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A. Introduction  

Bluntisham Parish Council strongly object to the application from ENVAR, St Ives 
limited to develop their existing Waste processing site located at the Heath 
Bluntisham, reference number CCC/21/088/FUL.  
 
The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) sets out the Government’s planning 
policies for England and how these should be applied.  It provides a framework 
within which locally prepared plans for housing and other development can be 
produced.   
 
(NPPF para 7) The purpose of the planning system is to contribute to the 
achievement of sustainable development.  At a very high level, the objective of 
sustainable development can be summarised as meeting the needs of the present 
without compromising the ability of future generations to meet their own needs. 
 
(NPPF para 2) Planning law requires that applications for planning permission be 
determined in accordance with the development plan unless material considerations 
indicate otherwise. 
 
The following report details our objections to the proposal and are based on material 
planning considerations as required by the NPPF paragraph 2.  These are: - 
 

• Lack of and misleading consultation 
• The ‘Need’ 
• Traffic & Road Safety 
• Environmental Amenity – Potential for Pollution from dioxins, N02, ultrafine 

particulate matter, noise & light pollution 
• The Rural Economy 
• Heritage 
• Ecology & Biodiversity 
• Scale & Visual Impact 
• Risk & Disaster planning 

 
Throughout our submission we aim to prove that the application by ENVAR doesn’t 
meet the ‘needs of the present’ as there is no volumetric need for this additional 
incinerator and it will ‘compromise the ability of future generations to meet their own 
needs’, be that through farming, egg & fruit production, attracting new generations 
to the area or damaging the heritage and outlook of all the surrounding picturesque 
villages, all of which contravenes the purpose of NPPF paragraph 7. 

 

B. Community Involvement  

An integral part of any application of this significance is proper consultation with the 
local community in the area surrounding the proposed development.  We believe 
ENVAR have failed to undertake the required consultation to support their 
application in three areas; 1) breach of the principals of NPPF with regards to 



 

  4 

consultation, 2) the unrepresentative sample area defined by ENVAR for public 
consultation and 3) information provided for consultation is misleading. 
 
Breach of the principles of NPPF with regards to consultation 
 
The guidelines for consultation are detailed in the Cambridgeshire Statement of 
Community involvement (CSCI) January 2019. In section 3.3 of the CSCI, it defines 
community stakeholders as a group that “includes individual or organisations that 
are interested because they live in the community the development will affect, for 
example interested individuals, local businesses and operators, developers, agents 
and landowners”. Bluntisham Parish Council (The Council) acknowledge that the 
applicant has followed the statutory requirements.  
 
Bluntisham Parish Council strongly challenges the Statement of Community 
Involvement that accompanies ENVAR’s application. The level of engagement that 
has been carried out is unacceptable, only 0.36% of the population from those 
villages immediately effected by the proposed development.  For such a significant 
change to the existing site with wide public health and environmental impact. Any 
community involvement can only be described as tokenism.  
   
We strongly challenge that the applicant hasn’t met the requirements of Paragraph 
39 of the NPPF which reads:  
 
39. Early engagement has significant potential to improve the efficiency 
and effectiveness of the planning application system for all parties. Good 
quality pre-application discussion enables better coordination between 
public and private resources and improved outcomes for the community. 
 
Examples –  
 
The first pre application advice was sought in July 2020 with Cambridgeshire County 
Council and yet the first mention of the proposal publicly was made by ENVAR at 
their Liaison Meeting on 10th May 2021. It is worth noting that an article appeared 
in Waste & Recycling News on May 4th 2021, which mentioned the development at 
the site, a quote from the Managing Director at ENVAR stated in this publication 
“Joint plans for sustainable technology solutions at St Ives means we are well placed 
to deliver the cutting edge circular economy services that Cambridge-based 
businesses are striving for” It is clear that ENVAR ignored para 39 and the 
requirement for ‘good quality pre-application discussions’ and quite clearly held this 
requirement in contempt as they were happy to announce their plans ahead of 
bringing it to the attention of stakeholders as previously referenced.  
 
Link to their announcement - https://www.letsrecycle.com/news/latest-
news/countrystyle-expands-into-cambridgeshire/ 
 
Unrepresentative sample area defined by ENVAR for public consultation  
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Looking further at the applicants Statement of Community Involvement. The 
consultation period ran for 18 days. From May 11th to May 28th 2021.  
 
Section 1.5.1 of the applicant’s community involvement statement reads “the 
applicant sought advice from Cambridge County Council as to the reasonable 
geographical scope of the distribution of the consultation leaflet, Cambridgeshire 
County Council advised the consultation should comprise of the three local villages; 
Woodhurst, Bluntisham and Somersham” a population of 6,607.  As depicted on the 
map provided by the applicant the area consulted on, does not at any point include 
the built-up areas of any of these villages, that would be affected by the 
development as recommended by Cambridgeshire County Council.  
 

 
In total 24 properties were leafleted, in Bluntisham this equated to 7 properties out 
of approximately 800 that are occupied in the village, less than 1% of the village. In 
total the applicant received 2 responses from those in Bluntisham. There are no 
details of which properties were contacted in Bluntisham. Considering the 
recommendation by Cambridgeshire County Council was to consult with 6,607 
residents on the application, 0.36% or 24 properties we feel is a breach of these 
recommendations and at 0.36% isn’t ‘good quality pre-application consultation’ and 
therefore is contrary to Paragraph 39 of the NPPF July 2021.  
 
Information provided for consultation is miss-leading 
 
Annex 3 – The Consultation Document - This consisted of a covering letter and 
leaflet. The covering letter makes no direct or specific reference to the building of a 
healthcare waste energy recovery facility and what is included in order to operate 
such a facility. On page 2 of the leaflet in the small section on left hand side, it 
references a “small scale energy recovery plant” and on the second panel there is 
the only mention of the type of waste that will be delivered to the energy recovery 
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plant, and they use the term “healthcare waste” at no point in the document is the 
word incinerator used. 
   
Annex 2 – Minutes from the ENVAR Liaison Meeting.  (Please note that these are 
minutes generated by ENVAR and are not approved/agreed by anyone outside the 
organisation attending the meeting).  A healthcare energy recovery facility was 
mentioned, at no point in the presentation are there specific details of what is 
included in order to operate such a facility. They made no reference to the building 
of an incinerator at the site.  
 
The information provided by ENVAR for the consultation doesn’t comply with para 43 
of the NPPF, its clear in this paragraph, the ‘right information is crucial to good 
decision-making’ The information provided by ENVAR isn’t right, they never mention 
the incinerator, so how can members of the public be able to consider the full 
implication of the application and the impact it will have on them without the right 
information. 
 
Bluntisham Parish Council request that either the data included in this statement of 
community involvement be discounted or that the applicant be required to undertake 
a further full consultation with all households in all surrounding villages as was the 
advice from Cambridgeshire County Council. The council concludes that throughout 
all the community engagement by ENVAR, that clear and detailed information has 
not been provided and that the number of people consulted doesn’t meet the 
minimum requirements to make it an informed sample.  
 
