP is provided in Chapter 2 and Chapter 3 
of this Non-Technical Summary (‘NTS’) and in the main EIA Report.   

1.1.6 ROP will not alter the physical built footprint or give rise to additional physical development of 
RRRF. Although ROP would result in an increase (of up to 65,000 tonnes) in the volume of 
waste throughput processed annually at the RRRF, and would increase the facilities MW 
output, operations would follow the same procedures and remain fundamentally unchanged.   

1.1.7 Whilst ROP does not involve any physical development, the proposed increase to the 
generating capacity and the increase in volume of waste throughput provide a change to or 
extension of a generating station, and as such we consider that ROP falls within Schedule 2, 
Part 3(a) of the Electricity Works (Environmental Impact Assessment) (England and Wales) 
Regulations 2017 (as amended) (‘the EIA Regulations’).  

1.1.8 Given the increase in volume of waste throughput, ROP is considered to be EIA development, 
and therefore under the EIA Regulations, any formal application must be accompanied by an 
EIA report ('EIA Report') prepared in accordance with these regulations.   

1.1.9 This NTS to the EIA Report has been prepared by Stantec UK Ltd ('Stantec') a competent 
practitioner. This NTS and associated EIA Report documents the Environmental Impact 
Assessment (‘EIA’) and its findings, namely likely significant environmental effects of ROP and 

 
1 The Riverside Energy Park Generating Station Order and described in more detail at section 2.2 and 3.1 
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has been prepared following the advice contained in the Scoping Opinion received from the 
Secretary of State for BEIS, following consultation with key stakeholders, on 18 February 
2021.  

1.2 Planning History  

1.2.1 Consent for RRRF was granted by the Secretary of State for the Department of Trade and 
Industry on 15 June 2006, under section 36 of the Electricity Act 1989 ('the Original s.36 
Consent’).2  The Original s.36 Consent granted consent for the construction and operation of 
an energy facility generating 72MW of electricity from 670,000 tonnes of waste per year.  

1.2.2 The Original s.36 Consent was accompanied by a Direction under section 90(2) of the Town 
and Country Planning Act 1990 (TCPA 1990) ('the Original Deemed Planning Permission’ or 
‘ODPP').  Both the Original s.36 Consent and condition 4 of the ODPP imposed a restriction 
on waste inputs to the facility of 670,000 tpa reflecting design assumptions adopted at that 
time relating to the Net Calorific Value of the waste and the number of days per annum over 
which the facility was anticipated to operate. A worst-case scenario was, however, tested 
within the accompanying environmental statement to assess the likely impact of a throughput 
of 835,000 tpa of waste.  

1.2.3 In November 2007, an application (07/11615/FUL) was made to the LBB under Section 73 of 
the TCPA 1990 to vary condition 40 of the ODPP to allow improvements to Norman Road to 
run in parallel with the construction of RRRF. This planning permission was granted by the 
LBB on 11 January 2008 with all other conditions remaining as per the ODPP. 

1.2.4 On 13 March 2015, the Secretary of State for the Department of Energy and Climate Change 
approved the following two variations to the Original s.36 Consent: 

 an increase in the annual waste throughput from 670,000 to 785,000 tonnes per annum; 
and 

 the transfer of waste by river from the Port of Tilbury in addition to the riparian waste 
transfer stations in Greater London. 

1.2.5 These changes were consented through: 

 a variation under section 36C of the Electricity Act 1989 to the Original s.36 Consent ('the 
2015 s.36 Variation’); and 

 a direction under section 90(2) of the TCPA 1990 ('the 2015 Deemed Permission’).    

1.2.6 On 4 October 2017, the LBB granted planning permission under section 73 of the TCPA 1990 
('the 2017 Permission’)3, which varied various conditions attached to the 2015 Deemed 
Permission.  

1.2.7 The 2017 Permission added the following conditions to the 2015 Deemed Permission:  

 not more than 195,000 tonnes by road, and not more than 85,000 tonnes of waste from 
outside Greater London by road - except in the case of jetty outage (condition 26); and  

 maximum of 90 two-way HGV movements to site per day – except in case of jetty outage 
or with the agreement of the LBB (condition 28). 

1.2.8 Currently, RRRF operates under the 2015 s.36 Variation and the 2017 Permission, by which 
RRRF can process 785,000 tonnes per annum of waste and can produce a maximum power 

 
2 Application reference: GDBC/003/00001C-06 
3 Application reference 16/02167/FUL.  
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output of 72MW. It should be noted that the Riverside Energy Park Order 2020 made some 
minor modifications to the 2015 s.36 Variation and the 2017 Permission in order to dovetail 
the co-existence of both RRRF and REP (see Section 3.1 for further details).    

