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3rd October 2002 

Healthcare Environmental Services 
100 Calderhead Road 
Shotts 
ML7 4EQ 

Operation of Clinical Waste Transfer Station 

Healthcare Environmental Services Calderhead Road Shotts 
Lanarkshire 

18: Dykehead Councillor James Robertson 

286534660776 

S/PL/B/l7/42/RC/M J 

S/96/00583/FUL consent granted 18/04/77 for two industrial units 
for James Nicol Boilers; 
S/97/006181AMD amendment to position of industrial unit granted 
13.1 1.97, with conditions restricting use of the units to Class 4 only 
and hours to 0730-1730 Mon-Fri and 0800-1300 Sats. 

The site lies in an Established Industrial and Business Area in the 
Southern Area Local Plan Finalised Draft (Modified 2001), to which 
Policy IND8 applies. Policies IND9, ENV5 and HSG8 are also 
relevant. The site was proposed for recreational use in the Shotts 
Local Plan 1982. 

No 

S.E.P.A.(West) (Comments) 
Health And Safety Executive (No response) 
Scottish Natural Heritage (No objection) 

4 Representation Letters and 1 Petition with 314 Signatures 

Not Required 

Comments: 

This application is for a waste transfer station for various types of clinical waste, to be operated from 
Healthcare Environmental Services existing office, warehouse and transport yard on the southeast side 
of Calderhead Road at the northern edge of Dykehead, Shotts. Waste would be delivered in sealed 
bags, sorted and transferred into larger containers for onward delivery to points of disposal. Consent is 
sought for vehicle movements between 0700 and 2200 hours, and 24 hours working inside the building. 
The original application has been amended to delete any processing of waste from the application. It is 
estimated that I 0  local jobs would be created by the proposal. The application has also generated a 
considerate number of representations, the content of which are detailed in the attached report. 

I consider that the main issues in the determination of this application are, firstly, the potential impacts 
on residential amenity and whether this is a suitable site for this proposal given nearby land uses, and 



Work  



secondly, the adequacy of the available yard area for the projected commercial vehicle turning, delivery 
and parking requirements in addition to container storage. On both these issues, for reasons detailed in 
the accompanying report, I would recommend refusal of the application. 

Recommendation: Refuse for the Following Reasons:- 

1. That the proposal would be likely to have an unacceptable adverse impact on residential 
amenity by virtue of noise associated with commercial vehicle movements in late evening hours 
and potentially by other forms of environmental pollution, including odours, emissions and 
spillages at a site immediately adjoining a housing area and the Curry Burn. It is therefore 
contrary to Policies HSG8, IND9 and ENV5 of the Southern Area Local Plan Finalised Draft 
(Modified 2001) and to Scottish Executive PAN56 and Circular 1011999 on Planning and Noise 
and NPPGlO on Planning and Waste Management. 

2. That the available yardspace is inadequate to provide for commercial vehicle parking and 
manoeuvring requirements associated with the proposed development, together with container 
storage and other operational requirements, contrary to the principles of Policy TR13 of the 
Southern Area Local Plan Finalised Draft (Modified 2001). 

Background Papers: 

Application form and plans received 16th July 2002 and additional information received on 2dh 
November and 1 7'h December 2002 and 1 7'h and 31 st January 2003 

Memo from NLC Transportation Section received 23rd October 2002 
Memo from NLC Protective Services received 8th November 2002 
Memo from NLC Community Services received 31st October 2002 
Letter from S.E.P.A.(West) received 12th November 2002 
Letter from Scottish Natural Heritage received 31 st October 2002 

Letter from Karen Whitefield MSP,Constituency Office, 135 Station Road, Shotts, ML7 4BJ received 5th 
November 2002. 
Letter from Councillor James Robertson,Member Services, Ward 18, PO Box 14, Civic Centre, 
Motherwell received 1 st November 2002. 
Letter from John Wilson,7 Bridgend, Shotts, ML7 4EX, received 27th November 2002. 
Letter from Petition Sent To Councillor James Robertson,l07 Dyfrig Street, Shotts, ML7 4DE received 
10th December 2002. 
Letter from David Mackie,21 Bridgend, Shotts, ML7 4EX received 11 th December 2002. 

Southern Area Local Plan Finalised Draft (Modified 2001) 

Any person wishing to inspect these documents should contact Richard Cartwright at 01698 302128. 



