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WHITEMOSS HAZARDOUS 

WASTE SITE  

MYTHS AND TRUTHS 
 

Myth: We all create waste and the extension is needed for Lancashire’s 
waste. 

 
Truth: There is sufficient capacity in existing hazardous waste sites in the 

North West to last for over 70 years. 
 

Evidence presented by ARROW based on Environment Agency data (36) at an 
Examination in Public into the County Council’s Local Waste Plan in 2011 

demonstrated that there is over 5 million cubic metres of unused capacity in 

hazardous waste sites sufficient to last for over 70 years. As a result the proposal to 
extend Whitemoss was removed from the Lancashire Local Waste Plan in 2012.   

 
Myth: We need the proposed extension to support recycling 

 
Truth: Hazardous waste landfilling isn’t needed to support genuine recycling 

 
The company claim we should support the activities at Whitemoss because they take 

the hazardous by-products from recycling processes and regeneration of brownfield 
sites. Whitemoss recycles and treats waste before landfilling. 

 
The treatment and recycling that takes place at Whitemoss can be described as 

partial. This is why it leaves a residue that requires landfilling. When used properly 
and on site, alternative systems create little or no waste 

 

Most of what goes to Whitemoss is contaminated soil. Many forms of hazardous waste 
from old industrial sites and historical pollution can be dealt with through various 

biological, organic and technical treatments on site. It is shortsighted to dig and 
dump contaminated soil. For example fungi can be used to clean up contaminated 

soils on site. (3-6) Thermal desorption is another technique that uses heat to enable 
contaminants to be removed or separated from soil or sludge. This is not incineration. 

   
Hazardous waste landfilling survives because it is cheaper than the more sustainable 

alternatives. It doesn't reliably cover the full cost of damage to the environment from 
disposal and this is one of the reasons why landfill manages to remain cheaper 

 
Hazardous material from televisions and computer monitors is landfilled unnecessarily 

at Whitemoss. A company called Nulife Glass Processing, in Irlam, Manchester has 
developed technology for recycling the cathode ray tubes from TVs and old style 

computer screens that are landfilled at Whitemoss. As well as separating the lead 
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from the glass the process extracts the phosphor and results in clean materials that 

can be reused in industrial processes.  
 

Simon Greer, of Nulife Ltd said: “The process has no emissions, creates no waste and 

avoids export of hazardous material around the globe.” 
 

 

 
A pair of cuff links made with glass taken from old TVs was presented to Boris 
Johnson in June 2010 by Nulife Ltd. 

 
Does Whitemoss takes the waste from recycling processes including that 

from Nulife Limited? 
 

The Nulife system does not create waste. If material is going to landfill from them, it 
is probably material that could be recycled. 

 
Myth: Skelmersdale has only 2 landfill sites 

 

Truth: Skelmersdale is surrounded by 13 landfill sites 
 

There are 11 landfill sites within 5 km of Skelmersdale, which are filled and closed as 
well as 2 active one. It is irresponsible to disregard landfill sites that are filled and 

closed as it is accepted that they will continue to pollute the surrounding soil, air and 
water for hundreds of years after closure (2).   

Waste Management Paper 26B (1995) points out: “It is now recognized that this 
[total containment and isolation of wastes] is unattainable and that it may be more 

responsible to design for controlled release than to attempt indefinite containment”.  
Site aftercare is not seen as foolproof. The area in an around Skelmersdale has a far 



  

  

P
ag

e5
 

greater concentration of waste sites than other areas. As a result we have taken far 

more than our fair share of other people’s rubbish and the risks that accompany such 
sites.  

 

Myth: Whitemoss hazardous waste is well engineered and will not leak 
 

Truth: All landfill sites leak 
 

Recent studies published in Engineering journals demonstrate that all landfill liners 
degrade and allow toxic material to escape into the environment (37,38,39,40). 

 
Myth: Skelmersdale has to take its fair share of rubbish 

 
Truth: As a low income community, Skelmersdale has been subjected to 

Environmental Racism or Elitism 
 

It’s time to stop Environmental Racism and end 40 years of excessive tipping in 13 
landfill sites in and around Skelmersdale.   

