
ENVIRONMENT AND POLLUTION

AIR POLLUTION (see also Health, Traffic Generation, Emissions & Monitoring) 

At the public meeting on 29 January, Amey Cespa tried to reassure everybody that the 
emissions from the waste incinerator would be safe; that dioxins would be destroyed by 
the high operating temperatures; that heavy metal particles will be removed by their filters; 
and that emissions will be continuously monitored. However, when scrutinised, it turned 
out that they were accounting for toxic particles that were 10 microns in size (PM10s) and 
had completely disregarded much smaller particles (PM2.5s) which are actually much 
more hazardous as can be absorbed straight through the skin or breathed deeply into the 
lung alveoli. These smaller toxins are not monitored continuously, in fact, they only have to
be monitored for 8 hours twice a year, by Amey Cespa themselves, at a time chosen by 
them. There is no independent testing, and this is extremely worrying with a company who 
have already been judged to have a history of "non-Compliance" by the Environment 
Agency. These smaller particles can consist of arsenic, mercury, cadmium and dioxins. 
Their weight and size can be quoted as low, but this is immaterial as it is the sheer number
of fine particles that poses the harm. Even if the incinerator is run perfectly, these finer 
particles will be released. However, Amey Cespa have already been fined for pollution 
breeches and non-compliance with their existing plant, so the prospect of them running an 
incineration plant safely is very worrying. Furthermore, a scientist in the audience at the 
public meeting informed everyone that the temperature stated to destroy dioxins was not 
high enough, leaving people with even more doubts about Amey Cespa's figures and 
worries about their capabilities as a trustworthy operator. The actual emissions from the 
incinerator (that is including PM2.5s), should be viewed in conjunction with the emissions 
from the increased traffic from the extra HGV journeys and the projected traffic from 
Waterbeach New Town, when assessing the impact on the quality of our air. 

The global, EU, EC, National and local government objective is to ‘reduce pollution and 
improve air quality’, not increase pollution and reduce air quality, as is defined by EC Air 
Quality Directive Framework 2008. SCDC and Cambridge County Council are responsible 
for improving air quality. This proposal directly interferes with that objective. Local changes
in air quality have far reaching effects for the rest of the world, let alone county and 
country. Some leading authority statements which we would encourage you to be mindful 
of: 

DEFRA Energy from waste A guide to the debate February 2014 (revised edition)

“Department for Environment, Food and Rural Affairs (Defra) Eastern region is among 38 
of the UK’s 43 air quality zones, which are currently breaching EU limits. Cambridge is 
experiencing a commercial and housing boom which is adding further to air quality issues 
due to rapidly increasing construction, vehicle, household and commercial emissions”. 

https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/284612/pb1 
4130-energy-waste-201402.pdf

EC Statements On Air Pollution
The UK still breaches legal air pollution limits. According to EC reports on tightening levels 
state that reducing air pollution produces reductions in ecosystem damage due to 
acidification and that the impacts of air and water emissions on the coast and sea would 



be reduced.

“Poor air quality adversely affects human health, the environment, and the climate. Both 
short-term and long-term exposure to air pollution harms health. This harm occurs either 
via direct exposure to air pollutants, or indirectly via pollutants transported through the air, 
deposited, and then accumulated in the food chain. Air pollution also harms ecosystems   by
contributing to eutrophication and acidification of water and soil, leading to loss of flora and
fauna. Air pollution can also harm agricultural crops and forests causing yield losses. 
Furthermore, certain air pollutants affect the climate system by triggering positive or 
negative changes in global radiative forcing”.
European Environment Agency Air Pollution
https://www.eea.europa.eu/soer-2015/europe/air

https://nam04.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=http%3A%2F%2Fec.europa.eu
%2Fenvironment%2Farchives%2Fair%2Fstationary%2Fwid
%2Flegislation.htm&data=02%7C01%7C
%7C1ef71572992c40dca4d408d562b27e83%7C84df9e7fe9f640afb435aaaaaaaaaaaa
%7C1%7C0%7C636523441116081048&sdata=TFsmucB0aK1xpFs96PI0FsqNg2XDlZ
%2Bbay3w3lrYkUQ%3D&reserved=0