1.3 Terms and Definitions  

1.3.1 For ease of reference the following terms have been used in the NTS: 

 The Application Site – land within the redline boundary as shown on the location plan 
provided in Appendix A and described in Chapter 2; 

 The Applicant – Riverside Resource Recovery Limited (part of Cory); 

 The Proposed Changes – the changes for which permission is sought;  

 Riverside Optimisation Project (‘ROP’) – name of the project; and 

 Riverside Resource Recovery Facility ('RRRF') – the existing energy recovery facility 
owned and operated by Riverside Resource Recovery Limited.  

1.4 The EIA, EIA Report and Other Documents 

1.4.1 This NTS has been prepared in accordance with the Electricity Works (Environmental Impact 
Assessment) (England and Wales) Regulations 2017 (as amended). 

1.4.2 An EIA Scoping Report was prepared in December 2020 and submitted to the Secretary of 
State for BEIS to determine the extent of issues to be considered as part of the EIA and 
reported in the EIA Report. A Scoping Opinion was provided by the Secretary of State for 
BEIS in February 2021 which has formed the basis of the EIA Report and associated NTS. 

1.4.3 The EIA Report identifies the likely significant environmental effects of ROP during operation 
and identifies opportunities for environmental enhancement and further measures required to 
mitigate potential significant adverse effects that may occur. 

1.4.4 The EIA Report comprises the following volumes: 

 Volume 1: Main Report; 

 Volume 2: Appendices to the Main Report; and 

 Non-Technical Summary (this document).  

1.4.5 The other principal documents submitted with the planning application include the: 

 Planning Supporting Statement ('PSS'), incorporating Needs Assessment, Statement of 
Community Involvement, and Combined Heat and Power study. 
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2 Site Description and Existing Operations  
2.1 Site Location 

2.1.1 The site covers approximately 6 hectares (ha) of land located at National Grid Reference 
(NGR) TQ 49683 80665, accessed off Norman Road, Belvedere, London DA17 6JY in LBB 
(the 'Application Site'). An Application Site location plan is provided in Appendix A.  

2.2 Application Site Description 

2.2.1 The Application Site comprises RRRF; the existing ERF building, the stack, air cooled 
condensers, and other ancillary plant. Land uses immediately adjacent to the site include an 
existing electrical substation, internal road network, gate house, flood embankment, existing 
jetty, ecological mitigation area and areas of existing hardstanding (currently used as 
contractor maintenance and container storage).  

2.2.2 RRRF is located adjacent to the site of the consented Riverside Energy Park ('REP'). A 
Development Consent Order ('DCO') to construct and operate REP was granted on 9th April 
2020.  

2.2.3 The Application Site is bounded to the north by the River Thames and the adjacent Thames 
Path National Trail.  

2.2.4 Further north, on the opposite bank of the River Thames is an area characterised by 
manufacturing, including the Ford Motor Company works, and associated car and lorry 
parking.  

2.2.5 Immediately east of RRRF and Norman Road is a large strategic industrial area, accessed via 
a junction at the southern end of Norman Road. This includes two distribution centres and a 
document storage facility. East of these are further warehouses, distribution centres and 
similar commercial developments. 

2.2.6 West of RRRF is the Crossness Local Nature Reserve ('LNR'), a 25.5 ha LNR, which is part of 
the Erith Marshes Site of Metropolitan Importance for Nature Conservation ('SMINC'), 
containing a number of ditches, watercourses and ponds. The site is owned and managed by 
Thames Water. Beyond this lies the Crossness Sewage Treatment Works ('STW'). This 
operational STW includes settlement and sludge tanks, as well as a sludge powered 
generator where sludge is thermally treated and used to generate electricity. The Grade I 
listed Crossness Pumping Station, built by Sir Joseph Bazalgette, is located at the western 
end of the STW. 

2.2.7 South of RRRF, to the east of the Crossness LNR and to the west of Norman Road, is a site 
owned by the Applicant with planning permission for a data centre.4 Power for the data centre 
is expected to be provided via a private wire connection along Norman Road from RRRF or 
REP.  

2.2.8 South of Norman Road is the A2016, formed by the dual carriageway Picardy Manor Way at 
its junction with Norman Road (North), and by the dual carriageway Eastern Way, south of 
Crossness LNR. South of Picardy Manor Way is a recent development consisting of a pub and 
a Travelodge hotel building, along with five residential blocks. South of this is a residential 
area centred on North Road and Norman Road (South). Further south is the main area of 
Belvedere comprising residential dwellings, Belvedere railway station and retail outlets.  