APPLICATION NO. S/02/01099/FUL 

REPORT 

1. 

1.1 

1.2 

1.3 

2. 

2.1 

2.2 

3. 

3.1 

3.2 

Description of Site and Proposal 

The application site of 0.37 hectares lies off the south side of Calderhead Road, Shotts, at the 
eastern edge of the Calderhead Industrial Area. Other industrial and business land adjoins the 
site to the north and west, to the east is open countryside land, whilst adjoining the site to the 
south is an established residential area of Bridge End and Burnside Crescent. 

Full planning permission is sought to use the existing commercial warehouse building, with its 
associated yard, as a Clinical Waste Transfer Station, for Healthcare Environmental Services. 
This company already uses the premises for offices, warehousing and as a base for light 
commercial vehicles. At present, use is restricted by conditions on the current planning consent 
to a Class 4 Business Use (which is suitable for a residential area), with hours restricted to 
0730-1730 on Monday to Fridays and 0800-1300 on Saturdays. The current application seeks 
consent for vehicle movements to take place between the hours of 0700 and 2200 (with an 
estimated 20 movements per day) and for work inside the building to be allowed on a 24 hour 
basis. It should be noted that this application has been modified from the original submissions, 
to delete any aspect of waste processing from the proposal. A variety of clinical waste would be 
delivered, all in sealed and colour-coded/labelled bags, for sorting and transfer into larger 
containers for subsequent onward delivery to points of disposal. It is estimated that a further 10 
local jobs would be created by this proposal, if approved. 

Resurfacing of the external areas in block paving at the front and concrete for the yard area at 
the rear is proposed as part of the application. 9 staff car parking plus 2 visitor surfaced spaces 
would be provided, with an area for container parking shown within the rear yard, enclosed by 
an existing 2.2 metre high palisade security fence. 

Development Plan 

The site is zoned within an Established Industrial and Business Area in the Southern Area Local 
Plan Finalised Draft (Modified 2001), to which Policy IND8 applies. Also relevant are Policies 
IND9 on Assessing Applications for Industrial and Business Development, Policy ENV5 on 
Assessment of Environmental Impact and Policy HSG8 on protecting the character and amenity 
of Established Housing Areas (which adjoins the site to the south). 

In the adopted Shotts Local Plan from 1982, this site was within a former bing area identified as 
Project Area 2: BridgendlGraystonelee for recreational use. 

Consultations and Representations 

SEPA have commented that this proposal would require either a Waste Management License 
or Permit from themselves, and also that foul and surface water drainage details would need to 
be agreed with Scottish Water. The Health and Safety Executive have made no response to 
their consultation. 

NLC Protective Services have responded to this application by requesting that a human health 
and environmental risk assessment be submitted by the applicant, in particular addressing any 
potential for emission and odour problems. They also requested that a Noise Assessment be 
submitted, in view of housing nearby. Additional information has now been received from the 
applicant, and I comment on this further under my Planning Assessment below. 



3.3 NLC Transportation Section have commented on this application that the parking and turning 
area available for an operation involving an average of 20 commercial vehicle movements per 
day is inadequate. 

3.4 Scottish Natural Heritage have no objection to this application, NLC Community Services have 
requested that the frontage area of the site be replanted with low groundcovers and covered 
with gravel, to keep the area free of weeds. 

3.5 In terms of third party responses, a 314 signature petition objecting to this application has been 
submitted, via Karen Whitefield MSP and. local Councillor James Robertson. Points of objection 
raised by the petition are: 
(a) substantial disturbance by increased traffic and noise pollution (including at unsociable 

hours); 
(b) concern at the lack of environmental and health risk assessment (in the original 

application submission) 

In addition, both Karen Whitefield MSP and Councillor Robertson have sent individual letters of 
representations, raising the following concerns: 
(a) 
(b) 
(c) 
(d) 

(e) 

3.6 

disturbance from traffic and plant noise; 
no environmental or health risk assessments were submitted with the original application: 
potential disturbance from proposed night-time external lighting; 
the proposal is not in keeping with the hours and noise restrictions placed on companies 
in this area through existing planning conditions; 
environmental and health risks, including a potential attraction to vermin in the adjacent 
Curry Burn. 

