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Draft minute from Environment and Performance Committee meeting 

held 8 November 2018 

 
Subject: STATEMENT OF COMMUNITY CONSULTATION 

BOSTON ALTERNATIVE ENERGY FACILITY 
 

The Deputy Chief Executive addressed the committee and prior to presenting the 
report, referenced a list of questions Cllr Alison Austin had submitted to the 
applicant, during a one to one session she had held with them.  Those questions and 
answers had kindly been circulated for the meeting as the Deputy Chief Executive 
felt they would be of benefit to the meeting and thanked Councillor Austin for 
providing them. 
 
Presenting the report, members were advised that there were only two aspects for 
their consideration within the report tabled:  the first was the statement of the 
consultation whereby members were asked to consider if it was reasonable, and if 
not, to identify any consultation areas which may have been missed. (Members were 
referenced to the previous Boston Barrier Consultation which was also an NSIP 
project and asked to identify any issues which arose when communities had been 
engaged at the enquiry stage.  They were further reminded that PINS advised that 
as much information be sought up-front in the pre-application part of the process as 
that was the point where influence on the final project would be submitted to the 
DCO).   
 
Members were asked to consider how they would engage with their own residents 
and the wider borough in terms in the adequacy of the Statement of Consultation. 
The second part required consideration as to whether or not the information provided 
was sufficient to clearly identify what the proposal and structure was.  Boston 
Borough Council was acting as a consultee in the process because the project was 
of public interest due to its scale and size and the potential outcomes.  Once 
committee had commented, Cabinet would also be approached to seek their views.  
Further stages of consultation would take place, but the report tabled was only the 
initial stage and the role of committee was purely to identify if the consultation 
process in place was adequate.   Members were referred to paragraph 1.4 of the 
report which set out the purpose of why there was a Statement of Community 
Consultation and also to the appendix which was set out in greater detail.  They were 
asked to reference the actual proposal which was detailed on page 23, and then 
advised that paragraph 3.2 provided a summary of what the developers were intent 
on doing: paragraph 3.3 identifying outstanding information which need to be 
captured.  Consultation responses from Council Officer’s and from the Environment 
Agency were also provided.   
 
Summarising her opening overview of the report the Deputy Chief Executive 
suggested committee address the two aspects separately in their deliberation, with 
consideration firstly to the proposed consultation process and identify missing areas, 
followed by the second task of the report which was to identify any missing 
information. 
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The Portfolio Holder interjected at this point in the proceedings and stated he felt that 
the round of exhibitions which had already taken place would not be the last and he 
hoped further consultation in village halls and drop in centres would be taking place: 
he stated he felt confident that there would be enough effort put into consultation.  
 
The Deputy Chief Executive concurred with the Portfolio Holder stressing to 
committee that this was their opportunity to articulate what they expected to see, 
including consultations at all village halls.  The Portfolio Holder responded that he 
also hoped that hub for a visitor centre would be provided to allow members of the 
public to drop in and view the proposal and ask questions. 

 
(At this point in the proceedings Councillor Alison Austin asked that it be recorded 
that she was both the County Councillor and Ward Member for the proposed site 
area.  She stated the only reason she had been afforded a one to one session had 
been due to her being unable to attend the scheduled member consultation, due to a 
long standing commitment elsewhere.  As such she had needed the one to one to 
ensure she was fully aware of the project, ahead of it being made public to her 
constituents) 

 
Committee deliberation followed with the following concerns, comments and 
questions being raised in respect of the report tabled.    (A summary of suggestions 
in respect of the two key areas for response and for the Deputy Chief Officer to take 
forward, is attached to the minute). 
 