 
4 Application reference: 15/02926/OUTM 
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2.2.9 RRRF is accessed by river via the existing jetty, and by pedestrians and vehicles from 
Norman Road, a single carriageway road linking to the dual carriageway A2016 Picardy 
Manor Way. 

2.2.10 The whole of LBB is designated as Air Quality Management Area ('AQMA') with respect to 
Nitrogen Dioxide (NO2) and Particulate Matter (PM10). The Application Site is also within the 
boundary of the Low Emission Zone ('LEZ'). 

2.2.11 In addition to the Crossness LNR and Erith Marshes SMINC identified above, there are a 
range of other ecological designations located in proximity to the Application Site, including 
Inner Thames Marshes Site of Special Scientific Interest (SSSI)/ LNR and Ingrebourne 
Marshes SSSI/LNR which are located 2 and 3km from the Application Site, respectively.  

2.3 Existing Operations  

2.3.1 RRRF comprises an important, strategic river-served residual waste management facility for 
London. It helps the Capital to manage its own waste, keeping over 100,000 HGVs off 
congested roads each year and makes a significant contribution to London's ability to meet its 
landfill diversion targets.  

2.3.2 RRRF became fully operational in 2011. It currently operates under the 2017 Permission (see 
Section 1.2) recovering energy from both municipal waste and commercial and industrial 
waste, with a current maximum throughput of 785,000 tpa. RRRF operates 24 hours a day 
and seven days per week throughout the year.  

2.3.3 The processing of 785,000 tpa of waste results in the generation of approximately 480,000 
Mega Watt hours (MWh) of electricity annually.  

2.3.4 Over 85% of the waste currently being delivered to the plant arrives on barges along the River 
Thames from four waste transfer stations at Smugglers Way, Cringle Dock, Walbrook Wharf 
and Northumberland Wharf.  Incinerator bottom ash ('IBA') produced as a by-product during 
the combustion process is removed by barge to a facility in the Port of Tilbury for processing.  

2.3.5 RRRF's operations are underpinned by long-term contracts with Western Riverside Waste 
Authority ('WRWA') and London Borough of Bexley ('LBB'). Municipal waste is also received 
from Westminster City Council and the City of London. In the case of all of these contracts, 
residual waste (the waste remaining once recycling has been removed from the waste stream) 
is processed at the waste transfer stations and transferred to RRRF. Separate to treating 
residual waste streams, Cory Riverside Energy also processes recyclable waste through a 
major materials recovery facility at Smugglers Way, Wandsworth. 

2.3.6 IBA and Air Pollution Control Residues (‘APCR’) which are produced during the combustion 
process and as part of the processing of emissions to control air pollution are also recycled 
and reused. The IBA is processed and used as secondary (replacement for natural material) 
aggregates in the construction industry. Typical re-uses of IBA as secondary aggregate 
include road construction filling. The APCR are transferred to silos and stored before being 
taken off-site in tankers for recycling at specialist treatment facilities. Uses after processing 
include manufacture of construction ‘breeze blocks’. 
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3 Proposed Changes  
3.1 Overview 

3.1.1 The Application that Riverside Resource Recovery Limited is submitting to the Secretary of 
State under section 36C of the Electricity Act 1989 intends to: 

 change the energy generation limit from ‘up to 72MW’ to ‘up to ‘80.5MW’;  

 request a variation of the conditions attached to the 2017 Permission to increase the 
maximum waste throughput from 785,000 tpa to 850,000 tpa; and 

 amend the 2015 s.36 Variation and to incorporate into the new deemed planning 
permission the amendments authorised by the Secretary of State in the REP DCO 
regarding the ash storage area for RRRF and use of the jetty by both RRRF and REP  

3.1.2 together, the 'Proposed Changes'. 

3.1.3 Upgrades to RRRF's operational control system mean that the facility can now process 
additional waste and recover more energy than was previously possible.  This technical 
advancement makes RRRF more efficient. The Proposed Changes will ensure internal plant 
optimisation and can be undertaken without requiring any physical re-development on-site or 
changes to existing processes. No construction or demolition activities are required.  

3.1.4 The upgrades comprise the implementation of an improved Combustion Control System 
(CCS) within the overall existing combustion control system at RRRF. The CCS interacts with 
the existing operational control system, using an improved logic formula and allowing existing 
systems to operate more efficiently.  The upgraded CCS will provide improved combustion 
controls, modifications to the steam circuit, and adjustments to the generator and turbine 
software.   

3.1.5 The four riparian wharves (described at 2.3.4 above) all have the capability to handle larger 
quantities of waste than currently managed without variation to either the existing planning 
permissions or Environmental Permits. The river transport connecting the four riparian 
wharves to RRRF also has capacity to transport additional waste without increasing the 
number of river-borne movements. The ROP application proposes that the additional waste 
throughput will be delivered by one additional barge per week and requires no additional tug 
movements.   

