
Dear

Re: Amey Cespa Planned Wate Incinerator for Cambridge

I wish to raise with you my objection to the Amey Cespa plan to build a waste incinerator near Waterbeach 
in Cambridge.

I do not wish for my rubbish to be burnt for the following reasons:

Impact on human health and air quality
The emissions from waste incinerators include toxic heavy metals and dioxins. Waste companies 
state that these toxins are either destroyed during incineration or filtered out, with close monitoring. 
However, they are only referring to particles over a certain size. Any toxins that fall beneath 2.5 
microns (known as PM2.5s) are not considered, and worryingly these small particles are perhaps 
the most hazardous as can be absorbed directly through the skin and inhaled deeply into the lungs. 
There is a lot coming out in the news at the moment about the damaging health effects of small 
particle air pollution. Not just respiratory, but heart attacks, stroke, elevated blood pressure, cancer, 
inflammation, diabetes, autism, Alzheimers, pre-term births and sudden infant death syndrome.

Impact on the environment
I am concerned about air pollution, noise pollution, light pollution, contamination of the water table, 
degrading of the soil and impact on local ecology. I am also concerned on the effect of incineration 
on the global environment, particularly it's carbon footprint and impact on climate change (it is 
worse than landfill even when accounting for the energy it produces).

Impact on local area
The plan is for a colossal 80 meter tall industrial structure in the countryside of The Fens, between 
the historic towns of Cambridge and Ely. The Fens are unique and have an intrinsic value. They are
flat and rural with uninterrupted views of the wide open skies and striking landscape. 

Impact on historic setting of Denny Abbey
There is also significant concern of the impact of this huge building on the neighbouring historic 
setting of Denny Abbey and nearby deserted medieval village (DMV), as listed on the Sites and 
Monuments Record. To what point do you erode this historic asset and setting and surrounding 
landscape so that it becomes worthless?

Non-sustainable and damaging to recycling
In Cambridgeshire, our recycling rates are currently getting worse not better. East Cambs managed
to recycle 52.4% in 2016/17, a drop of 4% since 2015/16. South Cambs managed 46.1% 2016/17, 
dropping a massive 11.4% since 2015/16. Compare this to Powys in Wales who achieved 65.2% 
2016/17 and is aiming for 70%. The incinerator proposed for Cambridge has a giant capacity of 
250,000 tonnes per year and so will need rubbish to be fuelled. There will be no incentive to 
improve recycling. Once burnt, that resource is gone forever, whereas recycling is limitless. I want 
to see better recycling technology and more pressure put on manufacturers to reduce damaging 
plastics, like the plastic bottle deposit scheme in Norway or the plastic free supermarket isles in The
Netherlands

The Chief Scientific Advisor to the Department for Environment, Food and Rural Affairs (Defra) 
warned against further investment in incinerators in the UK while speaking at a hearing of 
Parliament’s Environment, Food and Rural Affairs (EFRA) Committee on 31 January 2018.

William Neale, a member of the European Commission's (EC) environment cabinet, says one of the
problems for incinerators has been that they bind countries into burning waste rather than 
developing new ways to recycle. “Once you build incinerators, they are there for 50 years or so and 
you have to feed the monster.”

Increase in traffic
There will be an increase in HGV lorry movements to and from the plant. The incinerator will be 
burning rubbish 24/7 and has a capacity to burn 250,000 tonnes of rubbish a year. To meet the 
demand, rubbish will be imported from as far away as the Isle of Wight and Yorkshire. Furthermore, 
there will have to be additional lorry movements to take the bottom ash away to a hazardous waste 
plant for either landfill or processing. 



Amey Cespa have so far been unable to clarify accurate traffic movements, but working with their 
capacity needs, it is fair to estimate an extra 200 lorry journeys will be made each week. The 
additional traffic movements will add to the air pollution, noise and congestion in the area.

Inadequate monitoring of emissions
The incinerator company's own contractor will be doing the emission checking, then submitting their
test results to the Environment Agency themselves. This is like me writing my own MOT test 
certificate! Oxides of Nitrogen are measured continually but other pollutants including Arsenic, 
Cadmium, Mercury, Chromium, Dioxins are only checked for up to 8 hours twice per year. The 
Environment Agency accepts 'Modern Incinerators' can produce Dioxins many times over the 
permitted limit for months at a time, while deemed to be operating as "Normal".

Poor safety record of Amey Cespa
Amey Cespa have already been fined £50,000 for polluting the local area and making people sick.

This is key to mention because all the assurances given about the safety of the proposed 
incinerator site and protecting the surrounding area are based on the plant being run in an 
exemplary manner.

Mr Richard Banwell, prosecuting for the Environment Agency, told District Judge Ken Sheraton: 
“AmeyCespa failed to implement appropriate measures until after the incident in July and the 
serving of three enforcement notices... The company had also failed to submit an adequate odour 
management plan to the Environment Agency before the July offence."

He said: “There was a history of non-compliance at the site and there was a serious effect on 
human senses and it was persistent enough that it led to a widespread change in behaviour of 
those exposed to it... At a nearby business, staff complained of feeling sick, gagging and sore eyes 
and throats. Staff could not take regular outdoor breaks and sickness rates went up.” 

In sentencing the company on 8 September 2016, District Judge Sheraton said: “There had been a 
great deal of adverse effects on human health, quality of life and air quality. I therefore impose a 
fine at the maximum of my sentencing powers.”

Lack of Consultation and democracy
Many local residents and businesses have only just found out about this plan. Several local 
parishes which sit in the fallout area of emissions haven't even been consulted. Surely all 
Cambridgeshire residents need to be asked if they want their rubbish to be burnt?

There has only been one public meeting, 29 January, with just a week's notice of it's set-up, and no 
independent speakers in attendance to verify Amey Cespa's statements. 

The public consultation period fell mainly over Christmas, which feels like consultation by stealth. 

The UK is a signatory and has obligations under article 6 of the AARHUS Convention to ensure the 
public have the right to meaningful influence on decision making at a time when it can still make a 
difference to the outcome. 

Given these proposals are literally thousands of pages long, are of a technical nature and of the 
utmost importance to the future of Waterbeach and Cambridge, it is completely unacceptable and, 
frankly, undemocratic for those of us who are not experts in this field to have so short a time to 
review and comment upon this information. The inadequacy of this period constitutes in itself a valid
reason for approval to be withheld.

I hope I can count on your support for opposing this deeply worrying proposal, for doing your utmost in 
getting it stopped and being open in your opposition.

Thank you for your time.

Yours sincerely


