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SO MUCH TO TELL YOU! 
 

 
 

Dec 2019 

Update from CBWIN (Cambridge Without Incineration) – Post 
Inquiry Update 

 
An update about the inquiry and WHAT NEXT and What you can still do! 
 
Thank YOU! For supporting and sharing information, fund raisers and our petition (which is 

still ongoing right up to when the secretary of state makes the final decision), and to the many 

who submitted written and spoken statements to the public inquiry (Nov 2019).  

 

The Inspector appeared very interested in what people thought (copies of all statements are 

held securely on the inquiry file).  He was attentive, considered and respectful of public 

opinion, taking detailed notes throughout the Inquiry.  Over the coming months he will be 

carefully considering all the evidence including the views of community residents. 

 

Many, many, people attended the inquiry public open sessions and there was an almost daily 

attendance from members of CBWIN to keep abreast of discussions.  The public session was 

well attended, and many people spoke for the whole allocated 3 hours.  It was incredible!  The 

effort and considerations that people presented were very impactful.  Several people also 

spoke on different days thanks to the inspector making accommodations in the schedule.  No 

body spoke in favour of the incinerator and we are not aware of anyone who wrote in in favour. 

 

3 key pieces of information that emerged from the inquiry….   

(CBWIN made strong representations at the inquiry challenging these issues once we heard 

about them). 

 

1. Energy from the incinerator for the New-Town- Urban and Civic. 

 

Urban and Civic (developers of Waterbeach barracks brownfield 6,500 houses) confirmed that 

they will not be installing infrastructure to first stages of their build to accept heat from the 

incinerator, and will not be using it as a source of heat energy for their development in these 
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phases.  They have confirmed this to local press, Waterbeach Parish Council and several 

members of CBWIN. 

 

This was contradictory to the Amey Cespa plans.  It bought into question a lot of the 'benefit' 

claims by the developer.   

 

Nothing was raised during the Public Inquiry by Urban and Civic directly to say that they won’t 

be using the energy produced by the possible EfW plant for their development. Urban and 

Civic have said in other forums that the timings for the proposed EfW development may not 

align to their early stages of development and they would therefore be reviewing all the options 

available to them.  

 

It WAS raised to the inquiry by some residents spoke/wrote into the inquiry who were 

concerned about this, so that the inspector could be aware of the reality of the proposed 

'benefit' claims of the incinerator.   

 

At recent Oct/Nov 2019 Waterbeach PC meetings, Urban and Civic were very clear to the PC 

that phase 1 of the barracks redevelopments would not include a Direct Heating System (DHS) 

from the EfW incinerator.  A DHS for phase 2 and 3 were not discussed (This formed part of 

WPC's objection at the inquiry on 19th Nov 2019). 

 

The adopted SCDC Waterbeach SPD requires the Waterbeach developers to seek to review 

opportunities of taking heat from the proposed EfW incinerator.  The developers are also 

required by planning policy to look at truly renewable forms of energy and between the 

Proposal and the Appeal significant changes have been made by Governments and Industry 

to policy on permitted use and waste management of plastics which will reduce demand for 

waste incineration and reduce the amount of energy obtainable from the waste.  An evaluation 

of the impact that the reduction of plastics content in waste will have on scheme viability was 

not provided (to our knowledge) by the incinerator developer at the inquiry.  The direction of 

legislation and policy from both Government and Industry is clearly to minimise plastics in the 

waste stream, which industry recognises will reduce the viability of small EfWs further. EfW 

schemes may therefore not be the best environmental or financial solution for the most 

efficient use of these resources. 
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The Inspector was informed of the planning applications determined / being considered by 

SCDC, Waterbeach PC meeting minutes where Urban and Civic spoke about this, and 

newspaper articles that suggested Urban and Civic wouldn’t be using the energy in the early 

phases, which he will have taken note of. He is also aware of the adopted SCDC Waterbeach 

SPD.  As such, the Inspector will be assessing the reality of the possibility of heat being 

exported to the new Waterbeach developments or potential use by the Business Park, 

alongside the export of electricity to the grid, in his planning balance.  

 

We have also learnt since the inquiry that the other developer of Waterbeach New Town 

(Royal London W Estates who are developing 4,500 homes on the agricultural greenfield 

area to the east) is also not planning to utilise energy from the incinerator.  We are exploring 

this further with our sources of this information. 

 

2. Amey Cespa as the operator. 

 

Amey Cespa confirmed during the public inquiry that it is possible that they will not operate 

the incinerator.  When questioned by a member from the gallery, they refused to disclose who 

might operate it.  Several of our members witnessed this discussion.   

 

They have been up for sale by their parent company for some time now (you can google 

Ferrovial selling Amey).   