C. Need 
 
The council do not dispute that there is a need for sustainable waste management. 
However, this need does not automatically mean that there is a capacity gap in 
clinical waste incineration. The applicant states in section 1.1.4 of their planning 
statement “With healthcare waste being sourced from the wider Cambridgeshire and 
Peterborough area” - this statement from their application would indicate that this is 
the only area that they are looking to use as sources of healthcare waste.  
 
The Cambridgeshire and Peterborough Minerals and Waste Local Plan 2036, which 
was adopted in July 2021 identifies the same area and the Minerals & Waste Local 
Plan is what this application needs to be assessed against with regards to the ‘need’.  
 
In Section 5.2 of the M&WLP it states “This Plan does not allocate any sites for 
future waste management development. An up-to-date Waste Needs Assessment 
prepared alongside this Plan did not identify any capacity gaps which justify the 
allocation of sites.”  
 
Section 3.41 the M&WLP also states “No site specific allocations for new waste 
management facilities have been identified in this Local Plan given the following 
factors: the indicative future waste management needs of the plan area (to achieve 
net self-sufficiency) are comparatively low; the potential for the existing material 
recycling capacity to be greater than captured; other recovery capacity associated 
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with permitted but not operational sites considered likely to come forward in the 
near future; and that hazardous wastes are generally produced in lower quantities 
and managed at a wider scale.” 
 
The council have undertaken some research on this subject and looked at existing 
capacity and waste volumes for this area. Currently in the area covered by the 
Minerals & Waste Local Plan we benefit from the clinical waste incinerator at 
Addenbrookes Hospital, which under permit number WP3935SM has permission to 
currently incinerate 4,500 tonnes annually.  Using the latest data available to us via 
the Environment Agency’s online waste interrogator. 
 
https://environment.data.gov.uk/portalstg/home/item.html?id=3846ab81a365488fb
6c11c0847827bf4 
 
Addenbrookes Capacity 4500 tonnes.  in 2019 Total tonnage incinerated 2294.1 
tonnes 
 
Cambridgeshire and Peterborough Area Clinical Waste tonnes generated 2019 - 4611 
tonnes  
 
From the data provided it suggests that Addenbrookes already has surplus capacity 
and with the planning permission Addenbrookes has for an additional replacement 
waste to energy facility, that will cover the entire Cambridgeshire & Peterborough 
demand, planning ref: C/05009/13/CW/C1. 
 
However, not all the waste generated in this area is incinerated at Addenbrookes, 
but at other sites in the UK dependent on the contractor that the relevant NHS trust 
works with. The M&WLP recognises that waste currently moves across county and 
regional lines, section 3.34 of the plan states - “Waste movements occur as a result 
of commercial, contractual and operational arrangements as well as geographical 
convenience.”  The movements are part of the contractual arrangements that are 
already existent, and these contracts are not linked to the M&WLP in anyway.  
 
It is pertinent to point out that the incineration of Clinical Waste is operated via a 
permit system and is a large-scale commercial enterprise and covered by long term 
contractual agreements. ENVAR do not currently operate in this area and would be 
new to the market.  
 
The ENVAR application as previously stated claims that Clinical waste would only be 
sourced from the local area covered by the M&WLP and this plan makes clear that 
there is no capacity gap and the data from the EA would suggest that there is 
excess capacity both locally and regionally, again raising the question where is the 
need for the additional capacity suggested by ENVAR. 
 
We have contacted Addenbrookes hospital directly to ask if the Covid Pandemic has 
created long term issues for them with regard to backlog and they confirm that 
there is no known backlog thus refuting the claims made by the applicant in section 
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6.3.9. Please see appendix 1 - email from Victoria Sawford, Environmental Services 
Manager, Addenbrookes.  
 
The council concludes that the Need is not justified and that the application based 
on Need is not valid and that the data backs up the conclusion in the M&WLP that 
there is no Capacity Gap.  
 
D. Traffic and Road Safety 
 
The application does not seek to create a new site but to industrialise the existing 
site where they currently operate. This site sits at Wheatsheaf Crossroads, which is 
where the Heath Road from Bluntisham heading towards Woodhurst crosses B1040 
St Ives to Somersham Road.  
 
This is a known accident blackspot and is recognised as the most dangerous junction 
in the Huntingdonshire district.  In November 2019 there was an accident where 
three people lost their lives and 20 were hospitalised after an accident at the 
junction, and in October 2020 there was another fatality at this site. The Transport 
statement that accompanies the application makes scant reference to the dangerous 
nature of this junction. It references the Cambridgeshire County Council accident 
data which was collected prior the fatal accident at this junction  
 
https://data.cambridgeshireinsight.org.uk/dataset/cambridgeshire-road-traffic-
collision-counts 
 
In 2020 Cambridgeshire County Council in partnership with Huntingdonshire District 
Council allocated funding to make long overdue improvements to this junction. The 
finding from HDC is dependent on this improvement taking the form of traffic lights 
at the junction https://www.huntspost.co.uk/news/local-council/bluntisham-junction-
gets-funding-for-improvements-7837594 
 
The transport report makes no reference to the junction improvements and how this 
critical safety measure affects ingress and egress at this site.  No development that 
may impact on these critical changes should be considered. Policy 23 of the M&WLP 
makes it clear that permission can only be granted “if safe and suitable access to the 
site can be achieved for all users” - The changes to the junction combined with the 
changes to the layout of the site will mean that the potential to block the road with 
vehicles queuing and crossing to access the site has not been properly assessed and 
could potentially result in reducing the much sought after improved levels of road 
safety at this junction.  The main entrance to their development is only 321m from 
the summit of the blind hill as you approach from Somersham, cars travelling at 
60mph would cover that distance in less than 11 seconds, with the additional slow-
moving HCV’s both entering and leaving the site, the prospect of further high impact 
collisions would only increase, none of this has been modelled or even 
acknowledged in the transport plan.  
 
The plan also seeks to build a new staff car park which is accessed from the Heath 
Road that leads to Bluntisham. This car park design creates spaces for 80+ vehicles, 
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most of whom will access the site via the Wheatsheaf crossroads junction. Again, 
this has not been mentioned within the application.  The new traffic lights proposed 
are based on current traffic ‘am’ and ‘pm’ peak numbers, the queue lengths in all 
directions have been analysed to ensure stationary traffic doesn’t present a further 
hazard due to the restructured sight lines on the B1040 coming from both directions.  
The additional 80 cars going to work at ENVAR and their impact both in the ‘am’ and 
‘pm’ direction hasn’t been modelled and these extra vehicles may now make the 
‘traffic light control’ option unviable due to the additional stationary queue length 
they would form.  
 
Section 4.7.2 states there will be no increase in traffic over and above the granted 
HCV movement of 120 in and out each day (240 in total).  The proposed 
development claims that existing HCV movements would be diverted to the HWERF 
from the current IVC feedstock. However, there are going to be 10-13 LGV/VAN 
movements each day and 5-10 staff movements each day. The council disputes this 
number as being unquantifiable; 30 staff will mean a daily total of 60 movements 
each day, with the increased car park capacity indicating that this could increase to 
160 per day. The van & LGV movements numbers are equally as questionable; 
clinical waste by its nature is not heavy and if the claim that only waste from the 
immediate Cambridgeshire and Peterborough area were to be accepted then it can 
be assumed that LGV’s and van movements would predominate. Based on the 3.5T 
limit on these vehicles and the 50KT per day capacity of the incinerator could result 
in 28 additional movements in and out of the site and not the 10-13 listed in the 
traffic statement. Potentially all these vehicles would be able to access the site 
through the village of Bluntisham, as they would be within the weight restrictions of 
the village.  The only access to the site through the village is via the conservation 
area within the village.  
 