 

Numerous studies show that low income and ethnic minority communities are chosen 
more frequently for waste sites. There are many studies which give evidence of this 

(27 - 35). A Lancashire County Council website, MADE, records indices of multiple 
deprivation, ward by ward. Examples are low birth weight and shorter life expectancy.  

The wards that are downwind of Whitemoss show the greatest deprivation and the 
most deprived communities are those most vulnerable to other threats to health. One 

shouldn't use poor diet and lifestyle as an excuse to carry on polluting certain places.  
 

The disproportionate dumping of polluting industries and sites on low income 
communities is known as ‘Environmental Racism’. This is a term coined by US civil 

rights activists. Environmental racism also accounts for the exclusion of minority 
groups from decision-making or regulatory bodies in their communities.  

 
Myth: The Planning system balances the needs of industry and residents 

 

Truth: Repeated extensions of planning permissions to the Whitemoss site 
makes a mockery of the planning system  

 
Whitemoss has had 8 successive extensions of the original planning permission 

granted in 1977 ref 08/77/76. 
 

 1)  1985 ref 08/85/527 
 2)  1994 ref 08/94/208 

 3)  1996 ref 08/96/993 
 4)  2000 ref 08/02/1283 

 5)  2002 ref 08/02/1218 
 6)  2006 ref 08/06/0918 

 7)  2009 ref 08/09/0148 allowing activity to 2013 
 8)  Allowing activity until 2018 
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In 1987 a condition was imposed that “in the interest of local amenities” the site 

should be completed by 1995!  A further extension would quadruple the time allowed 
in the original permission. The proposed extension will continue the blight created by 

Whitemoss.  

 
These planning extensions have worn down the community and created 

disillusionment with the planning system. People no longer believe it is effective in 
protecting them. 

 
Myth: ARROW is scaremongering about likely health impacts from Whitemoss 

 
Truth: ARROW highlights a substantial body of scientific evidence linking 

landfill and increased sickness that is sufficient to warrant changes in policy. 
 

A body of scientific studies demonstrates that landfills (even those using the most 
advanced technology) are associated with increased birth defects, cancers, 

respiratory problems, skin problems and increased rates of hospitalisation (7,8,9,10 
14, 15, 16, 17, 18, 42, 43).   

 

Researchers say that increased sickness rates are found in populations living close to 
ALL hazardous waste sites. 

 
A professor of environmental health and biomedical sciences at the University at 

Albany School of Public Health in New York. Dr. David O.Carpenter, has spoken of his 
concerns about the proposed extension to Whitemoss hazardous waste site.  

Professor Carpenter is a leading researcher on landfill sites who received his doctorate 
from Harvard Medical School. He has received prestigious medical honours for his 

work on the human health effects of environmental pollution. 

     
 
 

Prof. Carpenter said, "Those who are making decisions about Skelmersdale landfill 
sites need to take a precautionary approach. Our studies clearly show that people 

who live near to waste sites are more at risk for a variety of diseases." (25, 
14,16,17,18) 

 

 
 

 
 

Conclusions of studies looking at health impacts of landfill sites include: 
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 “Living near a hazardous waste site increases risk of respiratory disease in 

children."  Paediatric Respiratory Reviews 2007 (18) 
 

 “There was a statistically significant increase in the rate of hospitalization for 

diabetes among the population residing in the zip codes containing toxic waste 
sites.”      Environmental Health Perspectives 2006 (14) 

 
 Living near a contaminated site "constitutes a risk of exposure and development 

of coronary heart disease and acute myocardial infarction [heart attack]."    
Environmental Health Perspectives 2005 (17) 

 
The cumulative health impact 

 
Whitemoss Landfill adds to the impact of the deprivation described earlier. There is 

also a cumulative impact from the existing waste tips that surround Skelmersdale. 
The proposed extension to Whitemoss will put these deprived communities, downwind 

of Whitemoss, under further health pressure. 22 West Lancashire doctors were 
concerned about the health impacts from proposed landfilling at Round O Quarry. 