A member voiced concern that Alternative Use Boston Project Ltd (AUBP) had only 
been incorporate in 2017 with no accounts being available.  Whilst the project plan 
had been submitted there was no financial plan which the member stressed, would 
have been provided with any established business.  Further concern noted use of 
public money and the impact on the public purse the development would have. The 
same member also noted concerns about hazardous waste travelling through the 
town via road and how it would be controlled.  Concluding the member also noted 
the size of project and asked if eventually, overseas waste would need to be sourced 
to maintain the output resulting in a loss of control of the waste. 
In response the Deputy Chief Executive referenced the member to page 4 of the list 
of questions circulated by Cllr Austin which noted road haulage and identified the 
hazardous substances that would be carried on the roads. The member was advised 
that should the project be approved by the Secretary of State it would be a highly 
regulated facility with the Environment Agency having full control through an 
operating permit: a permit would not be issued until they evidenced sound 
construction.  The origin of waste was not something that could be controlled by the 
Council as it was a system regulated by the Environment Agency.  What the Council 
could ask for would be greater clarity in respect of the nature of the waste.  Noting 
the comments in respect of public money being used, members were reassured that 
the Council was making no contribution to the project and how the project would be 
financed was a private matter. The Company AUBP had been created solely to deal 
with the project which was common practice in such large projects, once the project 
was concluded the company would likely be dissolved. 
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The Portfolio Holder stated that if possible, the applicant could be encouraged to 
provide a new link road from the football stadium roundabout, across the fields 
directly to the Marsh Lane area.  It would be of benefit to the new facility and the 
businesses and homes in that area.  
 
Referencing the technical information within the report a member questioned the 
amount of homes that would be powered by the supply of electricity generated.  He 
noted the general production of power was 102 megawatts gross with 22 megawatts 
being used to power the facility.  Referencing the intended 185.000 homes to be 
powered the member felt it to be ambitious and unreasonable amount.  The member 
further voiced strong concerns about the toxins the site would create, citing nitrous 
oxide, hydrogen dioxide and sulphur dioxide and even possibly hydrogen cyanide. 
The report provided no detail on any emissions and it was unknown what 
components were likely to be emitted from the process and whether they were 
dangerous.  The site was in proximity to residential areas and the information in 
respect of emissions should be clear, along with full details of any hazards and also 
how much carbon dioxide would be produced annually bearing in mind current 
issues in respect of reducing the carbon footprint.  Furthermore there was no 
information advising if medical waste would be processed on the site, nor any detail 
on the cost of the electricity to the National Grid. 
Responding the Deputy Chief Executive advised she had been checking figures and 
noted 1 megawatt was a million watts so the report showed 1 megawatt could 
provide electricity for 164 homes per year. Furthermore she reiterated that 
committee were not making a decision; the report was not a planning application but 
an initial informative seeking the committee’s comments only on its consultation 
process and on the information provided. 
 
Noting a point of clarification The Head of Environmental Operations confirmed that 
the fuel used to fuel the gasification process was household derived, it was what was 
in the green bin for Boston residents (known as RDF – Refuse derived fuel). 
Members were further advised that the process was one of gasification and not 
incineration as some members had stated. The waste was not burnt like in Lincoln 
Energy from Waste facility, it was technically a different process and members 
should refrain from using the term incineration and use the term gasification. 
 
A further member questioned what experience and expertise the applicant had in 
operating such a facility.  He also sought reassurance that the company were 
competent at what they did as he felt that the report did not demonstrate proof of any 
similar experience elsewhere.  The members also voiced concern at a lack of any 
advice in the report of any issues or problems experienced at any similar facilities 
along with a lack of a case of safety which should have been provided for such a 
dangerous site. 
Advice was provided that Royal Haskoning were an experienced developer and also 
that AUBP who were the promoter had been actively engaged in industrial 
development in Boston since 2004 
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Stating he was not as concerned as fellow members and suggesting that committee 
have more faith, a Councillor voiced support of the project, stating that Boston was a 
growing town.  He stated the primary issue was that of consultation and referencing 
paragraph 6.42 of the report, suggested that the statement was ambiguous with the 
words ‘proposed to do’ and that the matter of the translation should be done 
automatically with the material being placed where ethnic minority groups 
congregated.    
 