In the M&WLP policy 26 Traffic and Highways it references the use of the HCV Route 
Network. This means that all access from St Ives comes via Harrison Way/A1123 
and B1040. There are known traffic issues in St Ives and in 2020 the St Ives Traffic 
Survey was launched and known problems were highlighted   
 
https://www.cambridgeshire.gov.uk/residents/travel-roads-and-parking/transport-
funding-bids-and-studies/st-ives-transport-study. 
 
This study concluded that “The assessment identified that it was not possible to 
support additional growth at Gifford’s Park with localised improvements alone, due 
to network capacity issues, especially at Junction M (A1123 / B1040 / A1096 
Junction) and along the A1096 Harrison Way. Consequently, further investigation 
needs to be undertaken to identify a strategic intervention to bring significant 
improvement to St Ives and enable the delivery of additional growth in St Ives” - 
This proposal would create additional vehicle movements which the current road 
infrastructure cannot accommodate now.  
 
Further strain will be put on the local road network with the recent approval of the 
planning application at Haddenham which will mean another 80 movements along 
the A1123 through Bluntisham and St Ives.   The planning application reference 



 

  10 

E/3003/18/CM condition 17 allows for 100 HGV movements per weekday & 50 on 
Saturdays. 
 
The council concludes that a true assessment of the numbers and types of vehicles 
delivering or using the proposed development is grossly underestimated, they 
haven’t assessed their impact and the safety hazards they would present on the new 
road layout either from the main entrance or the 80 cars that will now be using the 
proposed side entrance.  ENVAR also haven’t undertaken an assessment of the 
increased vehicle movement on the B1040 through St Ives & Harrison Way, already 
a congestion black spot and for these reasons the council feels the ‘Traffic 
Assessment’ submitted by ENVAR to support their application doesn’t meet the 
minimum requirement to support their application. 
 
E. Environmental Amenity - Potential for Pollution  
 
The Council recognise that we are not qualified to fully assess the technical data that 
accompanies this application.  However, the council has serious concerns over the 
modelling used within the reports supplied with the application.   
 
Our stance is that the health of our residents and protection of our environment 
stand front and centre in our objection to this application.  The application 
acknowledges that emissions from the chimney will include dioxins and furans, albeit 
in levels that they claim are within the levels known as Tolerable Weekly Intake 
(TWI) for Dioxins. The European Food Safety Authority have recently lowered their 
recommendations for a safe level of TWI levels. The UK Government’s Committee on 
Toxicity reported in March 2021 and concluded that the UK levels need to be re-
assessed and that this review is likely to take place after the planned review by The 
World Health Authority in 2022 (appendix 2). 
 
In addition to greenhouse gas emission, as stated above, incinerators emit many 
toxins and pollutants that harm local air quality.  Emissions including dioxins, N20 
and ultrafine particulate matter that can be harmful to both human and the natural 
environment.  In March 2017 at a briefing given by the Directors of Public Health, 
Defra, Public Health England and the Local Government association stated ‘there is 
no safe level for particulate matter (PM10,PM2.5), whilst N20 is associated with 
adverse health effects at concentrations at and below legal limits. 
 
Section 6.7.16 of the planning statement acknowledges that there will be an impact 
on air quality as a result of this development and this level of impact is described as 
“likely to be small and unlikely to result in a significant threat to people living and 
working nearby” - currently this threat regardless of the potential size of impact does 
not exist.  
 
Paragraph 174 of the NPPF states  
(e) preventing new and existing development from contributing to, being put at 
unacceptable risk from, or being adversely affected by, unacceptable levels of soil, 
air, water or noise pollution or land instability. Development should, wherever 
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possible, help to improve local environmental conditions such as air and water 
quality, 
 
The applicant acknowledges that there is a real pollution threat from the HWERF, in 
the Health Impact Assessment paragraph 3.1 it states: 
“Any increases in dioxin concentration in the soil has the potential to transfer to the 
food chain”  
 
In the M&WLP objective 5 “safeguard productive land” states: 
 
“Minimise soil contamination and safeguard soil quality and quantity” 
 
By their own admission the applicant confirms that there is potential for soil 
contamination.  
 
It is known that there exists a real and present danger that dioxins can enter the 
food chain. This site is surrounded by arable land, livestock farms, a free-range egg 
farm and orchards. All these existing businesses that contribute to the existing rural 
economy will be impacted by this proposal.  
 
Objective 12 of the M&WLP clearly states that a major objective of the plan is to 
“minimise air pollution” this application, despite its claims to green credentials will 
create air pollution via emissions that do not currently exist.  
 
Appendix 4 is a letter from a resident of Bluntisham who covers in greater detail 
the environmental risks.  The council requests that the questions raised within this 
appendix are rigorously reviewed by CCC alongside the EA. 
 
F. Environmental Amenity. - Noise and Light  
 
The application acknowledges that noise will be an issue with the application and 
states within the application that this noise can only be mitigated once the facility 
has been constructed.  
 
The facility will operate 24/7/365 and the proposed incinerator will require feeding 
throughout the hours of operation. The planning statement in 4.5.54 describes how 
waste will be stored and moved from the Waste Transfer station, this will mean that 
vehicles will be operating on the site constantly. These vehicle movements combined 
with the noise of the operation will result in a constant level of noise even without 
the traffic noise from created by vehicles entering and leaving the site.  
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This 24/7 activity will mean that the site needs to be constantly lit, both to allow 
operation and site safety. This will affect the local amenity of all those that live in 
the immediate vicinity as well as having a detrimental effect on local wildlife. 
 
Paragraph 185 of the NPPF is clear about what needs to be assessed with regards to 
noise and light:  

185. Planning policies and decisions should also ensure that new development is 
appropriate for its location taking into account the likely effects (including cumulative 
effects) of pollution on health, living conditions and the natural environment, as well 
as the potential sensitivity of the site or the wider area to impacts that could arise 
from the development. In doing so they should: 

(a) mitigate and reduce to a minimum potential adverse impacts resulting from noise 
from new development – and avoid noise giving rise to significant adverse impacts 
on health and the quality of life 65 ; 

(b) identify and protect tranquil areas which have remained relatively undisturbed by 
noise and are prized for their recreational and amenity value for this reason; and 

(c) limit the impact of light pollution from artificial light on local amenity, intrinsically 
dark landscapes, and nature conservation. 