Cambridgeshire Fenland Council Statement On Air Pollution
“In Cambridgeshire, the major sources of air pollution are vehicle emissions and industrial 
processes. In Fenland, the Environment Agency regulates emissions from the most 
potentially polluting processes. The Council's role is to prevent pollution from other 
sources, including homes. They currently monitor the levels of Nitrogen Dioxide, Smoke 
and Sulphur Dioxide in Fenland. European legislation says the following pollutants must 
also be monitored: Fine Particulate matter (PM10 Particulates [6kb]), Sulphur Dioxide 
(SO2), Oxides of Nitrogen (NOx), Carbon Monoxide (CO), Benzene, 1,3-Butadiene and 
Lead”.
Fenland District Council
http://www.fenland.gov.uk/airpollution

WATER

The production of energy from waste (EFW) by incineration requires a constant supply of 
water. There is a lack of information regarding the following: How many litres of water per 
annum will be required? How many litres of grey water per annum will be available to 
ensure the EFW is not compromised? If the supply of grey water becomes unavailable 
where will additional water be sourced from to ensure the EFW is not compromised? If 
water is sourced from the natural water content of the area how will Amey Cespa manage 
the effects that may have on water levels in the ditches that drain into the Old West River, 
River Cam and River Ouse. How will the existing balance of the land be maintained should
water be sourced in this way? With current climate change projections - 
How will Amey Cespa guarantee the constant requirement for water for EFW? 

How many time a year Amey Cespa will be monitoring the ditches in the vicinity of the 
site? Is it known what the furthest receptor from the proposed incinerator Amey Cespa will 
monitor and how many times a year will the furthest receptor be monitored? What 
protocols Amey Cespa will undertake to control any breaches at the furthest most point to 
mitigate pollution into the The Old West River, River Cam and River Ouse. Has it been 
established who will be responsible for monitoring the receptors to ensure that no 

http://www.fenland.gov.uk/airpollution
http://www.fenland.gov.uk/CHttpHandler.ashx?id=797&p=0
https://www.eea.europa.eu/soer-2015/europe/air
http://glossary.eea.europa.eu/terminology/concept_html?term=acidification
http://glossary.eea.europa.eu/terminology/concept_html?term=eutrophication
https://www.eea.europa.eu/soer-2015/europe/natural-capital-and-ecosystem-services
http://glossary.eea.europa.eu/terminology/concept_html?term=health
http://glossary.eea.europa.eu/terminology/concept_html?term=air%20pollution
https://www.eea.europa.eu/soer-2015/europe/health-and-environment
https://nam04.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=http%3A%2F%2Fec.europa.eu%2Fenvironment%2Farchives%2Fair%2Fstationary%2Fwid%2Flegislation.htm&data=02%7C01%7C%7C1ef71572992c40dca4d408d562b27e83%7C84df9e7fe9f640afb435aaaaaaaaaaaa%7C1%7C0%7C636523441116081048&sdata=TFsmucB0aK1xpFs96PI0FsqNg2XDlZ%2Bbay3w3lrYkUQ%3D&reserved=0
https://nam04.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=http%3A%2F%2Fec.europa.eu%2Fenvironment%2Farchives%2Fair%2Fstationary%2Fwid%2Flegislation.htm&data=02%7C01%7C%7C1ef71572992c40dca4d408d562b27e83%7C84df9e7fe9f640afb435aaaaaaaaaaaa%7C1%7C0%7C636523441116081048&sdata=TFsmucB0aK1xpFs96PI0FsqNg2XDlZ%2Bbay3w3lrYkUQ%3D&reserved=0
https://nam04.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=http%3A%2F%2Fec.europa.eu%2Fenvironment%2Farchives%2Fair%2Fstationary%2Fwid%2Flegislation.htm&data=02%7C01%7C%7C1ef71572992c40dca4d408d562b27e83%7C84df9e7fe9f640afb435aaaaaaaaaaaa%7C1%7C0%7C636523441116081048&sdata=TFsmucB0aK1xpFs96PI0FsqNg2XDlZ%2Bbay3w3lrYkUQ%3D&reserved=0


breaches from the plant have occurred? What protocols have been identified by Amey 
Cespa to prevent any breaches leading to pollution of the watercourses? Have different 
protocols been adopted by Amey Cespa if a breach occurs depending upon high/low water
levels in the ditches? There is insufficient information in these areas in the current 
application.

LIGHT POLLUTION

As the incinerator will be in operation 24 hours a day, there is concern about the light 
pollution emanating from the plant during the hours of darkness. Light pollution will affect 
the enjoyment of the countryside at night and could potentially interfere with the natural 
cycles of the local animal and birdlife. 