3.1.6 As a result of the proposed increase in waste being treated, there will be a proportionate 
increase in the consumables/ process outputs that require transport into and out of RRRF: 

 Air Pollution Control Residue ('APCR') – This would be transported by road for recycling. 
It is anticipated that this will result in an extra 90 movements per year, approximately 2 
movements per week; 

 Incinerator Bottom Ash ('IBA') – This would be transported by barge utilising existing tug 
movements to the Port of Tilbury. Therefore, no increase in existing tug movements 
would result from exporting additional IBA from the RRRF site; 

 Powdered Activated Carbon ('PAC') – This would be transported by road and equate to 1 
additional load per year (20 tonne tanker); 

 Lime – This would be transported by road and equate to 25 additional loads per year (20 
tonne tanker); and 
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 Ammonia - This would be transported by road and equate to 3 additional loads per year 
(20 tonne tanker). 

3.1.7 The ROP application does not propose to amend any of the existing conditions attached to the 
2017 Permission, including the vehicle movements restrictions.  This is because the transport 
of any additional inputs and outputs to and from RRRF can be accommodated within the 
existing limits already imposed on road transport movements through the 2017 Permission. In 
addition to this, since the RRRF was opened in 2011, it is noted that there has not been a jetty 
outage that has required the transport of 100% of waste by road.  

3.1.8 Consequently, ROP requires no change either to the method of residual waste delivery to 
RRRF nor the method that post-combustion residues are exported from site. 

3.1.9 Also included in this application is a request that the amendments made by the Secretary of 
State in the REP DCO to the 2015 s.36 Variation and the 2017 Permission are carried through 
into any new s.36 variation and deemed planning permission that the Secretary of State may 
grant having considered this application.   

3.1.10 Article 6(3) of the REP DCO provides that the 2015 s.36 Variation and the 2017 Permission 
“are to be amended for the purposes of this Order only as set out in Schedule 13 
(modifications to the section 36 consent and RRRF planning permission).”  On a strict 
interpretation of this Article, the amendments provided for in Schedule 13 to the REP DCO 
have not been made in a general sense, rather they have only been authorised in the context 
of the REP DCO.  Given the nature of the amendments in Schedule 13, there is no reason 
why those amendments should not be made directly into any new s.36 variation and deemed 
planning permission that the Secretary of State may grant. 

3.1.11 The REP DCO authorised amendments in two areas: 

 Ash storage - When RRRF was applied for, the operating assumption was that there 
may be a requirement for bottom ash to be stored in both RRRF’s bunker plus above 
ground in containers.  For this reason, the plans (drawing number D2.4A of the original 
application) identified a location for the above ground storage area and it formed part of 
the description of development on the 2015 s.36 Variation.  However, since first 
operation, RRRF has operated by storing the bottom ash (before it is transported from 
RRRF) solely in its dedicated bunker. It was confirmed in the Examination to the REP 
DCO (see, for example, the Applicant’s response to comments on the draft Development 
Consent Order (Examination Library reference REP5-025) that RRRF’s bunker has the 
capacity to hold up to approximately 7 days’ worth of ash and that no separate storage 
area has ever been used or required. As a result, the unused above ground ash storage 
area for RRRF formed part of the Order limits for REP, which has now been approved by 
the Secretary of State.  With the above ground storage area being a redundant part of the 
2015 s.36 Variation and the 2017 Permission, as has already been accepted by the 
Secretary of State in his determination of the REP DCO, the following amendments were 
authorised by the Secretary of State in the REP DCO to the 2015 s.36 Variation and the 
2017 Permission.  For the reasons expressed in paragraph 3.1.5 above, it is requested 
that these same amendments be made to any new s.36 variation and deemed planning 
permission that the Secretary of State may grant, being: 

o Delete “associated open storage areas for ash container storage” in paragraph 2(f) of 
the s.36 Variation;  

o For condition 23 in the 2017 Permission, substitute new condition 23 as follows “23. 
Bottom ash shall only be stored in the bunkers to the development hereby approved.”  

These amendments were authorised through Article 6(3) of the REP DCO.  Given the fact that 
these amendments simply reflect how RRRF currently operates, is an environmental 
improvement on what was originally assessed in the environmental statement to RRRF as the 
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new condition 23 restricts the storage of bottom ash to the bunkers only, and the REP DCO 
authorises REP to be constructed on what would have been the area for above ground ash 
storage, it is considered entirely appropriate for the Secretary of State to incorporate these 
amendments into any new s.36 variation and deemed planning permission that the Secretary 
of State may grant.  Failure to do so, would be to grant a new s.36 variation and deemed 
planning permission that is inconsistent with the current operations of RRRF and the extant 
planning position of the site.   