Policy 18 of the M&WLP states “New development must not result in unacceptable 
adverse impacts on the amenity of existing occupiers of any land or property, 
including: 
(a) risk of harm to human health or safety. 
(b) privacy for the occupiers of any nearby property. 
(c) noise and/or vibration levels resulting in disturbance. 
(d) unacceptably overbearing. 
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(e) loss of light to and/or overshadowing of any nearby property. 
(f) air quality from odour, fumes, dust, smoke, or other sources. 
(g) light pollution from artificial light or glare. 
 
The council maintain that the application can do nothing other than have an adverse 
impact on the amenity of existing occupiers of any nearby homes and land. There 
are numerous dwellings close to the site, the nearest and most populous being the 
Travellers site next door to the site. There is also a large free range egg farm within 
500M of the site (Colne Heath Farm) and their hens will be seriously affected by any 
increase in noise. Local wildlife will equally be affected, including bats, which are in 
the area, and which are a protected species.  
 
The council concludes that NPPF paragraphs 185 & the M&WLP Policy are being 
breached with the application as they openly acknowledge that their proposals will 
increase levels of noise and light.  
 
G. The Rural Economy 
 
The application makes great claims to the level of economic growth this 
development will bring to the local economy and the council strongly dispute this 
claim. The Pre application advice from CCC states on page 2 of 16 “around 8 full 
time jobs would be created”.  
 
The local area benefits from high levels of employment and an additional 8 new full-
time posts will not have any impact on the rural economy. The council argues that 
this proposal would reduce employment at existing rural businesses as the threat to 
their livelihoods is considerable - be that via perception, visual impact, or the effect 
of reduced air quality via emissions from the incinerator.  
 
Within 1500M of the site there are a mixture of diverse and existing business’, not all 
of which are agricultural. The scale and visual impact proposed will create a level of 
perception, regardless of known emissions that will potentially harm the turnover of 
their businesses:  
 

• The Raptor Centre - relies on tourism. 
• Silks Farm Nursery - a children’s day care centre, with 30-40 staff and 100-

150 children attending each day.  
 

Agricultural business that are likely to be affected for the same reasons  
• Colne Heath Egg Farm  
• The Heath Fruit Farm  

 
The quality of the land will be reduced, this is counter to Objective 5 of the M&WLP 
“Safeguard Productive land”.  
 
The application, within its Health Impact assessment seeks to disguise the amount 
of food production that takes place in the area, in section 3.3  
It states:  
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The majority of the general population purchase their fruit and vegetables from 
commercial outlets that are likely to source their produce from outside the locality. 
Unless a substantial proportion of fruit and vegetables sold are produced locally, the 
overwhelming majority of the local population’s exposure to Dioxins due to 
consumption of fruit and vegetables will not be affected significantly by the 
operation of the proposed HERF. 
 
People who consume fruit and vegetables grown within the vicinity of the facility 
may be exposed to marginally higher levels of Dioxins as a result of the operation of 
the process, although any increase is likely to be small. Whilst recognising the 
agricultural nature of the local area, the likelihood of individuals obtaining almost all 
of their fruit and vegetable consumption from gardens or allotments in the vicinity of 
the development site is likely to be low. Nevertheless, Dioxin intake via the 
consumption of fruit and vegetables is included in the assessment as the situation 
could change in future. 
 
The local population benefit from living in an area where fruit and vegetable 
production are prevalent and do purchase directly from these existing 
establishments - this acknowledgement of higher levels of dioxins will decimate our 
food producers.  
 
The HIA goes on to say:  
 
Consumption of Meat and Eggs 
Free-range animals and poultry may be exposed to Dioxins through consuming 
forage or grain, or soil ingested with food picked up from the ground. Dioxin 
exposure of poultry could also impact the level of Dioxins in eggs. It is not known if 
the rearing of meat or poultry occurs to a significant level in the vicinity of the 
development site. However, this assessment assumes that the consumption of 
locally sourced meat and eggs does occur. Although calculations consider the rearing 
of beef, pork and poultry, it is assumed that only one of the three meat types will be 
consumed each day, and the most significant contributor to Dioxin intake is 
therefore subsequently included in the total exposure calculation. 
 
The Colne Heath Farm has over 25000 free range hens and is within 500M of the 
proposed site.   
 
This application will reduce employment in the existing rural economy in the area 
and will harm the existing business in the area. 
 
H. Heritage  
 
Bluntisham is a remarkable village and enormously proud of its Heritage. The manor 
of Bluntisham dates back to the 10th century and was listed in the Domesday book. 
An online archive recording the heritage of the village is available at 
https://www.bhp-pc.org.uk.  
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The heritage of our village is strongly linked to fruit farming and the village was once 
complete surrounded by orchards as shown on this map from 1888. 

 
 
There are numerous remaining orchards in the village, and there is an active fruit 
farm - Heath Fruit Farm which is sited 1800m from the proposed development and 
will be significantly adversely impacted by it. This farm has been operating for over 
100 years, appendix 3 Eric Wallis tribute. The farm is a traditional rural enterprise 
that has been contributing to the local community and the potential of this 
development to impact on the food chain will wipe out that Heritage.  
 
The M&WLP acknowledges the importance of heritage in paragraph 6.15 “The 
Mineral and Waste Planning Authorities recognise that the historic environment plays 
an important role in the quality of life experienced by local communities and the 
proposed approach is to protect, conserve and seek opportunities to enhance the 
local area’s rich and diverse heritage assets and their settings, for the enjoyment of 
current and future generations.”. 
 
Approving this application will destroy the livelihood of one of our few remaining 
commercial fruit farms and do irreversible damage to the Heritage of Bluntisham.  
 
I. Ecology and Biodiversity  
 
The NPPF paragraph 180 states  

180. When determining planning applications, local planning authorities should apply 
the following principles: 
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(a) if significant harm to biodiversity resulting from a development cannot be avoided 
(through locating on an alternative site with less harmful impacts), adequately 
mitigated, or, as a last resort, compensated for, then planning permission should be 
refused. 

(b) development on land within or outside a Site of Special Scientific Interest, and 
which is likely to have an adverse effect on it (either individually or in combination 
with other developments), should not normally be permitted. The only exception is 
where the benefits of the development in the location proposed clearly outweigh both 
its likely impact on the features of the site that make it of special scientific interest, 
and any broader impacts on the national network of Sites of Special Scientific 
Interest. 

(c) development resulting in the loss or deterioration of irreplaceable habitats (such 
as ancient woodland and ancient or veteran trees) should be refused, unless there 
are wholly exceptional reasons 63 and a suitable compensation strategy exists; and 

(d) development whose primary objective is to conserve or enhance biodiversity 
should be supported; while opportunities to improve biodiversity in and around 
developments should be integrated as part of their design, especially where this can 
secure measurable net gains for biodiversity or enhance public access to nature 
where this is appropriate. 

Policy 20 of the M&WLP states “Habitats and Species of Local and Principal 
Importance Where adverse impacts are likely on the protection and recovery of 
priority species and habitats; development will only be permitted where the need for 
and benefits of the development clearly outweigh these impacts. Where adverse 
impacts are likely on other locally important habitats and species as identified by the 
Cambridgeshire and Peterborough Biodiversity Partnership, the benefits of 
development must outweigh these impacts. In both cases, appropriate mitigation 
and/or compensatory measures will be required.”  
 