UK government guidance on light pollution states:

"When is light pollution relevant to planning? Artificial light provides valuable benefits to 
society, including through extending opportunities for 
sport and recreation, and can be essential to a new development. Equally, artificial light is 
not always necessary, has the potential to become what is termed ‘light pollution’ or 
‘obtrusive light’ and not all modern lighting is suitable in all locations. It can be a source of 
annoyance to people, harmful to wildlife, undermine enjoyment of the countryside or 
detract from enjoyment of the night sky. For maximum benefit, the best use of artificial light
is about getting the right light, in the right place and providing light at the right time."

https://www.gov.uk/guidance/light-pollution

Missing the Dark: Health Effects of Light Pollution by Ron Chepesiuk, 
Environmental Health Perspectives, 2009, Ron Chepesiuk 

"The ecologic effects of artificial light have been well documented. Light pollution has been
shown to affect both flora and fauna. For instance, prolonged exposure to artificial light 
prevents many trees from adjusting to seasonal variations, according to Winslow Briggs’s 
chapter on plant responses in the 2006 book Ecological Consequences of Artificial Night 
Lighting. This, in turn, has implications for the wildlife that depend on trees for their natural 
habitat. Research on insects, turtles, birds, fish, reptiles, and other wildlife species shows 
that light pollution can alter behaviours, foraging areas, and breeding cycles, and not just 
in urban centres but in rural areas as well." 
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC2627884/

SOIL

Under Section 11 of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF), it states soils should
be preserved and are a material consideration. The area surrounding the 
proposed waste incinerator site is an important area which is the boundary between the 
clay uplands and the fen at Waterbeach, and as such, efforts should be made to try to 
preserve and look after these soils when making decisions. 

Do we have accurate information on what level of pollution the waste incinerator will 

https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC2627884/
https://www.gov.uk/guidance/light-pollution


produce over it's lifetime and is there sufficient independent information to assess what 
levels of toxins will accumulate in the soil? Is there enough research to adequately know 
what harm could be done to this soil? As the smaller particles (PM2.5s) are not captured 
by filtration or monitored, is there enough information available to confidently predict the 
accumulation of mercury, arsenic, cadmium and dioxins over the lifetime of the 
incinerator?

Soil Association (who also accredit local Cambridgeshire organic farms)
“On waste incinerators, we are clear that the priority is investment in renewable energy 
sources and burning municipal waste, particularly that which can be re-used or re-cycled, 
is not a sustainable option. The Soil Association supports the European Waste Hierarchy 
of the EU Waste Framework Directive which states that the order of priority should be to 
first prevent and reduce and then to reuse, recycle and recover – before burning waste. 
We believe that incinerators are a disincentive for these higher priorities. You can read 
more about how this informs UK legislation in the Environmental Permitting Regulations 
here.

Furthermore, burning wastes at high temperatures results in the release of heavy metals, 
acid gases, toxic particulates and pollutants through atmospheric emissions and ash 
production. Although improvements in cleaning technologies have meant reductions in 
pollution rates, the Soil Association is concerned about remaining levels of pollution, 
particularly of reports that regulated levels may be breached due to temperature 
fluctuations and at start-up and shut-down. This could result in the contamination of soils, 
water and food”.
Packer, 2018, Soil Association

ECOLOGY 

Not enough surveys have taken place to assess the presence of endangered animals and 
plants in the area. Furthermore, what the accumulative effect of small particulate heavy 
metals could have on local ecology? Wicken Fen falls within the expected fallout of the 
incinerator. Although the National Trust and Natural England have not raised any 
concerns, have the council's own ecologists properly assessed potential risks to this 
important habitat? 

European Environment Agency Air Pollution 

"Air pollution also harms ecosystems by contributing to eutrophication and acidification of 
water and soil, leading to loss of flora and fauna. Air pollution can also harm agricultural 
crops and forests causing yield losses. Furthermore, certain air pollutants affect the 
climate system by triggering positive or negative changes in global radiative forcing”. 
https://www.eea.europa.eu/soer-2015/europe/air 

Two further articles for consideration. One that shows the lethal effects of heavy metal 
pollution on birds and another that states waste incineration to be one of the main sources 
of mercury pollution: 

Waterbirds as Bioindicators of Wetland Heavy Metal Pollution, by Wei wei ZHANG 
and Jian zhang MA, Procedia Environmental Sciences, Published by Elsevier Ltd, 
2011 

https://eur02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.legislation.gov.uk%2Fuksi%2F2007%2F3538%2Fpart%2F1%2Fmade&data=02%7C01%7C%7C1bb5c40f68d04a88bf9c08d564024aa8%7C84df9e7fe9f640afb435aaaaaaaaaaaa%7C1%7C0%7C636524883354457184&sdata=F%2Fq5jGoXPBl40tjJzGlOaBS7l6BEIYWCf6z1jw1nGOY%3D&reserved=0


"As highly developing urbanized and industrialized processes, wetland ecosystems are 
subject to natural and man-induced change through physical, chemical and energetic 
processes. Heavy metal pollution situation is more serious increasingly, water birds whose 
life history is in wetlands are at high risk both lethal and sub-lethal effects, as their body 
burdens increase. It is costly and time-consuming to determine environmental quality by 
examining concentrations of metals in very many organisms, thus indicator species and 
indicator tissues must be selected. Biological monitoring is thought to be satisfactory way 
to quantify heavy metal abundance and bioavailability. 

