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1.  BACKGROUND AND SITE 

 
Coronation Nursery is an existing glasshouse Nursery, specialising in growing 
cucumbers and peppers.  An application was made to Essex County Council, as 
Waste Planning Authority, in June 2011 for a wet anaerobic digestion (AD) plant 
including combined heat and power with a justification largely revolving around a 
need to increase business viability. 
 
The facility was proposed to be constructed over part of the existing glasshouses, 
to the west of the Nursery as a whole.  It was proposed that the facility would 
accept up to 15,000 tonnes of waste per annum; predominantly commercial food 
waste, source separated kitchen waste and organic waste from the Nursery itself.  
It was suggested that as this ‘waste’ decomposed, as part of the AD process, the 
methane gas produced would be fed into a gas engine to produce electricity and 
heat for use on site and for export.  In addition the carbon dioxide and fertiliser by-
product would be utilised on site and/or in respect of the fertiliser exported to 
nearby agricultural/horticultural industries as available and necessary. 
 
The application was refused, under delegated powers, in October 2011 for five 
reasons; inappropriate development in the Green Belt; loss of glasshouse 
development; landscape impact; inadequate information to demonstrate no ecology 
impact; and inadequate information to demonstrate no unacceptable impacts on 
health and amenity.   
 

2.  CURRENT POSITION 
 
An appeal was lodged against the refusal and the case was determined by way of 
a hearing held on 26 July 2012.  The Planning Inspector’s decision, which was 
subsequently issued on 26 October 2012, is attached at Appendix 1. 
 
The Inspector in determination of the appeal considered the main issues in this 
case were: 
 

i. “The nature and scale of the benefit accruing from the proposed 
development, for the Nursery business itself and generally. 

ii. The adverse effects of the proposed facility. 
iii. Whether the harm to the Green Belt through inappropriate development and 

any other harm is clearly outweighed by other considerations and, if so, 
whether very special circumstances exist that justify inappropriate 
development in the Green Belt.” 

 
In context of the above the Inspector notes “there are clear synergies between the 
main activity at Coronation Nursery…and the proposed recycling facility”.  That 
being said the Inspector, at paragraph 13, goes on to state that the “benefits need 
to be considered in light of the fact that…Coronation Nursery itself generates only 
around 300 tonnes of organic per annum (tpa).  But the capacity of the proposed 
facility would be 15,000 tpa and the assessments of power/heat production and 
consumption seem to be on, the basis of it operating at that level.  Thus almost all 



 

   
 

of the waste would be imported from external sources yet to be confirmed.  
Evidence for the appellant also indicated that some 15% of the compost produced 
would be used on-site, with the remaining 85% being exported.”  Concluding that 
on balance, in relation to point (i), the proposal would “bring only limited benefits in 
terms of public interest.” 
 
Further to the above the Inspector goes on, in respect of point (ii), at paragraph 29, 
that the “proposed facility would be harmful and contrary to policy in a number of 
respects”.  Concluding that the proposed facility “would not meet the criteria in 
WLP policies W7C and W8C... (and) fail to meet the requirement of LP policy CP2 
(Protecting the Quality of the Rural and Urban Landscape), especially in respect of 
conserving countryside character, in particular its landscape, and protecting 
countryside for its own sake.”  
 
In relation to the Green Belt, and point (iii), the Inspector, at paragraph 30, 
considers that in this case that the benefits to the proposal “are not sufficient to 
outweigh the harm through inappropriateness and in other respects” and as such 
concludes that “very special circumstances…do not exist in this case”. 
 
Accordingly, in view of the above, the appeal was dismissed. 
 
    

 LOCAL MEMBER NOTIFICATION 
 
EPPING FOREST – North Weald and Nazeing 
HARLOW – Harlow West 
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