This confirms that the M&WLP will be led by details of the Cambridgeshire and 
Peterborough Biodiversity Partnership. Their published document  
 
https://www.wildlifebcn.org/sites/default/files/2018-05/cws_criteria_2014_v6.2.pdf 
dated October 2020 states the following:  
Traditional Orchards: 
Traditional orchards will be selected as CWS if they contain 
1. A group of 5 or more top fruit1 or nut trees2 (see appendix 2c for a list of 
species). 
AND satisfy two or more of the following 
Biological criteria 
2. Contain at least 20% of veteran trees as defined in Cambridgeshire 
and Peterborough CWS Selection Criteria Appendix 2b - Guidelines for assessing 
Veteran Trees. 
3. The presence of a nationally rare or scarce species or species rare in the county, 
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4. Associated natural or semi-natural habitat, within or adjacent to the site (e.g. 
woodland, unimproved grassland, ponds, hedgerows) 
 
Appendix 2C of this document list these varieties:  
 
1. Any veteran fruit tree that cannot be identified by East of England Apples and 
Orchards Project (EEAOP), National Fruit Collections (NFC), Royal Horticultural 
Society RHS, or an organisation of similar standing. 
Note: The majority of veteran fruit trees in Cambridgeshire will be of the following 
types and are readily identifiable. 
 
Malus Pyrus Prunus 
2. Any named and verified top fruit variety that does not appear in the National Fruit 
Collections“ Named” being the name known to the orchard owners “Verified” being 
agreed to match a varietal description by one of the organisations mentioned in 1. 
3. Any mature trees of the following varieties Malus & Prunus 
     
Bramley’s Seedling 
Newton Wonder 
Blenheim Orange  
Conference 
William’s (aka Barton)  
Comice 
Myrobalan 
    
Barnack Beauty Chiver’s Delight Cockett’s Red Cottenham Seedling Emneth Early 
Green Harvey Histon Favourite Hunter’s Majestic Huntingdon Codlin Jolly Miller* Lord 
Peckover Lady Hollendale Morley’s Seedling Murfitt’s Seedling New Rock Pippin, 
Perfection *Red Victoria St Everard 
Thoday’s Quarrenden Wayside 
 
Willingham Gage*  
Cambridge Gage  
Wallis’s Wonder* 
 
*These varieties are not currently held in the National Fruit Collections and have 
only been recorded in specific orchards in Cambs. They are of great local 
significance and considerably at risk until further propagation and distribution has 
occurred. 
 
The Heath Fruit Farm was run by Eric Wallis and the Wallis Wonder plum bears his 
name. This veteran fruit tree is only grown at The Heath Fruit in Bluntisham and is 
protected under the auspices of the NPPF and M&WLP.  There are roughly 50 Wallis 
Wonder trees in the Heath Fruit Farm orchard.  
 
Along with the Wallis Wonder they have 6 other varieties of apple, pear and plum 
which are listed in the appendix 2C of the Cambridge & Peterborough Biodiversity 
Plan.  
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The Wallis Wonder                   The Cambridge Gage 
Located at Heath Fruit Farm Located at Heath Fruit Farm 
 
As previously stated, the council maintains the proposed development would have 
an adverse impact on this rural business and ensure the demise of these veteran 
trees all of which is in direct contravention NPPF & M&WLP which is designed and 
drafted to protect the rare species we have growing downwind of the proposed 
incinerator.  The council request the planning authority should reject this application 
for this reason alone.  
 
J. Scale and Visual Impact 
 
The current site is a mixed format site with the largest building being roughly 8M at 
ridge height.   This proposal seeks to industrialise the existing composting site. 
 
The proposal seeks to create a number of new buildings that are larger than this one 
building and will create a profile of industrial buildings in a rural setting which are 
not related or sympathetic to the surrounding landscape or buildings.  
 

• HWERF - Ridge Height 10M (32FT) 
• HWERF Chimney height 26M (85FT)  
• Pellet Fertiliser Plant height 11M (36FT) 
• Waste Transfer Station height - 10M (32FT) 
• Biomass Wood Chip Building 10M (32FT)  
• Two Emergency Flares – unspecified height 

 
All these buildings are within the same 2500SQM of the site and would create a 
density of buildings that would completely alter the visual impact of the site.  
 
This proposal misses numerous requirements of the M&WLP APPENDIX 3: The 
Location and Design of Waste Management Facilities. Sections 2.3,2.4, and 2.5 
should be considered when assessing this application.  
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The design of the site and the capacity of the incinerator need to be taken in to 
account. The Incinerator capacity (based on 48 tonnes per day x 365) creates a 
capacity of at least 17,500 tonnes per annum. The application seeks permission to 
incinerate 12,000 tonnes of healthcare waste, leaving additional capacity of at least 
30%. Section 1.1.6 of the application clearly states the intention to use the end re-
processors (including the incinerator) for other waste. Therefore, the application 
should it be approved will result in further applications being made by ENVAR to 
increase capacity which this site and area cannot accommodate.  
 
K. Risk and Disaster Avoidance  
  
The council feel that the density of the site and the nature of the proposed 
operations contain significant levels of risk.  
 
By their nature these facilities bring with them serious levels of risk and the potential 
for serious accidents and potential disasters that will have an impact on the 
surrounding area.  
 
The application contains very few references to safety considerations. Section 4.9 
made up of two paragraphs one that refers to the installation of fire detection 
equipment and the other relates to the location of the fire water tanks.  
 
There is no mention with regards to fire prevention, accident prevention, disaster 
recovery, prevention of contamination or pollution risk mitigation or provision on the 
site.  
 
The application talks at length about the co-location benefits, but we feel that the 
site and the activities will create significant safety risks.  In particular the storage, 
movement, and transportation of waste material from the incinerator (IBA 
incinerator bottom ash & APC residues).  There are significant pollution risks from 
poor handling of this waste and the council feels strongly that the site and the layout 
is not suited to prevent serious accidents. 
 
The site, its location and the proposed development are not suited. The potential to 
cause serious accidents and the creation of significant risk should be given weight.  
 
L. Conclusion  
 
Throughout our report and based on material planning consideration as required by 
the NPPF paragraph 2 we have demonstrated that the applications for planning 
permission should not be approved as the material considerations we have raised 
indicate otherwise. 
 
To summarise these material considerations: - 
 

1. The consultation undertaken by ENVAR to support their application was 
unrepresentative of the views of the surrounding villages, only 24 households 
canvassed out of a possible 6,607 and the information provided in their 
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consultation is misleading, there is no clear description of the incinerator 
chimney that they are planning to build at a height of 26M within any of the 
consultation literature. 

2. There is no ‘need’, we have provided the evidence that Addenbrookes already 
has surplus capacity to deal with the current volume of clinical waste, when 
their new application comes on stream this additional capacity will only 
increase. 

3. No proper assessment has been made on the impact the additional HCV’s 
movements will have on the local road networks, already heavily congested 
through St Ives.  The assessment of their vehicle numbers are also under 
reported.  No assessment of the safety impact their increased HCV movement 
would have on the Wheatsheaf junction, a junction that has seen multiple 
fatalities recently. 