Waterbirds populations may serve as sentinel species for natural and man-made 
toxicological problems in the environment." 

"Heavy metals contamination is a great concern at global, regional and local level [2] and 
influence the functional and structural integrity of an ecosystem [3]. Heavy metal pollution 
in wetlands not only deteriorates the water quality, which has negative influence on the 
hydrophytes and animals directly or indirectly, also makes a decline in the range of many 
bird species, leading the biodiversity in wetlands decrease. Organisms that live in wetland 
systems can bio-accumulate organic and certain inorganic substances over time, and are 
at risk from both lethal and sub-lethal effects, as their body burdens increase [4]. 
Maintaining healthy ecosystems that can protect the well-being of organisms living within 
them, including humans, requires not only environmental planning and management, but 
also knowledge of how stressors vary in the environment [5]. Increasingly it is necessary to
understand the fate and effect of chemicals to assess the health of ecosystems and to 
provide early warning of changes in the environment that might indicate adverse effects 
[6]." 

"Waterbirds suffer severe health impairment or death when subjected to high 
concentrations of some heavy metals. In birds, the possible consequences of exposure to 
sub-lethal concentrations of heavy metals for individuals are (1) reproductive dysfunction; 
(2) increased susceptibility to disease; and (3) behavioral changes [10]. At the population 
level, water pollution makes the species suffering server impaired damage and declining 
dramatically, even disappeared, followed by their distribution changing. Studies have 
shown that heavy metals can also have an influence on the reproduction and general 
health of some birds [11,12]. Contaminants such as cadmium, mercury, and selenium have
been shown to adversely affect the condition of birds by reducing their growth or body 
weight [13]. 

Egg of waterbirds exposure to heavy metals may have an impact on early growth and 
nestling survival [14]. The effects of chromium, lead and cadmium were studied on the 
embryogenesis, hatching success and viability of the mallard [15] and the results showed 
that each heavy metal (Cr, Pb, Cd) proved to have adverse effects on the embryonic 
development, hatching and viability of the mallard."
 
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/271617352_Waterbirds_as_bioindicators_of_wetl
and_ heavy_metal_pollution
 
Heavy Metal Deposition Mapping: Concentrations and Deposition of Heavy Metals in
Rural Areas of the UK. Report to the Department of Environment, Food and Rural 
Affairs by the Centre for Ecology and Hydrology, Nov 2012 

"The main sources of mercury in the UK are emissions from generation of electricity and 
heat production, waste incineration, the manufacture of chlorine in mercury cells and the 



combustion of coal and other fuels."
 
https://ukair.defra.gov.uk/assets/documents/reports/cat13/1511251439_AQ0716_Heavy_M
etals_Final_Re port2012-15NOV12.pdf

CARBON IMPACT

The applicant has failed to show that their proposal is likely, in relation to climate change 
impacts, to be any better than landfill, and the applicant has failed to rule out the realistic 
possibility that their proposed incineration facility would be significantly worse than sending
the same material to landfill. 

For example, when correcting for two flaws in the applicant's Carbon Analysis (the 
treatment of biogenic carbon sequestration in landfill and the electricity grid offset) the 
applicant's own scenario for electricity-only incineration with 50% biogenic carbon shows 
the proposal to be 30,723 tonnes of CO2e a year worse than sending the same waste 
untreated to landfill (and 21,336 tonnes of CO2e worse than sending the same waste 
untreated to landfill even if heat were to be exported from the proposed Waterbeach 
incineration facility). 

Please see link for full article by UKWIN.

https://docs.wixstatic.com/ugd/fc7b2e_1bd518fd16f942e887f0bcd881214f3f.pdf

FURTHER READING

Friends of the Earth
“Friends of the Earth opposes incineration because it:
• Causes climate change, while generating energy inefficiently.
• Destroys valuable materials that could be recycled into new products. Recycling saves 
far more energy than is created by burning waste as it avoids having to make products 
from virgin materials.
• Doesn't provide an incentive for reducing waste, as incinerators need a minimum 
amount of rubbish to operate efficiently. Contracts for incinerators are long, requiring 
waste for 20 years.