Local doctors continue to be concerned about the impact of Whitemoss on health. 

 
Myth: Well managed modern landfill sites do not pose a signficant risk to 

public health.  
 

Truth: Government Agencies sometimes make misleading claims based on 
inhouse reports or just one study, rather than an accurate peer-reviewed 

analysis of the large body of scientific research. 
 

Government Agencies are often slow to accept scientific findings. 20 years after the 
first studies were published linking smoking with lung cancer, the Government was 

still handing out free cigarettes to armed forces personnel! 
 

Public Health England (PHE) has said that well managed modern landfill sites are not 
a risk. However, there is evidence in the Environment Agency files that Whitemoss is 

not well managed (1). 

 
We need to look at the large library of scientific literature on landfill as a whole.  

Public Health England has ignored the latest landfill study from 2013 which says that 
the most consistent result is that risks of birth defects and hospitalisation due to 

respiratory disease are likely to be real nearby hazardous waste landfills (43).  
 

The PHE comments appear to be based on an in house report (41) rather than 
research which has been ‘peer reviewed’ or rigorously analysed by a team of 

scientists working in this field. Their report leaves out some important findings linking 
birth defects and low birth weight with landfill which are highlighted in the respected 

Porta review (42). 
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The following statement from the Porta review was conveniently omitted from the 

HPA/PHE review… 
 

"For community studies, at least for some processes, there was limited 

evidence of a causal relationship and a few studies were selected for a 
quantitative evaluation. In particular, for populations living within two 

kilometres of landfills there was limited evidence of congenital anomalies and 
low birth weight with excess risk of 2 percent and 6 percent, respectively. The 

excess risk tended to be higher when sites dealing with toxic wastes were 
considered.”   

 
Like the Metropolitan Police and The Environment Agency, Public Health England has 

a major credibility gap – and with good reason! Their landfill report of 2011 seems 
like a political rubber stamping exercise for the waste industry rather than a serious 

review of the research.  
 

As well as relying on inhouse reports, Government Agencies will often rely on just one 
study, the report by the Small Area Health Statistics Unit (45), that included a large 

number of inert waste sites that are inherently less likely to cause harm. Nevertheless 

the authors concluded: 
 

“We found small excess risks of congenital anomalies and low and very low birth 
weight in populations living near landfill sites. No causal mechanisms are available 

to explain these findings, and alternative explanations include data artefacts and 
residual confounding. Further studies are needed to help differentiate between the 

various possibilities.” 
 

It is notable that the researchers found this association as the data had been ‘diluted’ 
by the inclusion of all the inert waste sites.  It seems likely that had the inert sites 

been screened from the analysis then the results would have indicated higher levels 
of health effects. 

 
Myth: Professor David O. Carpenter has been discredited in two court cases. 

 

Truth: Far from being discredited Professor Carpenter is on advisory boards 
to the US Government, the World Health Organisation, and is the founding 

Dean of the University at Albany School of Public Health in New York.  
 

Prof. Carpenter is an expert in the human health effects of environmental 
contaminants, including metals and organic compounds. He is a hugely respected 

author of a large body of over 360 peer reviewed scientific studies.  
 

The court cases referred to by Whitemoss Ltd were to do with electro smog and 
nothing to do with landfill.   The claim that he was discredited is false because expert 

witnesses who give testimony in court cases will inevitably occasionally be involved in 
cases that are lost by the prosecuting or defending organisation.  A barrister is not 

discredited if he or she loses a case.   It is also inaccurate to say that Professor 
Carpenter, or any other expert witness, has been discredited if they give evidence in 

a case that is lost. If a case is lost it usually means that there is some debate about 

the scientific evidence. 
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Polluting industries are terrified of Prof. Carpenter because he was an expert witness 
in the case of massive toxic contamination of the American town of Anniston, which 

resulted in many sicknesses and deaths. The case ended with the company 

responsible having to pay out 700 million dollars in compensation to poisoned 
residents. No wonder Whitemoss Landfill wants us to think he's discredited (2). 