 Use of the Jetty – Condition 7 of the 2017 Permission states:  

“Except during periods of jetty outage or emergency the jetty and pier shall remain available at 
all times for tugs and barges transporting waste, residual materials following incineration, and 
consumables necessary for the operation of the development and for no other purpose unless 
with the prior written consent of the Council.” (our emphasis) 

To make it clear, at the request of the London Borough of Bexley during the Examination into 
the REP DCO, that the words underlined would not prevent the use of the jetty by REP, the 
REP DCO amends Condition 7 of the 2017 Permission to make it clear that the restriction 
excludes REP.  Article 6(3) of the REP DCO therefore amends Condition 7 by inserting the 
words “(except for the development authorised by the Riverside Energy Park Order 2020)” 
after the words “for no other purpose.” As the REP DCO has been made by the Secretary of 
State on the basis of an environmental assessment that assessed the use of the jetty by both 
RRRF and REP, it is requested in this application that the same amendment be made in any 
new deemed planning permission given that would reflect the extant planning position of the 
site.   

3.1.12 The amendments described above that were authorised through the REP DCO have not been 
assessed as part of this EIA Report for ROP, and indeed do not need to be assessed, 
because they reflect the baseline for how the RRRF is currently operating given the current 
arrangements for ash storage at the RRRF, and the fact that the REP DCO was made by the 
Secretary of State based on an environmental assessment that assessed the use of the jetty 
by both RRRF and REP. Therefore, no environmental effects will arise as a result of these 
amendments that need to be assessed as part of this EIA Report.  

3.2 Consideration of Alternatives 

3.2.1 The EIA Regulations identify that an EIA Report is required to include a description of the 
reasonable alternatives considered by the developer and an indication of the main reasons for 
selecting the chosen option, including the environmental effects. It is up to the applicant to 
decide which alternatives to consider. 

3.2.2 As outlined in Section 3.1 above, only internal upgrades have been undertaken to the RRRF 
and there will not be any physical re-development on-site or changes to existing processes as 
a result of ROP, nor will it require any construction or demolition activities. The Proposed 
Changes relate to increasing the waste throughput and energy generation limit of the existing 
RRRF to take advantages of the internal upgrades to the operational control system that have 
happened since the current consents that RRRF operates under were granted, and as such 
no other alternatives have been considered. Given these circumstances, it is considered that 
there are no reasonable alternatives to the Proposed Changes being sought.   

3.2.3 A Planning Support Statement including a Needs Assessment (Hendeca, 2021) has been 
prepared and submitted with the ROP application. The Needs Assessment outlines the need 
for ROP and why this is a beneficial alternative to landfilling the waste.  
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4 Assessment of Effects 
4.1 Overview of EIA Process  

4.1.1 This section describes the process by which the EIA has been carried out and summarises the 
findings. In general terms, the main stages in the EIA are as follows: 

 Screening – determining the need for EIA; 

 Scoping – identifying significant issues, determining the scope of the EIA; 

 Data review – drawing together and reviewing available data;  

 Baseline surveys – undertaking baseline surveys and monitoring; 

 Assessment and iteration – assessing likely significant effects of development, evaluating 
alternatives, providing feedback to design team on potential adverse impacts, modifying 
development, incorporating mitigation (including potential monitoring and long-term 
management), assessing effects of mitigated development; and 

 Preparing of the EIA Report. 

4.1.2 The scope of the EIA was agreed with Secretary of State for BEIS and key stakeholders 
through the EIA Scoping process. Further to this process, this chapter provides a summary of 
likely significant environmental effects of ROP.  

4.2 Assessing Effects  

4.2.1 The EIA has assessed the likely significant effects of ROP against baseline conditions which 
have been established through a range of data collections exercises and assessments. 

4.2.2 The EIA has considered the potential for significant effects during the operation phase only as 
no demolition or construction works will be required. There are no proposed changes to the 
decommissioning regime for RRRF and therefore the assessment of effects associated with 
decommissioning have not been assessed as part of the EIA. The assessment has been 
undertaken for ROP on the assumption that it will be operational in 2021.   

4.2.3 Specific significance criteria have been prepared as appropriate for each specialist topic for 
adverse and beneficial effects as required, based on the generic criteria set out in Table 4.1 
below. 