4. There are no safe levels of dioxins, furans, particulate matter (PM10, PM2.5) 
or N20.  All current government guidance suggests that further research is 
necessary to understand the long-term effects of these harmful chemicals on 
human health and yet the ENVAR application states there will be a slight 
increase in these chemicals into the surrounding area if the application is 
granted. 

5. The background noise and lights from the plant running 24/7/365 will have an 
impact on people’s health, back ground noise and light pollution has been 
shown to cause stress and sleep disturbance which in time will compromise 
the ability of future generations to meet their own needs. 

6. The application claims that new development will bring economic growth to 
the local economy by creating 8 full time jobs.  The local area benefits from 
high levels of employment and an additional 8 full time posts will not have 
any impact on the rural economy.  We believe that the building of an 
incinerator plant within the rural countryside within a group of working 
villages would actually reduce employment at existing rural businesses, as the 
threat to their livelihoods is considerable – be that via perception, visual 
impact or the effect of reduced air quality emissions from the incinerator.  

7. Bluntisham has a Heritage dating back to the 10th century and is strongly 
linked to fruit and farming and orchards since at least 1888.  The visual 
impact of the chimney stack and building will have a huge impact on the 
heritage of our village and the surrounding area.  Bluntisham is sat at 18M 
above sea level, ENVAR is on top of a crest at 33M above sea level, with a 
proposed incinerator chimney level higher still at 59M above sea level.  It will 
be a blot on the local landscape and will dominate the skyline and destroy any 
heritage that exists in the surrounding villages. 

8. As previously stated, the council maintains the proposed development would 
have an adverse impact on the rural business and ensure the demise of the 
veteran plum trees all of which are listed in the Cambridgeshire & 
Peterborough Biodiversity Plan and are protected by the NPPF & M&WLP. 
 

Apart from the material considerations above, there are many other reasons why the 
planning authority should oppose this application because: 
 

• Incineration harms recycling 
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• Incineration exacerbates climate change 
• The UK already faces incineration overcapacity 
• Incinerators harm air quality 
• Incinerators are bad neighbours 

 
For a county that prides itself on its recycling targets incineration harms recycling. 
 

 
 
There is a correlation between high rates of incineration and low rates of recycling.  
Many councils have told the Government that their low recycling rates are due to 
their incineration-based waste contracts that undermine their incentive or ability to 
invest in improvements to their recycling service. 
 
The Government has a target for England to achieve 65% recycling for municipal 
solid waste by 2035 and no more than 10% landfill.  As some residual waste is not 
combustible, the Government’s 65% recycling target implies that the rate of 
incineration should be no higher than a maximum of around 30%.  However, in 
2018/19, 43.8% of England’s local authority collected waste was incinerated.  We 
don’t need this application. 
 
ENVAR continually emphasise its green credential in their application and the fact 
that what they want to build is a low carbon solution, but this is missing the point.  
Incineration results in high levels of greenhouse gas emissions.  For every tonne of 
waste burned, typically around one tonne of CO2 is released into the atmosphere, 
and around half of this is fossil CO2.  This means that incineration has a higher 
carbon intensity than the conventional use of fossil fuels, and significantly higher 
than what most people would consider a ‘low carbon’ solution. 
 
Incinerators can no longer be considered low carbon solutions, building this 
proposed development would not ensure climate change impacts are minimised, it 
would create the opposite.  
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This application claims to move waste up the Waste Hierarchy when it takes it one 
step up the hierarchy from disposal in landfill to recovery via ERF methods. It is the 
incineration that creates the energy as a by-product, in the same way that the 
process creates its own waste that can only go to landfill. 
  
Surely in a region that is leading are for biotech, we should be looking to utilise AI 
and technology to improve how we mange waste and aim for behavioural change in 
all sectors to minimise demand for Hazardous waste incineration and make it easier 
to recycle more.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
In addition to the defects and adverse local impacts reviewed above, we need to 
consider the proposal in relation to the potentially catastrophic global impacts of 
climate change caused by greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions.  In June 2019 the UK 
became the first major economy in the world to recognise in legislation the 
imperative to stop contributing to greenhouse gas emissions that promote global 
warming.  The “Net Zero” target must be met by 2050.  This will entail 
comprehensive changes to energy generation and use in all sectors of society and 
industry.  We suggest that the proposed construction of an incineration facility by 
ENVAR is in direct opposition to the national drive to cut CO2 emission. 
 
The UK Committee on Climate Change (CCC) produced a detailed roadmap by which 
Net Zero could be achieved (see The Sixth Carbon Budget.  The UK’s path to Net 
Zero.  Committee on Climate Change December 2020.  
https:///www.theccc.org.uk/publication/sixth-carbon-budget/  See also CCC Progress 
reports).  The CCC have noted the contribution that EfW processes, and incineration 
in particular, make toward CO2 emissions: 
 
“Achieving significant emission reductions in the waste sector requires a step change 
towards a circular economy, moving away from landfill and incineration (and the 
associated methane and fossil CO2 emissions), and towards a reduction in waste 



 

  23 

arisings and collection of separated valuable resources for re-use and recycling.  This 
applies at local, regional and national levels”. 
 
Not only is the proposed ENVAR incineration plant contrary to the aspirations of Net 
Zero, as demonstrated above, there is not a recognised need for additional 
incineration capacity and not substantive justification for constructing it. 
 
This application will destroy the established rural economy 
This application will result in the loss of our agricultural heritage 
This application will result in the loss of rare and protected veteran trees 
This application will impact on the volume of traffic in the area  
This application will add to issues with road safety 
This application is out of character and out of scale  
This application will cause considerable harm and outweigh any claimed benefits.  
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Appendix 1 
 
On Tue, 17 Aug 2021, 15:52 Sawford, Victoria, <victoria.sawford@addenbrookes.nhs.uk> wrote: 

Hello Dave, 

I too have recently read this article in the Cambridge Evening News, I believe you mean the article 
linked below regarding Envar Ltd, which also quotes yourself 

https://www.cambridge-news.co.uk/news/local-news/st-ives-locals-worried-recycling-21268184 

I am not familiar with Dry Anaerobic Digestion as a system. 

Yes we do operate as the Trust has done since the 1960’s clinical waste incineration on site at 
Addenbrooke’s Hills Road site, which is rigorously authorised by the Environment Agency, as I would 
expect this new proposed facility would be as well through the Permitting system of 
Regulation.   Envar would have to apply for a Permit to operate any waste management facility. 

Limits are set through regulation for all emissions, and stringent emission monitoring is carried out, 
continuously and verified 6 monthly for our facility, but I am unsure which set of regulation this 
proposed plant would have to adhere to. 