 
 

Myth: There is no evidence of risk to health from Whitemoss and ARROW has 
admitted this.   

 
Truth: ARROW has admitted no such thing as there is substantial body of 

evidence of risk from sites such as Whitemoss!   
 

When Whitemoss Ltd denies that there is any evidence of risk to health from their 
site, they are being like a cigarette manufacturer who insists on claiming that there is 

no evidence that their brand of cigarettes causes cancer, when we know all forms of 
smoking tobacco substantially increase the risk of getting lung cancer. 

 

There is a large body of evidence showing a link or association between landfill and ill 
health.  The Porta Review (42) says there is limited evidence of a causal relationship 

(a stronger link) between landfill and increased sickness. 
 

Whitemoss Ltd seem to have difficulty distinguishing between evidence of risk and 
proof.  Science rarely proves anything. There is ample evidence of risk to health from 

sites similar to Whitemoss. Research to establish an exclusive pathological link has 
yet to be funded. Direct work on Whitemoss Landfill to establish the level of increased 

sickness locally has not taken place, but there is sufficient evidence from similar sites 
for us to know that the findings apply to Whitemoss.  It is highly inaccurate to say 

that there is no evidence or that the risk is insubstantial! 
 

Professor Carpenter has said, “In biology and medicine there is nothing that is 100% 
proven. We rely on statistical significance and weight of evidence when drawing 

conclusions about health effects.” (26) 

 
Why is there such a gap between statements made by Government Agencies, 

Whitemoss Ltd and Scientists carrying out the research into landfill? 
 

During the collection of scientific evidence, where a link has been demonstrated but 
no proof, polluters often try to dismiss the case building up against them by claiming 

there is lack of evidence. This happened in the debates on smoking, asbestos, leaded 
petrol, and a wide range of other chemicals, many of which have now been banned.  

 
Once an association or link has been established, research of this nature works in 

stages and often takes decades to establish a causal link.  The situation is similar to 
the connection between cigarette smoking and lung cancer. First of all a 

link is identified between the health effect and the pollutant. Then after some time as 
more studies are done, the evidence becomes stronger or weaker statistically and 

finally one gets evidence of causation or its lack. The statistical links between landfill 
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and a range of health impacts is sufficiently strong to justify a reduction of landfill by 

decision makers.  
 

Councils under pressure to provide landfill capacity and companies anxious for more 

business sometimes make misleading claims. Corby Borough Council’s dismissive 
attitude to risks from toxic waste will now cost them millions of pounds (22). 

 
Myth: Residents are not affected by Whitemoss landfill 

 
Truth: The findings of Scientific Studies are backed by anecdotal reports 

 
The health effects highlighted in the studies we cite are backed up by the large 

number of anecdotal reports that we hear on the doorstep. There are many private 
heartbreaking stories from individuals. We are in a privileged, unique position having 

worked for ARROW for nearly 20 years and had so many local people tell us about 
personal health issues that they believe are connected to the tip. This gives us an 

overview of the devastating impact it has had on some residents. Concerns about 
health often seem to lock people into their homes. They fear that if they publicise 

these concerns they risk reducing the value of their home and becoming trapped in 

that neighbourhood. A number of people living adjacent to the tip told us that they 
found it very difficult to sell their homes at the time when the smell was at its worst. 

  
Myth: Scientific studies about pollution and health effects from waste tips are 

not relevant to Whitemoss as it has modern engineering systems 
 

Truth: Research has found health impacts from ALL types of waste sites 
including those that are directly comparable to Whitemoss. 

 
The operators often say that waste sites referred to in the scientific literature about 

landfill are using different disposal methods than those used at Whitemoss.  
There are a number of studies based on sites using the most modern technology 

which have found evidence of materials such as arsenic, cadmium, copper, lead, 
mercury, dioxins and furans being emitted from landfill sites (7).  Only a few studies 

on sites predating the 1980s may not apply.  