3.7 Two individual letters of objection have been received from residents of Bridge End, 
immediately to the south. These raise the following points of concern: 

(i) unsociable hours noise disturbance, including from HGV vehicle movements late into the 
evening; the three local factory units of Nicol Boilers, CPA and Healthcare Environmental 
Services currently have no evening or weekend working allowed; 

(ii) risk to health and environment; 
(iii) the site lies only 20 metres from the rear of the nearest house of 21 Bridge End (NB in 

fact the site lies 13 metres from the curtilege of No. 21 and approximately 30 metres from 
the house itself); 

(iv) this is an unsuitable location for the proposal, with over 100 houses and children’s playing 
fields nearby; 

(v) there a risk of waste entering the Curry Burn (which lies close by to the southeast) and as 
associated vermin risk; 

(vi) potential for unpleasant odours; 
(vii) risk of spillages; 
(viii) 
(ix) 

particular objection is made to the waste processing element of the original application; 
the Precautionary Principle should be favoured and this application refused 

4. Planning Assessment and Conclusions 

4.1 This application is from a local company wishing to expand its operation, create approximately 
10 new jobs and help meet a need in the Scottish health sector for a facility to assist in its 
disposal of clinical waste. There are, however, three key issues which require careful 
assessment: the potential for noise disturbance during unsociable hours; the suitability of the 
site for its proposed use, taking account of any potential for other forms of environmental 
pollution and the precautionary principle of sustainable development; and the adequacy of the 
site for associated commercial vehicle turning, parking and delivery requirements. I will examine 
each of these issues in turn, in the light of available information, development plan and Scottish 
Executive guidance and concerns raised by consultation and third party responses. 



4.2 

4.3 

4.4 

4.5 

The main potential for noise disturbance from this application is from noise associated with 
commercial delivery vehicles. An average of 20 vehicle movements per day is forecast by the 
applicant and consent is sought for deliveries to take place up to 2200 hours. At present this 
and the adjoining Nicol Boilers property are subject to planning conditions restricting evening 
and weekend working. I consider that, with the nearest house only 30 metres from the proposed 
delivery yard, there is a potential for significant noise disturbance to be caused in the quieter 
evening hours by engines running, doors slamming etc. The applicant has failed to submit a 
detailed Noise Impact Assessment which adequately addresses these concerns. 

The potential for an unacceptable noise nuisance to nearby residential properties is contrary to 
Southern Area Local Plan Policies IND 9, HSG 8 and ENV 5. It is also contrary to the Scottish 
Executive’s Planning Advice Note and Circular on Planning and Noise, from which the following 
extracts are taken: 
“Planning Authorities should generally aim to ensure that development does not cause 
unacceptable noise disturbance”. (PAN 56, paragraph 17) 
“New development which generates a high level of noise or involves noisy activities should, 
where possible, be sited away from noise sensitive land uses”. (which includes housing) 
(Circular 1011 999, paragraph 5) 

I turn now to consider the suitability of this site for its proposed use, taking account of the 
potential for other forms of environmental pollution, eg from odours, emissions, spillages and 
external lighting, concerns which have all been raised in third party objections. The presence of 
both the Curry Burn and the nearest residential curtilage only 13 metres away down the hill to 
the southeast make these concerns particularly relevant. The applicant has confirmed that all 
deliveries of waste will be in sealed, marked bags or containers and has, in response to my 
request, submitted additional information by letters and a Risk and Noise Assessment 
document prepared by consultants. The following extracts are taken from these submissions: 
“As with all waste there are UK guidelines for storage of certain waste streams, we as a 
company will work closely with SEPA to ensure that our waste management licence meets all 
UK guidelines. We therefore do not foresee any issues with odour as all waste will be contained 
within sealed units or refrigeration equipment where necessary. Within the current building we 
plan to have refrigeration equipment on site to be used as back up for any potential odour 
issues”. (Letter received 1 7‘h December 2002) 
“Waste will not be disposed of, or incinerated, on this site and therefore no fumes or gases will 
be emitted to the atmosphere. If any unpleasant smell is created by the waste this waste will 
immediately be removed and transported to an appropriate licensed disposal site”. 
(Risk Assessment received 17th January 2003) 
“In terms of preventative and protective measures against the potential hazard from smell and 
attraction of pests, all waste will be cleared at regular intervals and monitoring will be required. 
Where pests are detected immediate action will be taken to eradicate, and regular inspections 
will be required to ensure absence of pests”. (Extracted from page 3 of Risk Assessment 
Tables) 
“We look to invest further with the upylade of the surrounding area with new drain and 
concreted yard areas”. (Letter received 17 January 2003) 
“We intend to illuminate the external areas with sodium/halogen-powered lighting; all areas will 
have sufficient lighting during hours of darkness”. (Letter received 2!jth November 2002) 