Table 4.1: Significance criteria 

 Significance Level  Criteria  

Si
gn

ifi
ca

nt
 

Substantial  

These effects are assigned this level of significance as 
they represent key factors in the decision-making 

process. These effects are generally, but not exclusively, 
associated with sites and features of national or regional 
importance. A change at a borough scale site or feature 

may also enter this category. 

Major  
These effects are likely to be important considerations at 
a local or district scale and may become key factors in 

the decision-making process. 
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 Significance Level  Criteria  

Moderate  

These effects, while important at a local scale, are not 
likely to be key decision-making issues. Nevertheless, 

the cumulative effect of such issues may lead to an 
increase in the overall effects on a particular area or on a 

particular resource. 

N
ot

 S
ig

ni
fic

an
t Minor  

These effects may be raised as local issues but are 
unlikely to be of importance in the decision-making 

process. Nevertheless, they are of relevance in 
enhancing the subsequent design of the project and 

consideration of mitigation or compensation measures. 

Negligible  

Either no effect or effect which is beneath the level of 
perception, within normal bounds of variation or within 
the margin of forecasting error. Such effects should not 

be considered by the decision-maker. 

 

4.2.4 Effects that are described as ‘substantial’, ‘‘major’ or ‘moderate’ are determined to be 
significant; and effects that are described as ‘minor’ or ‘negligible’ are determined to be not 
significant in the context of the EIA Regulations. 

4.2.5 The EIA Regulations require the assessment to consider the likely significant effects of ROP in 
the context of other existing and/or approved projects, as well as the cumulative effects that 
may result from ROP and these other developments. 

4.2.6 Approved developments are considered to be planning permissions that are partially built out 
and extant planning permissions. When identifying approved developments that have the 
potential to result in significant cumulative effects with ROP, consideration has been given to 
the type of effects that have been identified as having potential for significant effects to occur 
and have been scoped into the EIA. The effects which have been scoped into the EIA are 
predominantly associated with the potential impacts of changes to the emission characteristics 
of the RRRF as a result of the Proposed Changes (e.g. in relation to effects on air quality, 
biodiversity, climate change).    

4.2.7 As outlined above, the RRRF is located adjacent to the site of the consented REP. As such 
the cumulative effects of ROP and REP have been considered within the EIA Report and this 
NTS.  Only cumulative effects with REP have been considered given that other approved 
developments, such as the neighbouring approved application for a Data Centra (reference: 
15/02926/OUTM), are not anticipated to cause emissions that would result in potential 
significant cumulative effects with ROP (e.g. in relation to air quality impacts) or result in 
significant effects in relation to accidents and disasters. 

4.3 Air Quality 

4.3.1 A detailed air quality assessment utilising atmospheric dispersion modelling has been 
undertaken of the potential impact of emissions to air from the operation of the RRRF both 
before and after the Proposed Changes, and cumulatively with REP. These potential effects 
have been assessed within Chapter 5 (Air Quality) of the EIA Report and are summarised 
here. 

4.3.2 There are not considered to be any potentially significant air quality effects resulting from 
minor changes to vehicle movements or odour from waste handling associated with the 
Proposed Changes. 
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4.3.3 The current emissions to air from RRRF have been quantified from monitoring data and 
emission limits for individual pollutants from the Environmental Permit for the Application Site. 
The emissions from RRRF post ROP have been calculated from design and the application of 
the Anticipated Emission Level associated with application of Best Available Techniques 
('BAT-AELs') that the Applicant will adopt prior to the EA’s implementation date. 

4.3.4 In relation to the change in predicted impacts due to the Proposed Changes, for all pollutants 
and averaging periods assessed, these are classified as Negligible in accordance with the 
Institute of Air Quality Management ('IAQM') methodology based on the low additional (or 
reduction) in impacts. It is therefore considered that the effect of the Proposed Changes on air 
quality can be classified as Not Significant. 

4.3.5 In relation to the overall predicted impacts of RRRF post ROP, for a majority of the pollutants 
and averaging periods assessed, the maximum impacts or those at receptor locations are 
classified as Negligible in accordance with the IAQM methodology. This is due to either the 
low contribution of the emissions compared to the Environmental Assessment Levels ('EAL') 
(against which the impacts of emissions to air can be assessed) and/or the baseline air quality 
being well below the EAL. 

4.3.6 Whilst for some metals (Arsenic, Chromium VI and Nickel) the predicted impact is not 
classified as Negligible at all locations, this is based on conservative assumptions as to their 
emissions and the magnitude and extent of the impacts are not considered to be Significant. 

4.3.7 It is therefore considered that the effect of the emissions associated with RRRF post ROP on 
air quality can be classified as Not Significant. 