 
The government accepts that ALL landfill sites leak, polluting the surrounding air, soil 

and water  - even those sites using the most up to date technology (2).  A recent 
review paper examined the literature and concluded that the relevant and reliable 

figures for health effects related to landfills include:  
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[Porta,D., Milani,S., Lazzarino, A.I., Perucci, C.A., & Forastiere, F. (2009). Systematic 
review of epidemiological studies on health effects associated with management of 

solid waste, Environmental health, 8,60.] 
 

Myth: Whitemoss burns landfill gas at a temperature well above that needed 
to destroy dioxins. 

 
Truth: It is very likely that dioxins are being emitted at Whitemoss, but the 

tests are not being conducted at the stage of the process, after the gas 

leaves the flare, where dioxins are likely to be created. 
 

Dioxins are some of the most poisonous chemicals in existence. Some scientists 
believe they are so poisonous that there is no safe level of production as even 

microscopic amounts can cause birth defects.  A proportion of women of childbearing 
age have levels of dioxins already stored in their bodies that correlate with reduction 

in intelligence, reduced immune response and hormone disruption effects in their 
children (11). 

 
Whitemoss Ltd says the gas is tested before being burned and the levels of dioxin are 

found below detection limits. Testing for dioxins before flaring is unlikely to detect 
dioxins because they are not likely to be created until after the gas leaves the flare 

and is cooling down.  
 

It is almost inevitable that Whitemoss will be producing dioxins because most waste 

contains vinyl chloride and other chlorine compounds. It is when these compounds 
are burned that dioxins are created. Testing landfill gas for presence of chlorine 

compounds before burning would be more relevant than testing for dioxins. 
Independent testing at other sites has revealed dioxin production where operators 

claimed there were none. 
 

Our concerns about flaring of landfill gas are based on evidence provided to public 
enquiries into landfill sites.  For example at an inquiry into a landfill site in Wrexham 

in 2000 Professor Vyvyan Howard, a foetal toxicologist at the University of Ulster, 
was worried about 0.6 milligrams of dioxin being produced over a one year period at 

the site. He said this tiny amount was an enormous dose in terms of toxicity, and was 
enough to potentially affect a large population (12). 
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Large numbers of people living in Skelmersdale are potentially at risk from dioxins 

emitted at Whitemoss. Friends of the Earth recommends that landfill operators should 
have to monitor regularly their gas emissions for a broad range of non-methane 

volatile organic compounds. This is not required by the Environment Agency and 

means that the monitoring is inadequate. 
 

Community Groups, Councillors and Local MP speak out about Whitemoss 
 

A number of community groups have voiced their concerns in the local press and to 
the County Council.  Groups in Lathom have been particularly vocal, because it is an 

area which is very close to the tip. These include: 
 

WRATH (West Lancs Residents Against Toxic Hazards) 
Lathom South Parish Council 

Lathom Parish Council 
South Lathom Residents’ Association 

Skelmersdale Senior Citizens 
Ashurst Tenants and Residents’ Association 

Together Making a Difference (made up of community groups from Digmoor and 

Tanhouse) 
Six members of Skelmersdale Clergy led by The Rev. Duncan Petty. Please see 

www.osadvertiser.co.uk/.../skelmersdale-clergy-object-to-plans-to-expand- 
whitemoss-landfill-site-80904-26477643/  

The West Lancs branch of the Campaign to Protect Rural England 
Friends of Tawd Valley Park 

Rosie Cooper MP 
Several local councilors including Cllr Nicola Pryce-Roberts, Cllr Betty Lowe 

 
Myth: The Environment Agency monitoring ensures safety at Whitemoss  

 
Truth: The Environment Agency has failed to protect the people of 

Skelmersdale.  
 

Four enforcement notices and a non-compliance notice were served on Whitemoss by 

the Environment Agency (1). This suggests that operational practices at the tip were 
below standard. The problem with smell is continuing and intermittent. 

 
The Environment Agency hotline received 275 complaints from the public from 

between December 2004 and April 2005 about the smell from Whitemoss. When 
people got tired of complaining and nothing improved, the complaints petered out, 

the Agency stopped serving enforcement notices, but the smell continues. Only a very 
small percentage of residents are aware of whom to ring to register a complaint. 