The Trust is not involved in this proposed project, and whilst the pandemic did cause volumes of 
clinical wastes for a while, to my knowledge all affected Trusts caught up with back log of wastes 
some time ago, and I have not heard of recent back logs occurring.  We did assist other Trusts during 
the pandemic from many other areas.    We do not require any further facilities than we currently 
have 

I hope this answers your questions, but if we can help in any way please do contact me again, 

Kind regards, 

Vicki 

Victoria Sawford | Environmental Services Manager 

Tel:01223 217193   Ext: 217193 | Mobile: 07926074310 | www.cuh.org.uk 

Estates and Facilities Department | Box 102 
Cambridge University Hospitals NHS Foundation Trust | Addenbrooke's Hospital 
Cambridge Biomedical Campus | Hills Road | Cambridge | CB2 0QQ 
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Appendix 3 

 
 
 
 

MARCH 2020 

Welcome to the March 2020 Heritage Project Newsletter.  It’s been a while since we were last in 
touch but work has been continuing on the project over the winter months.  However, we think 
that it’s worth taking a moment to remember two true Bluntisham “boys” who have sadly passed 
away this winter.  David Godfrey and Eric Wallis. 

The photograph below, taken in the 1940s,  is of a young David Godfrey driving his tractor 
through the plum orchards on the family farm, on Bluntisham Heath.  He was an arable farmer 
with a large pig herd. 

David William Beldam 
Godfrey was born in 
Bluntisham in 1926 and lived 
in the village all his life, apart 
from being sent away to 
school and the army, at the 
end of the war.  David was a 
Parish Councillor & Feoffee, 
looked after the village 
barograph for many years, 
and was  a contributor and 
supporter of our Heritage 
Project.  There is an 
interesting article called “The 
Boys from Bluntisham” on 
the website, which tells of his 
early school days.  He was a 
magistrate, member of St Ives Rotary Club & supported the local Royal British Legion, during his 
adult life.  He was the Rotary Club quiz master in the White Swan when it won first prize in the 
District wide pub quiz competition. 

Eric Wallis died in December 2019 at the age of 88.  His Heath Fruit Farm at the top of Wood 
End, nearest the water towers is still a thriving concern.  His family planted the orchard in 1919 
and his name will live on in the Wallis Wonder plum and the Perfection apple.  Mr Wallis’s 
Grandfather started the family fruit business on the site of where Budgens is now and acquired 
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the land where the orchard sits in 1919.  
The orchard covers roughly 60 acres and 
boasts over 8000 fruit trees. 

Mr Wallis was born in Cornwall where he 
helped his mum make clotted cream and 
his dad milk the cows.  The family moved 
to Bluntisham to help his Grandfather with 
the fruit farm and never left.  The family 
took regular holidays back to Cornwall in 
the Daimler.  Eric learnt new skills on the 
farm and he continued putting these skills 
into good use until his later years.  In the 
last 10 years he had help with running the 
fruit farm from Robert Bousfield and at 
this time a cherry orchard was planted.    

The Heritage Project and the school - at the start of the project we were keen to work with the 
school on a project that linked the heritage of the village in a way that blended with their 
curriculum and with thanks to the Head Teacher Mrs Walker, class teacher Mrs Horrex and 
Tracey Davidson we have been able to work together.  We are pleased to announce that the 
Bluntisham Heritage Project has been able to make a contribution to the project of £200 which 
will go towards a time capsule.  Some of the topics and activities have included: village walks 
learning about the change of land use, different types of properties, flooding and we have a visit to 
the Old Day School planned for later this month to take a look at what facilities the village school 
had and to listen to a pupil who attended the school during this time.  Thanks to Mrs Sue Everest 
for sharing her stories. 

New contributions include more photographs of residents, many of them working in the orchards.  
Thank you to Nora Crick and Jane Godfrey for sharing these marvellous photos, please take time 
to explore in the residents and agriculture section on the website.  We have also added articles 
from Bill Wade about the history of the Water Towers, the Military aviation, history of the area 
around us, and details of two local sites which were the scenes of tragic air crashes during the 
Second World War.  We are, as ever, more than happy to add more photos and stories to the site, 
so again if you have anything that you would like to contribute please get it contact with us. 

Looking ahead some of the things we have planned are: a village walk, a history of the parish 
council and the Feoffee’s, the floods of 1947, a history of skating, the changing face of the village, 
the history of some roads and houses in the village and as it’s the 75th anniversary of the end of 
World War 2 we will be looking to compile a history of how Bluntisham folks past and present 
have  contributed to the Armed Forces over the years.  If anyone has a particular area of interest 
that they would like to look in to you are more than welcome to get in contact.  We will publish 
more details of these new topics going forward and will be arranging another open morning very 
soon. 

Pease let us know if you would like to contribute to the archive, please contact us via the website 
www.bhp-pc.org.uk or by phone on 07895 476682, or in person at 9 Bramley Grove, Bluntisham.  

 2



 

  29 

Appendix 4 
 

Oaklands, 
26 High Street, 

Bluntisham, 
PE28 3LD. 

 
The Parish Clerk, 
Bluntisham Parish Council, 
9 Bramley Grove, 
Bluntisham. 

22nd of August 2021 
 
Sub: Proposed Development of the ENVAR Waste Site CCC/21/088/FUL 
 
Dear Ms Hope, 
 
I am writing to express my total opposition to the proposed development of the ENVAR waste 
recycling site at the Heath. 
 
Having accessed the publicly available documents on the Somersham Parish Council Planning 
portal several points in the planning application should in my opinion prevent the proposed 
ENVAR development being approved 
 
The existing site is being changed from a composting site to an industrial complex. The existing 
operations at the ENVAR site are relatively benign compared to the proposed development 
 
I have set out these points within this letter and they are shown below.  
 
Government Policy on Hazardous Waste 
 
The main objectives the Government policy on hazardous waste are: 
 

(a) Protect human health and the environment – stringent legislative controls are in place 
to control the management of waste with hazardous properties. 

(b) Implementation of the waste hierarchy –to produce less hazardous waste, using it as a 
resource where possible and only disposing of it as a last resort. 

(c) Self sufficiency and proximity- to ensure that sufficient disposal facilities are provided 
in the country as a whole to match expected arisings of all hazardous wastes, except 
those produced in very small quantities, and to enable hazardous waste to be disposed 
of in one the nearest appropriate installations 

(d) Climate Change- to minimise greenhouse gas emissions and maximise opportunities 
for climate change adaptation and resilience. 

 
The proposed clinical waste incinerator at the ENVAR site fails to meet points c and d of 
Government policy shown above. It is clear that ENVAR is seeking to import clinical waste 
from a wide area in the East of England, which fails criterion (c). Additionally by incinerating 
the clinical waste ENVAR is adding greenhouse gases to the atmosphere, thereby failing 
criterion (d). 
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In the National Planning Policy Framework (July 2021) Paragraph 188 an unacceptable 
constraint is included namely “…Equally, where a planning decision has been made on a 
particular development, the planning issues should not be revisited through the permitting 
regimes operated by pollution control authorities”. This in effect means that the developer can 
use best estimates to gain planning consent and once this is given the decision cannot be 
reversed even for pollution concerns. For this reason alone the planning approval should be 
withheld 
 
Cambridge County Council is using the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) issued 
by the Ministry of Housing, Communities and Local Government. The NPPF is primarily a 
document for the planning of housing developments but is being applied in this instance for an 
industrial complex. A complex which if approved will store and process clinical waste, have 
noxious emissions and discharges managed by companies with no experience of in this field. 
 