To deal with our waste sustainably, we need to focus on prevention, reuse, recycling and 
the generation of 100% renewable energy via anaerobic digestion…….Eventually we want
to achieve zero waste. For details of our zero waste vision. ………Zero waste will 
maximise our resource efficiency and minimise our climate impacts.
Councils can help to achieve this by:
•collecting recycling separately at the curbside
•collecting food waste separately, for composting or anaerobic digestion
•providing many recycling-focused household waste recycling centres
•reusing furniture and appliances from bulky collection schemes.
•collect and manage e-waste separately

The residual waste left over can then be processed using Material Recycling Facility 
(MRF) technology to:
•remove the bulk of the biological activity (in case the output is landfilled)
•release further recyclables, including plastics

https://docs.wixstatic.com/ugd/fc7b2e_1bd518fd16f942e887f0bcd881214f3f.pdf


•create a low-grade compost”.
Friends of The Earth Incineration And Health Report 2002
https://www.foe.co.uk/sites/default/files/downloads/incineration_health_issues.pdf
https://www.foe.co.uk/community/campaigns/healthy_planet/incineration_index

Green Peace
“No country should contemplate a commercial hazardous waste incinerator without a 
national programme of cleaner production. Policy measures to achieve this have been well
documented by UN agencies and cleaner production initiatives have achieved significant 
results.

Municipal are the largest dioxin sources in industrial countries. PVC plastic is probably the 
most significant source of dioxin generating chlorine in these incinerators. Incinerators that
burn hazardous waste from industry are also point sources of dioxin.

Over the past few years, many countries have updated their old incinerators or built new 
ones. In doing so, they have taken advantage of improved technologies for air pollution 
control. This has resulted in a substantial reduction in toxic emissions. Although this is an 
improvement, toxic waste production is still a serious global issue. In fact, the problem has 
now shifted, and more dioxins and other toxic substances are appearing in the ashes, 
therefore creating new disposal and pollution problems.

The myth that burning makes waste disappear has led to incineration emerging as a 
widely used method for disposing many kinds of waste, including hazardous wastes. 
Rather than making waste disappear, incinerators create more toxic waste that pose a 
significant threat to public health and the environment.

Incineration is often touted as an alternative to land filling. However, what many people do 
not realise is that incinerator ashes are contaminated with heavy metals, unburned 
chemicals and new chemicals formed during the burning process. These ashes are then 
buried in landfill or dumped in the environment.

Incineration is a method where industry can break down its bulk waste and disperse it into 
the environment through air, water and ash emissions. It is a convenient way for industry 
to mask today's waste problems and pass them onto future generations. Once emitted into
the environment, dioxins can travel vast distances via air and ocean currents, which 
makes them a global contaminant. Dioxins are distributed into the environment as part of 
incinerator stack gases, bottom ash, fly ash and in the effluent of pollution control devices.
The main route of exposure to dioxins in humans is through food intake. Once in the body 
they are only excreted very slowly and build up in fatty tissues. Studies suggest that 
people in the US and some European countries now carry dioxins and furans at or near 
those levels suspected of causing health effects in humans. Dioxins released from an 
incinerator can be readily consumed by grazing animals and fish.

An average incinerator burning 32,000 tonnes of waste per year will receive over 1500 
trucks of waste. This amounts to over 28 trucks per week. Amey Cespa site (250,000 
tonnes/yr.) will receive therefore 218 trucks per week.
Incinerators that burn hazardous waste will never solve toxic waste problems. A clean 
production approach, which substitutes safe materials and processes to stop the 
generation of hazardous waste in the first place, is needed.

https://www.foe.co.uk/community/campaigns/healthy_planet/incineration_index
https://www.foe.co.uk/sites/default/files/downloads/incineration_health_issues.pdf


Strategies to prevent generating incinerable waste streams currently exist by:
· Toxic use reduction planning within industries;
· Waste reduction and alternative forms of sterilisation in hospitals; and
· Efficient reduction, recycling and compost actions at community level for household 
waste”.

Green Peace: Alternatives To Incineration
www.greenpeace.org/international/en/campaigns/detox/incineration/alternatives-to-
incineration/

http://www.greenpeace.org/international/en/campaigns/detox/incineration/alternatives-to-incineration/
http://www.greenpeace.org/international/en/campaigns/detox/incineration/alternatives-to-incineration/