Furthermore he stated that legislation in respect of such facilities was rigorous and 
he doubted any developer could wittingly pollute neighbouring areas.    He felt 
reassured that only UK waste from Green Bins would be used with no overseas 
waste being processed and also that the goods would be transported by river and 
not by road.  Addressing concerns about a lack of experience by the developer, the 
member noted page 8 of the report which stated that the developer AUBP – had 
indeed been involved with similar plant projects, not least in selling a power station to 
Aviva.   
 
Referencing the Pollution Air Control system which was supposed to be in place a 
member voiced concern that information about it was not detailed and that further 
knowledge on how the system actually works was required.   
 
A member voiced her concern that there had been no link to signposting of other 
documents which were available in respect of the overall project which she felt would 
have answered a lot more questions for members and offered more reassurance and 
encouraged members to have a look if they had time to do so. The member further 
noted the volume of consultation exercises undertaken during the previous large 
project within the town and stated that no matter how many strands of public 
consultation were provided, it was not possible to force people to attend or become 
engaged with the project.  The member suggested issuing of information on more 
social media strands be used to encourage younger people to be made aware. 
Responding the Deputy Chief Executive once again stated that committee were 
consulting purely on the consultation document at this point in the proceedings.  She 
noted if a 220 page document issued generally people were less likely to read the 
fully document as against part thereof.  Equally part of actual engagement in the 
consultation process was not to overload people but to focus on the requisite part of 
the document as required by the developer.   
 
The Portfolio Holder then added that once the news was released further media 
promotion would be needed in respect of the significant job creation opportunities the 
development would create.  Whilst the initial construction would require up to 400 
workers which would include specialist workers from outside the local area, once 
completed the site itself would create between 80 / 100 posts and of course there 
would also be the secondary layer of employment with the local supply chains.  The 
development would require product; equipment and servicing along with other things 
and local companies should be afforded the opportunity to tender for such contracts.  



  Appendix D 

 
 

It needed to be recognised that such a new development would also attract new 
business. 
 

 
At this point in the proceedings the Deputy Chief Executive whilst agreeing the points 
raised were important, asked members to focus on the reasons for the report and to 
address the proposed consultation process. 
 
 

 A member who stated he felt the consultation proposed was not very 
imaginative and suggested that all 6th form pupils at the senior schools within 
the borough be consulted.  He noted that by the time of the delivery of the 
site, many of the said pupils would be working and living within the 
town/borough.  It was important to consult with the students not only to gain a 
different perspective but they would probably discuss the subject with their 
parents thus providing a further strand for the consultation. 

 
 A number of members agreed that they wanted to see something innovative 

in the consultation throughout the lifetime of the project:  whilst traditional 
social media was good, new ways of consulting were needed to be sourced to 
engage a younger demographic.   It was agreed that more research into 
technology to identify how today’s modern companies worked was needed 
with Boston comms and that the Council itself needed to signpost events and 
run its own articles to keep abreast of the consultation events to capture local 
people. 

 
 The Chairman asked for regular briefings at each stage of the NSIP with a 

presentation to members to allow information to be provided at the right point.  
This would ensure all members were able to update and advise their 
constituents. 

 
 Referencing paragraph 6.42 of the report a member suggested that the 

statement was ambiguous with the words ‘proposed to do’ and that the matter 
of the translation should be done automatically with the translated material 
being placed where ethnic minority groups congregated to try to reach those 
groups who proved hard to consult with. 

 
 A member noted the recent mail drop identified in paragraph 6.4.4 which 

covered a five kilometre radius of the site and questioned why it had not taken 
place in Wyberton. Another member advised that some residents in that area 
had received the mail drop and concern was raised that not all residents may 
have been contacted and it was agreed that the developer be made aware of 
the concern. It was further agreed to extend the radius of the consultation 
area from 5 kilometres to between 7 – 10 kilometres this would enable other 
wards within the borough which would be subject to impact by the 
development in a variety of ways – road haulage; construction vehicles and 
noise plus other, to be able to comments.     
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 Referencing the consultation events noted under 9.3 of the report members 
asked if additional locations could be added.  It was agreed that Rochford 
Tower Hall in Fishtoft; Wyberton Parish Hall, Trinity Church Hall and Kirton 
Town Hall all be added to the list of venues for further consultation events. 