In terms of the potential for significant environmental or health problems arising from odours, 
emissions, spillages or pests, it is difficult to be conclusive about the degree of risks involved 
from the information which has been submitted. However, that some element of risk of odours 
and pests would appear evident from the above quotes from the applicant‘s submissions. 
Southern Area Local Plan Policy HSG 8 requires the amenity of Established Housing Areas 
(which adjoin the application site to the south) to be protected, and Policies IND 9 and ENV 5 
require a judgement to be made on the suitability of a proposal for the character of an area. 
Also relevant is paragraph 34 of Scottish Executive National Planning Policy Guidance 10 on 
Planning and Waste Management. This explains the precautionary principle (one of the 
principles for sustainable development, and which is referred to in a third party letter) as taking 
action fo avoid Dossible environmental damage when the scienfific evidence for actina is ,- - - -  ~ - 



inconclusive but the potential damage could be great to the local or wider environment. Planning 
authorities are in these circumstances urged to consider whether planning permission should be 
refused, or granted subject to conditions. 

4.6 The issue of disturbance from external lighting has also been raised in third party 
representations. I consider, however, that the application site’s relationship with nearby housing, 
at a higher level than immediately adjoining properties, in such that this could be adequately 
controlled by condition, in the event of approval of the application. 

4.7 My overall assessment, based on all the available information, concerns and policy background 
set out above, is that the potential for various forms of environmental pollution, taken together 
with a likelihood of an unacceptable impact from noise on the adjoining residential area, makes 
this an unsuitable site for the proposed development and warrants its refusal. 

4.8 I now turn to assess the proposal in terms of the proposed access, turning, delivery and parking 
arrangements, in particular for the commercial vehicles which would be transporting the waste 
material. The space available within the site for the turning, delivery and parking of the 
anticipated commercial vehicle movements, together with the container parking proposed within 
the rear secured yard, is limited and would appear insufficient to serve the requirements of this 
proposal. This is contrary to the principles of Southern Area Local Plan Policy TR13 and I would 
therefore also recommend refusal on these grounds. 

4.9 In conclusion, and for the reasons set out in the summary report and detailed above, I 
recommend refusal of this application. 



NORTH LANARKSHIRE COUNCIL 
SUPPLEMENTARY REPORT 

Date: 1 st April 2003 

b o :  ~ PLANNING AND ENVIRONMENT COMMITTEE 1 Subject: PLANNING APPLICATION 

Ref: S/02/01099/FUL 

NO. S/02/01099/FUL 
PROPOSED CLINICAL WASTE 
TRANSFER STATION, 100 From: DIRECTOR OF PLANNING AND ENVIRONMENT 

1. 

1.1 

2. 

2.1 

3. 

3.1 

3.2 

Purpose of Report 

This report is to inform Members about the contents of two letters received from the applicant for this 
proposal, since the preparation of my original Committee Report. 

My original report on this application for a Clinical Waste Transfer Station is attached. Following receipt 
of a letter from the applicant on 18‘h February 2003 in response to this report, members resolved at the 
Planning & Environment Committee held on lgth February 2003 to hold a site visit and hearing on this 
application, On 20th March a second letter was received from the applicant making some additional 
points. This supplementary report sets out the points made in Healthcare Environmental Services’ 
letters dated I 8th February and 20th March and also my comments on the issues raised. 

Points made bv HES on Noise and Environmental Pollution 

Lorries would come to the site at pre-booked times between 0700 and 2000 hours. 

Comments 

1. The hours now stated do not agree with the applicant‘s previous letter dated 30th January 
2003 (which stated 0700 - 2200 for deliveries), nor the original application (which stated 0600 
- 2200 on 365 days per year). 
As stated in my original report, the applicant has failed to submit a detailed noise assessment 
which adequately addresses concerns about the potential for noise disturbance. 