 
Within hours of being granted a previous extension to the tip, Whitemoss Ltd were 

served with an enforcement notice to do with smell from the part of the site they had 
claimed was free from odorous material 

 
Managers at the Agency denied there was a smell from Whitemoss in years gone by 

and were proved wrong by their own staff. It was only when many complaints were 

received that they bothered to send out staff to investigate immediately upon a smell 
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being reported. On these occasions, where they acted quickly, staff confirmed that 

the smell was from the tip. Normally the Agency does not respond to complaints of 
smell quickly and by the time an officer has visited the site several days later, the 

problem has disappeared.  

 
As soon as Environment Agency staff start to understand the problem they get moved 

on. This means that staff find difficulty in coping with the complexity of the geography 
of smell. Instead of investigating complaints they have been known to make 

disparaging remarks at public meetings about complainants. 
 

Continuing impact of Whitemoss on local residents 
 

Whitemoss continues to be source of foul smells even though the problem has 
lessened in recent years. Residents are adamant that the smell from the tip is quite 

distinct from farm smells. The smell settles in low lying pockets and does not cover 
the affected area evenly. 

 
This has a detrimental impact on quality of life, deterring people from opening 

windows, enjoying their gardens, hanging out washing and inviting visitors for fear of 

embarrassment. In 2003 26 households, out of 50, surveyed attributed health 
problems to the tip. At the height of the problem, the smell led to nausea, vomiting 

and headaches. Anxiety about it created further health problems.  
 

We understand that public perception is a material planning consideration and are 
concerned about the potential health and environmental impacts of the proposed 

extension on residents. 
 

Myth: There are good regulatory and monitoring systems at Hazardous Waste 
Sites  

 
Truth: The Environment Agency’s testing programme is sporadic and not 

comprehensive. 
 

Testing for all potentially dangerous substances present in leachate is not required. 

One study found that only 4% of potentially harmful organic chemicals in leachate 
were being identified. Therefore it is not possible for the Agency to ensure that 

pollution and harm to human health are prevented (19).  
 

The Environment Agency denials that any hazardous material was escaping from the 
Bishops Cleeve landfill site were proved wrong by a local chemist. Please page 14. 

This is not an isolated incident. The Agency has recently been criticised by a 
parliamentary committee. In 2010 it was slammed by the Parliamentary and Local 

Government Ombudsman in a report entitled ‘Environmentally Unfriendly’. The called 
the agency’s actions “alarming” and its attitude “astonishing” (23).  When the Agency 

claims Whitemoss is an exemplary site they appear not to realise that many of the 
problems experienced before 2006 are still continuing. 

 
Friends of the Earth recommends that the Environment Agency should adopt a more 

positive and open-minded approach to the concerns voiced by residents and 

community groups in relation to health impacts of regulated operations in the future. 
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Myth: The Waste Management Licence will safely address all aftercare issues 

 

Truth: The length of time that the Environment Agency requires aftercare to 
take place often does not correspond to the lengths of time landfill sites 

remain reactive as identified in research literature.  
 

 
Myth: We can rely on the Environment Agency to protect the public from 

harmful dust produced by Hazardous waste sites such as Whitemoss 
 

Truth: Independent testing has highlighted the fact that the monitoring 
required by the Environment Agency is inadequate.   

 
 

 
 

 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 

 
 

 
Hazardous waste escaping from Bishop’s Cleeve landfill site 

 
In Bishop’s Cleeve, Gloucestershire, a local research chemist,  Dr A Tubb. C.Chem, 

C.Sci, FRSC, from Greenfield Science Ltd, sent samples taken from verges near to a 
hazardous waste landfill site, known as Wingmoor Farm, to be analysed.  They were 

found to contain highly hazardous material from the tip. The Environment Agency had 
consistently denied that there was any harmful dust escaping from the site, but Dr. 

Tubb’s results showed that the Agency were wrong and their monitoring system was 
proven to be flawed. 