 

It is possible if they get permission, that they could sell it on immediately, or soon after 

building.  The county council would have no say in the commercial sale and unless strict 

conditions are placed on any planning approval, there could be no requirement for the 

operating company (subsidiary of Amey or separate business) to adhere to the catchment 

boundaries (11 counties), waste types (household, construction, demolition and commercial), 

and quotas (250,000 tonnes a year), etc as ‘offered’ by Amey in their planning application, all 

of which could effectively make the traffic impact, air impact and some other material matter 

impact assessments provided to the inquiry, invalid.  There could be co-location of businesses 

on the site.  Sadly, no detailed information was provided by Amey at the inquiry because their 

legal team said it was beyond the limits of the inquiry and therefore, they did not have to 

provide it.  
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The inspector clarified during the inquiry that if approved any permission will run with the land, 

and any controls through planning conditions or a S106 would pass to the new owners of the 

land. In developing the ‘co-location of businesses’ concerns further, the Inspector also looked 

closely at the proposed planning conditions to ensure that the intention was to take residual 

waste from the recycling processes already on the site to allay concerns that the EfW 

incinerator plant would be sold off and run independently.  The proposed catchment area 

conditions could be linked to the development plan (this is according to the developer's plans 

11 counties, and the developer has explained that that includes any waste received by those 

counties will be considered to have come from those counties, so the boundary effectively 

does not stop at those 11 counties).  The Secretary of State will consider any conditions placed 

upon the development by the inspector in his final determination. 

 

Since the inquiry, Amey Cespa East (who run the site) finally filled their accounts (late) with 

Companies House which demonstrated financial viability of the company if sold- they made 

a loss of £4.8m!  Auditors had already provided a warning of financial viability prior to the 

filling of accounts.  Amey has already begun the process of selling of divisions of the 

business and the division that operates EfWs (incinerators) is one of them. 

 

3.  The mitigation package offered to Denny Abbey 

  

The mitigation package was not accepted by Historic England (owners of the Abbey)- their 

firm position originally stated early 2019 against the development due to harm to the ancient 

site, did not alter.  CBWIN identified significant holes in the mitigation package and 

presented these to the inspector. Historic England’s stance has not changed since their 

2018 response and this will be a key consideration for the Inspector in making his 

recommendation to the Secretary of State. 

 

 

What Next? 

 

The planning inspectorate has said that the inspectors report will be available on or before 

15th March 2020 (this information was shared with us by the planning inspectors press 

office).  This report will conclude in a recommendation to the secretary of state to either 

uphold the appeal by Amey Cespa or reject it and uphold the decision by Cambs County 

Council to oppose the application. 
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There is some confusions about when exactly the SOS will publish their decision.  Our 

experts have advised us that we should expect an SOS decision 3-6 months post the 

inspector's report, but Cambs County Council is expecting the SOS decision to be published 

at the same time as the inspector’s report.  We shall try to gain further confirmation of dates 

and share once we know. 

 

The secretary of state for communities 'recovered' the appeal earlier this year.  This means 

that the inquiry inspector will not have the final say but the SOS (whoever that may be) 

will.  He or she could go with the inspector's recommendation or overrule it. Generally, we 

are told, SOS decisions usually take between 3-6mths from the publication of an inspector's 

report. We could be therefore looking at end of May/early June for a final decision.  The 

'present' SOS is Robert Jenrick MP. 

 

If anyone has important new information that they think is relevant to the SOS, it is our 

understanding that they are allowed to send it to the planning inspectorate as per the below 

details for the attention of the inspector John Woolcock and the SOS.  However, only new 

highly relevant information now might be accepted, and it is the discretion of the inspectorate 

and/or SOS if it is indeed acceptable information.  See below for how to submit new 

information you believe it to be important. 

 

Send to:  

appeals@planninginspectorate.gov.uk  and Tim.Salter@pins.gsi.gov.uk   

(include Appeal Ref: APP/E0535/W/19/3225123)  

 

We suggest you copy in the Secretary of State for communities because the appeal has 

been recovered for final determination by the minister Robert Jenrick MP.  It would be 

prudent to also copy in local MP Lucy Frazer  (MP for the constituency where the 

development is planned), who has written to PINs to express her concerns about the 

development and her support for the county council reasons for objection, and is watching 

closely the appeal progress as it moves closer to her own minister deciding the final 

outcome.  

Email addresses:  robert.jenrick.mp@parliament.uk   

                              lucy.frazer.mp@parliament.uk    
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What you can do to continue to help? 

The petition is permitted to continue right up to the final SOS decision so anything you can 

do to share it with people you know and your communities would be very helpful.  The more 

weight behind it the better.  It is hard for elected representatives to make hard unpopular 

decisions in areas where their colleagues have been elected. 

 

You can share the petition from our Facebook page (Cambridge Without Incineration) and 

link below and our website (below)- please do! 

 

PLEASE continue to drive awareness and the collective voice so that the SOS listens! 

 

 
Regards,  
Cambridge Without Incineration (CBWIN)  

CBWIN is a community group objecting to the proposed incinerator at the Waterbeach 
Waste Management site.  

https://www.cbwin.co.uk   

cbwincampaign@gmail.com  

Twitter: NO2incineration  

Facebook: Cambridge Without Incineration http://bit.ly/SayNo2incineration 

Petition: https://tinyurl.com/wk9nyk5 

 