ENVAR 
 
ENVAR is a subsidiary of the Heathcote Holding Company, a company that specialises in 
biomass and waste recycling. The company brochure clearly indicates Heathcote Holding has 
no expertise or experience in the handling and disposal of clinical waste. This lack of 
experience should automatically exclude a potential developer from clinical waste incineration 
projects. 
 
PS Appendix 2 Clinical Waste Need Initial Assessment 
 
This document is a desktop study outlining the possible market for clinical waste, thereby 
attempting to justify the need for the incinerator at the ENVAR site. The study fails to take into 
account the existing contractual arrangements for the disposal of clinical waste and the 
potential for increased incineration at existing sites. At present is not known if clinical waste 
disposal is a problem within the Cambridgeshire area. Addenbrookes and Hinchingbrooke 
hospitals have their own clinical waste incineration facilities on site. This report additionally 
suggests that 8000 tonnes of clinical waste could be incinerated at the ENVAR site annually. 
However, this tonnage is significantly lower than the annual clinical waste tonnage proposed 
in other planning documents namely 12000. Consequently, this report only examines the 
market for clinical waste in the East of England thereby attempting to justify the installation of 
a clinical waste incinerator at the ENVAR site. 
 
PS Appendix 3 Transport Statement 
 
Referring to paragraph 5.20 the following is highlighted “under the current permission, the 
Applicant could vary the types of imported waste and associated treatments.” This cannot be 
an acceptable condition for clinical waste and highlights the lax permissions at the ENVAR 
site. If this statement is allowed to stand as long as the limit of 200,000 tonnes of waste is not 
exceeded each year the clinical waste portion could increase at will. 
 
In the transport statement no consideration is given for the proposed traffic lights at the junction 
of the B1040 and the Bluntisham road and the effect this will have on access and egress from 
the ENVAR site. 
 
Additionally, the demolition and erection works have not been examined in any depth. 
Therefore, the impact of additional traffic, dust, rearrangement of the waste on site, and the 
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removal of demolished equipment and buildings added to the new works over an anticipated 
three year period has to be considered. 
 
Environmental Statement 
 
Section 2.2 of the environmental report highlights the uncertainty of the dispersion modelling  
admitting it is not a precise science. The environmental report should be regarded as a “best 
estimate” of the likely site pollutant dispersion. Added to the uncertainty is the use of the 
meteorological conditions at Mildenhall, 36 kilometres from the ENVAR site and the 
inaccuracy of the study increases 
 
Paragraph 4.5.24 indicates “The auxiliary fuel is oil and waste oil. The waste oil is emulsified 
on site which will be used to supplement combustion ….” This clearly indicates that oil will 
be handled on site but this is not mentioned in the planning submissions. Waste oil is not 
covered in the ENVAR site permissions and is subject to a wide range of unspecified 
contaminants. The waste oil if used in the incinerator will cause serious additional 
contaminants in the gaseous discharges. 
 
Paragraph 4.5.27 Clinical waste will not be stored on site for more than 24 hours in normal 
circumstances. However elsewhere it is indicated that the delivery of material to site will take 
place on a 5.5 day week. Consequently normal storage at the week ends will be at least for 36 
hours and not 24. It is also stated that four days storage will be required for holiday weekends. 
This will require storage at site for a minimum of 200 tonnes of clinical waste, which during 
the summer months will be at high ambient temperature, a potential health hazard. Also clinical 
waste is by its nature bulky consequently it is the volume of the clinical waste not the tonnage 
that is important. These matters are not highlighted in the proposals indicating a lack of 
appreciation of the practicalities of clinical waste incineration. The injection of various 
chemicals to reduce the pollutants in the exhaust gases and the resultant sludge/dust has not 
been quantified and is likely to be in excess of the estimated 28 tonnes per month. This again 
indicates a lack of appreciation of the processes involved. 
 
Paragraph 4.5.33 Indicates there will be approximately 2 tonnes of IBA ash per day. This 
equates to only 4 % ash content of the clinical waste. This would appear to be an optimistic 
estimate. Additionally the estimate of a monthly tonnage of 28 tonnes for APC is also likely to 
be an underestimate. Table 3 of the environmental study shows a particulate discharge of 
5mg/m-3. . Calculating the dust burden per month at the reference discharge conditions of the 
clinical waste stack of 24625 m3/hr, the amount of dust discharged is approximately 88 tonnes 
per month. This is well in excess of the estimated 28 tonnes per month assumed in the study. 
However using the study figures approximately 90 tonnes of ash/dust will have to be handled 
and removed from site each month. This ash/dust should be considered  hazardous and not 
removed by a freestanding and presumably open skip on site. 
 
Paragraph 6.3.4 “…and data supplied by technology providers” The most sensitive area of the 
proposed development is the clinical waste facility. The veracity of the results from the air 
quality software is dependent upon the accuracy of the input data and the atmospheric 
conditions modelled. Relying on data supplied by unnamed technology providers suggests the 
most optimistic conditions were modelled. A provider is not likely to supply data that does not 
show the product at its best. Therefore the input data used in the air quality model should be 
regarded as ideal and therefore not typical. The other concern is the atmospheric conditions 
used to determine the concentration of contaminants at and around the ENVAR site. The 
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Meteorological conditions at Mildenhall some 36 kilometres from the ENVAR site cannot be 
regarded as local and therefore accurate for the site. Therefore the data used from Mildenhall 
and the environmental modelling should be considered as a best estimate.  
 
In the air quality assessment report produced by Environmental Visage in section 4.13 it is 
stated in paragraph 1 “ However there are no Air Quality Standards or Environmental 
Assessment levels for dioxins” Therefore how can a safe level be determined. Additionally in 
paragraph 2 “… and a separate report has been produced to consider the impacts on human 
health.” Where is this separate report ? 
 
In the above report the concentrations of heavy metals, furans and dioxins appears to be within 
the acceptable range. The concentrations are based upon software predictions following 
dilution in the atmosphere and not the cumulative effect over time. The concentration in a cubic 
meter of gas at discharge may well be low however should the volume of gas at discharge be 
large then the amount of dangerous pollutants over time, at a particular location, will be 
significant. This effect particularly for dioxins, which degrade slowly over time could be 
detrimental to the health of the site workers and local residents particularly as the modelled 
atmospheric conditions are not typical for the local area. 
 
The clinical waste incinerator will be designed to burn waste oil, which will be treated on site. 
The problem with waste oil is that it will be from various sources and likely to contain heavy 
metals and other unspecified chemicals which will therefore be almost impossible to mitigate. 
 
Regarding the primary fuel for the clinical waste incinerator it is unclear from the various 
reports/documents what is the primary fuel. Is it biogas from the anaerobic digester, the natural 
gas from the grid or waste oil. The choice of primary fuel is crucial for steady temperature 
control in the secondary combustion chamber which is so important to the destruction of the 
hazardous pollutants, namely furans and dioxins. 
 
For the reasons shown above I believe that the proposed development of the ENVAR site at 
the Heath should not be approved by Cambridge County Council and trust you will pass my 
concerns to the appropriate planning section 
 
Yours sincerely, 
 
 
 
D.K. Buchan 
 