 
 
 
 

 Members further agreed that the additional ‘drop-in’ centres could be used for 
the pre-app consultation allowing consultation to be locality based to capture 
local feelings and then noted that should the Secretary of State accept the 
application then a hub would be developed to provide a pool of information 
available for people to drop-in and ask questions.  It was suggested that the 
developer may erect a building on the perimeter of the site for security 
purposes which could also act as a hub but as any intent for a hub was 
unknown, and having seen how successful the hub for the Barrier project had 
been, committee agreed that they recommend of a community hub be 
provided. 

   
 The Head of Environmental Operations further added that the household 

waste recycling centre in Boston could be used as an information site for data 
on the development.  The site was heavily used and could offer an alternative 
site for promotion / distribution of information for the project. 

  
 Referencing the consultation process for the Barrier a member suggested that 

the developer be asked to liaise with the EA in respect of lessons learnt by 
them, during their own consultation process on the Barrier with local people.  
It was recommended that an approach be made to see if they may be 
prepared to share feedback on their experience 

 

Having agreed the above points in respect of the consultation process committee 
moved to identify outstanding information it felt was missing and needed to be 
captured to further expand the consultation: 
 

 Clarification of the number of homes the site would power was required as a 
member felt the information and conversions to be questionable. 

 
 A breakdown of the expected pollutants from gasification was needed to 

identify any emissions expected.  Advice on where the pollutants would go / 
how they would be gotten rid of was also requested. 

 
 How much CO2 would be generated from the site and would the level 

fluctuate. 
 

 Would any medical waste ever be processed at the site and if so what control 
measures would be in place for it 

 
 Would there be any charge for Electricity to National Grid and if so what would 

it be. 
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 Could a list of stakeholders be provided? 

 
 Further expansion around both light pollution and air pollution was required to 

enable residents to understand any likely impact. 
 

 Advice on where the ash pellets end up once they leave the site and also on 
what they are used for. 

 
 
 
General comments outside of the consultation and information feedback are noted 
below -  

 
 A member asked for enquiries to be made to see what, if any, funding 

streams were available for local communities / groups in respect of mitigating 
the effects of the development on the area.  Information to be provided and 
the Council to offer assistance in order to make the application as best as 
possible to help them get the monies.  The construction period would be long 
and there would be inconvenience to residents. 
 

 The Deputy Chief Executive to liaise with both the Environmental Health and 
Planning departments to ascertain what impact and harm the construction 
might cause and at what radius from the actual site. 

 
 Local residents / businesses should be made aware of any tendering 

opportunities for the development with details made available of how to 
approach the developer. 

 
 A member stated they had had a chance meeting with a local company where 

the MD stated they had already been having talks with the developer for many 
months about the product they would be manufacturing for the developer.   

 
 The inclusion of a link road from the roundabout direct to the site should be 

pursued as the benefits whilst predominantly benefitting the developer for 
access to the site would also benefit local residents and businesses.  
 

 Could soft landscaping and planting be incorporated alongside the hard 
landscaping with larger specimens that would establish quicker and provide 
screening to integrate the site into the landscape. 
 

 
 
RECOMMENDED:    That due to the significant volume of response, draft minutes to 
be produced and issued to committee members for their consideration.  The Deputy 
Chief Executive to be delegated powers in consultation with the Chairman Councillor 
Judith Skinner to agree the final draft of the minutes and the official response and 
then issue the document for Cabinet without the need to reconvene the Environment 
and Performance committee to agree the final response.  
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It is recorded that this draft minute is agreed by the Deputy Chief Executive and the 
Chairman of the Environment and Performance Committee Councillor Judith 
Skinner, and that the hard copy of this minute to be signed off by both parties within 
the hard copy of the final minutes issued for the next scheduled meeting of the 
committee on 8 January 2019. 
 