2. 

Noise has been shown to be well below government guidelines for noise production. 

Comments 

1. This claim may relate to the following statement taken from the applicant’s submitted noise 
report, which refers to noise in the industrial workplace, as opposed to any assessment of the 
noise impact on nearby residential properties, which has not been provided. 

2. 

“Any significant noise levels emitted from this yard would be restricted to the movement and 
operation of vehicles only. The size of the yard will restrict the amount of vehicles that can 
operate simultaneously. It is unlikely that more than one vehicle would be operated at any 
one time, however, even with two trucks operating simultaneously within the yard, the average 
noise levels measured at Location 1 would be unlikely to exceed 75db. This is approximately 
1/3 of the level of noise that would be considered hazardous within the industrial 
environment.” 
The same noise report submitted by the applicant states: “Due to the size and layout of the 
yard it is unlikely that more than two vehicles would be able to operate at any one time.” 

20.3Amended02-01099-ful 



3.3 It has been proved within our noise assessment that vehicles will not generate a noise nuisance, as the 
background noise from the main road is generating higher levels than our vehicles. Engines will be 
switched off when parked in the rear compound and a traffic system within the building will reduce noise 
further. 

Comments 

NLC Protective Services do not accept that the noise report submitted demonstrates that no noise 
nuisance will be caused, and requested more information in a full Noise Impact Assessment, which has 
not been provided. 

Any company would potentially cause environmental pollution and this should not be a basis to refuse 
planning permission. 

3.4 

Comments 

The potential for environmental pollution is a material consideration in the determination of a planning 
application which requires assessment, and this is included in my original report. 

4. 

4.1 

Points made bv HES on Adeauacv of Yardspace for Commercial Vehicle Turning and Parkinq 

The site offers sufficient off-road parking. 

4.2 Whilst there would be a maximum of 20 vehicles per day entering the site, some would deliver two 
loads per day. 

4.3 There would be an average of 3 vehicles on site at any one time (during the day) and 6 vehicles could 
continue to be parked (overnight) within the building (letter dated 18.2.03). 

4.4 An estimated 8 HGVs could be parked within the warehouse building, an estimated 15 HGVs in the 
rear yard area, with further parking if necessary on the shared access area between their building and 
the adjoining CPA building. The MOT consider parking facilities adequate for the operator’s licence 
which has been applied for. 

Cornrnen ts 

1. I concur with NLC Transportation Section’s views that a commercial turning facility, which is 
required for a proposal such as this, does not appear to be achievable, and also that sufficient 
HGV overnight parking is required and it has not been demonstrated that this can be 
achieved. 
The applicant’s letter dated 20th November 2002 states that 20 vehicle movements per day is 
a more realistic estimate (than the original application, which stated IO), as they will be 
seeking a licence to accept 13 tonnes of (light and bulky) clinical waste per day. An operators 
licence will be sought for 16 vehicles, though not all will be present at once. 
No precise forecast of the numbers and sizes of future vehicle movements and overnight 
stays has been presented. 
It has not been demonstrated by an acceptable site layout plan that there is sufficient space 
within the site for this proposal’s associated commercial vehicle parking and manoeuvring 
requirements, and therefore I consider the application warrants refusal on these grounds. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. Other Points made bv Healthcare Environmental Services 

5.1 Approximately 10 much needed local jobs would be created (to add to the present number of 11 employees), 
the proposal would meet a need in the Scottish Healthcare sector, the application is vital for the company’s 
long term growth, and RSA funding has been secured. 

20.3Amended02-01099-fuI 



Comments 

With the exception of RSA funding, no new points are raised and I have nothing to add to my original report. 

The proposal would help reduce overall transport movements. 

Comments 

Whilst such an overall reduction would be welcome, this does not outweigh my concerns. 

The company will appeal any refusal of planning permission. 

Comments 

The applicant of course has a right of appeal to the Scottish Executive if the application is refused. 

5.2 

5.3 

6. Recommendations 

6.1 I recommend refusal of the application for the reasons set out in my original report. 

David M. Porch 
DIRECTOR OF PLANNING AND ENVIRONMENT 
(lgth March 2003) 

Local Government Access to Information Act: for further information about this report, please contact Richard 
Cartwright, on 01698 302128. 

20.3Amended02-01099-ful 