4.3.8 For all assessed terrestrial biodiversity receptors, the change in annual average impacts 
resulting from the Proposed Changes is <1% of the relevant critical levels or loads (or 10% of 
the short-term critical levels) and therefore considered Negligible.  

4.3.9 Further discussion of the overall potential indirect air quality effects on terrestrial biodiversity 
receptors as a result of emissions from RRRF post-ROP is presented within Chapter 6 of the 
EIA Report (and summarised in Section 4.4: Biodiversity below) as annual average impacts 
at some receptors exceed the 1% screening threshold. 

4.3.10 In relation to the predicted cumulative impacts of RRRF post ROP + REP, for a majority of the 
pollutants and averaging periods assessed, the maximum impacts or those at receptor 
locations are classified as Negligible in accordance with the IAQM methodology. This is due 
to either the low contribution of the emissions compared to the EAL and/or the baseline air 
quality being well below the EAL. 

4.3.11 Whilst for some metals (Arsenic, Chromium VI and Nickel) the predicted cumulative impact is 
not classified as Negligible at all locations, this is based on conservative assumptions as to 
their emissions. The magnitude and extent of the impacts is not considered to be significant. 

4.3.12 It is therefore considered that the cumulative effect of the emissions associated with RRRF 
post ROP + REP on air quality can be classified as Not Significant. 

4.3.13 Further discussion of the potential cumulative indirect air quality effects on terrestrial 
biodiversity receptors as a result of emissions from RRRF post-ROP and REP is are 
presented within Chapter 6: Biodiversity of the EIA Report (and summarised in Section 4.4: 
Biodiversity below) as annual averages impacts at some receptors exceed the 1% screening 
threshold. 

4.4 Biodiversity  

4.4.1 ROP has the potential to result in effects to biodiversity through a change in emission levels 
from RRRF and resultant deposition of airborne pollutants to nearby designated areas.  These 
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potential effects have been assessed within Chapter 6 (Biodiversity) of the EIA Report and 
are summarised here. The assessment has also been informed by air quality modelling 
presented in Chapter 6 of the EIA Report.  The assessment of effects to biodiversity receptors 
has followed industry standard approach as set out in the Guidelines for Ecological Impact 
Assessment in the UK and Ireland, Chartered Institute of Ecology and Environmental 
Management (CIEEM) 20185.  

4.4.2 In terms of the impact of emissions on designated areas, deposition rates have been 
calculated and compared against site relevant critical loads/levels for each habitat that has 
been assessed. An impact of less than 1% of the critical level or load for each habitat is 
accepted as a pragmatic threshold for determining that there are no likely significant effects 
from a source. Where the predicted impact exceeds 1%, further ecological assessment has 
been undertaken to ascertain the potential significance of the impact and resultant effects. 

4.4.3 Potential effects have been assessed in relation to 14 internationally and nationally 
designated areas within 15km of ROP, and 18 locally designated areas of nature conservation 
within 2km of ROP.  

4.4.4 The air quality modelling demonstrates that changes in deposition to designated areas due to 
ROP, when compared to the existing baseline, are less than the 1% threshold identified for 
screening out significant effects, for all of the pollutants assessed. Therefore, predicted effects 
from ROP through contribution of pollutants to the ecologically designated areas are Not 
Significant. 

4.4.5 Modelling has also been undertaken for the cumulative scenario of RRRF post ROP in 
addition to Riverside Energy Park ('REP').  REP is a consented energy from waste scheme 
located immediately to the west of RFFF which is due to be operational by 2024.  The air 
quality modelling of this cumulative scenario demonstrates that changes in deposition to some 
designated areas, when compared to the existing baseline, are above the 1% threshold for 
screening out significant effects. Therefore, further ecological assessment of these potential 
effects has been undertaken.  In all instances this further assessment demonstrates that 
predicted effects from the cumulative scenario of the RRRF post ROP + REP through 
contribution of pollutants to the designated areas is Not Significant.  

4.5 Climate Change  

4.5.1 The change in carbon emissions as result of the implementation of ROP has been assessed. 
These potential effects have been assessed within Chapter 7 (Climate Change) of the EIA 
Report and are summarised here. The effect of ROP will be that RRRF can process additional 
waste and generate additional electricity. This means that less waste will be sent to landfill 
and less power will be generated by other forms of electricity. There will also be changes in 
waste transport. The assessment takes account of all of these changes. 

4.5.2 The operation of RRRF after ROP leads to the following sources of greenhouse gases: 

 the recovery of waste leads to the release of carbon dioxide from the carbon in the waste, 
as well as small amounts of other trace greenhouse gases: 

 gas oil is burnt in auxiliary burners for start-up and shut down of RRRF: 

 carbon dioxide is released from the transport of waste and residues; and 

 emissions are avoided by exporting electricity. 