 
There have been many complaints from residents about dust from the Whitemoss 

site. The Whitemoss operators claim that this dust is mainly from the motorway, but 

this does not mean that the proportion of dust originating from the tip is safe. 
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Unfortunately, Whitemoss residents do not have the funds to pay for the type of 

testing done at Bishop’s Cleeve. Whitemoss Ltd have not said what is in the dust from 
the tip. Landfill dust is another potential pathway for pollution to affect people.  It 

should be analysed for principal components.   

 
The Environment Agency measure of a ‘significant risk’ is young men driving fast 

cars. They dismiss increases in sickness seen around landfill as insignificant – but this 
is misleading. See section on health effects. 

 
The impact on Whitemoss Business Park 

 
The site lies adjacent to junction 4 on the M58 which is the gateway to the new town 

and the surrounding villages. The site provides an unwelcome greeting to investors, 
business people, retailers and local residents. This junction is also the main entrance 

to the Whitemoss Business Park. The business park is strategic in the Borough 
Council’s attempt to diversify employment opportunities for the town. The fact that 

this major investment opportunity lies half empty is testament to the difficulties the 
town has with attracting inward investment. Whitemoss landfill would only add to this 

difficulty. 

 
What do Lancs County Council and West Lancs Borough Council say about 

Whitemoss? 
 

The Borough Council objected to the proposed extension at the consultation and 
hearings into the Lancashire Local Waste Plan in 2011/12. The Council has recently 

said that the extension could damage Skelmersdale’s economic regeneration at 
Whitemoss Business Park. 

 
The County Council has removed Whitemoss from its Waste Plan. In September, 

2010, the chair of the Lancashire County Council’s Joint Advisory Committee for 
Strategic Planning, Cllr Ian Fowler said: "We don't want any waste that can be 

recycled to be landfilled. In fact, ideally we don't want any landfill at all."  
 

Cllr Jennifer Mein, the leader of Lancashire County Council, has spoken in detail about 

the need for Lancashire County Council to be more proactive in promoting the latest 
developments in recycling. 

 
 

Will the Whitemoss extension harm upland moss land? 
 

Peat bogs are protected under new legislation. The extension should be dismissed for 
this reason alone. Not only would the peat’s removal contravene the Councils 

planning regulations, it would also destroy a natural absorber of the area’s 
greenhouse gas emissions.  

 
In addition to peat bogs, groundwater is also protected by law unless it has been 

declared permanently unsuitable for use. This is so that it can be used as drinking 
water in the future if necessary. Because all landfill sites leak, aquifers below 

Whitemoss are likely to be at risk. Damage to the environment from Whitemoss is 

likely to occur through emissions to groundwater and river systems. 
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Risks of discharging effluent from Whitemoss into the sewage system 

 

Persistent hazardous compounds from Whitemoss landfill effluent are not treated 
effectively by on-site landfill systems nor the sewage system. Dumping of effluent 

from Whitemoss into the sewage system is likely to result in contaminants polluting 
local rivers and aquatic life. Untreated chemical waste is discharged into watercourses 

during storms through the sewage overflow system. The overflow from the sewage 
plant is into the River Douglas which has been found highly polluted from Hoscar to 

the sea. 
 

 
Will current environmental standards prevent health effects ? 

 
There has been a great deal of material published indicating that low dose exposure 

to endocrine disruptors brings into question current standards for chemical exposure. 
For example, there has been a major report by the US National Toxicology 

Programme (20) in which a panel of academic, government and industry scientists 

has determined that there is “credible evidence” that some hormone like chemicals 
can affect test animals’ bodily functions at very low levels – well below the “no effect” 

levels determined by traditional testing. A paper published in the Lancet (21) finds 
association between incinerators and health impacts (including reduced testes and 

breast sizes) and concludes, “that current environmental standards do not prevent 
measurable biological effects.”   

 
 

CONCLUSION 
 

The extension to Whitemoss hazardous waste landfill is not needed. There is enough 
existing capacity. Better alternatives to hazardous waste landfilling exist that. There 

is significant health risk associated with landfilling. Skelmersdale has already been 
subjected to excessive amounts of waste dumping and this should be stopped. 
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