 
5 CIEEM, 2018. Guidelines for Ecological Impact Assessment in the UK and Ireland. Chartered Institute of 
Ecology and Environmental Management, Winchester. 
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4.5.3 The change in emissions from RRRF following ROP has been compared with the carbon 
emissions from sending waste to a typical modern UK landfill site, taking account of releases 
of methane in the fraction of landfill gases which are not captured and the generation of 
electricity from the fraction of landfill gases which is captured. 

4.5.4 The assessment shows that ROP would lead to the release of 10,331 tonnes of carbon 
dioxide equivalent ('tCO2e') per year but would avoid the release of 39,477 tCO2e per year 
from landfill. Hence, the net benefit of ROP would be a reduction in greenhouse gas emissions 
of 29,146 tCO2e per year. The sensitivity of this result to changes in waste composition, 
landfill operation and the type of electricity displaced has been assessed and ROP continues 
to have a benefit under all scenarios. 

4.5.5 The net benefit of ROP has been compared with current UK and London carbon emissions 
and the carbon budgets set by the UK government and the GLA. While there is a benefit, this 
benefit is less than 1% of the carbon budgets and so the benefit is considered to be of minor 
significance. 

4.6 Accidents and Disasters  

4.6.1 The accidents and disasters assessment presents a summary of the potential effects deriving 
from the vulnerability of the ROP to relevant major accidents and disasters. These potential 
effects have been assessed within Chapter 8 (Accidents and Disasters) of the EIA Report 
and are summarised here. This chapter has been included in the EIA Report to respond to 
comments received as part of the EIA Scoping exercise.  

4.6.2 ROP has the potential to be affected (and therefore has the potential to impact the 
environment) by the risk of major accidents or disasters. ‘Accidents’ are considered to be an 
occurrence resulting from uncontrolled developments in the course of construction and 
operation of a development (e.g. major emission, fire or explosion). ‘Disasters’ are considered 
to be naturally occurring extreme weather events or ground related hazard events (e.g. 
subsidence, landslide, earthquake).  

4.6.3 The assessment has been informed by IEMAs Major Accidents and Disasters in EIA: A Primer 
guidance document6 which includes key steps to enable practitioners to undertake an 
assessment and identify any potential significant effects that require further mitigation.  

4.6.4 This assessment has included consideration of a major outage caused by the catastrophic 
equipment failure in response to comments received by stakeholders. The assessment has 
also included consideration of other potential events including severe weather, transport 
incidents, poor air quality events, terrorist incidents, fires and explosions and contamination. 

4.6.5 The RRRF has a range of existing health, safety and environmental management procedures 
and permits which help manage potential for accidents and disasters, and these will be 
reviewed and updated to account for the Proposed Changes.  

4.6.6 The RRRF has an existing Environmental Permit issued by the Environment Agency which is 
being updated for ROP. It is anticipated that the majority of emergency response plans and 
contingency measures will be dealt with through the Environmental Permit. In addition, it is 
considered that the health and safety effects arising from accidents and disasters would be 
dealt with through relevant industry controls. 

4.6.7 It is considered that given the limited changes proposed by ROP and the existing measures 
and protocol in place as part of the RRRF (including the Environmental Permit) which are 

 
6 Institute of Environmental Management and Assessment and Arup (2002) Major Accidents and Disasters in EIA: 
A Primer. Available online at: https://www.iema.net/resources/blog/2020/09/23/iema-major-accidents-and-
disasters-in-eia-primer 
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being updated to account for the Proposed Changes, it is not anticipated that ROP would 
result in a likely significant effect in relation to accidents and disasters.  

4.7 Mitigation and Monitoring  

4.7.1 No significant adverse effects have been identified in relation to air quality, biodiversity, 
climate change or accidents and disasters as outlined in Section 4.3 - 4.6 and therefore no 
further mitigation or monitoring is required.  

4.8 Conclusion 

4.8.1 The EIA has assessed the potential for likely significant effects to occur in relation to air 
quality, biodiversity, climate change and accidents and disasters associated with the operation 
of ROP.  All other topics were scoped out of the EIA (as agreed with the Secretary of State for 
BEIS) as it was considered that there was not potential for likely significant effects to occur.  

4.8.2 As identified in Sections 4.3 – 4.6 above, no likely significant adverse effects are anticipated 
as a result of ROP and as such no further mitigation or monitoring is required.  The 
assessment has also identified that there will be beneficial effects associated with ROP in 
relation to climate change. This is as a result of the displacement of waste from landfill and the 
displacement of other forms of electricity. This is anticipated to result in a beneficial effect of 
minor significance.  
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